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PREFACE

THE idea of preparing a new Dictionary of the Bible on critical lines for the
benefit of aill serious students, both professional and lay, was prominent in the
mind of the many-sided scholar to whose beloved memory the
present volume is inscribed. It is more than twelve years since
Prof. Robertson Smith began to take steps towards realising this
idea. As an academical teacher he had from the first been fully aware of the
importance of what is known as Biblical Encyclopadia, and his own earliest
contributions to the subject in the Encyclopedia Britannica carry us as far back
as to the year 1875. If for a very brief period certain untoward events arrested
his activity in this direction, the loss of time was speedily made up, for seldom
perhaps has there been a greater display of intellectual energy than is given in
the series of biblical articles signed ‘ W. R. S.” which appeared in the Encyclopedia
Britannica between 1875 and 1888. The reader who is interested in Bible
study should not fail to examine the list, which includes among the longer articles
BmsLe, CanticLEs, CHrRoNICLES, Davip, HEBrREw Lancuace, Hosea, JERU-
" sALEM, JoEL, Jupges, Kings, LEviTeEs, Maracui, MEesstaH, MicAn, PHivLis-
TINES, PRIEST, FroPpurT, Psarms, SacriFicE, TEMPLE, TITHES, ZEPHANIAW ;
and among the shorter, ANGEL, ARK, BaaL, Drcarocur, Eri, Eve, Haceal,
LameNTATIONS, MELCHIZEDEK, MoLocH, NABATEANS, NAHUM, NAZARITE, NINE-
vEH, OBADIAH, ParRADISE, RUTH, SABBATH, SADDUCEES, SAMUEL, TABERNACLE,
Vow,

Nor should the students of our day overlook the service which this far-
seeing scholar and editor rendered to the nascent conception of an fufernational
biblical criticism by inviting the co-operation of foreign as well as English con-
tributors. That names like those of Noldeke, Tiele, Wellhausen, Harnack, Schiirer,
Gutschmid, Geldner, appeared side by side with those of well-known and honoured
British scholars in the list of contributors to the Eucypclopedia was a guarantee of
freedom from dangerous eccentricity, of comprehensiveness of view, of thorough-
ness and accuracy of investigation.

Such a large amount of material illustrative of the Bible, marked by unity
of aim and consistency of purpose, was thus brought together that the Ewcyclope-
dia Britannica became, inclusively, something not unlike an Encyclopwedia Biblica.
The idea then occurred to the editor and his publishers to republish, for the
guidance of students, all that might be found to have stood the test of time, the
lacunz being filled up, and the whole brought up, as far as possible, to the high
level of the most recent scholarship. It was not unnatural to wish for this; but
there were three main opposing considerations. In the first place, there were
other important duties which made pressing demands on the time and energy of

Genesis of the
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viii PREFACE

the editor. Next, the growing maturity of his biblical scholarship made him less
and less disposed to acquiesce in provisional conclusions. And lastly, such con-
stant progress was being made by students in the power of assimilating critical
results that it seemed prudent to wait till biblical articles, thoroughly revised and
recast, should have a good chance of still more deeply influencing the student world.

The waiting-time was filled up, so far as other occupations allowed, by
pioneering researches in biblical archeeology, some of the results of which are
admirably summed up in that fruitful volume entitled ke Religion of the Semites
{1889). More and more, Robertson Smith, like other contemporary scholars,
saw the necessity of revising old work on the basis of a meore critical, and, in a
certain sense, more philosophical treatment of details. First of all, archzological
details had their share —and it was bound to be a large share — of this scholar’s
attention. Then came biblical geography —a subject which had been brought
prominently into notice by the zeal of English explorers, but seemed to need the
collaboration of English critics. A long visit to Palestine was planned for the
direct investigation of details of biblical geography, and though this could not be
carried out, not a little time was devoted to the examination of a few of the more
perplexing geographical problems and of the solutions already proposed (see ¢.g.,
APHEEK, below, col. 191 £). This care for accuracy of detail as a necessary pre-
liminary to a revision of theories is also the cause of our friend’s persistent refusal
to sanction the republication of the masterly but inevitably provisional article
BiBLE in the Encyclopedia Britannica, to which we shall return later. The reader
will still better understand the motive of that refusal if he will compare what
is said on the Psalter in that article (1875) with the statements in the first edition
of The Old Testament in the Jewish Churck(1880), in the Encyclopeedia Britannica,
article Psaruvs (1885), and in the second edition of The Old Testament in the
Jewish Church (1892).

It is only just, however, to the true ‘begetter’ of this work to emphasise the
fact that, though he felt the adequate realisation of his idea to be some way off,
he lost no time in pondering and working out a variety of practical details—a
task in which he was seconded by his assistant editor and intimate friend, Mr.
J. S. Black. Many hours were given, as occasion offered, to the distribution of
subjects and the preparation of minor articles. Some hundreds of these were
drafted, and many were the discussions that arose as to various difficult practi-
cal points, which have not been without fruit for the present work.

In September 1892, however, it became only too clear to Prof. Smith that
he was suffering from a malady which might terminate fatally after no very dis-
tant term. The last hope of active participation in his long-cherished scheme of
a Bible Dictionary had well-nigh disappeared, when one of the present editors,
who had no definite knowledge of Prof. Smith’s plan, communicated to this friend
of many years’ standing his ideas of what a critical Bible Dictionary ought to be,
and inquired whether he thought that such a project could be realised. Prof.
Smith was still intellectually able to consider and pronounce upon these ideas,
and gladly recognised their close affinity to his own. Unwilling that all the
labour already bestowed by him on planning and drafting articles should be lost,
he requested Prof. Cheyne to take up the work which he himself was compelled
to drop, in conjunction with the older and more intimate friend already mentioned.
Hence the combination of names on the title-page. The work is undertaken by the
editors as a charge from one whose parting message had the force of a command.
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Such is the history of the genesis of the Encyclopedia Biblica, which is the
result primarily of a fusion of two distinct but similar plans — a fusion desired by
Prof. Robertson Smith himself, as the only remaining means of
realising adequately his own fundamental ideas. With regard to
details, he left the editors entirely free, not from decline of physical
strength, but from a well-grounded confidence that religion and the Bible were
not less dear to them than to himself, and that they fully shared his own uncom-
promjsingly progressive spirit. The Bible Dictionary which he contemplated was
no mere collection of useful miscellanea, but a survey of the contents of the Bible,
as illuminated by criticism —a criticism which identifies the cause of religion
with that of historical truth, and, without neglecting the historical and archeaeo-
logical setting of religion, loves best to trace the growth of high conceptions,
the flashing forth of new intuitions, and the development of noble personalities,
under local and temporal conditions that may often be, to human eyes, most
adverse. The importance of the newer view of the Bible to the Christian com.
munity, and the fundamental principles of the newer biblical criticism, have been
so ably and so persuasively set forth by Prof. Robertson Smith in his Lectures
that his fellow-workers may be dispensed from repeating here what he has said so
well already. ‘There remaineth yet very much land to be possessed.’ Let us
assume, then, that the readers of this Ewcyclopedia, whatever be their grade of
knowledge or sphere of work, are willing to make an effort to take this widely
extended land in possession.

Every year, in fact, expands the narrow horizons which not so long ago
limited the aspirations of the biblical scholar. It is time, as Prof. Robertson
Smith thought, to help students to realise this, and to bring the standard books on
which they rely more up to date. It may seem hopeless to attempt this with an
alphabetically arranged encyclopaedia, which necessarily involves the treatment
of subjects in an isolated way. DBy an elaborate system of cross references,
however, and by interspersing a considerable number of comprehensive articles
(such as, in Part I., ArocaLvpTic LITERATURE, CAINITES, DRAGON), it has
been sought to avoid the danger of treating minute details without regard to
their wider bearings. Many of the minor articles, too, have been so constructed
as to suggest the relation of the details to the larger wholes. Altogether the
minor articles have, one ventures to hope, brought many direct gains to biblical
study. Often the received view of the subject of a ‘minor article’ proved to be
extremely doubtful, and a better view suggested itself. Every endeavour has
been used to put this view forward in a brief and yet convincing manner, without
occupying too much space and becoming too academic in style. The more com-
prehensive articles may here and there be found to clash with the shorter articles.
Efforts, however, have been made to mitigate this by editorial notes in both
classes of articles.

It will also doubtless be found that on large questions different writers have
sometimes proposed different theories and hypotheses. The sympathies of the
editors are, upon the whole, with what is commonly known as ‘advanced’ criticism,
not simply because it is advanced, but because such criticism, in the hands of a
resourceful scholar, takes account of facts, both literary and archaeological, which
the criticism of a former generation overlooked or treated superficially. They
have no desire, however, to ‘boycott’ moderate criticism, when applied by a critic
who, either in the form or in the substance of his criticism, has something original

Principles of the
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to say. An ‘advanced’ critic cannot possibly feel any arrogance towards his
more ‘moderate’ colleague, for probably he himself held not very long ago
views resembling those which the ‘moderate’ critic holds now, and the latter
may find his precautionary tests end in his adopting, as nearer approximations
to truth, views that now seem to him difficult. Prof. Robertson Smith’s views of
ten years ago, or more, may, at the present day, appear to be ‘moderate’ criti-
cism; but when he formulated them he was in the vanguard of critics, and
there is no reason to think that, if he had lived, and devoted much of his time
to biblical criticism, his ardour would have waned, and his precedence passed to
others.

There are, no doubt, some critical theories which could not consistently have
been represented in the present work; and that, it may be remarked, suggests
one of the reasons why Prof. Robertson Smith's early Euncyclopeedia Britannica
article, BisLE, could not have been republished, even by himself. When he wrote
it he was still not absolutely sure about the chronological place of P (Priestly
Code). He was also still under the influence of the traditional view as to the
barrenness and unoriginality of the whole post-exilic period. Nor had he faced
the question of the postexilic redaction of the prophetic writings. The funda-
mental principles of biblical criticism, however, are assumed throughout that fine
article, though for a statement of these we must turn to a more mature production
of his pen. See, for example, The Old Testament in the [ewish Church™®, pp. 16
JF (cp 1st ed. pp. 24 f"), and notice especially the following paragraph on p. 17: —

¢ Ancient books coming down fo us from a period many centuries before the invention of
printing have necessarily undergone many vicissitudes. Some of them are presevved only in
imperfect copies made by an ignorant scribe of the dark ages. Others have been disfigured by
editors, who mixed up foreign matter with the original fext.  Very often an important book
Jell altogether out of sight for a long time, and when if came fo lLight again all knowledge of its
origin was gone,; for old books did mot gemerally have lille-pages and prefaces. And, when
suck a nameless roll was again brought into notice, some half-informed reader or transcriber
was not unlkely to give it a new litlke of his own devising, whick was handed down theveafter
as if it had been oviginal.  Or again, the true meaning and purpose of a book often became
obscure in the lapse of centuries, and led fo false interpretations. Once more, anfiguity has
handed down fo us many writings whick arve sheer forgeries, like some of the Apocryphal books,
or the Sibyiline oracles, or those famous Epistles of FPhalaris, which formed the subect of
Bendley's great critical essay. In all such cases the historical critic must destroy the received
view, in order lo establish the truth.  He must review doubiful titles, purge qut interpolations,
expose forgeries ; but ke does so only fo manifest the truth, and exhibit the genuine remains of
antigutly in their real chavacter, A book that is really old and really valuable has nothing fo
Jear from the critic, whose labours can only put its worth in a clearer lght, and establish its
authorily on @ surer basis.

The freedom which Prof. Robertson Smith generously left to his successors
has, with much reluctance, yet without hesitation, on the part of the editors, been
exercised in dealing with the articles which he wrote for the Zucpclopedia
Britannica. The editors are well assured that he would have approved their
conduct in this respect. Few scholars, indeed, would refrain from rewriting, to a
large extent, the critical articles which they had produced some years previously;
and this, indeed, is what has been done by several contributors who wrote biblical
articles for the former Encyclopezedia. The procedure of those who have revised
our friend’s articles has in fact been as gentle and considerate as possible. Where
these articles seemed to have been destined by himself for some degree of per-
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manence, they have been retained, and carefully revised and brought up to date.
Some condensation has sometimes been found necessary. The original articles
were written for a public very imperfectly imbued with critical principles, whereas
now, thanks to his own works and to those of other progressive scholars, Bible
students are much more prepared than formerly to benefit by advanced teaching.
There is also a certain amount of new material from Prof. Smith’s pen {in two or
three cases consisting of quotations from the MS of the second and third courses
of Burnett Lectures), but much less, unfortunately, than had been expected.

Freedom has also been used in taking some fresh departures, especially in
two directions — viz., in that of textual criticism of the Old Testament, and in that
of biblical archeeology. The object of the editors has been, with the assistance
of their contributors, not only to bring the work up to the level of the best
published writings, but, wherever possible, to carry the subjects a little beyond
the point hitherto reached in print. Without the constant necessity of investi-
gating the details of the text of the Old Testament, it would be hard for any one
to realise the precarious character of many details of the current biblical archze-
ology, geography, and natural history, and even of some not unimportant points
in the current Old Testament theology. Entirely new methods have not indeed
been applied; but the methods already known have perhaps been applied with
somewhat more consistency than before. With regard to archaology, such a
claim can be advanced only to a slight extent. More progress perhaps has been
made of late years in the field of critical archaeology than in that of textual criti-
cism. All therefore, that was generally necessary was to make a strong effort
to keep abreast of recent archazoclogical research both in Old Testament and in
New Testament study.

The fulness of detail with which the data of the Versions have been given
may provoke some comment. Experience has been the guide of the editors, and
they believe that, though in the future it will be possible to give these data in a
more correct, more critical, and more condensed form, the student is best served
at present by being supplied as fully as possible with the available material. It
may aiso be doubted by some whether there is not too much philology. Here,
again, experience has directed the course to be pursued. In the present transi-
tional stage of lexicography, it would have been undesirable to rest content with
simply referring to the valuable new lexicons which are now appearing, or have
already appeared.

With regard to biblical theology, the editors are not without hope that they
have helped to pave the way for a more satisfactory treatment of that important
subject which is rapidly becoming the history of the movement of religious life and
thought within the Jewish and the Christian church (the phrase may be inaccurate,
but is convenient). Systems of Prophetic, Pauline, Petrine, Johannine theology
have had their day; it is perhaps time that the Bible should cease to be regarded
as a storehouse of more or less competing systems of abstract thought. Unfor-
tunately the literary and historical criticism of the New Testament is by no means
as far advanced as that of the Old Testament. At no very distant date a real
history of the movement of religious life and thought in the earlier period may
be possible. For such a history for the later period we shall have to wait longer,
if we may infer anything from the doubtless inevitable defects of the best existing
handbook of New Testament theology, that of the able veteran critic, H. J. Holtz-
mann. The editors of the present work are keenly interested in the subject at
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present called ¢ Biblical Theology’; but, instead of attempting what is at present
impossible, they have thought it better to leave some deficiencies which future
editors will probably find it not difficult to supply. They cannot, however, con-
clude this section without a hearty attestation of the ever-increasing love for the
Scriptures which critical and historical study, when pursued in a sufficiently com-
prehensive sense, appears to them to produce. The minutest details of biblical
research assume a brightness not their own when viewed in the light of the great
truths in which the movement of biblical religion culminates., May the reader find
cause to agree with them! This would certainly have been the prayerful aspira-
tion of the beloved and lamented scholar whao originated this Encyclopedia.

To the contributors of signed articles, and to those who have revised and
brought up to date the articles of Prof. Robertson Smith and other deceased
scholars, it may seem almost superfluous to render thanks for the
help they have so generously given. It constitutes a fresh bond
between scholars of different countries and religious communions
which is surely of happiest augury. But the special services of the various mem-
bers of the editorial staff require specific acknowledgment, which the editors have
much pleasure in making. Mr. Hope W. Hogg became a contributor to the
Encyelopedia Biblica in 1894, and in 1895 beécame a regular member of the edito-
rial staff. To his zeal, energy, and scholarship the work has been greatly indebted
in every direction. Mr. Stanley A. Cook joined the staff in 1896, and not only
has contrihuted various signed articles, which to the editors appear to give promise
of fine work in the future, but also has had a large share in many of those that are
of composite authorship and unsigned. Mr. Maurice A. Canney joined the staff
in 1898; he also has contributed signed articles, and has been eminently helpful
in every way, especially in the reading of the proofs. Finally, the editors desire
to acknowledge their very special obligations to the Rev. Henry A, Redpath, M. A,
editor of the Concordance to the Septuagint, who placed his unrivalled experience
at their disposal by controlling all the proofs at a certain stage with special
reference to the LXX readings.

Acknowledg-
ments.
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I¥ in what was written more than three years ago by way of preface to the
Encyclopeedia Biblica any modification were to be thought desirable, it would
chiefly perhaps be in the sentences devoted to the immediate prospects of
Biblical Theology. It is becoming more and more obvious that the yearly
advancing study of the apocryphal and apocalyptic Jewish literature is destined
to have considerable effect within the near future on the treatment of the
religious ideas of both parts of our Bible. Nor can we doubt that the progress
now being made in the investigation of the early Christian literature will also
turn to the advantage of the Biblical Theology of the New Testament. It is on
this ground that the editors have ventured to include in Vols. III. and IV.
a number of introductory and descriptive articles connected with this new
subject. To meet a possible objection, it may perhaps be added that the
researches into the original text of the Old Testament with which the name of
one of the editors is specially connected are by no means necessarily unfavour-
able to the study of Oid Testament Theology. For even if the religious contents
of parts of the Old Testament in their original form should turn out to be
somewhat less rich and varied than is agreeable to traditional ideas, yet the text
in its present form, even if not the original, has an independent right of existence,
and the interpretation put upon this text by Jewish and early Christian students
deserves the most respectful attention. The Old Testament was surely not a
dead book to the Jews of the great post-exilic age, but was full of light, and
susceptible of the most varied and edifying adaptations. At the same time, the
historical student may justly cherish the hope that by the researches into the
underlying text of precious passages in psalms and prophecies (not to add,
narratives) which have just now been referred to, the course of historical develop-
ment may become more comprehensible than it has hitherto been, while those
who have the best of all enthusiasms—the enthusiasm for religion—will be
stirred up to more and more admiration of the wonderful dealings of God in the
religious training of that Israel within Israel to which the Christian church is
under perpetual obligations. The Editors would also take this opportunity
of expressing a natural regret that the discovery of the ‘oldest code of laws in
the world,” that promulgated by Hammurabi king of Babylon (2285-2242 B.C),
and disinterred in Dec. 19o1—Jan. 1902 by M. J. de Morgan on the site of
the ancient Susa, was not made a year or two earlier. This coede is the most
valuable single contribution of recent years to that study of ancient Semitic laws
and usages with which the name of Robertson Smith is specially connected,
and will not only throw fresh light on the legal codes of the Israelites, but
also give a fresh impetus to the critical study of the Hebrew origzmes. On all
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accounts they are sorry not to have been able to make this new find helpful to
the readers of the Encyclopedia.

To attempt any discussion of the criticisms, whether favourable or adverse,
which have been made upon the methods employed or results set forth in the
Encyclopedia would manifestly be out of place here. Other opportunities will
occur ; and time, too, will doubtless exercise its mellowing and reconciling
influence. It may even be hoped that the confusing practice of denominating
some critics super-naturalistic, others naturalistic, some critics sober and safe,
others extravagant and unsafe, may soon pass away in the light of a fuller com-
prehension of the meaning of critical results, the complexity of critical problems,
and the variety of legitimate and necessary critical methods. There are
some other things of a more general nature which the editors would fain say in
all simplicity and earnestness, but they prefer to ask leave to quote a passage
from Dr. Hort’s futroduction to the now famous edition of the New Testament
by himself and Bishop Westcott, with the spirit of which they are in deepest
sympathy, and the expressions of which, especially in the closing sentences, they
can heartily adopt as their own.

VIt only remains to express an earnest kope that whatever labour we have been allowed to
contribute towards the ascertatnment of the truth of the letter may also be allowed, in ways
which must for the most part be invisible to ourselves, lo contribute towards strengthening,
correcting, and extending human apprehension of the larger truth of the spirit.  Others
assuredly in due time will prosecute the task with better resources of knowledge and skill, and
amend the faults and defects of our processes and vesufts. 1o be faithful fo suck light as could
be enjoyed in our own day was the utmost that we could desire.  How far we have fallen short
of this standard, we are well qware : yet we are bold to say that none of the shortcomings are
due to lack of anxious and walchful sincerity.  An implict confidence in all truth, a keen sense
of ifs variety, and a deliberate dread of shufting ouf truih as yet wnknown are no Sécurity
against some of the wandering lights that are apt to beguile a critic; but, tn so far as they ave
obeyed, they at least quench every inclination to guide criticism info de!.cz’ermg such festimony as
may be fo the supposed advantage of truth alveady inkerited or acquived. Critics of the Bible,
if they have been taught by the Bible, are unable fo forger that the duty of guileless workman-
ship is never superseded by any other)

In conclusion, the Editors desire anew to express their gratitude for the in-
valuable services of the members of the editorial staff—Messrs. Hogg, Cook, and
Canney-—which have been continued with unabated zeal to the termination of
the work ; as also, their great indebtedness to Dr. Redpath for having read the
proofs with a special reference to the readings of the LXX. In connection with
the maps their thanks are due not only to the authors of various articles to which
these relate, but also to Prof. Max Miiller, particularly for help in the preparation
of the map of Syria according to the Egyptian monuments, to Col. Billerbeck for
two maps of Syria according to cuneiform documents, and in a very special
degree to Mr. (now Prof.) Hogg, who has throughout supermtended the whole
map-wotk in the Encyclopeedia, including the indexing.

T K. C
J. S. B.
2yth March, 1903.
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THE labour that has been bestowed on even minor matters in the preparation of this Encyclopedia
seemed to be warranted by the hope that it might be found useful as a students’ handbook. Its
convenient use will be facilitated by attention to the principles that have been adopted in regard to
the following matters.

1. Classes of Articles.— The following notes will give a general idea what the reader may
expect to find and where to look for it: —

i. Proper Names.— Every proper name in the Old and the New Testament canons and the
OT Apocrypha (Authorised Version or Revised Version, text or margin) is represented by an
article-heading in Clarendon type, the substantive article being usually given under the name as
found in the AV text. The printing of Adoraim, on the same line as Apora (col. 71), and
Adullamite, three lines below ApuLram (col. 73), in bold black type, are examples of a means of
saving space.

ii. Books. — Every book in the OT and the NT canons and the OT Apocrypha is discussed
in a special article —e.g., Acts, Chronicles, Deuteronomy. The “Song of Solomon’ is dealt with
unider the title CANTICLES, and the last book in the NT under APOCALYPSE.

iif. General Articles. — With the view, amongst other things, of securing the greatest pos-
sible brevity, many matters have been treated in general articles, the minor headings being dealt
with concisely by the help of cross-references. Such general articles are: ABr (NAMES wiTH),
AGRICULTURE, APOCALYPTIC LITERATURE, APOCRYPHA, ARMY, BAKEMEATS, BirDS. BREAD,
CAINITES, CANON, CATTLE, CHARIOT, CHRONOLOGY, CITY; CLEAN AND UNCLEAN, HOLY AND
Prorane; CoLours, CONDUITS AND RESERVOIRS, COOKING AND COOKING UTENSILS, CUTTINGS
OF THE FLEsH, DISPERSION, DIVINATION, DRESS.

iv. (Qther Subjects. — The following are examples of other important headings: — ADAM AND
EVE, ANGEL, ANTICHRIST, ASHERAH, AZAZEL, BABEL (TOWER OF), BEHEMOTH AND LEVIATHAN,
BLESSINGS AND CURSINGS, CALF (GOLDEN), CHERUB, CHRISTIAN (NAME OF), CIRCUMCISION,
CommuniTY oF GooDS, COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM, COVENANT, CREATION, DDANCE, DECALOGUE,
DELUGE, DEMONS, DRAGON.

v. Things.—The Encyclopedia Biblica is professedly a dictionary of things, not words, and
a great effort has been made to adhere rigidly to this principle. Even where at first sight the rule
seems to have been neglected, it will generally be found that this is not really the case. The
only way to tell the English reader what has to be told about (e.g.} CHAINS is to distinguish the
various things that are called, or should have been called, ¢ chain’in the English Version, and
refer him to the articles where they are dealt with.

vi. Mere Cross-references (see above, 1,1.; and below, 2).

2. Method of Cross-References.— A very great deal of care has been bestowed on the
cross-references, because only by their systematic use could the necessary matter be adequately
dealt with within the limits of one volume. These references have made possible a conciseness
that is not attained at the expense of incompleteness, repetition of the same matter under different
headings being reduced to a minimum. For this reason the articles have been prepared, not in
alphabetical order, but simultaneously in all parts of the alphabet, being thereafter worked up
together constantly and kept up to date. The student may be assured, therefore, that the cross-
references have not been inserted at random; they have always been verified. If any should be
found to be unwarranted (no such is known), it must be because it has been found necessary, after
the reference was made, to remove something from the article named to another article. The
removed matter will no doubt be represented by a cross-reference.

The method of reference employed is as follows : —

i fdentification of Article.  (a) Long Names.—To save space long headings have beer
curtailed in citations — .., APOCALYPTIC LITERATURE is cited as APOCALYPTIC.
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(&) Synonymeus Articles. — Persons or places of the same name are ranged as I, 2, 3, etc.
(Arabic numerals), under a common heading and cited accordingly. In other cases (and even in
the former case when, as in ADNAH in col. 67, one English spelling represents different Hebrew
spellings), the articles usually have separate headings, in which case they are cited as i, ii., iii,, etc.
(Roman numerals), although they are not so marked. Usually geographical articles precede bio-
graphical, and persons precede books. Thus SAMUEL i., 2 is the second person called Samuel;
SAMUEL ii. is the article SAMUEL, Books oF. If a wrong number should be found the explanation
will be not that it was not verified, but that the article referred to is one of a very small number in
which the original order of synonymous articles had to be changed : the precautions always taken in
such circumstances must have failed in this case. Thus the BERED referred to in the article ALUSH
is now BERED i, I, not, as is stated in the earlier impressions, BERED ii., I.

il. fudication of Place in Article Cifed. — Articles of apy length are divided into numbered
sections (3§ I, 2, etc.) indicated by insets containing a descriptive word or phrase. As con-
venience of reference is the great aim, the descriptive phrases are limited to, at most, three or
four words, and the sections are numbered consecutively. Logical subordination of sections,
therefore, cannot appear. Divisions larger than sections are sometimes indicated in the text by
I., I1., etc., and subdivisions of sections by letters and numbers (a, & ¢; a, 8, y; i, ii, iii.).
References like (BENJAMIN, § g, ii. ) are freely used. Most of the large articles (¢.g,, APOCALYPTIC
LITERATURE, CHRONOLOGY) have prefixed to them a table of contents.

iti. Manner of Citation.— The commonest method is (see DAvID, § 11, [¢] ii.). Ezra (¢.7.,
ii. § g) means the article Ezra-NEHEMIAH, BOOK OF, § 9. Sometimes, however, the capitals or
the g.z. may be dispensed with. CHAINS printed in small capitals in the middle of an article
would mean that there is an article on that term, but that it hardly merits ¢.». from the present
point of view. In articles (generally on RV names) that are mere cross-references ¢.2. is generally
omitted ; so, €., in ABADIAS in col. 3.

3. Typographical Devices, 1. Size of 7ype. — (@) Letters.— Two sizes of type are used,
and considerable care has been devoted to the distribution of the small-type passages. Usually
the general meaning of an article can be caught by reading simply the large-type parts. The
small-type passages generally contain such things as proofs of statements, objections, more techni-
cal details. In these passages, and in footnotes and parentheses, abbreviations (see below, p.
zvili .}, which are avoided as much as possible elsewhere, are purposely used. (&) Naumbers. —
Two sizes of Arabic numerals are used. (Note that the smallest 6 and 8 are a different shape from
the next larger 6 and 8.) In making references, when only the volume is given, it is usually cited
by a Roman number. Pages are cited Dy Arabic numbers except where (as is often the case)
pages of a preface are marked with Roman numbers. When numbers of two ranks are required,
two sizes of Arabic numbers (5 ) are used whether the reference be to book and chapter, volume
and page, or section and line. If three ranks are needed, Roman numbers are prefixed (v. 5 ).

il. ftalics. — Italic type is much used in citing foreign words. Tn geographical articles, as a
rule, the printing of a modern place-name in italics indicates that the writer of the article identifies
it with the place under discussion. For the significance of the different kinds of type in the map
of Assyria see the explanations at the foot of the map. On the two kinds of Greek type see
below, 4 ii. (#). On the Greek MS D as distinguished from D, see below, 4 ii. 4.

iii. Swmall Capitals.— Small Roman capitals are used in two ways: (1} in giving the equiva-
lent in RV for the name in AV, or wice versa, and (2) in giving a cross-reference (see above, 3 iil.).
On the use of small italic capitals see below, 4 ii. 2.

iv. Symbols.— (a) Index Figures.—In ‘almost always® clear,’ the 6 indicates footnote 6.
In ¢Introd.® the & means sixth edition. On the 2 in ‘D, etc. see below, p. xviil. f.

(&) Asterisk. — B* means the original scribe of codex B. If the Egyptian dodet were printed
*Jobet the * would mark the word as hypothetical in form {e.g., uncertain vocalisation). 7. ;» means
#. § (partly).

(¢) Dagger.— A Qagger  is used to indicate that all the passages where a word occurs are
cited. The context must decide whether the English word or the original is meant.

(d) Sign of Eguality.— ¢ AALAR, 1 Esd. 5§ 36 AV = Ezra 2 55 IMMER, 1., means that the two
serses quoted are recensions of the same original, and that what is called Aalar in the one is
called Immer in the other, as will be explained in the first of the articles entitled IMMER.

(¢} Sign of Parallelism. — | is the adjective corresponding to the verb =. Thus: *Aalar of
1 Esd. 5455 AV appears as Immer in | Ezra 2 g.* || also denotes Hebrew ¢parallelism.” See, ¢.¢.,
CLEAN and UNCLEAN, § 1 (3)-

(f) Other devices.—’9g means 1899. 1 Ch. 6 & [6¢] means that verse 81 in the English
version represents that numbered 66 in Hebrew texts. ./ is used to indicate the ‘roat’ of a
word.
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v. Puncination. — As a rule commas are not used between citations, thus: 2 K. 62125 Is. 21 7.
Commas are omitted and semicolons or colons inserted whenever ambiguity seems thus to be
avoided —¢.g., the father Achbor [1] is called ‘ Father of Baal-hanan [1} king of Edom,’ and the
son Baal-banan [1] is called *ben Achbor [1]; one of the kings of Edom.’

4. Text-Critical Apparatus. — As all sound investigation must be based, not on the ancient
texts as they lie before the student, but on what he believes to be the nearest approach he can make
to their original reading, the soundness of every text is weighed, and if need be, discussed, before
it is used in the Encyclopedia Biblica. :

i. Zraditional Original Text. — In quoting the traditional Hebrew text the editions of Baer
and of Ginsburg have been relied on as a rule; similarly in the case of the New Testament, the
texts of Tischendorf and of Westcott and Hort.

il. Ewvidence of Versions.— The Vulgate (ed. Heyse-Tischendorf }, the Syriac (ed. Lee, and
London Palyglott; for the Apocrypha, Lagarde and the minor Greek versions (Field, Hexapla ;
Hatch-Redpath, Concordance) have been quoted quite freely; the testimony of the Septuagint has
been attended to on every point.

In exceptional cases ‘ Holmes and Parsons’ has been consulted; ordinarily Swete's manual
edition (including the variants) and Lagarde’s Pars Fripr have been considered sufficient. In
general (for the main exception see next paragraph) only variations of some positive interest or im-
portance have been referred to. Almost invariably a quotation from the LXX is followed by sym-
bols indicating the authorities cited (thus vioe [BAL]). This does not necessarily imply that in
some other MS or MSS a different reading is found; it is simply a guarantee that Swete’s digest of
readings and Lagarde have both been comsulted. The formula [BAL], or &%*" standing alone
means that the editors found no variant in Swete or Lagarde to report. In the parts, therefore,
where Swete cites ¥ or other MSS as well as BA, BAL includes them unless the context indicates
otherwise. When BAL stands alone the meaning is everywhere the same; it is a summary report
of agreement in Swete and Lagarde.

Proper names have been felt to demand special treatment; the aim has been to give under
each name the readings of Lagarde and all the variants of BRA as cited in Swete. The com-
monest, or a common, form for each witness is given at the head of the article, and this is followed
at once or in the course of the article by such variants as there are. Where all the passages con-
taining a given name are cited in the article, the apparatus of Greek readings (as in Swete and
Lagarde) may be considered absolutely complete. In other cases, completeness, though aimed at,
has not been found possible.

The distinction between declinable and indeclinable forms has generally been observed ; but
different cases of the same declinable form have not as a rule (never in the case of common nouns}
been taken note of. Where part of one name has been Joined in the LXX to the preceding or suc-
ceeding name, the intruding letters have usually been given in square brackets, though in some very
obvious cases they may have been ignored.

When MSS differ only in some giving ¢ and others giving e this is indicated concisely thus :
‘afea [B]), afia [AL], becomes ‘af3[e]ta [BAL].® Similarly, -r., -77. becomes -{7]7.

Much care has been bestowed on the reaflings, and every effort has been made to secure the
highest attainable accuracy. Naturally the Hatch-Redpath Concordance to the Septuagint has
been freely used. As has been already stated, bowever (p. xil), the Engyclopaedia Biblica has also
had the benefit of Dr. Redpath’s personal help. Unfortunately, misprints and other inaccuracies —
inaccuracies sometimes appearing for the first time after the last proof reading — are especially liable
to occur in a work of this kind. Corrections of errors, however minute, addressed .to the publishers,
will always be gratefully received.

Sotne typographical details require to be explained : —

() In giving proper names, initial capitals, breathings, and accents are dispensed with; they
were unknown in the oldest MSS (cp Swete, vol. 1 p. xiii 2).

(&) The Greek readings at the head of an article are given in uncials, ahd the Vulgate read-
ings in small italic capitals; elsewhere ordinary type is used.

€c) The first Greek reading is given in full; all others are abbreviated as much as possible.
Letters suppressed at the beginning of a word are represented by a dash, letters at the end by a
period. In every case the abbreviated form is to be completed by reference to the Greek form
immediately preceding, whether that is given in full or not. Thus, eg, ‘efSedcarreap, 3. . . . rrig,
-rrety, Bedoa’! means ‘afedoarrey, Geloarti, PBedgarreaw, Bedaa.’ That is to say, the
abbreviated form repeats a letter (or if necessary more) of the form preceding. Two exckptions
are sometimes made. The dash sometimes represents the whole of the preceding form —e.g, in

1 ¢ Beacon.’ with a period, as it stood in early impressions of the art, ABEL-SHITTIM, would mean BeAoarrew.
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cases like afia, - —and one letter has sometimes been simply substituted for another: ¢g., » for
M in ey, -v.  These exceptions can hardly lead to ambiguity.

(@) The following are the symbols most frequently quoted from Swete's digest with their
meaning : —

* = original scribe. LD =testimony of the Grabe-Owen collation of D
1 = his own corrections. before D was partly destroyed (see Swete,
a, b, ¢ — other correctors. vol. I p. xxiv},

md = first corrector confirmed by second, Ir¥il = readings inferred from the collation ¢ silentio.
a?b? —ga orb. Ne-s = a corrector of ¥ belenging to the 7th cent. (Sw,,
8? b =, perhaps also a, vol. 2 p. viii; cp vol 1 p. xxi).

afvid) = prob. a. Ne-b = corrector of Ne& or B ¥; see Sw,, vol. 2 p. viii,
avid = g if it be a fona fide correction at all. et = corrector of o2 or N¥; see Sw,, vol. 1 p. xxi.

Bedit =B as in Vercellone and Cozza's facsimile ed.
(¢) The following are the MSS most commonly cited: —

N Sinaiticus (cp Swete, vol, 1 p. xx). F  Cod. Ambrosianus (Swete, vol, 1 p. xxvi).
A Alexandrinus (Swete, vol. 1 p. xxii). 87 Cod. Chisianus (Swete, vol. 3 p. xii).
B Valicanus (Swete, vol. 1 p. xvii). Syr. Cod. Syro-Hexaplaris Ambrosianus (Swete, vol. 3
* € Cod, Ephraemi Syri rescriptus Parisiensis p. xiii}.

{Swete, vol. 2 p. xiii). V  Cod. Venetus (= 23, Parsons; Swete, vol. 3 p, xiv).
D Cod. Cottonianus Geneseos (Swete, vol. 1 p. | Q  Cod. Marchalianus (Swete, vol. 3 p. vii).

Xxifi). I Cod. rescriptus Cryptoferratensis (Swete, vol. 3
E Cod. Bodleianus Geneseos (Sw., vol. 1 p. xxvi). p. ix /).

5. Proper Name Articles.— Proper name articles usually begin thus. The name is followed
by a parenthesis giving (1) the original; (2z) when necessary, the number of the section in the
general article NAMES where the name in question is discussed or cited; (3) 2 note on the ety-
mology or meaning of the (personal) name with citation of similar names; (4) the readings of
the versions (see above, 41i.). See for an example Aaron. The Hebrew ‘ben’ (*b.%), ‘son
of’ ¢b'ne) ‘sons of’ is often used, partly for brevity and to avoid certain ambiguities (see
above, 3 v.) and partly because of its indefinite meaning.

6. Geographical Articles,— The interpretation of place-names is discussed in the article
NamES. The maps that are issued with Volume I. are the district of Damascus, the environs of
Babylon, and ¢Syria, Assyria, and Babylonia’ (between cols. 352 and 353). The last-mentioned
ts mainly designed to illustrate the non-Palestinian geography of the Old Testament. It is made
use of to show the position of places outside of Palestine mentioned in Volume 1. which happen to
fall within its bounds.

in all maps biblical names are assigned to sites only when the article discussing the question
regards the identification as extremely probable (the degree of probability must be learned from the
article).

The following geographical terms are used in the senses indicated : —

Der, deir, * monastery.' Khirbet-( K4.), ‘Tuins of

Haj{7), * pilgrimage to Mecca.' Nakr (N,), 'river,

Febel (].),* mountain.’ 7ell, ‘mound’ (often containing ruins),

Kefr, Kafr, * village. Wadz (W.), ' valley,” ' torrent-course.’

Khan,* caravanserai, Weli, wely, * Mohammedan saint,’ ‘ saint’s tomb,’

7. Transliteration, ete. — Whilst the Encyclopadia Biblica is meant for the student, other
readers have constantly been kept in view. Hence the frequent translation of Hebrew and other
words, and the transliteration of words in Semitic languages. In certain cases transliteration also
saves space. No effort has been made at uniformity for its own sake. Intelligibility has been
thought sufficient. When pronunciation is indicated —e¢.g., Béhémoth, Levidthan — what is meant
is that the resulting form is the nearest that we can come to the original as represented by the
traditional Hebrew, so long as we adhere to the English spelling.

In the case of proper names that have become in some degree naturalised in an incorrect form,
that form has been preserved: e.g., Shalmaneser, Tiglath-pileser. Where there is an alternative,
naturally the closer to the original is selected: therefore Nebuchadrezzar (with » as in Ezek., etc.),
Nazirite. Where there is no naturalised form names are given in exact transliteration—e.¢.,
ASurr85-i§i. In the case of Assyrian names, hyphens are used to separate the  component parts,
which begln with a capital when they are divine names —e.g., Puzur-ASur: but Asur-din.

18 the case of modern (Arabic) place-names the spellmg of the author whose description has
been most used has generally been retained, except when it would have been misleading to the
student. The diacritical marks have been checked or added after verification in some Arabic
source or list.
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On the Assyrian alphabet see BaBvLoNIA, § 6, and on the Egyptian, Egver, § 12. One
point remains to be explained, after which it will suffice to set forth the schemes of transliteration
in tabular form. The Hebrew h (M) represents philologically the Arabic h and h, which are
absolutely distinct sounds. The Hebrew spoken language very likely marked the distinction.
As the written language, however, ignores it, m is always transliterated h. The Assyrian guttural
transliterated with an h, on the other hand, oftenest represents the Arabic h, and is therefore
always transliterated h (in Muss.-Arn. Dsi., x, for x), never h. There is no b in transliterated
Assyrian; for the written language did not distinguish the Arabic h from the Arabic h,*, &, or 7,
representing them all indifferently by’, which accordingly does not, in transliterated Assyrian,
mean simply X but indifferently 8 or m or h or T or g Hence, ¢.g., Nabti-nahid is simply one
interpretation of NabG-na’id. Egyptian, lastly, requires not only h, h, and h, like Arabic, but also a
fourth symbol h (see EGYPT, § 12, note).

TRANSLITERATION OF HEBREW (AND ARABIC) CONSONANTS

HEBREW. ARABIC. HEBREW, ARARIC, HEBREW. ARABIC, HEBREw. ARraBIC.
x| Tk 1z 5 1z |51 J |1 |2 s oo s
= ib St b

2 ey nly g iw|B ™| | P @@k
|y g C & re b H n o n "\. : ) r
3 |gh (g o |t I P L wols Y ¢h, % % |sh,z
= |d S id ’ b9 £ ' “ t’ ol :,S
= |dh(d) Yy ] ¥ E, g :: (0 w
k 2| ; ih(k) JIEle e

yoiw, v g | wu ‘ g | ph | & | f

Extra Arabic Consonants: (s, th, t ; |.) dh, d; UO d; -b, Z.

VOWELS
‘long’ *short’ very short almost a glide
Heb.ae1ou aeion BE3 oraco goreor?
Ar. aiu a(e) i(e) u{o)

Ar, diphthongs: ai, ay, €, ey, &; aw, au, O.

8. Signatures. — Parts of articles as well as whole articles bear the signature of the author or
authors, the exact share contributed by each writer being indicated, where possible, at the end thus:
A. B, §§ 1-5; C. D. §§ 6-10. When the signature would be too complex, and in a majority of the
‘minor articles’ even otherwise, no attempt has been made to assign a definite authorship and
the articles rest on the editorial responsibility. When in such an article there occurs a suggestion
that seems to need a signature, its author’s initials are appended to the whole article. A key to the
signatures will be found on p. xxvii.

H. W. H.



ABBREVIATIONS, SYMBOLS, AND BIBLIOGRAPHICAL
NOTES

The following pages explain the abbreviations that are used in the more technical parts (see
above, p. xiv 3 i. [a]) of the Eagyclopedia. The list does not claim to be exhaustive, and, for the
most part, it takes no account of well-established abbreviations, or such as have seemed to be fairly
obvious. The bibliographical notes will, it is hoped, be welcome to the student.

The Canonical and Apocryphal books of the Bible are usually referred to as Gen., Ex., Lev.,
Nu., Dt., Josh., Judg., Ruth, S(a.), K({i.), Ch[r.], Ezra, Neh., Esth., Job, Ps., Pr., Eccles.,
C(an)t., Is., Jer., Lam., Ezek., Dan., Hos., Joel, Am., Ob., Jon., Mi., Nah., Hab., Zepk., Hag.,
Zech., Mal.; 1 Esd., 4 Esd. (ie., 2 Esd. of EV), Tob., Judith, Wisd., Ecclus., Baruch, Epistle of
Jeremy (Z.e., Bar. ch. 6), Song of the Three Children (Dan. 323}, Susanna, Bel and the Dragon,
Prayer of Manasses, 1-4 Macc.; Mt., Mk., Lk., Jn., Acts, Rom., Cor., Gal., Eph., Phil., Col. Thess,
Tim., Tit., Philem., Heb., Ja[s.], Pet . !—3 Jn., Jude, Rev. [or Apoc}

An explanatlon of some of the symbols (A, 8, B, etc.}, now generally used to denote certain
Greek MSS of the Old or New Testaments, will be found above, at p. xvi. It may be added that
the bracketed index numerals denote the edition of the work to which they are attached: thus
OIJCEA =The Old Testament in the Jewish Chureh, 2nd edition (exceptions RPE), A0FD); see
below). The unbracketed numerals above the line refer to footnotes; for those under the line see
below under Dy, Es, Ja, Pa.

When a foreign book is cited by an English name the reference is to the English translation.

It is suggested that this work be referred to as the Ewmgyclopedia Bidlica, and that the
name may be abbreviated thus: Zwucy. B7b. or £Bi. It will be observed that all the larger
articles can be referred to by the numbered sections (§§); or any passage can readily be cited
by column and paragraph or line. The columns will be numbered continuously to the end
of the work.

Abulw. . . Abulwalid, the Jewish grammarian | A7, A Tliche . Das Alte Testament, Alftestantent-
(b. circa 9go), author of Bookof Jicke. Old Testament.
Roots, ete. AT Unters. . Alttestamentliche Untersuchungen,
Acad, . o The Academy > A Weekly Review See Winckler.
of Literature, Science, and Aré. | AV . . . Aauthorised Version,
London, '69 £
AF . . See AOF. b . . &en, &'ne (son, sons, Hebrew).
AHL . . Ancient Hebrew Tradition. See | Bi, . . . Baerand Delitzsch’s critical edition
Hommel. of the Massoretic Text, Leipsic,
Al test]. Unt. . See Winckler. '69, and following years,
Amer. Journ. qf American Journal of Philology, | Bab. . . » Babylonian.
Phil. 'S0 . Baed., or Baedeker, Palestine (ed. Socin),
Almer.) fourn] American fournal of Semitic Lan- Baed, Fal. 2, '94; ), ’98 (Benzinger) based
Slem.J L{ang.] guages and Literatures (continu- on 4th German ed.
ing Hebraica ['84-"95]), '95 f. Baethg., or Baethgen, Beitrige aur semitischen
Am, Tab, . . TheTell-el-Amarna Letters{ =& 55) Baethg. Beitr. Religions-geschichite, *88,
Ant. . . . Josephus, Antiguities, BACG . « C.P. Tiele, Babylonische-assyrische
AQF . o dltorientalische Forschungen. See Geschichte, pt. i.,’86; pt. ii., '88.
Winckler, Ba.NB, . + Bavth, Die Nominalbildung in dene
Apocr, Anecd. . Adpocrypha Anecdoda, 1st and 2nd semitischen Sprachen, 1., "89; ii,
series, published wunder the g1, (B gq.

general title “ Texts and Studies’ | Baraitha . . See LAw LITERATURE.
at the Cambridge University | BDB Leax. . [Brown, Driver, Briggs, Lexicesn]

Press. A Hebrew and English Lexicon
Aq. . . . Aquila, Jewish proselyte (temp. of the Old Testament, based on
revolt against Hadrian), author the Lexicon of Gesenius, by F.
of a Greek translation of the Old Brown, with the co-operation of
Testament, See TEXT. 3. R. Driver and C. A. Briggs,
Ar. . . . Arabic, Oxford, '92, and following years.
Aram. . . Aramaic. See ARAMAIC, Be. . . . E.Bertheau (1812-88). In A7 GH ;
Areh. . . Archaology or Archdologie. See Richter w, Ruth, '45; @ '83;
Benzinger, Nowack. Chronik, ’54; @, '73; Esra,
Ar. Des. . . Doughty, Arabdia Deserta, '88. Nekemia wu. Ester, '62; (), by
Ar. Heid., or Reste arabischen Heldentums. See Ryssel, ’87,
Heid, Wellhausen. Beitr, . . Britrége, especially Baethgen (as
Arm. . . Armenian. above).
Ass. . . Assyrian. Beitr. 2. Ass. . Beitrdge sur Assyriologie w, semi-
Ass. HW8 . dAssyrisches Handwbrierbuch. See tischen Sprachwissenschaft; ed,
Delitzsch. Fried. Delitzsch and Paul Haupt,
As. u, Eur., . W, M. Miller, Asien u. Furopa " 1,’go; ii., 'g4; iii., '98; iv. 1,’50.
nack altdgyptischen Denkmilern, | Benz. HA . L Benzinger, Hebriische Archii-

93 ologie, '94.
xviii
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Kon.
Bertholet,
lung

Bi. . .

Biblioth, Sac,

B/ .
1A

Boch,

Boeckh
BOR
Bittch.

Battg. Lea.

BR .

Bu. . .
Uirgesch,
Ri.Sa.

Sam. .

Das Buch .;'ifz'o& in KK, 6.

.

Stel-

Konige in KHC, 9.

A. Bertholet, Die Stellung der- Is-
raeliten w. der Judem su den
Fremden, *g6.

Gustav Bickell :

Grundriss der hebviischen

Grammatik, 09 f.; ET, 77,
Carmina VT metrice ete,, '82.
Dichtungen der Hebriter,’82 1.
Kritische Beavbeitung der
FPrev., '9o.

Bibliathece Sacra,’43 ff.

De Bello fudaico. See Josephus,

Schenkel, Bide/- Lexicon,; Real-
worterbuch zum Handgebrauch
fiir Geistliche u. Gemeinde-
glieder, 5 vols,, "69-"75.

S. Bochart (1599-1667) ¢
Geographia  Sacra, 1646 ;
Hierozoicon, sive de Animali-
bus Scripture Sacve, 1603,

Aug. Boeckh, Corpus fnser. Grae.,
4 vols., '28-77.

Babylenian and Oriental Record,
5

Friedrich Bottcher, Awusfiihriiches
Lehrbuch dev hebriischen Spra-
che, 6668,

Beéttger, Lexicon z. d. Schrifien des
1. fasephus, "19.

Biblical Kesearches. See Robinson,

Karl Budde:

Die biblische Urgeschickte (Gen.
1-124), ’83.

Die Biicker Richter und Samuel,
thre Quellen und ihr Aufbau,’go,

Samuel in SBOT (Heb.}, '94.

Klagelieder and Hokelied in K, 8.

Buhl
Buxt. Syz. fud,

Buxt. Lex.

€., £2F. .
Calwer Bib.
Lex,

e. Ap.
CH .

Chald. Gen.

Che,

Job and Sol.

P,

OFs. .

Aids

Progh. Is. .

Founders .

Tntr. Is,

See FPal,

Johann  Buxtorf  {1564-1629),
Synagoga Judaica, 1603, ete.
Johann Buxtorf, son {1599-1644),
Lexicon Chaldaicum, Talriudi-
ctem et Kabbinicum, 1639, folio.
Reprint with additions by B.

Fischer, 2 vols,, ’69 and '74.

civea.

Calwer Kirchelexikon,
sches Handwibrlerbuck,
Zeller, '89-'93.

contra Apionem.

Composition des Hexatewuchs.
Wellhausen.

The Chaldean Account of Genesis,
by George Smith. A new edi-
tion, thoroughly revised and cor-
rected by A, H. Sayce, 'S0,

T. K. Cheyne:

The Prophecies of Isaiak, 2 vols.
(’8c—"81; revised, (9, "89).

Job and Solomon, or The Wisdom
of the Old Testament (P87).

The Book of IPsalms, transl.
with comm. (’88); 3, re-
written (forthcoming).

The Origin and Religious Con-
tends of the FPsalter (* Bampton
Lectures,’ 89}, '91,

Aids fo the Devout Study of
Criticism, '92.

Founders of Old  Testament
Cwiticism, '94.

Introduction fo the of
fsaieh (795).

Theologi-
ed. P.

See Josephus.
See

Book

5. SBOT.

Isaiak  in SBOT

[Eng.],
Ca7); [Heb.l, C90).

Jeremiak, kis Life and Times in * Men of the

Sew. Rel. Life

CiG
CiL

cis

Class. Rev.
CL-Gan.
Ree. .
Co. . .
Ezek.
Einl
Hist.
cor

Crit. Mon.

Cr. Kew.

D
Dy
Dalm. Gram.

Worte fesn
Arans. Lex.

Dav.
Job
FEzek,

DB,

de C, Orig,

De Gent. . .
Del. P

FPar. . .
Heb, Lang.

Bible” (’88).
Jewish Religiowns Life after the
Exilz, '98.

Corpus Inseviplionum Gracaram
(ed. Dittenberger), 82 ff. See
also Boeckh.

Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum,
Berlin, '63, and following years,
14 vols., with supplements.

Corpus Inscriptionum Semitica-
rum, Paris, 81 ff.  Pt. i,, Pheeni-
cian and Punic inscriptions; pt.
ii., Aramaic inscriptions; pt. iv,,
8. Arabian inscriptions.,

The Classical Review, '8y f.

Clermont-Ganneau:

Recueil &7 Archéologie, 'S5 g

Cornill:

Das  Buck des
Frzechiel, *86.
Einleitung in das Alte Testa-

ment, '01; 3, ‘gh.
History of the People of fsrael
Jrom e earliest times, 'g8.

The Cuneiform fuscriptions and the
Old Testament. See Schrader.

A. H. Sayce, The Higher Criticism
and the Verdict of the Monu-
ments, '94.

Critical Neview of Theological and
FPhilosophical  Literature [ed.
Salmond], "9t #-

Propheten

Aathor of Deuteronomy; also used
of Deuteronomistic passages.
Later Deuteronomistic editors. See

HisTORICAL LUFERATURE.
Dalman, Gremmatik des jiidisch-
palistinischen Aramdiisch, '04.

Die Worte Jesu, i, '98.
Aramdisch - Newhedrdisches

Worterbuch zu  Targum,
Tadviwd, wnd [Midrasdh,
Teil i., '97.

A. B. Davidson:

Book of fob in Camb. Bible, ’84.
Book of Erekiel in Cambridge
Bible, g2,

W. Smith, 4 Dictionary of the
Bible, comprising its Antiquities,
Biography, Geography, and Nai-
wral History, 3vols,, ’63; DBE),
2nd ed. of vol. i., in {wo parts,
1

or, J. Hastings, 4 Dictionary of
the Bible, dealing with ifs Lan-
guage, Literature, and Contents,
inciuding the Biblical Theology,
vol t.,'98; vol. ii, 9.

or, F. Vigouroux, Dictionnaire de
fa Bible, 95

Alph. de Candolle, Origine des
Plantes Cultivées, '8z 9, ‘g6,
ET in the futernational Scien-
tific Series.

De Gentibus, See Wellbausen,

Delitzsch, Franz (1813-90), author
of many commentaries on books
of the OT, etc.

or, Delitzsch, Friedrich, son of pre-
ceding, author of :

Wo lag das Paradies? ('81).
The Hebrew Language viewed
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in the light of Assyrian Re-
search, '83.

Prol, . Prolegomena eines newen hebr.-
arau. Worterbuchssum AT,
’86.

Ass. HW B Assyrisches Handwbrierbuch,
‘g6,

DHM Ep. Denk. D.H. Miiiler, Epigraphiscie Denk-
mdler aus Arabicen, '89.

Die Propheten in ihren wrspritnglichen Form.
Die Grundresetze der ursemi-
tischen Poesie, 2 Bde., '96.

Dillmann, August (1823-94),
in KGH.: Genesis, 3rd ed. of
Knobel, 7535 ¢4, 782; 8,92 (ET
by Stevenson, '97); Fxvdus und
Leviticus, 2nd ed. of Knobel,
‘8o0; 3rd ed. by Ryssel, ‘g7;
Numb., Dewnt., Josk., 2nd ed. of
Knobel,’86; fsaiak, 9, ’go; (edd.
1-3 by Knobel; 4th ed. by Die-
stel; 6th ed. by Kittel, "98).

Didaché. See APOCRYPHA, § 31, 1.

Suppléiment aunx Dictlonnaires
Arabes, 779 f.

Driver, S, R.:

A Treatise on the Use of the
Yenses in Hebrew, 14, 9,
B1; B), ‘g2,

Notes on the Hebrew Text of
the Books of Samuel, *go.
An Introduction ts the Litera-
ture of the Old Testament,

M, ’gr; @, g7,
FParallel Psalter, 'g8,
Deuteronomy in The Fnter-
national Critical Commien-
tary, '93.
in the Camébridge Bible, '97y.
SBOT (Eng.), Leviticus, as-
sisted by H. A. White, g8,
¢ Hebrew Authority ' in duthority and Archaolopy,
Sacred and Profane, ed.
David G, Hogarth, London,
'99.

s, . . Tsaiak, His Life and Times,in
¢ Men of the Bible,’ (2, %93,

Drus. Drusius (1550-1616) in Critici
Sacri,

Bernhard Duhm:

Die Theologte der Prophelen
als Grundlage fiir die innere
Entwickiungsgeschichte der
israelitischen Religion, 175,

Das Buck fesaia in HK, 92,

Die Psalmen evklirt,in KHC,
H

0Old Hebrew historical document.

Later additions to E. See His-
TORICAL LITERATURE.

Encyclopedia Britannica, 9th ed.,
5~'88,

Georg Ebers (37798, Aegypter u.
die Bitcher Mose's, 1., "08,

Einleitung (Introduction).
Cornill, ete.

The English Historical Review,
’Sﬁ_ﬂ:

Did, .
Dozy, Suppl.

Dr. . .
- HT

TBS

Introd, .

Par. Ps.
Deut.

. Joel and Ameos
Lev. SBOT

' ﬁrapi:.
Is.

Ps,

E . .

E,

EB®

Ebers, deg. BAM
Einl. See

Eng. Ilist. Rew.

Eor[sf]. Die Entstehung des Judenthums.
See Ed. Meyer.
ET English translation.
Eth, Ethiopic.
Eus, Eusebius of Ceesarea (2nd half of
3rd to 1st half of 4th cent. a.D.) :
Onom. or OS Ongmasticon ; *Onthe Names

of Places in Holy Scripture.’

HE . . Historia Ecclesiastica.
Plrap.)£[2.] Praparativ Evengelica,
Chron, . Chronicon.
EV English version (where authorised
and revised agree),
Ew. . Heinrich Ewald (1803-75) :
Lekrd, . Lehrbuck der  hebriischen
Spracke, '44; 8, 70,
Gesch, . Geschichte des Volkes [srael;
B} i—vii, '64-68 ; ET 9 5
vols. (pre-Christian peried),
*6g-"8a.
Dichier Die Dichter des Alten Bundes
@), 66 .
Proph. . Die Propheten,’40 f; (), 67
Sy Erq6 £
Expos. . . Expositor, sth ser., ‘g5 /7
Explos]. T{imes] Expository Times, '8g="g0 f.
Jand #. . following (verse, or verses, etc.).
FEP o Fauna and Flora of Palestine.

Field, Hex.

Flr]HG .
Fl. and Hanb.
Pharm.
Floigl, G4
Founders .
Fr. .
Fri. . .
Frankenh.
Frazer .
Fund.
& . .
GA
cd .
GBA
GASn:.
GAT

Gei. Urschr.

" Ges,

Thes, ’
Cramm.

Lex,

Ges.-Bu,

.

See Tristram.

F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum que
supersunt sive Veterunt Interpre-
tum Gracorunm in fotuwe Vetws
Testamentum Fragmenta (*75).

Fragmenta Historicorum Graco-
rum, ed. Miiller, 5 vols., '41-"72,

F. A. Ilickiger and I}. Hanbury,
Pharmacographia.

Floigl, Geschichte des semitischen
Altertums in Tabellen, 82,

Founders of Old Testament Cridi-
cism.  See Cheyne,

Q. F. Fritzsche (1812-96), com-
mentaries on books of the Apo-
crypha in £HG.

Sigismund Yrinkel, Die eranii-
schem  Fremdwivier im Aradi-
schen, 86,

W. Frankenberg, D¢ Spriiche in
KH, 98,

J. G. Frazer:

Totemism (87).

Golden Bough{90); 2 in prep.

Pausanias’s Description of
Greece  (translation and
notes, 6 vols., 'y8).

J. Marquart, Fundamente israeliti-
scher . flidischer Geschiclkte, g0.

Greek Version, see above, p. xv. £
and TEXT AND VERSIONS.

Geschickte d.  Alterthums
Meyer, Floigl},

Geschichte Agyplens (see Meyer),

Gesch, Babylomiens u. Assyviens

“{see Winckler, Hommel).

George Adam Smith. See Smith,

Reuss, Geschickie des Aiten Testa-
ments, '81; (2), 'go.

A. Geiger, Urschrifi und Usber-
setzungen der Bibel in threv Ab-
Ritngigkett von der inneren Ent-
wickiung des fudenthums, ’57.

F. H. W, Gesenius (1786-1842):

Thesaurus Philologicus Criti-
cus Ling, Heor. ef Chald.
Veteris Testamenti,’35-"42,

Hebriische Grammatik, '13;
&), by E. Kautzsch, 96 ;
ET "g8.

Hebriiisches w. chalddisches
Handwirterduch, '12;,
(Miihlau u. Volek}, ‘go; (12
(Buhl, with Socin and Zim.
mern),'9s ; 93 (Buhl),’g9.

Gesenius-Buhl.  See above, Ges.

(see



ABBREVIATIONS, SYMBOLS, AND BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES =xxi

Gesck.
GGA

GGN
cr .
Gi[nsb].
GV

Glaser
Skizze

Gr,

Grd, . .
Gesch.

Ps.
Gr. Ven,
GV
H
HA or Hebr.

Arek.
Hal,

AféL. .

Hamburger
(RE]

Harper, A8L
HC .

Heb.
Hebraica .
Heid.

Herse.

Herzog, £E
Het Herstel
Hex,

Hexap.
HG .

Hierod.
Hilgt.

Fist, .
Hist, Proph.
Mon.

Hi[tz].

K. .

Geschichte (History).

Gattingische Gelehrle Anzeigen,
’
24 ff-

Gittingische Gelelhirte Nackrichien,
45 fF-

Geschichte fsraels. See Winckler.
Ginsburg, Massoretico-critical Edi-
tion of the Hebrew Bible, 94, fn-
troduction, Q7.
Geschichte des jlidischen Volkes.
See Schiirer.
Eduard Glaser:
Skizze der Gesch. w. Geogr.
Arabiens, 90,
K, Grimm (1807-91). Muccabees
(’53) and Hisdom(60) in X' G A,
Heinrich Gritz :
Geschichte der fuden, 1.-x., 774
fi ET i—v, ‘gi="g2.

Kritischer Commentar zu den
FPsalmen, '82 f.
Versio Veneta. See TEXT.

Gesch. des  Volkes [Frael, See
Ewald, Stade, etc.

“The Law of Holiness’ (Lev. 17-
26). See LEvITICUS.

HHebriische Archiologie.
zinger, Nowack.

Joseph Halévy, The inscriptions
in Rapport sur une Mission Ar-
chéologique dans le Vémen ('72)
are cited: Hal. 535, etc.

Mélanges d Epigraphie  e?
& Archéolagie Sémitiques,’ 4.

Hamburger, Kealencyclopidie fitr
Bibel und Talmud, 1,770, (¥ 'g2;
ii. 83, suppl. ‘86, 91 £, "97.

R. F. Harper, 4ssyrian and Baby-
lonian Lellers belonging fo the
K[Ruyaniik] codlection of the
British Musewm, '93 f.

Hand-Commentar zum  MNeuen
7estament, bearbeitet von H, J.
Holtzmann, R. A. Lipsius, P. W.
Schmiedel, H. v. Soden, ’8g-"g1.

Hebrew.

Continued as 4/SL (g.2.).

Reste arabischen Heidentums, See
Wellhausen.

Kosters, Het Hevstel van Israél in
ket Persische Tijdvak,’93; Germ,
transl. Die  Wiederiersiellung
fsraels, 'g5.

See PRE.

See Herst.

Hexateuck (see Kuenen, Holzinger,
etc.),

See Field.

Historical Geography of the Holy
Land. See Smith, G. A,

See Bochart.

A, Hilgenfeld, NT scholar (£inl,
etc.), and ed. since 's8 of Z 7",

See Schiirer, Ewald, Kittel, etc.

J. F. M‘Curdy, History, Propkecy,
and the Monunients' i. To the
Downfall of Samaria ('94); ii.
To the Fall of Nineveh (7906).

F. Hitzig (1807-75),in K GH : Pre-
diger ('47), Hohelied (°55), Die
kleinen Propheten (38; ), '03),
Seremias (P41, (2,°66). Also Die
Frsalmen (1357365 &), 763-63).

Handhommentar zum Alten Testa-
ntent, ed. Nowack, 'g2 f.

See Ben-

Holz. £ind. , IH. Holzinger, Finleitung in den
Hexaternck (793), Genesis in the
KHC ('98).
Hommel . Fritz Hommel :
AHT . Diecaltisraclitische Ueberlicfer-
ungy W1, Ancient Hebrew
Tradition, '97.
B4 Geschichle Balyloniens u. As-
syriens, '8y f.
Hor. Hebr. Lightfoot, Hore Hebraice, 1684.

HP . . . Holmes and Parsons, Petus Testo-
mentumt Grocunt cum  variis
lectionibus, 17681827,

HPN . G. B. Gray, Studies in Helvew
Proper Names, '96.
HPSm. Henry Preserved Smith.

Sawmuel in nternational Critical Commentary.

HS . Die Heilige Schrift, See Kautesch.

HWE Riehm's Handwirierbuch des bidii-
schenn AMerthaos, 2 wols., '84;
¥, ’g3-'94. See also Delitzsch
(Friedr.).

FLcan . . Jsraelitische w. jidische Geschickte,
See Wellhausen,

Inte[od]. . Introduction,

Intr. fs. Introduction to Isqiak. See

. Cheyne.

It. . . . Itala. See TEXT AND VERSIONS,

1t Anton. ftinerarium  Antonini, Forta
d’Urban, *43.

J . . . Old Hebrew historical document.

Jo . . . Later additions to J.

Slourn] A(m.]  Jjournal of the American Oriental

O{r.] S[ee.] Society, ‘51 ff.

Jastrow, Dict. M. Jastrow, Dictionary of the Tar-
gumin, the Talmud Babli, et
and Midrashim, *86 f,

Sournal Asiatigue, ’53 f;  pth
ser.,’73; 8thser.,’83; gth ser.,’93.

Sournal of Bidlical Literature and
Lxeggesis, 90 f; formerly ("82-
'88) called fowrnal of the Society
of Biblical Lit. and Exeg.

Jakrbiicker der bibl, Wissenschaft
{49-'65).

Sakrbiicker fitr deutsche Theologie
56-"78.

The ¢ Prophetical ’ narrative of the
Hexateuch, composed of Jand E.

P. Jensen, Die Kosmologie der
Babylonier, 'go.

Slonurn.] As.
JBL

JBW
JDT
JE . .

Jensen, Kosm. .

. Jer. . . Jerome, or Jeremiah.

Jon, . . Jonathan. See Targum.

Jos. . . Flavius Josephus (b. 27 A.D.), Aredi-
gquitates Judaice, De  Bello
Sudaico, Vite, contra Apionem
(ed. Niese, 3 vols., *87-"g4).

Jowrnal of Philology, 1. (Nos. tand

Slourn.] Fril. .
2,’68), ii. (Nos. 3and 4, '69), cte.

fPT Jakrbiicher fiir profestantische 7 heo-
logie, '75-"92.

JOR . Jewish Quarterly Review, 88-"89 ff.

SRAS . Jowurnal of Ropal Asiatic Society
(vols. 1-20, 34 f; new series,
vols. 1-24,’65-"92; current series,
) 3.

SSBL See /BL.

KAT Die Keilinschrifien u.d. Alte Testa-
wmzent. See Schrader.

Kau. . E. Kautzsch:

Gram, Grammatik des Biblischen-

Araméischen, '84.
HS . . Die heilige Schrift des Alen
Testaments, '94.
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Apokr. .

KB, . .

Ke. . .
Kenn. .

KG .
AGF

KGH
KGK

KHC

Ki . .
Gesch,

Ch. SBOT
Kim.
Kin[s].

KL Proph.
Klofst].

GVl

Kn[ob].

Ka. .

Koh,
Kr. .

Kt.

Kue.. . .
Ond. . .

Die Apokryphen w, Pseudepi-

graphen des alten Testa-
ments, '98 f.
Ketlinschriftliche Bibliothek,

Sammrlungvon ass.u.bab, Texten
in Umschrift u. Ucherselsung, 5
vols. (1,2, 34,4, 4, 5}, '89-"906.

. Edited by Schrader, in collabora-
tion with 1. Abel, C. Bezold,
P. Jensen, F. E. Peiser, and
H. Winckler.

K. F. Keil (d. ’88).

B. Kennicott (1718-83), Pertus
Testamentum Hebraictam cum
varits lectionibus, 2 vols., 1776~

Kirchengeschickie.
Keilinschriften . Geschichisforsch-
ung. See Schrader.
Kuragefasstes exegetisches Hand-
buck. See Di, Hitz,, Knob,, Ol
Kursgefasster Kommentar zu den
keiligen Schrifien Alten u. Neuen
Testaments sowte zu den Apo-
kryphen, ed. H. Strack and
O. Zockler, '87 #.
Kurzer Hand-commeniar zum
Alten Testamen?, ed. Marti, 97 £,
Rudolf Kittel:
Geschichie dey Hebrier, 2 vols.,
’88, ’92; Eng. transl., Ais-
lory of the Hebrews, '95-
’96

56,

The Book of Chronicies, Critical
Edition of the Hebrew text,
’gs (translated by Bacon).

R. Dawvid Kimbi, e77ce 1200 A.D,,
the famous Jewish scholar and
lexicographer, by whose exegesis
the AV is mainly gnided.

Kinskip and Marviage in Early
Aradia. See W. R. Smith.

Kleine Propleten{ Minor Prophets).
See Wellhausen, Nowack, etc,

Aug. Klostermann, DDie Biccher
Samuciisundder Kinige ("87) in
KGK.

Geschichte des Volkes Israel bis
sur Kestauration unler Esra
und Nehemnia, ‘0.

Aug. Knobel {1807-63) in £CGH -
Exodus und Leviticus, @ by Dill-
mann, '80; Der Prophet Jesaia,
’43, (3,761, Sce Dillmann.

F. E. Konig, Historisch-Kvitisches

Lekrgebiude der Hebridischen
Spracke, 3 vols, 8197,
Aug. Kbhler.

Kre (lit. “to be read ”}, a marginal
reading which the Massoretes
intended to supplant that in the
text (Keéthib); see below.

Kéthib (lit. ¢ written’), a reading
in the MT; see above.

Abr. Kuenen (1828-91):

Historisch-critisck  Ondersoef
naar het onfstaan en de
versanteling van de Bocken
des Ouden Verbonds, 3vols,
61-"65; D,°85—8g; Germ.
transl., Historisch-kritische
Einleitung in dic Biicher
des Alten Testaments, *87—
gz; vol. b, The Hexateuch,
translated by Philip Wick-
steed, '86.

Godsd. De Godsdlienst van Israel, '69-"70;
Eng. transl., 3 vols., "73-'75.
De Profeten en der Profetic onder lsrael, '75;
ET, ’77.
Gesammeite Abkandlungen zur
bibl, Wissenschaft, German
by Budde, '94.

Lagarde, Librorum Veteris
Testamenti Canonicorum, Pars
Prior Grace, '83.

Ges. Abk,

L . . . de

Lag. . » Paul de Lagarde ("z7-'9r) :
Hag. . Hagiographa Chaldaice, '73.
Sy, . . Libri Veteris Testamenti Apo-
>V Fd

cryphi Syriace, "61.

Ges, Abh. . Gesammeltedbhandinngen, 66,
At Aitteilungen, i.—iv., '84~"80.
Sywi. Symmicta, il., '80.
Prov. Proverbien, '63.
bers. Lebersicht iber die im Ava-
or BN miiischen, Arabischen, und
Hebrdischen itblicke Bildung
der Nomina, '8g.
Beitr. Beitrige 5. bakirischen Lexiko-
graphie, "68,
Proph., Praphete Chaldaice, 772.
Sewnt. Semitica, 78 1.
Arm. St Armenische Studien.
Or. Orientalia, 1., °79 ; ii., 'S0,
Lane E. W. Lane, 4n Arabic-English
» Lexicon, 763 f.
Lland] B W. M. Thomson, The Zand and
the Book, ’59; new ed. 'g4.
LBR . Later Biblical Researches. See
Rebinson.
Levy, N WB ], Levy, Newhebriisches u. chai-
déitsches W drterbuch, "16-"8q.
Chald. Lex, Chaldiisches W irtevduch ither
die Targumim, 67 f.
Lekrgeb. See Konig.

Leps. Denkme. . R. Lepsius, Denkmiler aus Aegyp-
ten u. Aethiopien, *49-"60.

John Lightfoot (1602-75), Here
Hebraice (1684).

Joseph B. Lightfoot (’28-'89);
commentaries on Galatians
(W, "74);  Fhilippians (W,
73);  Colossians and Phile-
mon (775).

Lipsius, Die Apokryphen Apostel-
geschichien . Apostellegenden,
’33_590.

L. Low, dramdiische Pflanzenna-
men, *81,

See L.

Septuagint. See above, p. xv £,
and TEXT AND VERSIONS.

Lightf, .

Lips. 1 /0. .

Lw . . N

Luc. . .
ILXX or &

Maimonides Moses Maimonides (1131-1204).
Exegete, author of AMiskneh
Torak, Maové Nebakhim, etc.

Mandzan. See ARAMAIC, § 10

J- Marquart, Fundamente isracliti-
scher w. judischer Geschichie, '96.

K. Marti:

Kursgefasste  Grammatik d.
biblisch-Aramidischen
Spracke, '06.

Geschichle dev Fsraclitischen Keligion™®, g7 (a
revision of A. Kayser, Die
Theol, des AT

Das Buck fesaia,in KHC,'99.

G. Maspero:

Dawn of Civilisation, Egypt
and Chaldea (B, %96).

Les  premidres  Mélies des
Peuples; ET by McClure

Mand, .
Marq, Fund.

Marti
Grant,

Jes.
Masp.
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MEBBA .
MDPV .
Merx .
Mey.. .
GA

Ensstlek]. .

Meyer
MGW]
MH . .
MI . .
Midr. .
Mish. .
MT . .

.

The Struggle of the Nations
—Lgypt, Syria,and Assyria,

Histotre Ancienne des Peuples
de P Orient (P99 /7).

Monatsbericht dev Beviiner Ada-
deniie,

Mittheilungen und Nachvichlen des
Deutschen  Paldstina- Vereins,
‘95 7 , X

A, Merx, Archiv j. wissensciafi-
tiche Evforschung d. AT (’69).

Ed. Meyer:

Geschichte  des  Alterthums ;
i, Gesch. d. Orients bis zur
dindung des Lerserreichs
g 1., Gesch. des Abend-
fana’es bis auf die Per-
sevkriege (’93).
Die Lnlstehung des fuden-
thums, g0,

H. A W, Meyer (1800-73),
founder of the series Arifisch-
exegetischer Kommentar iber das
Neue Testamend,

Monatssehrift fiir Gesch. w. Wiss,
des fudenthums, 51 ff

Mishnic Hebrew, the language of
the Mishna, Tosephta, Mid-
rashim, and considerable parts of
the Talmud.

Mesha  Inscription, commonly
known as the ‘ Moabite Stone.
See MESHA.

Midrash. See CHRONICLES, § 6 (2).

Mishna, the standard collection
(completed, according to tradi-
tion, by R. Judah the Holy, about
200 A.D.) of sixty-three treatises
{representing the Jewish tradi-
tional or unwritten law as devel-
oped by the second century
A.D.), arranged in six groups or
Seders thus: —i. Zérd'im (11
tractates), il. Aa'ed {12), iii.
Naskim (7),1v. NVéstkin (10),v.
Kodashin (11}, vi. Tokbratk(i2).

‘Abddi zara, iv. 8 Mlea oth, vi. 6

Aboth, iv. g o an, ii. 1t

"Arakhin, v. g

1iaba Bathrd, iv. 3

Baba Kamma, iv. 1

Nedarim, 1?1 3
Nega'im, vi. 3

Baba MsTa, iv. 2 Nidda, vi.
Bekhoroth, v. 4 Ohalsth, v1. 2
Beérakhoth, 1. 1 *Orla, 1. 10
BEs3, ii. 7 Pard, vi ¢
Bikkirim, i. 1z Pea, i =2

Pesichim, ii.

Chigiga, ii. 12
Rosh Ha(sh)sha.na

Challg, i. ¢
Chullm, v. 3
Diémai, i 3
Eduyuth w. 7
‘Eribin, ii. 2

Sanhednn iv. 4
Shabbath, ii. z
Shébii‘oth, iv. 6.

Gittin, 1ii. 6 Shébi‘ith, i. 5
Horﬁyn[h iv. 10 Shekalim, ii. 4
Kalim, vi. 1 Satd, iii. 5.
Kirithoth, v, 7 Sukka, ii. 6
Kethuhmh iii. 2 Ta'inith, ii. 9
Klddus}un it 7 Tamid, v. g

Kil'ayim, i. 4
Kinnim, v. 11
Ma'aiar Sheni, 1. 8
Ma'is8rdth, 1. 7
Makhshirin, vi. 8
Makkith, iv. g
Mégilla, ii. o
Meila, v. 8
Manachdth, v. 2
Middach, v. o

Tebal Yom, vi, 10
Temiira, v.
Terumn[h 16
Tohdrdth, vi, 5
“Dksin, vi. 12
Yadaylm v1 34
\ébamoth il 1
Yomi, ii. 5
Z'l'mm vi.g
Zebachlm v. I

Massoretic text, the Hebrew text of
the OT substantially as it was in
the early part of the second
century A.D. (temp. Mishna),
1t remained wunvocalised until

Murray

Muss-Arn.

MPG

R

Nab.

NE |

Nestle, Ezg

Marg.
Neub. Géogr.
NHB
NHWE . .

no. .
Na[ld].
Uniters,

et Afreh]  Lebrbich

KL Proph.

NT . .
Ol[sh]

L e/’zré

OLZ (or Or. LZ) QOrientalistische

Ond. .
Onk., Onqg.
Onom, . .
OFs. . .
os . . .
oT .

o7, ] c .

P . .

P, .
Pal '
Palm. .

Pal. Syr. .
PA0S

Far,

Pat. Pal. .

PE

PEFAM [em.]
PEFQ[u.5L] .

about the end of the seventh

century A.D. See TEXT.

A New English Dictionary on
Historical Principles, ed. J. A.
H. Murray, 88 #; also H.
Bradley, ’971ﬂ'.

W. Muss-Arnolt, 4 Concise Diction-
ary of the Awssyrian Language,
’94~'0g (A-MAG).

Mittheilungen der Vordevasiar-
ischen Gesellschaft, 'o7 fF.

note,

Nabatzan, See ARAMAIC, § 4.

Nominalbildung, Barth; see Ba.

Die  dsraclifischen  Eigennamen
nach  ihrer veligionsgeschicht-
lichen Bedeutung, 76.

Marginalien u. Materialien,’93.

A, Neubauer, Gégrrapiie du [al-
maud, '68.

Natural History of the Bible.
Tristeanm.

New-kebr. w. chalditisches W srter-
buck, See Levy.

number.

Th. Noldeke :
Untersuchungen = Kwitik d.

Alten Testaments, '69.

Alttestameentliche Litteratur, 108,

W. Nowack :

See

o, Hebriischen
Archiiologie,’ 9g.
Die Kleinen PFPropheten (in
HEC), 97
New Testament, Neues Testament,

Justus Olshausen:
Die Psaimen, '53.
Lekvbuck der hebr. Sprache,
61 [incomplete].
Litteratur-Zei-
tung, ed. Peiser, 08 £,
Historisch-critisch Onderzoek. See
Kuenen.
Onkelos, Ongelos.
See OS.
Origin of the Psalter. See Cheyne,
Onomastica Sacra, containing the
“pame-lists’ of Eusebius and
Jerome (Lagarde, %, '87; the
pagination of ) printed on the
margin of &) is followed).
Old Testament.
Old  Testament in  the [fewiskh
Church. See W, R, Smith,

Priestly Writer. See HisT. LIT,

Secondary Priestly Writers.

¥. Buhl, Geographie des alten Pal
astina, ’g6.  See also Baedeker
and Reland.

See Targ.

Palmyrene. See ApgMAIC, § 4.
Palestinian Syriaclr’ Christian
Palestinian, See ARamaic, § 4.

Proceedings of American Oviental
Society, 's1 . (printed annually
at end of /4085).

We lag das Faradies?
Delitzsch. ’

Sayce, Patriarchal Palestine, g5,

Praparatio Evangelica. See Euse-
biug,

Falestine Exploration Fund Me-
moirs, 3 vols,, '81-"83.

Palestine  Exploration  Fund
[founded 65] Quarterly State-
ment, '69 .

See
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Per.-Chip.

Pers. .
Pesh.

Ph., Pheen.
PRE

Preuss, Jakrbb,
Prim. Cni,

FProph. Is.

Prol. .
Prot. KZ .

Rab.
Rashi

Ree. Trav,

REJ

Rel. Pal. .
Rev,

Kew, Sém.
RF. Sa.

Rob.
BR

LBR or BR iv.
or BR® iii,

Perrot and Chipiez :

Histoire de PAvd dans Panti-
quits,  Eeyple — Assyrie —
FPerse — Asie  Mineuere —
Grice — Etrurie — Rome K
Br .

ET:  Aucient Egypt,  '83;
Chaldea and Assyria, '84;
FPhanicia and  Cyprus, '85;
Sardinia, fudea, etc., '90;
Primitive Greece, '94.

Persian.

: Peshitta, the Syriac vulgate (2nd-

3rd cent.}. VPetus Testamentum
Syriace, ed. S, Lee, ’23, OT and
NT, ’24,

W. E. Barnes, dn Apparatus Cri-
ticus to Chronicles in the Peshitia
Version, ’g7.

Phceenician.

Real- Encyblopidie fitr protestan-
tische Theologie w. Kirckhe, ed.
J- J. Herzog, 22 vols., '54-'68;
@, ed. J. J. Herzog, G, L.
Plitt, Alb. Hauck, 18 vols,, *77-
'88; 3, ed. Alb. Hauck, vol.
i—vil. [A-Hau), 'g6-"99.

Preussische jakréiicker, '72 ff.

E. B. Tvlor, Primitive Culture,
71; B, g1,

The Prophecies of IDsaiak., See
Cheyne.

Prolegomena. See Wellhausen.

Protestantische Kirchenzeitung fiiy
das  Ewvangelische Dewtschiand
(vols.i~xliiL,’ §4-"96); continued
as Prot. Monatshefte (97 F).

Proceedings of the Sociely of Bibli-
cal Archaology, 78 f.

Payne Smith, ¥ kesaurus Syriacus.

Punic.

Redactor or Editor.

Redactor{s) of JE.

Deuteronomistic Editor(s).

Priestly Redactor{s).

H. C. Rawlinson, The Cuneiform
Inscriptions of Western Asia,
1—v. (’61-84; iv. (B, 'gI).

Rabbinical.

7.2, Rabbenu Shelomoh Yishaki
(1040-1105), the celebrated
Jewish commentator.

Recueil de travanx rvelalifs & la
philol. et & ’Awrchbol, egypi. ef
assyr. 770 ff

Rewt{ des7ﬁ'£desjuims, i, '8o; ii.
and iii., ’81; and so on.

Reland, Paiesting ex Monumentis
welertbus illustrata, 2 vols., 1714,

Revtee,

Revue sémitigue, 93 f.

Die Biicher Rickter wu. Samuel,
See Budde.

Edward Robinson:

Biblical Researches in Pales-
tine, M. Sinai, and Arabia
Petreea, a journal of travels
in the year 1838 (i-iil, ‘41
= BR3, i-ii, '56).

Later Biblical Researches in Pales-
tine and the adjacent Repions, a
Journal of travels in the year
1852 (’56).

Physical  Geography of the Holy
Land, 65,

Roscher

RP

RS or Rel, Sem.
RV .
RWE

Rys.
Saad.

Sab.

Sab. Denkim.

Sam.
SBAW

SBE

SBOT (Eng.)

SBOT (Heb.) .

Schispf:
Schr.
KGF
K4T .
cor

Schiir.
CFV

Aunsfiihriiches Lexikon 4. Griech-
ischen w. Rimischen Mythelogie
(84 573 _ ,

Records of the Past, being FEnglish
transiations of the Ancient Monu-
ments of Egypt and Western
Asia, ed. S. Birch, vols. i.—xii.
(?73-'81), New series [ AP ]ed.
A, H. Sayce, vols. i.-vi,, '88-"gz.
See ASSYRIA, § 35.

Religion af the Semites. See W.
R. Smith,

Reviged Version (NT, *Bo; OT,
’84; Apocrypha, ’g3).

G. B. Winer(1789-1858), Bidlisches
Realwdrterbuck, 20, &), 2 vols,
El

77
Ryssel; cp. Dillmann, Bertheau.

R. Sa'adya (S&£'adya; Ar. Sa'ld),
the tenth century Jewish gram-
marian and lexicographer (b.
892); Explanationsof the Azpax-
legomena in the OT, etc.

Sabeean, less fittingly called
Himyaritic; the name given to
a class of 5. Arabjan inscrip-
tions.

Sabidische Denkméler, edd. Miiller
and Mordtmann.

Samaritan.

Sitzungsberichte der Berlinischen
Akademie der Wissenschafien.
The Sacred Books of the FEast,
translated by various scholars
and edited by the Rt. Hon. F.

Max Miller, 50 vels, 1879 #.

[Otherwise known as the Faly-
chrome Bible] The Sacred Books
of the Md Testament, a new Eng.
transl,, with Explanatory Notes
and Piclovial Hlustrations ; pre-
parved by eminent bidlical scholars
of Eurepe and of America, and
edited, with the assistance of
Horace Howard Furness, by Paul
Haupl, ‘97 £

Haupt. T%e Sacred Books of the Old
Testament ; a critical edition of
the Hebrew text, prinfed in
colowrs, with notes, prepaved by
eminentbiblicalscholarsof Europe
and Amierica, under the editorial
divection of Paul Haupt, 93 f.

Gunkel, Scképfung und Chaos in
Urzeit u, Fndseit, 95,

E. Schrader; editor of X8

2]
y!( z]’iiz'mckn'ﬁ‘m w. Geschichds-
Jorschung, 78,

Die Keilinschriften n. d. Alte
Testament, "72; 2, ’83.
Eng. transl. of AAT 4y

Q. C. Whitehouse, 7he
Cuneiform Inscriptions and
the Old Testament, 2z vols.,
*85, '88 (the pagination of
the German is retained in
the margin of the Eng. ed.).

E. Schiicer :

Geschichte des fitdischen Volkes
im  Zeitalter Fesuw Chrisit;
1. Einleitung u. Politische Ge-
schichte, ’go; ii. Die Inneren
Zustinde  Palidstinas u. des
jiidischen Volkes im Zeitalter
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Hist, .

Selden .

Sem. .
Sin, . .
Smend, Listen .

Smith
GASm,
HG

WRS .
oTJC

Proph. .

Ain. .

Jesu Christi, ’86; new ed. vol.
1. Die Inneren Zustinde, '98,
val. iii, Das Judenthum in der
Zerstreuung u. die jlidische Lite-
ratuar, "g8.

ET of above ('go #}. Vols. 1 /£
(¢, Div. i vols. 1 £)=vol. 1
of German; vols. 3-5 (é.e., Div.
ii. vols. 1-3)=vol. 2 of German
[ = vols. ii,, 1ii,of &)].

J. Selden, o Jure naturali ef
gendinm juxie disciplinam Ebre-
orunt, 7 bks., 1665.
de Diis Syris, 1617.

Semitic.

Sinaitic; see ARAMAIG, § 4.

Smend, Die Listenn der Biicker
Esra u, Nehemiak, '81.

George Adam Smith:

The Historical Geography of
the Holy Land, especially tn
relation fo the History of
fsvael and of the Early
Church, *94 (additions to (%),
’g6.

96.

‘William Robertson Smith(’46-94):

The OLI Testament in the fewish
Chaerch,'81; ), revisedand much
enlarged, '92; (Germ. transl. by
Rothstein, 'g4).

The Prophets of Lrael and their
Place in History, fo the close o
the eighth century B.C, '82; (%),
with introduction and addi-
tional notes by T. K. Cheyne,
9.

Ki?t?ﬁz'p and Marriage in Eqrly

Arabia, ’8g.

Riel)STem.] Lectures on the Religion of the

SP . .

Spencer . .

S8

St., Sta. . .
GVr. .
Ak, . .

St Kr.

Stad, m. vz,

Stned, Bibl.

Sw. . . .

SWAW . .

Semeites: Ist ser,, The Funda-
mental Institutions, ’89; mnew
and revised edition (£.5%)},gq;
Germ. transl, by Stube, ’g9,

[The MS notes of the later Burnett
Lectures—on Priesthood, Divina-
tion and Prophecy, and Semitic
Polytheism and Cosmogony —
remain unpublished, but are
occasionally cited by the editors
in the Encyclopedia Biblica as
‘ Burnett Lects. MS.]’

A, P. Stanley, Sinai and Palestine
In connection with theiy hisiory,
'56, last ed. '96.

De Leribus Hebraorum Ritualibus
(2 vols. 1727).

Siegfried and Stade, fedrdisches
Warterbuch sum Alten Teste-
menle, 93

B. Stade:

Gesch, d. Volkes Isvael, 81—

'88.

Ausgewdhlle Akademische Re-
den u. Abkandlungen, *99.

Studien und Kritiken, '28 ff.

Stadiasmus magni maris {Mar-
cianus).

Studia Biblica, Essays in Biblical
Archaology and Criticism and
Rindred subjects, 4 vols,, ‘85791,

H. B. Swete, 7% O0/d Testanient
in Greek according fo the Seplua-
ginty M, 897g4; ), 'g95-1q0,

Sitzungsberichte d. Wiener Aka-
demie d. Wissenschafien.

Sym[m]. .

Syr. .
Tab. Peut,

Talin. Bab. Jer.

T[ar]g.
Ser.
Jon.

Onk. .

s fon,
78S

temp.

.

T[extus] Ii[e- '

ceptus]
Thle].

Theod.

Theol. Studién .

Thes, P

ThT .
Ti. or Tisch.
Lz
Tosephta .
Treg. .
Tristram
FEP .
NHB
TSBA

Tab. Z. f. Theol.

Untersuck.

Urgesch.

? . .
Var, Apoe.

Var, Bib,

Symmachus, author of a Greek
version of the Old Testament
(¢trea 200 oD}, See TEXT.

Syriac. See ArRAMAIC, § 11 7

Tabula Peutingeriana, Desjardins,
’68.

Talmud, Babylonian or Jerusalem,
consisting of the text of the
Mishna broken up into small
sections, each followed by the dis-
cursive comment called GEmara,
See Law LITERATURE,

Targum. See TEXT.

The (fragmentary) Targom Jeru-
shalmi.

Targum Jonathan, the name borne
by the Babylonian Targum to
the Prophets. :

Targum Onkelos, the Babylonia

Targam to the Pentateuch
(towards end of second century
A.D.).
The Targ. to the Pentateuch,

known by the name of Jonathan.

Der Yext der Biwher Samuelis:
see Wellhausen; or Notes on the
Hebrew Text of the Books of
Samuel : see Driver,

tempore (in the time [of]).

The ‘received text’ of the NT.
See TEXT.

Thenius, dic Biicker Samuelis in
KGH, 42, ,%64; ), Léhr, 'g8.

Theodotion (end of second cen-
tury), author of a Greek version
of the Old Testament (* rather a
revision of the 1L.XX than a new
translation’}. See TEXT.

Studién, published in connection
with 7%, I (see DEUTERONOMY,

§ 332}

See Gesenius,

R. Payne Smith, Zheszurus Syria-
cus, ’68{1

Theologisck Tijdschrift, 67 fF.

Tischendorf, NMowum Testamentun:

Grece, editio octava critica
maior, *69-"72.

Theologische Literaturzeitung,
76 F-

See Law LITERATURE.

S. P. Tregelles, The Greek New
Testament ; edited from ancient
anthorities, '57-"72,

H. B. Tristram:

The Fauna and Flora of Palestine,
’89.

The Natural History of the Bible,
(8, °8q,

Transactions of Soc. Bib, Archeol.,
vols, i-ix,, ’72{".

Thibingen Zeitschrift f. Theologie,
‘28 i

Unitersuchungen. See Noldeke,
Winckler.

Die biblische Urgeschichie.
Budde,

verse,

The Apocrypha (AV) edited with
various rendevings, ete., by C. J,
Ball,

The Old and New Testaments{ AV)
edifed with various venderings,
ete., by T. K. Cheyne, S. R.

See
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Driver (OT), and R. L. Clarke,
A. Goodwin, W. Sanday (NT)
[otherwise known asthe Queen’s
printers Bible].

Versio Vetus Latina; the old-Latin
version {made from the Greek);
later superseded by the Vulgate,
See TEXT AND VERSIONS.

Vulgate, Jerome’s Latin Bible:
OT f{from Heb., NT a revision
of Vet. Lat. (end of 4th and be-
ginning of sth cent.). See TEXT.

Vet. Lat, . f

We., Wellh. Julius Wellkausen.

De Gent.
gque in 1 Chv. 2 4 nume-
rantur Dissertatio ('70).

Der Text der Biicher Santuelis
C71).

Die Pharisder w. & Sadducder;
eine Untersuckhung suv in-
neren Jidischen Geschick?

]

TBs .

Phar. u,
Sadd.

3.

G’esc?fu'ckt‘z Lsraels, vol. 1. (*78).

2nd ed. of Gesch., entitled
Prolegomena sur Gesch. Is-
raels, '83; ET ’85; 4th
Germ. ed. '9s.

Lsraelitische w. jlidische Ge-
schickte, '94; ¥, ’97; an
amplification of Aébriss der
Gesch. Israels w. fuda’s in
‘Skizzen u, Vorarbeiten,’
84. The Adriss was sub-
stantially a reproduction of
‘Israel’ in £8® (’81; re-
published in ET of Prol.
[’85] and separately as
Sketch of Hist. of Lsrael and
JSudak, 3, g1},

Reste Arabischen Heidentums
(in * Skizzen u. Vorarbeiten’)
('87; 9, %97},

Die Kietnen Prophefen iiber-
setsty, mit Noten (’9z; @),
3 8)

Die Composition des Hexa-
teuchs und der historischen
Bitcher des Alfen Testaments
(’85; Zweiter Druck, mit
Nachtrigen, '89; originally
published in JD 7 21 392 #7.,
[*76], 22 407 [*77], and in
Bleek, Eind 4,48,

System der 4 .e’t.gmagogafen Palisti-
nischen Theologie, or Die Lekren
des Talmud,’80 (edited by Franz
Delitzsch and Georg Schneder-
mann); B, Jidische Theologie
auf Grund des Talmud wund
verwandier Schrviffen, ‘97 (ed.
Schnedermann).

I. J. Wetstein, Nowvum Testamen-
fum Grecum, ete, 2 vols, folio ;
1751-1752.

Wetzstein, Ausgewdhite gricchische
und lateinische Inschrifien, ge-
sammelt auf Reisen in den
Trackonen und wn das Hau-
rdngebivge,03; Reisedevicht tiber

Gesch, .
Prol. .

e . .

[Ar.) Heid.
K3, Propk,

cHE . .

Weber . .

Wetstein . .

Wetz, . .

Haurdin und Trackenen, *00.
WF . . Wellhausen-Furness, 7ke éook of

Psalms ('g8) in SBOT (Eng.).
WE [W & H} . Westcott and Hort, 7ke New Teos-

tament in the Oviginal Greek,
'81.

Lie Gentibus of Familiis fudels

Wi,
Unters.
A test].
{nt,
GBA .
AOFor AF
GI . .
Sarg. .
KBy, .
Wilk. . .
Winer . .
RWEB .
Grant.
WMM . .
Wr. . . .
Comp.
Gram.
Ar. Gran.
WRS .
WZKM . .

Yakot . .

zZ . . .
z4 . . .
zd . .
ZATW . .
ZDMG .
ZDPV .
ZKF
ZEM .
ZEW .
ZLT .
zZrE .
ZWT

Hugo Winckler:
Uintersuchungen z. Altoviental
ischen Geschichte, '89.
Altestamentlicke  Unlersuch-
wngen, '92.
Geschickte Babyloniens w. As-
syriens,’92, -
Altorientalische Forschungen,
1st ser. i-vi, ’03-'97; 2znd
ser. (AF ()1, 98 /.
Geschichte Israels in einzel
darstellungen, 1. '95.
Dt,'e Keilschrifitexte Sargous,
8g.
Die Thontafeln won Tell-el-
Amarna (ET Metealf ).
J. G. Wilkinson, Manners and
Customs of the Ancient Egyptians,

’37-41; @ by Birch, 3 vols.,’78.
G, B. Winer:

Bibl, Reclwvrierduch; see
RIVE.

Gramwiatif des neulestament-
lickhern Sprachidioms®), neu

. bearbeitet von Paul Wilh.
Schmiedel, '94 #2; ET of
6th ed., W, F. Moulton, *5o.

See As. u, Eur.

W. Wright :

Lectures on the Comparative
Grammar of the Semitic
Languages, 'g0,

A Grammar of the Arabic
Language, transiated from
the German of Caspari and
edtied, with numwerous adii-
tions and coFrections by W,
Wright; ¢ 2 vols, '74-"75;
(%) revised by W. Robertson
Smith and M. J. de Goeje,
vol, 1. 'g6, vol, ii. ’g8,

William Robertson Smith,
Smith.

Wiener Zeilschrift fiiv d. Kunde
des Morgenlandes, 87 ff.

The well-known Arabian geo-
graphical writer (1179-1229).
Kitah Mo'jam el-Buldin edited
by F. Wiistenfeld { Jfecut's Geo-
Sraphisches W brterbuck, 66-750),

See

Zeitschrift (Journal).

Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie w. ver-
wandle Gebiete, 86 f.

Zeltschrift fier Agypiische Sprache
., Alerthumsbunde, 63 ff.

Zeztschrift fiir die Alttestamentliche
Wissenschatt, '81 ff.

Zeitschrifi dev Dettlschen Morgen-
ldndischen Gesellschafl, '46 ff.
Zeztschrift des Deutschen Palistina-

wereins, 78 fF.

Zeitschrifi fiir Kellschrififor m’zng
wund verwandte Gebiete, '84 .,
continued as ZA.

See WZKAM.

Zeitschrift fitr kivehiicke Wissen-
schaft w, kirchlickes Leben (ed.
Luthardt), i—ix., '80-'8g

Zeitschrift fibr die gesamnite futher-
fscg&e Theologie und Kirche,’ 40—

8.

Zartschrift  fiur
Kirche, ‘g1 ff.

Zettschvife  fiir wissenschaftlicke
Theologie (ed. Hilgenfeld), 58 /%

Theologie wund
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ADDITIONAL ABBREVIATIONS

Adolf Harnack. Geschickie dey alichristlichen Litlevatur bis Eusebius,
of which there appeared in 1893 Pt. 1. Die Ueberlieferung und der
Bestand, and in 1897, Pt. IL. Die Chronologie, vol. 1. down to

der allchristiichen Lilleralur in den

ersien drei Jahrhunderien, 1895 (in Grundriss der Theolggischen

F. Spiegel, Die alti-persischen Keilinschriften, 1862, @ 1881,

ACL . Altchristiiche Litteratur: e.g.

Irenzeus (cited also as Chronel., 1).
Gustav Kriiger, Geschicke

Wissenschaften).

APK . . . .

Crit. Bib. . N . Cheyne, Critice Biblica, 1903.

GA . . Geschichle Aegyplens.

OCL

Ohnefalsch-Richter
SAMAW

S(yr.) c(ur.)

S(yr. ) s{in.)

. H.W. J.

P. T

G. H

o
we

W. C. van Manen, fAandleiding voor de Oudchwisiclijhe Letterkunde,

1000,

M, H. Ohnefalsch-Richter, Kypros, die Bibel, und Homer, 1893.
Sttzungsberichle der Koniglichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Munich.
Curetonian Syriac version of NT (see TEXT, § 25).

Sinaitic Syriac version of NT (see TEXT, § 25}

KEY TO SIGNATURES IN VOLUME IV

Joint authorship is where

possible indicated thes! A, B.§ 1-5; € D. § 6-10.

BevaN, ANTHONY ASHLEY, Lord Al-
moner's Professor of Arabie, Cam-
bridge.

MC(IFFERT, A. C., ID.D., Professor of
Church History in Union Theological
Seminary, New York.

CowLky, A. E., M.A., Sub-librarian,
Boedleian Library, and Fellow of Mag-
dalen College, Oxford.

SHIrLEY, A. E., M. A., I"Z.S., Fellow,
Tutor, and Lecturer, Christ’'s College,
Cambridge.

KENNEDY, Rev, ArcHisap R. 5,
M.A., D.D., Professor of Iebrew and
Semitic Languages, Edinburgh.

STADE, BERNHARD, D13, Professor of
Old Testament Exegesis, Giessen.

Burwey, Rev. C. F., M.A,, Lecturer in
Hebrew, and Fellow of St. John's
College, Oxfard.

Toy, C. H., D.D., Professar of Hebrew,
Harvard University.

Jonws, Rev. C. H. W, M.A., Assistant
Chaplain, Queens' College, Cam-
bridge.

TixLe, Theiate C. P., D.D., Professor of
the Science of Religion, Leyden.

HocartH, Davinp GEoRGE, M.A,,
IFellow of Magdalen College, Oxford.

MEVER, EDUARD, Professor of Ancient
History, Berlin.

NesTLE, C. EB., D.D., Professor in the
Evangelical - Theological  Seminary,
Maulbronn, Wiirtemberg,

Gourp, Rev. E. P., D.D., Philadelphia.

BurkirT, F. C., M. A, Cambridge.

: F.B.

G. A C.

G A 8.

LJ P

J. A. R.
J. D P

J. J.

Rev. Francis, D.D., Daven-
port Professor of Hebrew and the
cognate languages in the Union
Theclogical Seminary, New York:

Cookr, Rev. G, A, M.A,, formerly
Fellow of Magdalen College, Oxford.

SMiTH, Rev. GrorceE Apam, D.D.,
LLL.D., Professor of 1lebrew and Old
Testament  Exegesis, United Free
Church College, Glasgow, .

Gray, Rev. G. Buchanawn, MA,,
D.D., Professor of Hebrew in Mans-
field College, Oxford.

Hin, G. I, M.A., British Museum.

Moorr, Rev. Grorce I, D.D., Pro-
fessor of Theology, Harvard University.

Box, Kev. G. ., M. A. {Oxon. }, London.

WiINCKLER, H,, Ph.D,, Privat-docent in
Semitic Philology, Berlin.

Hoos, Hope W., M.A., Professor of
Semitic Languages, Victoria Univer-
sity, Manchester,

ARRAHAMS, [SKRAEL, Reader in Rabbinic,
Cambridge.

BEnZINGER, Dir. IMMANUEL,
Frivat-docent in  Qld
Theology, Berlin.

PeErITZ, KRev. IsMAR JOHN, Professor of

Brown,

formerly
‘Testament

Semitic Languages, Syracuse Uni-
versity, New York.
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ENCYCLOPADIA BIBLICA

Q

QUAIL (M, sléw, Kr. W90, itlayw; opryro-
MHTPA ;! coturniz). Mentioned in EV in Ex. 1613
Nu. 1l fo Ps. 10640 Wisd. 162 1912t ; cp A2 i, Ps,
7827, That the quail, not the sand-grouse (?} or
the locust (Hasselquist's alternatives, 7»avels, 443) or
the crane (Dean Stanley and H. 8. Palmer, see
§ 2, note 2) is meant, is generally recognised.

The Ar, word for ‘quail,” safw4, which is a lean-word, was
found by C. Niebuhr (1774) to be still in use in Egypt. Another

word for it is swsdnd, given to it because
1. Identification. of its ‘fatness,’ and Lagarde ({edery. 81)

has proposed to connect the name with
Eshmun-Iolaocs, the god who restored Heracles to life by giving
him a quail te smell at. The quail was annually sacrificed
among the Pheenicians in the month Feb.-Mar, to commemorate
the reviving of Heracles (Athen. 947, referred to by WRS,
Rel, Semtd 46g). There is no trace, however, of the sacred
character of this bird among the Arabians or the Hebrews.

The Coturnix communis ov C, dactylisonans of orni-
thologists is well-known in the Sinaitic peninsula, where
it passes, migrating northward in spring, in immense
flights. Tristram found them in the Jordan valley
{Land of frrael, 460}, They arrive in Palestine in
March and April—though a few remain there during
the winter—on the way to their breeding-places in the
plains and cornfields of the upper country.  Even these
flocks are said to be surpassed in numbers by the
autumn flight when they return S. to their winter-
quarters. The quail flies very low, which Dillmann
supposed to explain the important clause at the end
of Nu.113c (but see § z). It is soon fatigued, and
hence falls an easy prey to man. 160,000 have been
captured in a season at Capri, where their plump flesh
is esteemed a dslicacy, as indeed it is all along the
shores of the Mediterranean. They were salted and
stored as foed by the ancient Egyptians (Herod. 277).

A.E. §5—35, A. C,

There are two references to a supply of quails for the

food of the lsraelites—viz., in Ex. 1612 /1 {scene, the
-y Wilderness of Sin, on the way to Sinai},

2. The quails and in Nu. 1118-23 31-3¢ {scene, Kibroth-
of ﬂ%e hattaavah, after the departure from Sinai).
wanderitgs. 1y. rormer belongs to P He has just
made Moses and Aaron tell the Israelites that in the
evening they shall know that Yahwe has brought them
out of Egypt, and that in the morning they shall see
Yahwé's glory (z.6/.). The evening event is the
arrival of the quails ; the morning event is the lighting
down of the manna. ‘The redactor has omitted P's
acconunt of the fall of the manna, the passage from * the

dew lay round ' to *has given you to eat’ being J's {see

1 dpruyopijrpa means properly (see L, and 85.) ‘a bird which
migrates with the quails,” perhaps=xpéf, the land-rail, K alfus
crex; but Photius and Hesychius explain as=*a large dprf’
(Di.).  The tight Gk, word for quail, 5pmvé, is given by Jos
and Gr. Yen. On Rabbinical notices see foma, 758, Cp also
Fowr, § 1, col. 1159, and n. 1.
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Baentsch). The narrative in Nu, 11 {J] is much more
detailed. ‘The announcement of the quails specifies a
month as the period during which quails should be eaten;
after this the flesh was to become loathsome to the eaters.
The coming of the quails is thus described (zz. 35-34),
*And a wind from Yahwé [a SE. wind, Ps, 7826] took
up quails from the sea [read wbw vy » rup ).t and
made them to fall by the camp, about a day's journey
on this side, and a day's journey on the other side,
round about the camp, like heaps of wheat? {pny-ing)
on the face of the ground.” The appropriateness of
the figure is clear from what follows. ' And the people
rose up all that day, and all the night, and all the
next day, and gathered the quails; he that gathered
least gathered ten homers, and they spread them all
about for themselves [to dry them] round about the
camp.” But the result was a fatal malady. ' While
the flesh was yet berween their teeth, ere it was chewed,
the anger of Yahwé was kindled against the people,’ ete,
The story (with which cp Ps. 7826-31} is told to account
for the name ¢ Kibroth-hattaavah' {graves of lust); it
belongs to the large class of =tiological legends. The
more correct name, however, is probably ‘Taberah,’
See KIBROTH-HATTAAVAH, T. K. C.
The peculiarity of the incident needs some better
explanation than+a reference to the statement of Aristotle
d. Plant, 15; cp Bochart, ii. 113) that
8. The malady. ((;uails eat poisonous things—e.g., helle-
bore—which are harmful to men. It may be more
instructive, therefore, to give a parallel case from
the Elizabethan voyages. The ship ‘' Desire’ be-
longing to Cavendish's last and ill-fated expedition
to the east by way of the Pacific, put back for home
from the Swraits of Magellan in 1592. They came to
anchor at a harbour in Patagenia, named after the
vessel Port Desire, and found on an island near it such
numbers of penguins that the men could hardly go
without treading on them. A party of twenty-two
men was landed on the island to kill the birds and dry
them on the rocks. From goth Oct. to zznd Dec.

1 [The traditional text contains two improbabilities — D1,
applied to a wind (Pasek should put us on our guard), and
12 (B, derépacer), from 113, which occurs again only in Ps.
90 10, where {see Che. Py.(2}it is corrupt. Both words spring
out of the reading X), which alone suits the sense. The

corruption, however, must be very old because of Ps.7826.—
T. K. C.]

2 [The text has “about two cubits ' (DNBK), which the com-

mentators suppose ta refer to the very low flight of the quails.
Dean Stanley, however, (5P, 82) thought that large cranes
(storks ¥} threc feet Afgh might be meant. Only our sub-
servience to MT has prevented us from seeing that the true text

must be DY W3, a figure which occurs again in Ex. 16e
Grying)—r . c.l
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they killed and dried 20,000 ; the captain {John Davis},
the master, and John Lane, the narrator, were able to
make a small quantity of salt by evaporating sea-water
in holes of the rocks, wherewith they salted a certain
number of birds. ‘Thus God did feed us even as it
were with manna from heaven.' Only 14,000 dried
penguins could be got on board. The crew were put
on ratiens of which the principal part was five penguins
every day among four men. [t was not until some
time after that disease broke out, the dried birds
having begun to breed a large worm in appalling
numbers in the warmer latitudes,

Various symptoms of the malady here described are
sufficiently characteristic of the acute dropsical form of
the discase cailed beri-beri (some derive the name from
the Arabic); there are, however, dropsical conditions
caused by parasitic worms apart from the special dietetic
ervors to which beri-beri is commonly ascribed.  But,

however this may be, the parallelism between the two

narratives is obvious. ‘There is the same generic cause,
and the quail is a fat bird, like the penguin, which would
corrupt the more easily if it were dried with its fat. In
St, Kilda, where the diet used to he of air-dried gannets
and fulmars, it was customary to remove the fat before
curing. C.C.
A E. 5—8 A4 C, 81, K C.§2;C G, 83

QUARRIES (RV™e ‘graven images’; D“?‘DQ;
TwN FAYTIT@N ; ddolz, Judg. 31p26t). The pdsilire
near Gilgal are a well.known landmark. Heb. wsage of
pésel favours the sense ‘sculptured sacred stones’ (3o
Moore, Budde). Maay scholars find an alinsion to the
stones mentioned in Josh. 4820, If s0, pésilim is used
in its original sense of * hewn stones.”  Cp Ass. pafalin,
a pillar; Tg. Pesh. give ‘ quarries,’” & guess.

The view of the Ehud-story advorated slsswhere (see JERICHD,
§ o), which detects an undertying form in which the place-
names, now corrupted, were of the Negeb, throws doubt on
both the above theories. Ampng the posable corruptions of
$§m¢~ {Ishmael) is ‘)::,n or bvan: cp SRELERH. In order o
escape to Seirah (for the reading ad epred by the pregsent writer
see iémm\H). Ehud had to pass an outpost of Ishmaslites
(= Jerahmeelites); for Eglon, the Migrite king, was a Jerah.
meelite (see w13, where ‘Ammon’ and ‘Amalek’ both=
¢ Jerahmeel’)  For pbvam, tead therefore. prabably mbupmen

2 Josh, T5 RVug., sgggﬁznanrm. T K. C.

QUARTERMASTER (H00MD™HY, Jer. 5159 RV
See SERAIAH, 4.

QUARTUS {koyaproc [Ti. WH] adds hiy saluia-
tion to that of Fertius, addressed te the Christians in
Rome, at the close of Rom. 16 (22 /7). It has been con-
jectured that he may have been one of those Jews who
were expelled from Rome by Claudius. See, further,
SiMon (the Cyrenian).

In the lists of the seventy disciples hy the Pseudo-Dorotheus
and Pseudo-Hippolytus he appears as bishop of Berytus,
In the apocryphal dets of Porerand Pawi he i3 a member of
the preetorian guard, one of the soldiexrs who have charge of
Paul in Rome.

QUATERNION (revpadton: Acts 124), 2 guard

of four soldiers.
QUEEN OF BEAVEN (D'0%n N> : @ n gacr-

AICCa TOY OYPANOY, except Jer.7:8 W CTpaTIA TOY

1. Cult. oypanoy® [Ag. Sym. Theod. BacihiccH]:
N Vg, regina caell; Pesh. pulbdn Semayyd,

except Jer. 4419 malbat femayyd ;2 Tg. NP N3N,

an object of worship to whick offerings were made by |

inhabitants of Jerusalem and other cities of Judah in
the seventh century and by Jewish refugees in Egypt
after the fall of the kingdom ; see Jer. ¥ 16-20 4415-30.
The peculiarity of this worship appears, from
Jeremiah's description, to have been the offering of a
special kind of cakes which were made by the Jewish
women with the assistance of their families {* the boys

1 P'mbably reading w34, 2s in 82 1913,
% Contamination fkom &, which is otherwise demonstrable in
this verse,

U

QUEEN OF HEAVEN

gather firewocod and the fathers kindle the fire and the
women knead deough to make cakes,’ etc., Jer. 718; cp
4410). The cakes were offered to the deity by fire
(441517 fF 2126 ; £7ftér, wmp, erroneously translated in
EV, ‘burn incense ), and the burning was accompanied
by libations {4417 ). These rites were performed ‘in
the cities of Judah and in the streets of Jerusalem’
(717 4417) ; the worship seems to have been domestic,
and perhaps specifically a woman's cult (see 4415 1925); !
that the men assist in the preparations (7 18) and assume
their share of the responsibility (4413 ) is not in-
consistent with the latter view, nor are the expressions
in which the prevalence of the worship is affirmed
{4417).2

The cakes (fawwdnim, oy, Jer.7:3 ddwgt;? &
xaviwes, and in the latter passage yavares [Q*]
xavfwres [%*]; Vg placenta; Pesh, zautharé, a species
of sacrificial cakes;* Tg. pwra13 or pwmaz, perhaps
xoudpiras,® Gen. 4018) were rightly = compared by
Chrysostom and other early commentators to the wérare
or wéupare of the Greeks, of which there were many
varisties.® Some of these were made in the likeness of
a victim; others imaged or symbolised the deity to
whom they were offerad.¥

It has besn thought by many that the feusvdsim of the
gueen of heaven represented the moon,® or—upen a different
view of her nature-~the planet Venus (see below, § 3} Jer.
4410 haa been undersiood o testify 1o the iconic character of
these cakes, the verh n;qu& being connected with masp ([po1.,
§ 18}, and translated “t& image her'; but both the text and
the interpretation are extremely doubtfulk,

The translation * Queen of Heaven' {EV) represents
malbat kaiSimdyim ; and this interpretation—the enly

ope which would naturally suggest itself to

3. Titde. ong who read the words gmgn nobp in an un-
pointed text—is supported by the oldest exegetical
wradition (¢8). The vowelled text, however, gives ny%n

(méltket), trealing n3m as a defective spelling of nog®n
from aabe,® ¢ work,” and this view of the derivation of
the word is represented by Pesh. pulhidn Jemayyd
(religious work, cultus). The Jewish scholars with
whom thig interpretation originated doubtless thought
that the wouship of the g nabp in Jer, 7 44 was the
same as the worship of the 'host of heaven' (guen w3sh
Jer. 8z 10123 Zeph. 15 Dt, 41p 173, etc. i

This identification, suggested perhaps by a general comparison
of the referances ko these culls, would seem 1o be confirmed by
the passages in which the worship of the prpn nybn appears
10 ba equivalent to burning effenings or makmg bbaiions ‘to
other goda’ (see 718 44355 Cp 17-19), as though the cult were
addressed to a collective object such as the beavenly bodies. A
warrant for taking the word mapbp in this sense was found in
Gen. 2 where yubp (God’s ¢ work which he wrought ) in o, 2a
is obviously parallel to gqx in v 1.3} This opinion was known
to Jerome, who waites (Comeae, on Jer. 7 18) @ reginae ceeli + . .
‘quam lunam debemus gaccipere, vel certe militie cali, ut
omnes stellas intelligamus,’ and is given a place in the margin
of AV, ‘frame, or workmanship of heaven.'

Medern scholars, however, almost without exception,
have adopted the elder and more natural interpretation,
‘queen of heaven.’ This prevailing opinion was
vigotously assailed by Stude in 1886; he maintained

1 Perite, /BZ 17 121{1858), without apparent reason, connects
2 K. 2376 with this cult.

2 See, for the opposite opinion, Stade, Z4 THW 6wy

3 See BAKEMEATS, § 2.

4 [See Lagarde, (s, Ak 4%, v08.1

5 Jastrqw, Diclionary, s, lodherwise Levy, Targ. HW5B,

B4 41
? fge_e Lobeck, Agdzophamus, 10bo f. i

7 See Stengel, Groeck. Kwltusaldoréimeri?l, go; for similar
€ustoms among other peoples see Liebrecht, Zur Folkshunde,

6 7
433%0mparing the dpdepdvres of Artemis at the Munychia,
Athen. 14645 a : Preller.Robert, Griech. Mythologie, 1 3312

# S0 Sym., Tg., Rashi, and others. .

18 Omission of silent . Examples of this spelling occur in
Phanician ingcriptions—e.g., €15 1 no. 86 A /. € g. On the
otber hand, many Hebrew MSS in our passage have intro-
duced p into the text.

11 Abarbanel on Jer. 44 13, as the opinfon of older interpreters.
Siumilatly Stade, ZATH 6 339. See alse Débdrim »adéd, § 10

end.
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that opwa nabm (7 #alkat) was a coilective, ' the rule,
that is, the ruling powers, of heaven,’ a more compre-
hensive term than * host of heaven'; at a later stage of
the controversy he was inclined to conjecture that nabn
{nawbi, ' work” ; cp Gen. 21 /) had been substituted for
n3y by a scribe or editor to whom the word iy was
offensive. Stade did not, however, establish his main
contention that the rendering * queen of heaven’ must
be rejected ; the result of the discussion upon this point
was rather to confirm the conviction that that is the
only satisfactory interpretation of the words.!
It is not probable that a deity invoked as queen of
heaven, to whose displeasure at the neglect of her
c . worship the contemporaries of Jere-
3. Identification. miah cpould attribute the calamities
that had befallen them and their country, was a minor
figure in the Semitic pantheon ; the presumption is that
the rites described by the prophet belonged to a specific
cult of the great goddess Astarte. The title seems
also to indicate that the worship was addressed to one
of the heavenly bodies, and was cne of the particular
cults embraced in the general prophetic condemnation
of the worship of the ‘sun and moon and the whole
host of heaven," From an early time it has been
disputed whether the queen of heaven in the sky was
the moon % or the planet Venus.®* The former opinicn
was probably in its origin only an application of the
general theory which in the last centuries of the ancient
world identified all manner of goddesses with the moon ;
in modern times it has appeared to follow from the
current though ill-founded belief that the Astarte of the
western Semites was a moon goddess.  (See ASHTORETH,
§4.) In the Babylonian system, which was at the
height of its influence in the W, in the seventh century,
the star of I3tar was the planet Venus, whilst the moon
was a great god, Sin,  The traces in Syria and Arabia
of cults similar to that described by Jeremiah connect
themselves with the worship of Venus. Thus the name
Collyridians was given to a heretical Arab sect because
their women offered cakes to the Virgin Mary, to whom
they paid divine honours.® See also Isaac of Antioch,
ed. Bickell, 1244
More than one of the questions discussed above
would be put beyond controversy if it were established
that malkatu, or malkatx $a famé, the literal equivalent
of the Heb, malka# haifdmdyim, oceurs in cuneiform
texts as a title of I¥tar ;¥ but that the ideogram A4
should be read maelbats is at best'a plausible conjecture,
on whith no conclusions can properly be based. Iitar
is called, however, 5&/i¢ Yamé and Sarral Saemé® the
latter exactly corresponding in meaning to the Hebrew
malkat kaffamayim, ' queen of heaven.' In a catalogue
of the names of Venus in various regions and languages
preserved by Syrian lexicographers we are told that
Venus was cailed maldat lemayyd by the Arzanians,”
that is the inhabitants of Arzon, a diocese in the
province of Nisibis { ZDMG 43 394n.).  The list shows in
other particulars accurate information, and may be taken
as evidence that a cult of Venus with the epiklesis ‘queen
of heaven' survived in that locality into Christian times.
Herodotus {1103) sets it down that the temple of
Aphrodite Urania in Askalon was the oldest seat of her
worship ; thence it passed to Cyprus and Cythera.®

1 See especially Kuenen, Gesantmelle Abkandlungen, 186-
211, [Cp, however, Crit. Bib.—r.k.cC.]

. Jerome, Olympicdorus, and very many down to our own
time.

8 Tg., Isaac of Antioch, and others.

4 Epiph, Hws. 78 c. 23 79c. r158. Epiphanius recognises the
identity with the worship of the queen of heaven in Jer. 7 £4.
It is in fact one of those direct transfers of a Venus calt to Mary
of which there are many examples. See Rosch, Astarte.
Maria,’ S7. A». 1848, pp. 265 7.

5 Schrader ; for titles see below, § 4.

8 Eerdmans, Melckdienst, 86.

7 Bar Bahlal, col. 244:; some codd. have Darniye.
Laparde, Gesammelte Abkandlungen, 16,

8 See also Herodot. 1131,
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According to Pausanias (i 367) the religion was of
¢ Assyrian ' (Syrian} origin,! taken up by the people of
Paphos in Cyprus and of Ascalon in Phenicia; the
Cytherans learned it from the Pheenicians (cp iii. 23 1) ;
it was introduced into Athens by Ageus. We may
take these passages as evidence of the belief of the
Greeks that the worship of the *heavenly’ goddess
{"Agpodiry Odpavia, more often simply % Obparia)? was
of oriental origin. It is highly probable that in this
they were right,® and that the epiklesis is in some way
connected with the title Queen of Heaven in the
Sermitic religicns. 4

The goddess of Carthage, in the inscriptions T-g-f
(pronunciation unknown), must have had a similar
title, since by Latin writers and in Latin inscriptions
she is called Ceelestis.®

Afilkat in Pheenician and Punic proper names, on
the other hand, is more probably the divine sovercign
of the city or community {cp JM7/#) than of the heavens,

G. F. Meinhard, *Dissertatio de selenolatria,’ in Ugolini
Thesanrus, 23811 fF. (in Thesanrus fheologice -philologicus,

Ysos g% this dissertation appears under the
4. Literature. name of Calovius; the older literature very
fully given and discussed); Frischmuth,

‘Dissertatio de Melechet caeli,” in Thesewrus fheologico-
philologicees, 1866 1 J. H. Ursinus, Questiones diblice,
221-25; J. G. Carpzov, Apparatus antiguitatum, 510 f2; B
Stade, ‘Die vermeintliche Kanigin des Himmels,” ZA4TH,
6123-132 (1886); ‘Das vermeintliche aramiiisch-assyrisches
Aequivalent der g nabm, JerT 44 ZATH 6289-339
(1886); E. Schrader, ‘Die ppin n;$n und ihr Aramiisch-
assyrisches Aequivalent, SEB8.4, 1886, 1477-401; ‘Die Gottin
I3tar als madbate, ZA 8353-3645 A, Kaenen, ‘De Melecher
des Hemels,' Verslagen en mededeclingen der Koninklike
Akademic van Wetenschapen, Afd. Letterkunde, 1888, pp.
157-18¢ (Germ. trans. {1894), Kuenen, Gesammelte Abkand-
Iungen, 186-211; Eerdmans, Melekdienst, 534, Scholz, Gotzen-
divnst ynd Zauberwesen, 300/f., cp 272 . ; Griinbaum, ‘ Der
Stern Venus,” ZDMG, 1888, pp. 45-51. G. F. M,

QUICKBANDS (CYPTIC : Acts27 17}, RV Byrtig, ¢.2.

QUILT (M'23), 18.10:316 RV™: See BeD,
§§ 3. 4 (4).

QUINCE. See APPLE, § 2 {(4), col. 269,

QUINTUS MEMMIUS (2 Macc, 1134). See MEm--

Mius,

QUIRINIUS {kypunioc [Ti. WH], 1k, 22). The
name of this official is given in an inscription as P.
Lif Sulpicius Quirinins. The main facts of his
1. Life. jige are given by Tacitus, Ann. 348, A native
of Lanuvium, of an undistinguished family, he was
elected consul in 12 B.C. ; some years later he was sent
on an expedition against the Homonadenses in Cilieia,
who had vanquished Amyntas, king of Galatia. For his
successes against these mountaineers he rveceived the
honour of a triumph, When Gaius Caesar was sent
out to the East In 2 A.D., Quirinius accompanied him as
his tutor. Tn é a.D. Quirinius was appointed as legatus
of the Emperor Governor of Syria, and in that capacity
took over Judaa on the deposition of Archelaus, and
made a census of the newly annexed district (Jos. Ant
1713 181). At this post he remained four or five years.
At a later time (Tac, Anzn. 322) he eaused some scandal
in Rome by accusing his divorced wife, Lepida, of having
long before tried to poison him. Unpopular at Rome,
he retained the favour of Tiberius, who in 21 A.D.
procured him a public funeral.

To these facts one of importance is added by the celebrated
Lapis Tiburtinus (C/Z 14 g613), which inscription, though much
mutilated, appears to prove that Quirinius’ proconsulate of
Syria in 6 A.D. had been preceded by an earlier tenure of the

1 Cp CFA, 2168627 1588,

2 Cp also Herod. 38 (Arabs). ‘Heavenly’ was originally
meant in a physical sense; the ethical significance Plato gives
it (Sympos. 8o D) is arbitrary, and in conflict with what we
know of the attributes and cult of Urania.

3 Farnell, Cults of the Greek Staies, 2620 /. 529 /0 746 1

4 See Thecdoret on Jer. 4417,

5 Obpavia Herodian, 46 exe dfo, Mare 563 cp Philastrius,
Flwr. 1z See Réscher, 2614 . ; Cumont, In Pauly-Wissowa,
81247 47 ; cp PHENICIA, § 11 (COl. 37457 )
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same office, The view of Mommsen is that this previous tenure
was in 3-1 B.C., and that the crushing of the Homonadenses,
who dwelt in Cilicia, at that time attached to the province of
Syria, was an event of this first proconsulate. It cannot well
be dated earlier, because Sentius Saturninus governed Syria
9-7 B.C., and Quinctilius Varus from 7 B.C. to after the death of
Herod (Tac. AHist 5g), since he put down a sedition which
arose when Herad died.

Amid these facts, the statements of Lk, as to the
date and circumstances of the birth of Jesus (2:-5) raise
ingricate questions. The miraculous
events preceding the birth cannot be
discussed from the historical point of view; but the
asserted census in Judeea and the journey of Joseph and
Mary to Bethlehem come within the field of historical
investigation,

Lk.'s statements are as follows :—

{1) Coesar Augustus decreed a general census of the
Roman world. Of such a general census nothing is
known from other sources, though Augustus made a
census of Roman citizens only. However, we need
not delay over this statement, which is unimportant
for our purpose, and may be merely an exaggeration.

{2) This census was first carried out in Palestine in
the days of Herod, when Quirinius was governor of
Syria.  Here several difficulties arise.  From the above-
cited testimony of Tacitus, it appears that Quirinius
was not proconsul of Syria until after the death of
Herod.  Palestine being not strictly a part of the
Roman Empire, but a dependent or protected kingdom
under Herod, a Roman census would not be carried
out in that district. On the other hand, we know that
when in 6 A.D. Archelaus the son of Herod was deposed
from his tetrarchy of Judsea, and the district was
annexed to the province of Syria, Quirinius, who was
then for the second time proconsul of Syria, carried out
a census in Judza, which caused, as we learn from
Josephus {A=t xvili. 11), much disaffection in that
country. It is not unnatural to suspect that Lk. may
have misdated his census.

(3) For the purpases of the census every man went to
the abode of his family or clan ; thus Joseph went to
Bethlehem the town of David,! and with him his
affianced wife, Mary. Itis, however, pointed out that
in a Roman census every man reported at his place of
residence. No instance is known to us in antiquity in
which the citizens of a country migrated to the ancestral
home of their family, in order to be enrolled. Tn any
case, no ancient census would require the presence of
any bui the head of a household. Women would
certainly not have to appear in person.

These considerations have led many historians, such
as Mommsen, Gardthausen, Keim, Weizsicker, and

1 Schiirer, to the view that [Lk.'s statements
3 .m:;y # about the census of Quiriniusare altogether

°  mistaken. On the other hand, some
writers, such as Huschke and Wieseler and many
English theologians, have adopted an apologetic atti-
tude in regard to Lk.’s statements.? The most recent
apologetic work on the subject is that of Prof. W. M.
Ramsay, Was Christ born at Befhlehem ? in which
work it is pointed out in regard to Quirinius that Lk
does not say that it was he who conducted the census,
but ¢nly that it was made when he was in some position
of authority in Syria (fyepdwr, not deféwares, pro-
consul). He may have been in command of troops of
the Syrian province against the Homonadenses at the
time. It is further maintained that a census conducted
by Herod in his own dominions might decidedly differ

2. The census.

1 [On the birthplace of David, see Davip, § 1} Desir;
Jeoam, § 4.1 , - )

2 A summary, and refutation of their views will be found in
Schilrer's GF /3 510-543 (ET i, 2 105-143)
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from a Roman census, especially in the point that the
people might be numbered not by domicile, but by clan
or family,

A new element has been introduced into the discus-
sion by the discovery from papyri published by Messrs.
Grenfell, Kenyon, and others, that an enrolment
occurred in Egypt at intervals of fourteen years from the
year 20 A.D. onwards, and probably from the time of
the regulation of Egypt by Augustus, that is, also in the
years 6 aA.D. and 8 B,C., and further that this enrol-
ment was a census by families, not a mere valuation
of property. One or two definite, though not conclusive,
pieces of evidence, seem to indicate that this periodical
census was not confined to Egypt, but was, in some
cases at all events, extended te Syria,

Arguing on the basis of this new discovery, Prof.
Ramsay maintains that a census may probably have
been held in Syria in 9-8 B.C., and gives certain reasons
why, if Herod at the same time proposed a census in
Judaa, he should have postponed it to the year 6 B.C.,
and then carried it out on a different plan from that
usual in a2 Roman census. The date 6 B.C. Ramsay
accepts as probably that of the birth of Jesus.

To set forth Prof, Ramsay's arguments at length is impossible,
and they are so minute as not to bear compression. But if we
%;ant their validity they leave unexplained several difficulties.

hy should a census in Judma be dated by Lk. by the
irrelevant fact of a campaigh being at the time fought by
Quirinius in Cilicia? Even if an enrclment by tribes was
carried out by Herod, would this be likely to involve a journey
of all Jews to the native town of their family? How could
the presence of Mary be required at Bethlehem, when it was a
settlped principle in all ancient law to treat the male head of a
family as responsible for all its members? In Palestine especiatly
it is difficult to imagine such a proceeding as the summoning of
women to appear before an officer for enrolment. On all these
questions the new discoverics shed no light.

The last difficulty is further increased by the use by Lk. of
the word éuimorevpnery (unless, indeed, it be an early emenda.
tion of the text by some scribe). For this word implies that
Mary at the time was not the wife of Joseph, but only betrothed to
him. In such circumstances her travelling witk him to
Bethlehern is even more inexplicable. She would net goasan
heiress, or in her own right, as we have no reason to suppose
that she was descended from Diavid, and indeed from the
context it is clear that she was not.

Josephus tells us that the census of Quirinius was a
great innovation, causing alarm and revolt ; it is therefore
not easy to think that a similar census can have been
held twelve or fourteen years earlier, and passed off
with so little friction that Josephus does not mention it
It is true that Prof. Ramsay discriminates in character
the earlier census which he supposes from the Roman
census of Quirinius of 6 A.D.; but it is doubtful how far
this view js maintainable, especially as Lk. uses the
same word {dwoypag) to designate the known census
of Quirinius and the supposed earlier census (Acts
5137).  Thus there can be no doubt that the supposition
of errors of fact in Lk. would, from the purely historical
point of wview, remove very great difficulties. The
question which remains is whether our opinion of Lk.
as a historian is so high that we prefer to retain these
difficulties rather than to suppose serious errors in his
narrative of the birth of Jesus. See, further, CHRONO-
LOGY, §§ 57 # ; GOsSPELS, § 22 {col. 1780, n. 2), and
cp NATiviTY, NAZARETH. P. G.

QUIVER. 1. ng‘_’)zg, ‘aspak, c©p Ass. ifpatu;
pepérpa; gharetra; literally in Job392z3 (@ om.) Is.326;
figuratively in Is. 492 Ps. 1275 (& émfuwuio) Lam, 313 Jer,
516 (& om.Yt. In Lam.313 arrows are called ‘sons of the
quiver.

2 ‘I?{_ﬂ, teli, papirpe, pharetra; Gen. 27 3.+ The sense, how-
ever, is uncertain. @, Vg., Tg., Ps.-Jon,, Ibn Ezra, render
‘quiver,’ but Onk., Pesh., Rashi, "sword.’ +/nbn means ‘to
bang, suspend.’ Possibly 7bn is a corrupt repetition (ditto-
gram) of the preceding 9v53, which word (EV ‘thy weapons’)
would quite well refer to the quiver and arrrows.  Cp WEAPONS,
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RABBAH

R

RAAMAH (AD7: perma [BADS'EL] peryma
[A)), one of the sons of CusH [¢.7.] Gen. 107 (but
K917 : 1 Ch.1g RV Raama). Raamah is also grouped
with Sheba in Ezekiel's list of trade centres {2722
neys paua [B), paype [AQ]).. A Sabzean inscription
(Glaser, 1155) refers to * the hosts of Saba and Havilan*
as attacking certain pecple ‘on the caravan-route
between Maan {=Ma'in, ? Bab. Magan} and Ragmat’
(Hommel, 4HT 240 ; cp ZDA(G30122), Here we have
at any rate one Raamah. Glaser, however, places
Raamal: near Ris el-Khaima, on the Persian Gulf
(Skizze, 2252). Against identification with Regma, on
the Arabian side of the same guilf, see Dillmann, Cp
GEOGRAPHY, § 23, and Créf. Bib. on Gen. 107 Ezek.
272z where ‘ Raamah ' is brought nearer to Palestine.
See CUSH, 2; SABTA,

RAAMIAH (101N, ' Yahwe thunders?’ cp g R, 67,
46 ¢ d, where Ramman, the storm-god, is called the
god §a rimi, e, *of thunder’ [Del, Ass. FWE, Gog];
the Pheen. proper name RIMOPM is no support, the
true reading being RIADUT), one of the twelve leaders
of the Jews, Neh. 77T (Saeua [N], peepa [Al, Bacuias
[L], »aame [B], vacua [B2P]; the last two readings are
due to the proximity of NaHAMANI [¢.7.]). Cp
GOVERNMENT, § 26.

In Ezra 2 z the name is miswritten as REELAIAN, and in Zech.
72 (probably) as REGEMMELECH {g.2.). All these forms seem
to come from ‘ Jerahmeel’. The race-element counts for much
in the later history of Israel [Che.].

RAAMSES (DD, Ex. 1ix,
cp PrraoMm.

RAB. The use of 17, »ab, “chief, head, leader’ in
compound titles descriptive of rank or office {corre-
sponding to the Gr. apy-) is sufficiently well exemplified
in Assyrian, Pheenician, and Aramaic.

Typical examples are :—rad dup-far-»i ‘head scribe’ (see
ScrIBE}, and rab nikasi “treasurer’ (cp Heb. 0'D23), see Del
Ass. HWWB6ogh, Pheen. g 59, ‘head workman’ (C75 164),
betp 94, ‘head of the scribes’ (8. 86 14), byma 39, “head of the
priests’ {75, 11g), Palm. wphm 9-, ‘general,’ ppve 9, ‘leader
of the caravan’ (in Gk. bilinguals orpamAdrys, ovredidpyns 1),
P 20, chief of the market’ 2(cp xmap 27, “head of the ayopé ');
and Nab. gnvurp 3, ‘ chief of the camp(s).’

This usage of 27 seems to be wanting In the S.
Semitic stock, and in Hebrew is not frequent. Here
the more common term employed is Jar (v, peculiar
to Heb. ) which is frequently found in pre-exilic writings
{cp PRINCE), and its occurrence in the later literature
should be looked upon in some cases, perhaps, as a
survival of a once popular idiom, and in others as an
intentional archaism.

In the sense of ‘ great’ the Heb. »24 is not common 3
in the early writings; the best instances being the
poetical fragment Gen. 2523 (" elder ' opposed to =y},
Nu.1lz3 {] or E}), 1t K. 197, Am. 62 In agreement
with this is the usage of the Heb. compounds of 7o
which express a rank or office. Of foreign origin, on
the other hand, are the compounds Rab-saris, Rab-
shakeh, and Rab-mag, which appear to be titles borrowed
from the Assyrian. The rest occur in later literature
only, and are mere descriptions of office.

It is very prabable that they have been formed simply upon
Assyrian or Babylonian analegy; (o) b'nzo 27, 2 K. 258 (in an
exilic or post-exilic narrative, see KINGs, § 2 n. 2); cp #7328 27,

See RAMESES and

1 Sywodedpxns, apparently, only in inscriptions. Liddell and

Scott cite Bockh, 4480.

2 De Vogii¢, Za Syrie cenérale, nos. 6, 7, 15, 28, etc.

% The exact opposite is the case, however, with 17, ‘much,
many ' (as opposed to BYD).
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Dan. 214t ;1 EV fcaptain of the guard,’ AVmg. ‘ chief marshal’
(dpxusdyerpos 187 BAQL]),2see EXECUTIONER, 1. Contrast with
this DO'N3E7 ", Gen. 8736 391 4l1z; (&) n'3 33, Esth.1st,
officer of the housebold {oixorduos [BRALA)); and () TR A,
Dan. 13t (see Rap-saris), but 0'2"97 W, Dan. 1 7-r1181 (ép-
xtevvoiyos [B7 BAQT]). T8 must probably be looked upon here
asanintentional archaism. The writer has modelled the narrative
of Daniel to some extent upon that of Joseph (Bevan, Dan. 31),
and remembers the D'BWRT ", D'pYBT 77, and DNILT b,
which recur in Gen. 39-41. ' S A. C.

RABBAH. RaBBATH of the Ammonites (1737, N3
ney "J:, paBBa, Josh 1825 [Al, Am. 114 62 1Ch, 201 [B &s,
ance paffav asaccusative]; pafBaf, 25.111122729

1. Name. Jer. 402 [A), 1 Ch.20:1 [és Al; paPBed vidw
aupwy, z 5,12 26 {B), 17217 {A], Ez=k, 21 zo0;

pefBad Jer. 493 [N]; peBBwd Jer. 403 [Q*vid.]; pafa@ Jer. 49z
[B*]; paBaf vier Apper, 2 3.1226 {A], 1737 (B). In Dt. 31z
& translates év 7ff dcpg Ty vieow Appev and 1n Ezek, 255, myp
wéky roil Appwy., In Josh. 13 z5, B reads "Apds. The Vulgate
has Raddba or Rebbath according to the Hebrew construction,
except in Jer. 49 3 Ezek, 26 5 where we have KNadbath for

n22  In Polyb. ffisf. v. T4, it appears as paBfarapasa).

Rabbah is mentioned in Dt. 311 as the location of
Og's 'bed’ or sarcophagus (see BED, § 3); also in
. Josh. 1325, in connection with the borders

2. HistOI¥. .r'Gad. In 2 S.11 £ 1 Ch. 20 we have
an account of the siege and capture of Rabbah by Joab
and David. In the oracles against Ammon by Amos,
Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, Rabbah represents Ammon, as
being its one important city. Jer, 494 refers to the
treasures and the well-watered valleys of Rabbah, and
Ezek, 255 Amos 114 1o s palaces. These oracles
anncunce the ruin of Rabbah as part of the punishment
of Ammon. In Ezek. 2120 Nebuchadrezzar hesitates
whether to march against Jerusalem or Rabbah, but
decides for Jerusalem by casting lots. Thus Rabbah
was the capital of Ammon during the whole period of
the history of the Ammonites, and shared their fortunes
throughout (see AMMON), It has been suggested that
Rabbah may be the Ham (see HaM, 2} of Gen. 145,

Rabbah continued an important city in post-exilic
times, It is not mentioned in OT in connection
with the Jewish history of the period ; but the Ammon-
ites are referred to in Nehemiah, 1 Maccabees, and
Judith, and doubtless Rabbath remained their capital,
Ptolemy Philadelpbus, 285-247 B.C., gave it the name
of Philadelphia, and probably by erecting buildings and
introducing settlers gave it the character of a Greek
city ; it became one of the most important cities of
the Decapolis, Eus. Gnom. 'Pauad and "Apuov.

In 218 B,c. it was taken from Ptolemy Philopator by Antiochus
Epiphanes, Polyb, 517. TIn the time of Hyrcanus {r35-107 B.C.}
weread of 2 Zeno Cotyles, tyrant of Philadelphia, Jos. Ans. xiil. 81
153. According to a conjecture of Clermont-Ganneau, Rabbath
should be read for Nadabath in 1 Macc. 9 37 ; see NADABATH.
In 63 B.C. it was held by the ‘Arabs (Jos, B/i. 63), who were
defeated there by Herod, 30 B.C. (1. 195 and ). The extensive
Roman remains show that it parricipated in the prosperity of
Eastern Palestine in the second and t]?ird centuries a.n.  Later,
it was the seat of a Christian bishopric. The city is said by
Abulfeda (Ritter, Sp#. 1158) to have been in ruins when the
Meoslems conquered Syria.

Rabbah (the med. "Ammdn} was situated on one of
the head-waters of the Jabbok, about zz m. E of
3. Site the Jordan. =2 $.1226-28 apparently distivnv

* * guished between ‘the royal city " or ‘the city
of waters,” and *the city." The ¢waters’ referred to in
the second of these names may be the Nahr 'Amman, a
stream rich in fish, which takes its rise at the site of
Rabbah (so Buhl, Pal. z6o (§ 132]}. In that case

1 In Dan. also )30 3%, 245 {see DepuTy), and ®'B0OM I
46511 (see Macic, § za). ’
2 Compounds of 39 and =y are alike rendered in & by dpxe-.
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the first two names belonged to a lower quarter of the town
in the valley {cp § 4). The “city " may be a designation
of the citadel, which was situated on a hill N. of the
valley. One would naturally like to find some Ammon-
itish ruins. There are old rock-hewn tombs, and the
remains of the outer walls of the citadel seern very ancient,
being formed of great blocks of stone without any cement.
‘What is left of the city walls may beleng to the time of
the Ptolemies. Conder even thinks that the remains of
a reservoir and aqueduct may belong to the subterranean
passage which enabled Antiochus to capture the citadel.
If so, they may carry us back to Ammonite times, and
show how the ancient citadel was supplied with water.,
The great bulk of the ruins—baths, colonnades, temples,
theatres, and tombs—are Roman. There i3 a small
building, which Conder regards as Sasanian or early
Arab; and ruins of a Christian cathedral {5th or 6th
cent. ?} and two chapels. Rude stone monuments
{dolmens, ete.) have also been found,
Conder, Hetk and Moab, 137-167, Palestine, 175-7, and in
PEF Survey of Eastern Palestine, 11964 (a very full and
exact account of a thorough survey of
4. Literature. 'Ammin, with many fine illustrations);
PEFRQ, 5832, gp 9}9-1:6; G. A. Smith, AG,
sg5-608 ; L. Gautier, Au deld du Jourdain®), g3 - (18g6).
[8‘heyne (Exp. T, Nov. 1897 ; Feh. 1895) discusses the titles of
Rabbah in z 5. 1226 /7, and emends both ambpn =y and ooon
inte GJSD +y; Welthausen, however, emends a3bon inte
oo See TAHTIM-HeDSHIL, § 2, and ¢p Crft. Bib.]
W. H. B.
RABBAH (N30, as if ‘#ke Rabbah'; cw@nBa
[B]. apeBBa [AL], Aredéa}, mentioned with Kirjath-
jearim in Josh, 156.. Read most probably * Kirjath-
Jerahmeei the great " (Che.). See SOLOMON, § 3.

RAEEI (pa8Be1 [Ti. WH] imany MSS paBBi;
Heb. *27), a title of honour and respect given by the
Jews to their learned doctors, more especially to their
ordained teachers and spiritual heads{cp HaNDs {LAVING
ON ©oF}). a7 (lit. *my great one,’ with the suff. as in
Heb. yw, Syr. w20 cp Fr. monsienr, etc.) is
from 37 {see Ras) which at a later period among the

Jews was frequently used in the narrower sense not only
of a master as opposed to a servant, but of a teacher
as opposed to a pupil (cp A#ik, 16 and Ber. 634
where 37 and 1pbn are used of Yahwé and Moses
respectively) ; see DISCIPLE, § 1. Rab (an older
pronunciation is Rib) was especially used as the title
of the Babylonian teachers, and designates pa» excellence
Abba Argki, a noted exegete of the beginning of the
third century A.D. Rabbi, on the other hand, was the
title given to Palestinian teachers,! and, used alone,
applies to Jehudah Haundsi, the chief editor of the
Mishna.

In the N'T, Rabbi occurs only in Mt., Mk., and Jn.
It is once applied by his followers to John the Baptist
{Jn. 326), but everywhere else is used in addressing
Jesus (Mt. 262549 Mk 95 1l21 1445 Jn. 138 32 4ar
625 92 118).2 Lk and Mk. both favour the use of
dibdorale {see DISCIPLE, TEACHER), which in Jn. 138
is the Gr. translation of pa@Be, but émwrdra occurs
only in Lk. {e.4., 55 845, etc.). Almost synonymous
with pa@Be: are the terms warqgp and xadgynris {Mt
23g10) which are probably equivalent to the Aramaic
#3x and (so Wiinsche) avin.?

From its use in the NT it is evident that Rabbl had
not yet come to be employed as a title, but was merely

1 The Targ. on z K. 2 12 makes Elisha call Elijah Rabbi; cp
Targ. on Ps. 55 14.
2 The AV frequently has MasTER; cp Mt. 262549 Mk. fc.,

Jn. 431 92 118,  The Pesh. renders by sam¥ and in Jn.

1383254316'1592118]35’9‘.

3 Apgainst this see Dalman, Dée Worte Jesu, 276, 278 £ nar
as a term of address seems to be unknown to t171e Targurmists.
It is rather =a title of respect. xafwynris, according to this
scholar is a Gr. variant ro 8iddorados—z. 10 being another
recension of v 8.
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a form of address (cp Dalman, Der Gottesname Adongy,
21}, whence Mt. 237 /. appears to be an anachronism
{cp Griitz, Gesch, 4500). Ewald's argument (Geseh, /.
52¢ n. 2), from the words of Abtalion in the Pirke
Aboth, 116 (nu;-_rm;c pqi_:r), that 57 and 137 must haye
been in use for a long time, rests on an erroneous inter-
pretation of myan (lit. “lordship’; cp Strack *herrschaft').

A fuller form is Rabbeni {Mk. 1Csx Jn. 2016, paS-
Bouvee [B], pafSfor! [minusc.], paBBwre [Ain Mk. and D
in Jn.]), ep the Aram. »iddén {jiz7) another form of
radbdn (13n), but with the retention of the & sound in

the first syllable,1 P in Aram. is used by a slave of
his master, or a worshipper of his God, and is, like
Rabbi, explained as meaning Sddoxare (Jn. Zc.).
According to "Ardich (s. van), a 121 was more honourable
than a *37, and a »a% than a 3w, but greatest of all was
one whose name alone was mentiored (1w J3 br).
The title |37 was first held by Gamaliel I (see

GAMALIEL).
For the Jewish use of these various titles, see EB®), s,
‘Rab, Rabbi,’and for NT usage, Dalman, Die Worie fesu, 2737
8. A.C.

BABBITH ("'37]; AaBeipcwonN[B] paBBwo [AL]),
a city in Issachar, properly héd-Rabbith, Josh. 19z0.t
Identified with R&bd, N. of Ibzik (Buhl, 204). C.
Niebuhr (Gesch. 1367 ; ¢p @%) reads n3n, DABERATH
fg.2.1; cp Josh. 2128, But perhaps the true reading is
rizh, and P's original authority related to the Negeb
(cp SHUNEM). T.K
RABEONI. See RaBeI, end.
RAB-MAG {I2°2%; rab-mag), a title applied 1o
NERGAL-SHAREZER [g.7.] (Jer. 3%3; paBamao [B)l
-ak [A]; -ar [Q) pa'mat [N*] Bamar
1. Name. [Meat] . o, 13rp080/\|,)\0|- [Theod. in Qme-]
om, §B); see Rap. Older critics explain ' chief Magian';
but the Magians {maroi} are a Median tribe according
to Herodotus {1101), and have no place in Babylonia.
Rad-mugi is said to be the title of a physician referred
to in an Assyrian letter (tablet K 519) respecting a sick
man (Pinches in P 2182 ; cp Wi OLZ, Feb. 18g8,
col. go). Schrader (KA 417 £} and Hommel
(Hastings, 228 1229 2), however, derive mag from empu,
emgu, ‘wise," and Frd, Belitzsch (Heb Lang. 13 f£)
from majju *prophet, scothsayer® (=eifepu, ).
From a text-critical point of view these suggestions
have no probability. There is strong reason to believe
that ym-37 is corrupt.  See NERGAL-SHAREZER.
T. K. C,
The Assyrian term referred to is generally »aé mugs,
also rad mugu. There is nothing in K. 519 to connect
this officer even rernotely with a physician ;
see Harper's Ass.-Bab, Letters, g7, for
text, and Chr. Johnsten's Epistolary
Literature of the Assyrians and Babylonians, 163, for
transliteration and translation. The writer, Ardi-Nana,
is the Court Physician (as Johnston shows). The rad
mugi only reports, or brings the report of, the sick man's
condition, He is likely to have been an express mes-
senger. There was a »ad mugi of the difkalli and
another rad mug! of the markabdti (on Rm. 619, no,
1036, see Johns' Adssyrian Deeds and Documents, 2, no.
1036). Hence the Rab-magy may have hdd to do
primarily with chariots and horses, and been the master
of the horse in the Assyrian Court.
T.K.C,81; CHW. T, §2

RABSACES (Ecclus. 48:28), RV RABSHAKEH,

RAB-SARIS (D™D}, the title (so RV™:, and see
RaB) of () an officer sent by the king of Assyria to

2. Assyrian
egquivalent.

1 Pressel in PR E 5. ‘ Rabbinismus,” explains the  to be a
Galilean provincialism; cp Kautzsth, Grane. Bisl Awram. 10,
The change of & and # 1s similar to that in Syr. geghd and
FROYGE,
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Hezekiah {2 K 1817; padtic [B] padcapeic [A)
pawerc [L]; redsaris), and (#) an officer present at the
capture of Jerusalem ({Jer. 393, NaBovcaperc [B]
-capic [RQL -ceerc {N*] and paBeapic [Q9e 4
and Theod. ia . 13 where BRA om. | rzdsares),  In both
passages, however, we should possibly read either Rl
wmor, ‘Arbia of Asshur’ {cp TARSHISH) or payy 2,
¢ the prince of the Arabians’ {see NERGAL-SHAREZER) ;
indeed in the case of Jer. (/.. } the probability is very
strong. As to 2 K. {Z¢.) a doubt s permissible {cp
SENNACHERIE, § 5), and we therefore offer the views
of Rab-saris which are possible on the assumption that
an Assyrian invasion was really referred o in the
original narrative. The title has often been interpreted
< chief eunuch,’ and Schrader (K4 7% 319} thinks that
it may be the trapsiation of a tortesponding Assyrian
phrase {so Dillm.-Kittel, Jesafz, 312). This, at any
rate, is not very probable,

Winckler (:or:{ectured {I7nfers, 138) that it was a reproduction
ss.

of an artificial phrase raf-¥a-r#i=a learned scribe’s inter-
pretation of »

ab-sag (Rap-suaren), which s half Sumerfan}
while, according to Pinchis (letter in dced,, Juhe 2x, 1892),
»ab-iz-ves7, ‘chiel of the heads’ was the title of the special
officer who had charge of the royal princes (cp Dan,13)
Finally, Del. (4ss. & 118 6g4a) registers Ja-»7§ as the title of a
court-official of uncertain meaning, = We may plausibly hold that
the second element in rab-saris is both Hebrew and Assyrian,
but primarily Assytian (see Eunuca), and that rabesaris { = Heb,
rab-%ali¥) means chief captain. I so, it hardiy differs frotn Ras-
SHAKEN (g.on ) . )

How »pmz avin Dan, 13 (ep v 7) i3 to be understood,
is not quite clear. The context suggests that the writer
misunderstood the phrase which he found already coz-
rupted in 2 K. 1817 fot sunuchs, having the charge of
toyal harems, were frequently employed in supetintend-
ing the education of princes. See EUNucGH. Fven if
the story of Daniel has been recast, this explanation may,
at any rate, serve provisionally, T. R, &

RAB-SHAREH (M-I payaxuc[BRAQIOCLY;
redsiaces), the title (so RVmE; see RaB) of the officer
sent by the Assyrian king 1@ Hexekinh {2 K. i817-10
Is, 38 7., and in the Heb, original of Ecelus. 4818, AV
RABSACES ; paABcakne: Is 362[B]qxeee 37 2[BOQme]
36 13[QWe]878[BYQuer]).  In its Heb. form it has been
taken to mean ‘chief cup-bearer’; but acup-bearer would
not have been intrusted with important political business.
‘The word is the exact reproduction of the Assyr. vab-
fr2¢ * chiel of the high ones’ (4., officers)—for so the
Rab SAG or Rab Sac? of the inscriptions should be
read (Del. Ass. HWB, 685a). 'This was the title of a
military officer, inferior to the Tartan, but of very high
rank. A rud-Jake was despatched to Tyre by Tiglath-
piteser 111, to arrange about tribute (A58 223, cp Del.
lc.h. Just so the Rab-shakeh goes {with the Tartan,
aceording te 2 K. ) to Jerusalem.  He is acquainted both
with Hebrew (' the Jews' language,” 2 K. 1826) and with
Aramaic ; such a leading diplomatist needed no drago-
man.  Since the time of Tiglath-pileser I11. there was
a large Aramaean population in Assyria.  Cp Schr.
AATP 320, ArAMAIC, § 2. If, however, the original
narrative referred to a N, Arabian rather than an
Assyrian incursion, the name underlying Rab-shakeh
may very possibly be "ArAb-kid, * Arabix of Cush.” C(p
RAK-5ARIS, T. K. €,

RACA (paya [Ti.], pAKA [Treg. WH]! probably
an abbreviated form of the Rabb., xp}oep Kaw Gram,
728l Arawe. 10; Dalm. Aram. Gram, t38, 1, 2, for
interchange of k and y ep Dalm. 72 304, 0. 2, and see
ACEL1AMA, § 1).a term of abuse in the time of Christ,
Mt B22f. Whethet it conveys n mote ot & less offensive
meaning than gwpé (EV, *Thou fool') is disputed ;
indeed, the whole passage, as it stands, is obscure.
According to Holtzmann, there i3 a double ¢limax in
the clauses introduced by ' But I say to you™; (1) from
wrath in the heart 10 its expression in a word, and (2}
from the denial of the intellectual capacity of a brother
to that of his moral and religious character, while the
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RACHEL

punishments referred 1o range from that awatded by a
mere local court (' Beth-din ') to that by the Sanhedrin,
and finally to that of the fiery Gehenna, Holtamann,
however, understates the offensiveness of Raca and
exaggerates that of uwpé,  Raca (cp Jn. B4 involves
moral more than intellectual depreciation, and pwpds
nowhere in the NT bears the sense of *impious’ (the
OT %23; see FooL). Nor is it at all probable that
Jesus would have recognised the provisional institution
of the Sanhedrin side by side with the Messianic punish-
ment of Gehenna, and assigned the punishment of one
abusive expression to the former, and of another to the
latter. The text must have suffered a slight disarrange-
ment ; the clause about Raca should be parallel to the
clause about murder. Read probably thus,  Ye have
heard that it was said to the ancients, Thou shalt not
murder, and whosoever murders 5 liable to the judg-
ment, and whosoever says ‘Raca’ to his brother, is
liabl¢ to the Sahhedrin.  But I say unto you, Every cne
who is angry with his brother is liable 1o the {divine)
Jjudgment, and whoever says, Thou fool, is liable to the
fiery Gehenna.” The Law as expounded by the Rabbis
treated libelious expressions? as next door to murder.
But such gross offences ag murder and calling another
* Raca’ tould never occur if on the one hand anger were
nipped in the bud, and en the other even such seemingly
hartnless expressions as ‘thou simpleton ' {uwpé) were
scrupulously avoided.  So first J, P. Peters (JBEL
10131 £ [t891]; 15103 [1896]), except that he prefers
to repeat * It was said,” etc., and ‘ But 1 say,” avoiding
reatrangement. See FOoL. T. K. G

RACAL, AV RacnaL,

RACE, RACE-COURSE. See geterally HELLEN-
isM, § 5 {with references), WRESTLING.

‘Race’ is an apt rendering of ordStow in 1 Cor. 0 24 (RVmg,
'race-course 'y and of dysv (Mt contest) in Heb, 121, In Ps,
18 5 RV preferably renders “Sraj (I?s'm) by ‘covrse,’ In Eccles.
P13, 7 895 (pyyn) it properly an abstractzs * ruhning ' {EV's ren.
dering of nyyeg, 2 8. 18 2)).

RACHAB (Mt 15), RV Ranan,

RACHAL, RV, RacAL. For *in Rachal” (3375} in
135, 3029 we ought, probably, following @& (en
KaPMHAG, but eN payuA [A]) to read ‘in Carmel’

(25M22)3 3o all eriticg—* A necessary emendation’ (Bu.,
SEOTY. See CARMEL, 2, tol. 706,

RACHEEL (55‘3. ‘ewe,’ see WRS Kin. 219.2 payHA
[BRADEQL]), the ‘mother’ of the tribes of Israel
settled in the highlands of West Palestine,

1a.::;1:enere between the Canaahite strips of territory
' at Esdraclon and Aijalon. Rachel died
when Benjamin or Benoni was born {Gen. 3516 ).
Was there, we may ask, at some remate petied, a distinct
clan with the ewe * Rahél’ as its totem, and the ' mas-
s€bah of Rachel's grave’' {see RACHEL’S SEPULCHRE)
as its chiel sacred spot? The members of such a clan
would be b'ngé Rakél. They all lived in Ephraim ; but
in time some came tc be banded together, as Jeminites
{BENJAMIN, § 1}, Then, perhaps, the others began
to drop the pame b'né Rah&l in favour of something
else{cp JOSEPH i., § 2 ; ErPHRAIM, § 5 il ; MANASSER,
§ 2). Rachel, certainly, as far as we can see, was
no merg name, as in historical times was Leah. Ia
Jer. 3115 {cp Mt 918} we hear of Rachel weeping for

1 On the imporiance attached to words like Raca, cp Koran,
17 24, * And say not to them, Fie,' and Ghasdli’s description of
the weighing of o man’s actions ; " But the angel bringeth yet a
leaf which he casteth into the scale of the evil actions. On this
teaf is written the word “ Fie !” Thenthe evil actions outweigh
the good. . . . Theorder is given to cast this man inta hell.!
(La perle precizuse de Ghasziif [Gautier], 1878, p. 8o.)

2 Griingisen (4 hsencultss, 257) proposes to read Aharhel for
the fudakife name AHARHEL, comparing BEAL &Schdoi Pyxad
[According to
Cheyne Rachel may be a fragment of Swpryy, Jerahmeel ; see
_]T:\con, § 3, Swarnan, and for a similiarly doubtful name, see

EAH.]
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her children (although there is no explicit indication
who these are understood to be); and at a later
date, in the story of Ruth, Rachel and T.eah are
the builders of the ‘house of Israel’ {(Ruth 411). Ac-
cording to the legend as we know it (beth J and E)
Rachel was the beloved wife, a feature that it is natural
to connect with the acknowledged superior splendour
and power of northern Israel. There is a remarkable
passage in J, however, where Jacob seems to speak as if
he had had only two sons (Gen. 4238). The question
therefore arises whether there may not have been an
older form of the story where Rachel was the only wife,
just as Rachel’s ' double,' Rebecca, was the only wife of
Isaac. This question Steuernagel answers in the affirma-
tive ( Eénwanderung, 39). He also makes the interesting
suggestion that there may be a monument of the
importance of Rachel in the name Israel. As the men
of the Gad tribe were called Ish Gad (see Gab, § 1),
so, Steurnagel suggests, the men of the Rachel {or
Jacob, or Joseph) tribe were perhaps called I5-Ra'-el
{on & see SHIRBOLETH, and on the change of h to ' in
words containing a liguid, see REUBEN, col. 4092,
n. g.
We must now consider Rachel's relation te Bilbah.
Rebecca has no such attendant (DEBORAH [g.7., 2]
< is not represented as a concubine of
lﬂ.ﬂ?::a;l;:::sto Isaac). Sarah, however, has Hagar;
" and in Sarah's as in Rachel's case, the
son of the wife is not born till after the son of the con-
cubine, This is obscure {cp MANASSEH, § 3). In
Rachel's case the most natural conjecture would be that
* Joseph' was not born till after the sons of Bilhah were
settled in Canaan. So Guthe (GF7 41).  Steuernagel
thinks that Rachel (or rather Jacob-Rahél) entered
Palestine from the E. just in the rear of Bilhah ({Z&4¢n-
wanderung, 98 ; cp Guthe, GV/ 42), and that it was
because the Bilhah tribes (Dan and Naphtali) came to
be treated as * brothers’ of Joseph that their ' mother’
Bilhah came to be called a concubine of Jacob. Why
only Rachel was a full wife is often explained by the
importance of the Rachel tribes in historical times.
There may, however, have been religious grounds (so,
for example, Steuernagel, Einwanderung, 45). Of
what race her maid came we are not told {on the state-
ments in later writings, see ZILPAH, § 1); but Rachel
herself was a daughier of Laban, which appears to point
ts a belief in the presence of Arameean elements in N.
srael (differently, LaBan, REBEKaH). If Rachel was
the chosen wife of Jacob, she was not the only one. The
surreptitious introduction of Leah seems an important
feature of the story. Quite as difficuit of clan-historical
interpretation is the representation of Rachel as Leah's
sister.]  Are we to infer that there were onee actually
two tribes, a Ewe tribe and a Wild-cow tribe, living in
association? 1f so, where and when? Or is it that
when the northern Ephraim tribes came to be associated
with the southern tribes they came all to be regarded as
brothers, and therefore as having a common father
though different mothers? The theory is attractive.
It explains, however, why Rachel and Leah are fellow-
wives, hardly why they are sisters. 2
The points that remain are the stealing of the teraphim,
the initial barrenness, and the story of the dada’im.
The stealing of the teraphim by a woman
lcl;mo:;;er as a feature in this quaint story tells us
" something of the light in which the teraphim
came to be viewed (Gunkel compares the case of Michal,
cp HPSm. Sam. p. xxxiv.). Tt is through the initial
barrenness that Dan and Naphtali come to be older than
Joseph (see NaPHTALIL § 2). The real origin of the

1 In Test xii. Patr., Naph. 1, etc., Bilhah and Zilpah also
arc sisters, See ZiLraH, §1, -

2 Perhaps they were sisters simﬁly because of the frequency
of such a marriage of sisters in the society in which the story
was told (see MARRIAGE, § 2, (1)). [For a different view, see
REBEKAH.)
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story of the diidi'im is not clear (see ISSACHAR, § 2,
REUBEN, § 3, NAPHTALL, § 2). E does not méntion
them ; but in the original J they no doubt cured Rachel’s
barrenness. This is now obscured, as tha birth of
Zebulun precedes that of Joseph, According to the
dates assigned to the births in the present text of
Jubilees, 2823 f., however, Joseph comes immediately
after Issachar, before Zebulun, although it is Joseph
and Zebulun, not (as it ought to be) Joseph and Issachar
that are born in the same year. On the general
question of the order in which the tribes are enumerated,
see TRIBES. H. W. H.

The death of Rachel is related in Gen. 3616-20 (JE);

the narrative throws much light on the earlier phase of

Rachel’ the tribal traditions, but needs perhaps to

2. deathels be studied in connection with a compre-
* hensive textual criticism.

As pointed out in Jacop, § 3, the phraseolegy of Gen. 291
suggests that, according te a very early form of the tradition, the
home of Laban was among the jerahmeelites of the 5. Evidence
which was not in the writer's hands when that article was
written, or at least was not fully appreciated by him, is now
before him in abundance, showing that this was indeed the case
—+.¢., that Laban was indeed originally regarded asan Aramaean
or Jerahmeelite (p~n=Yrpn7) of the S, Laban’s Haran was,
however, not Hebron but a district of the Negeb which alse
supplied to Sanballat (?) the designation san (MT Horoni),
‘ Haranite ' {see SANBALLAT), It was there that Rachel and
Leah—a distinction without adifference, if b and npY are both
corrupt fragments of Jerahmeel—dwelt, according to the early
tradition and the * Bethel,” where the divinity appeared to Jacob
was, if not, strictly speaking, in ‘ the land of the b'ne Jerahme'el’
(29 1), at any rate, at no very great distance from 1, for, like
Haran, it was in the Negeb. In the Negeb, too, was the Gilead
of the famous story of the compact between Jacob and Laban,
and of not a few other much misunderstood OT passages, and in
the Negeb was ‘ Shechem '—7.¢., Cusham (see SHECHEM, 2). It
therefore became superfluous te emend the ‘Ephrath’ of
Gen. 85 1619 into * Beeroth,” a change which on a more con-
servative view of the tribal traditions (see EFHRATH, 1}
Joseen i, § 3) was helpful, and indeed necessary. The
* Ephrath' of tﬁe story of Rachel’'s death is the Ephrath of the
Negeb (in Gen. 214 Jer. 18 4 4. it appears to be called Périth;
cp Paravise, § 3; Suinor); its other name, according to the
gloss in 2. 19, was pY-na, a popular distortion of Sanmme o
"Beth-jerahmeel.” See RackEL's SeruLcHRrE. Thus ' Rachel’
(the vocalisation is of course relatively late, and not authoritative
for the early tradition)—i.e,, Jerahmeel—was fitly encugh buried
at one of the leading centres of the Jerahmeelite race in the
Negeb. Before her death she gave birth to a son variously
called Ben-oni and Ben-jamin, °On’is one of the place-names
of the Negeb (see On 1), and ‘ Jamin’ is, ip Its origin, a popular
corruption of an abbreviated form of ‘ Jerahmeel.” (There is,
in fact, enough to warrant the surmise that Benjamin's original
home was in the Negeb). The early tradition also made a
statement respecting the distance between the place where
Rachel died and Ephrath or Beth-jerahmeel.

There was but £idrath kd-dres {paennta3) to come to
Ephrath when Rachel travailed. None of the ex-
planations of &ibratk in Ges. Thes., or elsewhere is
satisfactory,! and in the Psalter pax and nax have a
tendency to get confounded. Probably we should read
kim'af ha-drak, mowy vyps, ‘o trifle (left) of the way.'
See RACHEL'S SEPULCHRE,

H W H,§rec; K. C, §2

RACHEL'S SEPULCHRE. The biblical references
are {a} Gen. 35196 (JE), (&) 4874 (R), {¢} 185102 £
(&) Jer. 8113, (e} Mt. 216-18. It is generally supposed
{see Buhl, Pal 159, and Dillm. on Gen. 3519} that
either (i} there was a double tradition with reference
to the site of Rachel's grave, one (a, 3, ¢) placing it
near Bethlehem in Judah, another {¢, &) 'in the border
of Benjamin’ towards Ramah (so Noéld., Del. ®, Dillm.) ;
or (ii.) the gloss ' that is Bethlehem ' in («) and (4}, which
{£) appears to follow, is based upon a geographical con-
fusion and is to be disregarded {so Holzinger, Gunkel,
and Oxf0 Hex.). The weak point in i. is thought to be

1 ymaais conventionally regarded as a measure (@ irméSpouos ;
Pesh. a parasani). f course, the Ass. 2#8»4#4, ‘a quarter of
the world,” can hardly, by any ingenuity, he made illustrative.
It is clear that the text iscorrupt. Soalsein2K. 519 Pt Mo
(no article before r‘m) is shown by the context to be corrupt (see
NaaMan)
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that Rachel has nothing to do with the S, kingdom, and
the weak point in ii. certainly is that a N. Ephrath is
undiscoverable.  Before procceding further we must
criticise the text (see Crut, Hib.).

{2) and (5} orb-ra is a popular corruption of Ssmp pra.
‘Ephrath® and *Beth-jerahmeel’ are both place-names of the
Negeb, Wehave noreason to doubt that the gloss in Gen. 35 196
and 4874 is correct, and that Beth-jerahmeel either had Ephrath
as its second name, or was in the district called Ephrath. We
must remember that Ephrath was traditionally the wife of Caleb
{r Ch. 2 :9). . .

(2) The geographical description has suffered serious corrup-
tion. The text should run, *When thou departest from me
to-day, thou shalt find two men by Beth-jerahmeel in Shalishah.’
See SHALISHA, ZELZAH.

(e} Jer. 81 being most probably of late origin, we could not be
surprised if it contained a statement based on a misunderstanding
of the Rachel tradition. It is quite possible, however, that the
Ramah spoken of is the same that is meant in the underlying
original of Jer. 401 gﬁ, which probably referred to a Ramah
{= Jerahmeel} in the Negeb, which was the starting-point of the
captives who went to a N. Arabian exile. If so, the writer may
alsa conceivably have known of Rachel as having died and been
buried in the Negeb. Taking, as was supposed, a profound
interest in the fortunes of her descendants, Rachel had never
ceased to grieve over the tribe of %;Jseph, which had gone into
exile with other N. Israelites in N. Arabia (see Crit. Bib. on
2z K.1761). When, however, the Jerahmeelite setting of the
early Israelite legends, and the N. Arabian exile of the two
sections of the Israelite race, had passed into oblivion (partly
through corruption of the texts), it was natural that the sepulchre
of Rachel should be transferred to the N., in spite of the fact
that no Ephrath was in existence to impart to this transference
a superficial plausibility.

According to JE, the site of Rachel’s tomb was marked
by a sacred pillar (see MASSEBAH), which existed in the
writer's time {Gen, 3520), The tomh known in our own
day as Rachel's has plainly been restored, though the
tradition has attached to the same spot throughout the
Christian period. It is a short distance from Bethlehem,
on the road to Jerusalem, According to Clermont-
Ganneau,? it may perhaps be the tomb {cenotaph} of the
Jewish king Archelaus {cp HEROD, § 8) referred to by
Jerome {35 101 1z). T. K. C.

RADDAT {*717), scn of Jesse, and brother of DAvID
[g.2. § 12, n.] (x Ch. 214T; zaAAar [B), zaBA. {Bab],
pahhal [Al pehai [L]). Ewald identifies with him the
corrupt *3n (Rei} of 1 K. 18, see SHIMEI 2. The name
is more probably a corruption of var (see Marq. Fund.
25 cp & B2t} ; see ZABDL

RAFTS (MN27), 1 K. 423[59]. See Swup, § 1.

RAGAU. 1. See RAGES.

. 2é (payav [Ti,WH]), Lk. 8 35, RY REv. See GENEALOGIES,
ii. § 3.

RAGESB {(parac, -rewnN, -roic [TH -rH BA 61ois
uncertain ; in Tob. 420 8 aproic] rages [Vg.], »dgd
[Syr. ]}, an important city in NE. Media, situated in the
province of Rhagiana, near the celebrated Caspian Gates,
and hence a place of great strategical irportance. 1t is
frequently mentioned in the above form in the Bock of
Tobit (1144120 5561392} In Judith (1315} the name
appears as Ragan {payav, ragax [Vg.], ' plain of Diira,'3
and #dr# [Syr.]), which is apparently identical with
REU [¢.7.].

This city, which is frequenily mentioned by classical
writers, occurs as Rhagi in the Avesta (Pend. ch. 1),
and also in the Behistun Inscription of Darius Hystaspis
213). After suffering various changes, it fell into decay;
bui the name may perhaps survive in the huge ruins
of Rhey, situated some 5 m. SE. of Teheran, See
Rawlinson, Moenarchies, 2 272 f.; Curzon, Persia,
1345-352; Smith's Dict. of Gr. and Rom. Geog., s.v.

RAGUEL (5;;-1::1). (1) RV REUEL. See JETHRO,

REUEL. (2) a man of the tribe of Naphtali {Tob. 61z ;
cp 11 74), related to Tobias; husband of Edna, whose

1 It is there shown that there has_been a confusion between
two captivities of N, Israel, an Assyvian and a N. Arabjan.
2 Recueil o archiéol. orientale, 2114 -

2 Cp &7 nYP3 Dan. 31, and see Dyra. Duru was not an
nnpcommon Babylonian name,
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only daughter Sara became the wife of ‘Tobias
paroyHA. 3717 -HAOC)-

In Enoch 20 4 Raguel is the name of one of the archangels.
Perhaps this was suggested by Tob. 317, where the name
Raguel occurs in connection with Raphael (both names may
have a similar crigin; see Rever, Rapaaer) ‘lhat the
name has any reference to this angel’s téle as & ‘chastiser’
(Charles on Enoch 20 4) s hardly probable, T. K. C.

RAHAB {117}, a synonymous term for the DRAGON
{¢.7.) in post-exilic writings, sometimes also applied to
Egypt (or, as may plausibly be held, to Misrim, the N.
Arabian foe of Israel; see MIZRAIM, § 24}, Job 913
(xdfrn 78 iw’ odparéy), 2612 (70 xijros), Ps. 8910 [11]
{bmeprigparor), Is. 5log (LXX om.), 307 (6r¢ parele 3
mopdcAgois vady avry), Ps. 87 51 (paaf).t

From Job $z3 2612 we perhaps learn that Rahab was
another name for Tiamat, the dragon of darkoess and
chaos, ‘God," says Job in his de-

1. References. spondency, ‘will no:yiur{l back his fury;
[even] the helpers of Rahab bowed beneath him." On
the * helpers of Tiamat,’ see DRAGON, § 5. Later, Job
again refers to the fate of Rahab {or is it Bildad,
following out Job's suggestions in his unoriginal way?},

By his power he threatened (193) the sea,
And by his skill he shattered Rahab.

Here 'sea’ and 'Rahab’ are coupled, as ‘sea' and
‘ Leviathan,’ probably, in Job 38 (see LEVIATHAN], andl
in z. 13 the ‘ dragon’ is referred to. In Ps.8%9 /. [10 £ ]
the same paraltlelism is observable, and since 2. 11 proves
that the psalmist has the ercation in his mind, the view
that Rahab is a synonym for Leviathan or the dragon
again becomes plausible. The passage runs,—

Thou {alone) didst crush Rahalr as a dishonoured corpse ;

‘With thy strong arm thou didst break down thine encmics.
The invocation to the arm of YVahwt in Is.51¢ also
refers to Rahab, Here, however, though the allusion
to the Drragon-myth is obvious, there is also a special
reference to pmup {see DRAGON), ot perhaps to the
people called Misrim in N. Arabia. How this was
possible we seem to learn from Is. 307 (on the text see
SBOT, ad loc.). Tt has been held (cp Dubm, ad Zoc.)
that the latter half of the verse is a later addition.
Living in an age when the mythological interest had
revived, a reader was struck by the resemblance between
the characteristics of the dragon of chaos and those of
omsn.  Both were pre-eminent in strength; both in
the olden time had rebelled against Yahwé; for pryn,
therefore, as well as for the dragon, the fate of abject
humiliation (cp Is. 19) was reserved. In Ps. 874 Rahab,
according to the exegetical tradition, is simply a synenym
for Egypt (as the Targum already explains it), though
even here this is not beyond eritical questioning.

Rahab in Hebrew would mecan ‘raging,’ *insolence.’
This would be not unsuitable as a title of the chaos-
. dragon, a reference to which is plainl
2 Meaning. { £t T T the above passages except
the last. It would not be strange, however, if Rahab
were a Hebraised form of some Dabylonian mythic
name. In the third of the creation-stories menticned
elsewhere (see CREATION)—that which begins ‘ cities
sighed, men {groaned]'—the dragon is repeatedly called
by a name which Zimmern and Gunkel would like to
read rebbu (for *rukbu), and to consider the Ass. equiva-
lent of Rahab. The name, if it means ' violence,’
would be specially appropriate in the story of the
tyranny exercised by Tiamat. Unfortunately the read-
ing is uncertain. The polyphonous character of the
Assyrian script allows us equally to read Zaldu, *dog,’
and ladbn, *lion' (Guukel, Schégf. 23418). For another
theory of the origin and precise significance of the title
Rahab we may be allowed to refer to Créf, Bid.

T. K. C.

1 In Job %13 2612 Is. 51 o, Symm, has aAaorelg, ahadovelay,
in Is, 519 307 Aq. Spunme, Theod. mAdros, in'Is. 3‘8., Symm. has
Tapayai ot -x7, in Ps. 87 4 Aq. has sppsjpares, Symm. drepndarviay,
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RAHAB (J717; paaB), Josh 213 6172125, The
story of Rahab must not be taken literally. She is
clearly the eponym of a iribe, and the circumstances of
the tribe are reflected in her fortunes, The statements
in Josh. 623 25 apply to no tribe known to us so well as
to the Kenites, who were admitted among the Israelites
on relatively unfavourable terms——as sojourners ; hence
the term sondh. The name gmn is best accounted for as
the equivalent of ~gn,. * Heber,” the second name of the
tribe of the Kenites.! See JERICHO, § 4 ; RECHABITES.

In Heb. 1131 Rahab is praised as an example of faith.
This is suggested by the edifying speech of Rahab in
Josh. 29-z1, of which, however, only #. pa i3 recognised
by critical analysis as belonging to the earlier narrative
{see Oxf. Hex. 23z} It £ no doubt startling that
Rahab should be a worshipper of Yahwé i/ Rahab is
to be viewed as a Canaanite, Tf, however, Rahab is a
symbolic term for the Kenites, all becomes plain, for the
Kenites were worshippers of Vahwé [cp KENITES)
The attempts of (later) Jewish and Christian interpreters
to explain away the term gdndh, ‘harlot,” as ' hostess,
innkeeper,’ also now prove 10 be doubly unnecessary
{see above). On Rahab's good works (James 223), ¢cp

the lewish view in Weber, Jiéd, Theol 332.. The-

mention of her in the genealogy of Jesus {Mt. 13) rests
on the assumption that she became the wife of SALMON
[g.#.]. No less & man then Jersmiah is stated in
Megillah 148 to have been a descendant of Rahab on
his mother’s side. This passed for an edifying belief,
T. K. C.

RAHAM (OM7), son of SHEMA b, HEBRON, b
MaRreEsHAH, and father of JoRxEam {gy.2.}: 1 Ch.
244 (pamee [B, paem’ [A] -am [L]). See REKEM.

RAHEL (Jer. 8115), RV RacreL.

RAIN. That at the present day rain is considered
in Palestine a5 one of God's best gifts, is undeniable,

Moslems, Christians, and Jews can
1 ('iofn::ip:ion unite in imploring heaven for the
* ‘showers that water the earth' (Ps.
724).  Butitis a question whether the fertilising opera-
tion of the Baalim was associated in early times with
the rain of heaven, or only with springs, streams, and
underground flow (¢p BaAL, § 1). Robertson Smith,
who discusses the subject fully in ReZ Sem. lect. 3,
comes to the conclusion that originally the Baalim were
gods of the streams and fountains, but that, as
husbandry spread, the ‘gods of the springs” extended
their domain over the lands watered by the sky, and
gradually added to their old attributes the new character
of 'lords of rain' {p. 1o6). Yahwé in the OT is
certainly the rain-giver; Jer. 1422, ¢Can any of the
vanities of the heathen cause rain?’ In Ps 85g[xc]
according to the traditiona! text, the early rain 1s
called  the river of God." The word used {1bp) is re-
markable.  Generally it occurs in the plural for the
artificial streams used in irrigation {Is. 3025 32a Ps. 13
119136 Prov. 516 211 Lam, 348). Here, if MT is right,
there is a similar conception. The rain is imagined
as water which has been drawn from the great heavenly
reservoirs (Gen, 731) and sent down on earth through
the solid domé of the sky. ‘This is illustrated by
Job 8823 *'Who has cleft a channel for the waterflood’
(so RV f¥feph, oy, 'torrential 1ain’). With this cp
v. 28, where the ‘rain’ {mdfdr, =wp) and the °parted
streams of dew' (vend Sv »ibp, for “m e ; see DEW)
are parallel expressions.

Naturally, rain and rain.mist {27, b4) are prominent
in poetic benedictions. Tn Dt 3813 the * precious things
of heaven above ' (reading bgn for %em)? are the rain,
the rain-mist, and the dew. In Gen. 2728 the fine rain,
or rain-mist, of heaven stands first among the blessings

1 For a less probable view sec C. Niebuhr, Gesch, 1353
2 Tg., Onk. and Pesh, corabine the readings bym and bop.
The former therefore is no modern conjecture,
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called down upon Jacob's land by Isaee, In Dt 281s
Moses promises to obedient Israel that Yahwe *will
open his good treasury, the heaven, to give the rain in
its season’; to this treasury the Book of Enoch refers
{80z207. 6923); ¢p Drw, ‘The ' self-springing plants of
Yahwe' in Is. 42 (SHOT) are thote which depend on
the moisture which God sends from this heavenly store.
chamber. Notice, too, that in Ps, 10413 God is said to
*water the mountains from his upper thambers. It is
a slightly different mythic symbol which a poetin Job
uses—' Who {but Yahwé) can tilt the bottles of heaven?’
(Job 88137). To be able to bring rain through prayer
was ons of the greatest proofs of eminent piety, Eljjah
‘prayed fervently that it might not rain, and it rained
not,” ete. (Jas, biy); and Josephus {Aaf. xiv. 21)
relates that, In the time of King Aristobulus, there was
a man named Onias, *rightecus and beloved of God,’
wito by his prayers could bring rain to the parched
earth, Cp PRAYER.

Palestine is well described in Deut. 111t (in contra-
distinction to Egypt) as ‘8 land of hills and vall;y:.

which drinks water, when rain fails
ﬂ'lfftl;‘:md from heaven’  Shortly afterwards
" {7 14} a fuller description is given.
See also Hos. 63 Joel 223 Zech. 101 £ (see Nowack),
Job 29a3, and Ja. 57 (wplinov xal &lruov : BN ingert
The distribution of
rain is very unequal, On one occasion Thomson found
the ground in the Jordan valley like a desert, while at
Tiberias the whole country was ‘a paradise of herbs
and flowers.” Just 5o it was ir ancient times. ]
caused it to rain upon one city, and caused it not to
rain upon another city : one piece was rained upon, and
the piece whereupon it rained not withered' (Am. 47}
The prophet continues, ' So two or three cities wandered
unto one city to drink water, but they were nat satis-
fied,' on which Thomson remarks that this is ‘a fact
often repeated ' in Palestine.! The varlableness of the
climate helps to account for the frequent failure of the
crops, both in ancient and in modern times, and gives
point 16 the promises of regularity in the seasons on
condition of obedience to the divineé commuands.? The
former or autumnal raing (A mng) usually begin shout
the end of October. In Lebanon they may begin a
month earlier; but no dependence can be placed upon
this, and according to Thomson (LB go) the winter
rains are sometimes delayed till January. They are
usually accompanied by thunder and lightning (Jer.
1%:3). The next four months may be called the rainy
season.  In April rain (the latter rain, &b N/#p% 'to
be late’) falls at intervals: in May the showers are
less frequent and lighter, and at theclose of that menth
they cease altogether.

It appesars from Glaisher's obrervations (PEFQ, 1899, p. 71)
that the heaviest mosthly rainfall in iBgy was 1191 in,, in
![anuary; the next, 6.74 in. in December, and that the total fall
or the year was 37.72 in.  This refers to Tiberias. At Jernsalem
the total fall was 41.62 in, At Tiberias no rain fell from May
25 to Oct. ag, making o perivd of 156 consecutive days without
yain, At Jerusalem, none fell from May 26th to Oct. 20, making
a period of 146 consecutive days without rain,

. 0¥, géfem, o violent downpour, 1 K. 1841 Erek 18113
continuous, Eara 10g 133 such as the early or latter rain, Lev.

4 %er. % 24 Joul 249 uccompanied with wind,

8, Hebrew =zI.B:7 Prov. 2514,

tarme. 2. 8D, midfdy, o more general term, og,

. ‘the rain () of heaven,' Dt.1lsr, A tor

rential rain is ‘& sweeping rain' (Prov. 28 3}; or the two words
bers and qp may be combined, Zech. 101 Job 87 e.

3. D, =frem, a rain-storm, Is. 254 282 822 Hab.310 Job
248; sometimes accompanied by hail, Is. 282 8030, The sap-
posed otcurrences of a verb denom. (P 7718 s, MT) are
probably due to cortuption,

4. and 5. IV, wBrek, and 0D, mdrek, the former rain, and
wiﬁp‘?p, szalkaf, the latter ruia, see § 2,

6. DAY, »2b#bine, EV ‘showers,’ Jer. 83 ldea Mi. 5s[7]
Tt 322 Ps, 65 1x[10] 7244,

1 The Land a;z;z' the Book, 395.
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RAINBOW

7 LD, »ésisims (from ~/DDN, *sparsit, stillavit*), sprinkled
anoisture, _In Cant. 52F (EV *drops of the night ') of the night-
mist {see Daw), but probably applicable te rain in general {see
a3 In Dio322 Lagarde and Gratz correct poyppe inte
000 In Ps. 10413 also 79070 should perhaps be read for
ey e, T. X. C.

RAINBOW. :. ngp #fetk (réfor), Gen. 913
Ezek. 128 Ecclus. 43 11.  On Gen, %13 Jf" see DELUGE, § 11.

2. Ipis, Rev. 43 101

RAISINS. 1. ovpwwy, fmmiking see FRUIT, § ¢

2. perwR, @5ifim, Hos, 3 1, RV, See Fruir, § 5

RAKENM (D)), 1 Ch. 7 EV, pausal form for
REKEM, 4.

RAKRATH (NP9, ‘bank,’ an Aramaic word?
Asxed [Bl pexkad [A] pa. [L]), a rfenced city’
of Naphtali, mentioned between Hammath (S, of
Tiberias) and Chinnereth (on the upper part of
the E. side of the Sea of Galilee), Josh.1%35. Two
identifications of Rakkath are offered in the Babylonian
Talmud in the same context (Meg. 55, 6a). According
to R. Johanan, Rakkath was the important city of
Bepphoris. But the etymological midrash attached to
this identjfication is such as entirely to discredit it
Raba, on the other hand, refers to a generaliy received
opinion that Rakkath is Tiberias, and according to
Neubaver (Géog. du Taim. aog) the use of the name
Rakkath for Tiberias lasted into the fourth century A.D.

Certainly the position of Rakkath in the list of cities .

at Jeast permits this view. Only, {1} we must not

suppose that Tiberias stood exactly on the site of |

the ancient Rakkath. For, ns Josephus informs us
{Ant xviil. 23}, the land upon which it was built had
been occupied by tombs, which implies that the ancient
town (however it was named) had Iain at a short distance
from the site of the new city. And (2] it is possible
enough that np1 is a fragment of pmp (city of), and
should be prefixed to pmz3 (Chinnereth). T. K. C.
RAKEON (P73 not in &54; &L gpekxwn)
Josh. 1946 (probably a zex #iki/i). Sce ME-JARKON.
RAM (D7; pam [BAL]. 1. The name of a
Judahite family, whose eponym is variously described
as the second son of Hezron the grandson of judah
{1 Ch.29: pap and apap [BA], apan [L]; ¢ 10, appar
{B, cpjak v 25], apap [AL]), and as the firsthorn son
of Jerahmeel the firstborn son of Hezron (v. 25, pow
[(B]: v 27, apax [B]). The same supposed person is
also named in the (late} genealogy of David, as the son
of Hezron, Ruthdg (appar {BA], apey {L]), and con.
sequently in Mt. 134 {AraM [AV]; Ram [RV]; Apap
[BX etc.}: see also ARNL Lk. 333). Doubtless Ram is
a shortened form of some well-known name, hardly
Jehoram {Ngld.) or Abiram {Klost. Gesch, 112}, but
rather the name from which both these names probably

sprang—]Jeratimeel (Che. }.
2. Name of the supposed family of the Elihu of Jab (322

pop [BNY 3 papa [A]; apap [C]), certainly not a shortened form
of the ethnic name Aram, unless there was a southern Aram.

RAM (5", Gen. 157, etc.  Se SHEEP.

RAM, BATTERING (73}, Ezek 422127[22] See
SIEGE, §2 /.

RAMA (pama [Ti WH]), Mt 218, RV RAMAR.

RAMAH (799, Jer. 31:s Neh, 1133, elsewhere
M7, ' the height”; usually pama [BAL]; gentilic,
M), Ramathite; see SHIMEL, g). 1. A city of the
tribe of Benjamin, Josh, 1825 Neh. 1133 {(BR*A om.),
incidentally referred to in fudg. 1913 (om. &4} Is. 1029
Hos, 58 (éri 78y Infmidr [BAQ]), Ezra226 {apap [B],
75 papa (AL}, and stated in 1 K. 15 (paaua [B].
peppar [A], paua [L]) to have been fortified by Baasha
king of Israel in order to isolate Jerusalem (cp Asa).
Near it lay the grave of Rachel, according to Jer. 8115
{rp dmAq [R*A]), where the tribal ancestor is poetically
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represented as appearing on her grave, and uttering a
lamentation for the exile of her children.! Near it was
also, a later writer believed, the palm tree of the
prophetess Deborah (Judg. 45, tis Boua [B)], tepa [A]).
This Ramah is no doubt the mod. er~Rdme, a village
with ancient remains, 26co ft. above the sea-level,
5 m. N. from Jerusalem, Jts rediscovery is due to
Robinson (BR 1576).

2. The home of Samuel and his father Elkanah (1 S.
119212 717 841534 1613 1918 & 251 283), also called,
or rather miscalled, in EV of 1 8.1:, RAMATHAIM-
ZOPHIM [¢.z.]. It was in the hill-country of Ephraim
and more particularly in the land of Zuex [g.¢.1
According to Eus. and Jer. who call it apuafen seigpa
Armathem Sophim (0S5 220:2; 9817} it was near
Diospolis, and Jer. adds that it was *in regione
Thamaitica.” This addition agrees with what is said
in 1 Mace. 11 34 of RAMATHEM [g.v] as having
originally been reckoned to Samaria, and suggests
identifying Ramah with Beif-sfma, a place mentioned
in the Talmud (Neub. Gogr. 82), situated a little
to the N. of [Fibngs (Thamna), ‘This is the view
of Buhl, Pal. 170; Kiitel, Hist. 2r07. It accords
with the route of Saul described in 1 S.9:/ : cp

Wellh. 78BS 7o0. See also PEFMem. 312140 (On
&'s readings, see RAMATHAIM-ZOPHIM.

3. 2 K. 829! peppowb [B], papwd {A), papad yaroad (LY. See
RAMOGTH-GILEAD.

4. Raman [AV RAMATH] OF THE 50UTH; Josh. 198 «?

xard AdBe [B), paumw® [A?), rapel kord Aife [AYLIM ee
RAMATH OF THE SOUTH,

i A !fenced city’ of Naphtali (Josh, 1936 ; apanh [B], papa
[AL)), the modern K dmres, 1295 ft. above sea-level, W. of Safed,
on the southern slope of the ridge (here rising to a height of
148 ft.) which forms the boundary between Upper and Lower
Galilee, Cp Guénin, Gal. 1453/

6. A place mentioned in the delimitation of the
territory of Asher, Josh. 1929. According to Robinson
beyond all doubt to be identified with the village of
Rdameh (PEF Survey —Rdmia), in the latitude of Rds
en-Nakira, situated ' upon an isolated hill, in the midst
of a basin with green fields, surtounded by higher hills'
{BR 463). Buhl (Pal 231) accepts this identifica-
tion, whilst admitting that the frequent occurrence of
the name prevenis a final decision. Apart from the
name, indeed, one might prefer to locate Ramah a
little way to the W., at or near the ruins of Belds, on a
hill which commands a grand prospect. The langunage
of Josh. 1928 £, however, does not seem to favour
either view. The border of Asher is traced in z. =8
from Hammon (&imal) to Kanah {£dnd) and thence
to Sidon ; then in = 29 we are told to turn back south-
ward to Ramah, and draw a line thence to Tyre
and to Hosah (near Kds el-"A4in); somewhere on the
coust to the S, of Hosah {at the mouth of the river
SHIHOR-LIBNATH} the Lorder ends. Can the meaning
be that the territory within the first of these lines belongs
to Tyre and Siden together, and that within both lines
taken together (the second medifying the first) to Tyre,
both territories being theoretically possessed by Asher?
1f 50, Ramah would seem to be not very far from Tyre;
indeed, this is the natural inference from the Hebrew of
2. 29a. lts true site may perhaps be lost.

(Since this was written, an abundance of similarly perplexing
phenomena have heen noticed by the present writer, which can
only be explained on the hypathesis that the original document
referred to districts in the Negeb. Cp SuinoOR-LIBNATH]
TYRE ; ZeEmaraim, last par.) T. K. C.

RAMATHITE (‘N3%), 1 Ch. 2727, See SuMel, o.
RAMATH-LEHI ('n> N9, Judg. 1514 See L,
RAMATH-MIZPEH {(NBY1RI N apadwb KaTa

THN MaccHOA B pamwb k. T. macda Al pamed
k.T.m. [L])h 2 place on the northern border of the
Gadites, Josh.1326%. Probably the same as MizrEn
{4}, MizPAH (2).

1 On the discrepant traditions respecting the site of Rachel’s
grave, and on Mt, 2 13, see EpHRATH, RACHEL,
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RAMATH OF THE SOUTH (143 NOXY; for &
see RAMAH, 4), and (in 1 8.) RAMOTH OF THE SOUTH
{233 M2 pama [BL}-@ [A] NoTOY, pama TTpoC
MeCHMBp1aN [Sym.]), apparently the most remote of
the Simeocnite towns (Josh. 198) ; menticned also among
the towns in the Negeb to which David sent presents
from ZikLac (Halusah), 1 8. 3027. The full name was
Baalath-beer-rama{ojth-negeb, Z.e,, ' Baalah of the well
of Ramath {Ramoth) of the Negeb,’ or ‘ Baalah of the
well, Ramath of the Negeb' (sce BAALATH-BEER}). The
name, however, needs correction by the help of #. 6 £,
and Josh, 1532, The lists of the Simeonite and Judahite
tawns are disfigured by errata, nor do they agree as
they should. The opinion of the present writer is that
the most remote of these towns was most probably
called Baalath-beer-ramah {zlso Baalath-en-rimmon),—
i.e., Baalah of the well {also, fountain) of Ramah or
Rimmon,—and that both Ramah and RIMMON (g.%.} are
popular corruptions of ‘Jerahmeel.’ Consequently in
1 5.3027 the second of the names in the list should be
not Ramoth-negeb, but Jerahmeel-negeb. See EN-
RIMMON, TAMAR, NEGEB.

In Josh.1532 Lebaoth (mgab) and in 195 Beth-lebaoth

(") are miswritten for p pY In 1 Ch. 433 'Baalath-beer'
‘becomes shortened into ‘ Baal” T. K. C.

RAMATHAIM-ZOPHIM [D"_D‘Ig DN apma-
aarm clelida [BL]; ap. cwdim [A]) the name of
the city of Elkanah in the hill-country of Ephraim, 1 S,
11. The text, however, has Ha-ramathaim-sophim, the
article being prefixed to ramathaim. The difficulties of
this supposed compound form, and indeed of MT's
reading, however viewed, are well set forth by Driver
(TBS ad Joc.), who, with Wellhausen and W, R. Smith,
following &'s o(e)ipa, reads mx 'a Zuphite,” which is
explained by a reference to 1 Ch.6z0f35], Kr, as="'a
member of the clan called Zurr ' [¢.v.]. Haramathaim
is also plausibly explained by Wellhausen (785 34 /)
asthe later form of the name Ha-ramah {(see RAMATHEM),
which was introduced into 1 8. 11 from a tendency to
modernisation, and stands {apuafaiu), in @, not only
here, but also wherever =mua has the a of motion
attached to it. 'With the form apuafaip we may rightly
compare the apauafda or apuafie or peuafa of Josephus
and the gprpafaia of the NT.

The name Ha-ramah in the Hebrew text almost always
occurs in the augmented form A0D3.  The exceptions are ¢ 5.
1918201 251 283. Here we constantly find NP)2 except in
1918 22, where D)7 occurs. @A accordingly represents the
former word by év gapa, the latter by eis appafuiu—a new
distinction suggested perhaps by the occurrence of py in e,
The same correction has penetrated once into &BL, for in 19 22,
where o and g occur at’ different points, B8BL gives first
elg apuabauyc and then év powa (cp z. 18 in )

The objections to the above plausible explanation of
Ramathaim-zophim are—(1) that Ha-ramathaim occurs nowhere
else in the MT, (2) that the Chronicler is an insufficient authority
for the existence of a clan called Zuph, (3) that ‘land of Zuph®
occurs in a passage (1 5.9 5) which has all the appearance of
corruptness (see ZurH), and (4) that 1 5,171 itself i3 obviously no
longer in its original form.l1 The probability is that 9ng e
(EV, *a certain man "} should be [*5pplm pow, 2 Jerahmeelize,
and ehat 0™BR VD 0018 B*Atan jio should be vounnrlal soma 1o
Bx o royon so that the whole sentence becomes (omitting

the superfluous variant shnmny at the beginning and certain
variants at the end), ‘And there was a Jerahmeelite of the
famity of the Matrites, whose name was Elkanah.' vy (Matri),
however, like ‘' Tamar' and ‘Ramath,” is only a corruption of
sbupnne, ¢ Jerahmeelite,” and *mount Ephraim’ is in southern
not in central Palestine (so Judg. 171191, etc.). See Crvt, Brb.

The ArRmiaTHEA of the NT is identified by Eus.
{OS 225, 12} with the city of Elkanah, and said to be
situated near Diospolis (Lydda). This situation is
beyond guestion suitable for the Ramathaim of 1 Mace.
1134, and perhaps too for the Arimathaea of the NT.
See JoSEPH, col. 2595 /% ; RAMATHAIM (on meaning
of form}); Nicopemus, § 3. T. K. C.

1 See Marq. Fund. rz £, and c;: ather corrupt passages in

1 8. having proper names (Cr/2. Bib.),
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RAMATHEM, RVRAMATHAIM (pagamerN [ARV]),
the seat of cne of the governments formerly belonging
to Samaria which were transferred to Judsea under
Jonathan by king Demetrius, ¥ Macc, 1134. On the
name, see NAMES, § 107, and RAMATHAIM-ZOPHIM.

RAMESES (DDDID); pameccH [BATL] pamecH
[L], Gen, 47 11; or Raamses, ooryd, Ex 111, popeoy [FL],
12 37 Nu, 83 3, papecowr [BaA], 5R;m4:.ecm119 [Bab]; also Judith
1g [RaMEssE, AV]; see also Redpath; r4MassEs). For
kings Rameses I, and IL see also Ecver, § 57.4

In Ex. 11: Raamses is one of the cities built by the
Israelites as Egyptian serfs ; in 123y they march from
Raamses (eastwards} to Succoth {cp also Nu. 3335).
In Gen, 471 the family of Jacob receive from Joseph
‘a possession in the land of Egypt, in the best of the
land, in the land of Rameses, as Pharaoh had com.
manded.” The land of Rameses is, according to v2. 46
etc., a part of Goshen, or, more probably, is synony-
mous with Goshen,

In 4628 @ has indeed for the Goshen of Heb. “to Heroopolis
{7.e., adding Prruom, or ETnam [¢.2.]), into the land of
Ramesse’ (xad” "Hpidwr wéhww eis yiiw Papeeon) [For various
views of this passage, with discussion, see Joseru (in OTY), col.
2587, 0. 4-] )

It is usually assumed that the land has its name from
the town, the administrative centre of that province.
The present writer would, however,

1. a'lx;tclietll:la:d prefer to understand Rameses here as
town, having preserved the original sense,

namely, that of a royal name. Goshen,
or at least its eastern part, still recalled by its name
that the great Pharaoh Rameses II. had been its opener
and coleniser (see GOSHEN). In the name of the
town, on the other hand, the original sense, which
must once have been ‘ house, place, city (or similarly)
of Rameses,’ seems to have been forgotten, owing to
the popular abbreviation which omitted the first part.
It is not necessary to derive the combination ‘land of
Rameses,’ which looks very archaic, from that secondary
use
The royal pame which the Hebrew has preserved here was
Ra'-»ie Ps-su, or, following more the Jater pronunciation, Ra'
(this can, of course, be written in many ways)-»ze(#s-5(¢),2 ‘ the
sun-god Ré" has borne him." The classic transliterations are
Pauyms, Papeoows (in varying the Manethonian fragments,
etc.), Rareses. From these Greek forms the Massoretic scholars
seem to have taken their vocalisation; whether the Hebrew
consonants are intended to render the name as Ka'nes-(é)s, or
in a seemingly more archaic form, Ra'-#resé-s (the verbal root
was originally masy, fertiee fodk), can, therefore, not be decided
from the biblical punctuation. In the rendering of the con-
sonants, the preservation of the 'Ain deserves mention as a sign
of antiguity.
The Pharach meant 13 the famous Rameses II.,
calted also Osymandyas (this is the official name;
User-ma'(§)-+&') or Sesostris® by the
Z'RaPnI:z'::':h Greeks, also Ram({pjses (ete.), Meiamiin
© (‘loving Amon’'); see EcveT, § 58.
His reign of nearly sixty-seven years is less remarkable
for his military achievements in Asiz (which were very
modest) than for his paramount activity as a builder.
For his great work of irrigating and colonising the
‘Wady Tumilat, see GOSHEN, § 4. This enterprise seems
to have been completed before the twenty-first year of
his reign. Gen. 47 might aaticipate a later name
for the region E. of Goshen proper. The building of
the city of Rameses (as well as of Pithom), however
points unmistakably to that earlier part of the reign
of Rameses II,—Z.¢., to the end of the fourteenth

I ERCHID)

3 On the reason of the confusion of this name with a king of
dyn. 12 in Manetho, different opinjons prevail, A popular (but
already contemporaneous) abbreviation of the name Rameses
seems to be at the root of the Greek form.
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It must be accidental that the expression *land of
Rameses ' has not yet been read on the Egyptian monu-
ments, although we find allusions to the

3’32;1;13?:3’ merits of Rameses Il as a coloniser
*  {which characteristically are wanting with
other kings). A city, or rather cities, bearing the name

of this king are, however, mentioned repeatedly.

In the twenty-first year (see above) of his reign,
Rameses received ambassadors of the Hittite king
bringing the treaty of peace and alliance ‘in the city:
house of Ra'-mes-su, Mey (or old Mery-aman, doing
the commands of his father Amon, of Harmachis and
Atum, the lord of Heliopolis, the Amon of Ra'-mes-su
Mey-amiin, the Ptah of Ra-mes-su Mey-amin, and
Set." This list gives to us the names of the official
gods of the new city, confirming its position in eastern
Goshen, where Atum of Heliopolis was the chief god.
LD 3154 says: *thou hast made for thyself a splendid
residence to fortify the frontier of the country, The
House of Ra'messu Meyamian; . . . a royal palace is in
it." Pap. Anastasi 21 46 gives a poetical description of
a residence,! ‘the castle: ‘' Great of Victory (or
Strength} " is its name, between Pheenicia (!) and Egypt.’
The local gods are Amon, associated with Set, then
Astarte and Buto, These gods and the name do not
agree with our house of Rameses mentioned above;
indeed, the city ‘great of victori(es)’ {mentioned alsc in
the great text of Abydus, in Pap. Leyden, 1348, and in
the expedition of Sety 1. against the Bedouins (?) does not
seem to be identical (as is usually supposed), but must be
a later foundation of Rameses, N. of Goshen. Anast.
iii. 112 £, *the house of Ra'messu Meyamiin' appears as
identical with the place * Great of victori{es}' (32 etc. ).
Its description seems to point to the country W. of Tanis,
not very far from the sea. Thus a monument which
has led Brugsch considerably astray becomes intelligible,
In Tanis was found a statue of a priest who had among
other titles that of a *prophet of Amon of Rameses of
(the ity ?) House of Rameses {and ?} Amon {of the one)
great of strength.’? Brugsch {Dict. Geogr. 418, etc.)
concluded from it that Rameses and Tanis-Zoan were one
and the same city, sought consequently for Goshen far
in the N,, and came thus to his strange Exodus-theory,
considering the Sirbonian bog as the 'sea’ through which
the Israelites passed. The statue furnishes rather the
confirmation that we have two different Rameses-cities,’
Consequently, we have to be very careful in distinguish-
ing them ; LD 3194 refers possibly to the later founda-
tion,? as it dates from the year 34 of Rameses.

The biblical Rameses can, of course, be only a city
in or near Goshen. That mentioned in the treaty with

s : the Hittites seems to be identical, if we
¢ Bitnation. may judge by the local gods alluded
to. Compare the granite group found at Tel(l) el-
Maskhta which represented Rameses I1. between Atum
and Harmachis, the principal gods of that district.
From this group Lepsius concluded that Tel(l} el-
Maskhiita was the biblical Rameses {see PiTHOM), but
on insufficient grounds. The excavations of Naville
have shown that the names Pithom and Succoth are to
be associated with that locality, but not Rameses. The
latter city remains to be determined. In accordance
with Ex, 1237 Nu. 3335 it should be sought for in the
western part of Goshen, E. of Pithom-Etham. There
are not many peints bearing traces of ancient cities in
that region; Lepsius described the place (Tell) Abu-
Soleiman {or Islémin), as showing extensive ruins, and
thought of Pithom. Naville (Péthonz, B 36) disputes
the existence of town-ruins at that spot. He marks

1 See Erman, Egyp#, chap. 9, for a translation.

2 This ("@-2#) seems to be synonymous with * great of strength
{or victory) or victories,' ‘a-n4f or ‘a-nitw. 1f not, it might
peint to a temple (not a city) of Rameses II. Has a ‘(loving)
Amon ' been mutilated?

3 There may be more Rameses-cities. It seems that a Nubian
colony near Abusimbel was one.  Cp (with considerable caution)
the essay of Lepsius, 42, 1883, p. 4 (or Pithom and Rameses).
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Shugafieh {in which he believes he finds the Roman
garrison place Thohu or Thou) and Tell Rotab as the
only ruins, W. of Pithom-Tel{l} el-Maskhita. Both
localities exhibit extensive ruins of the Roman age, and
seem to bave been Roman military stations ; it is not
improbable that they were settled before that peried.
If so, we may expect the settlements to go back to the
time of Rameses’ colonisation ; but nothing certain can
be said until a thorough exploration of those ruins has
been made.

For the varicus attempted identifications of Rameses, see
Ebers, art. ‘ Ramses,” W B(2), 12544, and cp Durch Cosen zum
Sinai, @ stz & Naoville, Land of Goshen (188Y), 18, 20}
Brugsch, Steinschrir? wnd Bibelivort, 1891, p. 154. [The ques.
tion of 1dentification assumes a fresh aspect if we hold that
primitive tradition represented the early home of the Israelites
as, not in Mizraim, but in Misrim. In this case we must sup-
pose that here as elsewhere the geographical setting of the story
has been transformed on the basis, probably, of corrupt texts,
Possible corrections or restorations are indicated 1n col. 3eri,
n. z] W, M. M.

RAMIAH ("%, ‘Yahwé is high'? or rather a
transformed ethnic, Rami=Jerahme'eli? [Che.]). a lay-
man who joined in the league against foreign marriages ;
EzralQzst {pamia [BRAJ, -elac [L])=1 Esd. 926
Hiermas (;epma [B]. 1epmac (AL pamiac [L]).

RAMOTH (M7} 1. 1 K.413.  See RaMOTH-

GILEAD.
2. Fzralf2g, Kri. See JERiMOTH, 12.

RAMOTH (MDN]; AaBwp [Bl amwce [PAlL
pamwd [L17 1 Ch.673 [s8]), or REmETH (NP7
pemmac [B]. pamad [AL]; Josh. 19ex), also called
JarmuTH (DYDY in Josh. 2129 {1epmwe [AL], where
however &* has pepmad). a Levitical city within the
territory of Issachar,

BAMOTH-GILEAD (W92 N2}, ie. 'heights of
Gilead"), otherwise RAMOTH 18 GILEAD {053 NN,

H pamwd €N (TH or rH) raA.,
1. OT References. Dt. 443 [pammid Al Josh. 208
[apHmwTe B] 2138 1 Ch. 665 [8] [pammaun B,
pamad L]), RamoTH (1 K. 413 [epemad B, -epmasd
L]}, but more correctly RaMaH (2 K. 829 [pemmwd
B, pama@ L]} or Ramath-Gilead {cp AHAB), a fortress
on the E. of Jordan, the administrative centre of one
of Solomon's prefectures {1 K. 4 13}, hotly disputed by
the Israelites and the Aramaeans in the reigns of Ahab,
Ahaziah, and Joram (1 K. 2237 [pemma0 BA, pamat
L} 2 K. 838 914 [pemmwB B, pamas L], 2z Ch
1837 [pammwB A, pamad L1 225 £ [pama B
pPeEMMB A, pamaB L]); also one of the so-called
'cities of refuge' (Dt. 443 Josh. 208 2138, where it is
assigned to Gad), Largely on account of the striking
narrative in 1 K. 22, the name of Ramoth-Gilead is
extremely familiar to readers of OT, and yet, after all the
researches of scholars, no one is able to tell exactly where
the place was. It is the object of this article (1) to
record the chief opinions which have been held as to
the site of Ramoth-Gilead, and (2) to offer what, in the
opinion of the present writer, looks like the true solution
of the problem.
l.et us begin with the Talmud, according to which
Ramoth-Gilead lay over against Shechem {Neub. /s
5 55, 251), while, as Eusebius and Jerome
2 Bites (a)-{d). L1 1505 287 1 145 31), it was known
to them as a village, 15 R.m, W, of Philadelphia
(Rabbath-Ammon). These views are irreconcilable
Most scholars till lately preferred the authority of
Eusebius, and identified Ramoth-Gilead with the modern
es-Salt,! 1o m. 5. of the Jabbok, and 11 E. of the
Jordan. Cp GILEAD, § 7.

The town acquired some importance during the Crusades,

1 The name is a corruption of Salton Hieraticon, which occurs
in the No#i#2. Vet. Eccles. as the name of a trans- Jordanic
episcopal city (Reland, Pal, 315); the epithet Aieraficon may
]ée explained by the méhis dudng yod ieparenii of Eus. in the

Hont,
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when Saladin fortified it with other towns on the E. of the
Jordam; it is now the capital of the Beifd, but cannot claim ta
represent Ramoth-Gilead. The place could not be approached
by chariots (see 1 K, 2234 /). It harffs on the steep sides of a
narrow gorge, entirely shut in on the N, and opening out on a
narrow flat of garden-iand at the other end ; and even this open
extrerity of the ravine is blocked by a high ridge at right angles
to the town, closing up the only outlet.”1 It is also far too
southerly ; a place easily accessible from Jezresl and not far from
the Aramazan border is imperatively required.

Ewald (Gesch. 3500 note) and Conder (Heth and
Aoat, 175; Smith's DB 1iwgr} do more justice to
the biblical narratives by fixing the site of Ramoth-
Gilead at Reimiin, a lofty and anhcient site a few miles
W, of Jerash (Gerasa), in the Jebel ‘Ajlin. The place
was quite open to Arameean incursions, and could be
reached by chariots up the valley of the Jabbok. Sir
G. Grove (Smith's DBM 21003) and Merrill (East of
the fordan, 284 ) urge the claims of Jerash itself;
Oliphant too {Land of Gilead, 213} thinks Ramoth-
Gilead must have been either at or near Jerash.? This
view is supported by the Arabic Joshua (208 2138
Ramat al-Jaras}, G. A. Smith, however (HG 588) is
not satisfied with any of these identifications, and thinks
Ramoth-Gilead, being so hotly disputed by Aram and
Israel, must have been farther N., near the N. limit of
Gilead—the Yarmik (so G. A. Cooke, /¢.). Irbid and
Ramtheh [er-Remthé], he remarks, are both of them
fairly strong sites. Er-Remthé has been very recently
favoured by Smend {ZA4 T, 1902, p. 153}, who finds
in the name er-Remthé an echo of an Aramaic form
xnzy*.  Bubl combines Ramoth-Gilead with the mod.
Jal'nd, N. of e5-Salt {see GILEAD, 2}, and whilst Smend
identifies Ramoth-Gilead with Mizpeh-Gilead, Buhl
inclines to distinguish between them.

To get beyond Prof. G, A. Smith's acute but vague
conjecture, we must look at the Hebrew of 1 K. 413
3. Site (). Removing the accretions en the original

. " text we find it stated that one of Solomon’s
prefects called Ben-geber (nothing depends on the
correctiess of this reading) was over the region of
Argob, and resided in Ramoth-Gilead. Is the latter
circumstance probable?  Surely his residence must have
been in Bashan, unless indeed we prefer to omit the
statement about Argob and Bashan, and make Ben-
geber the prefect of the so-called Havvoth-Jair, which
Nu. 32304r places in Gilead. Possibly for =ph pon,
' Ramath-Gilead,” we ought to read 1@‘_;; o, - the
Ramah of Salhad." Salhad is probably the true name
of the fortified city on the extreme SE. of Bashan, which
protected that fertile land from the invasions of the
pomads ; it is called in MT SaLECak {g.2.] The
objections raised to the other sites certainly do not apply
to Salhad. For other sepposed traces of the name see
GILEAD, § 8, SUCCOTH, ZELOPHEHAD.

Salhad is situated on an entinence forming one of the southern-
most heights of the Jebel Maurau {sec Driver, DL s3). That
the district to the N. of Edrei {Der"dt) and Salhad fell iato the
region of Argob, will hardly be doubted {cp Driver, in Hastings”
DB 1147). It was also probably Sathad (Ramath-Salhiad) that
Benhadad kept back, contrary to the agreement in 1 K. 20 34,
and the Israelitish kings therefore sought to recover {x K. 223,
ete.).  Holding it, the Aramaean kings had the fertile district of
Argob at their mercy, The harmenising process of an editor
corrected aby no, ¢ Ramath -Salhad,’ wherever it occurred,
into qp51 no, f Ramoth-Gilead.”

It is probable that no better explanation can be found
4. Site (f) on the assumption that the current view

. ' respecting the Arameeans with whom the
kings of Israel were so often at war, and respecting the
region of the legendary Og, king of Bashan, is correct.

The assumption in question is at first sight a reasonably safe
one, and it receives sugport from the legend of the meeting of
Jacob and Labar, in the earlier form disclosed to us by textual
criticism of Gen. 8117-54. We may even go farther, and
pronounce it not improbable that Salhad really was the place
which the editor of the Book of Kings in its present form thought

RAPHAH

to be referred to in the account of the Aramaran wars. But it
was not the place which was meant in the original narratives
(se« PrROPHET, § 7). It wasat Cusham, not at Damascus (as
the traditional text represents) that Ben-hadad, or Bir-dadda,
dwelt (1 K.13:3; see¢ Tap-riMMoN), and it was the great
achievement of Jerobeam !1. that he recovered Cusham and
Maachath-jerahmeel for Israel. It must have heen a fortress on
the border of the Negeb, towards Arabia, that the Aramaans
(= Jerahmeelites) and the Israelites so hotly contested. Ahab
fell when endeavouring to regain it. Joram won it back for a
time from the N. Arabian king Haza'ilu (Hazael), and Jehu
(himself of Jerahmeelite extraction 1) was serving in the garrison
when Elisha (a _prophet of the Negeb; see ProrurT, § 7) sent
to anoint him king. Both ‘Ramah’ and ‘Gilead ' are, when S.
Falestine and the Negeb are concerned, corruptions of * Jerah-

| meel,’” but while ‘ Ramah’ or ‘ Ramath’ is a mere popular dis-

tortion, * Gilead’ seems to he a anscriptional corraption of that
ethnic name. The place intended is probably the Tamar”
(3¢9 = poy) fortified by Solemon, according to © K. 918, cp 2 Ch.
84. Cp Tamagr, Taomor. T. . C.

RAMOTH OF THE BOUTH. See RAMATH OF
THE SOUTH,
RAMPART, in AV sometimes, and in RV generally

the rendering of 5’!3. See FORTRESS, § 5, col. 1557,

RAN'S HORN (3% 11, Josh. 65), TRUMPETS OF
Raus' Horxs (29311 Mg, Josh 646813). See
Musie, § s.

RAMS' SEINS (0% M), Ex 255, ete. Sce
TABERNACLE, § 4.

RANGE (iLev. 1135}, RV™&- *Stewpan,’ see COOK-
ING UTENSILS, § 4.

RANBOM (from Lat. redempiionem).

iy yrhod Ccpz S Fx. 21 30 RV, AV £

2, N . o 5 €8
mont;g':;' Lé?.”;'? 27 g\’ x?:getrz:?lgvx'mnasom'; Nu, 3;:;}
AYV ‘satisfaction’; 18.193, AY and RVmg. ‘bribe’; RV and
AVmg. ‘ransom”; Ps. 69188 Job 8618}

3- g, pAd3R, Ex. 84 20, erc.

BAPHA (NB7). 1. See RAPHAR, 2.

2. In genealogy of Benjami &8 it. « 8
[BAL %ﬁa [L])g:ybut thejalfla:l;‘e@miygbg corrkp:cg,h—e.;.,(iflm
Gera (Ps; FOR 1l10q, §8) Or (if correct) cp REPHAIAN [4)
and the clan-name BETH-RAPHA.

3. See REPHALAH, 4.

RAPHAEL (‘?ND"!. *God heals’; the name, how-
ever, has possibly grown out of something very differ-
ent; see REPHAEL [Che.]; pacgpanmh), one of the most
sympathetic figures in Jewish narrative literature, is
introduced to us in the Book of Tobit, where under the
name of AzARIAS (* Yahwé is a help ')} he accompanies
Tobias I his adventurous journey and conguers the
demon AsMODEUS [¢.7.] (Tob. 337 829:1127), He
is, however, a disguised wvisitor from heaven, being
really ‘one of the seven?® angels [archangels] who
present the prayers of tbe saints and enter inte the
presence of the glory of the Holy One’ (12:15). In the
Book of Enoch (10020) Rufael { =Rafaél) is called ' the
angel of the spirits of men’ ; it is his function to * heal
the earth which the angels have defiled.’ as a preliminary
te which he has to place AzAZEL (2.7.) in confinement.
This view of the essential connection between a name
and the person bearing it is thoroughly antique; it has
strongly coloured the story of TowlT {g.7.}), and is
endorsed in the Midrash {Bemidbar rabdb., par. =),
according to which Raphael is to heal the iniquity of
Ephraim {Z.e., the ten tribes). The later Midrash also
represents him as the angel commissioned to put down
the evil spirits that vexed the sons of Noah with plagues
and sicknesses after the flood, and as the instructor of
men in the use of simples; ke it was who was the
promoter of the * Book of Noah,” the earliest treatise
on materia medica {Ronsch, Buch der fubilien, 383
s¢.). See ANGELS, § 4, note.

RAPHAH {97}, 1. AV Rarua (1 Ch. §37).

RerHAIAE {4).

See

} G. A, Cooke, in Diriver, DE(%, p. xx.; cp Lo Gautler, 4u
delg du Jourdain(? (1896), 30.

2 Schumacher (M7#th. DF Y, 1897, 66) places Ramoth-Gilead
at ei-Manira, W. of Jerash

4015

1 * Jehoshaphat®’ is probably a modification of Sephathi
(Zephathite) and ‘ Nimshit' of Yi¥me''eli (Ishraclite).

2 But Syr, and Heb. z omit ‘seven." The number of the chief
angels varied. See ANGEL, § 4, n. 1; Gasriesn ; Micrazy, 1.

4016



RAFPHAIM

7. Four giants are described in 2 8. 2116 18 3022 (cp_1 Ch.
20 4 6 8)as descendants of ‘the Raphah' (EV ' the giant’; RVmg.
RaPrHAK: AVmE. Rarka n_!gg’, in Ch. Ng"l‘:"l). Sce IsBI-
BENOB, SapH. (8's readings in S. Paga [BAJ, L in vw. 26 18
L Tirdvos, ©. 2z sdds the words

I L el TR I 5
... 7¢ oike Paga, in Ch. yiyawres [BAL; butin v. 8 alsa paga |
BA, padacr L) Is agayr qorvect?  The sing. form ogcurs only

here. See RErHAIM.

RAPHAIM (pagain [A], BNom.}, one of the ances-
tors of Judith ; Judith 81

RAPHON (pagpwn [AR] pader [VET]: © Mace
53y Jos. 4nl xii. 84), an unknown city mentioned in
1 Mace. 537 as "heyond the brook'; it was besieged
by Timotheus and relieved by Judas the Maceabee.
From the context it obvieusly lay not very far from
Carnaim ({Ashteroth-Karnaim). It is no doubt the
Raphana mentioned by Pliny (& v. 1874} as one of
the cities of the Decapolis, and may possibly be identical
with the Capitolias of Ptel. (v.15%2}, 16 m. from Edrei
{Der'at). See Schiirer, GV 293.

RAPEU (MR, as if ' healed’;
paday [L]). father of ParTi (2) (Nu 189F).
arigin of name see PALTE, a; REPHAEL.

RASSES, CHILDREN OF (pacceic [BAL paac-
ceic [R]; tharsis [Vg ], thiras et rasis [Vet. Lat.,

cod. Sangerm.]; po.saatNd ... el [Syr. 1
n people mentioned along with Put, Lud, and the chilgren
of Ishmael (Judith 223}. That p&{e)res, a mountain
range and town S. {rom Amanus on the gulf of lssus,
is intended is improbable ; others prefer TArsys [g.7.].
The mention of a town il accords with the epumera-
tion of such peoples as PUT and 1.UD, and the name is
possibly a corruption of TiIRas. See RosH.

RATHEUMUS (padbymoc [BL] padyac? [A2])
1 Esd, 216 2 = Eera 48 /., REHUM, §.

RAVEN (27} from 270, “ ta sink " [of the sun], * be
black'; wopak; corvws), It is notewerthy that the
lities and the ravens possess the
1. OT Referances. same Tepresentative character in a
famous saying of Jesus, at least according w0 the
version in Lk. 1924 {but in Mt 626 7¢ werard) ; in the
OT too they are referred to in evidence of God's provi-
dential care (Job 38 4x Ps. 1479} In Cant. 511 their
glossy black plumage (cp deriv. above) is referred to.
In Prov. 30z Is. 343 Zeph. 14! (crit. emend. with
@5e“740T), other hahits of the raven are mentioned,
and in Gen, 87 the raven is stated to have been the
first bird let aut of Noah's ark.?

[The feeding of Elijah by the ravens {x K.17 4 6) has been
regarded as a supernatural feature appropriate to the cirqum-
stances of the prophet, but if, as Cheyne suggests, Elijah's
hiding-place was at Rehoboth in the extreme S. of Palestine, a
reference o ‘ Arabians’ would gain considerably in plausibility,
nor can it be a loss to adification that human insiruments should
take the place of ‘uncloan ' bivds like the ravens (see Mi1zralM,
§ 2 [#]). An analogy for the emendation referred to is offered by
Jer.32 in B Pesh., which give ‘like a crow’ (373, xopdm,
na'éz) for ‘like an Awabian® (*37¥h  This is an ¢rror, but in
Bar. 6 54 the crow is no doubt mentioned. The gods of the
Babylonians are thers likened to the crows {repdra:) thar fly
between heaven and earth,]

It is probable that the Heb, ‘»#4 included all the
members of the family Coryide——i. ., the crows, choughs,

. recks, jays, and jackdaws, as well as the

2. Species. true yaven. Tristram énumerates eight
species of Corvidie at present found in Palestine;
among which the C. umdrinus or brown-necked raven
may be specially meationed, as it is almost ubiguitons.
They feed to some extent on carrion, but will also
attack animals of some size, though usually only when
these are weakly or injured.

padoy [BAF];
On

1 A comparison of Zeph, Zc. witl; Is. 34 11 shows that 377 in
the famous passags should be 04

2 In the cuneiform account the raves is the last ; see Dxnuce,
§8 2, 17, and cp Jastzow, Rel Bab. and 4sx 501
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REBEKAH or REBECCA

The raven has aiways been regarded as a bird of
omen, and excited superstitious awe which is not even
yet entirely extinct. To the ancients

3. Charsctar. it was one of that class of Lliving
creatures which were at once venerated and shunned.!

+ It is not surprising, therefore, to find the raven in the

list of (so-called) ‘unclean’ birds {Dt, 1414 ; cp CLEAN,
§ 9). Besides the Midianite chieftain’s name OQRrEB,
the Ar. clan-name Gerdd indicates that the bird did not
always possess an il-omened character; and it is a
significant fact that Gordd was one of the names of
heathenism which Mohammad made its bearer change.?
AE. S —5 AC

RAZIB {(pazlelic [AV*L] rasias [Vg.]), ' an elder
of Jernsalem,” ' called Father of the Jews for his good-
will toward them.' His story is told in 2 Macc. Y43y f
The name is possibly from an original "3=017, ‘to
be lean.” The Syr., however, gives his name as »-g-sk.

RAFOR (WA, etc.), Nu. 65, ete.  See BEARD.

BEATAN (M7, ‘ Yahw has seen’; but cp JoraH).

v, A Calebite, son of SRoBAL; 1 Ch.42 (pade [B], pesa [A],
peae {L1} Reaiah ought also, perhaps, to be read for HaroEH
(g.2.) in 1 Ch, 2 g2, bue both forms may be corruptions.

Ijj.A Reubenite; r Ch. 55 (AV Keaia; pyya [BA]L paca
¢

3. The family name of & cempany of (post-exilic) Nethinim :
Ezmalsy (pwd [Bl, pasa [A], ap. [L]); Neh. Tso (paca [BR],

L [AL];::: Esd. & 31 (smerpos [B), wanpos [A], paca[L}; Airus
m"], Jarus [RV])

REBA (Y37 probably by transposition from 270,
‘Arabia,” cp REKEM [Che.]; poBok, -Be [B}. poBox,
peBer [Al poBek, -€ [L]), one of the five chiefs of
Midian, slain after the * matter of Peor’; Nu, 3138 Josh.
1321,

REBEEKAH or [NT] REBECCA (P37 peBekra
[RADEL]; Redeccr,; on the name, see below, § 2), sister
: of Laban, and therefore daughter of
1. Traditiona. Nahor, according to J (see gI)i. on
Gen. 2415}, but daughter of Bethuel, according to P
(see Gen. 2520). Far the idyllic story of her betrothal
and marriage, which is not only beautiful in itself, but
a valuzble record of Israelitish sentiment in the time of
the writer or writers, it is enough to send the reader to
the original narrative. Gunkel, it may be observed,
thinks he can trace a double thread {J ¢ and J4} in this
narrative. It is certainly possible that more than one
hand has been concerned in the siory; at the same
time the parrative would hardly gain by being reduced
to the limits of the assumed }2.  Another critic {Steuer-
nagel, FEinwanderung, 39) draws a weighty critical
inference from the paralielism between Gen. 24 and 29,
Independently, a larger inference of the same kind is
drawn in § 2 of the present article.

It has been thought that there is a discrepancy
between J and P as regards the ariginal home of
Rebekak, ] brings her from Aram-maharaim, from
the city of Naher {2410); P from Paddan-aram (2520 £}
cp 282 /). The discrepancy, however, did not always
exist. 1. It is possible to hold that both in J and in P
Rebekah had a traditional connection with the northern
Jerahmeelites of Hauran (for gas most probahbly has been
worn*down from Sernv, and mm may have come from

1 Having heen originally worshipped, they were honouared,
angd their presence was considered lucky; but their specific
‘hely’ character made them *taboo,’ and as such they were to
be avoided. For this paradoxical conception, see CLEAN, § 7.

2 See WRS, Kin. 200, 301, We, Heid, (2 203.  The raven
was intimately associated with Apollo and Asculapius; see
Frazer, Paws. 372 # Coronis is said to have been transformed
into a raven. In Rome, a flight of ravens on the left hand was
considered lucky, on the right hand unlucky. In northern
Europe one is reminded of the ravens of Odin, and those of
Flokki, by whose aid he discovered Iceland. Similarly the
Vikings are said to have carried ravens in their ships to be able
to find the bearing of the nearest land {cp CasTor, and for the
painting or carving of a totem, on a hoat, Frazer, Totrmrism.
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RECAH

min, while 1w may be miswritten for jn—i.e., pon). See
Lasar, Nauor, Pappan-aram. 3. It is also plau-
sible to hold the view set forth in JAcos, § 3, where it
is shown that there was possibly a still earlier tradition
which put Laban’s home at Hebron, At any rate, both
narrators have distinguished themselves in the delinea-
tion of Rebekah's character, which has some sirong
points of affinity to that of her son Jacob. She was
accompanied, according to MT, to Isaac’s home at
Beer-lahai-roi (i.e., Beer-jerahmeel) by her nurse (24 s5),
who, from the corrupt text of 358, is supposed to have
been named Deborah (see DINAH, col. 1102, 1. I)
Probably, however, the ‘nurse’ is not referred to, but
the ‘ precious possessions’ (nimp, cp v- 53) of the newly
won bride.  In the view of the present writer Laban
was originally a southern Jerahmeelite, originally, it
may be, placed in the Negeb, so that he may also
have been called TUBAL (g.7. }—a name which seems to
underlie bwpa {Bethuell}. See, further, RACHEL, § 2.
Possibly, Rebekah is a personification alternately of
the southern and of the northern Jerahmeelites. She
has been, one may almost say, created as a true woman,
with beating heart and planning brain, by J and E.
The explanation N7, fcord’ (§ 71} is linguisticaily attractive ;
cp PATR, and the motpétos Suydmp of one of the Onomastica
. (08 20429). But we cannot get to the bottom of
2, Origin such names without considering the tribal relations
of name, of the patriarchs; wives and husbands alike are
tribal personifications. Itisprobable that Abraham,
Rebekah, and Leah-Rachel represent a tribal name. Abraham
{from Ab-raham) means probably ‘ father of Jerahmeel'; Leah and
Rachel (doubles), come from worn.down forms of Jerahmeel.
Rebekah, or rather Ribkah, probably also comes from the latzer
name ; pn= 3p1=p3% <p perbaps, the clan.names or tribe-
names Becher, Heber, and the local name Hebron.l Observe
that Rebekah’s father Bethuel (perhaps=TusaL [7.».]) is the
son of Nahor—/.¢., the southern Haran, by Milcah [ Jerahmeell

The same ethnographic traditions are repeated over and over
again genealogicalty. T, K. C.

RECAH (137), 1Ch. 412 RV, AV REcHAH,

RECEIVER (0%), Is.33:3, RV ‘he that weighed
[the tribute].” Cp ScrIBE and TAXATION.

RECHAB (137, ' charioteer,” perhaps short for Ben-

rechabf-el]—.¢., son of Rekab{'el] ; ? but more probably
an ethnic of the ;\Iegeb [Che.]. pHyaB; butin 1 Ch. 255,
pHya [B]. and in Jer. 3514 pHyoB [N*])  On pyxag in
Tudg. 119, see Moore’s note).
. 1. One of the murderers of Ishbosheth {2 8. 42 /. : pecxa [B,
in 7o, 5.7 9. His father was RimmMoN (g2 )

=. The eponym of the REcHABITES {2 K. 1015
A ‘son of Rechab’is a ‘Rechabite”; so even in
MALCHIJAH, 7).

RECHABITES [HOUSE OF THE] (22273 n'3;
oikoc apyaBein [BN], ahyaBein or yapaBein [Al
paxaBlelin [Q). pHyaBiva1 [Sym.]). The Rechabites
have usually been considered to be a sort of religious
order, analogous to the NAZIRITES {g.%.], tracing its
origin to the Jehonadab or JoNADAB, son of Rechab,
who lent his countenance to Jehu in the violent abolition
of Baal-worship. In Jer. 35 we meet with the Rechabites
as continuing to observe the rule of life ordained by
Jonadab their *father,” abstaining from wine and
dwelling in tents in the land of Judah till the Babylonian
invasion forced them to take refuge in Jerusalem
(TErEMIAHIL, § 7).  According to Ewald (G V7 3 543),
Schrader (BL 546}, and Smend (Fel-gesch.® g3 /)
they were an Israelitish sect which represented the
reaction against Canaanitish civilisation, and tock the
Kenites—the old allies of Israel—as a model. In

er. 356 ).
eh. 314 (see

1 A connection between the names Hebron and Ribkah has
been already suspected by G. H. Batesan Wright {i#as fsrael
Ever in Egyptf, 180).

2 80, in the main, Hommel, Das graphische n, p. 23
Bar-rekab[’el] was a royal name at Sama'l in N. Syria;
Rekab'el (or Rékib'el) was probably a charicteer.god, the
mapedpos of the sun (cp ‘chariots of the sun,' z K, 281:1). See
G. Hoffmann (who reads Rakkab-'el), Z4, 1896, p. 252 Sachau,
‘Aram. Inschriften,’ in S5.4 17, 18965, 41.
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RECHABITES [HOUSE OF THE]

1 Ch. 2553, however, the *house of Rechab' is represented
as belonging to the Kenites, and in 1 Ch. 4 12 {#¥%] the
&vdpes poxaf (MT aovvzax, &4 & pyda, RV ‘ the men
of Recah') including TERINNAH (perhaps Kinah=
Kenite) appear among the descendants of Chelub!
{=Caleb). We have no right to set this statement
aside on the ground of the late date of the Chronicler.
It is perfectly credible that the Kenites who dwelt in
tents among the Israelites long centinued to feel them-
selves the special guardians of the pure religion of
Yzhwe, and were honoured as such by Jeremiah. Budde
assumes that in the time of Jehu a Rechabite named
Jonadab formally reimposed the cld obligations on his
fellow-clansmen, at the same time perhaps offering the
privileges of fellowship to those from outside who
accepted the Rechabite rule of life, and thus converting
it to some extent into a religious order.? This is a
plausible hypothesis, and rests upon the assumption
that the Jonadab spoken of in Jer. 356-101416 18 is the
Jonadab who had a connection with Jehu. It is possible,
however, that the true name of the reputed father of the
Kenites was not Hobab but Jonadab (see HOBAB).
This hypothesis is, at any rate, simpler than the other
for the Rechabite laws are those characteristic of nomad
races—e.g., the Nabatzans (Diod. Sic. 19¢4)—and we
cannot help expecting the legislator of the Kenites to
stand, like Moses, at the head of the history of his
people.

The notice in 1 Ch. 2556 is therefore most probably
to be accepted, except in so far as the corrupt name
*Hammath'® there given to the ‘father' of the
Rechabites is concerned. Rechabites and Kenites are
synonymous terms. No doubt this second name
* Rechabites” is puzzling; nor is it easy to believe
that Yahwe, the God of the Kenites, had Recab-el
{charioteer-god) as a title. It is a question, therefore,
whether the readings p3sn * Rechabites,” and 231 n3
‘house of Rechab,’ ought not to be emended in
accordance with many analogies elsewhere, unless
indeed we assume that the popular speech, which
uses transposition freely, fluctuated. In Judg.
41z we meet with ‘Heber the Kenite,” and in z. 7
with “the house of Heber the Kenite.' It is highly
probable that 359, a3y should be either ~am, or an,
panm.  In the former case, Jonadab comes before us
anew as ‘a son of Heber,' and the Rechabites become
‘Heberites." In the latter ‘Rechab' gives place to
‘Rehob’ { =REHOBOTH) and ' Rechabites’ to ‘ Reho-
bites” {=Rehobothites). Perhaps the former view is
preferable. "We can now see the full force of Judg.
41x, ‘Now Heber the Kenite (the eponym of the
' Heberites,"” miscalled * Rechabites '} had severed him-
self from Kain, even from the b'ne Hebab (Jonadab?).
The Heberites {Rechabites) of Israel are a branch of
the Heberites {Rechabites) of N. Arabia, equally with
whom they honoured Jonadab as their ancestor and
legislator. '

Possibly 590 93 in Judg. 411 (cp Nu, 1029} should rather be
O30 "I3—i.z., the Heberites. Whether ‘Heber’ (cp pna 1am
Hos, 6g) had originally a religious sense, and marked out the
Kenites as a priestly tribe (cp {er. 3519, and see MosEs, § 1{‘),
or whether it is connected with the mysterious Habiri of the
Amarna Tablets (sce HEBREW LANGUAGE, and cp HEBER) is of
course uncertain. Another form which the second name of the
Kenites has assumed by corruption is almest gertainly the
RaHas [g.2.] of legend. = Very possibly, too, the Danite place-
name BENE-BEKAK should be ]gene-rechab—i.e., Bene-heber ;
indeed the famous Barak (Judg.45) was perhaps really a
Heberite (= Heber the Kenite). See KENITES. i

Later Jewish tradition said that the Rechabites intermarried
with the Levites and so entered the temple service. Hege-
sippus, im his account of the death of James the Just, even
speaks of Rechabite priests, and makes one of them protest

1 See Meyer, Entsf. 147,

2 See Budde, ‘ The Nomadic Ideal in the NT,” New World,
Dec. 1893, p. 729, hot averlooking the interesting note on the
possible sKenite origin of Yahwism ; also Religion of Israel to
the Exile, 20, 44, 120 (1899).

% Read perhaps non (=southem Maacath), Cp HeEmaTh.
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RECHAH

against the crime (Eus. &/ 223). Recent writers have tried to

find the descendants of the Rechabites in this or that modern

tribe.  Such attempts could not but be illusery, Cp L. Gautler,

‘A propos des Récabites,” La fberté chrétienne, June 15, 1901,
T. K. C.

RECHAH, RV Recah (ﬂ;'\) 1 Ch. 41z (puda [A]

pHYaB [BL]). See CALEEB, § 4 RECHARITES.

RECONCILE, RECONCILIATION. The words are:

1. kipgper, 83, éfiddoropsr, Lev. 630 815 1620 Ezek,
451517 20—where RV always has ‘atone’ ‘make atonement’
{cp ATONE); efidags Nu. 2611f, éfidaopa, 18.1235 Ps.
497 (483}, éfthaonds Wisd, 1821 Keclus. 55 1611 172g 181220
(BxC; Heh. php twice)

2. Aithraggak, NEI0, SeMAdooopar 1 5.204. In 2 5.2423

‘accept,’ in Gen, 8311 (WAD‘{EIV) Mal. 18 (mpordéxegbar) ‘be

pleased with ' ; Siairayi (Ecclus, 2222 2721},

3. hIHE, NQU, éfirdoxopat, 2 Ch. 2824, AV ‘ make reconcilia-
tion,” RV ‘make a sin offering.’ See SacrirFicE, §§ =84, 44 7

The NT words are :

4. Srakddagsofie. Mt.524 {cp 2, and 2 Macc. 8 2¢ [V]).

5. xataridaoer Rom. bro(cp 2z Macc. 15 7 33 829 A]), katah-
Aayj Rom. 51 1115 2 Cor. 52819 (cp 2 Mace, 520).

6. dmoxaradidagey Eph. 215 Col. lzoff

7. ihdaxeafar Lk.18r3 Heb. 217, RY ¢ Propmauon "(Ps.653
L4}, etc.), ep iAaouds 1 Jn. 22 410 EV * propitiation ' ; cp Ecclus.

1820 [A] 353 [n*; efeh. BicaA] z Macc. 333 ; see also Mercvy
Seat. Deissmaun (Veue Brbelséud. 5z)brmgs forward a parallel
to the construction (Adoxegfar duaprios (Heb. 217) in an in-
scriptlan relative to a sanctuary in Asia Minor, #v (apaprice)
ol uk Stmrar éfeiddoaafad (slf) It is nateworthy, as regards
the use of the 1diom, that {Adaxegfo is employed alternately
with xafaprondy wowciofor in & to represent the conception
of atonement. The latter phrase regards the act with reference
to its effect upon men, the former with reference to its signifi-
cance in relation to God.

RECORD (30%), RV ‘he that voucheth for me,’
Job 1639t  See WiTNESS.

RECORDS (Esth.61 Ex.1714};
LITERATURE, § §.

RECORDER {""3I12—i.«., * one who brings to mind,"
‘remembrancer ' ; aNaMIMNHCK@N [four times and
Is. 363 Q€], ymomnHmaTorpagoc [four times)l
€TTI TwN YTTOMNHMATWN [2 5. 816], yrromimnHe-
KN {2 8. 2024 [L] 1 K. 43 (BL)]; @ commentariis),?
the title of a high officer {Jehoshaphat, Jeah are named)
in the court of the kings of Judah (2 3. 816 2024 1 K. 43
2z K.181837 1 Ch. 1815 2 Ch. 348 Is. 36322}). RV™E
always has ‘chronicler’; AV™g., often, ‘remembrancer’
or ‘writer of chronicles.” The sense in which the word
was taken by @ and Vg. is obvicus, The Hebrew title
might suggest that of the ‘magister memorice’ at the
Roman Imperial court {Smith, Dics. Gr. and Rom. Anft.,
sw, * Magister'), or that of the king's remembrancer,
whose duty formerly was to remind the judges of the
Exchequer Court ‘of such things as are to be called
and attended to for the benefit of the crown’ {Bonvier,
Law Dict., 5,v.). But the office of the mazkir was
almost certainly much more responsible than either of
these. It might perhaps more aptly be compared to
that of one of the chief advisers of the crown or of the
‘ keeper of the king’s conscience.” See GOVERNMENT,
§ 21 ; cp HiSTORICAL LITERATURE, § 5.

On the ‘story-writer,/, RVmg. ‘recorder’ el l.'Jy‘:l, o T&

mpowwiTIONTE, CP ™ 2 (o) 7pa4'mw T& TP ), of 1 Esd. 217, see
REntM, 5, where ‘governor’ (lit. ‘man of command") is
suggested as a more likely equivalent,

RED (*>'22N); see CoLoURS, § 8 (DTN, 210NN,
PRI, MoA), and for Reddish {T'TON), see 5., § 10.

RED CORAL (D‘;’;@), Job28:8. RV™E-; see
CORAL,

see HISTORICAL

1 According to Strabo (y94) the dmopwiparoypador was one
of the four native officers recognised in lhcﬂﬁoman province
of Egypt—the others being the efnpynris, the apyiBucaonis, and
the yexrepLrds orparnyds.

2 The senator whose duty it was to compile the acla diurna
of the Roman Senate received the title af actis [or a cowe-
mentarits] senafus. Under the empire the office was usuvally
held as an annual one, after the quastorship, but before the
Praemra)hlp or dileship (Smith, Dict. Gr, a Kom. Ant., 5.0,

Acta
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RED SEA
REDEEM, REDEEMER, REDEMPTION., See

GOEL.
RED HEIFER (TIT:;!‘JQ; MIB). Nu.192 7 [Py]
See CLEAN AND UNCLEAN, § 17; and SACRIFICE, § 38.

On the symbolism of the red hue see CLEAN AND
UNCLEAN, § 16, end.

RED BEA. At Ras Mohammad the Red Sea, ‘one
of the most remarkable oceanic gulfs on the globe,’ is
divided by the peninsula of Sinai into two gulfs, the
western or Gulf of Suez, now about 130 geographical
m. in length, with an average width of about 18, and
the eastern or Gulf of "Akabah, about 9o m. long, and
of proportionate narrowness. On the guestion as to
the extent of the Red Sea in early historic times, see
Exopus i, § 1s.

Whether by the statement in Ex.101g that the W. wind
‘took up the locusts and drove them into the ‘“Red Sea”
(0™NR;, eis The épubpar BdAaaoar), the whole of what is known
to geography as the Red Sea is meant, or only the Hercopolitan

ulf (Gulf of Suez), cannot be decided from this passage alone,

%l is evident that the western gulf is meant in 18 15 (the way of
the wilderness of the Red Sea—which the Israelites followed
leaving Egypt). In 151 Pharaohs captains are drowned in
the Red Sea (parallel: ‘sea,’ the expressmn generally vsed in
the chapters on the passage through ‘the sea’), in ». 22 the
Israelites leave the Red Sea. Similarly Nu. 1425 8810/ Dr.
11 (after &, correctly EV) 40 11 4 Josh, 2 10 4 23 246dludg 11 16,
etc., mean the Arabian gulf of the ancients, the modern Gulf of
Suez. The eastern gulf, the simzs Flaniticus or Gulf of
“Akabah, seems to be meant in Ex, 28 31 {7) (frontier of Israel)
Nu. 21 4 (8. of the territory of Edom) Dt. 21 (to the S. of Mt
Seir) 1 K. 926 (ships built at Ezion-geber, on the Red Sea)
Jer. 4921 {adjoining the Edomites). Consequently, the name
seems to apply to the Red Sea in general.

The rendering of the English version goes back
through the Vulgate to the 'Epufipd fdAacsa of GBAL
{where only Judg. 1116 has ¢dhesca Zip)-
1. Epuﬁpu Th I 1

dédhaoa, IS t:\(pressgon is commen to c qssgca

(Aschylus, Pindar, Herodotus} and biblical
Greek (r Mace. 49 Wisd. 1018 197 Acts 736 Heb. 112).
The original meaning of the name was a subject of
discussion with the Greeks. They thought of a source
with reddish water, or of the alleged reddish colour of
the sea itself, or of that of the mountains surrounding
it; or they invented a king Erythras.! Egyptologists
have compared the name dofref, ‘red land,” given by
the ancient Egyptians to the desert in contrast to the
kémet, ‘black land’'—z.¢., cultivable ground or Egypt
proper {see EGYPT, § 1}; also the Edomites as alleged
‘red men,' or the ‘gpury around Goshen {§ 61).2 Un-
fortunately, none of these names is ever found connected
with the Red 8ea; on the Egyptian name ‘water’ (or
sea) 'of the circle” (or circuit?) and the hypothetical
explanation of this expression, cp WMM As. w. Eur.
254. Thus the origin of the Greek name is certainly to
be sought for not in Egypt, but among the Semites.
Some misunderstanding of a Palestinian or Syriac ex-
pression by the Greeks js quite likely. It must be
recalled, in passing, that the Greeks used the name in
a much wider sense than we do, extending it over the
whole sea between Africa and India (cp Herod. Z11,
ete. ).?

The Hebrew name yam sipk, mom—i.e., sea of the
water-plant s#ph—is also mysterious. The s#ph (see

2. ¥am FLAG, 1} belongs specially to Egypt {cp

;ﬂ h Ex.235 Is.196) and the Nile; only in

PR Jon. 96 is it used of seawseds, probably by
poetic license. The word seems to be identical with
the Coptic Xooyd, pagyrus, which is not found in
the earlier language but appears as fx-f% in texts of the

1 See Wiedemann's Commentary on Herod. 2 11 (who quotes
Strabo, 16 775, Mela, 38, Nearchus, 30, Eust. D]Oﬂ Perieg. 36)
The sta:ement that the expression 1s found in an Lgypnan
inscriptien is incorrect.

2 Wiedemann, Zec.

3 The Persian gulf also thus belonged to it. The tradition
that the Pheenicians came originally from the Red Sea—i.e.,
Lower Bakylonia—has been strangely misunderstood by scholars.
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nineteenth dynasty,! Whether it be a foreign or a
vernacular word cannot be determined ; consequently
it must remain an open question whether it was borrowed
from Egyptian by the Palestinians or vice versd. It is
remarkable that the Coptic version, which otherwise
strictly follows @, in Exodus renders ‘Sea of Sz’ which
seems to be saré, gapi—according to Theophrastus,
Pliny, and Hesychius, the name of an Egyptian water-
plant {see Peyron, Lex. Copt. 304, who, however,
prefers an impossible etymology).? It would therefore
seem that the Coptic translator here consulted the
Hebrew, rtendering “sea of papyrus-planis’ (Luther
renders Schilfmeer). These aquatic plants, of course,
never grew in the salt water of the Red Sea; modern
travellers have found, not without difficulty, some
clumps of reeds on spots not far from Suez where fresh
water mixes with the Red Sea {see Knobel-Dillmann,
on Ex.1318); but the derivation of the name from
these would be more than improbable. Qthers have
thought {after Jon. 216} of seaweeds which are said to
be plentiful in some parts of the Red Sea; but the
common, early use of the word si#pk is against this.
‘We can understand how Brugsch (7 Exode, 11, etc.)
was led by these freshwater plants to assume the
swamps of NE, Egypt as the locality of the Exodus ;
he quite forgot, however, that the name yam sudph
applies also to the Alanitic gulf.® The freshwater
Timsih-lake with its large marshes full of reeds, ex-
actly at the entrance of Goshen, would fulfil all con-
ditions for the Exodus and for the Hebrew name (see
Exonus i., § 16). The word ‘sea’ is used of lakes in
most oriental languages, especially in Hebrew (cp Nu.
341r, 'Sea of Chinnereth,’ etc.). Still, it would be
very strange if the Crocodile Lake, or other swamps on
the frontier of NE. Egypt, should have furnished a
name to the whole Red Sea, including the Alanitic
gulf which was nearer to most Palestinians than the
Egyptian lakes. On the connection between the present
hitter lakes and the Gulf of Suez, which most scholars
assume for biblical times, see EXonbus &, § 15.  In the
opinion of the present writer this theory must be re-
jected, and thus the Hebrew name remains obscure.
W. M. M.
‘With wonted precision and discriminating use of authorities
BDB's Lexicon (5o qqg) gives the following, on which it is not
superflucus to comment, because it is one of the
8. I8 the objects of the present work to intermix the old and

golation the new, and by a junction of the forces of all
hopeless 7 critical students, to make definite advances where-
ever this is possible. ‘#3070 probably = sea of

rushes or veeds (less probably sea gf[city] Swph), which Greek
includes in wider name 8aA. épubpd, Ked Sea (cp Di. Ex. 1318
and especially WMM As. 2. Fur. 4zlf., who explains as name
originally given to upper end of Guif of Suez, extending into
Bitter Lakes, shallow and marshy, whence seeds [probably
also reddish colour]) ; name applied only toc arms of Red Sea,’
most often to Gulf of Suez, sometimes 10 Gulf of ‘Akaba. It is

noted also that o"D'x should possibly be read for ‘B b in
Dt.11. BDB also points out (s.v. O}) that in Ex.142 (5is) g
Is. 51 10 (545) 63 21, etc. 027, and in Is, X115 probably Dr5¥nD?
=the ‘Red Sea.” In the latter statement, however, ‘ probably’
seems to be an exaggeration. * The tongue {bay?) of the sea of
Egypt’ is a strange circumlocution for 0t 5 indeed, to render
ok, CEgypt’ in zo. 1115 is only plausible if i may be
tendered ‘ Syria’ (cp Stade, £4 7H 2 29:). That there are errors
in the text of 11 xx-16, is certain ; that ywb is sometimes a cor-
ruption of brymer {(cp P52 on Ps. 120 3), may also be assumed ;
that mpx semetimes stands for mimwr (Ashhur), a synonym of
Snmn (Jerahmeel), is also difficult to gainsay. Methodical
criticism, therefore justifies us in reading, n-_&ns_n:;?g s gmnm
[D“"I:SY?], “And Yahwg shall place a ban upon the Ishmaelites '
(op v 14); OM%D is an archaising gloss, Even alone, this

1 See WMM 45 % Ewr. 101.  S2eld), ‘reed,Twhich was
formerly compared with G is different.
_ 2 Ebers, Durck Gosen, 519, makes it probable that this word
is s'»in hieroglyphics. This, however, could not well be
identical with the above Coptic word.

.8 The Sirbonian bog would, however, justify the name as
little as the Guif of Suez,
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would suggest the view that f50"0) may be an early textual
corruption, nor could it be said that ‘ Sea of Stiph’ was improb-
able, except on the ground that the correctness of the supposed
place-name ‘Sfiph* 1n Dt. 11 was open to question. But when
we have recognised that pmpp, Neh. 757, is a corruption of
hbx—i.e., Zarephath in the Negeb (sce SOPHERETH)—it at
once becomes a plausible view that -mnp or apin the MT are
sometimes corrupt abbreviations of the same place-name Zare-
phath (Sarephath). (Tust as the ‘ Dead Sea’ was called nbes o
a popular corruption (as many text-critical considerations saggest)
of brpmnt oYy s0 mp0Y, a8 & name for the Gulf of *Akabah, may be
a corrupt abbreviation of ngj:gn;. where XY is to be taken asa
race-name=the Zarephathites (see ZarErmaTH). A similar
explanation may be given of Sure and Svenan.  Prof, Sayce
(Crit. Monm, 255 f) is of opinion that Yam Stph, wherever the
phrase occurs, means the Gulf of ‘Alkabah, This, however,
mvolves the further statement that the identification of the sea
crossed by the Israelites with the Yam Suph (Ex. 154 22) is in-
correct. This is surely too bold. In Ex. 15 422, as elsewhere,
the best course is to read nom¥ g (cp MosEs, § 1z), unless,
indeed, we prefer to read ngny s, All difficulties are cbviated,
if we adept the view of the primitive tradition respecting Israel
advocated in col. 3208 #%, and suppose that the place of scjourn
of the primitive Israelites was in the land of Mizrim, adjeining
the land of Jerahmeel, on the border of the Negeb {(see NEGEE).
it is possible that the legend spoke of a great deliverance of the
Israelites in pmmy o where 2k (sometimes corrupted into
J31, ' Javan’) represents b%onY (Jerahmeel).  Quite early, the
mark of abbreviation in '+ may have been lost, and ‘y have
become corrupted inte =mp and fip. Then, floating mythic
stories may have led to an alteration of the old legend. One
such possible story is referred to elsewhere (Moszs, § 10}
Ancther may now be added. We know that prxn (Mizeim? or
Mizraim?) was regarded as the antitype of the primitive jap
or 'dragon’ (see Dracox, § 4). There was also, in the Creation-
story, a statement of the production of the dry land by the with-
drawal of the water from a part of the ocean’s bed {Gen. 1g).
This may very well have been regarded as a type of the deliver-
ance of the Israclites, the story of which (so soon as textual
corruption made this possible) was adjusted 50 as to fit this in-
tuition. On jon.2s {:c.‘vﬁ;)fz, was bound abeut my head'), see
Crit. Bib. On the whole, the closing sentence of § 2 seems ro
the present writer to be perfectly correct | but a special biblical
scholar ought hardly to rest without trying some fresh avenue
to the truth, w.M M,§1/; T.K.C., §3.

REED. 1. NP, &dnek, 1 K. 1415 kahamoc {2 K.
1821 Is. 386, ete., Mt. 117 1220, ete.), is a word which
is common to Heb., Syr., Arab.,, and Ass., and
has passed into Gr. and Lat. as ganNa-——canna,
and into Eng. as ‘cane.’ The name is probably of
Semitic origin (Lag, Ueders. so; Barth, Nominalb. §gc);
but the nature of its connection with the root mp is
obscure,! Besides the general meaning *stalk’ {Gen.
41322) or ‘shaft’ (Ex. 3717, ete.),® nyp is used more
specifically of {a) reedgrass, (4} sweet or aromatic cane{?).

{a) Reedgrass is frequently mentioned, though there
is little to help in determining the particular species
intended. It was distinct from s#pk (see FLAG) and
gome' (see RusH}, but like these grew by the banks
of rivers (e.g., the Nile, Is.196} and pools {Is. 357).
Tt appears to have been somewhat tall (Job 40 21) and
thick (1o justify the metaphor in Job 81zz; EV
‘bone,” AV™E. ‘ chanel-bone’) ; and the jointed nature
of the stallk appears to be indicated in the repeated
references to the broken or bruised reed (2 K.18er,
et.).3  Perhaps the most probable identification

" is with the tall Arunds Domax, L., which grows

abundantly in $, Europe: though other species may
have been included under the name.d In Ps.68[30]3:
my e certainly cannot be rendered *the company of

spearmen’' (as AV); such a phrase can only be rendered
‘ the wild beast of the reeds’ {cp AVmE., ‘the beasts of
the reeds'). The animal intended may be the crocodile

t The 1'p (lance) of 2 8. 21 26, may be & kindred word, though
the correctness of the text is very questionabie,

2 So of the beam of a balance (15, 466), and of a measuring
reed or rod (Ezek. 40 3, etc.), on which last see WEIGHTS aND
MEASURES, § 1.

3 With these references cp the Talmudic phrase * push with a
reed '—of a feeble arguer (Léw, 344}

4 The evidence of the Syriac lexicographers {5 somewhat in
favour of Arunde Phragmites, L. (Low, 341).
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{cp Ps. 7414, ete.), or the hippopotamus (cp Job4Q=z1)
A symbol of Egyptian power seems to be required, and
this the hippopotamus nowhere is. See CROCODILE.
[Tt is not surprising, censidering the obscurity of the context,
that opinion should not be guite unanimous. Duhm thinks
that the swine is meant (cp 8013 [14]), as the symbol of a Syrian

population, Cheyne (F5.®) reads o P ni, fthe wild
beasts of pointed horns.'

(4] By the &dnek of Cant. 414 Is. 4324 Ezek. 27 rg, the
ey myp of Jer. 620, and the pgiz mip of Ex 80z3 is
meant some aromatic product. It formed an ingredient
in the holy anointing oil, the others being myrrh,
cinnamon, cassia, and olive oil. It came to the Jews
‘from a far country’ (Jer. 820, cp Ezek. 2719}, and was
costly (Is.43z4). The more general use of fdnek in
other passages suggests that this ' fragrant cane’ wasan
aromatic reed or flag, such as Axorus Calamus, L.:
others, however, prefer to Identify the substance as
cgssin bark, which is yielded by ' various species of cin-
namomum occurring in the warm countries of Asia from
India eastward’ (Flick. and Hanb.{® gay).

z. mg ‘droth (Gxi; Is.194%), which is in AV
rendered ‘ paper reeds,” means properly ‘ hare places,’
and (if not corrupt, see Che. SBCT, and Marti, ad loc.)
refers 1o the uncultivated and treeless meadows along
the banks of the Nile.

3. ooan. ‘dgammim, which generally means pools or
marshes, is in Jer. 5132 {but @& has sveréuare [BRAY
or guarfuara [B3?PQ] though Aq., Sym. translate &\n)
applied to the clumps or beds of reeds (such as grow
on marshy spots), which are said to be ‘burped with
fire' (Griitz, however, would read pwiyw. *castles’).
Cp Pool, 1. )

4. s 'dha, is twice in RV text {Gen. 41218) and
once in RV™E (Job811) rendered ‘reed-grass’': on
this see FLAG.

5 naw "dheh, in Job 926Y (Ixwos 6000F) is rightly
rendered ‘reed’ in RV®e. Cp Ass. adu or apu. The
allusion is to the light canoes or skiffs of reed anciently,
and still, in use on the Nile; ep Is. 18z {“vessels of
papyrus'’) and SBOT ad loec.

[It is not strange that this rendering should be a distinctl

maxlern one.  The explanation of &bek as “reed’ only goes bac
to Hiller {Hieraphpticon, 1725y and Schultens (1737). Vg

(following Tg.) gives poma portantes (cp IN); Symm. ome-

Sovras (AVme- “ships of desire ') ; Pesh, and over 40 MSS read

a3y, ‘{ships of) haostility’; and lastly Olshausen reads 2R,

¢(ships of) wings." See OsrREY, ad fin., for a new emendation, |
N. M,

REEDS. WILD BEAST OF THE. Sec above 1(a).

REELAIAH or rather, Reeliah (n;5n'1, PEEAEIA
[Bl. peehiac [AL]), Fzra2z2=Neh. 77, RaamMian=
1 Esd, 58 where it is corruptly REESALAS [AV], RESAIAS
[RV]. (pnoacov [BA] depiov [L =y =mopnl); the
form REELIAS [g.2.]. however, appears elsewhere in
the same verse. Like *Raamiah’ it may represent
*Jerahmeel”; the existence of N. Arabian elements
within the Jewish community can hardly be denied
{Che.), Cp REGEM-MELECH.

REELIUS. RV Reelias (BopoAieroy (Bl peehioy
[A]), & duplicate of the name of the fourth in the post-
exilic list of leaders in 1 Esd. 58, which has by a scribe’s
error been substituted for Barol {see z 14 [A]} or
Baroyal [L]. f.¢., Bigvai (see Ezra 22 Neh. 77).

REESAIAS (pHcaloy [BA]), x Esd. 58=FEzra2s,
REELAIAH.

REFINER (R3¥92}), Mal 3z £t See FURNACE,
METALS.

REFOGE, CITIES OF (b‘?i??_sﬂ W), Josh. 20z
See AsvLuMm, § 5, andecp § 6, 8; LEVITES.

REGEM (D)): parem [Bl pe. [Al perma [L1)
2 Calebite name, one of the sons of Jahdai; 1 Ch. 247,
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REGEM-MELECH ('['2?9'9?] ;i apBeceep [BNT],
-cep [N=2], -cecep [A] -cee [Q), 0 Baciheyc: see
below). A citizen of Jerusalem concerned in a deputa-
tion sent to the prophet Zechariah, Zech.7z2 (see
SHAREZER, z}. Most probably (as Marquart suggests)
he is to be identified with RaaMIAH, one of the twelve (?)
leaders of the Jews (Ezra 22 and parallel passages).!
The present writer suspects, however, that both
‘Raamiah’ and ' Regem-melech ' are simply corruptions
of ‘ Jerahmeel." The Jew spoken of would be (like so
many others) partly of Jerahmeelite extraction, It
would thus become unnecessary to explain Regem in
Regem-melech by the Aram. pin, jaculari.

Marti now (18g7) reads, for ‘Regem-melech and his men,”
' fourteen men,” prerar WP _nPan, & trace of which he finds in
&'s opPececp ¢ Bagiieis. ~ This accounts rather ingeniously for
apfeoeep.  But we have no right to eliminate 1‘;;3 D1 apfeceep
may represent (SXINY (cp WHI)—L.e., "ﬂ'g;b_t 23 (=Asshurite
Arabia). Cp SHAREZER, z; RAB-SHAKEH. T. K. C.

REHABIAH (NMAMT, VYah is a wide place,’ cp
the use of A7 in Ps, 42 1837 [a6] or quite as possibly
an ethnic="3M7, *Rehobite’ (Che.); paaBia). b.
Eliezer b. Moses (1 Ch. 2317 2421: aBja [L.]: 2625:

paBiac [BL paa- [Ad aBia [L])} Cp Moses, RECHA-
BITES, REHOBOAM.

REHOB (2M, *broad place'; poewB [BALJ).

1. The northern limit of the ‘spies,’ apparently
Aramean, and in the direction of Hamath {Nu. 1321
paef [B], powd [FF] 2 5. 108 poag [A], Baifpaal [L]);
see BETH-REHOB. In the context of both passages,
however (see NEGEB, MAMRE, ZOBAH), there are
phenomena which suggest that both * Rehob’ and the
' Beth-rehob’ of 2 5.106 are incorrectly or imperfectly
written for * Rehoboth," and that this ‘ Rehoboth' is
the place of that name in the Negeb (see REHOBOTH).
' Hanath® may be miswritten for Maacath or MaacaH
{g.7.), not improbably the southern Maacah. It may
be added that, from this peint of view, ‘ Aram’ in the
original narrative which underlies 2 S. 10 meant * fer-
ahmeel,’ a still shorter form of which is RaM {g.2.} ; also
that ‘ben Rehob,’ the designation of Hadad-ezer in
2 8, 8312, probably means ‘native of Rehcboth’ (see
ZoBAH). T. K. C.

2. and 3. The name of two unidentified Asherite
cities, the one mentioned between Ebron and Hammon
(Josh. 1928, pand [B]), the other with Accho and Aphek
(#5. 30, paav {B, see UMMAn], pawf [A] -08 [Compl.],
apwB [L]}. There may well have been several Rehobs;
but the mention of two in the Asherite list seems
due to an error, It is only the second one which
we know to have existed. Tt is enumerated (with
Aphek and Accho) in Judg. 15: {epew [B]) among the
cities of Asher in which the Canaanites remained ; and
again in Josh.213c (P, paaB [B]), 1 Ch. 675 [60] {om.
L) in a post-exilic list of Levitical cities assigned to
the b'ne Gershon.? A possible connection with raZu[ b« #]
in an Eg. list, may be mentioned (cp WMM A5, w. Hwur.
394). Of more importance, however, is the occurrence
of the name refwdyu {pap. Anast.) between Kiyng (see
HERER, 1), and Bayti-Sa’-d-ru {perhaps Beth-shean ?),3
which is doubtless the same as the Kood, powS of the
Onom., situated near Beth-shean {G.S® 14521 28682 /).
Now this Rehob in OT times must have been inciuded
within the borders of Issachar. It seems not improbable
that the name in Josh. 19 28 (see above) has been
accidentally transplanted from the list of cities of
Issachar once given by E in w2 17-23.% See BETH-
REHOB. S. A. C.

1 Cp Ahijah {1 5.14 3)= Ahimelech (1 8. 22g-12).
2 The criticism of Josh.19 is difficult. See Josnua,
id(]; Addis, Doc. Hex. 1230 £ 2467 /., and ¢p Oxf Hrex.
oc,
3 WMM As. w. Ewr. 153; cp rekaba (Sofenk list) togethex
with Haguramg (see Haruaraim),  °
4 Of the older document only 7. 174 has survived. The rest
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REHOB (2M). 1. 2 S.8312;

BETH-REHOB ; HADADEZER.
2, & Levite signatory t¢ the covenant (see Ezra i, § 733
Neh. 10 11 [12] (B om., powf [AL], poog [Kc.a mg.]).

REHOBOAM {DUANT, as if * the clan is enlarged.’?!
But jyapm, REHABIAK, favours the view that either py is the
divine name "Amm [c? Ammr, Names 1n), or [Che.] the name
is, or represents, one of the current modifications of * Jerahmeel.’
Possibly the true form was Rehalb'el, just as the true form of
JErROBOAM [¢.2.] may have been Jerubba'al; the origin of both
names, however, may be suspected to have been * Jerahmeel,’
Cp, however, (Gray HPN, s5; pofeap [BAL]),

Son of Sclemoen, and first King of Judah {about g30
B.C, ?), According to 2 Ch, 1213 the queen-mother was
*Naamah, an Ammonitess." This supposed half-
Ammonitish origin of Rehoboam would be important,
were it probable {cp the “@# in the name). But we
have no reason to think that Solomon's chief wife was
an Ammonitess, Much more probably he married the
'companion’ of David's old age, by an error (it seems)
of & and MT called Abishag. If so, pypy may be a
corruption of nm, Sunammith, and Rehoboam’s

mother was probably Naamah the Shunamite (¢p Cant.
61z [13]). The queen-mother, however, need not have
been an Issacharite; the Shunem from which she came
was most probably in the Negeb (see SHUNAMMITE).
Had it been otherwise, Rehoboam might have counted
on the support of the tribesmen of Issachar. But
Issacharites were certainly not among ‘ the young men
that had grown up with him and stood before him,’ of
whom we are told in 1 K. 128,

‘The traditional story of the events which led to the disruption
is considered elsewhere (see JEROBOAM, 1). It is necessary,
however, to refer to it again in connection with the article
Soromox. It would seem that in spite of the compulsory ()
cession of twenty cities to the king of Missur, Solomon succeeded
in retaining a large part of the Negeb. It also appears that as
late as the time of Amos (see PROPHET, § 15) Istaelites from the
N, frequented the venerable sanctuaries of the Negeb—a region
which the second Jeroboam had recovered for %srael. t is
further probable that the place-name which appears in Genesis
(MT) as ' Shechem’ should rather be Cusham, and that a place
in the Negeb, on the border of the N. Arabian Cush is intended.
See SHECHEM. Very possibly it was there that the great
assembly was held, whicﬁ issued in the rejection of Rehoboam
by the larger part of Isracl. That the story given in 1 K.12 is
correct, is intrinsically improbable. We do not know what it
was that acetually kindled the spark of disaffection, nor is it
necessary that we should. The differences of N. and S. were
reasons enough for a separation ; in race and perhaps even in
matters of cultus there was by no means complete unity among
the federated clans of Israel. ‘Was Rehoboam really forty-
one years old at his accession? We may doubt it, even without
laying stress on z K.128; cp 2 Ch. 137. So far as we can see,
he displayed no vigour, even in the feud between himself and
Jeroboam ; the historians ascribe this partly to the intervention
of & prophet named SHEMAIAH. And in spite of the cities in
the S. which Solomon (and, as the Chronicler states, Rehohoam
himsel{) had fortified, he could not hinder the successful in-
cursion of ‘Shishak, king of Egypt,” or rather ‘ Cushi, king of
Misrim’ (see SHisHak), which resulted in the loss of the
treasures which Selomon had collected for the temple. This is
the one great event recorded of kis reign. See IsrarL, § 28,
and on Rehoboam's wives(z Ch. 11 18 20), Maacan, MAHALATH.

T. K. C.

REHOBOTH (n'l:ﬂ'!; €YPYXwpia [ADL]), the
name of one of the wells dug by Isaac {Gen. 2622).
s See GERAR. RehobSth was really,

L Idtaizi-!ﬁca- however, an important place, to which
great kings and diviners appear to have

traced their origin, and where great prophets took
refuge, and received messages from their God (see
below}. It may perhaps be the city of Rubuta men-
tioned in the Am. Tab. (182:3 18810), and once
called apparently Hubuti {28947). In 1838-10 we read
that the warriors of Gazri, Gimti, and Kilti have taken
the region of Rubuti. Gimti is Gimti-Kirmil, Z.e.,
Gath of JERAHMEEL (g.2., § 4 [/ ]}, Kilti is Keilah.
The localities, except Gezer, lie pretty near together,
Presumably the site is that of the mod. Ruhaibeir, 8

see REHOBI. 1;

REHOBOTH

hours SW. of Beersheba, at the point * from which the
roads across the desert, after having been all united,
again diverge towards (Gaza and Hebron.” Robinson,
who visited the place, hesitated to make this identifica-
tion, because ‘ this appears to have been nothing but a
well' (BR1z1). Rowlands! and Palmer saw more
clearly. In the Wady itself there is only one well ; but
on the sloping sides of the side-valley, in which the
ruins are situated, are many wells, reservoirs, and
cisterns. ‘A little beyond this the Wady opens out,
and receives the name of Bakr fela mi {* the waterless
sea [lake]'), and on the left comes in a small valley
called Sutnet er-Rukaibek, in which names are preserved
both the Sitnah and Rehoboth of the Bible' (Palmer,
Desert of the Fxodus, 385). Probably Ruhaibeh also
represents the * Rehoboth by the River’ of Gen. 3637
(-h-v,ég mMainy; powBwd THs waps worapdy, or Tol worased
[ALY, om. B, de fuvio Rokoboth, or de R. que juxls
amzem sita est [Vg.]). See SAuL (2), PETHOR., The
appended description distinguished this Rehoboth, from
other places of the same name. The *River’ is the
River of Misrim {see MIZRAIM, § 24 ; EGYPT, RIVER
oF). For passages in the accounts of Bela, Balaam,
and Elijah, in which Rehoboth appears under disguises
due to corruption 1n the text, see BELA, CHERITH,
PETHOR ; also MARCABOTH, NEGEB, § 2«

This, however, does not exhaust the list of probable

references to Rehoboth, It may have been displaced

by ‘Hebron’ in Gen.232 3527 Judg.
2. Further OT 1}:02 (see KIRJATH-ARBA); in this
references. case, it was at Rel_lobblh. not at Hebron,
that the famous cave of ‘the MacHrELAH ' (? Jerahmeel,
Gen. 23 17-20) was situated. The error may have been
a very early one (perhaps in the original P). No doubt,
too, ' B'ne Heth'.in Gen. 233 # is miswritten for * B'ne
Rehoboth* {nn for a[3]n~]) ; so also * Hittite’ (»nn) in
Gen, 26 3¢ and 362 should be ' Rehobothite’ (spam), and
*daughters of Heth' (na m33) in Gen. 2746 should be
* daughters of Rehoboth’ (nammz); see Jacos, § 2.

The Book of Ezekiel, too, yields one remarkable
reference to Rehoboth, if in Ezek. 163 45, * thy mother
was a Hittite," we should read ' Rehobothite’ (|} ' Amorite, '
or rather * Arammite ' =" Jerahmeelite ‘). On the prob-
ability that the early population of Jerusalem consisted
of Jerahmeelites or Rehobothites, see Zion, and cp
Crit. Bib.

Most probably, too, ‘ URIAH the Hittite ' should be
¢ Uriah the Rehobothite," and * Haggith' (the name of
Adonijah’s mother) in 25.34 should be Rehobith
{r"am).  *Cherethite” {:puz). too, can at last be rightly
read; it should be ‘Rehobothite’ (‘namq). This, in
fact, is a necessary inference from the corruption of
mam into pms in 1K.1735 (see CHERITH, and cp
PELETHITES, ZAREPHATH). Thus David's faithful
guards were not Philistines, but men of 5. Palestine.
That the Rehobothites and Sarephathites, however,
were always friendly to David is more than can be
safely stated. Both tribes or peoples are apparently
referred to as hostile to David in 2 5. 21 15-22. ' Philis-
tines’ should be ‘ Sarephathites,” and ‘Gath’ (n:) and
'Gob’ (31) are probably corrupt fragments of ‘ Reho-
both' {mam). It will be remembered that the Misrites
were famous for their tall stature (1 Ch.1123; cp Is.
45147?), and that the Anikim are connected with
Kirjath-arba. Now Kirjath-arba (p>we n=p), or per-
haps -'arab {29y "p) is at any rate not Hebron, but may
be Rehoboth (ep Scpom).  These conjectures favour the
view that Goliath, David’s antagonist in the legend,
was of Rehoboth, not of Gath.

In short, it would appear that older and very different stories
underlie the narratives in MT and & of 1 5.17 and (especially)
2 8. 21 15-22 238-23 ; either there has been a confusion between

has been rejected in favour of P’s account of the tribal limits;
see Addis (foc. cit.),
1 Cp the play on the name in Ecclus. 47 23 (Heb, text).
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1 In Williams, Hely City, 1465, :
2 ‘Canaanites’ here should be ‘ Kenizzites* (as in some other
parts of Judg. 1 and elsewhere).
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two wars of David—one with the * Philistines’ and one with the
Sarephathites and Rehobothites, or there has throughout the
life of David been a great error of the scribes—pymerby written
for ppmx and pypma for ppanm.  If so, it becomes ar once
probable that Sarephath and Rehoboth are also referred to in
28 517.25 and B1-11 {sce ZAREPHATH, ZIKLAG). ‘OBED-
EDOM [g.2.] the Gittite’ should be ‘Arab-edom the Rchobo-
thite.'  Only on this critical conjecture can we explain the
action ascribed to David in 2 5. 6 10 (cp ARK, § 5). %his may
be taken together with a less certain but not unimportant con-
jecture relative to Baal-peragim and Peres-uza (see PERAZIM,
ZAREPHATH), The royal city of Achish (8.27 5) was not
‘Gath’ but ‘Rehoboth.’ This would throw a light on the
story of Shimei's journey in 1 K. 3¢/ (see SHimer),  Else-
where (SISsERA) it is suggested that both ‘ Achish’ and ‘ Nahash*
probably come from “Ashhur’ (=* Asshur,” als¢="‘Geshur ') so
that ‘Sisera’ (=Asshur) may represent the Nahash, king of
Ammon (rather Jerahmeel), of 1 5. 111 z 5. 102.

Crther disguised references to Rehoboth may perhaps
be found in 15 1447 {where @& presupposes 1 n°g,
probably a corruption of nahs) and in 2 5. 83 12 106 8.
In 1 5. 14 the conguest of Rehoboth is ascribed to
Saul; in z 8., more correctly to David. In 2 S
111 1226-30 this important event is described ; the
phrases ‘ the royal city’ and the ‘city of waters’ are
both the resuft of textual corruption {read ‘the city of
Jerahmeel,’ or * of the Jerahmeelites'}. See further Crsz.
Bib., and cp SAUL, § 3, URIAH. See also MIZRAIM,
where it is argued that Gen. 1014 probably refers to
Rehoboth (not Caphtorim} as the starting-point of the
Peliftim (cp 2 5. 2118 f). T. K. C.

REHOBOTH-IR (MY NaAM; powBwe TTOAIN
[AD]: powBo8 1. [g‘il’:bzothwe 1}r IhEL;_]) or ' the

. . city Rehobeth,’ one of the four cities
1 Aas_yno}ogt— me)lrationed in Gen. 10mt.  The name
cal inguiry. cannot be identified with any of the
cities in the neighbourhood of Nineveh and Calah, with
which it is associated. In the inscriptions of Sargon
and Esarhaddon mention is made of the #8i7 Nind, as
a place in which was situated the old city Maganuba,
on the site of which Sargon founded his city of Dor-
Sargon, the modern Khorsabad. Rehoboth-Ir might
represent Rébit-4li, and this might be equivalent to
Rébit-Nind, and be a popular name for Dfir-Sargon
(cp Del. Par. 1bof. Calwer Bib.-Lex. 7234). The
word rébitu (from re’batu?) denotes primarily the out-
skirts of a city, in some cases the fields and plantations
which were part of the city but lay outside its walls,
though possibly within the exterior circamvallation,
Thus it was in the ##5z of Duar-ili that Sargon fought
with Humba-niga$ king of Elam, at the commencement
of his reign: and it was in the »%if of Nineveh that
Esarhaddon made his triumphal eniry after his capture
of Sidon, £ B 2126. There is evidence that ##34f is the
name of the farm or estate in the open country and was
usnally {ollowed by the name of its owner; thus Rébit
Riméni-ilu denotes the estate of RimAni-ilu (see Assyriarn
Dygomsday Beok, 62). This would suggest that, if a
town-name, Rehoboth ‘Ir implics a founder 'Ir. No
such town name, however, has come down to us.!

The failure of attempts to explain Rehoboth-Ir and
Resen (not to add Accad and Calneh) from Assyriology

s compels biblical critics to look at the
2. Text-c.nhcal probﬁ'em from a fresh point of view,
solution. suggested by experience of the con-
fusions and misunderstandings of biblical names which
abound in the traditional text, The problem thus viewed
is part of a much larger one which affects the whole of
the Nimrod passage, and indeed the context in which
that passage occurs. It is far from unlikely that
Nimred was really a N. Arabian not a Babylonian hero,
and ‘ Rehoboth-Ir and Calah’ should most probably
give place to * Rehoboth and Jerahmeel." See NIMROD,
REHOBOTH. CHW],§i1: T.K.C, §=.

REHUM (DA as if “beloved,” an Aramaic word
1 There was a district known as Rabflte, near Nineveh (see

Assyrian Deeds and Docurments, Nos. 278, 416); but this was
probably the »adéf of the ‘ magnates,’ radfite, of Nineveh.
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[§ 56], but very possibly one of the popular transforma-
tions of * Jerahmeel’; cp Harim, Rekem, Raamiah,
and see SHIMSHAI [Che.]).

1. Aleader {see EZRA ii., § 8¢) in the great post-exilic
list (EzrA L., § 9} Ezra 22 (IPGOYM [A) peroym [L],
B om.) ; probably the same as (4) below. That the
form NEHUM (mam; raouu [BNAL]) in Neh. 77 is in-
correct is shown by 1 Esd. 58 (poeqpov [D], pouehtov
[A%], vaoux [L.], EV RomMus).

2. b. Bani, a Levite, in list of wali-builders {see
NEHEMIAH, § 1/, Ezraii., §8 16 [1] 154) Neh. 317
(Bagovd [B], provu [NA), peovu [L]).

3. Signatory to the covenant {EZRA i., § 7); Neh.
1025 [26] (paovu [BRA], pe. [L]).

4. A priest in Zerubbabel's band (Ezra ii., § 635),
Neh. 123, miswritten for HARIM of #. 15 (so Guthe in
SBOT; BRA om, ; peoyp [Ne-3me sup.L]),

5. The name of a high official (oye Sya) who joined
with Shimshai the scribe and others in making repre-
sentations against the Jews to Artaxerxes (Kzrad8g 17 23).
EV, following the early Hebrew commentators, who
explain ' recorder,’ calls him 'the chancellor’: the
governor ' would perhaps more cxactly convey the force
of oyn Sya {* man of commands’), which is either the
translation of an old Persian title {Pahlavi framdtir—so
Andreas in Marti, Aram. Gram.) or may even represent
a Greek title {e.g., #mapxos). The latter alternative
assumes that the writer transported the political relations
of the Greek period into the Persian period to which
documents used by him belonged (so Marquart,
Fund, 6o). It is desirable, however, that Ezra and
Nehemiah should be re-examined in the light of the

. theory that the underlying original narrative related to

the N. Arabian, not to the Persian, rule.
affect our conclusions in many miner points,
T. K. C.
The versions of Ezra leave the title untranslated (paovA
BaBarapey, paovp Baok, pacvu Balyau, paoup [B), peovp Baairau
peovp [A), peovpe Berreep (L), beeltern: [Vg.]). In1Esd. 216 /4.,

RATHUMUS (padupos) called the ‘news-writer’ (o. 17, & (els] Ta
wpoamwinrovra, EV ‘the story-writer ), ¢p Jos. {(Amd ui23)
g. &, Tdetd 70 wpaTTémerm ypadewy, In other cases his title has
een treated as a proper name BEELTCTHMUS, o scribe’s cor-
ruption of BeeAreeuos, 7. 16 p. xai JesAreluos [D, paltvos xai
Buedreduos [Ad], pabupos cat Beedrepns[L), v 25721]. . . pading
@ ypddorr: 6 mpormirTorTa Kat Seehretug | Bi. .. Beeh-
Tepwd [Al, p. yp. 7. wp. x. BeeArepen [L, o 18), & doublet)

REI (™M : pHcer [BA] also a Palm. name [Vogiié,
Syr. Centr. mos, 16, 22]. but & [ka1] o1 eTaIpol
ayTOY, with reference to Shimei; ep Jos. Ans vii. 144:
‘ Shimei David's friend' and see Th.), coupled with
SHIMEI (g.2. n.), among those who did not favour
Adenijah (1 K18). Winckler {Gesck. 2241) identifies him
with Ira, the Jairite, who was a ‘ priest to David’ (2 S.
2026) ; he argues ingeniously to show that this Ira (or Jair)
was a priest of Bethlehem. But for ;35 we should
possibly read j3b * a high officer’ {cp SHEBNA). Ewald
reads »m for spv and identifies (not plausibly} with
David’s brother RApDAL [¢.7.]

REINS. 1. (n'l‘%ﬂ kelgyith,; wegppol [€ and Rev.
2a3t]; renes), properly the £idneys (of animals offered
in sacrifice, except in Job16:3 Ps. 13913 Lam. 313,
where the human kidneys are referred to). ‘'A not
less important seat of life [than the bleod], according to
Semitic ideas, lay in the viscera, especially in the
kidneys and liver, which in the Semitic dialects are
continually named as the seats of emotion; or more
broadly in the fat of the omentum and the organs that
lie in and near it (Rel. Sem.t 37¢). Consequently I
represents these parts as Yahweé's appointed share of the
sacrifices (cp LIVER). We even find a peculiar sym-
bolism connected with kidney-fat (see FooD, § 14, but
note that the text of the passages is doubted ; see MILK,
§ 1). It is much more natural to find the *reins’ (as
EV calls the “kidneys,” when used metaphorically})
employed as a term for the organ, not only of the
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REKEM

emotions (see Ps. 7321 Job 1613 1927 [not & but Theod. )
but of the moral sentiments (see Jer. 11zo 1710 2012
Ps. 710167 (?) 262), * Trier of the reins and the heart’
is the characteristic and title of Yahwé, not only in
the OT, but also in the Hebraistic Book of Revelation
{Rev. 223). In Ps. 167, however,  yea, my reins instruct
me in the night seasons’ can hardly be right. It is
Yahwe, not the *heart” ot the ‘reins,” who trains and
disciplines men (see Che, #s.( ad loc.).

2. n_‘g?_r_:, Aidldsdim, is in Is. 113 rendered ‘reins’ by EV
simply for want of 2 synonym for ‘loins.’

3. The AVwg. of Lev. 152 22 4 for 3y, 294, is not literal, and
is based on a long-exploded pathology (cp Mepicineg, § 5)-

REKEM (D). 1. Apparently a Benjamite place-
name, Josh. 1827 {nakanN [B?] pexem [A]l. pekeN
[L]} but most probably a corruption of bumm, Jerah-
meel, and equivalent to BNz, BaxuriM (another of the
develepments of JERAEMEEL).!

2. A king of Midian, Nu. 318 {pexon [BAFL]). Cp
(3)

3. One of the ‘sons’ of Hebron mentioned with
TarpuaH and SHEMA [gg.v.] in 1 Ch 243; in 244
[MT] he is father of Shammai father of Maon, but in
& (pexop [B], poxop [A), pwenp [L]) it is Shema who is
ancestor of Shammai, the intermediate links being
RAHAM and JoRKEAM [¢¢.7.]; Rekem, Raham, Jor-
keam, and Carmel are all probably corruptions of
JERAHMEEL., Cp JOKDEAM.

4. In pause RAKEM (s0 EV), a Manassite ; 1 Ch. 716
(BA om., pukap [L]). Seemingly there was a strong
Jerahmeelite element in the population of the Manassite
territory.

These explanations suggest the true explanation of the phrase
mip 133 see EasT, CHILDREN OF, where the reader is referred
to the present article for textual criticism of the phrase. One
plausible view of the criginal form of the story of GroeEon
(7.2, § 1) requires us, in Judg. 63 33 712 1o read ppa *33 (see
Pesh.), 4, Suomy u3) note the gloss ‘Amalekites.” This
should be taken in connection with the Targumic use of op for
Kadesh ; here too ppm must come from b ; the full name of
Kadesh was Kadesh-jerahmeel, bLarnea’ and ‘rekem' having
the same origin, See Ssra. In fact, wherever we meet with
phrases like "the sons’ or ‘the land' or “the meuntains of
Keden’ we may safely regard Keders as a corruption of Refem,
7.¢.y ferakmee!, with the doubtful exception of Gen.103c{f.e.,
if mmep [EV ‘toward Sephar’] does not come from pgmg, cp
Seruaran) Cp Orurr. See Gen. 256291 Nu. 237 1 K. 59
[430] Is. 1114 Jer. 4928 Ezek. 256 410 Jobls. Similar{y in Gen.
1519 KATMONITES must be a corruption of ‘Jerahmeelites.”

' T. K. C.

RELEASBE, YEAR OF. See JUBILEE, also Law

AND JUSTICE, § 15.

REMALIAH (37507, § 39; pomerialc]) father
of PEKAH (g.7.}, 2K. 1525 etc., Is. 74/ 86 Prob-
ably a corruption of Susnvy, Jerahmeel. Pekah's Gilead-
ites may really have come from the Negeb {on the
southern =yba, see Crif. Bib. on Jer. 82z 226 Am.13).
Similarly, Jehuw as not improbably an Ishmaelite {see
Nimsnl), and Joab a Misrite (see ZERU1AH). It is easy
to understand that the boldest adventurers might be of
N. Arabian extraction. T. K. C.

REMEMERANCE (;'E‘IDYT), Is. 578. See MEMORIAL.

REMEMBRANCER (= 5. 2024 etc., AVmR), EV
‘recorder,” RV=8- *chrenicler.” See RECORDER.

REMETH (NP7}, Josh, 192:.  See RAMOTH, 1.

REMMON (1127, Josh. 197 AV RV Rrvmon {ii,, 1),

REMMON-METHOAR (Wh1i 127), Josh. 1913
See RIMMON ii., 3.

REMPHAN (pemdcpan, Stephens with 1, 31 etc;
<p pempam [D, Vg. Iren.]; pomoan [R*]; pomda
[B]l, pemepa [61, Arm.]), or (m being intrusive, as in
NOMmBa beside NoBa, 15.211),as RV, REPHAN (Pe¢.AN

1 9d d out, and 1 b for the re
4 droppe 1 became p (for t VEISE PTOCess $46
H. F. Sm'ti’th on 8.8 6) P P
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[CE, Sytr., Memph. Theb. £th.]; cp paidan, [AN];
padran, Just. Dial 22, ex Amos), oceurs, with the prefix
' the star of the god' {so RV with BD, Pesh., etc. and
@AC%), or ‘the star of your god' (s0 AV, with ANCE,
Vg., Harcl,, etc. ), in Acts 7 43, in a quotation from Amos
526, @& (where BA paidaN, Q pedran, Complut. pem-
¢a).  The same Jablonski who ventured on a Coptic
explanation of BEREMOTH (g.%.} explained Rempha or
Rompha from the Coptic, as ‘king of heaven,” nuiio
plane apice immutato (' Remphah, Agyptiorum Deus,”
in Qpuscuin, ed. Te Water, 2 [1806], pp. 1-72). But
‘king of heaven’ in Egyptian would be sufez em per.)
Gloag (Comm. on Acts1 249), Lumby {Acts, in Cambridge
Bible, ad Joc.), and Merx (Schenkel's Bib.-Lex. 1517}
suppose Rephan to be the Egyptian name for Satarn,
So {besides Spencer and Kircher) Lepsius the Egypto-
logist, who says that Seb or Saturn is called repa-n-
neteru, ‘the youngest of the gods,' ard suggests a
possible connection with Rephan {Die Chron. der Eg.
93). . On phonetic and other grounds this view is not
more acceptable than Jablonski's, and the simple ex-
planation is that pegar should rather be pawpar—i.e.,
1+, where 5 is perhaps a corruption of 3, and & {soft) a
phonetic substitute for 1. See CHIUN. T. K. C.

REPHAEL (Sm.;n. as if *God heals'; cp Aram.

5xE7, S8BT, NawmEs, §30; padanA [BALY, a
Korahite, b. Shemaiah; 1 Ch. 267+

Probably ‘God heals' is a late popular etymelogy, devised
after the original name had become corrupted ; that it took hold
of the imagination we see from the RarnaEL of Tobit and
Enach. The present writer suspects that Rephael, Irpeel, Raphu
[Beth-Jrapha, and perhaps even Repualau &g.z.), all come
ultimately from an ethnic. See PEDAH-zUR; REPHAIM. Hommel
(Exp. T 8[1897] p. 563) compares the name of an Arab, temp.
Sargon, in a text transcribed by Winckler, Ya-ra-pa, also the S.
Arabian name Hi-rapa'a. T K. C

REPHAH (N2 pagu [BA] pada [L]}, mentioned
in the list of the B'ne Ephraim 1 Ch. 725. Both Rephah
and RESHEPH {g.v. ) occur nowhere else and are probably
corrupt. Cp ErHRAIM, § 12.

REPHAIAH (M2, §§ 30, 62, as if * Yahwe heals';
padata [BAL]). On the ultimate origin of the name
see REPHAEL, and note in confirmation that in Neh. 8¢
Rephaiah (5) is a ‘son of Hur'—i.e., most probably,
of Jerahmeel. In 1 Ch. 219 Hur is the son of Caleb
and Ephrath. Whe the Calibbites are, we know [see

. CavrEB]; Ephrath is probably a distorted fragment of

Zarephath, Cp PARADISE, col. 3573, n. 5. See below,
no. 3. T. K. C.

1. b. Hananiah, mentioned in the genealogy in 1 Ch.
3z1 (pegai [B]), where, for 13 'sons of,' 8 and Pesh,
four times read Y3 ‘his sen.’ So Kittel; Bertheau
follows MT.

2, A Simeonite chieftain who attacked the Amalekites
of Mt. Seir {(apparently in Hezekiah's time}, 1 Ch. 442 /.
{papaas [L]}).  See Isui, SIMEON.

3. b. ToLa (g.z.}: ¥ Ch 72 (pagape [B}}; cp
IssacuaRr, § 7.

4. b. BINEA, 1 Ch. 943 {papaiar [N}, epaye [L]i=
1 Ch. 837 (ngy, RAPHAH; pagac [B], apaya [L]: Cp
BENJAMIN, § g ii. 8

5. b. HUR (1), the ruler of half *the district of Jeru-
salem,” and one of the repairers of the wall (Neh. 39
pagpaeas [L]).

{He was of Jerahmeelite origin (se= above).
Meyer (Entst. 11g) the Calibbites and Jerahmeelites did not
become universally recognised as real Jews before the time of P,
The study of proper names pursued in a series of articles in the
present work confirms this, but with limitations. In Neh.3
Hur, Malchijah, Paseah, Rephaiah, Urijah; in Ezra8 Elam,
Michael, Jeliel, Ariel; in Neh. 11 Mahalaleel, Jeroham, Mal-
chiah, Micha are transparen: ‘ Jerahmeelite ' names. The Jer-
ahmeelites became so prominent that the genealogists had to do
them fuller justice, But the same study of names suggests that
gerahmeelite clans were recognised both in Judah and elsewhere

efore the exile,—T. K, ¢,]

According to

1 From a private letter of Dr. Budge.
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REPHAIM (D'NE7; padalelin[or -m), and [Gen.
14 Josh, 12 13, and 1 Ch.], riranTtec [BAEL]; Josh.
1. OT 17, @®4 om.}, a race of reputed giants,
tefe;' onces found by the Tsraelites in occupation of
' territory on both sides of the Jordan.
Before attempting any linguistic or historical explana-
tion, we must look into the several passages where the
traditional text recognises the name, viz,, Gen. 145 1520
D1, 21r 20 (pagapaew [Fonce]) 31113 Josh, 124 18312 17 15,
to which we may add 2 S, 21 16 18 20 22, ¢p ¥ Ch,
20 4 6 8 {(children of Haraphi). The geographical
phrase “valley of Rephaim' will be treated only
incidentally here (see next article),

1. Gen, 145,  Chedorlaomer and his allies *smote
the Rephaim in Ashteroth-karnaim.’

No stress can be laid on this passage, In its present form
Gen. 14 is probably later even than the archzological notices in
Dt. 210/, and the names at present found in Gen. 14 5 probably
come from a very late editor who arbitrarily ¢ corrected” a very
corrupt text (see SopomM).

2. Gen. 1f2e. The list of Canaanite peoples in
Ger. 1519-21 comes apparently from a late redactor, but
has merely suffered from ordinary transcriptional cor-
ruption ; the redactor had no historical theory to serve,
and reproduced, though inaccurately, names derived
from earlier sources.

The order of the names is, Kenites, Kenizzites, Kadmonites
{from ‘ Jerahmeelites '), Hittites (from * Rehobothites’ 7}, Periz-
zites (Zarephathites?), Rephaim, Amorites, Canaanites, Girgash-
ites (from * Girshites or *Geshurites' ), Jebusites (Ishmaelites 7).’
We may infer that, according to tradition, a people called
f Rephaim ' was to be found in the far 8. of Palestine.

3- Dt. 21120 81113, A 'remnant of the Rephaim,’
under their king Og, survived in Bashan, which was
therefore called ‘the land of the Rephaim.” But we are
also told that the Emim of Moab and the Anakim (of
Hebron? or of Rehoboth?} were reckoned among the
Rephaim. The passage comes from a late editor {ID,),
and ‘ Bashan ' should certainly be ' Cushan’ {see Oc}.}

1f 3 (Gath) in 2 S. 21 20 is miswrittea for noyn (REMOBOTH),
this statement is confirmed, for the warriors spoken of in that
passage were Rephaites. It is true, in Nu, 18 33 the b'n& ‘Anak
are said to belong te the Nephilim ; but we shall see presently
that the * Rephaim’ and the “ Nephilim’ must have been closely
connected—i.e., ‘Rephaim” and ‘Nephilim' may have been
interchanged.

4. Josh. 124 13x2 depend on Dt. 211, ete.; but 17 x4 £
has its own peculiarities. When purified from corrupt
repetitions 17 14 /. states that the tribe of Joseph (b'né
Joseph) complained to Joshua that it was too large to
have but one lot and portion.  Joshua's reply was, ' If
thou art a great people, go up 1o the forest-land, and
clear away {space) for thyself in the land of the Perizzites
and the Rephaim.” The Josephites objected that access
to this region would be impeded by the Canaanites with
their chariots of iton, and Joshua rejoined that the forest-
land is not unattainable, and that their strength is equal to
the task of driving out the Canaanites.? FHere it would
appear that the forest-land spoken of means the hill-
country N. of Shechem ; the view that trans-Jordanic
territory is intended is not plausible.? But room must
bLe left for the possibility that ' Shechem' should be
* Cusham,’ and “ Canaanites ' * Kenizzites.” There were
probably b'né Ephraim in the Negeb (see Crit. Bb.).

5 In 28 2122 {ep 20) four champions of the
Philistines are said to have been ‘born (1%) to the
Ripha (ngﬂj‘;) in Gath' (2. 22 ¢p 2. 20}, while of two of
them it is said that they were ‘of the descendants of
the Rapha ' (HPSm., »pbp; cp 1 Ch. 204), or perhaps
rather {(cp & in . 22) * of the Rephaim.'4

1 There is no_ occasion to reject the second DUpip3 as an
erroneous repetition from the preceding clause,

? In w16 read p'n Ng@_‘"ﬂs, and in v 18 'q‘;'n;n: e T-

¥ See Steuernagel, ad foc. '

* It is usual to take mmnm as an eponym: but the art, ig
unfavourable 1o this view. o= surely comes from pe, which
originally bad afrer it the stroke of abbreviation (pemr= postrm)-
In 2 8.2122 read o7 J'I';_S \‘1‘_!_‘, ‘were born to the (or, a)
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Therxe is, however, great difficulty in the text as it now stands,
Surely the Philistines were quite formidable enough without
having ta accept the assistance of the remnant of the Rephaim.
Are we to sup})ose that the references to the Rephaitesin 2 5.
21 1623 are a later appendage to the tradition, suggested Ly a
reminiscence of the tradition respecting Og? Or 15 there not
spme explanation arising out of a somewhat more definite view
of the older populations of Canaan made possible by textual
criticism ?

It would be tedious to sum up here all the evidence
directly or indirectly affecting the subject in hand
provided by our textual criticism. Two
passages, however, are specially important,
In Josh. 1715 it is evident that wqmn and
O'REY] are two competing readings, and that the former
is more probably correct.  And in 2z 8, 5:8-20 it is plain
that the spot calied cuyje-byz is in the valley of Rephaim.
It is maintained elsewhere{see PELETHITES, ZAREPHATH)
that the tribe whose centre on the 8. Palestinian border
was at Zarephath ( =ZEPHATH) was prominent in early
Israelitish legend, and that its name underwent strange
mutilations and cerruptions. Among these transforma-
tions may probably be included Zelophehad, Salhad,
names connected with the N,; and Peliftim! and
Letudim, names connected with the 8,  That * Perizzi’
and ‘ Pelifti ' are connected is not a violent supposition.
Both are most probably corruptions of Sarephathi (Zare-
phathite), and it is hardly less plausible to conjecture
that Reph&im is a corruption of Perasim, though an
alternative derivation from Jerahme'elim is equally
possible. ‘Thus—to return to the story in 2 S. 518.z
—instead of “ Baal-perazim ' in the * valley of Rephaim,’
the criginal tradition probably spoke of * Baal-siri-
phathim in the valley of Jerahme'elim (or Saréphathim).’
That such Jong names were early corrupted, and
that the corruption took different forms in different
parts of Palestine, can easily be understood,

The result to which we are tending, and which it
would lead us into tco many digressions to justify fully,
is that the Saréphathim or Jerahme'elim migrated into
many parts both of eastern and of western Palestine,
They started from the 5. ; it is not a random statement
of Gen. 106 that PUT {mp from neqx) was the brother
of (the N. Arabian) Cush and Mizraim and the son of
Ham (Jerahmee!?), and of Gen.253 that LETUSHIM

2. Origin
of name.

‘was the brother of Leummim (Jerahmeelim ?) and the

son of Dedan (f.e., 8. Edom). The Saréphathim were
in fact probably a branch of the Jerahmeelites, who, as
our textual criticism tends to show, spread over many
parts both of Western, and even of Eastern, Palestine
{note the Pheenician Zarephath, and ¢p JERAHMEEL ;
East, CHILDREN OF). The Jerahmeelites or Sare-
phathites, according to the genealogies, became largely
fused with the Israelites, and how much truth there
may be in the statement that OG the Rephaite (Sare-
phathite? or Jerahmeelite ?) and his peopie were smitten,
till there were no survivors {Nu. 21 35), it is impossible
to say. .

It is bhardly worth while to discuss the question
whether the representation of the Rephaim-—:i.e.,
possibly the Jerahmeelites of Sar¥phath—as giants {cp
Am. 29, where ‘ the Amorite’ is thus described) is purely
mythical. “Whether the LEdomitish race {to which the
Jerahmeelites belonged} was taller than the later
Israelitish race or not, it is certain that the instinctive
tendency of legend (both in Ewrope and in Asia) to
picture aboriginal races as of gigantic stature would
have led to such a representation. According to
Robertson Smith,® ‘the giant-legends arose in part

house of the Rephaim’ {cp L's 7 oixw). [In 2 5. 21, Gba has
pepa and also ylyavres with pada in 2.2z & &L yiyarses in 7.
16, 18, Tirdves v, 20, yiyarrer and pade w. 22, whilst in © Ch. 20
& has yiyarres in 7. 4, 6, BBA pada, BL padav and also &
'yi.l/u'fe(.] .

The ‘Philistines’ of 2 5.2l15.22 were really the Zare-
hathites; *Gath’ should be ‘Rehohoth.” See PELETHITES,
EHCEOTH.

% Note communicated to Prof. Driver, Dewnt. 4o.

4934



REPHAIM, VALLEY OF

from the comtemplation of ancient ruins of great works
and supposed gigantic tombs." This may very well
have been the case, in view of the legends attaching
to huge sarcophagi, like that assigned to Og in Dt., at
the present day. See Oc.

A brief reference to other theories of the origin of the name
Rephaim must suffice. The view that it is connected with Ar,
rafa‘a ‘to lift up,’ and means ‘ glants,” is not at all plausible;
no cognate of 7afez’a can be pointed 1o in Hebrew, Aramaic, or
Assyrian.  Stade (GF/ I 116 120) was the first to connect the
name with the Rephaim or ‘shades’ (see DEAD and DEaThH).
This has been taken up by Schwally (Das Leben nach dem
Tede, 64, n. 1 [1892]; ZA TH 18132 [1808]). From thesense of
‘spirits of the dead’ arose, it is supposed, that of ‘primeval
population.”  Schwally confirms_this by a legend of the Hovas
in Madagascar (ZA TH, l.c.). This is surely must improbable,
‘The transition is difficult, even if we do not held, with Stade,
that pwwen, the word for *the shades,’ means ‘the weak.” It is.
most reasonable, therefore, to hold that, like a large proportion
of ethnic names, Rephaim has been worn down from =z longer
form, and this form we may venture to trace either in Jerah-
me'elim or in Sarephithim.

See also REPHAIM, VALLEY 0F, and on Job.26 3 see DEAD.

T. K, C.

REPHAIM, VALLEY OF, also VALLEY OF THE
GranTs (O'ROYPDY; Josh. 1681816 2 5. 51822 2313 1 Ch. 1115
149 Is. 17 5: Is. év ddpayyr orepegl {BRAQT]; Josh. 15, yo:
pwgaﬂ,u. [AST..], - [B]Eb?:)s . I;Z&lzuad:{uew [ I}],, —‘I’. [A), = S.rg:-
Ty kotAdde Ty tlehravwy [BAL), 25, 23 m} xoth. prdaeu [B],
«w [A], merdvaw [L); 1 Ch. mj xethdbe 7@r yydvrer [BRAL];
vallis Kaphaim and gigantum).

According to the prevalent theory, which supposes
the same locality to be referred to in all the passages,
the * Valley of Rephaim’ was an upland
plain near Jerusalem and Bethlehem {cp
N 2 5.2313/) where not cnly corn and

criticised. clive tret-:jsr }iuurished (1s. 175y J) but the
so-called Baca trees {see MULBERRY)} grew. At its N.
end was a hill over which ran the boundary of Judah
and Benjamin {Josh. 158 1816). The plain was famous
as the scene of fights between David and the Philistines,
(2 5. 51822 2313; cp 1 Ch 14¢ 1l13). Elsewhere,
however, has been offered the theory that the enemies
referred to in 2 8. 5 1822 and the related passages were
not the Philistines but the Zarephathites (see ZARE-
PHATH), and that the place referred to in 2z §.2314
was not Bethlehem but Beth-jerahmeel (thus the whole
scene becomes historically and geographically more
plausible). Elsewhere, too {see REPHAIM) we have
urged that Rephaim, the name of an early population
of Canaan, is probably a much worn-down form either
of Saréphathim (Zarephathites}, or perhaps more prob-
ably of Jerahme'&lim.

it would seem, then, that in 2 S. 51822, etc., the
‘valley (upland plain) of Rephaim (Jerahme'glim)’
cannot be a plain near Jerusalem, and

=,
2;:?;“?; that, like the 'mek kd-éldk of 1 S.172 (see
R ephy' ELAH, VALLEY OF), it was one of the

* *valleys or spaces between the low sloping
hills" (Palmer) in the neighbourhood of Ruheibeh
(Rehaboth), possibly indeed the Wady Ruheibeh itself,
though the broad Widy el-Milh may alse come into
consideration (see NEGEB).

In the case of Is, 175, when we consider the manifest
play on the name Ephraim in the next verse, it 1s possible
to suppose (a} that pewpy {Rephaim)
should rather be ooy (Ephraim), and
to identify this dmed with a part of the
Great Plain of Esdraelon. (4} There
are, however, also good critical arguments for identifying
this '#mef with that in the story of David. The ques-
tion is subordinate to the large inquiry, Does Is.171-11
predict the ruin of Syria and Ephraim, or of the kingdom
of Jerahmeel? Sce Créf. Bid. But there is no objee-
tion to the view () that the 'Zmep réphd im of Josh.158
1816 really did derive its name from the Jerahme’elim;
in fact, the early population of Jerusalem was probably
a combination of Amorites and Jerahmeelites (see

3. Two other
valleys of
Rephaim ?

1 Cp @5, 1 5. 48 0w dedw 1w areper rovrwy (BL sing.).
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REHoBOTH). The upland plain referred to seems to
be the Beki‘'a, which stretches from the SW. side of
Jerusalem southwards as far as Mar Elyas (3 hr, from
Jerusalem}, which may indeed be the ‘mountain’ re-
ferred to in Joshua.

Eus. and Jer. (OS5 288 22 147 6) place the * Valley of Rephaim *
on the N. of Jerusalem, and Kittel (Gesch, der Hebr. 2131)
foilows them on grounds derived from the (surely corrupt} text
of 2 3,52¢ #. Tobler's main objection? to the ordinary view is
that “#mel means a “valley,' not a “plain,” But ‘#fmek is con-
stantly used of plains shut in by hills, and this is just what the
Beki'a is, ‘shut in on all sides by rocky hill-tops and ridges”’
(Portes). T. K. C.

REPHAN (pecgan}, Acts743 RV, AV REMPHAN.

REPHIDIM (D'7'EM, plain-country, ‘sfrafa’??;
pagidern [BAFL], Ex.17:8 19z Nu.331 /1) a
place where the Amalekites attacked the Israelites and
were defeated by Joshua with the aid of the wonder-
working staff of Moses. As we see from his arrange-
ment of the passages of diverse origin which he has
brought together, R considers this event to have oc-
curred when, according to P, the Israelites encamped
at Ré&phidim immediately before entering the wilderness
of Sinai. He also thinks that the spot (spots?) called
Massah and Meribah was (were?) in the district of
Rephidim, which, in this case, must have extended to,
or perhaps even have been equivalent to, Horeb (see
Ex.176, ‘the rock in Horeb'). On the analysis of
sources, see EXoDUS {Booxk), § 3.

‘The existence of a popular tradition of a war waged
with varying fortunes by the early Israelites against the
Amalekites may be assumed without

l'org:::i a’ﬁg discussion {see AMALEK, § 2; MOSES,
e ln m; § 12). But we have still to ask, Did
egenc. tradition connect this war, or an

episcde of this war, with Rephidim? Some scholars
(Oxf. Hex. 107) have doubted this; according to
them, the connection of the battle described in Ex.
178-16 with Rephidim is purely editorial. Textual
criticism may contribute something to the decision of
this point. Among the names of the stations of the
israelites there are only two which end in -im, viz.,
Elim and Rephidim. It is difficult not to conjecture
that both these names are corruptions of ethnics, That
Elim probably comes from jerahmeel or Jerahmeelim has
been suggested already (Mosks, § 12). We have also
conjectured that Marah (the reported name of the pre-
ceding station} has arisen out of another fragment of
Jerahmeel, viz,, Marah (from Rehem: c¢p REKEM,
SELa). It may now be added that Rephidim is prob-
ably a corrupt fragment of Jerahmeelim.

¢ REéphidim’ {p='p=), we may suppose, comes from * Réphilim*
(p'>*gm), which, through the intermediate stage of ‘ Réphiélim*
(g!%mﬁ), comes from * Remaelim’ {nobunv), 7.e., ‘Jérahm&elim*
(g*>apnT) ; the corruption is easier and not less certain than that
which we meet with sometimes, of Jerabmeel into Ephraim.

Bacon (Ex. 88, note *) has acutely conjectured that
Ex. 1526 (a passage -usually assigned to Rp) may be
based on an earlier document which derived the name
Rephidim from »agpka (xon), ‘to heal.” The name pre-
supposed in the early tradition may have been not
Rephidim but Rephaelim ; 55@1 naturally suggests the

explanation, ‘for 1 am Yahwé that heals thee.'? In
short, the closing words of ». 26 may originally have
stood in a context relative to the name Rephaelim.
From this point of view we cannot question the fact
that early tradition connected the battle in Ex. 17 8-16
with Réphidim, the name of which plaee (like Meribah)
appears to be a distortion of the ethnic Jérahmésiim,
The truth is that there were traditional stories in circu-
lation respecting two fertile spots in the Jerahmeelite
country occupied by the migrating Israelites. One
appears in a double form in Ex. 1523-254, and in », 27;
another has also a double representation in Ex.

1 Dritte Wanderung, 202. :
2 See RapHAEL, and cp Eth. Fnock, 107, where Raphael is
commanded to proclaim that God will Zea/ the carth.
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171 2 4-7 (part) and, in a very fragmentary form, in
e, 37 {part). The second certainly refers to the oasis
of "Ain Gadis (the fountain of the Jerahmeelite Kadesh).
And it is not unreasonable to hold that the Amalekite
attack spoken of in Ex.178 was connected in the
original tradition with this fountain, the possession of
which was naturally grudged by the Jerahmeelites
(now become nniriendly >—see MOSES) to the intrud-
ing Israelites, {In this case, the ‘hill’ spoken of in
vz, g f. may be one of the earth-covered limestone hills
at the north-eastern sweep of the oasis; cp Trum-
bull, Kadesk-barnea, 273.) This, at any rate, is the
view suggested by the text of Ex 17 in its present
form ; but even if we reject it, there is strong prob-
ability in the opinion that the Amaiekites attacked lsrael
in Réphidim—ie., Jerahméelim—because we have ex-
press evidence { Nu. }3 2, cp Gen. 147) that the Negeb,
including Kadesh, was the region specially occupied by
the Jerahmeelite clans.

That the story of the Amalekite attack, not less than
that of the smitten rock (2. 6, *the rock in Horeb'), is
placed too early by R, seems beyond doubt. The
Moses who stood apart from the fight, holding the ‘rod
of Elohim," but who after a time was in danger of
letting his hand sink, and who committed the military
leadership to Joshua, is clearly an old man; we are
placed by this story at the beginning of the warious
wars which tradition referred to the close of the life of
Moses, See MOSES ; and cp JEHOVAH-NISS], MASSAH
AND MERIBAH, WANDERINGS.

in the above statement we have been compelled to
assume that Horeb or Sinai was not in the so-called
Sinaitic Peninsula, but in close prox-

2 Barlier | imity to Kadesh, i, in the Jebel
ge:hg::‘r!;e: Magrah, on the SW. frontier of the

Negeb (see MosEs, §§5,14). If, how-
ever, we suppose that Sinai is either Jebel Serbil or
Jebel Misd (see SiNa1, § 18), we may, with several
modern geographers (Lepsius, Ebers, Ritter, A. P.
Stanley, C. W, Wilsen, E. H. Palmer), be tempted to
attach ourselves to the tradition, recorded especially by
Kosmas Indicopleustes (535 A.D.} and Antoninus
Martyr (circa 600 A.D.), which identifies Ré&phidim
with Feirdn, the ancient Pharan, the ruins of which
stand at the junction of the Wady “Aleyit with the
‘Wady Feiran, about 4 m. N. of Serbal. Antoninus
Martyr speaks of an ' cratorium,’ whose altar is set on
the stones which were put under Moses while he was
praying. Evidently he refers to the Jebel et-Tahiineh,
on the right bank of the Wady Feiran, which 1s about
720 ft. high, and is covered with remains of Christian
tombs, cells, and chapels. This view was adopted as a
whole by the members of the Sinai Expedition, except-
ing F. W. Holland (see Ordnance Survey of Penins. of
Sinai, 153 F). More plausible, if the connection of
the story of the rock and that of the battle be main-
tained, is the view of Ebers (Durck Gosen zum Sinai,
212; cp Lepsius, Brigfz, 349 4 ) that the biblical
Réphidim is to be placed in the dry, north-western
part of the Wady Feirdn, where the Amaiekites might
be supposed to have gathered tc prevent the Israelites
from entering the casis. Robinson’s theory [BR 1 179),
adopted by F. W. Holland (Recovery of Jerusalen,
534 4} that R&phidim is in the narrow gorge of el-
Watiyeh in the great Wady es-Sheikh-——the Wady by
which, according to this traveller, the Israelites ap-
proached Horeb—is less defensible, for reasons well
summed up by E. H. Palmer (Singi, 202); cp also
Ritter {Palestine and the Sinaitic Peninsula, 1323).
All these theories depend, as we have seen, on the
correctness of the traditional theory as to the general
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position of Horeb or Sinai, which is open to much
question, and indeed appears to some scholars hardly
defensible, T. K. C.

RESAIAS (pHcaloy [BA]), 1 Esd. 58 RV=Ezra 22,
REELALAH,

REBEN (ID7; Aacem [ADL]; -eN [E]; Resen) is
named in Gen. 1012, as a city lying between Nineveh
and Kalah, Menant therefore considered

1. ﬁ“.ﬁo' it to be represented by the ruin-heaps of
ingl N Selimiye. Bochart and recently Néldeke
QWY have connected it with the Larissa of

Xenophon (Anab. iii. 4 7), the site of which, however, is
uncertain, though Frd. Del. {Calwer Bib.-Lex. 731)
suggests identifying it with Nimrizd (cp CALAH). In
the inscriptions, so far published, no city of any im-
portance bears a name like Resen. A city of the name
Ré-g5-é-ni (Rés-éni} appears as not far from Nineveh,
in the Bavian description of Sennacherib (A8 2116 /.,
cp Del. Par. 188261); but there is nothing to show that
it was an ancient foundation. There is little hope of
its identification till the district has been properly
explored, C.W.H.]J.

From an exegetical poiat of view the matter is further
complicated by the words which follow Resen—'the
2. Text- 7M€ is the great city." Does this refer to
c;ritical Resen? No one would ha.ve 'doubled this,
solution. but for the silence of antiguity as to any

important city near Nineveh with a name
resembling Resen. Ré3-2ni—i.¢., ‘ fountain-head, place
of fountains,’ is not a probable name at all.  To suppose
a ' tetrapolis’ with two such doubtful names as Rehoboth-
Ir and Resen is a desperate expedient. If, however,
Nimrod was a N, Arabian, not a Babylonian, hero, a
probable identification of Resen may be made, nby
(misread Calah} is in the view of the present writer one
of the many corruptions of bxpmy {Jerahmeel}; mam
{which was read Nineveh} not improbably comes from
jan {Hebron); and nbwan vpnwn is certainly a
corruption of Swma san (that is, Jerahmeel), a gloss
on n%s. ‘Between Hebron and Jerahmeel' appears
to be a suitable description of Beersheba, the name of
which is sometimes corrupted into jgy Tz and ¥y
See NIMROD. §r,cocw. H.J.; §2 T.K.C

RESERVOIR (7)p2, Is. 2211, RV),  See ConpuiTs,
§1(s] .

RESHEPH (AU capad [B] paced [Al pachd
[L]), a ‘son’ of Ephraim, x Ch. 725 {see EPHRAIM,
§ 12). The other names include SHEERAH (Ze.,
Ashhur?), Ammihud (f.e. Jerahmeel?) Elishama (i.e.,
Ishmael?). *Resheph’ therefore should perhaps be T
(cp @F), and mean *Zarephathite'; cp sy j2, Neh.
331—7.e., a Zarephathite. Clermont-Ganneau, how-
ever, suggests that A»saf (=the Apollonia of Jos.),
about 7 m. N. of Jaffa, may correspond to an ancient
town Resheph. Resheph {identified with Apollo) was
the Pheenician and N. Syrian fire-god and war-god (cp
£/51 n. 10, and Hadad-inscr. from Zenjirli, /Z 3, 11},
whose cultus was introduced into Egypt during the
eighteenth and nineteenth dynasties (see list of gods
on altar in Turin Museum, 7584 342, /. 67, and
plate ; and ¢p E. Meyer, ZDJMG 31715 728 /2).1  Close
to Arsaf is an extraordinary holy place—a Hardm,
which, under Moslem forms, possibly continues a primi-
tive cultus (Cl-Gannean, Horus ef saint Georges, 17;
cp Baed.(® 23g). See, further, PH®ENICIA, § 12, end.

T. K. C.

RESURRECTION. See ESCHATOLOGY (index).

1 For further references see Maspero, Struggle of Nations,
156, 0. 1,
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RESURRECTION- AND ASCENSION-NARRATIVES

CONTENTS
GENERAL, § 1.

1. Narratives examined (§§ 2-16).

Canonical Gospels (§ 2.4).
Gospel of the Hebrews (8 4)-
Gospel of Peter (§ 5}

Coptic account (§ 6).
Extra-canonical details (§ 7).
Conclusion of Mk, (§ 8.4

1 Cor, 15 1-11 (§§ 10-15).
Accounis of ascension (§ 16).

The resurrection of Jesus is held to be the central
fact upon which the Christian church rests, Evenata
1 date so early as that of 1 Cor. Paul
L Gene treats it as such in an elaborate discussion
(1 Cor.151-26). In particular he rests upon it three
fundamental thoughts of the Christian faith ; (1) the belief
that the death of Jesus was not—what in accordance
with Dt. 2123 (Gal 813) it must have seemed to be—
the death of a malefactor, but a divine appointment for
the forgiveness of sins and for the salvation of men
(1 Cor. 1517 Rom. 425 §4-7,etc. ) (2) a vindication of the
supremacy of the exaited Christ over the Church (1 Cor.
1525 £ Rom. 14 2 Cor. 134, etc.): and (3} a pledge of
the certainty of an ultimate resurrection of all believers
to & life of everlasting biessedness (r Cor. 1518-20 14
Rom. 68 811, etc. ).

‘Whilst the second and the third of these poluts were so held
at all times, that was not quite the case with the first. At a
date as early as that of the speeches of Peter in Acts (see AcTs,
§ 14) the resurrection of Jesus was not the divine confirmation
of the truth that the death of Jesus laid the foundations of the
salvation of mankind; the death is there represented ratherasa
calamity (3 r3-15 b 30) even if it was (according to 223 4 28) fore-
ordained of God. But the significance of the resurrection of Jesus
does not become on that account the less; on the contrary it
figures as being itself the act with which the forgiveness of sins
is connected (5 31, cp 325).  Most modern schools of theology in
like manner refrain from regarding the resurrection as an event
without which the theelogian would not be able to regard Jesus'
death as a divine arrangement for the salvation of men. f

Such theclogians also, however, do not on that
account attach to it any the less importance ; rather do
they see in it the divine guarantee for the truth that the
person of Jesus and the cause which he represented
could not remain under the power of death, but must of
necessity at last gain the victory over all enemies in
spite of every apparent momentary triumph.

[t seems accordingly in logic inevitable that if at any
time it should come to be recognised that the resurrection
of Jesus never happened, the Christian faith with respect
to all the points just mentioned would necessarily come
to an end,

The shock to which the Christian religion and the Christian
church would be exposed by any such discovery would appear
to be all the heavier when it is reflected that only two other
prapositions can be named which would place it in equal or
greater danger ; the one, that the death of Jesus did not procure
the salvation of mankind, the other that Jesns never existed at
all. The first of these two theses would leave many schools of
thought within the limits of Christianity comparatively un-
affected, for they find the redeeming work of Jesus in his life,
not, as Paul and orthodox theologians generally, in his death
on the other hand their faith would be most seriously affected
if they found themselves constrained to recognise that Jesus
reinained under the power of death.

The reason for dreading all these dangers.js that
upon the assumption of the resurrection of Jesus {as
also upon that of his atoning death and upon that of
his existence at all) are based propositions which are
fundamental to the Christian faith,—propositions con-
cerning God and his relation to men, upon the truth
of which no less an issue depends than the salvation of
mankind. The question concerns things of priceless
value, and the judgments upen which all interest con-
centrates are (1o use the language of modern German
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11. Defermination of vutward facls
(3§ 17-29).
Natuore of the appearances (§ 17).
No words of the risen
Galilee the place (§ 1g). Jesus (§ 31)
The sepulchre (§ 2o, 5|)
The third day (§ 22
Number of appearances (§ 23).
Unhistorical clements due to ten-
dency (§§ 24-20)

III. Explanation of facts (§§ 30-38).
Nature of resurrection body of

Jesus (§ 30).

esus (§ 18). Resurrection only of the Spirit of

Ohjective visions (§ 32).

Apparent death, and false rumours
of the resurrection of Jesus (§ 33).

Subjective visions (§§ 34-38).

Literature (§ 39)-

theologians) Woerthurtheile —Z.e., judgments which
declare that to be able to believe such and such is for
the religious man a thing of absolute value ; unless such
things can be accepted he can only despair, Thus the
believing man cap cherish no more urgent desire than
that the basis upon which these beliefs, which are for
him so priceless, rest should be raised securely above the
reach of doubt,

Yet what is this basis ? It coasists in an affirmation
regarding a fact in history which is known to us only
through tradition and accordingly is open to historical
criticism just as any other fact is. Indeed, whilst the
very existence of Jesus and the fact of his death on the
cross have been questioned by only a very few,1 and on
the other hand the meaning of his death, as soon as the
fact has been admitted, is left an open question to every
one, we find that the resurrection of Jesus—as is not
surprising in view of its superhatural character—is in
very many quarters and with growing distinctness
characterised s unhistorical, and that not merely when
it is conceived of as having been a revivification of the
dead body of Jesus, but also when it is defended in
some spiritualistic form.

The present examination of the subject will not start
from the proposition that * miracles are impossible.”

Such a proposition rests upon a theory of the universe (Welt.
anschauung}, not upon exhaustive examination of all the events
which may be spoken of as miracles. Even should we by any
chance find ourselves in a position to say that every alleged
miraculous occurrence from the beginnin% of time down to the
present hour had been duly examined and found non-miraculous,
we should not thereby be secured against the sibility of
something occurring to-morrow which we should compelled
to recognise as a miracle. Empirically, only so much as this
stands fast-—and no more—that a8 regards present-day occur-
tences the persons who reckon with the possibility of a miracle
{by miracle we here throughout understand an occurrence that
unguestionably is against natural law) are very few, and that
present.day occurrences which are represented as miraculous
are on closer examination invariably found to possess no such
character.

The normal procedure of the historian accordingly
in dealing with the events of the past will be in the first
instance to try whether a non-miraculous explanation
will serve, and to come Lo the other conclusion only on
the strength of quite unexceptionable testimony.
Needless to say, in doing so, he must be free from all
prepossession. He must accordingly, where biblical
authors are concerned, in the first instance, look at
their statements in the light of their own presuppositions,
even though in the end he may find himself shut up to
the conclusion that not only the statements but also the
presuppositions are erronecus,

I. NARRATIVES EXAMINED
For our most authentic information on the subject of

1 Loman, who in 1881 altogether denied the existence of
Jesus, affirmed it in 1884 and still more. distinctly in 1887.
Amongst those who have most recently maintained the negative
may be named Edwin Johnson, the asthor of Antigua Mater
(anonymous ; 1887) and The Rise of Christendom %tﬂgﬂ, and
John M. Robertson, Christianity and Mythology (1500) and
A Skort History of Christianity (1902)
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the resurrection of Jesus we naturally look to the
Gospels ; these, however, exhibit con-;

2. Go_spe! trad‘i:ftions of the most glaring kind,
na.l:ra.t.lva_s of Reimarus, whose work was published\
raaurrectxgn by Lessing as Wolfenbiitteler Frag-

COMPATEA. e, enumerated ten contradictions ; i
but in reality their pumber is much greater. (Mk.
169-20 is not taken account of in this place ; see below, ;

8.

3 (a)) Of the watch and seal set upon the sepulchre, and
of the bribing of the soldiers of the watch, we read only
in Mt (2762-66 284 11-15).  In Mk. and Lk. these
features are not only not mentioned ; they are excluded
by the representation of the women as intending to
anoint the body and (in Mk. at least] as foreseeing
difficulty only in the weight of the stone, not in the
presence of a military guard. In Mt the women's
object is simply to see the sepuichre {28 1} ; they have
therefore heard of its being guarded, as in fact they
very easily gould.

{61 According to Lk. {2354 56) the women got ready
the spices before sunset on Friday; according to Mk.
{16 1) they did not buy them till after sunset on Satur-
day. In Jn. the incident does not occur at all, for
according to 19 38-40 Joseph of Arimatheea and
Nicodemus have already embalmed the bedy before
laying it in the grave, whilst according to Mk, I§45=
Mt. 2756 £ =Lk.23 53 Joseph alone (without Nico-
demus) simply wrapped it in a fine linen cloth.

{¢} The persons who come to the sepuichre on the
morning of the resurrection are: according to Mk.
(161), Mary Magdalene, Mary of James (cp Mary,
8§ 26 23), and Salome; according to Mt. {28:} only
the two Marys (the desigmation ‘the other Mary'
is explained by 2756} ; according to Lk. {2410}, in
addition to the two Marys, Joanna {cp 83) 'and the
cther women with them ' ; according to Jn. {201) only
Mary Magdalene,! to whom, however, ar€ added Peter
and the beloved disciple. In agreement with this last
we have only the notice in Lk. {2424) that after the
women ‘some of those with us' (rwés 7é» etw fuiv) had
gone to the sepulchre and had found the report of the
wommen to be true; also the notice in 2412 (a verse not
found in the ' western’ MSS) according to which Peter
ran, after the visit of the women, to the sepulchre, and
stooping down beheld the linen clothes alene, and
wondering departed. This verse, though we can hardly
suppose it to have come from Jn. 203-8, is still open
1o the suspicion of being a later interpolation,—all
the more because the mention of Peter alone does
not harmonise with the ‘some’ {rwés) of 7. 24, and
‘them’ (adrdr} of z. 13 connects with @, 11, not with
o, 12,

{d) The time of the visit of the women to the
sepulchre is : in Mk, (182} ' when the sun was risen,’ in
Lk. {241, “at early dawn ') and Jn. (201, 'early, when
it was yet dark ') before sunrise, but in Mt. {28 1) about
half a day earlier.

‘ Late on the Sabbath’ (6 cafBirwr) means unquestionably,
according zo the Jewish division of the day, the time about sunset,
and the words immediately following— 1f émibwokoioy aic piay
cafBdTwy, * as the light shone forth towards the first day of the
week ' (see WEEK, § 7)—are elucidated by Lk. 28 g4, where the
transition from the Jewish Friday to Saturday {Sabbath)~in
other words the time of sunset—is indicated by the expression
adBParoy émédwaxey, ‘the Sabbath shone forth.” This expression
is usually explained by reference to the custom of kindling the
lights somewhat before the beginning of the Sabbath because on
the Sabbath it was unlawful to doso. Keim, however (Gesch.
Sfesu von Nazara, 3552 f.; ET 6 303), produces evidence of the
same w#stes loguend? for the other days of the week ; and this will

1 It must not be inferred from the plural, ‘we do not know’
foik oiBoper 1 20 2), that Jn. thought of other women as also
present. The inference is excluded by the sing. ‘comes’
(épxerac) of 7. 1. The pl. ‘' we know *(oldaues) thereforecan enly
be intended to ¢xpress Mary Magdalene’s thought that other
Christians in whom perhaps some knowledge of the facts might
be presumed did not actually possess it any more than herself—
if 3t is not an unconscious reminiscence of the  women ' of the
Synoptics. In 2013 we find correctly the singular : ‘1 know not.’
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cover the case of its empleyment in Mt, The word by night,’
vuxrds, in 28 13 also goes 1o show that Mt. pictured to himsel%the
journey of the women to the sepulchre and the opening of the
sepulchre of the earthgualke (or the angel) as having ha%pened by
night. Furthermore it (s conceivable that Mt. should have been
brought to this divergence to the extent of half a day from the
account by the other evangelists precisely if he had followed
Mk. with strict precision, For in point of fact Mk. indicates,
first (16 1), sunset by the phrase ‘ when the Sabbath was past’
(Beayevopévoy 7ot gafBfdrou} and, nexi {16 z) mentions sunrise
his reference to sunset is in connection with the purchase of
the spices, a circumstance which Mt. had no occasion to notice.
Thus Mr. might come to look upon the second time-determination
as synonymous with the first, inasmuch as the actual words
‘ very early on the tirst day of the week * (Alav wpwt T3 g Tov
gaBBdrwy), if the Jewish division of the day is assumed, does
not absolutely exclude such a view. Cp, further, § 26 a.

{e) According to Mk. {164), Lk. {24 2}, and [n. (20:)
those who came to the sepulchre found that the stone
at the door had already been rolled away ; according to
Mt. (282) it was rolled back in the presence of the
women by an angel who in a great earthquake came
down from heaven.

{f) In Mk. (165-7), as in Mt. (282-7), there is only
one angel; in Lk. {2447} and Jn. {2012 £} there are
two (in Lk. called ‘men,’” dripes, but *in dazzling
apparel,’ év doffiTt deTpawrTotey, somewhat as in
Mt. 283 Mk. 165).

(£) According to Mk. this one angel, according to
Tn. the two, sat in the sepulchre; according to Mt
the one angel sits without the sepulchre upon the stone ;
according 10 Lk, the two come up to the women, to all
appearance not until these have already left the
sepulchre,

(£} As for what was seen in the sepulchre, according
to Mk. (165) it was only the angel, and according to
Lk. {243), at least when the women entered, there was
nothing. According to Mt. (28z-5) the women do not
inform themselves as to the condition of the grave.
Similarly Mary Magdalene, according to Jn. 201, at her
first visit. ‘Thereafter the beloved disciple is the first to
look in, when he sees the linen clothes (205); next
Peter enters and sees besides the linen clothes the
napkin wrapped up in a place by itself (206 /). Finally,
Mary looks in and sees the two angels.

(f} The explanations given by the angels to the
women contain the one point in the whole narrative in
which there is, at least in the synoptics, complete
agreement (2. 6) : *he rose, he is not here' {Fyépth, ot
éarer Gde).  To this in Mk. and Mt there is the pre.
face : *fear ye not'; the same twe also have the words
* ye seek the crucified one’ {similarly in Lk.). In Jn.
the angels say merely (2013) : ' Woman, why weepest
thou?’

(%} The discrepancies in the instructions given to the
women are among the most violent in the whole account :
in Mk. and Mt there is the injunction to say to his
disciples (Mk. adds: ‘and to Peter'} that Jesus goes
before them to Galilee and that there they will see him
as he had said to them {in Mt. 287 also perhaps we
ought to read, * behold, he said to you," iJeb eimer bpiv):
in Lk. on the other hand what we read is ‘remember
how he spake before of his death and resurrection while
he was yet in Galilee.” Here, that is to say, still the
word Galilee, but the sense quite opposite.  In Lk
strictly there is no injunction at all (cp under ») and in
Jn. we find no words which could even seem to answer
to the command in Mk, and Mt

(4} No less marked are the differenices as to the
announcements made by the women to the disciples.
Accofding to Lk. {240) they report their discovery :
according to Mt, (288) they intend to do so, and z. 16
leaves it to be inferred that they carried out their
intention ; according to Jn. {20z 8} Mary Magdalene
reports, in the first instance to the two disciples, and in
the second to the disciples at large, what she has seen.
On the other hand, according to Mk. 168 the women
out of fear say nothing to anv one.

{m) As regards results of the message, in the last
case of course, that in Mk, where the women say
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nothing, there can be nc imtnediate consequence.
According to Mt (2816) the message issues in
immediate compliance with the command to go to
Galilee ; according to Jn. (203-0) Mary's first gom-
munication leads to the running of the two disciples to
the sepulchre, whilst her second {20:8) is not said to
have produced any effect. In Lk. (2411) the women's
statement produces merely the unbelief of the disciples,
unless we are to regard as genuine z. 12, according
to which Peter alene of the whele number hastens to
the grave (seeabove, ¢).

{7} An appearance of the risen Jesus at the sepulchre
itself is reported only in Jn. {2014-17), where it is made
to Mary Magdalene; an appearance on the way back
from the sepulchre to the city only in Mt. (289 £ ],
where it is made to the two Marys. Whilst in this
Iast case, however, the wormen embrace Jesus' feet, in
Jn. he does not permit Mary Magdalene to touch him.

(o) The injunction received from Jesus himsell is
according to Mt. the same as that given by the angels.
The women are to direct the disciples, here called
‘brethren’ (ddeAgoi) by Jesus, to go to Galilee;
according to Jn. Mary Magdalene is simply bidden tell
his ¢ brethren * (d8ehgol} that he is ascending to heaven
(cp above, &).

(#} An appearance of Jesus on the day of the resur-
rection on the road to Emmaus is known only to Lk
{24 13-35). . .

{g) An appearance to Simon Peter before the evening
of the same day is known only to Lk, (2434).

The view of Origen (for the passages see in Resch, 70U v. 4
423 and x. 8 770-782), that the third evangelist says, and rightly,
that Simon was the companion of Cleopas on the walk to
Emmaus, is quite inadmissible. As in Origen the name is con-
stantly used without any addition, it is evident that only Peter
can be intended, It has to be abserved on the other hand,
however, that the announcement of an appearance of the risen
Jesus to Simon is made, and made by the eleven {and their
companions), te the two disciples on their return from Emmaus,
For this reason, therefore, Resch prefers to read *saying’ in the
nominative (Aéyorres for Aéyorras) with cod. D, according to
which it is the Emmaus disciples who make the announcement.
To this it has to be remarked that neither Lk. nor Origen, in
view of 24131 33, can have intended to say that Jesus had
a?pearecl in -Emmaus to_Peter only and not to Cleopas also.
If, again, by the Simon in Origen’s MSS of Lk. we ought to
understand some dis&:i‘ple other than Peter, such a conjecture
would be quite as baseless as that other guess of Church fathers
and Scholiasts (see Tisch. on 2418) that the companion of
{Cleopas was Nathanael, or the evangelist Luke, or a certain
Am{m)aon, wheose name perhaps comes from the place-name
Emmaus.1

(#) An appearance on the same evening to the eleven
and their companions (roUs &vdexa xal Tovs adv alvols),
at which Jesus asks the disciples to touch his hands and
feet, and eats a piece of a broiled fish, is recorded by
Lk. {2433 36-5st). The disciples are at this interview
enjoined by Jesus to remain in Jerusalem till Pentecost
{cp above, £). Jn. also{2019-24) assigns an appearance
before the *disciples” to the same evening, and we
must presume, therefore, that here the same interview
is intended as that related by Ik, The circumstances,
however, are very different. In Jn. Thomas is ex-~
pressly stated not to have been with the eleven: and
that the number of the *disciples’ included others than
the ten apostles as we read in Lk, (ol gtw adrois) is not
to be supposed, since Jesus solemnly sends them forth
{méurw Juds) and imparts to them not only the gift of
the Holy Spirit {which in Lk.z. 49 he helds forth as a
promise for Pentecost) but also the authority to bestow
or withhold forgiveness of sins (cp MINISTRY, §§ 4, 34 ¢).
Lk makes no reference to the circumstance that the
doors were shut when Jesus entered, any more than he
does to the conferring of -the authority just mentioned ;
Jn. on the other hand knows nothing of Jesus having

1 The Jtala codd. b, €, f{?, Ambrosiaster, Ambrosius (on both
see Souter, £xp. T, 1901-1902, P. 429 £) in . 13 looking forward
to 2. 18, add Cleopas to Ammaus [=Emmaus] presumably
because, reading dvdpars (so D, dt., pge) for | bvopa, they saw
in ‘ Emmaus ' the name not of the village but of one of the two
disei )les (so Nestle, Einfichrung in das griech. NI o6, ET
2z )
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eaten, Besides his hands, Jesus shows not his feet but
his side—the piercing of which, indeed, is mentioned
only in Jn. 1334 ; but he does not suffer himself to be
touched, yet without expressly forbidding this as he had
done in the case of Mary Magdalene.

{5} Jesus first suffers his hands and his side to be
touched eight days afterwards, by Thomas in presence
of “his disciples ' ; but this is mentioned only in Jn. {20
26-29) and after he has again entered the same house
{rdhw firar fow) through closed doors.

{#) *After these things’ (seré +afre), but only
according to Jn, 21, Jesus appears once more by the
lake of Galilee to Peter, Thomas, Nathanael, the sons
of Zebedee, and two other disciples who are not named.

{#} Galilee also, but certainly at an earlier date, was
the scene of the appearance, recorded only in Mt.
(28 16-20), to the eleven on the mountain to which
Jesus had directed them to go {when and where he
made the appointment is nowhere stated, but seems to
have been recorded in a source that was used at this
point). Jesus here enjoins upon them the mission to
the Gentiles and baptism in the name of the Trinity.
The missionary precept is in substantial agreement with
Lk. 24 49 and also with Jn. 202r (see above, r).}

That one and the same event should be to some
extent differently described even by eye-witnesses is

intelligible enough, as also that some

d?; g:t::';izt; particular incident connected with it

P " should in later reminiscence be errone-

ously dissociated from it and attached to some other
similar event.

{a) Thus no sericus importance ought, for example,
to be given to the circumstance that the words in which
the disciples are bidden by the angel to hetake them-
selves to Galilee, do not exactly agree in the different
accounts, and that one narrator assigns the missionary
precept to one appearance, anocther to another. To
this, however, there are limits.

Whether the sepulchre was guarded or not guarded, how
many women went to the sepulchre, whether or not the disciples
were bidden go to Galilee, whether or not when Jesus appeared
Mary Magdalene was alone, whether or not Thomas was
present, whether or not Jesus asked for food and then actually
partaok of it, whether or not he allowed himseif to be touched ;
above all, whether the appearances occurred in Jerusalem or in
Galilee, and whether the women reported what they had seen
at the sepulchre or were silent about it—these and many other
points are matters with regard to which the eye-witnesses or
those who had their information directly from eye-witnesses,
could ot possibly have been in the least uncertainty. Yet,
what differences ! Differences, too, of which it is impossible to
say that they are partly explicable by the fact that one narrator
gives One QCCUTIence alu anothel’ anorher wuhout wu;hmg
thereby to exclude all the rest. Lk, enumerates a consecutive
series of appearances and brings itto a close (24 51) with the

1 The harmonistic anemgl to dispose of this appearance in
Galilee by maintaining that Galilee here means one of the summits
of the Mount of Olives near Jerusalem—whether the summit on
the N. or that called in =z K. 28 13 the ‘mount of corruption’
{see DesTrUCTION, MouxT ofF; Ouives, MounT oF, § s5),
by which supposition Mt 28 16 Is broaght ineo agreement with
Lk. 24 so Acts 1 12, has its basis only on assertions of medizval
pilgrims. The matter is not improved by the purely conjectural
assumption of Resch (74 x. 2 ger-38g x. 3765/7) that in Mr
28 6 and already in 2632 28710 = Mk, 1428 167, ‘Galilee’
(Toiirain) is & wrong rendering of the géliii (H?‘%L:) in the
original Hebrew gospel postulated by him, the neighbourhood
of Jerusalem (mepiywpos Mt 85 M. 1as, ete.} being what was
really intended. ?in Tertullians (40l 21) ‘cum discipulis
quibusdam apud Galilzam Judza regionem ad quadraginta dies.
egit’ Resch even finds Galileea used as the z#auue of this district
(see, against this, Schiirer, 7L Z, 18g7, p. 187 #). That, further,
the Mount of Olives belonged to this district Resch accepts.
from the medizval pilgrims ; and that it constituted the central
point of the district, so that the disciples could at once under-
stand by the ‘district’ to which {according 1o Mk. 16 7=Mt,
287 10) they were directed the Mount of Olives, as being the
* mountain where Jesus had appointed them’ (rb 3pas o érdfaTo
airois & Iyaods ¢ 26 16), he derives from his own authority. The
Acta Pila?f and the Gesta FPrilaéi, finally, which place the
ascension of Jesus at once in Galilee and on the Mount of Olives,
embody no true geographical recollection but only a quite crude
harmonistic attempt {cp the passages in Zahn, Gesck, &, Kanons,
2q37 3 alse Thilo, Cod. Apocr. NT 1617-622). See also
MaTTHIAS.
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express statement that Jesus parted from them ; and all these
occurrences are represented as having happened on one and the
same day, In Jn. on the other hand, the events of the twentieth
chapter alone require eight days. Mt and Mk know of
appearances to disciples only in (ialilee, Lk. and Jn. 20 enly of
appearances in Jernsalem and its neighbourhoed (Emmans),
neither of the last-named evangelists taking any account what-
ever of any appearances in Galilee—not till Jn. 21 do we come
upon one of this description ; but this chapter 1s by ancther hand
{see Jonw, Sox oF ZEBEDEE, § 40).

(4} Refuge is often sought in the reflection that some-
times an event may, after all, have actually happened,
even if the accounts of it are quite discrepant. A
famous illustration often quoted in this connection is
the case of Hanmbal, who quite certainly did cross the
Alps, although Livy's account of the route taken by him
is entirely different from that of Polybius. Most as-
suredly. The fact, however, that, whatever be the
contradictions of chroniclers, he actually did cross the
Alps is a certainty for us, only because we know for
certain that at one date he was to be found on the
Gallic side, and at a subseguent date on the Italian.
If it were just as clearly made out that Jesus, after his
death, came back again to this life, we could, indeed,
in that case, with an easy mind, leave the differences
between the narratives to settle themselves. Here,
however, the position of matters is that the actuality of
the resurrection of Jesus depends for its establishment
upon these very narratives; and in such a case unim-
peachable witnesses are naturally demanded.

Livy and Polybius lived centuries after the occurrence which
they relate, and they were dependent for their facts upon
written sources which perhaps were wanting in accuracy, and,
morecver, were themselves In tura derived from inadequate
sources.  If any deficiency, even of only an approximately
similar character, has to be admitted in the acquaintance of the
writers of the gospels with the circumstances of the resurrection
of Jesus, there is little prospect of anyone being induced to
accept it as a fact, on the strength of such testimony, uniess he
has from the beginning been predisposed to da so without any
testimony. And as a marter of fact we cannot aveid the con-
clusion from the contradictions between the gospels that the
writers of them were far removed from the event they describe,
If we possessed only one gospel, we might perhaps be inclined
to accept it; but how far astray should we be according to the
view of Lk. if we relied, let us say, on Mt. alone, or, according
to the view of Jn., if we pinned ourfaith to Lk. In point of fact,
not only do the evangelists each follow dl.ﬁ'er&nt narratives ; they
also each have distinct theories of their own as 1o Galilee or

erusalem being the scene of the appearances, as to whether

esus ate and was touched, and so forth (cp § 19, 27¢, &

Shall we then betake curselves to extra-canonical
sources? Of these, several are often regarded as

superior to the canonieal in antiquity ; so,
4'0??511;5! for example, the Gospel of the Hebrews.

Hebrews This view, however, so far as the extant

* fragments at least are concerned, is dis-
tinctly not warranted (see GOSPELS, § 155).

{e) For our present discussion the following citation
by Jerome (¥ér. i/l 2) from this gospel comes into
consideration :—

“The Lord after he had given the cloth to the slave of the
priest, went to fames and appeared to him ; for James had sworn
that he would not eat bread from that hour inwhich he had
drunk the cup of the Lord until he should see him rising again
from them that sleep’; and again after a little ; * Bring, says
the Lord, food and bread,’ and immediately there is added : ‘he
brought bread and blessed and break and gave to James the
Just and said to him: My brother, eat thy bread, because the
son of man has risen again from them that sleep,” (‘ Dominus
antem cum dedisset sindonem servo sacerdotis, ivit ad Jacobum
et apparuit ei ; juraverat emmr]acobus Se NOn COmesurun panem
ab illa hora qua biberat calicem domini donec videret eum
resurgentem a dormientibus '} rursusque post paululum : “afferte,
ait dominus, mensam et panem,’ statimque_additur: tulit
panem et benedixit ac fregit et dedit Jacobo Justo et dixit ei:
frater mi, comede panem ftuum, quia resurrexit filius hominis a
dormientibus.’

This story is, to begin with, untrustworthy, because,
according to the canonical gospels, James was not
present at all at the last supper of Jesus.1

Lightfoor's conjecture (Galt® 266=Dissert, on Apost. Age,
p- 26} that ‘dominus’ cught to be read for * domini ' seems, indeed,
to be supported by some ecclesiastical writers (see in Handmann,

1 On the simple statement, ‘he appeared to James,’ 1 Cor.
157, see § e
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27U v. 8 79-82) who reproduce the passage in this sense ; but it is
by no means certain. * The Lord had drunk the cup’ (biberat
calicem dominus) would then have reference to the death of
Jesus ; such a figurative expression, however, is little in keeping
with the simple narrative style of the fragment. Moreover, the
bread which Jesus ‘blesses and breaks' clearly answers to the
bread of the ‘eucharist, and this is to the point if James had
eaten nothing since being present at the last supper. Earlier
students may have perceived the contradiction between the read-
ing ‘of the Lord’' (domini) and the canonical narratives just as
easily as Lightfoot, and on this account have substituted * the
Lord’ {dominus ; in the nom.).

{#) Nor is the Gospel of the Hebrews wanting at other
points in equally bold contradictions to the canonical
gospels,  Jesus is represented as having given his linen
garment to the servant of the high priest. This {apart
from what we read in the Gospel of Peter; see below,
§ 5#} is the only appearance, anywhere recorded, of
Jesus to a non-believer. What enormous importance
would it not possess, were it only historical ! How
could the evangelists, and Paul, possibly have suffered
it to escape them? It is, however, only too easily con-
ceivable that they knew nothing at all about it.

In order to reach James it was first necessary for Jesus, ac-
cording to our fragment, to walk; but it was not so in the case
of the servant of the high priest, who mus, accordinﬁly, be
thought of as having been in the immediate neighbourhood of
the sepulchre, What was he doing there? The most likely
conjecture will be that he was taking part in the watching of
the sepulchre. This, however, means yet another step beyond
the already unhistorical canonical account (below, § 20), in so far
as according to Mt 27 62 66 the chief priests and Pharisees took
part only in the sealing of the stone at the door of the sepulchre,
and has its parallel in the part taken by the presbyters in the
watching of the sepulchre according to the Gospe!l of Peter (38),
which, as regards this part of the narrative, goes still another
step farther than the canonical account (see below, § 5 a). It has
further to be remarked that the linen cloth was the only clathing
the body had when it was laid in the tomb (§ 2 £); Jn. 19 40 205-7,
which spezaks of several claths, is plainly not taken into account
in the gospel of the Hebrews. This being so it would have been
too great an offence against decorum that Jesusshould have given
this garment 10 the servant of the high priest. [t will therefore
be necessary to suppose that he had already assumed another
form. In that case also, however, the handing over of the
garment to the servant makes an advance upon the canonical
account. The synoptists, in reporting the resurrection, make no
mention of the cloth at all, and in Jn. the clothes are all found
lying in the sepulchre, which at all events better accords with
tie teserve with which the mystery of the resurrection is treated
than would be the case if we wete asked to believe that Jesus
bad brought the cloth with him from the sepulchre as a trophy
and deposited it as an ultimate proof of his resurrection. Lastly,
it has to be remembered how viclently the gospel of the Hebrews,
although in agreement with Paul (r Cor. 157) as regards an
appearance to James, also conflicts with that apostle in so far
as it makes out this appearance to have been the first ; also
how natural it was that precisely in a gospel for Hebrews James,
the head of the church at Jerusalem, should be glorified by means
of some such narrative as this.

{c} In Ignatius (@d Smyrn. 32) we meet with the
following passage :—*and when he came to those about
Peter he said to them, Take, handle me and see that I
am not a demon without a bedy. And straightway
they touched him and believed ' {xai dre mpds Tols wepl
Ilérpor #i\Der, ¥pn adrois' Adfere ymragioaré e xal
there Bt obx elui ducpévior dodparor. kol e08is alrof
fipavre xal émioTevgar).  Eusebius (&E iil, 8611)
confesses that he does not know where Ignatius can
have taken this from. Jerome (¥%r. i/ 16), on the
other hand, informs us that it comes from the Gospel
of the Hebrews {only he wrongly names the Epistle of
Ignatius to Polycarp, not that to the Smyrnaans).

Brandt {390-395 ; see below, § 36) plausibly conjectures that the
quotation belongs to the passage, quoted above under a, marked
bf’ Jerome by the words *again after a little’ {* rursus post paul-
ulum’): Jesus appeared to James, then went with him to Peter
and his companions, permitted himself to be touched there, and
ordered food to be brought, and so forth. We hear of the invita-
tion to touch him in Lk. 24 39, and that passage, not Jn. 20 27,
must be the one in view since nothing is said about Thomas, and on
theother hand ‘ bodiless deemon ' (8o dveor dowparev) agrees with
the ‘spirit’ (rpedpa) of Lk. or with the ‘appearance ' (ddvracpa,
2. 37) which is the reading of D and of g\‘ilarcion,—of Marcion
because in point of fact he really regarded the risen Jesus as a
spirit (wrevpa). This second fragment, accordingly, conveys
nothing new, Lk. may unhesitatingly be regarded as its source.
See, further, below, § 9a,

In the fragment of the Gospel of Peter discovered in
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18g2 varicus scholars, and particularly Harnack, have
discerned a maximum of really ancient
%f%i?e):l matter {‘a first-class source’).l It is to

*  be observed, however, that, {a} as regards

the watch set on the sepulchre, the Peter fragment
goes still further beyond the cancnical account than the

Gospel to the Hebrews does (see § 4 4).

Not only do the elders of the Jews keep watch along with the
Roman soldiers ; the writer also is able to give the name of the
officer in command of the guard (Petronius) and 1o inform his
teaders that the stoue at the door of the sepulchre was sealed
with seven seals, and that a booth was erected for the use of the
guard. What is still more surprising, the soldiers repost the
occurrence of the resurrection not to the chief priests but to
Pilate,—precisely the person from whom, according to Mt. 2814,
all knowledge of the fact ought if possible to have been with-
held,—and it is Pilate who, at the request of the Jews, enjoins
silence on the soldiers {28-49).

(#) The actual resurrection of Jesus, which in the
canonical accounts is, with noticeable reserve, always only
indicated as having occurred already, never described,
is here represented as having occurred before the very
eves of the Roman and Jewish watchers, and, indeed,
in a way which can only be described as grotesque

{35-44). .

During the night the heavens open, two men (youths) come
down in dazzling sglendout, the stone rolls away of its own ac-
cord, the two youths enter the sepulchre, three men re.emerge,
two of them supporting the third, the heads of the two reach to
the sky, that of the third goes beyond it {cp Wisd. 1818); a
cross follows them, and to the question heard from heaven
‘Hast thou preached to the dead?’ it answers ‘Yea'; the
heavens open once more, a man comes down and enters the
sepulchre (this is the angel whom the women see there next
mornin%&. This, however, is not all} in 2. 19 after the cry of
Jesus * My Strength, my Strength, thou hast abandoned me’
(12’3\_59:1#5: pov, 7 Bdvapis pov, raréhenfrds pe—thus, in all prob-
ability, by way of toning dowh the expression of God-fersaken-
ness) we find the words *and when he had spoken he was taken
up’ (xai elmiv drehiidhén), which can hardly be understood other-
wise than_as meaning a taking up into heaven.? This last,
therefore, is twice related in our fragment ; for that Jesus goes
into heaven along with the two angels is made clear by the word
of the angel to the women (z. §6): “he is risen and has gone
thither whence he was sent’ {dvéarn kal damAfer éxel ober
ameardAn)

(¢} The account of what Mary Magdalene and * her
friends” found at the sepulchre {50-57) is essentially in
agreement with what we read in Mk. So, also, the
statement that they flee filled with fear. without our
being told that they related to any one what had oc-
curred.  On the closing day of the paschal festival
‘the twelve disciples’ are still weeping and mourning
in Jerusalem (58 /7).

{#) On this closing day the disciples betake themselves
each to his home, that is to say, to Galilee. TFor inw 6o
the narrative proceeds : 'but T, Simon Peter, and
Andrew . . . went {to fish} to the sea, and with us
were Levi the son of Alphseus whom the Lord . . .’
(here the fragment breaks off). Plainly the continua-
tion related an appearance of Jesus by the sea of Galilee,
such as we meet within Jn. 21.  Yet in Jn. it is precisely
Andrew and Levi who are not mentioned.®

1 Brucksticke des Evang, u. der Apokalypse des Petrusi®),
x833 s ACLILL (=Chronol}] 624,

Cp Actslrr Mk.161g. Ss alsg, which in Mk. 15 37 Lk.
23 46 rightly says ‘(Jesus) expired (or, ended),’ has in Mt, 27 50
‘his spirit went up'; and Origen (Cormenr. in2 ME. series [Lat.],
ed. de la Rue, 39285, § 140) ‘statim ut clamavit ad patrem
receplus est.’

3 As regards Levi, Resch {T'I/ x.8829-832 x. 4 196} tries to
controvert this, maintaining Levi's identity with Matthew {Mk.
214 || Mt 9g), whom in _turn, on account of the like meaning of
the two names, he identifies with Nathanael who appears ia Jn.
212, OF these two identifications, however, even that of Levi
with Matthew is questicned, and complete identity in the mean-
ings of two names can never be held to prove the identity of the
bearers. Cp PHiLip, col. 3701, n 13 NathanaieL. The
attempt may be made, without such identifications of different
names, to maintain the identity of the fact recorded in the
Gospel of Peter with that recorded in Jn.; this may be done by
pointing to the possibility that Andrew and Levi may be in-
tended by the two unnamed disciples in Jn.2l=z. It isan
attempt which would to a certain extent be plausible but only if
a fact might really be assumed which both writers wish to
describe, But Jn, 21 r-14 is open to the suspicion of being, not
a description of a fact, but rather the clothing of an idea; and
we may suspect, in particular, that the two unpamed disciples
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(¢) The element here that admits of being regarded
as especially old is that the first appearance of Jesus
occurs in Galilee and to Peter. Hardly, however, to
Peter alone as is stated by Paul {1 Cor. 155) and Lk,
{2434). Furthermore, it might seern to be original here
that the first appearance does not occur until more than
eight days after the death of Jesus. Such, however,
cannct be regarded with certainty as the meaning of the
fragment.

Unquestionably the writer is in error if he thinks that on the
last day of the paschal festival many pilgrims, and also the
apostles, set out for their homes; for this day fell in that year
ou a Sabbath, and even if, that had not been so, it had the
validity of a Sabbath and thus precluded the possibility of
travelling. Another evidence of ignorance or carelessness in
matters of chronclogy is seen in . 27, where, after describ-
ing the bLurial of jesus, Peter goes on tosay : ‘ we fasted and sat
mourning and weeping day and right (wkrbs xai spépag) until
the Sabbath,” although the writer, according to 2. 3o, rightly
dates the death of Jesus on the evening of Friday. 1f this be
$0, it Is not impossible that he may have regarded the paschal
festival as one not of eight days™ duration, but of only two,
The Sabbath is rightly regarded by him as the first day of the
feast ; inz. 50 he menticns the Sunday (xugcaxs) as the day on
which the women visited the sepulchre ; and immediately after
the words ‘the women fled full of fear,” he proceeds in 2. 58 to
add : ‘and it was the last of the days of unleavened hread ' (v
8¢ Tehevraia uépa Tav auwr). Although the possibility is not
excluded that these words transplant us to a tater date, it still
remains the most natural interpretation of the form of expression
to suppose the meaning to be: “but at that time (when the
women fled) it was the last of the days,’ etc. Thus it is impos-
sible at least ta be quite certain that an interval of more than
eight days between the resurrection and the first appearance of
gesus is intended, Besides, as we shall afterwards discover (see

eiow, § 2z ), it has not the smaliest inherent probability.

() On the whole, then, what we have to say with
regard to the gospel of Peter must be that, inasmuch as
the greater part of its contents is of a legendary char-
acter, we cannot rely upon anything we find in it merely
because it is found in the gospel of Peter. If the reader
by any chance finds any statements contained in it to
be credible, he does so on grounds of inherent prob-
ability alone, and must ask, almost in astonjshment,
how by any possibility a statement of such a kind could
have found its way hither. Moreover, the data which
come most nearly under this category are already known
to us from canonical sources :—such as that the resurrec-
tion and the ascension were but cne and the same act
{§ 16¢), that the disciples received from the women no
word as to the state of the sepulchre, and that the first
appearance of the risen Jesus was in Galilee (Mk. 167 £
Mt. 28716 .). The sole statement worthy of credence
met with in the gospel of Peter and nowhere else is that
found in #. 2z7—that the disciples fasted (cp § 364).
In Peter, however, we can have no certainty that the
author is drawing upon autheatic tradition; he may
very easily have drawn upon his own imagination for
this realistic touch,

There remains yet one other extant account of the
resurrection by a writer who in like manner did not feel
himself bound to follow the canonical

ret: COP;li%n accounts ; it occurs in a Coptic book of
- anti-Gnostic tendency, found at Akhmim
narrative.

in Egypt, and described by Carl Schmidt
{SBA W, 1895, pp. 705-711}; the conversation of the
risen Jesus with his disciples contained in it has been
reproduced and discussed by Harpack ( Theol. Studien
Jur B. Weiss, 1897, pp. 1-8), who dates it somewhere

between 150 and 180 A.D.

The contents are as follows :(—-Mary, Martha, and Mary Mag-
dalene wish to ansint the body of Jesus, but find the sepulchre
empty. Jesus appears to them and says: ‘Il am he whom ye
seek,’ and bids that one of them go to their brethren and say
*Come, the Master is risen.” Martha does so, but meets with
no credence, and Mary, whom Jesus sends after Martha has
reported her failure, has no better success, Finally Jesus him-
self goes along with the women, calls the disciples out, and, as.

were added only in order to gain the complete number seven’
{bzlow, & 2g9c; SimoN PETER, § 2z¢) 'Eherefore, to identify
with the account in the Gospel of Peter (to which Gospel the
idea intended in Jn. was presumably quite foreign}, the identi-
fication being based on so slender a foundation, would be very
imprudent.
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they still continue to be in doubt, bids Peter, Thomas, and
Andrew touch his hands, his side, and his feet respectively,
citing alse Wisd. 1817, Then they confess their sins, especially
their unbelief.

‘This narrative containg much that is new, but nothing
that could claim greater eredibility than the canonical
gospels.  Anappearance of Jesus occurs at the sepulchre,
not, however, tc cne woman or i{wo, as in ]n, and Mt.
respectively, but to three; so also the unbelief of the
disciples dwelt on in Lk. 241137 (41} reappears in intensi-
fied form, and in addition to Thomas two other disciples
are bidden touch the wounds of Jesus.

Other isolated details also, differing from those com-
monly current, have come down to us from a time, pre-
sumably, in which older traditions still

7. Isolated -
N continued to produce after-effects.
extr;mt;mc&l () Cod. Bobbiensis (k) has this inter-

polation before Mk, 164 (see O/d Latin
Biblical Texts, 222): * Suddenly, however, at the third
hour, darkness came on by day throughout the whole
world and angels came down from heaven and will rise
(read : and rising) in the brightness of the living God
went up with him, and forthwith it was light ' (* subito
autern ad horam tertiam tenebrze dieifacta sunt per totum
orbem terrie et descenderunt de ceelis angeli et surgent
(read : surgentes) in claritate vivi dei simu! ascenderunt
cum eo et continno Jux facta est’}).  This about the angels
agrees with the Gospel of Peter (see above, § 5 4), except
that there the event oceurs during the night, whilst in
cod. k we are bidden think of it as preceded by an eclipse
and therefore as happening by day—at the third hour, in
other words at 9 A.M.

It is, however, hard to believe that the interpeolator actually
supposed that the women took some three hours (from sunrise)
to consider who should roll away the stone (162). Perhaps the
time datum is the result of a confusion. This would be all the
easier because a darkness is elsewhere reported as having oc.
curred at the cruciﬁxion—althou(g’h, to be sure, in the afternoon
from twelve till three (so also in Gospel of Peter, 15, 22).

If we leave the darkness out of account and understand the
third hour ageording to Roman and modern reckoning as
three o'clock in the morning, then the final clause ‘continuo lux
facta est’ a%rees with both texts of the Anaphora FPilati (A, 9
=B, 8, in Tischendorf's Feang Adpocr @ 440, 447), according
to which at this hour the sun rose, manifestly to mark the time
of the resurrection.] So also agrees Lagarde’s reconstruction
of the Didaskalia, 14, which Resch {7 I/ x. 8 756) quotes from
Bunsen’s drnalecia Antenicena, 2 313 that Jesus slept through-
out the Sabbath and for three hours over and above. One has
only to reckon the day in Roman fashion from midnight to
midnight,

(%} In the Didaskatia {extant in Syriac), which came
into existence in the third eentury, based upon older
sources, we read (ed. Lagarde, 88 f, according to
Resch, T/ x. 3761) that ‘during the night before the
dawn of the first day of the week Jesus appeared to
Mary Magdalene and Mary the daughter of James, and
in the morning of the first day of the week he entered the
house of Levi, and then he appeared also to us; more-
over he said to us while he was instructing us : Where-
fore do ye¢ fast on my account in these days?’ and so
on. Mention is made of Levi in the Gospel of Peter
also {above, § 54), but in a wholly different connection.
The fasting is also mentioned there (§ 5 [/])} The
second Mary is called the daughter {not the mother}) of
James in Ss also.

(¢) According te K, Syr.or Syr.hiers, Vg etc., in
Lk. 2443 Jesus gives what is left from what he ate (i.¢.,
according to TR and AV, fish and an honeycomb) to
the disciples. .

{(#) In Tatian's Diafesseron Capernaum is named in
Mt. 2816 instead of the mountain in Galilee. 1In the
scene by the open sepulchre which Tatian gives after
Jn. Mary is named without any addition, and Ephrem
in his commentary understands this of Mary the mother
of Jesus. This is indicated also by the fact that previ-
ously she has been entrusted by the crucified Jesus in
the words of Jn. 1926 £, to the beloved disciple. Never-
theless there may be a confusion here, as the Diatessaron

1 Apart from this reference we leave the Anagh. Pil. out of
consideration as being a late and highly legendary work.
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elsewhere undoubtedly makes use of the canonical
gospels.

(¢) A Christian section of the Ascensio Jesaie (13-
418; see SIMON PETER, § 27) presents a variation on
the Gospel of Peter. Upen [the watch of] those who
watched the sepulchre follows ' the descent of the angel
of the church which is in heaven’ {815: % xardSases
7ol dyyéhov TiHs éxxhnolas THs dv olpavd), and ‘the
angel of the Holy Spirit [Gabriel?], and Michael the
chief of the holy angels on the third day will open the
sepulchre and the Beloved sitting on their shoulders will
come forth' (316 £ 1 6 &yyehos Tol wreduaros rob aylov
xal Miyanh dpywr +Or dyyéhaw TGy dviww T3 TpiTy
huépg adred droilovay TO wrypovelor xal 6 dyamryTis
kabloas éml Tods Ouovs alrér éfeleloeral).

{f) ¥rom a still later date we have a recent notice of
an apocryphal work, in a Geoigian translation, belonging
according to Harnack to the fifth or the sixth century;
it relates to Joseph of Arimathzea, and we are told that
its hero is expressly spoken of as the first to whom Jesus
appeared. He had been thrown into prison by the
Jews for having begged the body of Jesus (SBA W', 1501,
pp- 920-931, and, more fully, von Dobschiitz in Z. £
Airchengesch. 23 1-27 [1902]).

In any event all these notices serve to show how
busily and in how reckless a manner the accounts of the
resurrection of Jesus continued to be handed on.

The shorter conclusion of Mk. {that headed "AM\ws
by WH) contents itself with simply saying the opposite

8. Mk 1692 of the statement (that the women said

- g " nothing to anycne of what they had
seen and heard at the grave) in 168; but the longer
conclusion gives a variety of details,

{2} A brief summary of its most important points has
been given already (see GOSPELS, § 138 g}; but it will
be necessary to examine more closely some of the current
views respecting it.

Rohrbach (see below, § 36), in his hypothesis based upon
certain indications of Harnack, gives his adhesion to the opinion
of Conybeare { £xpos. 1Bg3 5, pp. 241-254), that Mk, 16 g-20 is the
work of the presbyter Aristion, We shall discuss this thesis in
the form in which it has been adopted by Harnack (4CL ii.
[=Chron.] 1 6g95-700). In order to displace the genuine con-
clusion of Mk. (see below, § 9) in favour of another which should
be more in agreement with the other three gospels, and at the
same time be the work of an authoritative person, the preshyters
of the Johannine circle in Asia Minor who brought together the
four gospels into a unity took a memorandum by the presbyter
Aristion who, according to Papias, had been a personal disciple
of Jesus (Jorx~, Son oF ZEBEDEE, § 4).

(¢) Harnack and Rohrbach, in order 1o maintain the
literary independence of Aristion, find it necessary to
deny that Mk. 16¢-zo0 is a mere excerpt from the canonical
gospels and other writings. In this, however, they
cannot but fail. The borrowing, indeed, is not made
word for word; in point of fact, however, even the
smallest departure from the sources admits of explana-
tion on grounds that are cbvicus. Verse g is compounded
from Jn.20111-17 and Lk, 82 ; z2. 10 /. from Jn.20:8
and Lk. 2410 £ 7. 1z reproduces Lk. 24 13-32 and v, 130
Ik.243335. 'L'hat the eleven did not believe the disciples
from Emmaus {z. 134) directly contradicts Lk. 2434 it is
trize ; but ths is easily explicable from the view of the
author that unbelief was the invariable effect of the
accounts as to appearances of the risen Jesus—a view
which (z. 14} he expressly puts into the mouth of Jesus
himself. Thus it is by no means necessary to postulate
an independent source; all that is needed is unity in
the fundamental conception of the matter.

{c) Zahn (Finl § 52=2227-240) derives zv. 14-18 from
Aristion, but declines to do so alike in the case of vw.
g-13 and in that of 1g £ In 14-18 he finds not mere
compilation but actual narrative, and that without
dependence on the canonical gospels. In reality, how-
ever, z. 14 simply carries further what is found in Lk.
242538 Ju.2027; v 15 is an adaptation of Mt. 2819 to
Pauline and Catholic phraseclogy {*world' [xéopos],
‘preach the gospel’ [knpiooewr 18 edayyéhor], ‘creature’
fxrioes]), and if baptism in the name of the Trinity is
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TABULAR VIEW OF

LEADING PARTICULARS

Paur ! Mk M. Lk. T xﬁ_h;:m Gosr. Hes. |Gose. PeT.| Corr. i Din:
‘Watch .. soldiers . .- soldiers soldiers and . .
(andservant| presbyters
of priestT)
Jesus comes - . . in the .
forth night ; with
2 angels;
stone re.
moves itself
Time when after sun- | evening be- | before sun- | before sun- | {in the in the ‘ night
wolmen come rise fore rise rise morning) morning fore
Stone when already re- | is removed | already re- | already re- . already re- | {already re- .
women come moved by angel: | moved moved moved moved)
earthquake
Angels when . 1 1 2 2 - . I
WOmen come
Women : Mary 2! Mary |M. Magd,; | M. Magd.; -- . M. Magd. | Mary, .
8 %Vlagd.; M. | Magd.; M.| Joanna; M. and her Mar’tha,
o {m.)of James| mother of | of James; compamions] M. Magd.
4 (the less James and | and others
B and Joses); | Joses
g"g Salome she tells
r, | Men the watchers | (Peter?) | Peter and . . the watchers| .- .
o the beloved
disciple
In sepulchre the angel nothing | & the cloths . .. the angel nothing .
& the angels
See Jesus at . the z women 3 M. Magd.; . the watchers| the 3 women e
sepulchre touch Jesus’j © does not
feet touch J.
See Jesus (at . . . . M, Magd. |theservant; . .- M. M:
sepulchre 7) receives Mary
Jesus’ gar- daug
ment of Ja
Angel's charge . to send dis- |to send dis- . .
ciples to | ciples to
Galilee Galilee
Jesus' charge ditto . ta announce !
ascension ‘
WomEen's REPORT ! not made ! (not made) L.
to whom .. {the dis- the 11 and | a see above | the disciples .. the disciples
ciples) others 2 the (1) twice
| disciples )
result journey to unbelief | . unbelief . .. unbelief
Galilee
|
Peter Peter? I Peter . James; Ler
bread for
kim
zat Emmaus; z (at Em- o
OTHER supper | maus)
the twelve| the (11) dis- | the 11 dis- | the 11, with| the (z0) dis- | the 113 Peter with | Peter, An- | the (x1) dis-| the (z
ciples? ciples; others; ; ciples; athers ; drew, Levi| ciples; disci
(& others?)
closed
doors;
APPEARANCES some doubt; | they doubt;
Jesus J. shows his| Jesus Jesus
£ touched ; wounds ; touched touched
eats [var.:
oF with disce.];|
missionary ! missionary | {missionary | missionary
command )| command ;, command);| command
‘I am with | Holy Spirit . Holy Spirit
Jesus you alway'l promised ‘ given
over 500 . - . .
James . . (James, see . -
abovei
TO all the . the 11 dis- . +a . .
apostles & ciples;
closed
| doors;
i J. touched
. 7 disciples . r .-
bread and |
i fish for them | |
| | .
PrLace oF {Galilee) Galilee Jerusalem |z Jerusalem;| (_]erusalem?);(Jemsalem?) Sea of Gal, |(Jerusalem)| ..
APPEARANCES lastly |
5 Seaof Gal. i
' |
ASCENSION {at the first eveningl first morn- 'at a meal a at death h
resur- AcTs : ing : {on the 1st & at the re-
rection} after4:; d.ays l ! evening ?) surrection
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not mentioned that becomes very intelligible after Cony-
beare's demonstration { Z¥ T M, 1901, pp. 275-283 5 cp
Hibb. Journ. 1, p. 06 f.) that even lusebius down to 325
A.D, read nothing as to this in Mt. {cp MiNISTRY, § 5¢).
Verse 16 i3 the most elaborated dogmatic of the apostolic
and post-apostolic time (Acts 16 31 ; MINISTRY, § 26).
The casting-out of devils in z, 17 rests on Mk. 6713 Mt.
10« Lk. 91 1017, the speaking with new tongues {7.¢.,
languagesof foreign pecplesjon Acts 2x-13{¢cp SPIRITI AL
GIFTS, § 10); ‘they shall take up serpents’ (z. 18} is
borrowed partly from Acts 28 5-6 and partly from the
express promise of Jesus in Lk. 1019 ; the gift of healing
of diseases by laying-on of hands from Acts 288, With-
out limitation to the method by imposition of hands such
a gift is already bestowed upon the apostles in Mt. 101
ILk.9r, and is exercised by them in Mk. §e3 Lk, 96.

The drinking of deadly poison with impunity is the only thing
far which we have to look outside of the NT canon; but here
it is not Aristion that we encounter but the daughters of Philip,
from whom Papias claims to have heard of such a thing in the
case of Justus Barsabas (cp PHiLip, § 42). To say the least,
then, zz. 17,/ are quite as much a mere cataloguing abstract as
2. g-13 are.  Nor 1s the situation changed by the addition after
2. 14 which Jerome quotes in one place from Greek MSS: * And
they apologised sayving: this age of iniquity and unbelief is
under Satan, who by [his| impure spirits does not suffer the
true virtue of God to be apprehended; wherefore now reveal
thy justice ' (et illi satisfaciebant [made amends, here meaning :
apologised] dicentes t saeculum istud iniguitatis et incredulitatis
sub Satana est, qui non sinit per immundos spiritus veram deil
apprehendi virtutem ; ideirco jam nunc revela justitiam tuam).l
It is very easily explained as being a gloss.2

(dj The conclusicn of Mk. betrays no acquaintance
with Jn. 21 or the Gospel of Peter ; on the other hand
we cannot say with confidence that the author had
occasion to use them even had he known them. In the
Gospel of Peter (=7} the disciples are spoken of as in
Mk, 1610 as ‘ mourning and weeping’ (werfodrres xal
whalovres). But this collocation of words is quite
current (Lk.62z5 Jas.49 Rev.18111519), and the idea
conveyed was an cbvious one both from the situation
itself and also as fulfilment of the prophecy in Jn, 1620,
and thus is no proof of literary dependence.

{¢) There is thus no particular reason why we
should assign to a personal disciple of Jesus such as
Aristion the authorship of so meagre an excerpt as
Mk. 169-2¢ from which absclutely nothing new is to be
learned,

A marginal gloss—comparatively late it may be—in an Oxford
MS. of Rufinus speaks of the story about Justus Barsabas in
Eus. A/ E iii. 39 g (see ahove, c) as a communication from Aristion
(Expos. 1893, &, p. 246). Should this happen to rest upon older
tradition, 1t conceivably may have been what furnished the
occasion for attributing to Aristion first the allusion to the same
thing in Mk. 16 18 and afterwards erroneously the whole passage
. g-20.

{7} Neither is there much greater probability in the conjecture
of Resch ("{/x. 2 450-456) that in Conybeare’s Armenian Manu-
script by the presbyter Ariston is meant the Jewish Christian
Ariston of Pella in Perza, to whom the Dialogue between Jason
and Papiscus is attributed. There is absolutely nothing specific.
ally Jewish-Christian in the conclusion of Mk. (see above, 5, c).
The other part of Resch's hypothesis—that it was this Ariston
who at the same time gathered together the four gospels into
one whole-—is quite inadmissible. Resch is able to make out a
g’ewish-christian character for this grouping only insomuch as

At. is assigned the first place.

Even apart, however, from the question about Ariston and
Aristion the attempt to bring into ¢lose connection the composi-
tion of Mk. 16 9-20 and the grouping of the four gospels as sole
<anonical sources for the life of jesus must be given up.

If, however, there be even merely an element of truth

1 Ter. contr. Pelag. 2153 ed. Vallarsi, 2758 /1 Zahn (Gesch.
& NTlchen Kanons, 2935-938: Einl, § 52, n. 7) defends the
reading ‘sub Satana . . . qui’ given above; the usual reading
is ‘substantia . . . quz.’

2 Van Kasteren (Rev. 5i6l. internat., 1902, pp. 240-255) seeks
to defend the authenticity of this appendix. e maintains, be-
sides, that the whole passage (16 9-20) has been used in Hermas,
Sime ix. 25z, and even in Heb, 114 23-5.  These arguments
are missing in Burgon, Last Tweloe Verses of Mk (1871), and
rightly. They rest only on vague resemblances which would be
quite as capable of supporting the posteriority as the priority of
Mk. 18 9-zo, if they necessarily implied literary acguaintance.
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in the theory that the genuine conclusion of Mk, was
removed on account of its inconsistency

co%c{:lo;zn with the other gospels, we are led to the
of ME, conjecture that what it stated must have

been all the more original in proportion
as the cthers are recent.

{z) Harnack and Rohrbach suppose that the lost
conclusion was what lay at the foundation of the Gospel
of Peter and n. 21,

What is said, they think, was to the effect that as the women
said nothing about what had occurred at the sepuichre (168) the
disciples went to Galilee—not at the command of Jesus but {as
in the Gospel of Peter) of their own motion and in deep depres-
sion. Here Jesus appeared to a yroup of them by the lake as
they were fishing {so far the Gospel of Peter) and rehabilitated
Peter who had been overwhelmed with a sense of his guilt in
denying Jesus (cp Jn.2ltg-17). The saying of Jesus, on the
other hand, about the beloved disciple (z0-24) is an addition of
the author of Jn, 21 Apart frem that saying Jn. 21 describes
the first appearance of the risen Jesus, whicﬁ is given as the
third appearance (21 14) only in order 1o bring Lk, and Jn. into
agreement, Rohrbach seeks to discover in the genuine con-
clusion of Mk. also an appearance of Jesus to the eleven, and
brings into connection with this the fragment in Ignatius spoken
of above (§ 4¢) which Rohrbach would fain detach from the
Guospel of the Hebrews and claim for the genuine conclusion of
Mk.

{#) Of such hypotheses we may admit everything that
can be based upon Mk, 164. Even if the women, as
we read in v. 8, kept silence as to the injunction of the
angel, it still remains the fact that, according 10 the view
of the author, it was the divine will that ‘ the disciples
and Peter’ should go to Galilee and there see the risen
Jesus, That the disciples should have fulfilled this in-
junction without being acquainted with it is explained
in the Gospel of Peter by the fact that the festival
had come to an end; according to GOSPELS, § 138 ¢,
there is a quite different explanation. In any case it
is clear that it cannot have been Mk.'s intention to
close his gospel at 168 ; he must have treated also the
Galilzean events for which he had prepared his readers.
From the remarkable order *his disciples and Peter’
we must not conciude that an appearance to the disciples
was first related and then one to Peter; for it is not
said that his disciples and Peter will see him, but © Ze/
his disciples and Peter.” All we can conjecture with
any confidence is that Peter in some way or other played
a special part in the lost narrative,

(¢) What we find in Harnack and Rohrbach going
beyond this is quite untenable. That the Gospel of
Peter and Jn. 21 have no common source, results at the
outset from the fact that the names of the apostles on
the shore of the lake are not the same {cp § 54, =.)
That Jn. 21 originally was a description of the first
appearance of the risen Jesus, is in itself not impossible ;
but there is nothing that directly indicates it.

The reserve of the disciples, in particular (21 12), in virtue of
which none of them durst ask the Lord whe he was, would be
appropriate, not only at the first, but at any appearance. In
the consummately delicate manner in which 1t is referred to in
2. 15-17, Peter's denial could have buen alluded to at any other
appearance besides the first, if the situation presented occasion
for it; and a rehabilitation of Peter whick one cannot help
expecting at the first appearance, need not have carried with it,
in the first instance, more than his restoration to grace, not his
investiture with the office of Jeader of the church (cp § 370).
This installation of Peter, however, is explained much mere
readily by reference to a later ecclesiastical situation, The
Fourth Gospel at its first publication had met with oppositien,
and in the circles in which it had arisen it was perceived that it
would fail to meet with ecclesinstical recognition if the great
prominence given to the beloved disciple and the comparative
depreciation of Peter, which run through the entire book (see
SiMON PETER, § 22), were to be continued. It was determined,
therefore, 1o recognise in an appendix the authority of  Peter to
some extent (MINISTRY, § 36a). If this be so, however, the
words about the abiding Iimportance of the beloved disciple
(21 z0-24), as also about the death of Peter (21 18 £), which would
certainly be inappropriate at a first appearance, will be integral
parts, not merely inorganically attached additions. Vet once
more, the thought that Jesus instituted a substitute for the
Last Supper (in 21 13 the reminiscence of this is quite manifest)
is not appropriate to a first appearance of fesus, but must be
regarded as the result of after reflection (see § 2gc).

{¢) Harnack and Rohrbach become very specially
involved in obscurities when they maintain that the
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genuine conclusion of Mk, with its first appearance of
Jesus was at the same time in agreement with the
account in 1 Cor. 153 and with that in Lk 2434,
according to which Jesus appeared to Peter. The
expression of Paul, and in like manner that of Lk.,
unquestionably mean : to Peter alone. That, however,
is exactly what Jn. 21 does not say, nor yet in all
probability did the Gospel of Peter.

in Jn.21 7 not only is Peter not the only one to recognise
{{esus: he is not even the first ; the first is the beloved disciple.

ohrbach has recourse to the conjecture that, in the genuine
conclusion of Mk., at the decisive scene, the recognition of Jesus
and the word of restitution, the other disciples apart from Peter
were either, like the disciples at Emmaus whose ‘eyes were
holden " (Lk. 24 1), prevented by divine arrangement from recog-
nising Jesus, or were not present at all, and that this scene was
followed by another separate appearance to the eleven (above,
@).  Harnack, to judge by his silence, does not accept this, but
in doing so leaves ji all the more unclear how far the appear-
ance to several disciples is to be held the same as an appearance
to Peter (alone).

(¢} If such an appearance cannot be assumed to have
been contained in the lost conclusion of Mk. with cer-
tainty, the attempt must also be abandoned to invest
the passage with the nimbus which would attach to it if
it had really contained the full narrative of what Paul
and Lk. (24 34) dismiss with a single word as the earliest
of the occurrences after the resurrection of Jesus. The
lost conclusion in guestion may have been relatively
more original than the canonical and extra-canonical
accounts which have come down to us; but we cannot
safely venture to regard it as having been absoiutely the
first,

If now it has been made cut that the extra-canonical
accounts contain nothing of any consequence which

oes beyond the canonical--—except
10. 1Cor. 1510 5050 YO0 1S (A exoept
in itself {ultimately) the existence of an interval
considered. of more than eight days between the
* resurrection of Jesus and his first
appearance (§ 5ej—and that the canonical gospels
are at irreconcilable variance with each other, we have
finally to turn to the narrative of Paul. It bas fared
badly. Reimarus and Lessing completely ignored it
‘The entire body of conservative theology denies it any
decisive importance, and the most advanced critical
theology in rejecting ali the Pauline epistles of course
rejects this also. It is very striking to observe, how-
ever, how slight are the objections that can be brought
against it, Let us take, in the first place, those which
are urged against the account in itself considered.

(=) Steck (Galater-b7., 1888, pp. 180-191} finds at the very
outset that the word ‘make known' (ypwpi{w: 1 Cor.151)
shows the writer to have heen aware that he was making a
statement which, at the time of his_making it (according to
Steck, in the znd cent.), was new. The answer is simple; a
writer can surely guite easily say of a thing already known
‘I make known unto you,” if he wishes te call attention to it as
something very weighty, or desires gently to reproach or rebuke
his readers for not having kept it in mind. The remark holds
g6od hereas well as in 123 Gal. 1 xr. A

(#) According to 1511 what precedes is given out alike by
Paul and by the original apostles. Steck holds it to he
artificially composed to suit such a purpose ; the twelve would
represent the narrower circle of disciples destined for the
mission to the Jews: the soo that wider circle, hinted at in
Lk. 101, for the mission to the Gentiles. In this case, however,
we are consirained to ask why the author, who according to
Steck had full scope for his fancy, should have chosen the
number so0, not 707 And why does he cite James (surely a
Jewish Christian !3 after, not before, the alleged represencatives
of the Gentile mission, and afterwards, over and ahove, “all the
apostles,” whom no one can assert to have belonged distinctly
to the Jewish-Christian or to the Gentile-Christian circle?

{c) Whether the original apostles included in their preaching
also this, that Jesus had appeared to Paul, may be regarded as
questionable in view of their strained relations with Paul. At
an carlier date, however, when the ¢hurches of Judza glorified
God in Paul (Gal, 123 7) they certainly proclaimed it, since the
conversion of this most zealous opponent of Christianity tannot
but have seemed to them to be the greatest triumph of the new
religion. Accordingly, Paul might very well assume that they
were still doing so.  Yet it must not by any means be positively
aflirmed that he says so; for from 1 Cor 156 onwards the
verbs no longer depend, as in 2. 3-5, on “how that’ (§r:)}; the
sentences are all independent propositions. Otherwise we
should be compelled to go so far as to say that Paul describes
the contents of . 8 alsc—that is, the appearance of Jesus to
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himself—as something which according to . 3 he has received
{mapéhaBor). Steck does not shrink from drawing this infer-
ence. In doing so, however, he does the writer an injustice.
For when the writer wrote w, 3, his intention was to set forth
what he had received ; but he was surely not thereby precluded
from adding something of the same kind with regard to himself,
of which the readers would he able to see for themselves that he
had not ‘received’it. In like manner also he must not be
debarred from saying in w. 11, by way of »éswaé, that he and
the original apostles preach in the manner stated in the pre-
ceding context, although certainly z.¢4, perhaps also # 8,
do not form part of the preaching of the original apostles.

() Van Manen (Pawlus, 8, 18¢6, pp, 67-71) finds 15 r-1x out
of agreement with ze. 12-58; for 1n the former passage the hope
of a future resurrection of the body s made to depend upon the
fact of the resurrection of Jesus, whilst in the latter it is held
upon quite different grounds into which this fact does not enter.
It must be noted, however, that if a thing rests upon mare
%’rounds than one, it is quite fitting that these should be set
orth separately. Besides, in point of fact, the resurrection of
Jesas is returned to in = zo as having a bearing upon the
argument.

{¢) Another point made by Van Manen is that “was seen’
(@¢én) is repented inz. 6, but not in 2. 56.  That, however, really
proves nothing against either the genuineness or the uhity of
the section. The addition in . § ‘of whom the greater part
remain until now, but some are fallen asleep’ is found by Van
Manen toe copious in style after the curt expressions in vz. 3-53
and, moreover, he considers it to be brought in too late, since, if
such an observation were to be made with reference to the 500,
it ought alsc to have been mentioned with regard to the z2,
whether they were still alive or not. But here again it may be
replied that the Corinthians either knew or could have informed
themselves as to the twelve, whilst the case was different with
the 500, As for ‘all the apostles' (rols awootérors waowx) in
©. 7, to which Van Manen takes particular exception on the
ground that they are identical with the  Perer and the twelve’
in #. 5, our reply must simply be that this is not the case; see
MiNisTRY, § 17.

(/) Paul's designation of himself {15g) as the least of the
apostles, is regarded by Van Manen as not in agreement with
his claim to apostolic rank and authority (1 1 41691 /7 1116), Yet
a solution of the apparent contradiction can be found in 15x0 &
“not I, but the grace of God.” Besides, the slight against Paul
would be unintelligible on the part of an admirer of his in the
second century; it is intelligible only in the mouth of Paul
himself;, whe elsewhere also shows himself as ready 10 humble
himself in the sight of God as he is disinclined to do so before

men.

(£) A further argument of Van Manen (p. 126) is that in
15g-10 the life of the apostle is looked back upon as already
completed. Yet Paul might also look back upon his life 50 far
as completed and say guite fairly, as he does say; 'I laboured
mare abundantly than they all.’

(%) In particular, no difficulty ought to be caused by
the words : ' last of all he appeared to me alse.”  Paul
could quite well have been aware that since the appear-
ance of Jesus made to himself, no other had been
reported. But of those which he himself, according
to 2 Cor. 121-4 46, afterwards lived to experience, none
approached to that of Damascus in fundamental import-
ance ; thus he had all the more occasion to close his
series with it, because his first vision of the risen Jesus
may itself have occurred a considerable time after the
other appearances (§ 36 []), and importance attached
to the number of distinet persons who had seen visions,
rather than to the number of visions such persons
had had.

For the rest, Brandt (414 /) gives up as un-Pauline only one
expression I ‘as unte the one born out of due season’ (domeped
T éxrpidary), which he considers to have been borrowed by a
glossator from the Valentinian gnosis {¢p Straatman, A»¥. Sfud.
ever1Cor,, vol, 2, Groningen, 1865, pp. 196-204). Yet nostringent
necessity for this is apparent. It Is true that the expression
(Expwpa} does not literally fit Paul, for it denotes an early birth,
whereas he could more appropriately have been called a lare
birth. There is some difficulty, therefore, in supposing that
Paul himself can have actually chosen this expression. To
meet this difficulty we may perhaps suppose that Paul is taking
up a phrase which had been used against him hy way of
reproach, because after all it has some applicability to his case.
This theory would also best explain the definite article (before
éxrpdpare), which is reproduced peither in AV nor in RV (fone
born ).

That 1 Cor. 161-11 is dependent on the Gospels has
been pronounced impossible even by Steck, since it

___ contains appearances of Jesus which

llnlldsgil}:!; ™ are not found there. It is oaly the

the Gospels earlier date of 1 Cor. that Steck dis-
pels. putes,

{a) Steck regards it as certainly historical that the
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first. news of the resurrection of Jesus was brought by
the women. In the cmission of this point from 1 Cor.
he finds an artificial touch ; the more naive representa-
tion is that of the Gospels.

Even if it be granted for the moment that the narrative about
the women at the sepulchre is historicgl, the attitude of con-
servative theology itself shows that the priority of the gospels

ne means lollows, for that theology attributes to the
histerical Paul, who wrote his epistles before the gospels were
composed, a deliberate silence about the women. If, however,
the genuineness of the Pauline epistles cannot be effectively
disputed from this point of view, the question whether Paul did
not wish to say anything zhout the women, or whether he did
not know abeut them, remains quite open (cp § 15)

(6} Steck conjectures further that matters in which
1 Cor. partially agrces with the Gospels, had been
drawn by both from a common source. Thus the
appearance tc the 500 is perhaps a modification of the
original account of what happened at Pentecost, The
two accounts are, however, totally different.  Steck
resorts to his conjecture, cnly because he finds the
application of the vision-hypothesis to the case of
500 men at once too difficult.  As to this see, however,
§ 362

(¢) The appearance to James in 1 Cor. is considered
by Steck to be derived from the source of the Gospel
to the Hebrews, or from that Gospel itsell. Here,
however, the question arises: Which is the more
original ? 'The bare statement ' he appeared te James,’
or the incredible fable discussed above (§ 4a, :5)? In
fact the question comes up in a still more general form :
‘Which is the more original—the bare narrative of Paul
as a whole, or that of the Gospels? In itself considered,
a narrative so brief as that given in 1 Cor. 15 could,
doubtless, be regarded as a later excerpt, as we have
shown to be the case with Mk, 16g-20 {(§ 84, ¢). But
the distinction In the Mk. appendix is just this, that the
excerpt is characterised, not by its bareness, but by its
embodying the most legendary features. Tts freedom
from such featurcs will always speak in favour of the
priority of £ Cor. 15, so long as the spuriocusness of the
entire cpistle remains unproven. As to this last cp
GALATIANS, §§ 1-9. Indeed, were one compelled to
give up the genuineness of the epistle as a whole, it
would still be necessary to affirm with Brandt (415)
that the high antiquity of 151-11 {before the Gospels
had arisen) stands fast quite apart from the question of
its belonging to 1 Cor. Nor is the question why the
Gospels, if they are later, have passed over so0 much
that is given in 1 Cor. 15 unanswerable (see § 23 ¢}.

If we may venture to assume the priority of the
Pauline account to that of the Gospels, the main
12. Completeness quqstion will be whether or no Paul
of 1 Cor. 16 -c1, qmltted any accounts of the resurrec-

tion of Jesus which were known to
him. Did we not possess the Gospels, the idea that he
has done so would never have occurred to any one.
For Paul nothing less than the truth of Christianity
rested upon the actuality of the resurrection of Jesus
(x Cor.1514 £ 17-15). Paul himself had once found it
impossible to believe ; he knew, therefore, how strong
was the inclination to dishelief,  All the more carefully,
therefore, must he have sought to inform himself of
everything that could be said in its support. During
his fifteen days’ visit to Peter and James (Gal. 118 £),
he had the best oppertunity te perfect his knowledge on
the subject in the most authentic manner. In Corinth
the future resurrection and, aleng with it, as a logical
consequence according to the argument of Paul {1 Cor.
151218), also the resurrection of Jesus was disputed, and
the entire basis of the Christian church called in
question. In 1512-s8 Paul presents every possible
argument wherewith to confute the deniers of the resur-
rection § is it in these circumstances conceivable that he
could have passed over any proofs of the resurrection of
Jesus, whilst yet holding that resurrection to be the
first and most important fact wherewith to silence his
opponents?  But indeed his very manner of expressing
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himself excludes this in the most decisive manner.
his careful enumeration with ‘then . next ,
next . then . lastly’ (elre . . . Emara .
#recra . . . gita . . . Eoyaror; 15s5-8) he guarantees
not only chronological order but also completeness,

The only point which one can venture along with
Brandt {415) to leave open, is whether Paul here is only
13. 1 Cor.15: repeating a fixed number of appearances

which according to 151 he was in the

number of X . y i
anbearances habit of bringing forward everywhere, in

pp ' agreement with the original apostles, in
his preaching of the resurrection of Jesus.

Now it is not inconceivable that from such an enumeration
this or that appearance to inconspicuous persons, which seemed
not 10 be attested with absclute certainty, or not to be of
sufficient importance, may have been excluded, just as we find
that of those received by Paul himselfl, only the first is related
(§ 104). This concession, however, in no way alters the significe
ance for Gospel criticism of the Pauline account; for to this
category of accounts which Paul might conceivably in certain
circumstances very well have omitted, that to the two disciples
at Emmaus—a smgularl}' characteristic narrative—assuredly
does not belong ; and still less do the other gospel narratives
which all of them speak of appearances of Jesus to the most
prominent gersons known to ancient Christianity, and in circum-
stances of the most significant kind.

It is not to be denied that Paul only enumerates the
appearances of Jesus; he does not describe them, It

will therefore be illegitimate to argue
13495}1:}::&15 ' from his silence that he rejects or knows
and bei & nothing of any special circumstances
touch: edn'lg which may have been connected with
this or that appearance, Still, it does
net by any means follow that we are at liberty 1o regard
such important facts as that Jesus ate, or permitted
himself to be touched, as matters which Paul knew but
passed over. They are of such fundamental import-
ance, and go so far beyond the mere fact of his having
been seen, that Paul, had he known them, could not
but have mentioned them, unless he deliberately chose
to let slip the most important proofs for his contention.

It is a great mistake to reply that Paul knew that Jesus had
eaten and been touched, but passed over both as being incon-
sistent with his doctrine that flesh and blood cannot inherit the
kingdom of Ged {(x Cor. 1850). When this is said, it is rightly
Eresupposed indeed that Paul regarded the risen Christ as

eing already exalted to heaven {cp § r6¢). This doctrine,
however, is one which Paul first elaborated for himsell as a
Christian ; as a Jew he knew no other conception of the resur-
rection than that which thought of ali forms of life in the future
world as exactly reproducing those of the present (cp § 17¢).
1f, accordingly, he had heard from eyewitnesses that Jesus had
eaten and been touched, this would have fitted in most ex-
cellently with the idea of the resurrection which he entertained
at the time of his conversion, and he would have had no
occasion to construct another in an opposite sense. 1 Cor. 1550
accordingly does not cFrm‘e that Paul knew that Jesus had
eaten and been touched, but was silent because he did not like
to think this true; it shows, on the contrary, that he had never
heard anything of the kind.

That Paul knew of the empty sepulchre, also, can be
maintained only in conjunction with the assumption

hat fi ti

15. 1 Cor. 15 t_]a or pal(;_lculg.rl reasons he kept
and the empty silence regarding it. .

gopulchre (@) Most perverse of all would it be

P " to seek for such reasons in 1 Cor. 14 34.
Even on the assumption that z. 33é-35 are genuine
{which, in view of the inconsistency with 115 13 and the
introdnction of 1434 f. after 1440 in DEFG, etc., is very
questionable) the words are directed only against the
intervention of women in the meeting of the congre-
gation and merely on grounds of decorum; by no
means against the testimony of women as to a matter

By

1 It is quite illegitimate to find a testimony to the empty
sepulchre In Paul’s ‘that he hath been raised’ (47 éyiyeprac:
1 Cor., 15 4) on the special ground that he connects the ‘that he
was seen’ {or. &¢én) by means of ‘and’ (xai} and thereby seems
to indicate that he knows of an independent evidence of the
resurrection of Jesus apart from the fact of his having been seen.
If he really knew of any such evidence it was his interest to
mention it, If, however, the only evidence he had was the fact
that Jesus had been seen he still was under necessity, from his
own point of view, to regard the being raised up as a separate
fact. He would have said less than he believed himself entitled
to say had he omitted this.
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of fact, least of all a fact of such importance and one
with regard to which they alone were in a position to
give evidence.

{#) Not less wide of the mark is the other explanation
of Paul's silence upon the empty sepulchre, that the
idea of a reanimation of the dead body did not fit in
with his theology. 1If it were indeed the fact that his
theclogy was opposed to this, it is nevertheless true
that this theology of his came into being only after his
conversion to Christianity. When he first came to
know of Jesus as risen he was still a Jew and therefore
conceived of resurrection at all in no other way than
as reanimiation of the body (§ 17¢). Since, as soon as
he had become a believer, he certainly held what had
been imparted to him about Jesus to be a divine
arrangement, he had no occasion whatever to alter his
conception. Thus nothing then prevented him from
believing that the grave was found empty—on the sup-
position that this was reported to him. And even in
the wording of 1 Cor. there was no hindrance to his so
believing.

That Jesus was buried and that ‘he has been raised” (x Cor.
13 4) cannot be affirmed by any one who has not the reanimation
of the body in mind, It is correct to say that Paul has aban-
doned the Jewish conception in so far as he figures to himself the
body of Jesus as being like the dead at the Last Day, who ‘shail
be raised incorrupiible,” and like the bodies of those who shall
then be alive and who “shall be changed’ (x Cor, 15 42-52). The
risen Jesus therefore was incapable of eating or of being touched
(see §% 14, 17¢); on the other hand, if he was to rise from the
dead his hody must needs come forth from the grave, otherwise
the idea of resurrection would be abandoned. This is the case
in 2 Cor. 5 1-8, according to which every individual immediately

on his death passes into a state of glory with Christ ; but it is
not yet so 1n 1 Cor.

{¢) Relatively the most reasonable suggestion is that
Paul is silent regarding the empty sepulchre {though
acquainted with the fact) because he fears that an
appeal to the testimony of women will produce an
unfavourable impression, This, however, is to mis-
judge Paul. If he knew and believed what was reported
about the empty grave he must of course have regarded
the participation of the women as a divine appointment ;
and just as he refused to be ashamed of the gospel
although aware that in $0 many quarters it was regarded
as mere foolishness (Rom.116 1 Cor.123) so also he
would have refused to be ashamed of an appointment
of God wherehy women were made the chiel witnesses
to the truth of the resurrection.

Before proceeding to draw our final conclusions,
however, from 1 Cor. 15, it will be convenient thai we

. should examine the accounts of the
16. Ascension. ' .

{a) The view which is found in all books of doctrine
and which underlies the observance of the ecclesiastical
feast of the ascension, that Jesus was taken up into
heaven forty days afier his resurrection, rests solely
upon Acts 139 {1331 is not so exact), and thus on a
datum which did not become known to the compiler of
Acts till late in life.

‘We conjecture it to have been first made plain to the writer
of Acts by the consideration that the disciples seemed still to be
in need of much instruction at the hands of Jesus, The sug-
gestion that the number forty is not te be taken literally
becomes all the more natural in proportion to the lateness of
its appearing. Moses passes forty days on Mount Sinai with
God when receiving the law (Ex.34=28);: according to 4 Esd.
14 23 36 42-4g Ezra spends forty days in dictating afresh the OT
{which had been lost in the destruction of Jerusalem in 586} and
seventy hooks of prophecy, and is thereafter taken up into
heaven.l

{&) In his gospel the author of Acts has assigned the
ascension to a time late in the evening of the day of the
resurrection (Lk, 241329333650 F.).

Brandt (375-377) thinks Lk. cannot really have intended to
represent Jesus as having ascended at night and therefore
supposes the scene with the disciples at Emmaus not te have
been introduced by the author until after 24 35-53 (a?‘Pearance
to the disciples, and ascension) had been written. Brandt

1 According to the Valentinians and Ophites (ap. Iren.i.15
[82] 287 [30 14]} Jesus remained on earth for eighteen months
after his resurrection; so also Asc. fsz. 916 in the Ethiopic
text {545 days}; according to Pis#is Sophia, 1, eleven years.
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is right we may suppose Lk. thought of the ascension as having
occurred some hours earlier. The words * and was carried up
into heaven' (kai aredépero els Tov opardy @ z. 5r) are wanting,
it is true, in p*D and some Qld Latin M55, But even if the
shorter form should be the more original, the words ‘he parted
from them' (Siéomq a7 abrdw), which all authorities have
(D amégry), would convey the same sense. 'Without some definite
departure of Jesus it would be incemprehensible how the
disciples should have been limited, as we read inz. 52 /£, to prais
ing God in the temple without having further intercourse with
Jesus. It is highly probable that the words “and was carried
up into heaven’ (xal dvedepero eis Tov obpavéy) were struck out
at a very early pericd by a reader who wished to remove the
discrepancy with Actsl 3-5.1

{¢} In any case the dating of the ascension as having
happened late on the day of the resurrection is con-
firmed by Barn.159: *We keep holy the eighth day
({.e., Sunday) . . . in which also Jesus rose from the
dead and, after appearing, went up to heaven' (&youey
The Dudpar ThHE &yomy . . . év J) kal o 'Inools dvéery
éic vexpliv kul Pavepwiels dvéfn els olparots), as also by
Mk, 16 9-z0, where the order of the events in Lk, clearly
lies at the foundation ; in all probability also by Jn.
20 1722, according to which on the morning of the resur-
rection Jesus is not yet ascended and in the evening
already imparts the Holy Spirit to the disciples,

According to T 39 the Holy Spirit first comes into being after
IIe:aus has been glorified, in other words after his exaltation to

caven where he is encompassed by glory (8éfe). That Jesus
does not suffer himself to be touched in 2017 is not formally
contradicted by what is said of the evening of the same day
{in 2020 he only shows the disciples his wounds); the con-
tradiction does not emerge till eight days afterwards (2027)-
On the other hand it perfectly fits in with the theory of 7 39
that the Holy Spirit is called {(EV) another comforter (@AAos
wapdxkAyros i 14 16) who cannot come until after Jesus has gone
away (Jesus must thus be thought of as the first mapdeAnros and
in point of fact is called mapdxdyros in 1 Jn. 21, although there
he is thought of as exalted) and that Jesus will send him forth
from the father, that is, from heaven (15=26); cp further 167,

{¢) The Fourth Gospel is distinguished from Ik,
Barn., and Mk. 16g-20 by this, that it represents Jesus as
still continuing to appear on earth after he has ascended.

When Jesus foretells his coming again in Jn.14 18 it is ¢lear
from the connection with zz. 16 £ that he means the coming of
the Holy Spirit, with whom, in fact, according to 739, 2z Cor.
817 he is identical. On the other hand, the manner in which
the same thought is expressed in 16 16 xg (*a little while . . . and
ye shall see me') speaks strongly for the view that the appear-
ances of the risen _]}fsus are intended ; 50 also perhaps in 14 15 21,
whilst 14 28 16 2z admit both interpretations and perhaps vught
to recelve both,

(¢} 'The original concepticn of the ascension has been
preserved in this, that the appearances of the risen
Jesus occur after he has been received up into heaven ;
resurrection and ascension are a single act, Jesus is
taken up directly from the grave, or from the under-
world, into heaven.? Any direct proof for this, it is true,
can hardly be adduced apart from the Gospel of Peter
{above, § 54} ; the proof lies in the silence of the NT
writers as to a special act of ascension. In particuiar,
it ought (if known) to have been definitely mentioned
in 1 Cor.154-8, since, in point of fact, according to
Lk., the appearances to Peter and the apostles, etc.
were made before the ascension, whilst those to Paul on
the other hand undoubtedly occurred after that event;
and yet Paul uses with reference to them all the same
word ‘was seen ' (Ggfy, on which see below, § 17a).

1 On the apologetic side there is often an inclination to make
use of the well-known fact that the ancients were in the hahit
of employing for their literary work ready-made papyrus rolls
of a fixed length, within the limits of which they were wont to
confine themselves. It is suggested that Lk., through failure
of his space, may have found himself compelled to report the
ascension so very briefly and inexactly, that it was possible for
the impressien to arise that he meant to assign it to the
resurrection day, whereas in reality he meant to place it forty
days later, and already had the intention of setting this forth
more precisely in his later work. It may suffice, in answer to
this, to say tgat Lk. must have perceived that the paper was
coming to an end long before the last moment, and cannot have
been forced, by any such discovery, into giving an account of
the events which was not jn accordance with his knowledge.

2 The descent inte the underworld is originally merely
anather expression for his death and burial. Whether a preach-
ing of Jesus in the underwarld is connected with this (so
MixisTRY, § 26) is for our present purpose indifferent.
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So, also, Rom,8 34, Eph.1zo (and with reference to the
followers of Jesus Eph. 2 5 £) place the sitting at the righe hand
of Ged immediately after the resurrection, Heb, 13 1012 122
immediately after the death of Jesus; Eph.4g /£ places over
against the descent {karafnwa:) into Hades only the ascent
(evafneac) that raises Jesus above all heavens. So also the
‘who breught up’ (aveyeydr) of Heb. 1320 means direct
translation from I?Iades 1o Heaven if at least by & atpare we
are to understand ‘ with blood,” which according 1o 414 620 82
912z Jesus must offer in the heavenly sanctuary. 1 Pet.31gz2
too, and indeed also Acts232-35 Hev. 118, admit this sense
without violence, and equally little is the reader compelled Ly
the expression ‘goes before you into Galilee’ {mpodyer duds eis
v Dedidainr), Mk, 187=Mt. 287, to assume that Jesus made
the journey from the sepulchre to Galiles by way of earth ; the

urpose of the expression is simply to convey that Jesus expects
Eis disciples in (Enalilee in erder that he may appear to them
there, and this he can very well have done from heaven. For
Mt. this interpretation Is directly indicated by the writer’s
closing his book without any ascension ; he must have thought
of it as inseparably connected with the resurrection. Another
consideration pointing in the same direction rests on the fact
that in 2818 Jesus is already able to say that all authority has
been given him in heaven and on earth. _As regards Mk, we can
say nothing positive with reference to this point ; there is, how-
ever, not the least probability that his lost conclusion differed
from Mg, in this respect.  In Clem, Rom,, Hermas, Polycarp,
Ignatius we still find no mention of an ascension, nor yet is it
spoken of in the Didacké (this last, it ought to be added, indeed,
does not even mention the resurrection}.  Justin, Irenzeus, and
Tertullian continue to regard Loth events as two parts of one
act (see Von Schubert, Comp. des pseudopetrin, Evangelien.
Sragments, 18g3, 136-118); the Apology of Aristides (Syriac in
Robinson, Texts and Studies, 1.1 4L 7 /.; Greek, ibid, 110 L. 20 £
[chap. 15], German in Raabe, 770/ ix. 1 3, § 2, end) says similarly
that after three days he rose again and was taken up into
heaven.!

1I. —DETERMINATIGN OF QUTWARD FaCTs,
The original conception of the ascension as set forth

in the preceding section will supply us directly with
some guidance when we proceed to

na:.‘l':l"eR:tﬂhe the task of disentangling the real
appearainces historical facts regarding the resurrec-
PR " tion from the multitude of the accounts

which have come down 1o us.

(a) As we do so we must in the first instance take
Paul’s account as our guide. That account is fitted to
throw light upon the nature of the appearances made
not only to Paul himself but also to others, for he would
not have employed the same word *was seen’ (&¢fn) if
anything had been known to him by which the appear-
ance made to himself was distinguished from those
which others had received.

(&) Appearances of the risen Jesus did actually occur ;
that is to say, the followers of Jesus really had the im.
pression of having seen him. The historian who will
have it that the alleged appearances are due merely to
legend or to invention must deny not only the genuine-
ness of the Pauline Epistles but also the historicity of
Jesus altogether. The great difference between the
attestation of the nativity narratives and that of those
of the resurrection lies in the fact that the earliest accounts
of the resurrection arose simultaneously with the occur-
rences to which they relate.

{¢)} The ideca held regarding the occurrences was that
Jesus made his appearances from heaven (§ 16, ¢). He
thus had the nature of a heavenly being. Broadly
speaking, the angels were the most familiar type of this
order of being—the angels who can show themselves
anywhere and again disappear.

{#) It was thought, as matter of course, that after
each appearance Jesus returned into heaven. So
regarded, each appearance ended with an ascension.

1 The order in 1 Tim. 314 where "was received up in glory’
(dveddipby Sr Sdfy) comes after “was preached to the nations,
was helieved on in the world’ (bxmpvxtn év éBveoiy, émareify év
Kda',my), accords with ne known or conceivable position of the
ascension.  May we hazard the conjecture that the author
perhaps placed it at the close of his enumeration simply in
order to ¢lose with a concrete fact rather than a somewhat
vague and indeterminate proposition, and so make a better
ending for his poetical piece, and that in doing so he followed
perhaps some such train of ideas as that in Mk. 16 r3 £ 15, ouly
giving it a somewhat different turn ! the command of Jesus that

his disciples should preach him and believe in him was fulfilled
and he was raised up to heaven?
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Precisely for this reason, however, it is not permissible
to suppose that any single ascemsion once and for all
was ever observed ; on such a supposition Jesus would
still have remained a denizen of earth after the appear-
ances preceding the final one,

(e} That the risen Jesus ate or was touched was never
observed. Not only does Paul say nothing of any
such occurrence ; the thing would also be contrary to
the nature of a being appearing from heaven. Flesh
and bones, which are attributed t{o Jesus in Lk, 24 39,
assuredly he had not ; he really made his appearances,
although it is expressly denied in the verse just cited,
as spirit {wreiiwa) in the sense in which the angels are
spirits (wrevpare : Heb. 114),  On this point the Jewish
Christians most certainly agreed with Paul (§ 154} so
far as the person of Jesus was concerned.

It is indeed the case that in Jewish-Christian circles there was
current a conception of a resurrection with a new earthly hody,
in accordance with which Jesus was taken to be the risen Baptist,
or Elijah (Mk. 614-15). This, however, was not the only con-
ception by which Christians were influenced. On the contrary,
from Jesus himself they had received the idea that in the resurrec-
tion men shall be as the angels of God (Mk. 1225 and |} And if
there was any case in which more than in another they had
occasion to apply this exalied conception, it would be in that of
the body of their risen Lord. They knew indeed his prediction
that one day he would come again on the clouds of heaven
(GosreLs,'§ 145/ For them also, as for Paunl (1 Cor. 15 z0),
Jesus was the first-fruits of them that sleep ; with his resurrection,
accerdingly, a new era began., Not only so; it is extremely
prabable that the fsimilitudes’ of the Book of Enoch (chaps.
87-T1; cp APOCALYPTIC, § 30) are pre-Christian: and there an
existence in heaven is attributed to the Messiah and Dan. 713
explained as referring to kim.1] The original aﬁostles may very
well have had knowledge of this, even without having ever read
the book. There is, therefore, not the slightest difficalty in
attributing to them the conception of the resurrection body of
Jesus which Paul himself had and imputed to them. It is only
with regard to the future resurrection of all mankind that Paul
parts company with them, in so far as he thinks of the resurrec-
tion hody of believers as being as heavenly and free from flesh
and blood as was the resurrection body of Jesus (z Cor, 15 44-53),
a consequence drawn_neither by the Jewish Christians nor yet
by the later Gentile Christians who taught the resurrection of
the flesh {syribolunc Romanum, see MINISTRY, § =27, n., and,
later, symbolumt apostolicunt; Hermas, S#me, v 723 Justin, Dial.
8o,end; 2 Clem. Rom. 91 143, etc., and already 1 Clem. 26 3).
That the Pharisaic, and accordingly also the primitive Christian,
expectation looked for a reanimation of the body appears in such
passages as z Macc. 710,/ 1446 Mt. 27 52 Acts 231 Rev. 2013,
Josephus also states this correctly in A#nz. xviii. 13, § 14, B/ iil
85, § 3745 it is only in B/ i1, B1y, § 163, that by the expression
‘remove into another body ' {weraBaiveww eis Erepov spa} he has
Hellenised the conception and thereby misled his readers.

{f) On the other hand, it is fully to be believed that
men had the impression that they saw in full reality
(below, § 34 4, ¢, @) the wounds which Jesus had received
on the cross, or perhaps even perceived that he showed
them. The form which men beheld must of course show
the most complete resemblance to that which Jesus bore
upon earth, and to this, after the crucifixion, the wounds
{not, however, the wound in the side, the spear-thrust
being unhistorical, see JoHN, SON OF ZEBEDEE, § 23 )
necessarily belonged. As the form of the risen Jesus
at the same time appeared in heavenly splendour and
created the certainty that Jesus had vanquished death
and laid aside everything that was earthly, there remains
a possibility that in the case of many to whom he appeared
attention was not fixed upon his wounds. It is particu-
larly easy to suppose this in the case of Paul.

(£} From the nature of the appearances as described,
it is further quite possible that they occurred even when
the witnesses found themselves, as in Jn. 201g 26, shut
in with closed doors, or that, as we read in Mk. 1614 1g,
Jesus was taken up into heaven direct from the apart-
ment. Even if one entertains doubts as to whether the
authors cited had enough certain information to enable
them to say that this actually was so in the cases which
they give, it still has to be acknowledged that the state-
ment is not inconsistent with the nature of the appear-
ances,

On the other hand, there is to be drawn from the

1 Muirhead, Tiwes of Christ (1898), pp. 140-150; Schmiedel,
Prof, Monatshefte, 1898, pp. 255-257 ; 1901, p. 339/
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various accounts one deduction which goes very deep:
no words were heard from the risen
1s. }:Ife(;:iords Jesus. {a) At first sight the hearing of
) words might appear not to be excluded
by the simple ' was seen’ (wWegbn} of Paul It is to be
noted, however, that where Paul speaks of having
received messages from heaven, he expressly specifies
‘revelations’ (dmoxahdibecs) as well as ‘ visions’ (dwrrasiad:
2 Cor, 1214}, and where the distinction is employed it
is clear that spoken words come under the former not
the latter category.

(#) As against this, appeal will doubtless be made to
the reports in Acts as to the appearances of Jesus to
Paul on the journey to Damascus. Not successfully,
however ; they contradict one another so viclently
(see AcTs, § =z) that it is difficult to imagine how it
could ever have been possible for an auther to take them
up into his beok in their present forms, not to speak of
the impossibility of accepting them in points where they
are unsupported by the epistles of Paul. In these
epistles, there is not the slightest countenance for the
belief that Paul heard words, although he had the
strongest motives for referring to them had he been
in a position to do se. It is on the appearance on the
journey to Damascus that he bases his claim- to have
been called to the apostolate by Jesus himself. The
claim was hotly denied by his opponents: it was to his
interest, therefore, to bring forward everything that could
validly be adduced in its support. In pressing it (1 Cor.
91, *‘Am I not an apostle?’) he assuredly would not
have stopped short at the question, * Have I not seen
Jesus our Lord?’ had he been in a position to go on
and ask, * Has he not himself named me his apostle?’
with such words engraven on his memory as those we
read in Acts 96 22:0 or {above all) 2616-18. The
analogy of the angelic appearances cited above (§ 17 ¢}
thus no longer holds good. Words are heard from
angels ; no words were heard from Jesus.

(¢} What holds good of the appearance to Paul is true
also (see § 17 a} of the others of which we read. If, teo,
we apply a searching examination to the words which
have been reported, it is precisely the most characteristic
of them that we shall find ourselves most irresistibly con-
strained to abandon. The request for food and the
invitation to touch the wounds of the crucified Jesus
(Lk. 2435 41 Jn.2027) are, as we have seen In § 17¢,
inadmissible. So also, as has been seen in § 16¢, the
saying, I am not yet ascended unto the Father {2017).
The power to forgive sins or to declare them unforgiven
{2023) belongs to God alone, and cannot be handed
over by Jesus to his disciples {see MINISTRY, § 4). The
doctrine that the passion of Jesus was necessary in virtue
of a divine appointment is invariably brought forward
by Paul as the gospel that had been made manifest to
himself alone and must be laboriously maintained in the
face of its gainsayers; how triumphantly would he not
have been able to meet them had he only heard the least
suggestion that the men of the primitive church had
heard the same doctrine from the mouth of Jesus himself
in the manner recorded in Lk. 2425-27 44-46! Once
more, how could the original apostles have been able to
call themselves disciples of Jesus if, after having been
sent out by him as missionaries to the Gentiles (Lk.
2247/ Mk.1616 and the canonical text of Mt 2819},
they actually made it a stipulation at the council of
Jerusalem (Gal. 2g) that their activity was to be confined
within the limits of Israel? As for the text of Mt. 2819
on baptism and the trinitarian formula, see MINTSTRY,
§ 5e, cp AHibb, Jfouwrn., Oct. 1902, pp. 102-108 ; and
on Jn. 21 15-z2 see above, § gec.

: An equally important point is that

J‘li s(iz::;e:f the first appearances happened in

he firat Galilee. The most convincing reasons
the fira for this conclusion have already been

ApPPATANCOR. o ymarised under GOSPELS (§ 138a).
(2) In addition to what is said there special emphasis
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may be laid on the fact that there is no gospel in which
appearances to men (not women) are reported as having
been made both in Galilee and in Jerusalem ; for Jn. 21
is an appendix by another hand.

It is only Mt. that, besides the appearance to the disciples in
Galilee, knows of that made to the women on the rettdn from
the sepulchre (28g )4 this, however, will be regarded by very
many as unhistorical, being absent from Mk. (which neverthe-
less 1s in this section so closely followed by Mt} and containing
nothing more than a repetition of the injunction already given
by the angel to the women, to bid the disciples repair to Galilee,
In any ¢ase the appearance comes from a separate source, If
we leave Mt. 28 g £ out of account it becomes perfectly clear that
no one gospel from the first reported appearances of the risen
Jesus in Galilee as well a5 in ,Ferusa\em. The gospels in fact
fall exactly into two classes ! Mk., Mt. and the Gospel of Peter
are for Galilee; Lk., ju., and Mk.169-20 for jerusalem, and
the Gospel of the Hebrews also does net indicate in any way
that it looks for James and Peter and Peter's companions else-
where than in the place where it finds the servant of the high
priest (see above, § 44, 4), viz., in Jerusalem, It is only after-
wards that the writer of Jn. 21 sees fit to change this ‘either, or’
into a ‘ both, and '} so also Mt., but without admitting an appear-
ance to any male disciples in Jerusalem,

If, however, Galilee and Jerusalem were at first
mutually exclusive, both cannot rest upon equally valid
tradition ; there must have been some reason why the
one locality was changed for the other.

(¢} Such a reason for transferring the appearances
from Galilee to Jerusalem has been indicated in (GOSPELS
(§ 138ea). Iis force becomes all the greater when it is
realised how small has been the success of even the most
distinguished critics in attempting to make out the
oppasite,

All that Loofs (see below, § 3g) has to say is (p. 25), * Those
narrators who represent the whole life of Jesus, with the ex-
ception of the last eight days, as having been passed in Galilee,
may have transferred to Galilee also the appearances of the risen
Jesus, with regard to which they were very defectively informed ;
they may have done so all the more easily because the first
persons of whom they had occasion to speak in cennection with
the resurrection were women from Galilee.” The question at
once presents itself : What has the circumstance that they be-
longed to Galilee to do with the present matter? They were in
point of fact in Jerusalem. What is the relevancy of the observa-
tion that the activity of Jesus, apart from the last eight days,
had been wholly in Galilee? His grave at any rate was in
Jerusalem, and his disciples were also chere, according to the
testimony of Mk., Mt., and the Gospel of Peter, at least, That
the present writer holds the statement as to the presence of the
disciples at Jerusalem to be unhistorical does not affect the argu-
ment ; for the point is that Loofs regards precisely that state-
ment as historical. It is all the more necessary to ask: How
does Loofs know that Mk. and Mt. were very defectively informed
with regard to the appearances of the risen Jesus?

If this was indeed so0, if Mk. and Mt. had to fall back
on their own powers of conjecture, where else were they
to look for appearances if not in Jerusalem where the
grave, the women, and the disciples were? Thus the
tradition which induced them to place the appearances
in Galilee must have been one of very great stability,

B. Weiss (10 pass over other names), in the interests of the
Jerusalem tradition, doubts the historicity of the statement thar
the women received from the angel the injunction to bid the
disciples proceed to Galilee, especially as this injunction is
merely a reminiscence of Jesus words in Gethsemane, that after
he rose from the dead he would go before the disciples to Galilee
(M. 1428). So Leden Jesuf2 2500 (ET 8393). On p. 596 (ET
399/}, however, Weiss says that that command of the angel to the
women {to direct the disciples to go to Galilee) is only a reminis-
cence of the command of the same character which the risen
Jesus himself lays upon Mary Magdalene, according to Mt. 28¢ /
(where, according to Weiss, only the second Mary is errone-
ously conjoined with Mary Magdalene rightly mentioned by the
eye-witness John [201 £ 11-18]}, Thus what Weiss holds to be
an error {the command to bid the disciples go to Galilee) must
be held (if the Jerusalem tradition is to he maintained) to have
got itself clothed in a very remarkable form ! not only as an
angelic word (Mt. 287 Mk.'167) but also as a word of the risen
Lord himself (Mt. 2810), in the account of an appearance that
is guaranteed by an eye-witness,

{¢) In reality the error lies in quite another direction :
in making Jesus appear at the sepulchre to the women,
or Mary Magdalene, as the case may be. On the
account in Mt. see above {a). That of Jn., however,
is open to just as serious objections, for its chief saying,
‘I am not yet ascended unto the Father,” rests on a
theory of the nature of the Holy Ghost that is peculiar
to the Fourth Gospel (§ 16, ¢). If, however, Jun.'s
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account can lay no claim to authenticity we may be all
the surer that it is a transformation of the account of
Mt. Of its being so there are, morcover, several
indications. In Jn., as in Mt., one of Jesus’' sayings is
only a repetition of a word of the angels: ' Woman,
why weepest thou?’ A reminiscence of the fact that
when the women met Jesus they had in Mt. already
retired from the sepuichre may perhaps be recognised in
*she turned herself back’ (€orpden els 76 dwigw) in Jn.
2014 Only one woman appearing at the grave in Jn.
is perhaps to be explained by the observation that the
recognition-scene becomes more dramatic when Jesus
has no need to utter more than a single word 1 ¢ Mary,’
Cp, further, § z3, <
(@) In 1Cor.15 Paul mentions no place. The
enumeration he gives would not preclude the reader from
supposing that the various appearances had occurred
in quite different places—for exampie, most of them in
Galilee, even if that to James were to be thought of as
having been made in Jerusalem. It is, however, quite
improbable that James was in Jerusalem again so soon
{see MiwIsTRY, § 214}, or that he should have ex-
perienced the appearance of the risen Jesus at so late
a time that it might nevertheless be supposed that
James had already removed to Jerusaletn {see Lelow,
§36(50
‘The sealing and watching of the sepulchre (Mt. 27 62-66
284 11-15) is now very generzally given up even by these
scholars who still hold by the resurrec-
20. Watch a% tion narratives as a whole. (a2} As
sepulchre alread inted bo -
istorical. dy pointed out above {§ 2a), in
unhis Mk. it is not only, as in Lk, and Jn.,
absent; it is absoclutely excluded by the women's
question : they have no apprehensions about the
watch, only about the stone. (3) Again, it is ex-
ceedingly improbable that the Jews remembered any
prophecy of Jesus that he was to rise again in three
days (Mt 2763). According to the Gospels Jesus made
prophecies of the kind only to the innermost circle of
his disciples {Mk. 827 31 930 /. 1032-34 and ||). Indeed
in Mk. and Lk. not even the women remember the
prophecy, otherwise they would not have set out 1o
ancint the body. (¢) Again, the explanation which the
high priests and elders suggest, according to Mt. 2813,
is untenable ; for if the scldiers were asleep at the time
they could not testify that the disciples stole the body.
(4} Not less unlikely is the supposition that the Jewish
authorities actually believed the account of the soldiers
regarding the fact of the resurrection of Jesus. Surely
the consequence must have been, as with Paul at a later
date, their conversion to the faith of Jesus. If, on the
other hand, they remained unmoved, they must also
have believed that, however perplexing it might at first
sight appear, the affair was capable of explanation other-
wise than by the resurrection of Jesus, and must have
moved Pilate to institute a strict inguiry into the conduct
of the soldiers, rather than have scught to bribe the
soldiers. () Above all, the soldiers could not have
accepted a bribe, least of all if they had nothing better to
say by way of ostensible defence than that they had fallen
asleep.  For this the penalty was death. According to
Acts 1219 we actually find Agrippa I. putting to death the
soldiers who had allowed Peter to escape from prison,
and this is conclusive as to the nature of military respon-
sibilities, even if in point of fact the liberation of Peter was
brought about through no fauit of his keepers (cp SiMon
PETER, § 3. ¢).  Roman scldiers knew ozly too well the
strictness with which discipline was administered, and
the promise of the Jewish authorities to obtain immunity
for them from Pilate, if needful (Mt. 28 14), would have
made no impression on them, (/) The best criticism
on this whole feature of the narrative is the simple fact
that the Gospel of Peter, which unquestionably is Jater
than Mt., avoids it altogether and concludes quite differ-
ently (above, § 5a).
That Jesus was buried in a usual way, not—as is con-
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jectured by Volkmar (Religion Jesu, 77 /. 257-250 [1857],
Die Evangelien [1870]=Marcus u.

itplﬁ?h?g die Synopse [1876], 603) on the basis
nistorical of Is, 53¢ 2216-18 Rev, 118 f.—Jeft un-

buried, or at most cast into a hcle and
covered with some earth, is established by 1 Cor. 154 {(cp
Keim, Gesch, fesu von Nazara, 3sz25-527, ET 6 271-274).
But the accounts of the empty sepulchre are none of
them admissible. As to this the leading points have
already been summarised in GospELS (§ 138¢ ©). Some
further considerations may be added.

(@) The three points from which we have to start are
the silence of I"aul {as of the entire NT apart from
the Gospels; see, especially, ActsZ2zg-3z)-—a silence
which would be wholly inexplicable were the story true
{§ 15); next, the statement in Mk. 168 that the women
said nothing of their experiences at the sepulchre—a
statement which has to be understocd in the sense that
Mk, was the first to be in a position to publish the facts ;
in other words, that the whole story is a very late pro-
duction ; lastly, if {as we have seen) the first appearances
of Jesus were in Galilee, the tidings of them must have
arrived at Jerusalem much too late to allow of examina-
tion of the sepulchre with any satisfactory results. Ifa
body had been found it weuld have been toc far advanced
in decay to allow of identification ; if there were none,
this could be accounted for very easily without postulat-
ing a resurrection.

(#) The attempt to explain the evangelical reports
without assuming a resurrection is, however, the line
taken by very many theologians also who hold by what
is said as to the empty sepulchre and yet assume no
miracle. In the first place they postulate a removal of
the body by persons whose action had no connection
with the question of a resurrection.

On account of the approach of the Sabbath (they hold} the
body had in any case to be laid in some grave or other, even
perhaps without leave asked of the owner, It was, therefore,
necessary that it should be removed afterwards to a more suit-
able place; or the owner himself may have removed it. A
reminiscence of this is even discovered in Jn. 2015. Or, if the
sepulchre belonged 1o Joseph of Arimathaea, even he may not
have desired 1o have the body of a stranger permanently occupy-
ing a place in the sepulchre of his family. On all these assump-
tions what strikes one is the promptitude with which the
transference must have been made. To do so on the Sabbath
before sundown was unlawful ; yet very early next morning the
transference had already been effected {according to Mt, even
immediately after the sundown which marked the close of the
Sabbath ; see, however, § =),

(¢} Others suggest that the enemies of the Christians
had removed the body of Jesus in order that it might
not receive the veneration of his followers. The sur-
prising thing in this would be, not so much that such a
policy would have given the greatest possible, though
unintenticnal, impetus to such veneration, as rather this,
that such action would presuppose a disposition to
worship the dead body for which it would be difficult to
find a precedent among the Jews, for whom any contact
with a corpse meant defilement,

{¢) For a long time the favourite view was that the
disciples themselves actually had done what, according
to Mt 2764, the Jewish authorities were apprehensive
they might do, and, according to 281315, imputed to
them falsely, namely, that they had stolen the body in
order that they might afterwards proclaim that Jesus
had risen,

Renan (Agdrres, 42 /1, ET 69 1), without expressly stating
this purpose of the disciples, is inclined 1o attribute 4 share in the
removal of the body to Mary Magdalene (whose predisposition
to mental malady [Lk.82] he accentuates), because only a
woman's hand would have left the clothes in such order as is
described in Jn,207. That a theft of this kind would have had
the effect of convincing gainsayers of the resurrection of Jesus
is not very easy to believe. On the other hand, it could in
certain ¢ir¢umstances have made some impression on followers
of Jesus.

The question forces itself, however : Who was there
to set the plan on foot? The disciples were utterly
cast down ; to all probable seeming, in fact, they were
not even in Jerusalem at all {GOSPELS, § 1384). The
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theory thus breaks down at the outset, and it seems
superfluous to ask whether the disciples would have
ventured to act in a sense contrary to the ordinance of
God who had suffered their master to die.

{¢) We mention, lastly, yet another theory, which is
most clearly a mere refuge of despair—the theory,
namely, that the earthquake (menticned only in Mt
282) opened a chasm immediately under the sepulchre,
into which the body of Jesus disappeared.

Not only this, however, but alsc all the other hypo-
theses menticned in the foregoing paragraphs, become
superfinous on the adoption of the view that the state-
ments about the empty sepulchre are unhistorical,

As soon as his approaching death came to be foreseen
by Jesus, he must have locked forward also to its anaul-

ing Tent, unless, indeed, he at the same
22. 'I;h: third time had abandoned the belief that he
¥- was the Messiah ordained by God to
establish the divine kingdom upon earth. {a) As is
said eisewhere {GOSPELS, § 145 [/]), it is not probable
that Jesus foretold simply his resurrection ; that took
him into heaven, whereas the work of the Messiah lay
upon earth. The most important prediction accord-
ingly was that of his coming again from heaven. The
time fixed by him is variously stated in the Gospels as
being at the end of the then living gemeration (ML
1627 /), after a probably shorter interval (1023), and
in the immediate future (d=' dpri, Mt 2664). The
most certain conclusion that can be deduced from this
variation clearly is that Jesus never gave any precise
date, and this for the reason that he himself (see Mk.
1332=Mt. 2426) did not know it; vet it is also very
possible that he used the expression 'in' cor *after’
'three days’ as a conventional designation for a very
short interval {Lk. 1332 Mk. 1458 1529 and parallels, on
which ep MINISTRY, § 22).

{#)} As soon as the guestion came to be one not of his
coming again from heaven, but of his rising again from
the dead, the expression 'after three days,” in itself a
very indefinite one, came to have a more exact meaning.
The Jewish belief was that the soul lingered for three
days only, near the body it had left, in the hope of
returning to it ; after that the bedy became so changed
that a reanimation was no longer possible (see JoHN,
SoN oF ZEBEDEE, § 2o0e; and Edersheim, Lifz and
Times of Jesus, 2324 1.} It was only natural that in
thinking of the resurrection of Jesus this limit should be
kept in mind (Mk. 83z 93r 1034 and j; Lk. 247 21 46).
If it is somewhat difficult to believe that Jesus uttered
these prophecies 50 early (especially in connection with
Peter's confession at Caesarea Philippi; see GOSPELS,
§ 145¢), and with such exactitude of detail, it must
nevertheless be recognised that he may very well, at
one time or another, have expressed himself in some
such sense.

{¢) The OT texts that have special relevance in this
connection are 2 K. 205 and Hos. 6z {in both of which
the interval of three days is brought into conmection
with a revivification, if not after death, at least after a
sickness or time of weakness) ; and Jonah 2x [117] also
—the three days’ sojourn of the prophet in the belly of
the whale—is in Mt. 1240, albeit in a very inappropriate
and interrupting way {see GOSPELS, § 140a), inter-
preted with reference to the period during which Jesus
was to remain in the grave. Paul expressly refers to
the Scriptures in 1 Cor. 154. A forsaking *for a small
moment ' is spoken of also in Is. 547.

{d) In this way it became possible for the resurrection
of Jesus, if expected at all, to be expected exactly after
three days. The expectation, however, would hardly
have had any result if those who had expected had not
also had the consciousness of having seen him. In
itself considered it was not absolutely imperative that
the first appearances should coimcide with the precise
time of the expected resurrection. But if they had
occurred much fater the belief that the resurrection
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actually had happened precisely three days after death
could hardly have been held very firmly. As, however,
we find it in point of fact held with equal firmness by
Paul (1 Cor.154) and by the evangelists, the balance of
probabilities favours the view that the first appearances
happened on the same day or only a little later.

With this it fits in very well if we suppose that the
disciples shortly after the arrest of Jesus, and Peter
shortly after his denial, had already set out for Galilee,
50 that they might arrive there on the third day (cp Jos.
Vil 52, § 26g9). This is, moreover, the reason why the
Gospel of Peter, in spite of all appearance, has no prob-
ability in its favour if it really means to convey that the
disciples did not set out on their return journey to
Galilee until the eighth or rather the ninth day after the
death of Jesus, and that thus at least eleven days
elapsed before the first appearance of the risen Jesus
was experienced (see above, § 5¢).

(e} According to the Gospels Jesus remained under
the power of death not for about seventy-two hours but
only for somewhere between twenty-six and thirty-six
hours. These, however, in fact, according to Jewish
reckoning, are distributed between Friday, Saturday,
and Sunday. In two of the OT passages referred to
above—z K. 205 and Hos 6z2—we read not 'after three
days,” but ‘on the third day,” Thus the Gospel tradi-
tion literatly satisfies the expression.

It must have appeared fitting that the rising of Jesus should
occur at as early a moment as possible after the third day had
begun. From the same sense of fitness the visit of the women,
once it was accepted as a fact, was nalurally assigned fo the
early mornmg hours. Where Mk. has ‘after three days' (uerd
TPELS 7,'p.t'pd.§ 83r 831 1039, the para]lel passages consistently
have ‘on the third day’ (7 7pimy guépe: Mt 1621 1723 20 19
Lk. 822 18 33 as also 24 i46 cpalso 24 21 Acts 10 40).  The latter
expression In Mt. and Lk. may possibly be dependent on the
account of the course of events as given by themselves, and thus
Mk.’s phrase might seem to have been the original cne. Yet we
must not imagine that the two phrases were for the evangelists
really incompatible. Matthew imselfsays in one place (27 63 /)
that Jesus foretold his resurrection ‘after three days' (uera
1pn; Huépas) and represents the Jews as basing upen this their
petition to Pilate that the sepulchre may be guarded “till the
third day' (éws mis 7piras fuépas), Were this to be taken
literally it would have no sense, for in that case no watch would
have been asked for precisely the fourth day, which was the
critical one. From this it follows also that we are not compelled
to regard Mt. 12 4o (see above, ¢) as genuine for the reason that,
according to the report in the Gospels, the time of the fulfilment
was shorter than that appointed in Jesus’ prophecy. Jn. 2 1g-21
says i €v Tpeaiv Nuépas.

As for the number of the appearances, Paul knows of
more than we find in any one chspei-—vlz , five, over,
and above that made to himself,

() It is not possible, however, to identify each of
even the few Gospel accounts with ooe of Paul's,

Let one example suffice in illustration of the kind of viclence
in dealing with texts required in order to effect identifications.

Resch (T v, 4 421-426, x, 2391-389, x, 3 768-
23. Number of 752 700-814 824-827) identifies the appearance
appearances, to Peter with that te the unnamed disciple
at Emmaus (see above, § 2¢), that to the
Twelve with Lk. 24 36-49 and Jn. 20 19-24 (abuve, § 27), that to
the Five Hundred wlth (ik 24 50 /7, where, nevertheless, ‘ them®
{atrovs) denotes precisely the same persons as we find in 24 33 36.
That te James he identifies with that to Thomas apd the other
disciplesin Jn. 20 26.29, This James he holds to be identical with
James the son of Alphzus, who may (Resch says) have been
named Thomas—i.e., twin—because his brother Judas of James
is called Twin in Synac tradition (Lips. Apok». A}b -Gresch.
i. 20 227, ii.2154173 £). Finally, the appearance te “all the
apostles’ is, according to Resch, that mentioned in Mt. 28 16-20
and Acts1 g-12.

{#) If one addresses oneself to the problems with-
out harmonistic prepossessions, the safest criteria for
identifying an event of which there are two accounts
will be the presence of characteristic details and (next
in importance) exact time-data. Unfortunately Paul
supplies us with no details, and dates are gained only
indirectly, so far as they can be deduced from the order
in which he mentions theevents, The number of persons
said to have been involved in a historical event is a
secure criterion of its identity only if the number is
small, As soon as it becomes considerable, an error
within moderate limits is not wholly inconceivable.
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{¢) On these principles the only identification that
admits of being made without question is that of the
appearance to Peter in 1 Cor. 155 with the appearance
mentioned in Lk. 2434  Next in Paul's account comes
an appearance to the Twelve. A similar appearance is
recorded by Mt. as the only one he knows. In Lk. the
only appearance to the Eleven {with others} is in 2433
36-51; Jn.2015-24 contains the first appearance to ten
apostles ; but we must identify the two on account of
their exactly similar date (§ 2+). Cp also the almost
identical words in Lk. 2436, *stood in the midst of
them ' (Zory év péog adrdv} and [n. 2019, ‘stood in the
midst' {#ory els 7O wéoor). The diversity of the special
features mentioned by Lk. and Jn. may be ignored all
the more readily if we find ourselves able to regard them
merely as unhistorical embellishments.  Both date
{evening of the resurrection day), however, and place
{Jernsalem} are quite irreconcilable with those in Mt.
Nevertheless it will remain open to us to recognise as
kernel common to all three accounts that after the
appearance to Peter there was another to the Eleven.
Here also belongs the second fragment of the Gospel
of the Hebrews (above, § 4¢c}. 'This, however, is the
only one of Resch's identifications that can stand
scrutiny, and even so Mt. must be left out.

(@) The appearance to the s00 has no parallels {the
proposed parallel referred to in § xrd cannot be
accepted), that to James only in the Gospel of the
Hebrews (above, § 42, #). As parzllel to that to *all
the apostles’ on the other hand we must not adduce
Acts 1412, The event related there is, in the intention
of the author, not the sequel to the only appearance in
the Third Gospel (24 33 36-31) to about the same number
of persons; it aims at correcting that part {24 44-51) of
the earlier narvative which ends with the Ascension.
Jn. 20r26-zg admits of being cited in this connection
merely as being the only repetition to be met with in
any gospel, of an appearance to a company of disciples
approximating this number. Since, however, this com-
pany i5 in Jn. supplemented only by Thomas and in
Paul by quite different persons, we have no assurance
that even so much as a reminiscence of one and the
same occurrence underlies the two accounts. On the
other hand, in Paul the appearance of the risen Jesus
at the sepulchre to the two Marys (ML), or to Mary
Magdalene alone (Jn. ), is unmentioned, as also that to
the two disciples at Emmaus and that reported in Jn. 21,
which has some resemblance to what we find in the
Gospel of Peter {above, § 54).

() It has already been shown at some length (§§
15, 18¢) that Paul would certainly not have omitted
to mention at least the appearances at the sepulchre
and at Emmaus had he been aware of them. To meet
this difficulty, and establish the priority of the Gospel
narratives to Paul, the counter question has been asked :
How could the evangelists possibly have allowed so
much that is found in Paul to escape them, if they had
been acquainted with his narrative or even with the
tradition which underlies it? This question, however,
is casily answered. For a writer who could report an
instance in which Jesus had partaken of food {Lk.), or
in which his wounds had been touched (Lk., Jn.), or
who could speak of the empty sepulchre as all four
evangelists do, or of appearances of the risen Jesus close
to the sepulchre {Mt., Jn.}—for such a writer and for
his readers an accumulation of instances in which Jesus
had merely been scen no longer possessed any very
great interest; and a case even in which he had
appeared to five hundred brethren at once would, at
the time when the Gospels were written, hardly have
been considered so important as an appearance to the
apostles, whose place in the reverence of the faithful
had already come to De very exalted (see MINISTRY,
§ 34). Even the instance in which® Jesus had been
merely seen (though) by Peter is conly touched on by
Lk. {2434), not deseribed, plainly because the narrative
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alongside of the others would be too devoid of
colour.

To this want of interest in mere visual appearances
of the risen Jesus we can add, however, in the case of the

evangelists a positive interest, that of
2:; t?fdﬁ;? s_erving definite purposes by their narra.
Glospels tives. (2} It makes for confirmation
on PEI8.  of what has been laid down in preceding
sections (§§ x7-22) as to the elements in the accounts of
the resurrection which alone can be recognised as histori-
cal, if we are in a position to show that everything in the
accounts which goes beyond such indubitably historical
elements is a product of tendencies which by an inherent
necessity could not fail to lead to a shaping of the
accounts in the form in which they now lie before us,
even where there is no substratum of actual fact. In so
far as these tendencies give us the right to pronounce
unhistorical everything that can be explained by
their means, in the absence of sufficient testimony to
historical fact, they may be appropriately considered
now in the course of the investigation as to objective
facts in the resurrection-narratives on which we are at
present engaged. It will appear that at all points the
reference to tendencies supplies an adequate explanation
of all the statemenis which we have been unable 1o
accept as historical.

{#) As regards the nature of these tendencies :—some
are directly apologetical, having for their object to
preclude the possibility of certain definite objections
against the actuality of the resurrection. Others are
apologetical indirectly, their aim being to round off the
picture by supplying gaps sc that no questions may
remain open. Lastly, some have in view the needs of
the church itself, tracing back, as they do, to the risen
Jesus certain instructions which were not found in the
reports of the period of his earthly ministry (§ 28), or
seeking to compensate for the want of that direct assur-
ance of the continued life of Jesus which later genera-
tions were no longer able to command (§ 2g).

{¢) That the evangelical narratives as a whole are in
raany ways influenced by tendency has been shown in
GOSPELS, §§ 108-114 and JoHN, SoN oF ZEBEDEE, §§
17, 20¢, 23, 35 &, and elsewhere, How close at hand
apologetic interests were where the story of the resurrec-
tion was concerned is seen even in the fact that the
entire siatement of Paul is made with an apologetic
view—only, in his case there is no justification for the
conjecture that the contents of his statement were
altered by this consideration (§§ 10 /). In the Gospels,
on the other hand, we have at least one point in which
this is particularly clear, and recognised even by very
conservative theologians.

In Mt. 2815 it is expressly said that the report of the theft of
the body by the disciples was current among the Jews in the
writer's time. The writer traces it back to the false testimony
of the guard at the sepulchre procured by bribery on the part of
the Jewish authorities. If we find ourselves unable to regard
this bribery, or indeed any part of the story as to the watch set
over the sepulchre, as historical, we are shut up to supposing
that the allegations arose from the desire {or tendency) 1o make
the story of the theft of the body by the disciples seem untenable.

() It must at the same time be expressly emphasised
that we are by no means compelled to think of this
tendency as operative in such a manner that an author
would produce from his own brain a guite new narrative
in the apologetic direction.  Precisely the same result
—namely, the complete unhistoricity and the ¢ tendency’
character of a narrative-—emerges il we assume that the
narrative has grown up only bit by bit, by the co-
operation of several, and has reached its present form
under the influence of naive and artless presuppositions
and pardonable misunderstandings, in some such manner
as we have sought to render probable elsewhere for
a series of narratives found in the Fourth Gospel (see
Jonx, Son OoF ZEBEDEE, § 35, @-f). A special reason
for making the same attempt in the case of the resurrec-
tion is found in the character of the accounts themselves.
If they were pure inventions it would be very difficult to
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understand why, for example, of the disciples at .
Emmaus one is nameless, and of those in Jn. 21 two
are unnamed, or why the appearances to Peter as being |
the first, or that to the oo as being the most imposing,
should not have received detailed adornment. Cp,
further, §§ 19¢, 25¢.

{¢) To help us to realise how such a narrative eould
come into existence by successive steps, let us take the
example referred to above—that of the watch set on
the sepulchre.

A Christian who found himself confronted for the first time
with the assertion that the disciples had stolen the body of
Jesus naturally opposed it to the utmost. As, however, at the
same time (as we must suppose, if we believe the narrative of
Mz, to be unhistorical) he found himself unable to adduce any
counter-evidence, he would be constrained to have recourse to
conjectures, and to say something like this : * The Jews, we may
be quite certain, saw to the watching of the sepuichre; they
could very well have known that Jesus had predicted his rising
again for the third day.’ A somewhat careless Christian by-
stander received the impression that in these suggestions what
he was listening to was not mere conjecture but statement of
fact, and circulated it among his friends as such; that it was
unhesitatingly believed by Christians is not astonishing, Next,
let us suppose, another propounded the guestion : I¥id then the
men of the guard actually see what happened at the resurrection
of Jesus? Again the answer could only be a conjecture ; but
just as certainly it must have run as follows ; ‘ Unquestionably ;
for they were continuously at the sepulchre, and Roman soldiers
never sleep on guard.’ As, forther, at the time we are at
present supposing, the statement that the women had found the
stone rolled away had long been current, conjecture as to what
the guards had observed before the arrival of the women could
hanﬁy have heen other than to the effect that there had been an
earthquake and that an angel had come dewn from heaven and
rolled away the stone. Thar this conjecture also should have
been taken up as a statement of fact is easy to suppose.
Lastly, a listener perhaps would ask : ' Why then did not the
soldiers tell what had happened, and why have we heen left in
ignorance of this untilnow?’ Oncemere the answer—a conjecs
ture merely, yet ready to be accepted as a fact—was at hand ;
The Jewish “authorities will douhtless have bribed them to
suppress the truth and to spread instead of it the rumour that
the disciples had stolen the body.

Without pursuing this line of explanation further in
details, let us now endeavour to see what were the
conscious or unconscious apologetic

28. Effect of tendencies at work which coﬁld %ave
tendency: (a) _: . o

given rise to the unhistorical elements
onaccounts of > " 1 i I
sepulchre. in the gospel narratives. {a) Jesus
was risen, his grave must have been
empty. If this was disputed, the Christians asserted
it as a fact, and thai with the very best intention of |
affirming what was true. Therefore, no hesitation was
felt in further declaring that (according to all reascnable
conjecture} the women who had witnessed Jesus' death
had wished to anoint his body and thus had come to
know of the emptiness of the grave. In the fact that
according to Mk, and Mt. this was not alleged regard-
ing the male disciples we can see still a true recollection
that those disciples were by that time no longer in
Jerusalem (see GOSPELS, § 138 a); this feature was
not first added by our canocnical evangelists Mk. and -
Mt., for they already presuppose the presence of the
disciples in Jerusalem.

(#) Why then should not these disciples themselves
have gone to the sepulchre? In an earlier phase of the
narratives it was, no deubt, horne in mind that these
disciples, if in Jerusalem at afl, had to remain in con-
cealment, and even a writing soc late as the Gospel of
Peter {26) knew that very well. Lk., however (24 24},
ignores it. His statement that ‘certain " {rwés) disciples
went tc the sepulchre is still very vague. DBut Jn,
forthwith lays hold of it and definitely names Peter and
the beloved disciple, and reports upon their rivalry in 2
manner that betrays a conscious tendency much more
strongly than most of the other narratives (cp S1MON
PETER, § 225).

{¢) The most obvious conjecture must necessarily

'selves had at first shared this doubt.

have been that Jesus was seen immediately at the
sepulchre itself, Here also may be distinguished two
stages. The earlier is the account of Mt,; Tn. recasts
it (§ roe). If Jn. had been a free inventor it would

4071

be hard to say why he does not assign the appearance of
Jesus at the sepulchre 1o Peter and the beloved disciple,
both of whom nevertheless he represents as examining
the sepulchre. Since he names only a woman as re-
ceiving the appearance he shows himself bound by the
represeniation which we now find in Mt., in spite of all
the comparative freedom with which he departs from it,
So also the Coptic account, and the Didaskalia {(above,
8§6, 74). )

{d) In all the reports hitherto mentioned, however,
Jesus was seen only after, not during, his resurrection.
The possibility of filling up this blank was offered by
the story of the guard at the sepulchre, which on its
own merits has already been discussed (above, § 24 ).
It could in point of fact fill the blank in an {apologeti-
cally) extremely effective way, inasmuch as it was by
unbelievers that the actual fact of the resaurrection was
observed,

The timidity which restrained the other writers from touching
upon this incident continued to be still operative with Mt. in so
far that he does not saK that the person of Jesus was actnall
seen, and adds that the watchers became as dead men (2843
The Gospel of Peter has completely overcome this timidity ; the
watchers observe accurately each of the successive phases of the
resurrection and see Jesus himself as he emerges from the tomb.
The ¢odex Bobbiensis (above, § 7 ) relates this simyly asa fact
without mention ¢f the withesses. The statement of the Gospel
of the Hebrews—that Jesus gave the linen shrond to the servant
of the high-priest—stands upon the same plane.

As long as there was still current knowledge that the

first appearances of the risen Jesus were in Galilee, the

fact could be reconciled with the presence
of the disciples in Jerusalem on the
morning of the resurrection only (2) on
the assumption that they were then
directed to go to Galilee. The natural
media for conveying such a communication must have
seemed to be the angels at the sepulchre in the first
instance, and after them the women. So Mk, and
Mt. So far as Mt is concerned this direction to be
given to the disciples was perhaps the reason, or a
reason in addition to that suggested in § 2 ¢, why the
women should be made to go to the grave so early as
on the evening ending the Sabbath, so that the disciples
might still in the course of the night have time to set
out and if possible obtain a sight of Jesus within three
days after his crucifixion.

(#) Yet such a combination as this was altogether
toc strange. Why should Jesus not have appeared
forthwith in Jerusalem to the disciples? Accordingly
Lk. and Jn. simply suppressed the direction to go to
Galilee, finding themselves unable to accept it, and
transferred the appearances to Jerusalem. Or, it was
not our canonical evangelists who did both things at
one and the same time, but there had sprung up,
irrespective of Mk. and Mt., the feeling that Jesus
must in any case have already appeared to the disciples
in Jerusalem ; it presented itself to Lk, and Jn, witha
certain degree of authority, and these writers had not
now any occasion to invent but simply to chocse what
seemed to them the more probable representation, and
then, when in the preparation of their respective baoks
they reached the order to go to Galilee, merely to pass
over it or get round it (§ 2 &), as no longer compatible
with the new view,

As against all assurances that the risen Jesus had
been seen, it was always possible to raise the cbjec-
tion that what was seen had been merely

26. (b) On
question :
Galilee or
Jerusalem.

27. (Giﬂon ‘a vision' {pdrracpa) One good way
a:ll:I.T. ef of meeting this objection was () the
a;;aagn:es assurance that the eye-witnesses had

assured themselves of the contrary with
all the more care and circumspection because they them-
It is thus that
we are to explain the care with which the disbelief of
the disciples is accentuated.

So in Mt. 28 17 (*but some doubted,’ ol 8% d8icracar)l Lk,

1 Should Brandt (335-357) be right in his conjecture that these
three words are a gloss, because, in the words immediately
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24 11 37 41—in 2. 37 41 we have a doubt that is hardly intelli-
gible in the present connection, since ali those present have
already in 2. 34 vonfessed their faith in the resurrection of Jesus
(an ynevenncss that would be removed by the hypothesis of
Brandt spoken of in § 16 #)—also_with special emphasis in Jn.
20 25 Mk. 18 11 13/ and in the Coptic account. The counter-
part, a specially strong faith, is shown by James, in_the Gospel
of the Hebrews, in his oath that he would fast until Jesus had
risen again.

(4} If then it was held important to be able to over-
come doubts, it was always possible 1o produce some imi-
pression if assurance could be given that Jesus had been
not only seen but also heard. As to the substance of
what he said something will be found in the next section
{§ 28); for the present, all that comes into consideration
is the simple fact of speech,  For narrators who had
never themselves witnessed an appearance of Jesus it
was an exceedingly natural thing to assume that Jesus
had been not only seen but also heard, and it was
equally easy for their hearers to take their conjecture
for fact. At the same time, since it was not impossible
also to hear words, as Paul reports himself to have done
{2 Cor. 124), without the experience being morethan an
ecstasy, some yet stronger proof of objectivity still re-
mained necessary.

{¢) In § 17 [f] stress has already been laid on the
fact that in the bodily figure of Jesus which was seen the
marks of the wounds were also included; nay more,
that spectators even perhaps believed themselves to see
that he was showing them. Still, a real guarantee of
the actuality of his return to this earth had not been
received until the wounds had been touched.

‘Whilst, however, there is between suchan ‘actual’ seeing and
actual touching a distinction so grear that it can hardly be exag-
gerated, it is one which is capable of being almost eatirely over-
lovked by people who neither themselves had witnessed an
appearance of Jesus nor were familiar with the principles of
psychology ; and thus it would not be impossible for them,
without any consciousness of inaccuracy, still less of deliberate
perversion of the truth, to change the statemeat which eye-
witnesses had actually made as to having seen the wounds into
the different statement that Jesus had invited the disciples to
touch them. So Lk.243¢ Jn. 2027 also the Coptic account and
the second fragment of the Gospel of the Hebrews (§ 4 ¢), in the
fast-cited case with the express addition that the disciples availed
themselves of the invitation. In a naive way a touching of
Jesus by the women is mentioned in Mt, 28¢.

{d) Tk. goes yet another step further in his statement
{24 4z f) that Jesus asked for food, and partook of it in
the presence of the disciples. This is in 7. 41 expressly
characterised as a still stronger proof of the reality of
his resurrection than the fact that he had been touched.
Here, accordingly, the popular conceptions as to the
nature of the resurrection body underlying Mk. 6 14-15,
which in the earliest period were not applied to Jesus
{§ 17 ¢}, gain influence. Jn. does neot follow Lk. in
this ; he declines to represent the risen Jesus in so
strongly and frankly sensuous a manner,!  Yet even
Lk."s representation is surpassed by the extra-canonical
addition to Lk.2443 (§ 7 ¢) that Jesus gave to his
disciples the remainder of the food of which he had been
pattaking. An eating in their presence here becomes an
eating with them, which according to Acts 1041 was, in
fact, continually happening.?

(e} It becomes now quite easy to understand how,
once natrrators had ceased to shrink from such repre-
sentations, the reporter passed over that particular touch
in the accounts actually proceeding from eye-witnesses
according to which Jesus had vanished after each
appearance, and how instead of this it was unsuspectingly

following, Jesus passes over the doubt of these disciples without
remark, the insertion would still show that a reader of the
oldest period found it fitting to presuppose doubts on the part of
some of the disciples.

1 The question in Jrn, 215, quite on a level with Lk. 2441
(‘aught to eat?’), has a quite different significance; in Jn,
Jesus does not intend to eat, but to give them to eat, Neither
also does k. 2430/ (the scene at Emmaus) imply a represen-
tation of Jesus as eating. See § 2q, &

¢ The Tendering of cvrahiféuevos in EVie. of Acts14 ‘ eats
ing with them’ is, however, very doubtful (EV ‘being assembled
together with them ).
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taken for granted that Jesus had still remained upon
earth and had dealings with his disciples in every respect
as a man, In the earliest stage of this way of represent-
ing matters, such a condition of things was held to have
Jasted for only one day:; but afterwards the time was
extended to forty days (§ 16 a, &).

That this second view was not met with in tradition from the
heg{nnmg, but owes its existence to a transformation of the
earller view, is absolutely certain unless we assign Acts to
another than the author of the Third Gospel,  The cause of the
transformation is very apparent ; the disciples were, during all
the lifetime of Jesus, very weakly, and at the end stll needed
much instruction ‘cencerning the kingdom of God' (wepi a5
BaotAelas Tob Beov : Acts ),

(/) The idea of a continuous presence of Jesus upon
earth, if oniy for a single day, necessarily carried with
it the consequence that this condition terminated in an
ascension.

No one needed to invent the idea; every account of eye-
witnesses had closed with the more or less definite sratement
that Jesus had again disappeared, and disappeared into heaven
(B 174). At the same time the tendency to adorn a plain story
shows irself at work with sufficient clearness if we compare the
simple ‘he parted from them and was carried up inte heaven’
(Seéory o’ abriov kal aredépero cls 0w olipavér) of Lk. 24 51, or
even Mk, 1819, with the circumstantial aceount given in Acts
l1g-1r. The ‘original limitation of the ﬁ)enod during which
appearances of Jesus occurred to a single day will have co-
ogerated along with the other causes mentioned In § 23 ¢ to bring
about the exclusion by Lk. of the appearance to the soo, that to
James, and that to ‘all the apostles.” .

The belief once created that Jesus in his various
appearances had also spoken, the door lay wide open
28, (d) On for all kinds of conjecture as to what

tad he had said. {«) In this region the
worda repo: " most obvious conjecture was that Jesus
uttered words leading up to, or explaining, the alleged
facts which we have already considered.

Thus it fits the situation equally that in Mt 28 10 Jesus re.
peats to the women the injunction of the angels to bid the
disciples repair to (alilee, and that in Lk. 24 49 and Acts1 g,
on the other hand, he bids them remain in Jerusalem, whilst in
Jn. 2017 he merely sends them word that he is ascending to
heaven, and for this reason does not suffer Mary Magdalene to
touch him. It is still in accordance with the same principle
that he is represented as at a later date making the request that
his disciples should touch him, and asking the disciples whether
they have anything to eat (§ 2y ¢, &).

{#) Other worels of Jesus apply to situations which we
have not yet discussed. Thus, in Lk. 2438 and in the
Didaskalia (§ 7#}), as well as in the speech to James
in the Gospel of the Hebrews, the purpose is to prepare
the way for a joyful frame of heart and mind. The
words in jn, 209 =6, ' Peace be unto you,” as also those
to Saul, ‘Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me?' (Acts
94, ete.), are singularly well chosen,

{¢) What must have presented itself as the main
object must have been that of instructing the disciples,
before the final departure of Jesus, in everything which
was still necessary for their future tasks.

Ta this category of instruction belongs the repeated insistence
upon the uncertainty of the time of the end of the warld (Acts
17: cp Mk. 18 32), but very specially, as new matter, the proof
that the passion of Jesus had been appeinted by God and fore-
told by the prophets (Lk. 242527 44-46). U Jesus in this
manner established a correct understanding of events that were
past, it was natural, indeed inevitable, to think that, aver and
above this, he had given 2ll the new directions for the futere
which were in point of fact followed in the church and therefore
could not but have proceeded from its founder. Thus {it was
held) it must necessarily have been Jesus who told the disciples
that *all authority had been given unto him in heaven and on
earth,” and that he was with them alway, even unto the end of
the world {Mt. 2818 20} he it was who must have instituted
the mission to the Gentiles (Mt. 2819 7 Lk. 24 47 BMk. 16 15), as
also baptism {Mk.1616, and the canonical text of Mt. 8819;
but ¢p § 8¢), and he too it must have been who promised the
power of performing miracles (Mk. 16 17_£), yet also demanded
a faith that believed without having seen (JIn. 20 2¢),—this in
view of the fact that he knew of, and was ahle to foretell, the
cutpouring of the Moly Spirit at Pentecost (Lk. 2449 Acts
14/ 8, if he did not himself impart the Spirit as in Jn. 20 22.

(@) This leads us to the significance which the words
of the risen Jesus have, especially for the apostles; for
it is only to them that in Jn. the Spirit is imparted, as
also the power to forgive or to retain sins {20a23) or,
indeed, a formal mission of any kind (20=1). We find,
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further, that in the missionary precept the disciples
come first into account, just as in Acts (especially
26 16-18) it is Paul whe does so. Jn,2115-23 has to do
entirely with fixing the relative rank in the regard of the
church between Peter on the one hand and the beloved
disciple on the other (§ 9 ¢}; similarly 20 3-10 {cp SiMON
PETER, § 224). The gospel tradition has therefore made
use of its accounts of the resurrection of Jesus in a very
decided manner for the purpose of carrying back to
Jesus the high esteem in which the apostles were held
at a later time.

With other reasons (§§ 23 ¢ 27 [#]) the purpose just referred
to may have co-operated to bring it about that the evangelists
recorded almost exclusively only appearances to apostles and

ass over in silence those to the 500 and to James,—indeed, that
Mt. contents himself with recording no more than one appear-
ance altogether, an appearance in which B. Weiss even discerns
a free fusion of all that Mt. knew by tradition regarding the
appearances of Jesus.

At last, however, the emphasis that had been laid on
the literal historical fact of the resurrection of Jesus

gave place to something different. (a)

29, {e).On A Flowever firmly established the resurrec-

subatitute . . it
for vision of r.'lon might seem to be historically, ho‘wever

- little open to any shadow of doubt in the
rigen Jesus, .o OF ¥ Shace

* minds of the faithful, its value for them
was nevertheless small: it was nothing more than
an event of past time. What faith demands is some-
thing present, something now and always capable
of being experienced afresh. The demand for a faith
that could believe without having seen (Jn. 2027 29
1 Pet. 18) was hard to satisfy. Thus there came to be
felt a need for such a turn being given to the resurrection-
narrative as should make the continued life of Jesus
capable of being experienced anew at all times {Mt. 28 z0:
‘I am with you alway’), and thus the historical state-
ments as te his long-past appearances—accounts which
had been elaborated with such care—in great measure
lost their importance,

(#) Towards this result Paul had already contributed.
The risen Christ is for him identical with the Holy
Spirit (z Cor. 817 Rom. 8g-11, and often). The fourth
evangelist followed him in this (§ 16¢: JOHN, SoN OF
ZEBEDEE, § 26 ¢). Therefore in the Fourth Gospel the
risen Jesus having ascended to heaven bestows the Holy
Spirit slready on the very day of the resurrection.
Only to the disciples, indeed, in 2022, but according to
738 /. expressly to all believers; and therefore it is not
open to doubt that 167 13-15 1418 28 1526, ete., are also
to be interpreted in the latter sense. As Holy Spirit
JESUS is alwa.ys presem.

(¢} A somewhat more sensible substitute for vision of
the risen Jesus is the observance of the ordinance of the
Supper. This is the true meaning of the deeply signifi-
cant narrative of the disciples at Emmaus (ep CLEOPAS).

The wish of Christianity—"abide with us'—did not admit of
being fulfilled in a literal sense; but in every act of communion
*he went in to abide with them ' (Lk. 24 29). Not with fleshand
bones as in the case of the primitive disciples (24 3g), but ‘in
another form” (év érépq wopdfi: Mk. 16 12); and whilst the result

of all that could be told about the empty grave was ‘him they
saw not,’ he is now presently recognised *in the breaking of the
bread’ {Lk.24z430 £ 34). It is_plain that the knowledge
ascribed to the two disciples, so skiliully embedied in this nar-
rative, could not have been drawn by them from the events de-
scribed by Lk. even if they had literally happened to them on the
resurrection day ; it is natrally the product of a long growth,
and that too in Gentile-Christian circles in which the corporeal
element in_Jesus was_neither so familiar nor so important as in
the primitive-apostolical. It is clearly a reminiscence of a
celebration of tﬁoesLord's Supper that we have also in Jn. 2113
and in the giving of the bread to James in the Gospel of the
Hebrews ; only, in Jn. it has its prototype in the feeding of the
five thousand with loaves and fishes (6 g r1=21g), which, how-
ever, in turn bears the most express marks of being but a clothing
of the Supper (see Joun, Son oF ZeBEDEE, §§ 20¢, 23¢).
The number ‘seven’ as applied to the disciples corresponds to
the number of baskets which in the second ‘feeding” in the
Synoptists (Mk. Ba=Mt. 1537) were filled with the fragments
that remained over; whilst in Jn. 613, in agreement with the
first *feeding ' in the Synoptists (Mk. 6 53= Mt 14 zo=Lk. 9 17),
twelve haskets are filled, corresponding te the number  twelve”
as applied to the disciples. The mysterious ¢haracter of the
presence of the risen Jesus at the Supper appears at Emmaus
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in his disappearance when the two disciples recognised him
(Lk. 24 31), at the Sea of Galilee in no one’s asking him who he
was (Jn. 21 12).

III. EXPLANATION OF THE FACTS.

The last problem still demanding solution, is how to

explain the only fact that has emerged in the course of

our examination—the fact that Jesus

?Toe'sllf:tzl'lezeu;f was seen, as we read in 1 Cor. 155-2.

Tection-body. Any atternpted explanation presupposes

" an insight into subjective experience

that perhaps can never be completely attained. It

demands, therefore, the greatest caution. It cannot,
however, be left unattempted,

{a) The investigator who holds himself bound to
accept and make intelligible as literal fact everything
recorded in the resurrection narratives, even of the
canonical gospels merely, cannot fulfil his task on any
other cendition than that he assumes a revivification of
the buried body of Jesus to a new period of earthly life,
hardly less earthly than when Jesus was taken for Elijah
or the Baptist risen from the dead (Mk. 6 14-16 828 and ||,
cp Ora-rz3 Mt. 11z4). It only remains to be stipulated
that he who does so shall fully realise that what he is
assuming is a miracle in the fullest sense of the word,
Many theologians are strangely wanting in clearness. as
to this. Even, however, after one has clearly under-
stood what he is accepting, it is impossible to stop here ;
for such a view does justice only to one side—the
physical and sensuous—of the resurrection-narratives ;
not to the other, according to which Jesus was neverthe-
less exalted to heaven, a thing impossible for flesh and
blood (t Cor. 1550).

(4) In order to do justice to this second side also,
recourse is often had to the theory of a gradual sublima-
tion or spiritualisation of the resurrection-body of Jesus
—at first wholly material—whereby it was gradually
made fit for its ascension. Again, what has to be
insisted on is that the miracle is not hereby diminished ;
on the contrary, to the original miracle of the revivifi-
caticn of the material body is added a second—that of
the spiritualisation of the material body, The thing,
however, is also quite inconceivable; how is one to
represent to oneself the stages of the transition ?

A body which is already capable of making its way through
closed doors must surely have ceased to be tangible (Jn, 20 zé_f).
Moreover, such a view is in direct contradiction to what we find
in NT, not only in 1Cor. 15 so-53 hut also in the gospels; for
the touching there referred to and (in Lk, 24 39-43) the eating
happen precisely at the last appearance of fesus which is
immediately followed by the ascension; and the precept not to
touch is placed in Jn. (2017} at an earlier point. So, also, we

read that Jesus ¥s immediately recognised in his later appear-
ances, but precisely in the earlier ones not (Lk. 24 1§ Jn. 20 14)

{¢) If we decide to confine curselves te the task of
explaining what we take to be the simple fact according
to x Cor, 15, we must not suffer curselves to forget that
Paul thinks of the future resurrection-body of man—
which he regards as heavenly and pneumatic—as con-
formed to the pattern of the resurrection-body of Jesus
{so 1 Cor. 1545-49).1  Jesus' body aiso, then, in his view
must have been heavenly and pneumatic ; and as Paul
in 1 Cor. has not yet given up the revivification of
the buried body {§ 158}, he must have thought of the
pneumatic atiributes possessed by it as having arisen
through metamorphosis, such as, according to x Cor.
1551-53, is to happen also to the bodies of those men
and women who shall still be alive at the last day,
According to what we have seen In § 17¢ the original
apostles also agree in this. Thus the explanation of the
facts which proceeds on the belief of the apostles that a
body of Jesus was really seen must think of that body as
heavenly and pneumatic; not, however, in such a sense
that it was given to Jesus at his resurrection as a new

1 In v 49 the future—‘we shall bear” (dopéorapevy—is to be
read. An exhortation, ‘let us bear' (¢popécwper ; so Ti. WH},
is meaningless, for the resurrection-body is obtained without

our co-operation. The confusion of o and @ with copyists is
very common ; see Gal. 610 12 1In. & 20 Rom, b 14 g, etc.
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bady whilst the old body remained in the grave, but in
the sense that it came into existence through a change
wrought on the buried body. On this explanation the
resurrection has as much an entirely miraculous char-
acter as it has on either of the other two theories already
cansidered.

In order to escape so far as may be from miracle
of the character described in the preceding section,
and, generally, to be rid of the question

3:.' e i,u::ec' of the corporeity of the risen Jesus,
101 O ®  recourse is often had to the view that
Spirit only.

it was only the spirit of Jesus that rose
and appeared to his followers. Here opinion is divided
as to whether such a thing is possible without a miracle
or not.  Any one who holds appearances of the spirits of
the departed to be possible in the naturat order will he
able to dispense with assuming a miracle here. The
majority, however, maintain the negative. Moreover,
such persons declare that the appearances of Jesus to
his disciples differ considerably from the manner in
which the spiritualism of the present day holds appear-
ances of spirits to occur.  They find themselves com.
pelled accordingly, if it was merely the spirit of Jesus
that was alive and manifested itself, to postulate a
miracle whereby it was made visible.

It is to be observed, moreover, that this view—that
only the spirit lives on—is in no respect different from
the doctrine of the immortality of the soul except in this,
that in the particnlar case in question the continuance
of the life of the spirit begins only on the third day
after death. This, however, is a collocation of quite
heterogenecus ideas. The essence of the docirine of
immortality lies in this, that the life of the soul is never
interrupted, and thus there can be no thought at all of
revivification after remaining for a time in a state of
death. Revivification can occur only in the case of a
subject that is capable of dying—in other words, in a
body. This is a Jewish idea, that of immortality is
Greek. The latter is adopted in the Book of Wisdom,
and Paul comes near it in 2 Cor.51-8 (§ 154) ; for the
original apostles it is from the outset excluded {§ 17 ¢},

It is discovered to be necessary, accordingly, to go a
step farther. ‘The belief that the risen Jesus actually

s ondiog did appear is frankly given up.

32.Vi0'_bjectlve (a)p%he d:'!sci]:ales}.r \gve are ptold, 5aW
81018 nothing real : neither the body of Jesus,
clothed with earthly or heavenly attributes, nor the spirit
of Jesus whether in true spirit form or in seme kind of
acquired visibility. What they believed they saw was
in reality only a visionary image, without any real
appearance of Jesus; but this visionary image was
produced in their souls immediately by God in order
that they might be assured that Jesus was risen. For

this reason the vision is cailed objective.

{4} The belief is entertained that by this method of
regarding the matter the assumption of a miracle is
made superfluous; all that is postulated is merely a
Divine act of revelation. Keim has invented for this
view, which he also supports, the phrase: telegram
from heaven, ‘This act of revelation itself, however, is
nothing less than a miracle. Were it not miraculous
the visionary image of the risen Jesus in the minds of
the disciples could only have its origin in their own
subjective condition. This i exactly what is denied
and must be denied ; otherwise the disciples must be
taken to have had their faith in the resurrection within
themnselves and needed no divine revelation of it.
subjective condition of the disciples must on this view
be represented as one of the greatest prostration, which
could be changed into its opposite only by a revelation
really coming from God.

{¢) It bas to be remarked, further, that according to
this view Jesus” continued existence must be regarded
as miraculous in the full sense. If the presupposition
were that his soul was immortal like the soul of any
other man, his continued life would be a matter of

4977

The *

course and did not require te be made known by a
special revelation. But what is aimed at in putting
forward this view is much rather to establish the
complete difference between Jesus and all other men
which has been from the first claimed for him by the
assertion of his resurrection, but yet to be able to

dispeuse with miracle. This cah never succeed.
If a really non-miraculous explanation is desired, then
apart from subjective visions {of which more hereafter)

two possibilities present themselves.
33. Non- .
A {2} The hypothests that Jesus was only
mijraculous -
: apparently dead found mary supporters
explanations . - ; .
{excludi in the days of rationalism, and it has
visionﬂmgs) also been espoused by a writer so modern
" as Hase (Gesch. fesu, 1876, § 112).

_ That crucified persons taken down from the cross while still
in life have been able to recover is testified by Herodotus (7 194)
and Josephus (Mré 75 end, § 4204). In a case of seeming
death indeed it is hardly credible, and to call to one’s aid the
wonderful power of healing which Jesus exercised on behalf of
other persons is in this connection quite fantastic. Meore than
this: had Jesus presented himself merely as one who had all
but died on the cross his a‘f earance would have produced the
impression of weakness and helplessness, not that of a conqueror

of death and the grave, which nevertheless was the character he
required to present if he was to inspire his followers to a world-
conguering faith. Finally, what could they say, if he neverthe-
less in the end died after ali? To escape the force of 1his
question the assumption was that he had withdrawn himself
into solitude, perhaps into some cave in order that his death
might not become known. It is vbvious that the theory of a
seeming death is not enough; it is necessary to assume also
various machinations, whether on the part of Jesus himself or on
the part of his disciples, whether at the time of his leaving the
sepulchre or with a view to covering the worst signs of weak-
ness before he presented himself to larger circles of his followers,
In this aspect the present hypothesis approximates—

{#) The hypothesis that, althcogh Jesus did not
recover, the disciples spread abroad, and found credence
for, the rumour that he was alive. Apart from all
other difficulties, such a hypothesis is from the outset
untenable for two reasons : not only would the disciples
immediately after the death have been unable to
summon courage for so gigantic a task as the theory
implies, but also at a later date they would not have
had courage in persecution to surrender their lives for
such a faith.

Thus subjective visions are a! that remain now to

1t with.
34. Nature be dealt with, Let' us ende?.vour first of
" all to determine their nature in general so
of subjec- his § icable. wi
tive vision, ¢ as this is practicable, without a too
" minute discussion of the conditions implied
in the NT narratives and statements,

{2} In contradistinction from the so-called objective
vision {see § 32 a}, the image that is seen in the sub-
jective vision is a product of the mental condition of
the seer. The presupposition is, accordingly, that he
is not only in a high degree of psychical excitement
which is capable of producing in him the belief that he
is seeing something which in peint of fact has no
objective existence, but also that all the elements which
are requisite for the formation of a visicmary image,
whether it be views or ideas, are previously present in
his mind and have engaged its activities. That in these
circumstances the seer should behold an image for
which there is no corresponding reality, can be spoken
of as something abnormal only in so far as the occurrence
is on the whole a rare one; as soon as a high degree of
mental excitement is given, the existence of visions is by
the laws of psychology just as intelligible and natural
as, in a lower degree of mental excitement, is the
occurrence of minor disturbances of sense perceptions.
such as the hearing of noises and the like.

(4} The view that a subjective vision could never
have led the disciples to the belief that Jesus was alive
because they were able to distinguish a visien from a
real experience is quite a mistake.l It is not in the
least necessary that we should raise the question whether
they were always able to do so; let it be at once
.1 On this point Beyschlag (Lebes Jesu14z2-440) is par-
ticulatly instructive.
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assumed that they could. The distinction is not un-
known in the NT; see, for example, Acts12g; indeed
we may lay it down that ‘was seen’' (d¢fn) with the
single exception of Acts726 always stands for another
kind of seeing than that of ordinary sense-perception
{e.e, Lk.lrr Qa1 2243 Acts23 723035 917 1831 169
2616 [t Tim. 3:67] Rev. 1119 121 3). Nay, this is our
warrant for calling in visions to our aid in explaining
the appearances of Jesus. All that we have gained by
this concession, however, is merely that the seers dis-
tinguished once and again the condition in which they
were ; whether ecstatic or normal; it by no means
follows as matter of course that they held the thing seen
in vision to be unreal, and only what they saw when
in their ordinary cendition to be real.  How otherwise
could the very conception of such a thing as an objec-
tive vision be possible?

{¢} On the contrary, it pertains precisely to the
subjective vision that the seer, if he 1s not a person
thoroughly instructed in psychology and the natural
sciences, is compelled to hold what he sees in his vision
for real as long as it does not bring before him some-
thing which to his conception is impossible. Wherein
otherwise would consist the delusion, which nevertheless
every one knows to be connected with subjective vision,
if not in this, that the visionary seeks for the cause of
what he has seen in the external world, not in his own
mental condition? And indeed the visionaries of the
Bible had more extended powers than modern visionaries
have for taking a visionary image as an objective
reality ; for, if they were unable to attribute to the
image they saw any ordinary mundane reality because
it was contrary to their ideas of mundane things, they
could always attribute to it a heavenly reality, and it
was only if it was contrary to their'conception of things
heavenly that they came to recognise it as a product of
their own fantasy.

{#) We have therefore to distinguish between three
experiences which were regarded as possible by the
disciples and their contemporaries : (1) the seeing of an
earthly person by the use of the ordinary organs of
sight: {2} the seeing of & person in a real yet heavenly
corporeity, not by the bodily eyes but in a vision
(6rracia : Lk l2z 2423 Acts26i19 =2 Cor.121; or
Hpaois 1 Acts2:7 Rev.91y; or fpapa: ActsY101=2
1031719 115 1694 18}, in a state of ecstasy (¥xaraes:
Acts 1010 115 2217}, or, it may be, outside of the seer's
own body {2 Cor. 122 f0}; (3) the production of a false
image on the mind without any corresponding outward
reality, The first of these possibilities {ordinary seeing)
is contemplated only by those evangelists who speak
of Jesus as eating and as being touched, and who never
themselves had been present at appearances of the
risen Jesus. The second possibility {visionary seeing of
a heavenly corporeity) is what the witnesses of such
appearances intended and what Paul indicates by the
word 'was seen’ (dgpfn). With the third possibility
(false image) it has this in common that in both the
condition of the participants is visionary ; with the first
(ordinary seeing), that the participants hold what they
see to be absolutely real and to have an existence
external to themselves (but not with a2 mundane reality).

{e} It was the mistake of many critics to assume that
by the use of ‘was seen’ (dgfy) the purely subjective
origin of what had been seen was conceded by Paul
himself, The same error, however, is almost entirely
shared also by apologists such as Beyschlag when they
suppose that the participants, if they bad held their
condition to be that of visionaries, would at the same
time have perceived the unreality of what they saw. This
hypothetically enunciated statement of the apologists
is distinguished from the categorical assertion of the
eritics In only one point: the apologists will have it
that the participant need not necessarily attribute the
origin of what he sees to the state of his own mind, but
can attribute it to God——yet without the resuit that, in
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the latter case, in his view the thing seen becomes
invested with reality,

Thus Beyschlag (as above, 432-435) is of opinion that Acts
169 does not make Paul believe that in reality a man of
Macedenia stood before him, nor 10 10-16 make Peter think that
in reality a sheet containing real animals was lot down from
heaven-—not only not in mundane actuality but also not even in
heavenly actuality; on the contrary, in each case neither had
taken in more than this, that God was seeking to give them to
understand something by means of sensible images. This way
of looking at matters is utterly inconsistent with the beliefs of
that time, If it is God who sends the Macedonian or the sheet
containing the beasts, as a matter of course it is believed that
these things are sent really (possessing of course not mundane
but heavenly actuality); for where it is presupposed that God
can if he chooses send them really, it would be quite unaccount-
able to believe that he has nevertheless not done so, That the
sending is not done for its own sake merely, but has for its
purpose to incite Paul or Peter to a particular ¢ourse of action,
1s indeed true; but this does not by any means divest the thing
which (God has sent of its reality. ~Beyschlag makes it seem as
if this were so merely by a reference 1o Acts12g: ‘he knew not
that it was true which was done by the angel, but thought he
saw a vision." It is correct to say that the same word (opepa)
is employed here as is used in 16 g £ 1017 19 11 5, and that Peter
regards this vision (opaga} as something unreal.  Here however
the distinction drawn In a preceding paragraph (ahove, ¢) falls
to be applied : that 2 Macedonian or a sheet containing beasts
endowed with a heavenly corporeality could be sent by God
was regarded by Paul and by Peter respectively as thoroughly
Fossible; on the other hand, in 129 it 15 presupposed that the
iberation of Peter when it was ‘not true but a vision' would
have been regarded by him as impossible, In like manner, if
‘vision' (8paois) in Tobit 12 rg means something opposed to
reality, 2 mere appearance (¢deraoua), that meaning is secured,
only by the aatithesis in the sentence. The angel Raphael,
who has accompanied Tobias, says here by way of after-
explanation of wﬁal his real nature was: ‘I have neither eaten
nor drunken, but ye saw only an appearance.” The identity
of the word (ﬁma or bpagis) thus by no means proves identity
of judgment upon the matter here in question, namely the reality
or unreality of what has been seen,

(/) Equally mistaken would it be to maintain that
visions are throughout the whole OT and NT regarded as
an inferior form of divine revelation. Beyschlag deduces
this from a single text {Nu.126-8): to a prophet 1
reveal myself by visions or dreams, but with Moses I
speak face to face. Not only is the dream placed upon
a level with the vision, an equality of which there can
be no thought in connection with the appearances of
the risen Jesus, but also in antithesis to both is placed
God's direct speaking, which undoubtedly makes known
the will of God more plainly than a visual image
can, the interpretation of which rests with the seer. In
the case of the resurrection of Jesus, however, the
situation is exactly reversed, If God had announced to
the disciples by spoken words that Jesus was zalive, even
if they fully believed these words to have been received
immediately from God, the announcement would not
have been for them so clear and impressive as when
they were themselves permitted to look upon the form
of Jesus as of one who was alive.

(¢) After what has been said in three preceding
paragraphs {c, d, ¢} the decisive question comes to be:
what sort of appearances of a person risen from the dead
were regarded by the disciples as possible?

To this the answer must at once be: Not incorporeal appear-
ances; for the idea of the immeortality of the soul alone was
utterly strange to them (§ 17¢) Next, we must say! they
locked for a general resurrection of the terrestrial body to a
terrestrial life on the last day; but in exceptional cases they
regarded it as happening even in the present (Mk.614-16; cp
§ 17¢). And as they would have felt no difficulty in regarding
Jesus as an exceptional instance of this last description, they
would have regarded an appearance of Jesus in this form (with
a terrestrial body) as a real one. This case, however, does not
come into consideration ; for such an appearance of Jesus does
not come within the range of what is historically authenticated.

What is alone authenticated is the appearance of
Jesus in heavenly corporeality ; but of that it has been
shown in § 17 ¢ that it corresponded with the conceptions
of Paul and likewise with those of the original apostles.

{#) The resultant conclusion then must be that when
the disciples experienced an appearance of Jesus in
heavenly corporeality they were under compulsion to
regard it as objectively real, and therefore to believe
that Jesus was risen because they had actually seen him.
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Consequently, this belief of theirs does not prove that
what they saw was cbjectively real: it can equally well
have been merely an image begotten of their own
mental condition.

Having now, we believe, shown in a general way the
possibility that the things related concerning the risen

: : esils may rest upon subjective visions,

85. Situation %vhat nex{ remail?ls for qu to inguire is

of Paul. whether such visions have any prob-

ability in view of the known situation of the disciples.

This question adinits of an affirmative answer, very
particularly in the case of Payl.

It will ever remain the lasting merit of Holsten that he has
carried out this research on all stdes with the most penetrating
analysis. The view he arrived at holds its ground alike in
presence of conservative theclogy and in presence of the deniers
of the genuineness of ail the Pauline epistles, who find the
change from Pharisee to apostle of Jesus freed from the law too
sudden. An energetic nature couid only pass from the one
extreme to the other, and could not possibly hold a mediating
position.1

{(z) Paul persecuted the Christians as blasphemers,
because they proclaimed as the Messiah one who by the
judgment of God (Dt.2123, cp Gal 313) had been
plainly marked as a criminal. () If, in defending
their position, they quoted passages of the OT which in
their view treated of the Messiak, Paul could not gainsay
this application in a general way ; all that he denied
was the applicability of the passages to one who had been
crucified. (¢} From their appeals to the appearances of
Jesus, Paul certainly had come to know quite well the
form in which they would have it that they had seen
him. (&) Apart from this blasphemy of theirs Paul
cannot but have recognised their honesty, seriousness,
and blamelessness of moral character. What if they
should be in the right? 'We may be certain that, when
he entered their Jiouses and haled them before the
judgment-seat, there were not wanting heart-rending
scenes, which in the case of a man not wholly hardened
could not fail to raise ever anew the recurring question
whether it was really at the behest of God that he had
to show all this cruelty. He repressed his scruples;
yet the goad had entered his soul. '

{¢} In his own inner life he had no satisfaction. What-
ever may have been the zeal with which he followed the
precepts of the fathers (Gal. 114), unlike the great mass
of morally laxer Pharisees his contemporaries, he per-
ceived the impossibility of fulfilling the whole of the law’s
requirements, And, not being able to fulfil them, he
was accursed {Gal. 810), and all men were in the same
condemnation with himself. In Rom.77-25 he has
impressively described this cendition. (f) And yet
God in the OT had promised a time of salvation, and
it was Inconceivable that he should not hold to his
word. But how could he, if the universal fulfilment of
the law—which was so clearly impossible—were held to
be the indispensable condition ?

{g} Here of necessity must have come about in the
mind of Paul a combination of these two lines of
thought which had hitherto remained apart.
the Christians were right in their assertion that the
Crucified One really was the Messiak, through whom it
was God's will to bring salvation tc the world without
insisting on the fulfilment of the entire law? In that
case the persecution of the Christians was indeed a
crime; but Paul, and with him all mankind, was
nevertheless delivered from the anguish of soul caused
by daily transgression of the law; mercy, no longer
wrath, was what he might expect from God. (%} And
indeed, this being so, it could cnly have been through
the death of Jesus that God had willed to precure

1 Holsten, ZWT, 1861, pp. 223-284 } Zwm Foang. des Paulus
u. des Petrus, s-237 (1808); Plleiderer, Pawnlinisrines, 1873, @
1890, Einl,  On the other side: Beyschlag, 54 &7r., 1864, pp.
197264 ; 1870, pp. 7-50, 18g-263. Specially interesting is Scholz
(Dentsch. Evangel. Blitter, 1881, pp. 816-843), who recognises
the whole psychological preparation for the conversion, and
then brings in the supernatural fact of the risen Jesus, which
his previcus representation has enabled him to dispense with.
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salvation for men. For Saul, the Pharisee, could never
get away from the thought that some kind of propitia-
tion had to be made for the sins of men, before God
could bring in his grace, Perhaps the Christians had
cven already begun to quote in support of their view
is. 53, which Paul in all probability has in his mind
when, in 1 Cor. 153, he says that he has received by
tradition the doetrine that Christ, according to the
Scriptures, had been delivered as a propitiation for
OUr sins.

(¢) Whether, however, all this, which in one respect
promised blessedness, but in another threatened him
with divine punishment as a persecutor of the Christians,
was really true or not, turned for Paul upen the answer
to the question, whether in actuality Jesus was risen.
For, in addition to the doctrine of propitiation, Saul the
Pharisee was indissolubly wedded to the thought that
tevery one that hangeth on a tree’ is accursed, unless
God himself has unmistakably pronounced otherwise—
viz. that this proposition has no application to Jesus,
who did not die the death of a criminal, but the death
of a divine offering for sin. Such a divine declaration
was involved, according to the Christians, in the resur-
rection of Jesus.

(#) It will not be necessary to dwell upon the deeply
agitating effect which such doubts must have produced
in Paul's inmost soul; the vividness with which
the living figure so often described to him by Chris-
tians must, time and again, have stood before him,
only to be banished as often by the opposition of his
intellect ; until finally, only too easily, there came a
tine when the image of fancy refused any longer to
yieid to the effort of thought. All that need be pointed
out further is that on his own testimony, as well as on
that of Acts, Paul was very prone to visions and other
ecstatic conditions (2 Cor.12:1-4 1 Cor.14:8 Acts9:2
169 184 2217 2723). That he does not place what he
had experienced at Damascus on a level with those
visions of his, but speaks of it as the last appearance of
the risen Jesus (1 Cor. 158), is intelligible enough if he
was not aware of any further appearances having been
made to other persons (see § 104); but it in no way
shows that in the journey to Damascus what befell was
not a vision, but an actual meeting with the risen Jesus,
The possibility, indeed the probability, of a vision here
has been pointed cut; it is for each reader to choose
between this and a miracle.

(# Let it be clearly understood, however, that we do not here

employ the word 'was seen’ (Bdfy) as evidence that Paul

himself concedes the subjective origin of the image which he
saw. (To the contrary, see § 344, ¢.) Neither do we make use
of the expression in Gal.11s, where Paul speaks of God as
having revealed his son ‘in me’ (év épol), to prove that Paul
regarded the occurrence at Damascus as one thar had taken
place solely within himself. The words ‘I have seen’ ({dpaxa)
and ‘ was seen” (@pfn} in 1 Cor. 9 1 158 are decisive against this,
for by them the apostle means to say that he has really seen
{although not in earthly but in heavenly corporeality) the risen
Jesus as appearing to him aé extra. Yet so far as Gal.lig £
1s concerned, neither is it probable that ‘to reveal’ (awoxaiijrat)
denates a subsequent inward illumination of Paul, since ‘but
when' (éve &) and ‘straightway' (e08éws) mark the time
which fellowed immediately upon that of ‘the Jews' religion'
Clovboioués) (113 /). “In me’ (év éuod), in spite of the refer-
ence of ‘toreveal’ (dmoxaAdipai} to the event on the road to
Damascnus, may mean ‘ within me,” in so far as the appearance
produced effects upon the spiritual life of the apostle ; but it can
easily mean also ‘upon me’—i.e,, by changing the persecutor
into a believer (pot, however, ‘through the suceess of my mis-
sionary labours,” which did not eccur till later).

The situation of the earliest disciples very readily
suggests the same explanation of the facts. (2} The
. mental struggle between despair and
asa‘giii;':ges*' hope—the disaster involved in the
" death of Jesus, and the hope they still

somehow clung to, that the kingdom of God might still
be established by Jesus—can hardly have been less
than had been the struggle in the mind of Paul.
Perhaps there was in their case the additional circum-
stance that they were fasting, a condition highly favour-
able to the seeing of visions. Yet such a conjecturc
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is by no means indispensable, and we need not lay
stress on the indication as to this given in the Gospel of
Peter and in the Didaskalia (above, §§ 5 [ 1, 7&). Al
these psychological elements, however, will be more fully
considered later (§ 37).

(4} On the other hand, we are unable to attach
weight to the view that the disciples were gradually led
by a study of the OT 10 a conviction that Jesus was
alive, and that thus in the end they came to have
visions in which they beheld his form.

Visions do not arise by processes so gradual or so placid. It
is vertalnly correct te suppose that cCertain passages of the OT
must have had an influence on the thoughts of the disciples in
those critical days ; but not that they were then discovered for
the first time as a result of study.  Rather must they have been
long familiar, when suddenly, under the impression made by the
death of Jesus, they acquire a new and decisive significance as
convincing the bereaved ones that the continued fife of Jesus
was made assured by the word of God.

() From our list of such passages must be excluded many
which are frequently quoted as belonging to it; for example,
Is, 258 Ps. 13313 Ezek. 185-9, Ps, 27 (although it appears to
be cited in Acts13 33 in this sense), and, in particular, Ps, 16 10,
although this is cited in Acts22731 13 35. What is said in the
Hebrew text is that God will not suffer his pious worshipper to
die (cpz. 9} When & by a false etymelogy (mmgi="to destroy,”
instead of M® ="'to sink’} renders #fhath, which, as the
parallelism conclusively shows, means ‘ grave,’ by ‘ destruction”
(cxdbopd), the mistranslation Is innocuous as long as this word
1s taken to mean ‘death,’ as the translators certainly took it; it
becomes misleading only on the Christian interpretation which
understands the bodily corruption that follows death, Passages
of the OT from which the disciples could really have drawn
their conviction as to the resurrection of Jesus are Ex. 86 (see
its employment by Jesus himsell in Mk. 1226 /) Is. 589 4
Hos. 62 2z K. 203, perhaps also Ps. 11817 Job1%2s5-27, %ut
very specially Ps. 8613 1101 (cp Brandt, 498-so4). It must
always be borne in mind, it is hardly necessary to say, that
they did not interpret such passages in a critical manner and
with reference to the context, but simply as they seemed to
present to them a consoling thought.

(2} No weight can be given to the objection that the image of
the risen Jesus which presented itself to the disciples cannot
have been subjective because at first they did not recognise
it. That they failed to do so is stated only in passages
which must be regarded as unhistorical (Lk.24 16 Jn.2014);
in Lk. 24 37 41 it i3 not even said that he was not recognised.

{£) Another cbjection, that though perhaps the sub-
jective explanation might be admissible in the case of a
single individual, it wholly fails in the case of appear-
ances to several, not to speak of the case of zoo at
once, appears at first sight 1o have great weight. As
against this it is worth mentioning that one of the most
recent upholders of an objective resurrection of Jesus,
Steude (S4 A7, 1887, pp. 273-275), quite gives up this
argument. In peint of fact there is ample evidence to
prove that visions have been seen by many, in the
cases of Thomas of Canterbury, Savonarola, the
Spanish general Pacchi, several crusaders—days and
even months after their death—and similar occurrences
also in the cases of Boo French soldiers, the Camisards
in 1686-1707, the followers of the Roman Catholic
priest Poschl in Upper Austria in 1Brz-1818, the
* Preaching-sickness ' and ‘ Reading-sickness’ in Sweden
in 1841-1854, and so forth! That in circumstances
of general excitement and highly strung expectation
visions are contagious, and that others easily perceive
that which at first had been seen by oaly one, is, in

1 E. A, Abbott, St. Themas of Canferbury, 18c8; Hase,
Gesch, Jesu, 1876, pp. 595./%, and Newe Propheten, 333=2) 299 7
Reuter, Adlexander der Dritfe, 3110-112, 772-774 (1864);
Scholten, Ewvang. nack Jok. (Germ.), 329/ (1867); Renan,
Apdtres, 16 /< 22 (ET 51 7 55); Keim, Gesch ™ Jesu von Nazara,
8589-502 (1872), ET 6, 348%): Perty, Mystische Erschei
nungent 1130-133 (x872); E. Stein, Psyci}:dxe Contagion,
21 /. (Erlangen, 1877); Hohnbaum, Psychische Gesundhedt,
38-41 (1845); Leubuscher, Wakunsinn in dent 4 leteten Jakviun-
derten, 222-240(1848); Ideler, Theorie des religidsen Wakn-
sinns (1848-1830); Emminghaus, AZgesn. Psychopathologie,
§8 33,7 37,4 96, 113, 186 [1878), with the literature there referred
to; Allgem. Zischr. fiir Psychiatrie, 1849, pp. 253-261; 1854,
pp. 115-125 ; 1856, pp. 546-604 ; 1860, pp. 265-719: Wiedemann,
Die relig. Bewegung in Oberogsterreick w. Salzburg beim
Beginn des 19 [akrh (1890); Die Secfz der Poschlianer in
Oberdstreick in dem Jakre 1817 (no place on title-page, 1819);
Misson, Thédtre Sacré des Cevennes, London, 1707; Blane,
fuspiration des Camisards, Paris, 185g.
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view of the accumulated evidence, a fact not to be
denied.

{/} The attempt has been made to argue from this,
on the contrary, that subjective visions cannot be
thought of as explaining the recorded facts of the
resurrection, inasmuch as in that case we should be
entitled to expect very many more recorded vislons
than are enumerated by Paul. That, however, would
depend on the amount of predisposition to visions. It
is very easily conceivable that this may very rapidly
have diminished when, by means of a moderate nurmber
of reported appearances, the conviction had become
established that Jesus had risen. On this account it is
also best to presume that the first five appearances
followed one another wvery quickly. All the more
confidently in that case could Paul speak of that which
he had himself received as being the last of all {§ xo 4).

The consideration which above all others causes the
most serious misgivings, is the state of deep depression

. in which the disciples were left by the
375?;:;?011 death of Jesus, Isit Canceivableytha!
*  in such circumstances subjective visions

should have come to them ?

{a)} This question, however, is essentially simplified
by what has been pointed out above (§ 36 ¢}, if we
suppose in addition that it was Peter alone who re-
ceived the first vision. Could he but once find himself
able to say that he had seen Jesus, the others no
longer needed to be able to raise themselves out of
their state of prostration by their own strength: what
had happened to Peter supplied what was wanting in
this respect. The question thus narrows itself to this:
Is the possibility of a subjective vision excluded in the
case even of Peter ?

(4) Undoubtedly an unusually strong faith was
needed, if in Peter the thought that Jesus, notwith-
standing his death, was still alive, was to become so
powerful that at last it could take the form of a vision.
All the requisite conditions, however, were present.
We do not at all lay weight upon the consideration,
that with the return to Galilee the reminiscences of
Jesus associated with those localities would again take
the upper hand over the impression which his death
had made: for indeed this Impression was indelible.
But alongside of this impression there would alse be
recollections of the predictions of Jesus. We do not
refer here primarily to the predictivns of his resurrection
(see § =z a}; those referring tc his coming again from
heaven to set up the kingdom of God upen earth—
predictions which are certainly quite historical (see
GOSPELS, § 145 [f]}—are much more important,
They also, it is true, might seem tc have been decisively
falsified by the death of Jesus; for with Peter also it
was an infallible word of God, that every one that
hangs on a tree is cursed (Dt.2123; cp Gal 313).
Precisely here, however, there is a difference between
the cases of the two apostles: Paul could apply this
thesis to Jesus in cold blood, because he had never
persenally known him {2 Cor. 516, when rightly inter-
preted); Peter could not—he owed too much to him.
To speak more exactly, the reason why Peter, even after
the crucifixion, did not cease wholly to have faith in the
prediction of Jesus, lay partly in the deep impression of
his utter trustworthiness which he had left upon his
disciple, and partly also in the religious inheritance which
Peter felt he owed him, in the ineradicable conviction of
the truth of his cause. From this conviction of the
truth of Jesus' cause the conviction of his continued
personal life was inseparable in the thought of that
age. In this sense Renan's saying (Apdires, 44, ET
70} is true : ¢ ce qui a resuscité Jésus, c’est 'amour.”

{¢) There is yet another point, which for the most
part is utterly overlooked in this connection. We do
not mean the lively temperament of Peter ; for whether
that made him specially susceptible to visions cannot be
said. We refer to the fact that Peter had denied his
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Lord. Even if the circumstance, mentioned cnly in
Lk. (2261}, that after his denial his eye met that of his
master, be hardly historical {cp SIMON PETER, § 194},
there still remains a delicate suggestion of what must
most infallibly have happened ; the form of him whom
Peter had denied must have come up before him with
ever renewed vividness, however he may have struggled
to escape it. Though at first he may have said to him-
self that this was a mere creation of his fancy, it is
certainly not too bold a conjecture that a inoment came
when he believed he saw his Lord bodily present hefore
him, whether it was that the eye was turned upon him
with reproach and rebuke, or whether it was that it
already assured him of that forgiveness, for which
beyond all doubt he had been praying with all the
energy of his soul.

{#) If this be sound, we shall find in the denial of
Peter an occasion for the oceurrence of a vision as direct
as we have found the persecution of the Christians by
Paul to have been. If we will, we shall be able to
discern in these acts of hostility against Jesus or his
followers an arrangement in the providence of God,
whereby chosen vessels were prepared for the further-
ance of Christianity. In any case this deed of Peter,
that he held fast his faith in the imperishability of the
cause of Jesus and therefore also of the person of Jesus,
will remain the greatest of his life, greater still than his
confession at Caesarea Philippi (Mk. 8 z9 and ), and
would make to be true those two words even though in
the mouth of Jesus they be not historical : *thou art
Peter (Z.e., a rock) and upon this rock will I build my
church ' (Mt. 1618, cp MINISTRY, § 4 /'), and * Do thou,
when once thou hast turned again, stablish thy brethren’
{Lk. 22132, cp S1IMON PETER, § 154).

For all that has been said in the foregoing paragraphs
the most that can be claimed is that it proves the
possibility—the probability if you will
—of the explanatien from subjective
visions. From the very nature of the
case it would not be possible to prove
more, for the visionary character of the appearances
could nect be established for us hy the visionaries them-
selves—on the contrary, everything constrained them
1o regard what they had seen as objective and real—nor
yet by the reporters, who simply repeated what the
visionaries had related to them. Only scientifically
trained reporters could have assured us on the point,
and such reporters did not then exist. Let it be
expressly chserved, however, that in the vision-hypo-
thesis it is only the judgment of the visionaries as to the
abjective reality of what they had seen that is set aside ;
every other biblical statement of fact, unless we have
been compelled to set it aside as inconsistent with some
other biblical statement, remains unaffected. ‘The
hypothesis, furthermore, attributes no want of upright-
ness either to the visionary or to the reporter, The
error which it points out affects merely the husk—
namely that the risen Jesus was seen in objective
reality, but not the kernel of the matter, that Jesus
lives in the spiritual sense; thus it is an error, enly in
the same relative sense as is the dogma that the Bihle is
inspired in every letter (a dogma without the temporary
ascendancy of which the church of te-day would hardly
have existed), or in the same sense in which the anthro-
pomorphic view of God's being and his relation to
nature which possesses every child is an error—an error
but for which the number of grown-up persons of
unshaken religious conviction would indeed be small.

Reverting now once mare to § 1 and the ideas on
account of which it is held that the belief in a literal

38. Conclusion
on vision-
hypothesis,

resurrection cannot be given up, we remark that the’

doctrine of the government of the church by Christ is
one that can give place without any religious loss to
that of the leading of the church by the spirit of Christ,
or, if it is desired to put it in a more personal form,
that of the government of the church by God. That
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the cause of Jesus did not die with him on the cross we
are assured by history, even if his resurrection did not
oceur as a literal fact. It is undeniable that the church
was feunded, not directly upon the fact of the resurrec-
tion of Jesus, but upon the belief in his resurrection ;
and 1this faith worked with equal power whether the
resurrection was an actual fact or not. The view of
Paul that, apart from the literal truth of the resurrection
of Jesus, there is no forgiveness of sins, has as its
necessary presupposition the dogma, not of Paul the
Christian but of Paul the Pharisee, that every crucified
person without exception is accursed of God ; as soon
as the possibility of a miscarriage of justice either in the
synedrium or at Pilate's judgment seat is conceded, this
view eo 7gse falls to the ground. Finally, the view
that unless Jesus actually ruse again the hope of the
final resurrection of the dead is vain would be a sound
one if this hope had consisted in the expectation that all
men were to rise three days after their respective deaths.
In its actual form, as hope of the resurrection at the last
day, it would come to be denied, in so far as an
event happening in the case of Jesus is concerned, only
if Jesus himsell were to continue in the state of death at
the last day. In so far, however, as the idea of the
immortality of the scul takes the place of the hope of a
final resurrection—as in modern times is very extensively
the case-—it ceases to be a matter of fundamental
importance whether Jesus rose again on the third day,
or not; for immortality consists only in a continued
existence of the soul, and that from the moment of the
death of the body onwards, and is just as incapable of
being confirmed or made known by a resurrection of the
body as of being cailed in question by the absence of a
resurrection.  If immortality could thus be confirmed or
made known, that must have been possible on the first
and the second day after death, for immeortality was then
present, For that time, however, resurrection is ex-
cluded by presupposition.
Prins, De realiteil van's Heeven opstandinmg, 1861, and
{against Prins) Straatman, De vealifeit van's Heeren opstanding
; « « . ent hare verdedigers, 1862, Paul, ZW'7,
39, Literature. 1863, 182-209, 279-311; 1864, 82-95, 396-408
and (againsz Paul) Strauss, ibid. 1863, 386-
400} Gebhardt, De Auferstchung Christi und ihre nevesten
CGegner, 1864 Steude, Die Awfersfehung fesu, 1888, and with
more scientific thoroughness in S£ K., 1887, 203-205 (see above,
§ 36 ¢); Rohrbach, Der Sehluss des Marcusevangeliyms, 1864,
and Die Berichfe #ber dic Auferstchung Jesu, 1898, Eck,
* Bedeutung der Aufersiehung Jesu fiir die Urgemeinde u. fur
uns' in Hefte zur Christlichen Welt, No, 32, 18¢8; Loofs,
‘Die Auferstehungsberichte u. ihr Werth,’ é#é6id. No. 33, 1808 ;
Briickner, ' Die Berichte {iber die Auferstehung Jesu"in Prof
Monatshefte, 1899, 41-47, 96-110, 153-160, Amongst the writings
on the life of Jesus see Strauss, Keim, Weiss, Beyschlag {vol. 1.}
and, quite specially, Brandt, Evang. Gesch., 1893, 305-446,

=517,

49?'[%2: balk of English work upon this subject (of which the
more useful or significant portions are indicated in the sub-
joined paragraphs by an asterisk) falls into one or other of two
classes: (a) one dealing primarily with historical and theo-
logical appreciations of the fact or truth in question; {#) the
otﬁer sensitive, in the first instance, to the features of the record
and the histerical evidence. Owing to the backwardness and
inefficiency of English criticism upon the synoptic question,
and the consequent paucity of scientific work upon Mt. and Lk.
espectally (upon Lk. 24 note the strangely parallel story in
Plutarch @ Vi Ko 283, the latter class of writings is as yet in-
adequately represented, being conspicuous for open-mindedness
{in its betrer re?rt_:sematives) rather than for thoroughness, and
more successful in criticising the weak points of opposing
thecries than in constructing a satisfactory and tenable hypo-
thesis which might do justice to the complex of facts under
review, Cp Froude's Siert Studies, 1 229 /.

(a) The conservative side is represented by a long series of
writings, whose weakness consists mainly in the preponderance
of the dogmatic over the historical element or in literalism, Of
these the following are the more salient —F. D. Maurice's
Theel. Essays (8); Westcott's tutrod. fo Study aof Gespels
(8 1881), 333-341; The Gosp. of the Reswrr, The Historic
Faith (chap. 6), and The Revelation of the Risen Lovd;
*Milligan's exhauvstive and theological The Resurr. of our
Lord (% 1894), and Thke Ascension and Heavenly Priesthood
of our Lard, 1892 ; *M‘Cheyne Edgar's vigorous Gosp. of the
Risern Saviour;, 1892, pp. 21-135; C. A. Row's The Jesus of
ke Kvangelists, 1868, pp. 262 F, (critique of mythical theories);
J. Kennedy's survey in 7he Resurr. of our Lord an historical
Jact, with exaviination of naluralistic hypetheses, 188t;
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Latham's curions volume The Risew Master, rgoo; and Orr's
Christian View of God and the World, 1893, Lect. 6, n. C,
Similarly, but with special bearing upen the narratives as part
of the biography of Jesus :—*Fairbairn’s Studies in the Life of
Christ, 1881, chap. 18; G, H, Gilbert's Strdenss’ Life of fesus,
1848, pp. 385-405; besides the Lives of Christ by Farray, Eder-
sheim, ami g J. Andrews {ed. 18g2, pp. 580} The subject is
competently handled also, though from a more strictly philo-
sophicai and doetrinal standpoint, by *Newman Smyth (027
Faiths tn New Light, chap, 8); D, W. Forrast (The Christ
of Hist. and Experience, 1897, Lect, 4 critique of vision-
hypothesis); R, H. Hutton (Theol, Essays,® 1388, pp.
3t /)i E. Griffith- Jopes (The Ascent through Christ,id)
1goo, pp. 337-350); H. G. Weston (Biblioth, Sacra, 19co,
Ep. 356-362) and L. 8, Potwin (72id. 1890, pp. 177-1905; also

¥ ;Denney (The Dreath of Christ, 1902, pp. 66 F 76 /- t2x-
123}

At the oppasite pole of radical criticism, the most noteworthy
works along this line are *E. W. Macan's ke Resurrection of
Jesus Chrrst, the contributions of Dr. E. A. Abbott (cp FPhilo-
christus, Onesisntes, and Through Nature tfo Christ, 1877,
chap, 21), and Martineau's Seat of . Awuthority in Religion
(’l‘zil, 18go), 363, 481, 632 /4 besides the writings to be cited

elow.

(%) Examinations of early Christian evidence, and particularly
of the gospel narratives (with that of the ascension, Acts 1 1-11),
from a fairly free but reverent standpoine may be found in
A. B, Bruce’'s Expes, Gk Test. vol. 1. ?('3}, rgor), 33077, 64354
G. L. Cary's scholarly Symoptic Gosp. (Internat. Handbks. to
NT, vol. i, 1900), & 198-z0z; J. Estlin Carpenter's Fiws#
Three Gosp. (1%, 1890), 319 /%, 268 /%3 A. C. McGiffert's A post.
Age, 1897, pp. 36-44, 55/, and J. V. Bartlet's .dpost. Ape,
1g0a, pp- -10; see, further, Blair's Agest, Gogg. {372-385) cn
the conclusion of Mk., with the editions by Swete and Allan
Menzies, Maoffatt's /ist. New Testament (B, 1901), pp. 550-553
(on Mk. 18 g-20}, 647-649 (on Mt, and Lk.}, 694-6ig6 (on Jn, 20-21),
and A, Réville's article in New World, 1804, pp. 498-3527, The
distinctive aim of such contributions is to investigate not simply
the verbal contents of the narratives in question, but also their
mental and zeligivus presuppositions ; to get hehind the stories
into the world of their first hearers, with their beliefs and hopss,
Extreme forms of this eritical hypothesis are variously repre-
sented in such works as "W, Mackintosh's Nat Flisi. of Hhe
Christian Religion, 1894, pp. 257-228 (mythical theory), * Suger.
natirgl Religion, B, 1877, 1. 398,/ (in which, as in the follow-
ing hook, the problem is handled drastically, but uncritically
isolated), Th¢ }gour Gosp. as Historical Records, 189s, pp. 451,
and O, Cone, Vke Gosp, and its Farligst Tnterpretations, 1863
pp._124/., 200 /i, none of which, however, ¢an be p,ronounceti
entirely satisfaciory, either in method or In results, 8ee
further 8, Davidson's N7 7ntred ) (:894)2 367 /; The opposits
side (pinasamly hut ineffegtively advocated by writers like
Parves (Christianity in Apastolic Age, 1900, g-15) and Banday
(Hastings' 058 4438-643), while jt is defended with a really
critical grasp of the problem and jts bearings by *Swets
(Apostles Creed, 1894, p. 647, *A. B, Bruce (Apolagetics,
1892, pp- 383-367), Schaﬂ'FHr’st. ngr'mrck, 1lxyz-rae),  *Denney
(art, ‘Ascension’ in Hastings DB 11s1-162), and *Prof. S,
McComb (Eapos.(® 4 350-353, a critique of ET of Harnack's
Wesen); see nlso *KRnowlng: The Witness of the Epistles,
1892, pp. 365-396, 397-414 (ascension) ; A. Hovey (Asmer. [fonrn.
Thesl., 1900, pp. 536-554, a critique of Srapfer)t W. F, Adeney
(Exzos, 4 B137-145, a crtigue of Weizsicker); M. J. . White
(‘ Appearances of Risen Lord to Individuals,” Zxges. (8 10 66-74),
and E. R. Bernard (' The Value of the Ascension,’ Exp. 7
1g0a-190t, pp. 152-155, and in Hastings' DA 4234). Despite
exaggerated statements upon both sides, recent English discus-
sions display a growing sense that there is & serious problem
to be faced in the gondition of the historical records, and that
excgasis has a vivid if subsidiary part to play in its solution.
This is & sign of health, if only that the demands of the public
are becoming more exigent ; but no advance can ba looked for
until Enaglish students are fyrnished with a scientific equipment
in the shape of thoroughly critical editions of the gospels, as
well as with monographs combining historical judgment and
sound scholarship with some philosophic and religious appreci-
ation of the subject.—j. Mo} P. W. 5.

BEU (W15 paray) b. Peleg, a name occurring in
the genealogical table connecting Shem and Abraham
{Gen. 11:18-21 [P], 1 Ch.125; cp Lk. 335, AV Ragau).
An Arameean tribe bearing the name Rx'ue appear in
S. Babylonia in the time of Tiglath-pileser 111 (Schr,
KGF 105 KAT® 117; Del. Par. 238 ); but
théir identification with Reu is denied by Schr. (/. e72.).
The name, in common with the others in the same list,
is probably Mesopotamian, and we may possibly find
a trace of it in ﬁb-'-z-.\, one of the kings of Edessa,
which is doubtless for ‘man of Re'u,’ a formation
parallel to the Heb. Symz; (cp Duval, * Hist. d'Edesse,’
Journ. Asial., 1891, 18126). Re'u may have been an
old Mescpotamian god (Mez, Gesch. dey Stadt Harrdn,
23). Cp REUBEN, B4 giii., 10, F. B

4oBy

BEUBEN

REUBEN
Mentjon {§ 1)- Othar stories (§ 6),
A Jost tribe (§ 2), Name (8§ 7-93

First-born (§ 2).
Bilhah, Bohan (& 4).
* Alear * story (8 5)

eaning of stories {§ o).
Genealogies (§§ 11-x3),
Lists of cities {§ 14

Reuben ! is repeatedly mentioned in the Hexateuch
as a branch of Israel. 1t is often associated with Gad,
. and is known to each of the documents
1. Mention. underlying the Hexateuch, The reader
naturally infers that the writers of those documents had
knowledge of such a community, He may indeed think
it prudent to test the legitimacy of that inference, when
he misses references elsewhere in the Hebrew writings,
Still, the argumentum e silentio must be used with great
care.? The facts seem to be these. Qutside of the fixed
tribal lists (in Chron., Ezek., and, in the NT, in Rev,)
and the Chronicler's genealogies,® Reuben is known,
apart from an at best anachronistic gloss in 2z K, 10 33
{descriptive of the district harassed by Hazael), through
the mention in the enumeration in Judg. 5 {= 15 £}
That chapter contains very old material and few will
questjon its authority even when it stands alone. Only,
however, if we are sure that the passage says what the
poet meant it to say. That, however, does not
appear to have been questioped, so far as the mention
of Reuben is concerned.* Discussion has been con-
fined to the question, where the mention appearing
after 1s¢ and agajn, in a slightly wvariagnt form,
after 16z really belongs.  Stlll, is not the simplest ex-
planation of the doyble occurrepce, that the clause js
veally a gloss? Other difficulties would thus be removed,
It always seemed strange that so remote a community
as the traditional Reyben should be mentioned by name.¥
To speak of Gilead in general, on the other hand,
without naming tribes, would be natural  Later,
Gilead ¥ would be taken to mean Gad, whilst Machir
was perhaps referred to ‘half Manasseh,” and 50 a
reference of some kind or other would be made on the
margin to Reuben, If it be thought that probability is
in favour of the reference in Judg. J befng contemporary
evidence,’ the problem before us is to determine where
Reuben lived and to explain the fact that in historical
times Reuben had no significance.  If the other view is
taken, the problem is to account for the references in
the Hexateuch,
A survey of the references (in the Hexateuch} to
Reuben syggests that the solid element in them all is
the belief that there once was an important .
2. A lost community calied Reuben and that for some
~ " reason it had lost Its place ; it was a sort of
*Ad or ThamGd. 1t js usually supposed that tradition
preserved the memory of a more or less definite geo-
graphical district occupied by Reubenites. It may have
doneso. The evidences of such a tradition, however,
are far from copious. Most of what we are told about
a territory of Reuben is in D (Dt. 812 16 443 Josh. 13
g8-12) and P {much of Nu. 32 Josh, 1315-23 208 2136 /)
and cannot safely be used for the present purpose (see
§ 14). There seems 10 be only one passage (Nu. 32

1 On the name see below : on the form, § 8 ; on OT explana-

tions, § 7} on real meaning, § 9- A
Special caution is needed in regard to guestions bearing on
the tnbss, N

3 On éhe statements in 1 Ch, Ssee § 13, On 1 Che 1142 5ee

13 {end).

§ 43 inc)kler has suggested that ' Asher?Is not n tribe pame
but a pronoun (9¢N), and that "Dan’ was not mentioned
originally (G7 2 134, no. 26 /7).

é-qu:gurse Re?lben may have been settled In West Palesting
at the time referred (o (see next note); but the pastoral character
assigned to the tribe in the clanse probably shows that its author
thought of the East {cp Gan, § 11, first small type par.). )

6 Steuernagel suggests (EZinwandereng, zo) that the mention
of Gilead, not Repben, in z. 172 may be bacause Reuben was
still seated in W. Palestine (see below, § ra).

7 It would not decide the question where Reuben lived (see
praceding two notes),
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37.f-) which can perhaps be attributed to J (see, how-
ever, Oxf. Hex.). All it has to say is that certain six
(Moabite} towns were, in the Mosaic age(?) *built’ by
the sons of Reuben {see below, § 14}. The absence of
any reference to a people called Reuben in the Mesha
inscription although it mentions three of the six towns
and refers to * the men of Gad® as having ' dwelt in the
land of ‘Atdroth from of old (553;5) ' seems to require us
to suppose that the statement of J, if not unhistorical,
rests on & memory of days long gone. That there was
a firm belief in an ancient Reuben is, indeed, clear.
The point is that it need not imply a knowledge of
where it had been settled. In Gen. 352: / ] seems to
connect Reuben with West Palestine (see § 4), and even
in P there seems to be a trace of a belief of the same
kind {Josh. 166 181 1. § 4), which may be represented
in the strange story of the ‘altar ' {§ 5), and in the idea
that Reuben crossed into West Palestine to help the
other tribes to effect a settlement {cp GAD, col, 1585}
Whatever was thought of the place where Reuben
had lived, a great deal of interest was felt in his fate
. c 10).  Reuben is everywhere the
8. First-horn. girIs)t-gborn) (see end of §). II{ E indeed
there was perhaps an ianterval of cousiderable length
between him and Leah's other sons: Naphtali seems
to be for E Jacob's third son (cp NAPHTALI, § =)
Whether this was so in the original ] we cannot say :
it would account for Reuben's being the finder of the
dudd im (#8.),1 which E does not mention. In J as we
have it, however, Reuben has three own brothers when
he finds the déda iz which lead to the birth of Joseph ?
{cp ZeEBUuLUN). The only tale E has to tell about
Reuben is of how he tried to deliver Joseph® {Gen.
3722 20), and reminded his brothers of the fact (4222 ;
see below, § 10, end), and how he offered his cwn two
sons {cp § 11) as a pledge of the safe return of Benjamin.
The most significant point in all this is that Reuben was
the first-born.  On that point there seems to be com-
plete agreement. The problem is discussed in 1 Ch.
517 The view of the writer of that passage is that
Reuben forfeited his right {as first-born) to the special
blessing, which fell to Joseph, who™thus became two
tribes, although his rival Judah 4 ultimately cutdid him.5
The rest of the points may belong to the decking out
of the story (see, however, below, § 1o, end).
Not so in the case of what J has to tell us in Gea.
3522. No doubt the St[?ry was once told with more
detail ® { 7est. Rend. 3, and Jubilees,
4. Bilhah, Bohan. § 33. show how it could be done).?
This story seems to be J's explanation of how Reuben
lost his rank. What Jacob did when he heard?® of

1 According to Stucken (* Ruben im Jakobssegen' in MPG
for 1goz, 4 46-72, which appeared after this article was in type)
the finding of the d#da'5m was ascribed to Reuben as a patri-
archal eponym on a level with Jacob. Later syncretism made
him Jacob’s son.

2 Stenernapel suggests (Efnwanderung, 17) that in the
original story what Reuben did was not to make over the d#d® e
to Leah but to use them to win the favour of Rachel, or rather
Bilhah, whence Bohan (cp NarwTavr § 1) This is very
ingenious, but does not explain the obvious relation of the
dadd'ine to Issachar and Joseph. According to Stucken (see
preceding note) Reuben’s incest was with Leah herself, who
may at one time have heen called Bilhah.

# It is probable that in Gen, 87 21 (§)  Reuben’ is redactional
for Judah, See next note,

471n the Joseph story the leader is Judah in J, Reuben in E
(cg preceding footnote); cp Steuernagel, Eirwanderurng, 34.

According to Guthe, 71 42, Reuben’s hegemony belonged
to the time preceding the settlement of the Rachel tribes {cp
RacHEL, § 1 #). Thaose tribes which acknowledged his leader-
ship were called Leah; the later (Rachel) tribes acknowledged
the hegemony of Joseph.

% Against the suggestion of Dillmann and Stade (G771 151)
that the story implies more primitive morals in the half-nomad
Reubenites, see Holzinger, ad Zoc.

7 Later writers refused to believe the story (cp the case of
Smveoy [§ 94, end ; see also §41). In Targum (Ps.-Jon. ad foc.),
Midrash (Gen, radda o8 2), Talmud (SAadd. 55 8), and Bk. of
Jashar, Reuben only disturbed a couch (cp Charles, Jfubitecs,
5%3, n. 2z and § 33 2 &). X

Through angels, according to Test. Rewd,
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Reuben’s deed has been suppressed by R.1 It can be
inferred, however, from the ‘ Blessing of Jacob’: 3
Reuben ! thou wast my first-born
My might and the first-fruits of my manhood ;
Exceeding in impetuosity,# exceeding in passion |
Foaming like water . . . 4
For thou didst ascend thy father’s couch.
Then did T curse the bed # he ascended.6
Even without Gunkel’s emendation of the Jast line it is
plain that the sequel to Gen. 3522 was a father's curse,?
which brought doom on the tribe (cp BLESSINGS AND
CuRsINGs). The effect becomes still more clear in the
‘ Blessing of Moses " :

Let Reuben live (on), let him not die (out)!
Still, let him & become a (mere) handful of men 19

The story of Bohan the son of Reuben may have
been connected with the same legend {cp NAPHTALIL
col. 3330 foot). We ought perhaps, however, to frans-
fate the word 'bohan.” The landmark would then be
the thumb-stone Y of the son (or sons [¢5EL in Josh. 1817])
of Reuben, The suggestion made elsewhere {col. 535
n. 4}, however, is perhaps better : the suggestion, namely,
that there is a slight corruption of the text, and that we
ought to read : stone of the sons of Reuben (w3 jar
jmT reading w1 for jajma, as jma might be a trans-
posed my="a).

The reading of &*L in Josh. 1817 would support this
view. In its favour is the ease with which it could be

brought into cconnection with a story

5', g?t:}i: ,22 which is otherwise perplexing. The stone

) {or was it really a group of stones?) in
guestion was near * Gelilsth* (Josh. 1817 : see GiLGAL,
§64). Now it was at the ‘Gelilsth’ of the Jordan
that, we are told, there was erected a sacred object to
which was given a name that has been lost (see Ep,
GALEED, z). The present text of Josh.22 leaves it
uncertain on which side of Jordan the sacred erection
stood, and it ascribes the bailding to Reuben and Gad
{and half Manasseh!). Perhaps Gad is an addition
connected with the view that the stone was east of the
Jordan, No doubt the object was not an ‘altar,’ but a
massébdh or a circle of stones (see GILGAL, § 1), and
the story 2 may be connected in some way with ap
attempt to account for the Joss of Reuben's status. #

The suggestion just made gains, perhaps, in plausi-
bility from the fact that in E, and probably J, there is
another story that may have served the same purpose
{next §).

In the older parts of Nu. 16 the leaders of Reuben
(see below, § 10) dare to challenge the authority of

6. Other Moses and ﬂms.bring diving judgment on
s;tories themselves. It is even possible that there

" was still another story of the same kind (see
below, § 10 [1]). These stories, as they attribute to

1 According to Stucken (above, col. 4089, n. 1) various
analogies suggest that Israel castrated Reuben for his crime
(‘ eye for eve, etc.'), 53.

2 On this passage see L 5.

3 Read perhaps MR with Gunkel.

4 MT min Lz‘lf, obscure ; see Stucken, MVG, 1902, p. 175,
5 Read perhaps ‘J} ‘135_5-_3 with Gunkel. For some interest-

ing suggestions as to the original purport of the passage see
Stucken (as in col, 408y, n. 1), 46-52.

6 According to Jfwbilees, § 3379, and Test, Reud., Bilhah
became 1aboo to Jaceh henceforth.

7 Gunkel compares [lad, 447 /7 (Amyntor’s curse [455,/7]
on his son Phoinix for a deed similar to Reuben’s).

8 On the reference of this to Simeon in $AL see SiMEON, § 3.

# Cp Ball, 5§84 18 122 (1895} : “npp *ni-

10 Yp Assyrian there is no conscious metaphor in the use of
abdnw in this way.

11 Cp OS5 2661 F Tehaddd. toros mapd Tov "lopSdvmy, évba
Byagiarmiplor éamoar of viol ‘Poufin.

12§ On the geegraphical import of this and the preceding stery
see § 1en

13 Does the story in Josh. 22 contain a reference to the name
Reuben: see z, 28 MA* N2 02PN T {réG . . . [talbolith]}

and z 10 awwb ... S nam waw (fwayyiled ..
[lemalr'e)?
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Reuben an importance which there is nothing in history
to suggest, may be due to a tradition of conflict between
some representative Israelitish clan and a Reubenite
community. On the other hand, they may be simply
popular or other stories designed to explain the sup-
posed collapse of a Reuben people.

The real cause of Reuben's disappearance may have
been the inroad of Moab, which was perhaps not so
early as to prevent a vague memory of what had pre-
ceded from surviving (see GAD, § 1, col. 1585, mid. and
cp MoAB, § 14, col. 3174, foot). On the other hand,
there is the possibility that Reuben's abode was not
really in the east. We have found several hints of a
belief that Reuben had been west of the Jordan (see
further, below, § 10), to which we shall return (§ 10) in
the light of the considerations suggested by a study of
Reuben’s name.

The meaning of the name Reuben is not apparent.
There seem to be traces of more than one explanation.
i. J {Gen.2832¢) takes it to mean
' Yahwé looks at my affliction’ and
finds in it a reference 1o what Leah
bad had to bear as the hated wife (ngul; 2. 33: see

Gunkel ad lr.).  ii. E (Gen, 29323), on the other hand,
sees a reference to some point in the conduct of Jacob :
‘my husband will . . . me.’

MT reads *will Joze me’; but it is difficult to believe that
this is sound. The versions, indeed, agree (dyamjoe:, emadit}
nerfam [Pesh.1} with MT ; but so slig%;rt a change would make
the word chime with Reuben (3344 : r:ﬂNj) that it is natural to
suppose that it must have done so.l  Gunkel suggests as the
original a word cognate with the Aramaic 3w, ‘to praise.’
The Reubenites are in the traditions so hard to distinguish from
the Gadites that E may well have connected with the name
Reuben a wish fike that expressed in Dt. 8320 (q) 3vn) with
regard to Gad : “he will make me spread forth’; or, since the
subject is ‘hushand ' not * Yahwe,' might we give the word its
Arabic meaning and render ‘ welcome me '?72

iii. Josephus explains Roubel, Pov@qios {Axt 1. 197},
his form of the name {see § 8), by saying that Leah felt
she had experienced the mercy of God (8tért kar' #heow
adry Tol feol yévmra).®

It is not certain what the last consonant of the name
15,
2f m_ The traditional formsare j2127 ; povqv[BADEFLY,

“Beew [Gen. 4222 37 E], -Au [L in2K. 1033 Ch.; E
in Gen. 30 14}, powfw 1 Ch. 51 3 [L], Joseph. -ByAos, 47 3, § 166
var. powBu; Syr. #6bil; Vg, KRuben; gentilic Reubenite
3, in & not usually distinguished from the * personal’ form,
but 1 Ch. 11 42 povBne [L], 26 32 povfnele)h [BA],‘gosh, 221 pov-
Byrvitar [A]; Josephus, ol povByvirac, 5 povnhis dudi.

The explanations adduced already (§ 7) imply that
the final consonant was early prenounced as #; but
Hos. 415 58 103 make it probable that in the case of
Bethel the = which has established itself in the modern
local pronunciation (Bef#iz) took the place of / early.d

The real origin of the name is unknown. i On the
view that the final letter was =, Baethgen (Beidr. 5o,
9. Meani 1888} connects with the Arabic Ru'ba=

» MBANINE: o\ hat-is (CZL 8 z415), comparing the end-
ing &én in Yardén (EV ‘¢ Jordan'), and so, before him,
Land {De Gids, Oct. 1871, p. =1) who is reminded of
Arab. se'ed, The inscription, Glaser 3cz, from
Hadakin, speaks of a tribe ja®wz {C7S 4 no. 37,
L g). sons of R'bn’,® vowels unknown. The comparison

7. OT explana-
tions of name.

1 On the other hand, we must remember that the old etymo-
logists were easily content {cp Gunkel},

The most obvious derivation ‘ Behold ! a son’ is passed over :
names with imperatives {(Olshaus. Lek»8. 613), common in
Assyrian, were probahly not in use among the Hebrews (cp
Gray, PN 65/). Gesen. thought of "1 in the sense of
‘provided.” The Glosse Colbertine gives Povfny, dpiv vids
(I}jag. .52,

3 Did he think of %2 "3 (3 of agent: ¢p Targ. Jon.
*g'w:b:y “O7p, sh1), or possibly Sg_.- oinn?

4 Cp Barth, Efwn. Stud,, § 19.

5 Cp pann, ZDM G 26 425 TSBA 61gg,

9 A name occurring several times in” the Turin papyrus as
borne by kings of the thirteenth Egyptian dynasty, a resemblance
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of the &n in Yardeén is not necessary. Reuben might be
a name on the analogy of S1MEON (§ 81.), GIDEON, etc.

Reuben would then be a case of the kind referred to
by Barth, VB, p. xxix, n. r, in which the termination
instead of preserving its old vowel & (as in Ju/kdn ; not
fulhdn, to avoid concurrence of ‘rounded’ vowels)
changed it to &1 {cp w'b instead of Wb, for earlier
#b).

il. Some also of the explanations assuming the last
consonant to be | take the name to be simple. Ball
derives it from the root r'b* which in Arabic means to
repair,? comparing the noun ra’'ob which is applied
metaphorically {Zamab3arl, Asds acc. to Lane, but not
in Cairo ed.} to describe one as a rectifier of affairs.4

Lagarde suggested {O5@® 367 £)that Reuben, or
rather Re'Ghbén, is to be identified with Ra'@#é{ shortened
from Ra'dbil, plural of Ri'bal, a lion (or wolf).F Ae-
cording to the Td7 el-Arids the rayidil of the Arabs
were those * who used to go on hostile expeditions upon
their feet [and alone].”

According to Ibn Sida the Andalusian {Mehkam$®)
'some say that ri'bal means also one who is the only
offspring of his mother 7 [Z.e. opp. of twin: el-Bustani].'8
Another suggested origin is ‘ Jerahmeel'-(JUDAH, § 3) ;
cp REU [see Crit, Bib.].

ili. Others hold the name to be compound. (z) The
first element is taken by older writers to be r&'d in the
sense of ‘face’ {(Kohler, Der Segen Jacobs, 27 [1867];
Kue. Th T 5201 [1871]), or #£'% in the sense of * flock *
(Redslob, Die A Tlicken Namen, ete., 86 [1846]); by
later writers to be ré'G%in the sease of * friend ” (Kerber,
Die Rel.-gesch. Bedeufung der Heb.- Eigennamen des
AT, 7o} or rather as a divine name’ (see below,
§ 10). (4} The second half was identified by Nestle
{/srael. Eigennamer, 1876} with Bin (=Bir, Bur}, by
others (Redslob, 1846; Kohler, 1867 ; Kue., 1871;
Houtsma, 1876 ; Wi., GF 120 n, 2} with Bel.

The theory that Reubel contains the names Reu and
Bel seems to merit consideration. A parallel forma-
tion!! is the name Reu-el.¥ When one
remembers the peculiar mystification that
has oceurred in connection with the names
Hobal ] Jethro || Reuel one is led to ask, May not there
be some connection between Reu-el and Reu-bel?13
There is, in fact, notwithstanding the difference in the
tone of the narratives, a strange parallelism between the
critical attitude adopted towards Moses by Reu-bel in
the earlier story in Nu. 16 and that adopted by Moses'

10. Meaning
of stories.

to which has been noticed (¢.g-, by C, Niebuhr, Ebr. Zeiteesch.
250[1894], and, without apﬁroval‘ by Ball, SR [18g63), cannot
plausibly be connected with Reuben : it is of course a_personal
name, and is doubtless to be read Wbn-ré’ (“rising of R&""), not
Ra-uben.

1 After this article was finished the writer noticed that Barth
himself makes this very suggestion (V25 325, end of long note)
with the same examples,

2 Cp the personal name Lyawm in the inscription from Sad,
Hal. 353, Z 1.

3 The advent of Reuben was to recencile Jacob to Leah.

4 1t is to »a’5, not, as Ball seems to imply, to »2'wé, that the
metaphorical meaning of ‘big, bulky, portly, or corpulent chief”
is assigned in the K dwmiis and the Fay el-"As7is.

& He compares Aroer, plural of *Ar'ar (¢p above, col. 317, n. 1),

8 Quoted by Lane, ad woc.

T mran taliduhu wmmnhu wahdahu.

8 Reuben was the first-born of Leah. Rebecca had twins.

# On the softening of gutturals when # or £ occurs in the same
word see Wi. AQF 1287, Gf 1210 n. 4, 120, D. 2.

10 Cp Duval, Rew. As. 8th Ser. 18 126 [1801]; A. Mez, Gesch.
4. Stadt Harvdn 23 [1892}. Cp the male proper name Ra--u
in ane of the tablets containing deeds of sale, barter, and lease
with Pheenician dockets in 3 R, 4614 d(no. 8, £ 11). Ru-"a is
the name of an Aramaic tribe mentioned in the clay tablet
inscription of Tiglath-pileser II1. z R. 677, Ru-"~u-a a tribe
mentioned twice in Sennacherib’s ¢lay prism 1 R. 87 44 41 36.

11 Reu-bel and Reu-el were cited as similar tribe-names by
Houtsma, ‘ Israél en Qain,” T4 7" 10gz £ (1876). Cp Skipwith,
qu 11 247, 251 [1899].

2 Cp Jehiel in 1 Ch. 27 32=2 5.288 Ish [read y&¥?; Mar-
quart, /OR 14344 2. 1] -baal, .

13 The root = {Jetkro) occurs thrice in the *blessing’ of

Reuben in Gen. 49 3.7
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£8¢thin {jnn; see JETHRO, second paragraph) in Ex.18:
' What is this thing that thou doest to the people? Why
sittest thou thyself alone, and all the people stand about
thee from morning unto evening? . . , The thing that
thou doest is not good " (Ex. 1814 17).
‘Whatever be thought of the particular parallelism
just referred to and its bearing on the question of the
name Reuben, it is surely suggestive in regard to the
general Reuben-problem that we should have a com-
munity of no historical importance. but held to be the
first-born of Israel, into connection with which it is
possible to bring a whole series of stories? differing
altogether in details, but coinciding in the fundamental
point of setting Reuben in some form in opposition to
the recognised representatives of Israel;—
1. the criticism of Reuel (Ex. 18)
2. the discontent of the sons of Reubel (Nu. 16)
3. the stone[s] erected by Reubel (Josh.22); cp stone of
Bohan

4. the ambition2 of Reubel (Gen. 35 z2)

5. the sacrilegious greed of Achar (Achan), if he was really a
Reubenite (see below, § 12)

6. the disagreement between Reuben and the other sons of |

Israel {ar Dothan?),3 Gen. 4222 [E] [‘ye would not
listen ").4

We may even find a seventh story when we proceed
to consider the Reubenite genealogy § (11).

These stories seem to imply a widespread conviction
of the occurrence at some time of a grave event or series
of events.®* Such convictions are often due to actual
reminiscence of fact. It is possible even to go further
and reconstruct a history thus :(—

The Nu. 16 story {on the details see D'aTHAN) implies, for
example, that Reuﬁen disagreed with its associates at Kadesh
and led its party northwards into Palestine. The attribution of
Hezron and Carmi elans Loth to Reuben and to Judah (see § 12)
means that Reuben settled W. of Jeriche in contact with Judah.
The Bilhah story (§ 5) means that the Jaccb-Rachel tribe spread
southwards and had friendly relations with Reuben, buc as
Benjamin branched off, absorbing such elements as Bilhah had
lef. (see Napretavi, § 1} when it migrated northwards, the
relaticns of Reuben towards Bilhah became less friendly, which
brought on Reuben a curse. The ‘altar’ story (Josh.22) means
that the Josephites of Shechem tock umbrage at the scuthern
Josephites (half Manasseh) for having a common sanctuary with
the Reubenites, and this anger was afterwards supposed to have
been against Reuben. The Dathan and Abiram story means that
the Reubenites on their part rebelled against certain pretensions
of the south-Josephite priests. Finally, Reuben crossed Jordan
and penetrated as a wedge into Gadite territory.8 1 Ch, 22z1-23
means that the Reubenite clan Hezron subsequently united with
Gileadite clans to produce Segub the father of Jair (cp
ManassER, 1 § g, last small :ype%.u

The arguments for this reconstruction are set forth
with skill by Steuernagel { Einwanderung). The result
is @ priori plausible. Is there adeguate warrant, how-
ever, for so high an estimate of the historical character
of the legends (cp B. Luther, ZAT'W 19: # [1901];
Wi. 0LZ 2113 5, KAT® 213, etc.)? The questions
involved are far-reaching and intricate, and are better
treated comprehensively than in relation to one particular
tribe (see TRIBES, and cp NAPHTALI, § 1, begin.).
Here we may be content with the general conclusion that
a Reuben of some importance was believed to have

1 The fate of "Ad and Thamud seems to have appealed to the
imagination of Mohammed. Theyare referred toin the Korin,
together or apart, some twenty-one times. Cp the N'T references
to Sodom.

2 Cp the cases of Abner, Absalom, and Adonijah.

3 Steuernagel supposes that some actual conflict between
Joseph and the Leah tribes occurred in the neighbourhoed of
?othz;: ( Einwanderung, o7). 1fso, possibly Reuben sided with

osep

4 It seems to be only a further illustration of the extra-
ordinary confusion in the stories about Reuben that in the
eatlier reference, which appears also to be in E, the brothers 272
listen (Gen. 87 22 /).

& Stucken (above, col. 4089, 1. 1) finds a mythological refer-
ence in the Reuben saying in Gen. 493,  Reuben (i Adam

I Behemoth) was a being who once had world power but lost it.
He compares the description of Behemath in Job 40 16 (p. 51),
and connects him with the sign Aquarius (p. 6g). Otherwise
Wi. G712 50,

% On the question when this might have occurred see the
supggestion of Stenernagel (Eintvanderung, 20) that it may be
connected with x Ch. 5 10 (the Hagrites, temp, Saul).
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flourished sorre time, and the judgment that the belief
was probably justified.?

It must be remembered that if Reuben really lived
east of the Jordan there may have been many traditions
which failed to find a place in the literature of Western
Palestine (cp GaAD, § xr). On the other hand, it will
not be surprising if additional reasons should be found
for comnectiny Reuben with the southern tribes {cp
SiMEON, § 8 i1 ).

Reuben was believed to have had two sens.  In the
Joseph story ndeed he had exly two (‘my two sons'
Gen. 4237 [E]); and even there it is
the death of the two sons that is
thought of. Tn Nu.16 two sons of Reuben are buried
alive {163t 33¢, J; 32a 336, E). They are called
Dathan 2 and Abiram ? {cp Ps. 10617 D1.116}).  Dathan
is a strange name * {reminding one of Dothan, the scene
of Reuben’s argument : see above, § 10, 6} ; but Abiram
we know as a first-born son who was said te have been
buried (alive?} in the foundation of a city. He is said
to have been a son of HIEL [¢.%.] *Sun’3, whereas in
Nu. 16 Abiram is a son of Eliab 3% ; but these {*bnq "3
and bk ‘a) are not impossible variants, Abiram's
brother is called Segub in MT of 1 K. 1634 butin 1 Ch.
221 /. the clan called Segub ben Hezron in MT is in
&5 called Serug, which is in Gen. 1120 a son of Reu (see
below, § 12, end). The mention of Hezron brings us
to the stock genealogy of Reuben: Gen.469=Nu. 266
12. In P =Ex,614=1 Ch. H3. Init there is, at least

* * at first sight, no trace of the famous two sons.
In their stead we find four names: Hanoch, Pallu,
Hezren, and Carmi.  The first appears as a Midianite
clan in Gen. 254 (cp GAD, § 11, last small type para-
graph), the second (gairovs generally ; Jos. gaka]ovs)
appears in Nu. 161 as Peleth {gakef [BAF]), which
suggests the Negeh (see PELETH) ; but &' gives gpakex—
i.e., Peleg.® 'The third and fourth (Hezron and Carmi}
appear also, as has been mentioned (§ 10}, in a gene-
alogy of Judah. In the case of Hezron that seems
certain ; although whether the inferences that have been
drawn from it are warranted is at least doubtful {cp
MANASSEH, § 9, last small type, and above, § 10, end).
The case of Carmi is less secure. In 1 Ch, 4 1 Carmi
may be a mistake for Caleb {We. Benz. ad /r.), and
26 /., or at least 2, is surely an interpolation. 27 might
just as well stand after 53.  Cn the other hand, in Josh. 7,
although z. 1 may not be original, it is difficult to
account for Carmi in #. :8 unless there was known to be
a Carmi in Judah, or the story was originally told of
Reuben, not Judah, as Steuernagel suggests {Einwan-
derung, p. 19 [e]).

As we have seen, I, 11 5 mentions a * son " of Reuben
of the name of Eliab, who in Nu. 2688 is introduced
into the genealogy as a son of Pallu.

11. Genealogies.

1 On the possibility of a connection between the Leah tribes
and the Habiri see NarHTaLl, § 3 (sec, par.), SIMEON, § 6 ii.
ZEBULUN,

2 Josephus (A#xd. iv.T 3, § 166) reads dafaplov].

3 Josephus (Ant. iv. T3, § 166} adds Pallu {$paraovs].

4 Da-ar-nu is a synenym of Farradw, 'strong' (Del, Ass.
HWPEB 506 ¢, no. 36), and di-fa-nu is_‘ein[starkes) Thier.
Shalmaneser's Black obelisk (£ 161} mentions receiving tribute
from a certain Da-ta-na, of HubuZkia (towards Urmia).

8 The passage in Judg. 5 referred to above {§ 1) accentuates a

strange parallelism between the Reubenites of the genealogies
and the Semites of Gen. 11 10 :—
Gen. 11 Reuben Judg. 5

Eber (azp) way (o 1)

Peleg (:58) Purex s (2. 15 5, 165)

Reu (13 Reu-bel Reu-bel

Serug {(31ve) Serug b. Hezron mpw (. 16a)

(above, § 11}
Abram Abiram (above, § 11}

6§ Nemuer (g.v.), who appears in Nu. 269t as a thied son
{the eldest) of Eliab, may come by mistake from v. 1z, where he
is the eldest son of Simeeor.
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Dullg Nu. 2635-¢
Reuben Retlxhen
Pallu+3
El‘iab Elliab
| ] [ | 1
Dathan Abiram Nemuell Dathan Abiram

This (with omission of Nemuell} seems to be the
scheme followed in Nu. 161, as we have it,2 It appears
indeed to he complicated by Eliab and Peleth {for Paliu})
being treated as unconnected, and Peleth being given a
son ON [¢.».]; and this has been supposed to represent
the version of J {e.g., Oxf. Hex.).

Nu. 161 [as in MT]
Re-.lxben

|
Peleth

!
On I |
Dathan Abiram

Josephus, however, says nothing of On, which may
in Nu. 161 be due to a marginal variant3: the variant
represented by & which reads as usual Abirez for
Abiram (see, however, ON).

The Chronicler has attached to the Reubenite
genealogy two appendices, cne tracing the pedigree of a

certain BEERAH to an otherwise un-
13. In 1 Chron. known Joel* {3 Ch.54-6), the other

Eli:ab

perhaps a variant form of the same list (z. 7 /) thus

= 4 - B

%hemalah z. ghema

Gog (1) . E Azaz (1)

himei

2. 5 Micah

Reaiah

Bazl (by9) 2. 8 Bela (pbn)
2. 6 Beerah 2. 7 [Zelchariah

z. 7 Jeiel

There is nothing to show what led the Chronicler to
connect these lists with Reuben (cp Gray, APN 257 /),
unless it be the reference to Tiglath-pileser (cp 2 K.
1529) and the geographical references in v. g /.

With Shemaiah, Shimei, Shema, and Zechariak may be com-
ared Shammua ben Zaccur, the name given to the Reubenite
spy’ (Nu. 13 4), and Eliezer ben Zichri, Idavid’s ruler {(négid)

over the Reubenites (1 Ch. 2716}, On the natural omission of
a representative of Reuben from the list of dividers of western
Palestine, cp GAD, 1 § 13 (last sentence). On the list containing
Adina® ben Shiza 0 (1 Ch. 11 42) see Gray, HP.N 229/, and cp
DPavip, § 11 (a) ii.

Whether or not there was also a theory of a tribe
Reuben which entered Palestine by way of the Negeb,
1.qq the prevailing theory of the present
1 Gg:g;‘ialghlcal Hexateuch and related passages was

' that Reuben arrived in E. Palestine
from abroad, in close connection with Gad (g.2., § 11).
The questions bearing on the real character,” origin, and
history of the population of E. Palestine are best con-
sidered elsewhere (GAD, §§ t-4}. All that is necessary
here is to supplement what Is said there {Gap, § 12)
with regard to the geographical details given, in
indifference to each other, by the varicus Hexateuch
writers.

Of the nine towns asked for by Gad and Reuben in
Nu. 323 we are told in 3237 /. that the men of Reuben
[re]built the last five: HesnroN, ELEALEH, SIBMAH
(called Sebam in 2. 3}, NEBO, and BEON, with the

1 See n. 6 on previous column.

2 Cp Graf, Lhe Geschichilichen Bucker 8g n.

3 ‘and -e# —that is to say, 'otherwise Abires' Read:
PDathan and Abiram, the sons of Eliab {and -s#], the son of
Paleth—Pallu, the son[s] of Reuben.

4 Kittel (SBOT [Heb.], 18g5) follows Syr. and Arab. in
reading C':.rml but that may be an emendation (so Benzinger,
KHC, ad io

5 Perhaps late, cp Ablx; but cp also Jehoaddan.

8 Prohably corrupt (Ba crsxa.) See SHiza.

7 Compare col. 4089 n. 6.
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addition of KIRIATHAIM.? As noticed above (§ 2}, all
these six towns are Moabite in s, 15, Jer. 48.

This list is, however, ignored by P in his enumeration {Josh.
20835 cp Dt 443, given by Moses) of the ‘célie.s of refuge’ and
(Jush, 21 36 £ =1 Ch. 6 78 £, [63 4]} the *levitical ' [ Merari] cities
‘of the tribe of Reuben’(n ,-mpg) Bezer (city of refuge;
Bozrah in Jer. 48 24), Janaz (Jahzah in Jer. 48 21), Keoemorh 3
(perhaps for Kiriathaim [monp for pnmsp) memioned in Jer.
4823), and MEPHAATH (Jer. 48 zt) but He confines himselt to
cities assigned to Moab in Jer.4$.

In Josh. 1315-z3 P endeavours to define the territory
of Reuben.

He gives him, besides the levitical cities just mentioned
(Jahaz, Mephaath, Kedemoth= Kirlathaim ¥), #zww cities said in
Nu.3234-26 to have been built by Gad (Arcer, Dibon), one
assigned to Gad in Josh. 21 39, 1 Ch. 681 [66) (Heshbon), four
assigned elsewhere to Moab (MEDEBA, BAMOTH-BAAL, BETH-
BAAL-MEON, BETH-JESHIMOTH), and the following three:
ZERETH-SHAHAR (only here), ASHDOTH-PISGAH (also Dt.), and
BeTH-pEOR {the burial-place of Moses, and scene of the Dt.
discourses), but only one of the cities said in Nu.3237 / to
have been buile by Reuben (Sibmah).

The contradictions make it impossible to construct a
map. In general terms, however, what is claimed for
Reuben lies within what is claimed for Gap (g.2. § 3)-
See the map in Stade, GV/ 1, facing p. 149. Cp

Steuernagel, Einwanderung, 19 (1.). H. W. H.

REUEL (P81 paroyHA[BADEL]). r. The per-
sonification of a ¢lan in Edomite and Arabian territory,
which, according to Winckler (G7 lzi0), derived its
name from a divine name Ren (= w1 in wi b, Gen,
1613 and e in Spu, Reubel? [true form of jamm,
Reuben 7]). This explanation, however, is incomplete ;
both *yiby and baws are, judging from numerous
analogies in badly transmitted names, corrupuons of
Sunn {Jerahme'el}, and the same origin naturaily
suggests itself for Luypn (Re'uel).  See, however,
NAMES, § 47, and cp REUBEN, § 9. In the genea-
logical system Reuel is both a son of Esan by
Basemath ({Gen. 864 101357 t Ch.13537) and the
father of Moses’ father-in-law Hobab, Nu. 10 [j],
where ' Midianite’ should perhaps be ‘ Kenite'* (Judg.
1:6 411} In Ex 218 (AL (ofop), ' Reuel' their father
is puzzling. On the principles of literary analysis of
documents we assume that Reuel is a harmonistic inser-
tion, Reuel being here represented by the redactor {R)
as father of Zipporah, in order that HoBaBs [4.7.] and
JETHRO [¢.7.] may both be brothers-in-law. For
consistency’'s sake the insertion ought also to have
been made in 7. 6, where originally Hobab {J's name
for the father-in-law of Moses) must have stood.b

2. Father of EvLiasapH, a Gadite chief (Nu. 214 [P} In
Nu. 114 also, & has payowyh where MT has 5!&191 {DEBEL);

s0 too in 742 47 10 20,
- A Benjamite (1 Ch 98). T. K. C.

REUMAH (M5 penpa [Al -ma [DL]), the
concubine of NAHOR (g.7.): Gen. 2224.

REVELATION, BOOK OF. See APOCALYPSE.

REZEPH (¥7; in Ki. padeic [BL] pacec [B*],
-¢6 [A] in Is. pacdes [BQ™E], -gic [AL -ec [RQ*]),
mentioned by Assyrian envoys (temp, Hezekish) among
other places destroyed by Sennacherib’s predecessors,
(z K.1912 Ts. 3712). It is usually identified with the
{mdr) Rasappa repeatedly mentioned in the cuneiform
inscriptions {cp Del. PFar. 297, Schr. AATE 327),
and the name has been found in the Amarna Tablets
{B 10}, in a letter from Tarhundaraus Arsapi to Amen-
hotep IIL of Egypt. With this place we may identify

1 Perhaps the lists did not originally agree. Kiriathaim
having in ». 37 the place occupied in . 3 by Sebam, Sibma is
in 'z; 38 simply added at the end of the lst.

2 Elsewhere only in Dt. 2 26, where it may be a corruption of
Kadesh : see KEDEMOTH.

3 Houtsma (7 heol. Tifdechy, 10g2) also compares Reubel.
Hommel, however, reports a S. Arabian persenal name Sxri

4 So Bu comm. on Judg. 116/, who assumes the harmonising
of an editor,

5 In Gen, 25 3 $AE one of the sons of Dedan is called Reuel,
&D has pagovinAl.
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the ppraga of Ptol. (61s), and the mod. Rugifa, 35 m.
5W. of Sura on the Euphrates, on the road leading
te Palmyra. We have no independent notice of the
destruction of Reseph, and this, together with certain
other suspicious phenomena, has led the present writer
to the supposition that, as most probably in many
other passages, th® editor has been busy in reconstruct-
ing the geographical and historical background ; ‘Z.e.,
that ‘ Gozan’ has been put for * Cushan ' (the N. Arabian
Cush), * Reseph’ for * Sarephath,” * Telassar * for * Tel-
asshur’ or * Tel-ashhur’ (cp ASHHUR}, * Arpad’ for
*Ephrath." Of the other names, ' Haran’ (cp 1 Ch.
246), ‘Eden,” 'Hamath' (probably a popwler distortion
of ‘Maacath’} need not be corrupt ; they are good
N. Arabian border-names, familiar by tradition to
Judahite writers. SEPHARVAIM [¢.2.] is nrade up of
Sephar {=Zarephath) and a fragment of ‘and Jerah-
meel'; ‘Hena' and ‘tvvah’ also probably represent
the place-name * Jerahmeel,’ unless Ivvah has been mis-
written for mwn; cp 8%, 2 K. 1834, kai wob {mw) eloiv
ol fcol THs xwpas Zapapeias ; pi Eelharro Thy Zau,
éx yewpbs pov; see SEPHARVAIM, and ¢p Crif. Bid

The ironical remarks of Winckler (4 7 &/nf. 40) and Benzinger
(A%, 182) nn the archzological learning of the late author of
2 K. 1# 12 ., which was, however, thrown away on the hearers
of the supposed speech of the Assyrian envoys to Hezekiah, are
natural enough, if the accuracy of MT may be assumed. [t is
probable, however, that even at a late date the people of Judah
would be able to appreciate historical references hearing on

i}aces much nearer to them than Gozan, and Rezeph, and a
lesopotamian Tel-asshur. T. K. C.

REZIA, RV Rizia {¥'¥7), § 28; ' Yahwe is gracious *
for i1*37, or from some ethnic; paclelia [BAL)), in
a genealogy of ASHER (g.2., § 4, iL.}, 1 Ch. 739

REZIN (1'$7: pasccwn, pacen [B in s 7]

paccwn [B in s, 8], pacin [Aq., Sym., Th, in Q™& in
Is.8]; Ass, Xa-sun-nu), I we take the MT as it
stands, it is evident that Rezin, king of Aram-damascus,
in alttarrce with Pekah of Israel, endeavoured to over-
throw Abaz, king of fudah, and to enthrone ben-Tibél,
a creature of their own, in his stead. To escape from
this danger, they applied for help to the Assyrian king
Tiglath-pileser (z K. 16574 Is. 71)..

To the present writer, however, it appears that there has
been another of those confusions which have made it so difficult
to retrace the irue course of the history of Israel (see TABEAL).
The Aram of which Rezin was king was possibly not the
northern but 2 southern counntry of that name {see Crét Bib.).
Critics have duly noticed that Is. 7z is really no part of the
biography of Isatah, but borrowed from 2 K.185, ard have
conjectured that the original opening of chap. ¥ had become
illegible (see [fnfr. Js. 31). It is possible, however, that it was
omitted because it contained some definite historical statements
respectmg the invaders which the redactor, from his mmperfect
historical knowledge, could not understand. It is not even
certain that the king who is mentioned v the second place was
really Pekah, king of Israel, The present writer sees some
reason to think that both kings were N, Arabians, and that the
second king was confounded with Pekah, partly from a partial
resemblance of the names and portly because the traditional
father of each of them was called ' Remalizh,’ which is a corrupt
form of ‘ Jerahmeel” (Che.). It was, however, certainly to
Tiglath-pileser {(not tc be confounded with PUL [g.2.]) that
Rezin applied for help. In ls.84 we should probably read,
* The riches of Cusham and the spoil of Shimron shall be carried
away before the king of Assyria.’ Tn z K. 1fis there is no
suffictent canse for emending * Aram’ into ‘Edom.' It was a
matter of great importance fo the southern ‘Arammites’ to
obtain command of a harbour. Hiram, king of Misrim (see
Soromow, § 38), was content to leave Ezion-geher nominally in
the hands of Selomen: but Rezin was not inclined to put any
trust in the Judahites.

See DAMASCUS, § 1o, IsRAEL, § 32, and cp REZON.
T. K. C.

REZIN (I'¥7: pacown [BA] -aacc. [L]} the name
of a post-exilic family of Nethinim, and therefore (see
NETHINIM), according to Cheyne's theory, N. Arabian
fcp such names as Sharmlai [Ishmael}, Giddel {the
southern Gitead], Reaiah [Jerahmeel}) ; Ezra 2,48 Neh.
Y30 (Paccwn (K], paacww [L1)=1 Esd. 53z {(Aaican
{B]. Aecan [A], PACWIN [L}, Daisan, -EV).

REZON (17, *prince?’ ep Sab. P, I and J17,
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‘ruler” [PRINCE, 13]: We, Heid. ¥ g9, n. 1, would
connect the name with the Ar. deity Xwda in such
Palmyrene compound names as Y3 {servant of R.] ;
but may it not be miswritten for ]”31 ?}, the founder of
a dynasty at Damascus, and a contemporary of Solomon
(1 K.1123 ecpwm [B], om. A, cp HEzioN; rason
[Vg-]). Who Rezon was, is by no means clear from
our text (cp Damascus, § 7). Most regard him as a
northern Aramagan.

Rezon is called, however, son of Eliada, which is a Hebrew
name, and Winckler's way of accounting for this (see ELtaDA, 3)
is improbable. TTreating the subject in connection with ZosaH,
g.w.], we may venture tu conjecture that he was probably a
N. Arablan, and that his fathet's name, like * Jedi'a'el’ is a
modification of ‘Jerahme'el’ It was from the king not of
Zobah but of Missur {Musri) that Rezon fled, and the capital of
the realm which he founded was not Damascus, but Cusham
(cp PropaET, § 37). We may presume that he was an ally of
Hadad, who was also an “adversary” to Solomon, and appears
1o have been king, not of Edom, but of Aram—i.¢., jerahmeel.
The geographical boundaries of these neighbouring kingdoms
we cannaot determine ; but they were close 16 the Negeb, which
Sclomen (see Soromon, § 7) appears to have socceeded in
retaining.  Probably they were both vassals of the natural
overlord of that region—the king of Missuz, whose daughter
became Solomon’s wife, Cp, however, Winckler, &/ 2272,
KA T13) 240 7. K. C.

RBEGITM (pnrmn, Acts 2813} A town on the
Italian coast, at the southern entrance of the straits of
Messine (mod. Reggio).

The name (="'breach ") was generally supposed to bear refer-
ence to the idea that earthquakes or the long-continued action
of the sea had breken asunder or breached the land-bridge
between Italy and Sicily (Strabo, 258 ; Diod. Sic. 485). The
Lann form of the name, Regium, gave rise to an absurd alterna-
tive derivation (Strabo, 4.}

The town was an cffshoot of the Chalcidians settled
on the other side of the strait, in Messana (for a sketch
of its early history, see Strabo, 257 /). Its position on
the strait made it very importam, for the direct distance
to Messana is only abotit six geographical mikes, and
under Anaxilas {about 494 B.C.) the two cities were
united under one sceptre.  Although the Syracusan
tyrant Dionysias 1. totally destroyed the town, so
important a site could not long Re desolate, and it was
repeopled by his son and successor.  During the
Hannibalic war Rhegium remained loyal to Rome and
reaterially contributed to Hatmibal's ultimate defeat by
cutting off his communjcations with Africa. After the
Social war it became a Roman municipium like the
other Greek cities of sonthern Italy. During the war
between Oetavian and Sextus Pompefus {38-36 R.C.),
Rhegium was often the headquarters of Octaviarr's forces
(Dio Cass. 4814); and, by way of reward, its population
was incteased by the addition of 4 body of time-expired
marines (Strabo, 230}, and it assumed the name Kheginm
Jukium (Orell. fnscr. 3838).  About Paul's time it was
a populous and prosperous place, still preserving many
traces of its Heltenic origin {Strabo, 253). It continued
to exist as a considerable city throughout the period of
the empire (Plin. 36). It was the terminus of the road
which ran from Capua to the straits (the Fia Popilia,
made in 134 B.C. %

The ship in which Paul sailed had some difficulty
in reaching Rhegium from Syracuse (Acts 2813, mepi-
eXfowres, by tacking”; AV ‘we fetched a compass,’
RV, '‘made a circuit '), as the wind did not lie favour-
ably. At Rhegium she remained one day waiting for a
wind for the narrow passage through which for want of
sea-room a large ship could not easily work by tacking.2
The run with the 3. wind northwards te Putcoli {(about
180 m, distant) would take about twenty-six hours (¢p
z. 13, Sevrepaior Ahbauer).

With the stages of Paul’s jourhey as given here we may
ecompare that of Titus, afterwards Emperor, in 70 a.D. (Suel.

1 S0 to be read in preference to wepiedbrres WH, “casting

loose.

2 For the difficulties of the straits, see Thuc. 424, podlng
oloa eixbrag qaxemy évopioby; Paus. v. 252, ot ykp 8% 5 xord
roliver Bdiagea Tov Top fardorens Xepepioatam wdons,
where also he gives the explanalion of this characteristic.
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Tit. 5, ‘ Quare festinans in Haliam, cum Regium, dein Puteclos
oneraria nave appulisset, Roman inde gontendit ).
W. 1. W,
RHESA (puca, Ti. WH), a name in the genealogy
of Jesus; Lk, 327. See GENEALOGIES ii., § 3.

REINOCEROT {Is, 347, AV™E), See UNICORN.

RHODA (poAH, Ti.WH}, the name! of the maid
{1ralAickH) who answered the door when Peter knacked,
Acts 12131, In one of the lists of ‘the seventy’ it is
stated that Mark had a sister called Rhoda (see Lipsius,
Apokr. Ap.-Gesch., Erginzungsheft, 22).

RHODESB (poAoc). a large and important island,
lying in the scuth-eastern Aigean (the part called the
Carpathian Sea), about 12 m, distant from the coast of
Asia Minor; mentioned only incideatly in the N'T {Acts
21r). After leaving Cos, the ship in which Paul
voyaged to Palestine from Macedonia touched at
Rhodes, which was apparently her last port of call before
Patara, where Paul transhipped. The same name was
applied both to the island and its capital ; but probably
the latter is meant in this place. It stood at the
northern extremity of the island, where a long point
runs out towards Caria. ‘The city possessed two chief
harbours, both on the eastern side of the promontory.
The foundation of.the city of Rhodes (408 B.C.) was
due to the joint action of the ancient Rhodian towns of
Lindos, Talysos, and Camiros (Diod. Sic. 137s). ‘' The
forces which, outwardly at least, had hitherto been
divided, were now concentrated, and the good effects of
this concentration for the island, as well as for Greece
in general, were soon to appear ' (Holm, Gk Aist., ET,
4484}

The great political importance of the new city gradually
asserted itself during the fourth century, and by Alexander’s
time it had become the first naval power in the Agean, and a
decisive factor (Diod. Sic. 2081, meppdyyros Tols Svrdoracs xai
Baoiheiory Jv, exderov grailiorres eis Ty adTod dehicy mpoohos-
Bdvegfac). So great was the reputation of the cty that
Alexander chase it as the place ofE| deposit of his will. The
comtnercial importance of the Ig]ace is Indicated by the fact of
the introduction of a new (Rhodian) standard of coinage;
Rhodian coins are remarkable for their beauty {see on this
Holm, ap. ¢i2, 3 49, and Head, Hist. Numm., s.v,

The commercial relations of Rhodes were principally
with Egypt, but in fact the central position of the
island in the mid-stream of maritime traffic between the
E. and the W. assured her prosperity, and this,
combined with good government at home and a wise
foreign policy, lifted her 1o a position analogous to that
of Venice in later times. The Rhodian bharbours
seemed to have been designed by Nature to attract the
ships of Ionia, Caria, Egypt, Cyprus, and Phcenicia
{Aristeid. Rked. 341); and the consistent policy of
neutrality, broken only by vigorous and decisive action
when the peace and freedom of the seas were endangered,
artracted foreign merchants, among whom, we may be
sure, those of Jewish nationality were conspicuous
(1 Mace. 1323); young men were regularly sent to Rhodes
to learn business (Plaut. Aderc., prol. 11} Rhodes did
in the E. what Rome did in the W, in keeping the seas
clear of pirates (Strabo, 652, 74 Agerima xafeihe; cp
Pol. 419). Her maritime law was largely adopted by
the Romans (cp Pand. xiv. 29} ; and the principle of
“ general average,’ for example, js Rhodian in origin,
with probably much else in modern paval law that
cannot now be traced.

Rhodes is connected with two passages in the life of
Herod the Great. When on his way to Italy he
contributed liberally towards the restorations rendered
necessary to repair the ravages of Cassius in 42 B.C.
(App. BC 47z2; Plut. Bruf 3o} It was at Rhodes
also that after the battle of Actium {31 B.C.) he had
the meeting with Augustus upon which so much
depended for bim (Jos. A7z xv. 66). 1t was in Rhodes

1 Another form of the name in classical literature is Rhodos

{pddos, fem.}. It was borne by a daughter of Poseidon, and by
one of the Danaids (see Smith, Dicé. Gr. and Rowt. Biogr., s v}
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that Antiochus VIL. Sidetes (king of Syria, 138-128 B.C.},
soh of Demetrius I., heard of the imprisonment of his
brother (Demetrius I1.), and ' sent letters from #he fsles
¢f the sea unto Simon the priest and governcr of the
Jews,” as told in 1 Mace, 151 f. (cp App. Sy#. 68).

The Rhodians gained 2 privileged position as allies of Rome
in the Macedonian and Mishridatic wars, but were deprived of
their political freedom by Clandius (44 A.p.)} for the crucifixion
of Roman citizens (Dio Cass, lx. 244).  In 56 a.p. this was
restored to them (Tac. A#x%. 1258: ‘reddita Rhodiis libertas,
adempta sepe aut firmata, prout bellis externis meruerant aut
domi seditione deliquerant’). The island was finally reduced
to a province {f.c., made part of the province of Asia) hy
Vespasian (Suet. Vesp. 8). Its great importance in the early
Empire was gained through its schools of rhetoric, as that of
Athens through her schools of philosophy.

Literature~C. Newton, Travels and Discoveries in the
Levant, vol. 1; C. Torr, Rhodes in Ancient Times (Camb.
1885); Holm, G&. Fist., ET, 4 483 £ (the best short account in
English); Mahafly, Greed Life and Tkought, chap. 15; Ross,
Retsen w., Studien an/ den gr, Inseln, 370 /. On Rhedian art,
see Gardner, Handbook of Greek Sculpture, 2488 1 Ancient
anthority, Straho, p, 652/ W, J. W,

RHODOCUS (pohoxkoc [AV]). a Jew who betrayed
the plans of Judas the Maccabee to Anticchus Eupator
{2 Mace. 1821). On the discovery of his treachery he
was imprisoned.

RHODUS (1 Macc. 1523), RV RHODES,

RIBAT (*2'7), the father of I1TAL {g.2.} (2 5. 2829,
peiBa [B] epiBa [L] om. A x Ch.113r, peBje [B],
paBeial [N}, pHBal [A], piBat [L]). Comparing &L
in 2 5. we may with Marquart (Fund. 20} restore
13%r ] see JERIBAL

RIBBAND ('?‘ng). used in Nu. 1538 AV of the ‘cord’
{so RV) of blue worn upon the FRINGES [g.2.].

For other usages of the Heb. #d#kif sec BRACELETS, 2, CorRD,
RING.

RIBLAH (M037; oftenest AcBAaBa [BRAFQIL],
and always ‘Diblath’ in Pesh.; on Nu 341 see
below). A city in the territory of Hamath (2 K. 2333,
afhaa [B], defrac [A);! 256 wepdefhabar [Bl, es

. defhafn [AL]; v 22 pefhafa [B]; Jer.39s, p. [Theod. ;

@ ony.]and . § 8. [Theod.; @ om.]; 525 Sefafa [R*];
5210 def . . fa [T']). It is hardly possible in our brief
space to give the reader a just idea of the new problems
connected with the nume of Riblah.

Whether the foreign king who dethroned Jehoahaz was really
Necho, king of Egypt, has become rather uncertain (see ZEDE-
x1an). For o™¥n, Mizraim (7.e., Egypt), we should perhaps
in = K.23 34, as in so many other passages, read 04D, Mismim ;
cp Mizraim, § 25 It was possibly, or even probably, a N.
Arabian king called Pir'u, not an Egyptian Pharach, who
brought the kingdom of fudah inte vassalage. If so ‘Riblah’
may be a popular corruption of * Jerahmeel.” It is not less
possible or probable that in the other passages where b
occurs ‘Riblah’ should be emended into *Jerahmeel." The
accounts of geographical boundaries of Canaan in the OT have
been, it wounld seem, systematically corrected, in good faith,
but in complete misapprehension of the documents.

If we assume, however, provisionally, the data of the
traditional text, how shall we explain them? In this
case, 'Riblah' will be represented by the poor village
of Ribleh, on the E. bank of the Nakr el Adgi
{Crontes), 35 m. NE. of Baalbec, It was here that
Necho put Jehoshaz in chains {2 K.2333) and NEBU-
CHADREZZAR {g.7.) some twenty years later made his
headquarters when he came to quell the Palestinian
revolt.? Here Zedekiah saw his sons siain (2 K. 256 =
Jer.395 £. =529 f.), and certain officers and people
from Jerusalem were put to death (2 K, 2520 f = Jer.

1 SeBhafe is identified by a scholiast on 2 K. 25 20 in cod. 243
with Daphne the suburb of Antioch in Syria; cp Jerome on
Nu. 3411,

2 An inscription of Nebuchadrezzar found in the Wiady Brissa
(on the E. of}icbanon) refers to the devastation wrought among
the cedars of Lebanon by a foreign foe, and the flight of the
inhabitants. Nebuchadrezzar's (second) visit to Riblah in 586,
if historical, was to repair the damage dore and to encourage
the population of Lebanon which probably resisted the “foreign
foe' and suffered accordingly. The ‘foreign foe' must have
been Necho (Wi. 40F so4 /). This, however, must be ac-
cepted with some critical reserve.
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5226 £1). The occurrences of Riblah recognised by
EV need some revision; the name should certainly
be inserted in Ezek. 614, where Riblah (misread in
MT as DiBLaH: AV *‘Diblath'), as a boundary,
takes the place of the more usual ' Hamath,' and it
shounld as certainly be omitted in Nu. 341,  Here, as
most scholars suppose, the ideal eastern frontier of
Canaan is described. The border, we are told, is to
go down * from Shepham HRBLH on the E. of Ain.” 1f
we put aside the prejudice produced by the pomtmg
[1%;1-';). it seems probable that ‘to Harbel" ('15:1‘!‘1) is
the meaning intended, and not ' to Riblah.” The right
vocalisation was still known to the & translator {dmwé
cempo opfyhe ; see SHEPHAM), and alse to Jerome and
Eusebius, who speak {0S, 866 214172 23254) of Arbela
or afipha as a point on the eastern confines of Canaan.
The Speaker's Comm. finds Harbel {more strictly $391)
in the Har-baal-hermon of Judg. 33, and supposes the
border to pass by the southern end of Mt. Hermon
near the two best-known sources of the Jordan. If
the current theory of the reference may provisicnally be
accepted, let us rather say that Harbel was synonymous
with Har-baal-gad, since ' Baal-gad at the foot of Mi.
Hermon’ oceurs in the parallel passage Josh. 13 5 instead
of the Har-baal-hermen of Judg. 33 This view is at
any rate more plausible than van Kasteren's identifica-
ticn of Hariblah with Halibnah, between the Varmak
and the Wady Samak (Rew. 5ibl., 185, p. 33)- Cne
of the spurs of the Jebe! esh-Shétk (Mt. Hermon) is in
fact called Jebel Arbel.? But it is much to be feared
that the identification is illusory. T. K. C.

RIDDLE occurs nine times in EV (Judg. 1412-19,
TpoBAHMma i Ezek, 172, AjHruma) and twice in
EVmz. (Prov. 16, ajNirma; Hab. 26, rTpoBAHMmA) as
the rendering of Heb. MW, Aéddk.

The word mv°n, usually explained as ‘something twisted or
knotty,” but more probably (see Lag. Grieck, Uebersetz. der
Prov. 73} ‘something shut up”’ (cp Aram, qnx, and Bibl.Aram.
menw), occurs seventeen times in MT and and once in Heb
Ecclus. 4737510 1 K 101 2 Ch, 91itis rendered *hard question’
(atviypa); in Ps, 4‘)5[4] 783 [2] “dark saving’ ('rrpa,Br\rmd.), in
Prov.1s 'dark saying (nwl.'yp.n.), in Hah. 26 ‘proverb’ (mpd-
BAnua); m Nu. 128 ‘ dark speech ' (aiveyua}; in Dan. 823 “dark
l:enteme (aiveypa, wpoﬂAm:.a [Th. 1) and in Ecclus. 47 17

parab]e {rapafors); eirvypa also ocours in Wisd. 88 (dark
saying ), Ecclus. 303(AV Eark parables,” RV ‘dark sayings of
parables ), 47 15 (EV *dark parables,” RVmy. * parables of riddles,’
Heb. differs).

Thanks to its frequent parallelism with the word
mdidl {see PROVERB), 2iddk has acquired a considerable
range of meaning. Thus it denotes {1} a riddle as we
understand the word—e.g. that propounded by Samson
to the Philistines, Judg. 14:2 %, or those with which
the Queen of Shebz is said to have proved Solomon,
1 K. 101 2Ch. 9r; (2) a sententicus maxim (Prov.
30:5.f, etc.} still affecting to preserve the form of a
riddle but wanting its essentials—viz., the adequate
characterisation of the object, and the pause before
reply. Even the riddle form may be dispensed with,
Anddh, as in Prov. 16, denoting simply any sententious
maxim, or as in Ps, 485 (where, however, there are
textual difficuities) the statement of a moral problem,
(3) A parable—as in Ezek.17 3-10, though the passage
is not pure parable, but partakes of the characteristics
of riddle and allegory as well. On account of the
allusive and figurative characier of many of the satirical
lays of popular history (e.g., Nu. 2127 # 1 8.187, cp
PoETICAL LITERATURE, § 4 iii.}), the term Aidi# is
not inappropriately used to designate them in Hab. 26,
but its use in Ps, 782 is probably only due to the poet's
needing a parallel to Sgn. (4} Lastly, 4#ddh is used
quite generally to denote any unusual or difficult and
perhaps esoteric mode of expression, Nu. 128 Dan. 823.

Bochart has discoursed learnedly of the use of the

1 So Furrer in Riehm's #WEB; cp Ritter, Erdkunde, 151,
Pp- 159,183, In ZD0F1 b2ga d:ﬁ'erent and less plausible, iden-
tification was proposed {(with “4»5in, 5§ kil. NE. of Damascus),
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riddle by the Hebrews at feasts,! and we could easily
believe that if our scurces of information were not so
narrow, we should find that the Israelites had some
resemblance in this department to the Arabs, with whom
there was almost a separate branch of enigmatic litera-
ture, with many subdivisions. $till, we have only one
example of the riddle in the OT—the famous one of
Samson {Judg. 14 14—‘a very bad riddle,’ G, F. Moore) ;
of those referred to in 1 K. 1013 the narrator has
favoured us with no specimen ; nor did Josephus (A#z
viii. 53} find in the Pheenician history of Dius any
details of the riddles said to have been sent by Solomon
to Hiram of Tyre, and by Hiram to Solomon (Jos. Ans
viii. b3 [§ 149]). The information in post-biblical
writings like the Midrash Mishle or the 2nd Targum to
Esther is certainly more curious than valuable.

in the NT 'riddle’ occurs once, 1 Cor. 1312, where,
to some scholars, the combination of &’ éeémrrpov and
év awi'y,uan appears difficult.

By air. {to which Origen, ¢. Cefs, 7 50 and elsewhere, and the
MSS LP prefix ai [in Or]g xai acw.wcaro;]) may no doubt be
illustrated by Nu. 128 (&), ev eibe. xa ob 8¢ aiviypdrwy, which
may perhaps have been explamed in & well-defined form and
not in indistinct blurred outlires’ (for 1his use of alriypa see
Origen on Jn.1g).

‘We do not want the additional phrase év alviyuar,
which appears somewhat to mar the antithesis ; what
we look for is rather 'for now we see with the help
of a mirror, but then face to face,” Preuschen would
therefore omit ér alvfyuar: as due to a later hand
(ZNTW, 1goo, p. 180 f, cp MIRROR).

BIE occurs twice in AV (Ex.93z Is.2823) as the
rendering of NRB3I, for which RV has rightly * spelt.’
See FITCHES, N. M.

RIGHT, RIGHTEOUSNESS. The Hebrew words
for righteousness ave sédef, seddfdk (DY, NYIY), con-
nected with which we have the adjec-
1. Heb. terms. ;. ddig (P*7¥) ¢ righteous,’ and the
verb sadef {PT1¥) to be in the right—in Hiphil and
Pi'el, to declare a person in the right. Probably the
most original form of the root appears in the noun
sédek, from which the verb, appearing first in the Hiph.
form, is a denominative. It is not easy to fix precisely
the primary meaning of the root. Gesenius takes it to
be ‘straight’; Ryssel, with less reason, ‘hard." In
any case the earliest sense which can be traced in actual
use appears to be conformity to a recognised norm or
standard.

Thus Beidawi on Sur. 221 (quoted by Kautzsch) rightly
explams the correapondmg form in Arabic, viz. sadk as muldbik
--i.¢., ‘congruent,’ so that things as unfike 2s a javelin and a
date may each be described as sadik, if they are as they should
be. Nothing fresh can be learned from the Syriac usage, which
simply repeats with less fulness that of the Hebrew and New
Hebrew. @& has used great freedom in translating séded
and its derivatives. Bixwos, Sikatoovey, Stkewoiv are their
commonest renderings; but we alse find, e.¢., séddfdh repre.
sented by Sicaiwua, éAenpomim (g times), éAcog (3 times), a.nd
even by ebdpoavin (Is, 61 10), fadazf, by GAndis, ehoefis, moTds.
On the other hand &ixaiag, Eexu.wa-uvn, Sukarovv stand in &
for many Hebrew words unconnected etymologically with the

raot PTS—eg., for DK, 07, NI, WD, RPL 3T, I:EEF, ne,
BLC.

It will be well before examining the history of the
words in the OT, to mention two facts which should
be borne in mind throughout, in tracing the idea of
righteousness as the Hebrews understood it.  In the
first place, sédek and its derivatives seldom occur in the
older documents. They are pretty common in the
literary prophets ; they are exceedingly frequent in the
wisdom literature and in the Psalms. Next, the meaning
of these words becomes gradually wider, and assumes a
more stricily ethical and religious signification. We
may compare the use of Surareotry which is unknown to
Homer and Hesiod, and also the expansion of meaning

1 Hrerpz. 383 /., ed. Rosenmiller, Cp Winsche, 'Die
Rithselweisheit bei den Hebriern,” /P7, 1883, and cp for
examples Krafft, Jidische Sagen 1nd Dichtungen.
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in iy, flracos from ' custom,” ' observant of recognised
usage,'1 till they stood for ahsolute justice and the man
of ideal virtue, Similar analogies obviously appear in
the Latin jesfus, and in our own terms ‘right,’
‘righteous,’ etc.

11 is doubtful whether real instances of the primitive
use—viz., agreement with a physical norm—-still survive
in Hebrew. Lev.193 Ezek. 4510,
*exact balances,” * exact weights, ete_,
are commonly quoted ds cases in point.
The passages, however, are late, and as the contrasted
notion of iniguity oceurs in the immediate context, it
is by no means clear that we should not translate
‘righteous balances,” etc.  Similarly * paths of sddet’ in
Ps. 233 may mean ' paths of rightecusness,” not simply
‘straight paths.’  Still less can Joel 223 be alleged as
an example of gddsdh in its original-—i e, physical—
signification, for the translation given by Kautzsch
‘early rain in full measure’ is mere than deuabtful.
We may perhaps acquiesce in the tramslation ‘early
rain for your justification’'—i.e., in proof that Yahwé
has once more graciously accepted his people (so Wellh,,
Nowack, and Smend, 47" Rel.-gesch. 419 )

Passing from the idea of conformity to a physical
standard, we hdave to note the use of the plu. s&dakath
{mp7s) in the earliest fragment of Hebrew literature—
viz., the so-called * Song of Deborah.” There the poet
describes the valiant deeds of the Hebrews as due to
the help which Yahwé gave, and might as the tribal
God be fairly expected to give, his people.  This seems
to be his conception of sfdasdsth. Tt involves little or
no ethical element, Yahwé acted in accordanee with
the natural bond between his worshippers and himself,
and the plural form indicates the various occasions on
which he did so.

To the same class we may perhaps refer Dis. 38 21, where God
is said 10 have wrought she sédd@kah of Yahwe, because he was
the instrument of the divine p by repelfing the foes of
Tsrael. In the same poem (1he%'g0?;eshlg ofp?‘-'loscs,' Dit, 83 19)
Zebmlun calls the sribes to some sacred mountain that they may
offer fsacrifices of géde#,' and this may mean no more than
sacrifices offered dufy-i.e., according to the recopnised form,
and 45 a natural yeturn for benefits conferred. ere, if this
interpretation be sound, the ethical elerrent is not whoily
absent ; but it is still faint and rudimentary,2

‘We have to deal next with the many cases in whick
the legal signification predominates. In the *Book

of the Covenant' (Ex. 237) we read,

3‘%‘5&%3’ *Thou shalt not put to death him. who

sonse is ianocent a_nd 'saddf'?,_ wheret 'clmrly

' the legiskator is ot thinking of virtuous

character, bm of innecence from the charge bronght

before the court.  This resteicted use always continued

long afier the deeper and more universal meaning had
becorme famniliar.

Isaiah, for example (5 23) speaks of P18 NPT —ie., the plea
of & man who has a good case—and In Prov., I8 17 we are told
that the first comer is right (7™1¥)}~¢., seems to be right in his

contention till his ol?ponent appears and puts him to the proof.
See also Dt.251 Prov. 1715 185 2424, Here it is necessary

to note the significant fact that no feminine form of 7% is found
anywhere in the OT : indeed the use of the verb P78 in Gen.

3826 (the only occurrence of Kal in the Hexateuch) may farly
be accepted as proof that the adjective had no feminine form.

This may be naturally accounted for on the ground that P
meant originally ‘right in law,” and that 2 woman was not a
*person’ with legal nghts.

In early literature the use of the verb is almost wholly
confined to the Hiphil, and the meaning of the verb
corresponds to that of the adjective. In other words,
the Hiphil verb means to decide in favour of a litigant,
by declaring him to be in the right.  So, for example,

2. Development
of meaning.

1 It is always assumed that the standard is external and
recognised as correct.  Thus, e.¢., Homer speaks of Autolycus
29 “good’ (abrdr, O, 19 309), addting that he excelled all men
“in knavery and the oath." He would not have called him
&ixmor. S0 now we mighe perhaps speak of ‘a good thief,
bur not of a just one.

2 The use of éoexe, éoenciy in Homer ig similar.
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in Ex. 237 (&) after o warning against oppression of
the poor by corrupt administration of justice, the general
principle i3 enunciated, ‘for thou shalt not decide in
favour of a malefactor.,” A slightly different shade of
meaning is given to the verb in Absalom's exclamation
(2 5.154), ' O that they would make me a judge in the
land ; then if any man ¢ame to me with a plea and a
case, I would help him 10 his right ' {rapmem).t

By an easy transition the idea of legal right is extended to
shat of being in the right on some particular occasion without

any implication as to genmeral moral character. No more is
implied in Judah's admission {Gen.3626), *She’ (Tamar) ‘is
more in the right than I (300 1p7%),” or perhaps *She hasacted
wiihin ber rights and can maintain her case against me." (For
this use of {3, ¢p Job322.) Further, sadad is used of one who
is justified in his statement. This meaning is evident in Job
33 12 where, after quoting fob's words, Elihu says, ‘Lo ! in this
[statement] thou art not justified ; I will answer thee.” In the
same way the adjective is employed, Is. 41 26, * Who announced
this from the beginning that we might know it . . , and sa
“ Right"'—i.e., “he is right’? not, “}t is true,’ for the Hebrew
adjective is never used of things, Examples of this meaning in
noun, adjective, and verb are numerous. See for use of the
noun (séfzf) Is. 594 Ps. 525[3) Prov. 88 1613, of the verb in
Hiph. Job27 £ and in Hithpa, (perhaps), Gen 4415, In Arab.
the use of the root for ‘sruth-speaking,” ‘sincere,” is much more
advanced and definite.
We may now turn to the idea of righteousness
properly so called, of rightecusness in its ethieal
signification ; and here the investigation
£ E:’;‘::l has its starting-poiot in the early literary
rophets prophets.  In the reign of Jeroboam TL a
Prophets. . pitalist class had arisen: the old tribal
justice, depending on the bond of clan and still well-
maintained among the Arabs of the desert, was well-
nigh gone in Israel {sce GOYERNMENT, § 127 ; LAW AND
JusTice, § 2). Hence the passionate cry of Amos for
national righteousness, for justice in the gates—i.¢., for

| right institutions riglitly administered. He reiterates

his protest that external ritual is of no avail without
justice, ‘Take away from me’' (Yahwé speaks) ‘the
temult of thy songs, the music of thy lutes I will not
hear. But let fustice roll in like a river and righteous-
ness Iike a perennial stream ' ($23). True, Amos also
uses the adjective saddif in the old legal sense (26 5rz),
and he bhas the administrdtion of justice constantly in
view. In Mg view, however, legal justice springs from
the essential nature of God, who demands rightecusness,
not ritual worship from his people. The demand is
made to the nation as a whole. Unless it is satisfied,
Israel must perish tterly and there is no room left for
differerrce 1 the fate of the righteons #nd the un-
righteons individual. Hosea also insists ot mational
righteousness ; but his conception of it is at ence wider
and deeper than that of his predecessor. It is wider,
for righteoustress, as Hosea understood it, i rmore than
bare justice. It imcludes Adred-7.e., merciful con-
sideration for others.? It is deeper, for Hosea saw that
outward amendment could not be permanent without a
radical change of mind. ' Sow to yourselves in righteons-
ness: reap according to lovingkindness : dreak wp for
yourselves follsw ground : for it is time to seek Yahwe,
that the fruit of righteousniess may come to you' {1012,
cp @), It is not enough to sow good seed: the ground
must first be eleared and broken up: in short, the
Israelites must become mew men, and Yahwe's will
must tule their lives. Yahwe will accept no superficial
¢onversion (Br-4): the only remedy is a new- birth by
which Israel becomes 2 new creature (I313).
Isaiah develops the principles of Amos and Hosea.
His moral code is much the same. ' Seek out justice:
. set right the violent man : de justice to the
5. Isaiak. orphan : plead for the widow ™ (T16 /£ &7
102). He, no less than Hosea, makes religion a
1 3o Sucarody in classical Greek means to give a man his due,
but always in a bad sense, viz., to condemn, It is ontyin & and
N'T that it means ‘to declare righteous.”
2 Cp st fmuenés, which corrects the defects of law, and

is, therefore, &imacowr xoi Twvy Pértsor Swalow, Ariat. Ktk
Nicam. b

4104



RIGHT, RIGHTEOUSNESS

matter of the heart (2%13), Rightecusness is the
inexorable rule by which Yahwé governs the world
{23 17), and wickedness by its own nature blasts the
evildoer (917[:2]). Because of Israel's sin the nation as
a whole is doomed hopelessly (6132}, 5till, those who
believe in Yahwé as the eternal principle of righteous-
ness can stand fast in the crash of ruin all around
them (7g). Meanwhile the prophet was educating a
band of disciples (816) who were to be the germ of a
*remnant that was to be converted,’ and in one of his
latest prophecies (121-26) he passes from an ideal pictuzre
of Jetrusalem in Davidic days {the idealisation of the
past separates him in a very marked manner from
Hosea) and expresses the great hope of hetter times to
come. Judgment will have done its cleansing work :
cnce more judges will give impartial decisions and
Jerusalem shall be known as ' the fortress of righteous-
ness, the faithful city.’

A century later Jeremiah maintained the same con-
ception of righteousness. In 223 he gives what almost
; amounts toa definition of rightecusness:

6. Jeremiah, it consists negatively in abstinence from
murder and oppression of the widows and orphans,
positively in securing justice for those who were power-
less to help themselves. The same thought appears in
other passages—e. g., in chap. 7, though the word ‘right-
eousness ' is not actually used.  'We must not, however,
forget that Jeremiah held fast to his belief in righteous-
ness at the cost of a personal struggle more searching
and severe than that which any of his precursors had 1o
face. It was his hard fate to learn that even a law like
that of Deutercnomy, embodying as it did the best
results of prophetic teaching, could not of itself change
the hearts of the very men who in form, and as they
believed, sincerely, complied with its requirements.
Moreover, Jeremiah had to contend with the organised
priesthood of Jerusalem, after the priests of the high
places had been removed and whea those of the eentral
shrine claimed, on grounds which Jeremiah could not
altogether gainsay, a divine sanction for their authority.
Moreover his sensitive nature was exposed to continual
suffering from the enmity of his contemporaries and
from the national ruin which he saw first in spiritueal
vision and then with the bodily eye. Because of all
this, Jeremiah's faith in the divine rightecusness had to
draw its strength from the very doubt which threatened
to destroy it. * Thou art in the right (seddid) O Yahwé,
when 1 contend with thee : yet would I reason the cause
with thee: why does the way of the wicked prosper?’
{12:). Heknows well that the hest law may be perverted
by the *lying pen of the scribes’ {88) and that Yahwé
is ‘a righteous judge ([phdt sédek) proving reins and
heart” (1120}, More explicitly than any earlier prophet
he fuses morality and religion into one by reducing all
duty to the one supreme duty of knowing Yahwe's will
as revealed in his government of the world.

*Thus saith ¥ahw#, Let not & wise man glery in his wisdom,
neither let a hero glorﬁ.x’n his valour, ket not a richk man glory in
his wealth.  But in this let him that glories glory, that he has
understanding and knows me, [knows] that I am Yahw, who
do lovingkindness, judgment, and righteousness on the earth:
for in these things do I take pleasure ; it i3 the oracle of Yahwe
(922/[23/1." Whereas Isatah had scen that the people's heart
was not in their worship, Jeremiah recognised theradical evil that
the heart of man is weak and eannot be trusted (17g), and he
saw the hope of spiritual religion, not in amendment on nmn's
part, but in the grace of Yahwé who would write his law in
their hearts (31 33).

Finally, the expectation of a Messianic king, or line of
Messianic kings, appears probably for the first time in
Jevemiah, Yahwe will raise from the family of David
‘a righteous branch.” Heis to execute true justice and
is to be called ' Yahwe is our righteousness’ (235, ).
The context interprets this name of the Messiah. By
restoring Israel to its own Iand Yahwé the judge of all
is to vindicate the just cause of his people against the
heathen. *In his (7.e., the Messiah's) days Judah will
be saved® (from heathen bondage) * and Israel will dwell
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in security.” The history of the world is the judgment
of the world. Here, however, the idea of righteousness
is modified by fresh associations, and with the consequent
change in the application of the word we shall have to
deal presently,

We have already given from the earlier documents
of the Hexateuch instances which illustrate the more
restricted and primitive use of the root 7.

:' ‘S;fek We also meet there, as might have been
of Eoraﬁﬁ expected, with the prophetic use in which
¥- it is co-extensive with moral excellence.

Yahwé, e.g, declares that he has seen how righteous
Noahis {Gen. 71, J): he knows that Abraham will teach
his descendants ‘to do judgment and righteousness’
{Gen. 1819, a late stratum of JE). Only one passage
in the Hexateuch ealls for special notice here, both from
its intrinsic interest and from the famous argument drawn
from it by Paul. The words in Gen. 136 (f?) are
* Abraham trusted in Yahwé and he reckoned it to
him as righteousness.” Paul identifies the faith of

| Abraham with justifying faith as he himself under-

stood it, It would be an anachronism to suppose that
the writer of the words in Genesis had risen to an idea
of this kind, nor is any such exegesis supported by the
context. Abraham believed, not in God's pardoning
grace, but in Yahwé's fidelity to his promise. In fact
Abraham’s faith or trust is preclsely what faith as Panl
conceives it is not, an ‘opus per se dignum.” See
FAITH, § 1.

Frem the ethical we may now pass to the theocratic
sense of jfddkdk and the cognate words. We have
.. already had a glimpse of this meaning

8. Theocratic in the Messianic passage quoted from
Bense. Jeremiah, It became prevalent from

the time of Habakkok. It mmust be remembered that
Habakkuk, like Jeremiah, lived after Josiah’s reform, but
does not, like Jeremiah, attribute the partial failure of
that reform to the depravity of the Judzan pecple.  On
the contrary, he believed that the obstacle to striet legal
ohservance lay in the oppression of Judah by the
Babylonians (14); for it was very hard to believe in
Yahwé or his law while the Babylonian oppressor had
it all his own way. The people of Judah were at least
better than their oppressors; hence to Habakkuk ‘ the
righteous’ is the constant description of the judzeans,
whilst ' the wicked' stands for the heathen conqueror.
This terminology was adopted by subsequent writers,
as may be seen from Is.26r0 Ps. 96317 102 7 In the
end, as Habakkuk holds, Yahwé will vindicate the cause
of his people, and ' the righteous man'—i.e., the man
of Judah, is to live by fidelity to his God and confidence
in the uftimate victory of the good cause. Here we
have the outline of the picture which the Second Isaiah
{i.¢., 1s. 40-55) fills in with completer detail and added
shades of meaning.) Whereas the earlier prophets
threatened, the unknown prophet of the Exile makes it
his chief endeavour to comfort Israel. No doubt the
nation has sinred ; but it has also been punished encugh,
and more than enough, and now the day of its deliver-
ance is at hand.  * For the sake of his own faithfulness
(sddef) Yahwe has been pleased to give great and glori-
ous revelation’ of his character {42213, Heisa ‘truth-
speaking ' God (seddik, 4521). He has stirred up Cyrus
'in righteousness ” (4513}, £.6, as Yahwé ought to do,
and therefore must do ; he has supported him with * his
trusty right hand ' (*right hand of sédef,’ 4110). By a
glorious restoration Yahwe 'justifies’ Israel—i.e., decides
in its favour (508), Hence in a multitude of cases séde
and séddédk mean triumph (so the verb 4525 : cp pecéir
in Rom. 1221} “victory’ (412 4612), ‘redress’ (518),

1 We may perhaps compare xaloi xayadal, optimates, prud-
homnes, gule Minner, used of the aristocracy without any
ethical meaning, Of course the ethical words never lost their
ethical sense so utterly.

2 Theze is, however, some doubt both as to the reference in
this passage, and as to its authenticity, See Marti, ad Joc.
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‘salvation’ {4£613). It is significant that when sé&ddkak
retains its older and ethical force, it is used of a right-
eousness which comes as a divine grace being 'rained
down from above' (458}, In the Second Isaiah, however,
this purely ethical sense is rare, occurring only two or
three times onut of some twenty-five in which the Hebrew
root is used,
The Second Isaiah, as we have seen, assumed that
the sufferings inflicted by Babylon had sufficed to purify
9. Individual I‘srael. anc} hailed with joy the resytora-
righteousness. tion of a righteous peop.le. Hm_.n ever,
in the preceding generation Ezekiel had
given expression to a very different view. In the latter
period of his work he was a pastor of souls, a preacher
addressing individuals rather than a prophet with a
message to the nation. Naturally, then, he insists on
individual righteousness. FEach man is to be tried on
his own merits ; however righteous he may be, he can
secure the due reward for himself and only for himself,
Nay, even with the individual Yahwé deals according
to his present actions, admitting no appeal to the
righteousness of the past, and on the other hand for.
giving iniquity in case of repentance and amendment
{Ezek. 181 1414 /. 33r2 ). His ideal of righteousness
in the individual conforms on the whole to the prophetic
standard of individual righteousness, though it includes
a larger amount of ritual observance {see esp. 186-8).
Now, after the restoration, the view of the Second Isaiah
proved untenable. The restoration itself lacked the
external glory of which he had fondly dreamt, and the
exile had failed to produce that righteousness of the
whole nation which was still the cherished aim of
religious reformers in the Jewish Church. How was it
to be accomplished? Finally and completely by the
judgment of the last days, which is to fall on unfaithful
Jews as well as the heathen., This is the favourite theme
of Apocalyptic writers (see esp. [s. 1022 which is a late
insertion : Mal 33 Zech.89g 126 13g—Joe! and Daniel
passim).  Meanwhile the wisdom literature taught with
Ezekiel that God here and now, though not immediately,
recompenses the righteous and the wicked according 1o
their deserts, a dogma constantly reiterated in Proverbs
and Psalms. Here and there a distinction is made
between the * weightier matters of the Jaw ’ and such as
are merely ritual, since Yahwe loves ‘ rightecusness and
judgment’ more than ‘sacrifice’ (Prov.213, cp, eg.,
Ps.50}. But more and more the ‘rightecus man’ is
one who studies and practises the whole law (Ps. 15).
The righteous are really one with the Zdsidinz; these
are to be found as a rule among the poor and afflicted
Israclites (Zech.9g Ps. 56-59), and possibly the author
of Ps. 94, when he speaks {z. 15) of legal administration
returning to * righteousness,” may be looking forward to
the triumph of the Pharisaic over the Sadducean party.
Naturally those who made so much of the law laid great
stress on deeds of mercy. But soddkik nowhere admits,
as in Mishnic Hebrew, of the rendering 'alms,’ though
such passages as Ps. 1129 Dan. 424 [27] are not far re-
moved from this later use.l
‘We have already, in discussing the various senses of
séddkak, etc., answered by implication the question,
i How is a man justified or accepted as
12'011?;;‘:;1;.- righteous befure God? Something, how-
N ever, has to be added here on the
of sinners. justification of sinners, the change from
divine condemnation to divine favour, As we have seen,
the ancient Hebrew believed that God’s wrath could be
appeased by sacrifice {1 8. 2619 314), whereas the earliest
of the literary prophets insisted that national amendment
was the only way of escape from national chastisement.
The idea that sin was a debt incurred and that payment
was still due, however sincere the conversion might

1 In Mt.61, dicaroodiyy is certainly the true reading, and
that of TR éAequoovimr is a gloss. Whether the gloss is correct
is another question, Weiss, ad Joc., answers this question in the
affirmative ; Holtamann, V7Y Theol. 2135, in the negative,
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be, is altogether strange to Amos and his successors.
* Cease to do evil, learn to do well,’ is the remedy which
Isaiah proposes ; nor does he doubt its efficacy : * If ye
be willing and obedient, ye shall eat the good of the
land’ (Is. 1x6-19). Ezekiel, in a passage yuoted above,
proposes the same rule to the individual, and combats
the delusion that the merits of persons exceptionally
righteous could atone for the sins of their neighbours
(see also Jer. 151 31z, and for an opposite view Gen.
1817 /). On the whole this principle ruled in later
Israel. To keep the law is righteousness (Dt. 625), and
the man ot church that does so receives s¢dddah—i.e., a
favourable sentence *from the God who comes to his
help* {Ps.243). It is true that neither the individual
Jew nor the Jewish church could always appeal with cons
fidence to that perfect observance of the iaw which
justified in the sight of God. On the contrary, the
Psalms abound in acknowledgments of guilt (e.g., Pss.
384-6 4013 696 [5]). and the chief motive of religion was
to secure divine pardon 1 ' There is forgiveness with thee
that thou mayest be feared’ (Ps. 1304). We must not,
however, identify such misgivings with the reproach of
conscience, with the sense of sin as Christians under-
stand it. The Jews believed that God was offended
with them because he withheld the rewards of righteous-
ness and dealt with them as he deals with the wicked,
they believed restoration to prosperity was the sure sigh
of pardon and of grace, a state of mind which finds its
classical expression in Ps, 32. But was there no way of
restoration except perfect righteousness, or, failing that,
supplication to the divine mercy {as in Dan. 9z0)?
On this point the later teaching of the OT is not
consistent,

The Priestly Code limits the efficacy of the sin-offering
which was introduced after the exile to venial or in-
voluntary transgression {Nu. 1527-31),

]x-;'e:tt:l;?i‘ and the mention of sacrifice in the
propitiation Book of Proverbs (158 166 21327) is

at least in harmony with this principle.
Still, even the Priestly Code had to mitigate the strict-
ness of its theory, On the day of Atonement the high
priest laid the sins of Israel on the head of the goat
which was sent inte the desert {Lev. 16z0-22); the
dskdm atoned for perjury and embezzlement {Lev. 521 £
[62/] Nu. 55 /) when preceded by restitution to the
person wronged, and incense could appease Yahwé when
provoked by the rebellion of his people (Nu. 17 f
[1646 £.]). At astill later period it was thought that the
merits of the Patriarchs atoned for the sins of Israel (see
Weber, Altsyn. Theol. 280 f; and the essay on the
* Merits of the Fathers’ in Sanday and Headlam's Com-
wmentary on Romans), and we may perhaps find the germ
of this dogma in the atoning efficacy which the OT
attributes to the prayers of holy men {Ex. 327/ 31 £
Nu. 14:x f 1622 1710 Jos. 76 /- Jer, 716 1114 151 Job Bx
3323) and of angels {Zech. 122 Job 51 8323), Very natur-
ally the doctrine that the merits of the Fathers availed for
the justification of Israel culminated in the belief that the
guilt of Israel was purged by the vicarious sufferings of
righteous men. This no doubt was the teaching of the
Rabbis. According to them, Isaac made propitiation
for Israel by the willing oblation of his own life. God
smote Ezekiel that Israel might go free, and martyrdom
made propitiation for sin as efficaciously as the day of
Atonement,? ‘The OT, however, lends no real support
to such a theory of justification by vicarious sacrifice,
The famous passage (Is. 5213-5312) which describes the
sufferings of Yahwé's servant is treated elsewhere
(SERVANT OF THE LORD}. In spite of the corruption
of the text, the general sense seems to be clear.?

1 Almsdeeds also were regarded as a powerful means of atone-
ment for past sins.

2 Reff. in Holtzmann, N7/ Theol 165

3 Verses 10/ are, as they stand, quite out of place, since the
context requires a reference to the resurrection, not the death
of the servant, See Che. /n#». fo 7s. 305, n. 1, and Duhm and
Marti, ad /oc, [also SERVANT oF THE Lorp, §§ 4{4) s{4)].
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Israel, the servant of Yahwé, does indeed suffer for the
‘peace’ and ‘healing’ of the nations. This, however,
takes place because of the effect produced on the minds
of the heathen, not because of the effect produced on
the mind of God. At first the heathen regard Israel as
afflicted by an angry God : they shrink from him as men
shrink from a leper, Buat God reverses the tragic doom
of his people and raises up the nation to new life.
Then the heathen understand the divine purpose. They
recall the meekness with which Israel endured its punish-
ment. They acknowledge their own sinfulness and come
to the knowledge of the true God who has scattered
Israel abroad for a season that he may make it the light
of nations and show his irresistible power in its glerious
restoration.

The words 8ixacos, Scacogtvy, which scarcely occur
in the Fourth Gospel, are exceedingly common in Mt
and Lk., and serve to express the most
striking and characteristic features of
Jesus' teaching. Jesus required from
his disciples a righteousness better than that of the
Scribes and Pharisees, and told them that otherwise
they could not enter the Kingdom of Heaven (Mt, §z0).
Generally, it may be said that Jesus restored the pro-
phetic ideal of rightecusness, at the same time deepen-
ing and extending it. The popular doctrine understood,
by righteousness, not so much an honest and upright life
as scrupulous attention to moral and ceremonial rules,
conduct legally correct.  These rules were contained in
the written and oral law: Jesus declared that the
traditions of the elders nullified the central purpose of
the law {Mk. 7 1-13), or at best were matters of indiffer-
ence {7&. ), Moreover, he not only distinguished between
the more important and less important precepts of the
Mosaic law (Mt. 2323) ; he also criticised the law itsell
and set its most solemn commancds aside.

No less than this is implied in words such as these—* Moses
because of the hardness of your hearts suffered you to divorce
your wives’ (Mt. 198=Mk. 105); ‘ The Sabhath was made for
man, not man for the Sabbath ' {Mk. 227); * Nothing that goeth
into a man from without can defile aman "(Mk.T15=Mt. 1527/
contrast Lev,11 Deut. 14). Again, the righteousness which
Jesus taught far transcended on its positive side that of the
Mosaic law : among his disciples the lex falionis was to give
place to a very different rule—viz., ‘ Do not resist evil’ (Mt. 5 39)
—and that is followed by a kindred command, *Love your
enemies’ (Mt & 44).

12. Jesus’
conception.

More clearly and more consistently than any previcus
teacher, Jesus demanded a righteousness of the heart,
and forbade malicious and impure thoughts as sternly
as the deeds of murder and lust to which they naturally
tend (Mt. 521-28). He went deeper stili, and instead of
reckoning the sum of good deeds, or even good thoughts,
against the opposing sum of evil deeds and thoughts,
he insisted upeon righteousness of character, a righteous-
ness which is not accidental but essential, a righteousness
which is one and indivisible, varicus as its manifesta-
tions may be: ‘A good tree cannmot bring forth evil
fruit, neither can a corrupt bring forth good fruit’
{Mt.718). No sacrifice was to be counted too severe
when personal righteousness was in peril (Mt.529) or
the cause of righteousness ta be advanced (Mt. 19z
Mk.10zr Lk.182z). On the one hand, all was to
be done with a single eye fixed upon God and his
approval (Mt 61 ete,); on the other hand, the service
of God consisted in the service of man for God's sake.
Itis on duty to man that the *Sermon on the Mount’
dwells throughout, that practical love for man of which
God himself is the supreme example, and hence an
infinite vista opens up before the disciple, who can never
fee! that he has done enough since he is to be perfect as
his Father in Heaven is perfect (Mt.548). So, too,
the Jewish notion of a contract with God who repays
service done disappears in that relation of sen to
father which Jesus removed from the circumference and
set in the centre of religion. True, God rewards those
who do not reward themselves by ostentation and self-
complacency. But the quality of reward is the same

4109

RIMMON

for all faithful service, long or short ; it consists in ad-
mission to the kingdem in which the ideal of righteous-
ness is realised (Mt 201-15). As God bestows the
powers to be used in his service, and has an absolute
right to that service, no room is left for merit which
does but claim its due: * When ye shall have done all
these things which are commanded you, say, We are
unprofitable servants’ (Lk, 17 10).

Jesus opened the Kingdom of Heaven to those who
hungered and thirsted for rightecusness such as this
{Mt. 56). Whereas, however, prophets and apocalyptic
writers had looked forward to a final separation of the
righteous and the wicked, Jesus began his work by
the great announcement that he came to ¢all not the
righteous, but sinners, to repentance (Mt. 913=Mk. 217
=Lk.532). He declared and pronounced the forgive-
ness of sins; he spoke of the joy in heaven over one
sinner who repents ; he tanght men to believe in God by
first teaching them to believe in himself. He invited
men to believe in the good news (Mk.1lis)—i.e, to
have faith or trust in God as their Father, and to make
this trust the guiding principle of their lives.

It would be impossible within the limits of this article
to discuss the righteonsness of faith of which Paul

speaks or the connection of Christ's
1%'(‘gizs°f death with justification. It may be well,
" however, to indicate in conclusion the
various uses of §fxaios and the cognate words in the NT
apart from rightecusness in the Pauline sense and that
higher rightecusness demanded by Jesus from his dis-
ciples of which we have said something already. The
adjective 8lkaios, ‘ righteous,' is applied to God especially
as judge of all {Rev. 165}, or to Christ {2 Tim. 48 Jn.
1725); to men as observant of the Jewish law {Mt. 11g}.2
It also is equivalent to ‘virtuous ' in the widest sense
{Mt. 545 913 =Mk. 620 = Lk. 532, etc.). Once Paul
distinguishes the righteous man who fuifils all his
obligations from the dyafés whose character is more
genial and attractive (Rom. §7). ' Righteous’ is also a
title given to men eminently rightecus {Mt. 1317 Mk_214),
and by pre-eminence to Jesus (Acts 314 752 2214). It
is predicated, as the corresponding Hebrew adjective
never is, of things (Mt, 204 Lk. 1257 Acts419 Rom. 7 r2
Col. 41 Phil. 48 etc. ).

The noun Siwcawpoiiry means ‘ fair dealing * between man and
man {passing inte the wider sense of virtuous conduct ; Acts 1035
2425 Rom. 6231417 £ Tim. 6xx 2 Tim, 222).  Lk. uses it once
only, viz., in 175 where it is paraliel to ‘ holiness,’ 7.¢., piety.
Acceptance of John's baptism is spoken of (Mt. 3 15) as included
in the ‘fulfilment of all rightecusness’—.£., as conformable to the
divine will which the Baptist announced. 5o, teo, the Baptist
is said to have come ‘in'the way of righteousness’ (Mt. 2132),
because he {_rea.ched that course of conduct which righteousness
required. The verb Sccarid, ‘justify,” in the NT always means
to pronounce just, never, either in the N'T or in profane weiters,
ro make just (the apparent exception, Rev, 2211, in the received
text arises from a false reading). It is used of men who seek
to prove themselves in the right (Lk.10z2g), or to win credit
for righteousness with their fellow-men (I'k.1615), Men are
justified before God when they obtain his approval (Lk. 1814
Mt.1237=Lk. 735). In this sense Jesus, after his resurrection
was ‘justified in the Spirit ' {1 Tim. 3 16) inasmuch as he received
clear tokens of divine approval. As (God justifies men, so men
may justify God, by confessing his righteousness (Lk.Tzg Ps.
515[4] as quoted in Rom. 34 ; cp Mt.111g), an application of
the verb which is found in the Psalms of Soloman (216 85).

See Diestel, /DT 5173/ ; Ortloph, ¢ Begriff von p-]g,’ ZLT

R 1860, p. 401/ Ryssel, Syuonyme des

14. Literature, Wakren n. Guien in den sem. Sprackhes

{1872); Kautezsch, Derivale des Stanimes

pox, Tib., w8813 Smend, A7Ke; W. R, Smith, Proph.(),

38g7 Schwally, Heil. Kedeg im Al Fsrael; Wildeboer,

ZATHW 22(rgoz). This last accentuates the juristic element

and even in so early a passage as Judg. 611 translates sidkatk,

‘victories’ [of Yahwe]. Wildeboer's comparison of the Syr. aékhs

to be pure, to conquer, 444 ‘to he guilty,’ ' to be defeated’ is
interesting and sugpestive, w. E. A,

RIMMON {]TTJ'\, pemman [BL] -9 [A)).  Accord-
ing to the traditional text, the name of a god worshipped
at Damascus {2 K. 518); apparently it enters into the

! The passage is difficult ; but it seems to mean that Joseph

was [0o strict an observer to marry a woman who had proved
unfaithful, and too kind to make a public example of her,
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nawse TAB-RIMMON [¢.v.], though, as we shall see,
another view of the phrase in 1 K.15:8 is at least
equally possible,

A more correct pronunciation of the name of this
god would be Ramman. Both name and cultus of
N _ this deity were, it is generally held,

Al;slemB On= | orrowed from Assyria, and certainly
) " Rammin was the most prevaleat name
of the god of thunder and lightning {(ideogram IM) who
plays such an important part in the Babylonian Deluge-
story, and is often represented as armed with the
thunderbolt. The etymological meaning is  the roarer’
{ramdmu =10 roar ')—a name well suited to a thunder
god. The W, Semites appear to have had ancther
name for this god, viz,, Addu or Daddu, and Oppert
(ZA 9315 [1894]) supposes that Adad was the oldest
name of the deity. There is thought to be a remi.
niscence of the identity of Addu {or Adad)and Ramman
in the compound form Hadad-rimmon {MT's reading)
in Zech. 1211 ; the editor of Zechariah, however, will
in this case be responsible for the strange form (but see
Crit. Bib). We ofien find Rammin associated with
amas (the sun-god), like whom he is (in an inscription
of the Kassite period} called ‘lord of justice.’ The
Massoretes may have confounded Rammdan with rimmon
(see POMEGRANATE); though H. Derenbourg disputes
the accuracy of this representation, Rimmon, according
to him, being the divinised pomegranate ((Kokhut Memorial
Studies, 120-125 [1897]

See especially Jastrow, Re/l. of Bab. and Ass., 156-161; and
Awrer. fourn. of Sem, Languages, 1215g-162; also Schrader,
¢ Ramman-Rimmon,” S X+, 1874, pp. 34%5’.; Sayce, ‘the
god Ramman,' 24 2331 7 [ Zimmern, XAT & 442-451).

According to Ohnefalsch-Richrer (Kygros, Text, 115) the con-
fusion between the Hebrew word for ‘pomegranate’ (jim),
»inerony and the name of the originally Assyrian god Rammain
is older than MT, and goes back possibly to the 1ime of Ezekiel
(and earlier). In this connection he notes that pomegranates
were attached to the vestments of the high-priest and to the
columns of the temple at Jerusalem. On Carthaginian stela,
moreover, we find the seated figure of' the boy Adonis in the
very place occupied elsewhere by the column surmounted by a
pomegranate. Shﬁefalsch-Richter thinks that it was ‘an easy
step’ to identify this tree.god Tammuz, to whom the frimmon’
was sacred, with the storm-god Rammin, and te ¢all him
*Rimmon.”

According to Jensen, there is a cylinder in the Hermitage
at St. Petersburg inscribed with two divine names, the one
Ramminum, the other A¥ratum, Taking this in ¢onmnection
with Assyrian texis which s]{,\eak of the god Amurru (7.e., the
god of the land Amurru, the Amorite god) as the consort of
Asratu, he infers that the Amorite god referred to is Rammény,
i.e., the storm-god, also called by the Assyrians ‘the Lord of
the Mounlain,‘:uzl, 51,3, ‘the Baal of Lebanon.' The *‘land
of Amurru’ was in fact originally the land of the Lebanocn or
Antilibanus {cp Wi, G/ 1 52§

The present writer, however {see Crér. Bid.), suspects
much misunderstanding in the traditional text of the

2. Bi n= fia.rrati\fe]sl of th% 1l.cm_gs of Aram, rvgéch

Jerahmeel, 1° Specially visible in names, n-

g hadad,’ for instance, seems to be
equivalent to Bir-dadda, and Hazael to Haza'ilu, which
are attested as N. Arabian royal nanies in Assyrian in-
scriptions (K4 71, 148} ; ' Damascus ' is constantly mis-
written for ‘Cusham’; and Rimmon, or rather Ramman,
may be regarded as a popular corruption of that famous
name * Jerahmeel,” which was not only an ethnic name,
but also in all probability the name of a god {see Crit.
Bib.on 2 K. 1730 /). When, therefore, weread in 2 K.
518 of Naaman's accompanying his royal master to the
house of Rimmon, this is meant (not of the storm-god,
but) of the national god of Jerahmeel, who may possibly
have been called farham or Yarham {i.e., nv, ‘ moon,’
with the Arabic ' mimation’). It was not unnecessary
to warn the Tsraelites that Naaman was only by a special
indulgence allowed to do outward honcur to Jarham or
Jerahmeel, because there are several indications that the
worship of Jerahmeel had made its way into Judah some
time before the fall of the state. See, e.g., Zeph. 155,
where we should very probably read, *{I will cut off)
those that prostrate themselves before the moon, that
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swear by Jerahmeel.' 1 It now becomes doubtful whether
*son of Tab-rimmon' in r K. 1518 is correct. The
king to whom Asa sent may have been, not * Ben-hadad,
son of Tab-rimmon, son of Hezion, king of Syria, that
dwelt at Damascus,” but * Ben-hadad [=Bir-dadda),
native of Beth-jerahmeel? {or Rabbath-jerahmeel 2},
king of Aram (= Jerahmeel}, who dwelt at (or, in}
Cusham.’ It should also be noticed here that Elisha,
who had such close relations with a king of Aram and
his general, was, the present writer suspects, a prophet
of the Negeb—i.e., of a region which was originally
Jerahmeelite, T. K. C.

BIMMON (;’173'34.:., pomegranate ?—see NAMES,
§ 69; or from * Jerahmeel' ?—see RIMMON, 1., § 2).

1. Josh. 1532 197 [AV REMMON], 1 Ch. 432 Zech.
See EN-RIMMON, and cp AIN, I.

2. The name of a rock where 6co fugitive Benjamites
found shelter for four months (Judg. 20 47, i'm-_,_.?, pepLpwr
[BAL]) There was a village of this name 15 R, m.
N. of Jerusalem {OS 146 5 287 98}, identified by Robinson
(2113) with the mod. Xammon, rather more than 3 m.
E. of Bethel, 'on and around the summit of a conical
chalky hill and visible in all directions,” This would
be in the wilderness of Beth-aven (Josh. 18rz). Birch
{PEFO, 1879, p. 128} objects that there are only a few
small caves al Rammon, and refers to Consul Finn, who
heard of a vast cavern in the Wady es-Suweinit capabile
of holding many hundred men. Canon Rawnsley in
consequence visited the caverns in this Wady, which he
describes in FEFQ, 1879, pp. 118-126.  Birch, follow-
ing Ges. Thes. 1204, identifies the Rimmon of Judg.
247 with the Rimmon *under’ which Saul, with his
600 men, tarried (r 5.142). The latter Rimmon was
‘at the limit of Geba' (so read for Gibeah). See
MIGRON,

3. “Rimmon' ({rather ‘Rimmonah, 'rs;’\a‘g), also
appears in RV of Josh. 1913 {E. boundary of Zebulun},
where AV again [see 1] gives ‘Remmon,’ with the
addition of ' -methoar,” {RV ¢ which stretcheth’} as if a
compound name. The RV at any rate recognises that
the name is not compound ; it also does justice to the
article in =xppn (pepuwra apabap aofe [B]; peppuwvan,
uabepig, avvova [Al; ert apabfap: rove [L]). We may
render, with Dillmann and Kau. S, ' and (their border)
extends to Riromonah (ngim-!}. and turns round (ﬁe_gm) to
Neah {?)." MNo doubt it is the Rimmono (iwwy AV
Rimmon), or rather Rimmonah, of 1 Ch. 662 [77],
probably also the DIMNAH (myy) of Josh. 2135, corre-
sponding to the modern Rummdnek on the SE. edge of
the plain of Battauf, 4 m. N. from Gath-hepher, and
74 m. N. {rom Chisloth-tabor.

4. Possibly MapmENAH [7.2.] in Ts, 10 3¢ should rather be
*Rimmonah.” T. K. C.

RIMMON (I'37; pemmwn [BAL), * pomegranate "
[so NawmEs, § 6g; Del. Prol. zo3), or the Ass. divine

| name Rammian [Lohr, c¢p Kisu?j, or [Che.] a dis-

tortion of the ethnic Jerahmeel), a Beerothite, the father
of RECHAB and BAANAH [g.2.](25.4259). Note that
* Rechab' may be also from *Jerahmeel,’ and that, as
the story of SavL (y.v.) shows, there was a strong
Jerahmeelite element in Benjamin {Che. ).

BIMMONO (0937 Tin pemmoon [BAL]; 1 Ch.
662[77]). Rather Rimmonah. See RiMMoN il 3.

RIMMON-PAREZ, RV Bimmon-perez (Y38 ji57),
a stage in the wandering in the wilderness, perhaps=

! G, A. Smith renders MT, so far as he thinks it possible,

thus, ‘and those who . , . swear by their Melech,” and in a
note Eoims out the disorder of the text. Wellh, reads, ‘those

who bow themselves to Yahwé and swear by Milcom.” But
pabm, like b, is very probably ene of the current distortions
of Surnn.  See Crif. Bib.

2 The much-disputed word pvin is probably a corruption of
nns a variant to L-al and nearer to the original form bympes.
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Zarephath-jerahmeel [Che.]; Nu. 33w/ (pemmuwN
[Pammwn, of pammwBd]|papec) See WANDERINGS,
§ 12

RING. The signet ring was called in Hebrew
Edthdm (O from its use {4/ to seal), and feddd'ath
: (NPAV} from its form (..1’ io sink, As,
1. Bignet. ;zbﬁ). alsoin Bibl. Aram. 'fsé¢), V(NP Dan.
6:8[17), and in Targumn for both jdtkam and febdad ath
{10 cut, engrave).! See ENMGRAVE, The seal was

| B]. dppioxow evpwofl [ALT),

worh, as it Is still by some Arabians, on a cord, gatkil

{(5¢e RIBBAND), round the neck, (Gen. 3818,
right hand, Jer. 22z, In Cant. 86 both customs seem
colnbined, ‘on thine arm, ou thy heart.’" The oldest
form of signet worn by all Babylonians (Herod. 1 1gs)
was the cylinder, a large hole being bored through the
core to admit a soft woollen cord for suspension
round wrist or neck.?2 ‘The Egyptian scarabseus® had
a smaller hole to admit a fine wire. When used, the
seal was rolied over a piece of pipeclay which was laid
on an object or attached by a ribbon to a document
(King, Antigue Gems, 140). 1t was from the Egyptian
wire that the more convenient finger-ring was evolved.
Such rings were among the ornaments worn by Hebrew
women after the exile, Is. 321 (pv. 18-23 being an interpo-
laticn}. The word gd// ‘ring' in Cant. B14 EV, for
which RV preferably suggests * cylinder,” seems to be
used as a simile of the fingers of the hand (BDB, Bu
ad foc. ).

The transference of Judah's signet to Tamar had no
special significance—he simply gave her as a pledge an
object which could obviously be identified with him.4
On the signet was probably a precious stone, mostly
the fokam (see ONYX), on which was engraved a figure
or inscription, Ex. 281,  Hence in an Oriental court
the conveyance of the signet attested a royal message
{1 XK. 218), and in many lands was a mode of investing
officers with power ((Gen. 4142z Esth.31e 1 Mace. 815
Jos. Ant xx. 22 There is no indication that the
wedding-ring was used in OT times; but in Egypt
some such custom anciently prevailed. [t should he
added that a Jaxrdhior was placed on the hand of the
prodigal .sen on his restoration to his father's house
{Lk. 1622).

Nzem (013} conveys the meanings of both an ear-ring
and a nose-ring, though usually the fuller form nfsem

. Ad-dph (awm gri) is used for the nose-ring.
21:[0;8::?1:;;;5 In Judg. ’18 24, however, where the singular
" is used, it is probable that sdzem alone
means nose-ring, The whole of this passage is, how-
ever, regarded as a late glose by Wellhausen, Moore,
Budde, and others. Neither nose-rings nor ear-rings were
worn by males, though Pliny (¥4 11 37[50]) says that
QOriental men wore them, and, if Judg. 824 be genuine
Midianite soldiers did s0.® The nose-ring was put
through the nostril and huag over the mouth. Robertson
Smith explains that all such ornaments were designed
as amulets and protectors to the orifices, as well as
for ornament (cp AS5* 453, and n. 2). The ring put
through the nose of beasts {444, ‘hook '} is sometimes
associated with nézem {Ex. 8b22, AV ‘braceleis,” RV
‘brooches’); ep HOOK, 2

Several forms of ear-ring are noticed in the QT,

The /#4dfim of Is.3z0 were perhaps ear-rings (see

1 Hathémetk, Gen. 88 agt is fem. coll, = f sealing apparatus.’
Ball suggests reading DPNMA or NRAANY; Holzinger partly
ap%:mves this suggestlon

Illustrations in Perrot-Chipiez, 44 in Ass. 2, figs. 13e g5

3 The earliest dated Egyptian cylmder is as old as 3800 B.C,
(Flinders Petrie, Aist. of Egypt, 155).

4 Wellhausen (Ar Hetd.[9), 164f) thinks that the eord from
which tha Bagne: hung was alsn an amulet, T}ug would account
for the insistence on the transference of the co7d in the narrative
in Genesis.

& On these grounds Moore holds that ear-rings are probahly
meant, For the wearing of nase-rings hy Indian boys in order
tzg pass as girls and nvert the evil-eye, see Frazer, Pawsanias,

266.
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AMULETS), to which some symbolie figure was attached.
Other terms for car-ring were derived from the shape.
The ‘dgil Sy} was round {Ezek. 1612, cp Bertholet on
Ezek, 17 Nu. 81s0). Aunother kind, néfiphith (nipws),
lit. drops (RV pendants, AV collar), were probably
pearls {Abulwalid compares Arab. wrafefu, a small,
clear pearl), or single beads or gems attached to the
lobe of the car (fea, to drop), Judg. 826 (e7payyahls
Is. 319 {6 xafeun?} worn by

Midianite men and Israelite women.

The ancient versions gave other explanations ; Tg. wbhs,
diadems, chaplets. Some Jewish interpreters connected wétiphath
with ::tzmj?k (Ez2. 30 34, see STacTE) and render capsules of sweet-
smelling gum. See, further, QOrxaMENTS, and the articles
there referred to. 1. A.

RINGBTRAKED {pl) Gen. 8035 7 ; see COLOURS,
§ 12,

BINNAH (17§, 'shouting??’ § 74; awna [Bl, pan-
NWN (A] PENNA (L3), son of the Judahite SHIMON
{gv.); 1Chdwo

RIPEATH (ngﬁ_, Gen. 103 [P], pipad [AEL] gp.
[D]: Ch.1s, N2, DipHATH [AV™ and RV], eper-
$as [Bl pipae [A) pidas [L]1; in both places
RIPHATH [Vg.]. g@.+ ) one of the "sons’ of Gomer,
Gen. 103 1 Ch. 16},  According to the theory which
finds N. Arabian influence and interests pervading the
earlier chapters of Genesis {see PARADISE, § 6}, 'Gomer’
represents * Jerahmeel,' * Ashkenaz’ comes from * Kenaz '
{or Asshur-Kenaz}, * Riphath’ from * Zarephath.” The
transformation has been systematic. On the time-
honoured theory, however, which bases itself on MT, we
must look lar away from N, Arabta, Josephus thought
of Paphlagonia ; Bochart and Lagarde of the Bithynian
river jfBas and the distant pyBarria on the Thracian
Bosporus.  But if ToGARMAH [g.v.] is really Til-
garimmu, on the border of Tabal, Riphath may be
identified with Bit Burutad (or Buriti¥}, a district—men-
tioned several times with Tabali {see Schr. KGF 176)—
whose king was an ally of Urartu and Musku, The
syllable -a8 or -i§ may be regarded as a suffix (so first
Hal. #E/, 17164). The transposition of 4 {or p) and
» is no difficulty. The suggestion is plausible, if MT
may safely be followed. T. K. G,

RIBSAH ("27; Aecca [Bl. p. [AF], Ap. [L]), a
stage in the wandering in the wilderness; Nu. 382: /
Bew WANDERINGS, WILDERNESS OF.

RITHMAH (R0 named from the Q7 or juniper
tree, § 103; if we should not rather read Ramath,
pafama [BAF] pamada [L]). a stage in the wanders
ing in the wiklerness {Nu.38:8 /1), See WANDERINGS.

RITUAL

[The facts and thecries about Hebrew ritual are dealt
with in many articles, among the most important of
which are the following : SAck1rICE, TEMPLE (§8 34 7 ),
NATURE WORSHIP, ALTAR, MASSEBAHN, TABEKNACLE,
ARK, DISPERSION, SYNAGOGUE. On the ritual of the
nations contemporary with Israel the reader may consult
ARAM, ASSYRIA, BARYLON, EGYPT, Moas, AMMON,
CanaanN, PHENICIA, HITTITES, SCYTHIANS, ZOROAS-
TRIANISM, efc.

Of those nations, however, so great an influence on
the civilisation of the whole of hither Asia was exercised
by cne, the Babylonian, that the facts about its ritual
acquire special importance.  On the other hand the
amount of first-hand information on the subject is
unique and, besides, not generally accessible. It is pro-
posed, accerdingly, to give here some account of the
nature, and ceremonial institutions, of the Babylonian
sacrificial ritual. In doing this the pojuts in which it
resembles, or differs from. the ritual of the QT will be
indicated, and a brief comparisen of the twe systems
given.]
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Names for sacrifice (§ 1).
(Objects offered, age, ete. (§ 275).
Time and place {§ ¢).
Antiquity of sacrifice (§ 5).
Summary (§ 11).
ASSYRIO-BABYLONIAN RITUAL.

A short account of Babylonian sacrifices has been
already given in the Supplement to Die Cultus-tafel von
Sippar (Joh. Jeremias, Leipsic, 25-32 [188g]). The
question of how far this system is original and how far
it is related to what we find elsewhere has received little
or no attention. The treatment of such gquestions in
the difficult sphere of religious institutions being always
invclved in uncertainty, it appears to be more than ever
appropriate in regard to sacrifice, as an institution
common to all peoples, to explain the same or similar
ideas not as borrowed the cne from the other, but as
both drawn from the same source. In justification of
the common designation Assyrio-Babylonian it is to be
noted that, apart from a few modifications in their
Pantheon, the religion of the Assyrians agrees through-
out with that of the Babylonians. Of this agreement,
which was maintained in spite of all political strifes, we
have a historical attestation in the fact that ASur-bani-pal
had the MSS of the Babylonian priestly schools collected,
supplied with an Assyrian interlinear translation, and
preserved in his state archives (see 4 R).!

Sacrifices were called Zivbannu or kurbannu (more
rarely Burddnu, Eitrubn; in ordinary usage, °‘Dback-
_ sheesh, alms.” A much commoner

1 Na':?ﬁe for word is mikuz, *to be hent, show
BACTICO.  roverence, offer homage” {cp for this
meaning Del. Assyr. HAWAB), used of drink offerings
(Deluge, 147 cp n'pIp patera) and also of bloody
sacrifices.

The root of uifu is nafd ‘1o beempty,' II. 1 “to pour out.” It

;:_zsrrobably the pouring out of the blood that led to the

erence of #i£# from its original application  drink offering’
to the meaning * blood offering.” A rarer word than nifd is zi62
(&hors. 172), Heb. n1y, sBaj. For ' drink offering ' we find also
the words smukhurt, mafhsiru (in contracts), ramdx. To
minkék (W03, food offering,’ corresponds Surkinu (Del. HIWE
surginu), a word formerly incorrectly rendered ‘altar.” The
regular stated offering (#8m7d, T'DR) was called satfulhu (sat-
takam, ‘constant') or grma, proi)erly ‘right,’ Both words
indicate the yearly, monthly, rarely (Vabus. 144 3) daily, con-
tribution to the temple for the support of the sacrifice and the
priests, A synonymous word is gugbu or gulkdinu. The free.
will offering, Heb. nédadak (ngjill), is called nindadd (nidbu).

For ‘1o sacrifice” the commonest word is za£4.

For the sake of comparison the following may be mentioned
from the many other expressions in use: ¢#éfu, Heb. ¢ ey
sabitx, Heb. I"I[J&; tabiku, Heb, N2 ; riksa rakasu, ‘1o pre.
pare an oftering.’ Of special importance, moreover, are the
expressions in purification texts: fardéu (127 often used

Performance (§ 6).

Idea, purpose (§ 7./5).
uman sacrifice (§ ).
Lustration (§ 1c).

of pouring water, occurring with p [notwithstanding Del.
FHB), in Rassam 2 258) and Akapdru (K 3245, pass.) ‘ to wipe,’
then ‘to clear, purify,’ a meaning that is important in its bearing
on Heb. Aigger (182), Cp /PR 135117 33; Zimmern, Beitrige
12226. The offerer of the sacrifice is called Zd»7du or 58/ niké
{cp Marseilles Sacrificial Table, qa1 5;}3).

It should be specially noted that everything that the
land produced was offered to the gods without dis-

Obiact tinction. Whilst in TIsrael it was only the
2 o ]e(:is produce of a people devoted to cattle-rearing

offerec. .nd agriculture that was offered {cp Di.
Lev,®, 379)}—and this was still further narrowed by the
exclusion of fruit, honey, and all sweet or fermented
preparations on the one hand, and of beasts of chase
and fish on the other—in the fruitful lands between the
two rivers every kind of produce was freely offered to the

1 Abbreviations used in this article. K followed by a number
=some one of the tablets of the Koyunjik cellection in the Brit.
Mus. ;| Neb. Nabun. Cyr.=Babvionische Texte, Inschrifien
des Nebukadnezar, Nabuna'id, Cyrus, published by T. N.
Strassmalier (Leipsic, 1887); Menant, Pé=Ler pierves gravées
de lx Haute Asie (Paris, 1883).
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gods.  Of vegetable products we find frequent mention
of wine (fardnu), must {txrunnu), date wine {fbaru,
prepared from corn and dates or honey and dates, cp
Neb. ro3s, Nabun 612, 871; 'Q‘?.i' cp Nu. 287), honey
(difpu, g}, cream {fimétu, ,'n‘c__D]:[), a mixture prepared
from various ingredients and containing oil and fat
(invariably written GAR Ni-De-A ; probably mirsu is
to be read; cp Nab. grz, Cyr. 3276, Arab. maris,
‘ date-stone’), the choice produce of the meadow (sima¢
appari), garlic (? Summz, owi), first-fruits (#8564, o ;
Sank, 16x Kuf. 19).1 TFood specially prepared for the
gods was called akal taknu (4 R. 61, 62q), with which
should be compared the analogous expression m:xi;
ngyyea-  Upon the table of the gods were laid 12, or
3 % 12, loaves of .¥..tx, that is to say wheaten flour, as
shewbread (cp Zimmern, Bertrdge9833 104138; /VR
b5208 b6z3a; Craig, Relig. Texts166;, King, Magic
and Sorcery 408} ; also akal mwtki, that is to say, un-
leavened bread, is several times mentioned {cp Lev,
245). SBpecial abundance and splendour characterised
the vegetable offerings of the Neo-Babylenian and Neo-
Assyrian kings (cp Pognon, fnscriptions de Wddi
Brissa; Neb. Grof. 116 ; Neb. Grol 226 g1, Neb.
Grot. 37 - Schr. £B8278). They were in the form
of the daily satéukks, the state sacrifice, a sort of
representation of the whole agriculture of the land.
Nebuchadrezzar lays on the table of Marduk and
SBarpanit the choicest produce of the meadow, fruit,
herbs, honey, cream, milk, cil, must, date-wine, wine
from different vineyards. Still more abundant is the
offering of Sargon (AB278), a king who offers finally
not to the gods but to himself. His splendid offering
is a brilliant display of his royal wealth, at which even
the gods must be amazed.

The commenest bloody sacrifice mentioned is that of
the lamb (written Lz nigf or =izx).

The expression Lz Nifa, often occurring in contracts, is to be
read Aalipen or §4 (M) and to be rendered ‘lamb, kid.’ For

‘goat’ we find the words Subads, dapparu (in contracts), wrizz
az(s) iu ‘an old mature lamb.” Of other quadrupeds we hear of
sacrificial oxen {gumakhu or alap majin), bullocks (parru,

q8), gazelles (saditw), wild kine (##fx, mreE) The following
birds were used for sacrifice; doves, geese (us-fu»), cocks {(furk4,
4 R 26475; Talm. KWhB), peacocks (paspasw), pheasants
@ pasnn; Nabun, 6721; Talm, [V'DE).  Fish (a#né) are always
mentioned along with ‘birds of heaven ' (issar Samé),

For a bird sacrifice see Botta, Nezeved, pl. 110 for
fish offerings see Menant 253.

No special prescriptions as to age are known. Lz
niku probably always indicates, like yaiafyrd (Herod.

1:83), the young sucking lamb. We

oﬁeﬁ:tﬁﬁ know)' from {he contracts that victims a

* year old were preferred, as in P in

Leviticus (apal or mavrat faiti, like ayg j3 or W onz; of

Nabon, 1961 2651 2722 69915 768:). Mention is also

made of vietims of two, three {Vef. 3991), and four
years of age (Cyr. 1174).

With regard to the condition of the animals the
requirements were stricter ; faultless growth {fafrijfa),
large size (red#), fatness (dufld, mard), physical purity
(ebbw, eltu ; * pure, shining '}, and spotlessness (fukiulu ;
Herod. rd4 véhea 1@ wpofdrwr). Cp Zimmern,
Beiirdge10072. In divination, however, the use of
unsound victims was permitted ; in the prayers to the
sun-ged {ed. Knudtzon, 73) we often read: isié Je
kalumu ilhtika Sa ana biri bardd matf jatd : ' Grant
that the lamb of thy divinity, which is used for
inspection, may be imperfect and unsound.” It
is well known that in the Israelitish cultus, thank-
offerings need not be faultless {Lev. 2223),

The victimn was as a rule a male, yet females also
were used (Sank. Bawv. 33 Cyr. 1174 Cyr. 2471). It

1 The incense {(fufrw, Futrinny, NI0p: formerly wrongly
read tarrinnu, was made from precious herbs (Sa’7{fz h%n?} and
odoriferous woods.
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was probably always female victims that were used in
purification ceremonies : faraf Supatti I3 pitété, 'the
skin of a she-lamb still intact’ (4 R 25 35¢; cp 4 R 28
no. 3 11 5 R 51 51; Nimr. Ep. 44, 60), Compare
with this the prescription of a she-goat one year old for
the sin offering of the individual (Nu. 1527).

The victim was probably seidom placed entire {&z/#,
')vl;-_\) on the altar. To begin with, the remarkably
small size of the altars that have been found shows that

only certain parts of the victims were offered. The
altar of Sargon’s palace is 32 inches high; that
from Nimriid, actually only =2z inches.! That the

fiesh was boiled, as in Israel in early times, is shown
by 5 R 61, 15, where the priest receives, along with
other shares, a large pot of meat-broth {dékdr mé 7).

With regard to the details of sacrificial ritual and
practice our sources tell us little ; the sculptures represent
as a rule only the preparatory steps {cp Menant 254 ;
Layard, Monum. of Ninevek 324). The usual form of
offering was burning by fire (ana makifiti akln). We
know nothing of special ceremonies performed with the
blood in the Babylonian ritual, such as were usual in
Israel and ancient Arabia (Welth. 47, Heid. rr3). Ina
text published by Zimmern ({Beitrige, 126), which
describes the purification of the king’s palace, the lintels
of the palace are smeared with the blond of a lamb (ina
ddmi wrisi Suatum); compare for this interesting
passage Ex. 127. It may be remarked in passing that
we learn from 4 R g2 3o that there were three ways of
preparing the victim : 6 Sa penti baflu fa tumvi,
‘ baked, boiled, smoked flesh.” The offering consisting
of vegetable food was probably consumed by the
sacrificers. A drastic exposure of this pia frews is
given us in the apocryphal Bel aud the Dragon,

The following parts are expressly mentioned in 2 R
44, I4-18gh 1-5¢f: head (fakkadu), neck (kifadu),

flank {pd¢u), breast (éréu), rib (si/4), loin
3?' Parts of (s#n2), tail {zidbatu), spine (e(_:éﬂ. )gém),
victim used. heart (Z3éu), belly (&arix), intestines
(#a¥é), kidvey {£alifu}, knuckles {kursinndff). In the
contracts (cp especiatly the Important texts, Strassm.
Neb. 247 and 416 ; also Peiser, Babvlonische Vertrige,
[07) many parts are mentioned that are still etymo-
logically obscure (with two of them, % gabbu and 5
ganni gili, cp Talm. w3ps tail; and apm flank).
Sacrificial flesh was probably not fafos as amongst the
Israelites and the Phcenicians (Movers, Phdn. 2118);
according to a late statement of the Epistle of Jeremiah
(7. 28 [Baruch 628]) the Babylonian priests sold the
sacrificial flesh, and their wives also cured it.

No definite prescriptions as to the times of sacrifice
have reached us. The Zakmubu or New Year's feast,
4. Time the A kit feast held in_ hom.)ur of Marduk
and place {Veb. Bors. 48), were signalised by proces-

' sions and sacrifices. Daily sacrifices are
often mentioned (Ner Grof. 116 226) ; an animal sacri-
fice, in Tégl.-pil. Txo {cp 1 5.206). In the ritual tablet
for the month Ulllu (cp Lotz, Historia Sabdati, 150 ),
published in 4 R 3233, it is prescribed that the daily
sacrifice, consisting of a *s/ik and a minjdh, should be
offered once at each rising of the moon and appearance
of the dawn, fourteen times by night and fourteen times
by day (cp Ex. 2938 Nu. 283}, A morning offering is
mentioned in the text published by Zimmern, Beitrige
10069, Sacrifice as a free expression of prayer and de-
pendence (thank-offerings, #6dd%, can hardly have been
known to the Babylonians), as the highest product of
the religious life, is not severely confined to definite
times. On the contrary, every important event of
life is celebrated by a spontaneous offering of sacrifices
just as in ancient Israel. If the king of the Assyrians
returns victorious from a military expedition, if in
repaiting a temple he finds an ancient foundation
stone, if he dedicates his palace, if he consecrates his

1 Perrot-Chipiez, 472 in Claldea and Assyria, 1256 /.
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weapons for the fight (fakééia 2i%41), if In hunting
he secures his prey, if he formally commemorates
his ancestors—in each and all of these cases he offers
sacrifice to the gods., It is a relief amid the annals of
cruelty and pride of Assyrian rulers when we read in
their boastful accounts: awa #dri fu niké ok, '1
presented to the gods an offering.” For innumerable
instances of this kind we may refer generally to A3,

The ordinary place of sacrifice was the temple.
Mountain and spring also were, in accordance with the
universal Semitic ideas {cp Baudissin, Sfudien, 2143}
regarded as sacred spots, specially suited for sacrifices.
After the flood Xisuthros offered his sacrifice ‘on the
top of the mountain’ (ize szikfwurat fadi); and so
Asur-bani-pal (389) on the mcuntain Halman, and
Shalmanassar (Co. 103) at the source of the Euphrates.

The origin of sacrifice lies, according to Babylonian
ideas, beyond the limits of human history; it existed

... from the time when the world was made
%fAnth::y (wftn #m sdt mdti). Gods and genil
BacrIlice. .. often represented as sacrificing {(cp
Menant, PG 2375153). Sin is called the founder of
free-will offerings (mukin nindadé; 4 R 933); Adar,
the god of offerings and drink offerings (i/n meifri &
ramiuti; 2 R 735 2z R 6767). As the formation of
the earth was immediately followed by the institution of
places of worship, so the newly created man was charged
with religious duties towards the deity {Del. Das bab.
Weltschipfungsepos, 111).  Paldhu dambki ullad niksl
baldtu fitdr & faglitu arni , . ., *the fear of God brings
grace, sacrifice enlarges life and prayer {frees from)
sin.” After the deluge {147 #) Xisuthros sacrifices to
the gods; ‘then did I turn to the four winds, poured
out a drink offering, offered a cereal offering on the top
of the mountain; seven incense pans I set forth, and
spread under them calamus, cedar wood, and rig gir
(onycha?).” Inthe old Babylonian Nimrod-epos {44 60)
we read in the account of the Amores Feneris : tavamima
amilrdq fa kanamma ifpukakki umilfamma ufabbajckki
wuntkhéfi ; * thou hast loved the shepherd who continually
brought drink offerings to thee, daily sacrificed kids to
thee.’

The inscriptions of the old Babylonian king Gudéa
already contain notices about sacrifices. On the New
Year festival (see Schr. A8 32661} he offers to the
goddess Ba'u amongst other things a cow, a sheep, six
lambs, seven baskets of dates, a pot of cream, palm
pith {?}, fifteen chickens, fishes, cucumbers, as saffukbu
or regular sacrifice. A rich source of information upon
the sacrificial arrangements in the later Babylonian
period i to be found in the thousands of Babylonian
contracts in which bills and receipts connected with
temple revenues and dues, as well as lists relating to
the regular sactifices, bulk very largely.!

Sacrifice was in the hands of the priestly caste, who
were held in the highest esteem and enjoyed special
privileges.2 So great indeed was the
esteem in which they werg held in
Babylonia in earlier times that even the king needed
their mediation for sacrifice and prayer (cp Menant,
PG 1128 £). In Assyria, however, the king reserves
for himself the supreme priesthood, calling himself the
exalted high-priest and sacrificing to the god with his own
hand (Per..Chip. Assyria, 41 [Assyrie, 455]; Menant,
PG 2164).  Just as Ezekiel in his ordering of the priest-
hood assigns to the king in the public worship an inde-
pendent and important position, so we repeatedly read in
the liturgical tablets preserved in 4 R 8233; 8w nilé
rabiti nmindabifu ukdn; ‘the shepherd of the great
peoples shall bring his offering.” In the contracts there
is frequent mention of the king's offering and of that of
the crown prince ($a apal Sarri); Nadon. 2658 3322

1 A good index to the relative texts is provided by H, L.
Tallquist, Die Sprache der Contracte Nabona'ins (Helsingfors,

6. Performance.

18g0)
goDiodol-us Siculus (2 20) has given us a vivid and adequate
account of their functions.
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59420, As in Israel, the priests had assigned to them
definite portions of the offerings.  According to the ritual
of the Sun-temple at Sippar the priests received the loins,
the skin, the ribs, the sinews, the belly, the chitterling,
the knuckles of all cattle and lambs that were offered,
as well as a pot of sacrificial broth (5 R 61 col. 5), In
the contracts minute details are met with as to priestly
dues (Neb. 247, 416 ; Peiser, Bad. Pertr. 107). Itis
interesting to observe that in Babylonia as in -Israel
(see Lev. 2116 %) rules were laid down respecting the
freedom from bedily blemish that was required in priests.
In a priestly catechism of Sippar (K. 2486+ 4364,
published by Craig, Religious Tex#s, Leipsic, 1895)
we read as follows :—

Ummidnu mudi ndsir piriste ildni vabiité apilln Sa irammtu
na fuppr e kan tuppr ina wmahar v Sama$ a the Rantman
utammasima wiafkasw Enuma apil ariél barit; and farther
on ! amdl [Sakku Sa caruin cllu i St ina EIHT & mitnnidise
Fublulu ana mahar ilu Samaf g it Rapuman afar vt #
Purfsé feki abil amdl bord da carufu I8 elln & 84 ing RilE R
ntindle $u IQ Suklulu cakiv Ind hipR sinnd naghi wbdnw ina
AL . o mald dssubda Riggailn Supdiilu pilpilawu . . . 4
nasty parsé ia il Samas it ilu Ramman.

' A wise man who guards the secrets of the great gods
shall cause his son whom he loves, with tablet and pen
to take oath before Sama¥ and Rammén, and the son
of a magician shall teach him when to do s0, A priest
who is noble in descent, and whose clothing (?) and
measurement {?} are perfect, shall present himself before
Bamaf and Rammdn in the place of angury and oracle.
The son of a priest whose descent is not noble and who
is not perfect in clothing (?) and in measure, who has
squint (?) eyes, broken teeth, bruised thumbs, boils or
swellings on his feet . . . shall not keep the temple of
Sama$ and Ramman."

Sacrifice rests ultimately on the idea that it gives
pleasure to the deity (cp Di. Lev. 376). For Israel,

the conception of sacrifice as a meal for

7 E:’]nd;'- Yahwe i Eeﬂecf.ed in such expressions as
Mental 1082, Gen. 821 DU 3310 (~opb). In the Baby-
lonian records, the gods feast in heaven {4 R 19s9:
$ldni rablld issinu Butvinmu akal famé ellu hurunnu
damga Ya id iipat kdri ikkalu ; * the glorious gods smell
the incense, noble food of heaven ; pure wine, which
no hand has touched, do they enjoy'); they eat the
offering (4 R 1756 abalfu akul nigdfu mupur; 'eat
his food, accept his sacrifice ") ; they inhale with physical
delight the savour of the offering (Deluge, x5 : thini
estnu erdka ilini esinu eréla {dba kimea sumbd eli el
niké iptakrd ; 'the gods scent the savour, the gods
scent the sweet savour ; like flies do they gather them-
selves together about the offerer’; cp the analogous
expression niy nv, Gen. 821); the gods love the offering
that man brings (A surn. 125 @ nadan 388i5u (ldni rabité
Sz Samé @ irsitim tramu ; ‘' the glorious gods of heaven
and earth love the gift of his sacrifice'). What is active
in the offering is the voluntary surrender of a private
possession (Tigl. 77 : ana didlat lidbita akki; *1 sacri-
ficed as my heart enjoined'). As a subject into the
presence of his king, so does man come into the presence
of his god with gift and tribute. In a text, printed in
4 R zo, which describes the solemn return of the god
Marduk from Elam to Babylon and the sacrificial feast
then celebrated in his honour, the imperial sacrifice is
described in the following terms (rev. =z fi): fems
hégalidfunn iryitum pisidfa tdmtum mihirta¥e Sadf
i7bfu kitrubaiiu Xut 4 maprd mala Sunnd Llinu
kabitti bilatsunu ndfu ana bilbilum. Aseiu fubbufu
dikiu alap mafhé sibu Furvubn séni kutrinnn armannu
wultessi e fdde - ' the heaven pours out its abundance,
the earth its fulness, the sea its gifts, the mountains
their preduce ; their incomparable offerings, everything
that can he named, their heavy tribute do they ring to
the lord of all; lambs are slaughtered, great oxen
sacrificed in herds, the sacrifice s made rich, incense
is prepared, a sweet smelling savour mounts up,
delicious cdour.’ Probably the step from the concep-
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tion of the offering as a gift and a meal of the deity
to that of a finer and, so to speak, spiritual, apper-
ception of that which was brought in sacrifice was
made at a comparatively early period. So much is
indicated by the fact that even from ancient times prayer
was associated with sacrifice. In the pictorial repre-
sentations of sacrificial scenes we constantly find him
who prays in close association with him who offers.
The gesture of prayer was threefold : nif 2dei, lapdsu
&dti, labdnu appi—Ilifting up of the hands, folding of
the hands, casting down of the countenance,

The purpose of sacrifice is, invariably, to influence
the deity in favour of the sacrificer. Man brings gifts

to the gods in order that they may be
8. Purpose. moved thereby to reciprocity—1o showing
a favourable disposition in return.! When the kings
Esarhaddon and A3ur-bani-pal were seriously menaced
by the inroads of the Gimirri they multiplied their
offerings and prayer (see Knudtzon, Z¢). In the
liturgies of that period a standing expression is as
Tollows :—inae fHéb1 halumi anni issizamma anna kéna
Suknamma; 'because of this lamb offered in sacrifice
arise thou and establish faithfulness and mercy.’

5o, in like manner, the gods are represented as rejolc-
ing over the sacrificial gifts brought them by their human
worshippers (K. 1547, rev. 11: dgdamsd maffakhiia
asléta ina twb Iibdi ildni igdamru; * accomplished are
my cleansing sacrifices, to the gladdening of the
hearts of the gods are my sacrifices of lambs accom-
plished'}. The feature of joy and gladness which so
markedly characterised the sacrificial meals of pre-exilic
Israel {*+sb o, Dt. 127 ; SACRIFICE, § 18} is by no
means absent from the Babyiconian functions. Thus in
3 R 3662 we read (abul akdlu Fii kwrunnu singutu
Sukun nu'id §14:%) ‘eat food, drink must, make musie,
honour my god ', Predominant, however, over this
joyous note which finds such marked expression among
the peoples of classical antiquity there is found in the
Babylonian ritual a feature which is common 1o all
Semitic religions-—the element of propitiation. Here,
of course, we must divest ourselves of all theological
preconceptions, and put aside all such notions as that
of an atoning efficacy attaching to the blood as the seat
of life, or of a divine wrath that expends itself upon the
sacrificial animal, or even of a rafic vicaria, when we
speak of the idea of propitiation as underlying Baby-
lonian sacrifices. The similarity of the words and forms
does not necessarily involve similarity in the religious
conception.  The Babylonians possessed the same
words for sin {#é#/x), grace (anna), propitiation {pidu}
as the Hebrews had ; but it is certain that they did not
associate with the words the same thoughts. At the
same time it is significant and by no means accidental—
it has its roots firmly planted in the very nature of the
religious ideas involved—that every offering offered with
the object of averting evil of any kind whatsoever was
associated with the notion of a propitiatory, cleansing,
purifying efficacy. In a hymn to Samai we read
(4 R 1746 amélu apil ilifu énun arnam enid melri-
t1efu marsi¥ i858 marsii ina mursi ni'dl ifu Samal ana
nif kdtida kilamma akalfn akul nigdie mufurma ilam.
Ilkat ana idifu Sukun ina Ribitika Fnissu lippatir
aranfu linnasif), ‘man, the son of his god—sin,
transgression lies upon him. His physical strength is
impaired, he languishes in disease. O Samas, behold
the uplifting of my hands, eat his food, accept his sacri-
fice, O God. Take off his fetters. At thy command
may his sins be taken away, his wransgressions blotted
out,’ Other passages subjoined explain themselves.
4 R Bd47: mupur koadrafu ki pidéike ina kakkar
Sulmé majgrake Httallak, *accept the gift he brings,
receive his ransom money (jrs) ; let him walk before

1 Cp King, Babylon. Magic, 17 28 (1806) : afrufka kutrvinnu
irifu fabn kinis naplisannima Sim: kabda-ai, ‘1 present you
with incense, agreeable vapour; look at me truly, hear my
words.’
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them on the ground of peace.” 4 R. 55, obv. 211, 22§
Ldtifu Hife ana mapdvi i nindabdin ana vdwi $ldnifu
gfndt iftilu ana Juimi; *whereby his god accepts the
lifting up of his hands and takes pleasure in his free-
will offerings, whereby the angry gods turn themselves
propitiously towards him." 4 R. 57y (akdZ & nap-
faltum a ina pinita kunnu lipsusuy Emntfia): * the food
and the fatness which is spread out before thy face, may
it take away mine evil.'! The following remarkable
passage, from a hymn to Marduk, stands unfortunately
alone (K. 246; cp 2 R. 1853 amélu muttalitu ina
nik rimé Sulmé kima ké maf¥i Limmafiif), ' May the
marn plagued with fever be purified like shining metal
through a gracious peace offering.” In contracts the
expression alep faptiri, ‘redemption ox' (Neb 132:=2
2133) often oceurs; cp with this Lev. 43 (nxggfp an).
The idea of atonement in the OT has found its classical
expression in the 2appireth of P {see MERCY-SEAT, § z).

In this connection it 1s important to chserve that the root 9g3
is attested in Babylonia also, Zapd»w in the rituals meaning ‘to
cleanse," “to purify.’ 4 R. 10 0: améiu mutialiks mdr 15
Zuppirma; ‘Cleanse (with the water of the oath) the man

lagued with fever, the son of his god.” 4 R. 8754 akdla ifd

‘@ @méli Yuntn kuppirma; ‘cleanse the unclean foods’ (of the
same}). In K. 3245 the precept frequently recurs Sarru tukappar
—'do thou, O king, purify,” as also the phrase Zakspirfu of the
ceremony of purification (#fma fakpirddi tufiéffi—* when thou
hast accomplished the rites of purification ). 'Whilst the phrase
already alluded to—nik swdmé {corresponding to the Heb,
Sélews, which, as we see from 15,139 25,2425 Ezek. 4517,
denotes a purificatory offering : cp SacriFice, § 11)—is of cn{y
occasional occurrence, we frequently in contracts meet with the
word Saldse, Salemer, which in accordance with the primary
meaning of the root fa/4swe may be rendered ‘turning towards”
(on the part of the deity), and takenin the seuse of a propitiatory
sacrifice, Cp Nadun, 2149 862 3 641 4 767 2, Cyr, 229 3 with the
sattukin named in Nadun. 799 1517,

A few words must be said on the subjects of human
sacrifice, offerings to the dead, and sacrifices of chastity,?
It is a remarkable circumstance that
e hitherto no authentic evidence for the
ete. burning of human sacrifices has been
met with in any of the cuneiform inscriptions. It
would be unwise, however, to base much upon the
argumentum ¢ silentio here, for reticence with reference
to such a sad and repulsive practice is only what we
should expect. The passage, so often quoted in 4 R,
266, where the priest is bidden to offer for the life of the
sick man a kid {#»?zz)—head, neck, breast of the one
for head, neck, breast of the other—does not come iato
account here.  The text is a deseription of a magical
operation such as may be compared with that given in
2 K. 434. The Babylonian sculptures, cn the other
hand, supply traces of human sacrifices that are almost
unmistakable {sce Menant, PG 1g4 £ ¢7), though it is
not impossible that the representations in question are
intended to figure, not human sacrifices, but ceremonies
connected with circumcision. In the wider sense of the
term the Babylonian ban (see Ban) has to be regarded
as of the nature of human sacrifice. That the same
coniception is not altogether absent from the Heb.
Aafrem (against Di. Lew. 377) is proved by Is, 346,
where the destruction of Israel's enemies at Bozrah is
treated as a b nai.  Sennacherib {§s50) put to death
the troops of Suzub at the command of A3ur his lord.
Shalmaneser (J/e. Odv, 17) burnt the young men and
maidens in his band of captives. The ban pronounced
by ASur-bani-pal (6101) over his enemies extends also
1o the lower animals {cp Judg. 2048). A sacrificial offer-
ing of prisoners (cp 18, 1533) is thus recorded by Afur-
bini-pal (470): *the remainder of the people I put to
death beside the great steer, where my grandfather
Sennacherib had been murdered, making lamentation
for him." In 4 R,6340 I5tar figures as the bloodthirsty
goddess who devours human flesh: iffamatéi dimi
nifbuti fa améliti ¥y Sa 18 akdli nérpaddu Jo 13 kardsi :

9. Human
sacrifice,

I Cp King, Zc. 5.7 76.
2 On human sacrifice cp Lenormant, £fudes accadiennes,
d112; Sayce, 7554 425; Menant, PG 1150,
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‘she (the daughter of Anu) has drunk the satisfying
blood of men, flesh that cannot be eaten, bones that
cannot be gnawed.” The probability is that the Baby-
lonians practised human sacrifice secretly without form-
ally taking it up into the recognised worship. In the
older period {of which we have a reminiscence in Gen.
22), as well as in times of religious declension (2 K.
17 3z}, the Israelites doubtless borrowed the practice of
human sacrifice from the peoples in their immediate
neighbourhood.

As for offerings to the dead, which indeed are
forbidden in the OT as relics of hcathenism (Dt.
2614), but the practice of which was not unknown
even at a late date {Jer,167), evidence of their use
among the Babylonians and Assyrians is of frequent
cccurrence (see A, Jeremias, Vorstellungen vom Leben
nack dem Tode, 53). The Descent of I8tar closes with
the charge of the priest to the necromancer : ‘if she
vouchsafe not lberation to thee, then turn thy face
towards her and pour out pure water with precious
balsam before Tammuz the husband of her youth.”
Aur-bani-pal (Lehmann, Semaifumukin, 223) says:
adi kispi ndk mé ana fkimmé Sarrini alikdt mapri Sa
Subfuln arkus: “for the lament of the pourer out of
water on behalf of the spirits of my ancestors, the kings,
I gave orders because it had been abolished.” In the
burying-places of Sirghula and Elhibba were discovered
traces of offerings te the dead : calcined date stones, bones
of oxen, sheep, birds, Representations of sacrifices to
the dead are given in Perrot, Z¢. 361, and Menant, PG;
254, The dirge as a Babylonian institution is attested
also by Fzek. 814. The sacrifice of chastity, mentioned
by Herodotus {11g9), is bluntly described in the Epistle
of Jeremiah (#. 43 { == Baruch 6 42]}. Fven in the Nimrod-
epos, Istar the goddess of love already appears (49+)
surrounded by a whole troop of attendants: mplafkir
iitu {Star kiziréti fampdti & pdrimati: ‘there assembled
the goddess I8tar, the servants, harlots, and concubines.”
In the period of religious decay the worship by such
hieroduli became naturalised in Jerusalem (2 K. 287).

The subject of lustrations stands in close connection
with that of sacrifice in the Hebrew Torah, and has a

: large place in the Babylonian ritual.
10. Lustrations. The texts relating my it are wvery
difficult, especially becanse they are often written in
pure ideograms. At the foundation of these purifica-
tions lies the conception that an unclean substance can
be removed by a clean, and a clean be taken up by an
unclean. That which is unclean has a contagious
character, that which is clean has a sympathetic power.
So 4 R. 1621 mé Sunddi ana karpati ffrma ana ribifi
tubukma maruftu S Emiki innalleru ribitu lithal
vu'tum naditum 51 Rima mé Litabik kipi fa ina ri'ti
nadifi bullulu ana arkati [ithru @ ¢ this water pour
thou into a pot, then pour out in the street; let the
street carry off the sickness which deprives of strength,
and let the poison poured into it be washed away like
the water, let the spell which has united itself with the
peison poured in be averted.” The spell {from wkich
the sickness proceeds) is transferred te the poison, the
poison is absorbed by the water, the water is carried off
by the street ; thus the sufferer has a threefold guarantee
that he will be healed of his sickness.

As ingredients were employed such things as from
their external appearance or internal gqualities were
fitted to be symbols of purity. Water is mentioned
with special frequency. In lustrations libations of
water are offered to Sama$. Marduk and Fa the gods
of pure exorcism are honoured with libations and
sacrifices in the house of sprinkling (3#2 riméi; 5 R.
5051). In the temple was a laver {sgwdéx). In an
oath formula (Afaglu. 34, 47) occurs this expression :
ana {ldni fq famé mé anamdin kima andku ana kifunu
wlallukunti attunu 165 wllilainni: ' 1 offer water to
the gods of heaven. As I perform your purification for
you, so do yecleanse me.” The waters of the Euphrates
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and the Tigris were regarded as having special efficacy |
(Nimr. Ep. 4919; Zimmern, Surpu, 4466, éb. 77} we |

have this interesting passage : ‘ By Marduk's command
be the bowl with thy guilt, thy ban, taken away like the
unclean water from thy body and thy hands and
swallowed up by the earth.’

Besides water, frequent imention is made of honey (diigx),
wine (fardnw), mitk (f7én), cream {(fiméix); further, bright
minerals such as salt (#467u), alum (fékarx), alkali (T whulu) ;
and, from the vegetable kingdom, corn (wpusrte), the wood of
various trees, such as cedar (er2nu), cypress (durdsu), palm (géd-

Simarru), calamus (fdnm fdbe; cp 217 -‘I;p), riggir{onycha?)
all sorts of incense (fuzrinnwe, DIOR).

As a clean place—afrn ellu, exactly corresponding
to the 2 oipe of Nu. 199—the wilderness is frequently
named.! 4 R.843: mamit aene séri afri elli lifesi,
*let the ban depart to the wilderness, the clean place’
(cp 4 R.142), 4 R. 56831 ana pdn namal¥d fa séri
pédniki Sukni, ‘1o the beasts of the wilderness turn thy
face." It is ona similar conception of the wilderness as
the clean place that the Israelite custom of sending the
goat for Azazel into the wilderness on the day of Atone-
ment appears to rest (but see AzazeL). Of the other
goat also which had to be burnt, Josephus remarks
(Ant jii.103) that before the burning it had to be
brought to a very clean place—(els xafapdraroy ywpior).

Purity—physical cleanliness—is postulated in every
sacrificial act, as in every exercise of religion (4 R. 2316:
kdtd elldti ikkd mapharka @ * with pure hands he sacrifices
before thee.! 4 R.19 no, 2 kdtika misi kdtika uwdbid,
* wash thy hand, purify thy hand.” Mag/z 10869 : itturu
$ern misd BEtE Svumma Fru misd kitd, ' the morning
dawn is past, ] have washed my hands; the morning
glow has shone, I have washed my hands’). All who
were sick or who asscciated with those who were unclean
became themselves unclean. (4 R.6264: 4 ella 44
ellifa ul ifamar, * the unclean man, the unclean woman,
shall he not look upon').

That contact with the dead defiled may be assumed as matter
of course; of sexual defilement this 15 expressly stated by
Herodotus (1 198) ; cp 4 R. 26 no, 51 zinnistn §a bitifa ladampa
witampir ardatu sa fatdsa /& wmisd ittaplas: 'to a woman

whose hand is not phre, he has joined himself ; at a maid-servant
whose hand is not washed, he has looked.”

Foods also were distinguished as <lean and unclean.
In the prayer addressed to the sun-god we often meet
with such expressions as these: mimma li'u ikulu i¥tu
ipfufu ulappite whabbisu, *if he perchance has eaten,
drunken, anointed with, touched, or trodden on, aught
that was unclean.” In the calendar given in 5 R, 4849
ocenur food prohibitions. For the gth of ITyyar fish is
forbidden, for the zoth of Ab swine flesh (¥r fzpé), for
the 27th of Tiri swine flesh, beef {38 a/pi), for the 10th
of Marhesvan dates, for the asth of lyyar, zoth of
Kisleu, and 6th of Tebet contact with women.

The Babylonian ritual of purification urgently needs
systematic exhibition, especially on account of its close
connection with QT views. Nowack (HA 275} re-
marks with truth that the biblical ideas of clean and
unclean had their rise elsewhere than on the soil of
Yahwism (cp Smend, Rel-gesch. 334).  In such alaw
of purification as that which we find in Lev. 14 un-
questionably many pre-Israelitic representations are
present. The cedar-wood mentioned in Lev. 144 is one
of the cleansing media of the Babylonian ritual also
(4 R.1632 5 R.5115); the bird which in Lev.147 is
charged with carrying off the leprosy into space is often
met with in Babylonian litanies {4 R.426 4 R.5%2,
rev. 14: ‘1 will rend asunder my wickedness, let the
bird carry it away up to the sky'). The sevenfold
sprinkling of the person to be cleansed (Lev, 147) recalls
such passages as 4 R.2632: adi sidifu snmur améli
Suatu puiuima, ‘seven times anoint the body of that
man,' The besmearing with blood on the tip of the
right ear, on the right thumb, on the great toe of the

1 The desert is perhaps regarded as pure because it receives
unpurified and dead bodies without harin.
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right foot, prescribed in Lev. 1414 has its analogies
in many magical texts {(cp ASKT 9lsz2: abna elia
fna bufdni Sa fnifu ina wbinilu sifirti ina fumélifu
Sukun, ‘lay the shining stone on the lashes[?] of his
eyes, on his little finger, on his left side'). An
interesting parallel to the offering of purification pre-
scribed for the peor, which follows the magical operation
prescribed’in Lev. 14 21, aoccurs in K. 8380, There the
persen to be purified is bidden take held of the hands of
the sacrificer who pours water upon the hand of the
sufferer, lays incense upon the dish, and solemnly pre-
pares the sacrificial meal. Then, further, we read:
Summa rubd 5 fu kil issfive ana maklite ikalu Summa
pruibineg Sue [i40E Fe'd ikafue, *if he is a rich man he
shall hand over a dove (?) to be burned, but if he is
a pauper he shall cause the heart of a sheep to be
burned.’

i. Points of wesemblance.—(a) A large number of
expressions relating to sacrifice are common to both

rituals—e.g., furbannu (j300),  #ibu
1. 8 ary- (), Swlmu (g&g’}, kardbu (3P
tabdfu (nap), kaplre (ngz).  (4) In bloody sacrifices,
the same species of animals are employed (ox, sheep,
goat). Animals of a year old are preferred, sacrifices
of a more advanceg age are rare.  Femnale animals are in
the one case used for purifications, in the other (Nu. 1527)
for sin offerings, The offering of defective animals was
in the one case allowed for purposes of augury, in the
other for free-will offerings {Lev, 2223). Generally speak-
ing, both rituals required that the victim should be
without blemish. As in the Babylonian ritual the
sattukku—i.e., theregular and obligatory sacrifices—lies
at the fcundation of the worship, so also in P, and stiil
more in Ezekiel, is the fdmid, the regular daily offering,
made statutory and the centre of the whole divine
service, (¢) As for unbloody sacrifices, among the
Babylonians systematic use was made of various
materials of which the employment in Israel was only
exceptional, such as wine, water, oil. The incense
offering ( Zufrinnu) was unknown to early Istael. Al
the more striking is the frequent and important place it
takes in the ritual law of P which provides a special
altar for the 4dforeth. Jeremiah (620) has a polemic
against it as a modern and outlandish innovation. The
unknown author of Is. 653 names Babylon as the land
in which saerifices are offered in gardens, and incense
offered upon bricks (cp Chors. 172 ; Sarg. Ann. 434,
4 R. 4953). The incense offering of post-exilic Israel
may perhaps have been borrowed from the Babylonian
ritual.

il. Points of difference.—(a} In the vegetable offerings
of the Hebrew Tordh only those products figure which
represent a right of private ownership acquired by
labour and trouble. Honey, cream, milk, fruit occur
frequently as Babylonian offerings, but never amongst
those of the OT. The wine libation is no longer an
independent offering in P (SACRIFICE, § 35}, Ezekiel
prohibited it altogether—dcubtless, however, only on
account of abuses connected with it (x5.114). (&) As
regards bloody sacrifices, offerings of fish and game
were excluded from the Hebrew ritual, Both are
inherently the property of Yahwé and thus not appro-
priate as sacrificial gifts. ‘The fish offering, on the
other hand, is frequently mentioned in Assyrian and
late Babylonian inscriptions, and game offerings were in
great favour, In gl -pil 74 we read: 'herds of
hinds, stags, chamois (?), wild goats, which T had taken
in hunting in large numbers, I brought together like
sheep, and the progeny that was born of them I offered
as my heart bade me, along with pure sacrificial lambs,
to the god Asur.’'

{c) As for the fundamental idea underlying sacrifice,
the Hebrew sacrifice in its older form gave a special
development to the conception of a sacral communion
between God and the worshipper as represented in the
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act of offering (cp Wellh. Heid. 114); the Babylonian
cultus, on the other hand, affords no trace of this. All
the more strongly is the idea of the purificatory and
propitiatory character of sacrifice which comes into the
foreground in P and Izekiel conspicuous in the Baby-
lonian cuitus,  Singular to say, however, that shows not
the faintest trace of dfdm (SACRIFICE, § 27), karfdth
{(SACRIFICE, § 28): we may assume that the sin and the
trespass offering of the Hebrew Torah, although all
that we know of their technique is wholly of post-exilic
date, were entirely of Israelite growth. 1. 1.

RIVAL (MY}, £S5 16 RV, AV ADVERSARY.

RIVER. For the rivers and streams mentioned in
the EV, see, generally, GEOGRAFPHY, § 5; PALESTINE,
88 0, 13: EGYPT, § 6; AssyrIA, § 4; Moas, § 4/,
also EUPHRATES, JORDAN, NILE, etc.

The regular word for river is 1. #4447 (7n3, N. Sem., Ar.
naiy is probably a loan-word). See GEOGRAPHY, § 3, and cp
Aram-NAHARAIM. Other words occasionally so rendered are :—

2. y&dr (v cp CanNaLr, GEOGRraPHY, § 5 [1l.]) used regu-
Yarly of the NILE [¢.2.] or of its arms, once of a mining-shaft
{Job 28 10}, und ir Dan. 12 5-7 of the Tigris. The last mentioned
unrestricted use of the word appears again in later Hebrew.

3. ndfal {bm3, N. Sem.) correspends to the Ar. 1eddy or
torrent-valley ; see GEoGraFHy, § 5[iv.), and cp Brook.

Two terms appear to designate primarily canal)s or conduits:—

4 y#bal (Lz'-'-l_", +flow, run), Jer.17st (ixmds [BRAQD of
which ‘#dal (52)x in Dan.8 2 A4 ot (see ULAl) seems to be a
mere phonetic variation. Cp the form yadai* in plu. Is. 30 z5
(EV * streams’), 44 4 (EV * watercourses ).

6. péicg (15n), Ps. 46 4[g] 669(10]. Cp polagedth, Job2017
EV ‘river,’ in Judg 5154, RV ‘ watercourses’ go Moare ; cp,
however, Bu., Now.).

For the sake of completeness mention may here be made of i—

6. ‘aphik (rrgx), see BROOK.

7. 'é5ed (pped, Nu, 2115, AV “stream’; on the meaning see
ASHDOTH-PISGAH.

8. nomélime (@9, lit. “Aowing "), Ps. 78 16 Cant, 413, 'streams.

RIVER OF EGYPET (RVI¥D '?I:IJ}. See EGYPT,
BROOK OF.

RIVER OF THE WILDERNESS (H;j_lftl ‘Ji"_'l;).
See ARARAH, BROOK OF THE.

RIZIA (71'¥7), 1Ch. 739 RV, AV REzIA.

RIZPAH (1D3¥7; § 71, *pavement’; pecda[BAL),
daughter of Alal [g.2.], Saul's concubine, 2 5.37
218 77, (pepad [Ain z. 8]). According to the existing
tradition ‘Ishbosheth’ was angry with Abner for taking
possesssion of his father's concubine, and Abner
indignantly repelled the accusation (on 2 S.38 see
NaBaL). Winckler, however, plausibly holds {G/21g6)
that the original tradition interpreted this fact differently,
and that in reality Abner had dethroned * Ishbosheth,’
and signified his assumption of Saul's crown by taking
possession of Saul's wife {cp 1211 1622). The pathetic
story of Rizpah's conduct when her two sons ARMONI
(see Saur, § 6) and MEPHIBOSHETH [¢.z.] and the
five sons of Michal or rather MERAE [7.2.] had ‘been
put to death, to remove the blood-guiltiness of the land,
is also, according to Winckler (G/ 2241), unhistorical ;
hesuspects mythological affinities, and compares themyth
of Niche (Preller, Grieck. Myeh 2269). According to
2 35,2111 4%, it was on hearing of the act of Rizpah,
that David sent for the bones of Saul and Jonathan,
that they might be buried together in the sepulchre of
Kish at Zela, or rather Laish {==Shalishah). See
ZELAH,

On the Rizpah-story see further RS 419 #, and on the
mode of execution (Y57 see HANGING, 283 on the source of

the narrative. see SamueL (Books), §§ 4.7.; We. CH 263; Bu.
RE Sa. 257 /- T. K. C.

ROABT. See COOKING, § 6; SACRIFICE, § 6.
RORE, the rendering suggests an outer garment of

some richness, more elaborate and elegant than an
ordinary mantle.
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The word occurs most frequently as the rendering of #4812 (see
MANTLE, § 2 [6]), occasionally, too, of adaéreth, fon 36, and
(for MT éder) Mi. 28 (see 78, 5}, and of makdlassth, Is. 322 RV
(see #b. 7}, oroMf, Lk. 1522 2046 Rev.811 Tg 13/ (see 5. 16),
and xAapvs, Mt 2728 (see 74, 20). It is applied to the more
general terms béped (1 K. 221030 § 2 Ch.18g2g; see Dress,
§ 1[1]), and fodijs (Lk. 23 1z, RV * apparel '}, andis once used to
render dufténeth (Is. 22 21), on which see Tunic, See Dress,
MAXTLE, and cp CLOTHING, GAsMENT.

ROBOAM (Mt 17), RV REHOBOAM.

ROCE. 1. ™Y, sér. See NAMES oF Gop, § 13,
and Zur. [Under Zuw thirty-five places are cited where gir
seems o have become altogether a synonym for ‘God.' "In
twenty-one of these & (from a dread of materialism?) has #<ds,
in four Bonbés, in four Pridal; kvpces {Is. 17 10), divacos (1 S. 2 2),
xriomns (z 8. 22 32), dvriAdumTwp (Ps. 89 27 [26]) each occur once ;
and in Dt. 32 37 Hab. 112 & shows a different text.]

2. L'E"?’ séla’. See SELa, [Inz 5.222 Ps 183 [=],

314 [3] 4210 [g], 5é/7 is & synomyn of s##, and a divine
title. Konig (Stylistik, 100} finds sé/e’ once used of a
heathen god, but iybp (EV ‘his rock '} in Is 81y, if
correct, is parallel to 9 (EV ‘his princes'}. See
Crit. Bid.]

3. Nym, md'dz (Judg 66 RV), cp FORTRESS; 4.
enbn, dalldmiy (Job28g), ep FLINT; 5. 43, &8k (Jer.
429 Job 306} ; cp CEPHAS, S1MON PETER.

ROCKBADGER (9%, Lev. 115 RVs.), EV Congy,

ROD. Of the following words, the first three are
also rendered 'staff'; see Is. 3032 (the staff of judg-
ment); Ps. 234 (vap, || mpen, see STAFF, 1}; Gen. 3210
(Jacob's staff); for a very special sense of mwms and
baw, see SCEPTRE.

1. MR, matfek (/M8 to stretch out): of the staff or wand of
the traveller(Gen. 38 r2 z5, etc.), shepherd (Ex. 4 2, etc.), wonder-
worker (Ex.7g12, etc.), warrior (r S.142743), task-master
(Is. 9 3[4), ete.), ruler (Jer, 48 17, etc.); an implement of punish-
ment (Is. 80 31), used also in beating out black cummin (45524,
Is. 2527). The 'reds’ in Nu.17 17 g [17 2 1 are apparendy
‘shafts,’ 7.e., arrows or spears. Maffek is also rendered ‘staff”
(the staff of judgment), Is. 30 32. Cp the Ar, naéné, Doughty,
Ar. Des. 1147, 379.

2. BJY, Fbet, cp Ass. fabatu, ‘to beat ' (whence $bfu, ‘staff,
as something to beat with, but also ‘massacre,” Frd. Del .)
(@) As an implement of punishment (Prov.1013 1824); the
bastinado as authorised by law is referred to in Dt 25 r-3, and
(probably) Th, 2218, See Law aNv Jusvice, § 1z In & the
verbs are pagrepoiv, waidevev; papdidey is used only of
threshing 1n agriculture. (&) As used for beating cummin
{kammdn, Is.2827). (¢} Of the shepherd’s staff, or club-stick
(Ar, nabid), Ps. 284 Lev. 2732 Ezek. 2037. (<) Of the ruler's
staff; see SCEPTRE. (¢} Of a weapon, In time of stress, z 5,
28z1. Both matteh and 52ef are used also metaphorically in
the sense of “tribe * (see TRIBE).

3. '2Pm, makksd, literally a shoot or wand (Jer. 111 Gen. 80 37,
etc.); of traveller’s staff, Gen, 821t} of the shepherd's, 1 8.
17 45 43 Zech. 117 1014 ; once perhaps of a crutch, see STarF,
3. Used in rhabdomancy, Hos. 4 12 (see DivinaTioN, § 2 [1]).

4. W1, Aifer, used only metaphorically (but as representing
its literal sense of ‘shoot,’ ‘scion’ or ‘twig '), Is. 11 1 Prov. 14 31,

5. papdes, 1 Cor.4z1 Heb. 94 Rew. 227 11t 125 1915, all,
except t Cor. (Z¢.) and Rev, 111, influenced by OT.

The ‘beating with rods' {papdifewr} in Acts1622 2 Cor.
1125 is the Roman punishment inflicted by the lictors (EV
“serjeants,” pafBSovxot ! Acts16 3538).

RODANIM (DWTM), 1 Ch.ly AV™E, RV; AV
DoDaANIM.

ROE. Therenderingof: 1. 587, *2¥ (Ar, zady, Aram.
fabyd [cp TARITHAL Ass. sabfti; Soprds [BRALD) in EV of
1 Ch. 128, and 2z 8. 218 (* wild roe,’ lit. ‘roe that is in the field,’
cp RVmg.), and, with RVmg. ‘zazelle,’ in EV of Cant. 27 (é
Svvdpeotv)g and 17 (B Bdprowre) 8 5 (& Byvdpeoar)B1g; AV only
in Ecclus. 27 20 (RV ‘ gazelle'); also the rendering of the fem.
form sikiyyak, M3y, in Cant 45 7341 RV (RVmE: ‘gazelle,’
not in AV}, When mentioned as an article of food s is
rendered Roebuek (Di.121522 145 1522 1 K. 423{53), AV
RY fgazeile').

2. ya&'dldak, -'I‘I?_L:‘_‘, Prov. 519, RV, Doke; cp GoaT, § 2.

3. “Apher, "B, Cant, 43 7314], AV ‘young roe,” RV “fawn,'
see HarT.

4 yafonir, DM (lit. ‘red"), Dt. 145 1 K. 423 [53]; AV
Facrow-peek (fevBaros [AL. in Dt.]; B in Dt., and BAL in
Ki. om. ?).
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Like the GazeLLE and HART, the roe is chiefly
alluded to for its swiftness, and partly on account of
its grace and beauty is a favourite image of female
charms.!  On the species in-general see GoaT, § 2, and
note that the name yakmar (no. 4 above) is still used
by the Arabs for the true Cervus capreelus (cp Dr.
Deut., ad lsc. and see ANTELOPE). The Capreofus
capra, with which the yakmzr has also been identified,
is a small form found distributed over Europe and
W. Asia, and still occurs in Palestine; specimens of it
were seen by Tristram on Lebanon, and by Conder
(Tert- Work, g1 [1887]) on Mt. Carmel. The fallow-
deer (cp AV), Cervus dama, is a native of N. Africa
and of the countries surrounding the Mediterranean,
whence it has been introduced into many -civilised
countries. It occurs also in N. Palestine, but is said
to be scarce. A nearly allied species, . mesoporamicus,
is found in parts of W. Persia. A.E.5.—S5, A, C,

ROGELIM (D‘%’Jﬁ; pwreAlAleim [BA], pakaBein
[L]); the home of ‘ Barzillai the Gileadite’ (z 8.172y
1931). The existence of such a place is questicnable.
Probably the passages relative to Barzillal are based on
an earlier passage respecting MEPHIBOSHETH [4.2. § 2]
which had already become corrupt, and n+bm (Rogelim)
is a corruption of p*%3 p3 Beth-gallim, Z.¢., Beth-gilgal
{see GALLIM ; SauL, § 4).

The corruption arose from a scribe’s Jugsws ocnli. In 2 S.
17 z7 # the.true text probably ran (sce &BAL and cp YARN)
2p¢iD "2 My ovpD URrMED WP hran Bu
a'3mpp was miswritten gvap 3 the consequence of which was
that one scribe (followed by MT and #B82) wrote poby, and
another (followed by &L) wrote 0'IPI0, instead of bpz-3n.
The jveyeov of BBAL represents malpn (cp Judg. 317 f)-
2 5. 193t was harmonised, as to the name of Barzillai's home,
with 2 % 17 27 in each of the texts. T. K. C.

ROHGAH (130 Kt 1377 Kr.), a name in a
genealogy of ASHER (g.7. § 4£i1.). 1Inx Ch. 734 **[Ahi]
and Rohghah " becomes [ax1loyia [B] [axsJeypa ora
[A). [Heir} ke paroye [L.]; but reage,; Pesh. om.
passage) ; ¢p Anl, 2.

ROIMUS (poeimoy [B]), =
REHUM, 1.

Esd. 58=Fzra 22,

ROLL. 1. ”‘3?7?- megillah; yaprior, xaprys, xeahis),
Jer.36z, etc.  Ses WRITING.

2 ﬁ‘f::l, gillayin; for 5'1‘13 ‘3 & has téuov kool peydiov
[BRQ] rdpov ydptor «, p. [A]; RV “tabler.’ A tablet of wood or

stone is probably meant. Is. 81t. For the gilyonim of Is. 323
cp MIRROR, end.

3. M8b, sphar, Ezra61, RV ‘archives.’ See WriTinG and
cp HisToRICAL LITERATURE.

ROLLER (PPN mararma [BAQT; cp Is. 16]),
Ezek. 3021, one of the few references to surgical practice
in the EV (see MEDICINE). &iftalfrom ,fentwine (used
in Ezek. 164 of swaddling, cp derivative in Job 389) is
properly a bandage (cp Toy's rendering in SBOT)
rather than a poultice (as &).

ROMAMTI-EZER (Y ’Flt?p"l, § 23, according to
the Chronicler a son of Heman: 1 Ch. 25431 pomel
Yior wh, pomeixer [B, superscr. w0 B3P], pwm-

€mB1 €zep, pwmed miezep [Al pamaoiezep [L],
romemthieser [Vg.]), but see HEMAN.

ROMANS (EPISTLE)

History of criticism {§§ 1-3).

Conclusion (§ 19).
What * Romans’ seems to be

Author (§§ zo-22),

His date {§ 23).

Value of Work (§ 24).
Defenders of authenticity (§

(8 4)-
Contents (§ 5)
Not a letter (§§ 6-8).
Structure (§§ ¢-13)- 25).
Late date (§§ 14-18). Literature (§ 26).
Of Epistles to the Romans Old-Christian Literature
is acquainted with- two—that of IPaul and that of

I If these animals were sacred to the.goddess of love (see
GazeLLE), another plausible origin of the reference might be
sought for.
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Ignatius. As regards the latter, the reader is referred
to what has been said under OLD-CHRISTIAN LITERA-
TURE (§ 28 /.). The * Epistle of Paul to the Romans'
has come down to us from antiquity not as a separate
work but as ene of the most distinguished members of a
group—the “epistles of Paul’ (émwrreral Iadiev)—in
which its title in the shortest form, followed by Ti. WH
among others (after NABC, etc.}, is * to Romans’ (wpbs
‘Puwpaiovs).

From the beginning (first by Marcion, about 140 A.D.}
the work, as an integral part of the authoritative

1. History of *Apostle’ (0 'Awédorohes, Td dwogro-
el‘iticismfyt!‘a Mkdr}—7.e., Paul (ITafAos)—in other

ditional w’riew words as a canonical writing, was

* tacitly recognised as the work of the
apostle Paul.  This continued without a break till 179z,
Justin took no notice of Paul ; Itenseus and Tertullian
—the latter with a scornful *heereticorum apostolus’
on his lips—laboured to raise the ‘apostle’ in the
estimation of the faithful {cp PauL, § 48}; but no one
ever thought of doubting the genuineness of the letters
attributed to the apostle—or of defending it. During
the whole of that period the question did not so much
as exist.

There is indeed a very old discussion—perhaps it had
already arisen even in the second century—as to the

existence of the epistle in two forms, a
cozm T(g:ger:{egg fonger and a shorter, even after omis-
P " sion of the two last chapters (15, 16).
Origen taxes Marcion withthis last omission ; but Origen's
older contemporary Tertullian says nothing of that,
though he several times reprimands the heretic for having
tampered with the text of chaps. 1-14. The probability
is that Tertullian had no acquaintance with chaps. 15 £
At any rate, he made no citation from them in his
polemic against Marcion (adw. Mare, 5x3-r4), although
in its course he leaves none of the previous chapters
{1-14) unreferred to and speaks of one expression—
“tribunal Christi’ {l4io)—as written ‘in clausula”
[epistule]; cp van Manen, Pawlus, 2101118,

In recent times the tradition of the text as regards
chaps. 15-16 has frequently come under discussion.
The conclusion is not only that the chapters in question
were unknown to Marcion and probably also to other
ancient witnesses, including Irenseus and Cyprian, but
also that there were in circulation at an eariy date MSS.
in which the doxology Rom.16zg-a7 either occurred
alone immediately after 1423 or was entirely wanting
{cp Ti.; Sanday-Headlam, Comm. (1895), 89 7; 8.
Davidson, /ni7.%, 1804, 1120-123).

To these facts were added, at a later date, considerations
based an the contents of chaps. 15-16 tending to show that they
hardly fitted in with chaps. 1-14.  Semler (Diss. de duplici
appendice ep. Pawli ad Rom. 1767; Paraphrasis ep. ad
Kamanos, 1765), soon afterwards supported b{f Kichhorn (Z7nl
in das NT), held chap. 15 /£ to be by Paul but not ¢ have
originally belonged to the Epistle to the Romans, Baur (774,
Zitschr., 1836, Pawins, 1845, cp Pawuius®, 1 [1866] 363-400),
followed, in the main, among others by Schwegter (Vaciap,
Zeftaller), Zeller{ ACL)Y, 8. Davidson(fafrod. (3, 1804, 1 123-131),
and controverted by Kling (52 A4+, 1837), De Wette and others,
maintained the piece to be spurious. gmce Baur, many scholars
have endeavoured to steer a middle course by seeking—in very
divergent ways, it is true—for the close of the letter supposed
lost, in chaps, 15, 16. So ameong others, Lucht (Ueber die
deiden letzien Kapf'. des Rdmerbricss, 1871), Volkmar (Kémer-
brigf; 1875), Scholten (Th.T, 1876), Bruckner (Reihenfoige,
1390), Baljon {Gesck. v, o, Bocken des NVs. 1901, p. 95-6). In
these varicus attempts an_important part was always played by
the conjecture, first put forth by Schulz (54 &'#., 182g), that in
Rom. l#1-20 what we really have is an epistle of Paul to the
Ephesians,

Tn this direction—that of holding more Pauline
epistles than one to have been incorporated with each
other or amalgamated together to form the canonical
epistle to the Romans-—the way had already been led
(leaving 15, 16 out of account) by Heumann in 1763,

He argued, according to Meyer {Aomn. 8 [185?]], etc.), for
the ‘strange hypothesis' that a new Epistle to the Romans
begins at chap. 12, whilst chap. 16 contains two_postscripts {(z2-

1-z4 and zg-z7) o the first.  Eichhorn (Zirl 2, 1827) guessed
that Pawl in reading over the epistle after it had been written
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by an amanuensis made various additions with his own hand.
C. H. Weisse {Philos, Dogrr, 1855) held Rom. 9-11 to be a later
insertion. He found moreover a number of tminor insertions in
the Epistle, and finally concliuded that chaps. 9-104-161-16, zo0d,
probably had belonged originally to an Epistie of Paul to the
Ephesians (cp his BSeitr. sur Kritik der pawd, Br. 1867, edited
by Sulze). Laurent (Newlest. Studicn, 1866) supposed Paul
to have written with his own hand to his Epistle to the
Romans a number of notes which subsequently by accident
found their way into the text. Renan (S£ Pew!) was of
opinion that Paul had published his Epistle to the Romans in
several forms—e.gi, chaps, 1-114-15; chaps. 1-14416 {part) ; out
of these forms the epistle known to us ultimately grew. Straat-
man {74 7, 1868, 38-37), controverted by Rovers {75, j1o-3a5),
came to the vonclusion tha: chaps. 12-14 do not fit in with what

recedes ; that these chaiters along with chap. 16 belong to an

fpistle of Paul to the Ephesians; and that the close of the
Epistle to the Romans, properly so called, is found in chap. 15.
Spitta (Zwr Gesch. w. Lrtt, des Urchristentnms, 116-30, 1893)
contended, and at a later date (31-1¢3, 1yor) reaffirmed, !}IUUE%'I
with some medifications of miner importance, that our Epistle
to the Romans is the result of a fitting-together of two episties
written by Paul at separate times, one before and one after his
visit to Rome, and addressed to the Christians there. The first
and longer, a well rounded whobe, consisted of ¥ 1-11 36, 158-33,
1621-27 ) the second, partly worked into the first, has not
reached us in its entirety ; we recognise with certainty only the
portions ; 121-157 and 181-2a.

Pierson-Naber (Ferisisnilia, 1886), cantroverted by Kuenen
(7% 7, 1886, cp van Manen, Byblad van de Hervorming, 1887,
No. 4, and 5id4. mod. Theol. 1887), point to a number of joinings
and sutures, traces of manipulation and compilation, in the
traditional text of the Epistle to the Romans, with a view to
proving its lacere conditio. Michelsen (7. 7, 1886-7) sought
to distinguish in that text five or six editions of Paul's Epistle,
in the course of which various far-reaching modifications may be
supposed toc have been made. Sulze (Pror. Kz'rc.keazl;g. 1888,
no. 42) pressed still further for the recognition of addivions and
insertions. Volter repeated his * Votum, etc.' (recorded in 72, 7,
1889) in a separate publication (Dde Komposition der pawiin,
Hauptbriofe,1, 1850), and sought to proveagain that gur canonical
Epistle to the Romans is the fruit of repeated redaction and
expansion of a genuine epistle of the apostle.

Thus, there has been no lack of effort on the part of
scholars to satisfy themselves and each other of the
composite character of the traditional text. Equally
decided, however, at least with most of them, is the
opinion that nevertheless the text is, for the most part,
and in the main, (rom the hand of Paul. This con-
viction was for a long time tacitly assumed, rather than
explicitly expressed. So even by Baur, Weisse, and
Straatman, whilst it was brought to the foreground, with
friendly yet polemical emphasis, as against the representa-
tives of ‘advanced criticism,” by Spitta. As regards
the others mentioned above, most hesitation was 10 be
noticed in Pierson-Naber, Michelsen, and Vilter ; but
even these, one and all, continued to speak of an original
letter, written by Paul to the Romans.

Not a few writers continued simply to maintain the
prima jfacie character of the canonical epistle or, as
oceasion offered, to defend it in their notes and dis-
cussions, commentaries and introductions.

For details, g#e of ¢ontra, and some guidance through the
extensive literature, the student may consult Holtzmann, Ein/l.8),
13g2, 242-6; Sanday-Headlam, Comon. 1895, pp. 85-98 ; Zahn,
FEinl®, 1900, 1268-25g; for a more complete though not always
accurate account of the doubts regarding the unity of the work,
Clemen, Dic Einheitlichkeit der pawlin, Brigfe, 1894, cp TA. T,
1895, G405

The first to break in all simplicity with the axiom of
the genuineness of our canonical epistle to the Romans,
though without saying so in so many
+. words, was E. Evanson. He appended

;’:::&ﬁlheldp to The Dissonance of the four generally
" received Evangelists, 1792, some con-
siderations against the justice of the received view which
regarded Paul as author of the epistle—considerations
based upon the contents themselves and’a comparison
between them and Acts (pp. 256-261). Controverted
by Priestley and others, Evanson's arguments soon fell
into oblivion.

Sixty years afterwards Bruno Bauer (Kritik der
paulin. Briefe, 1852, 347-75) took up the work of
Evanson, without, so far as appears. being acquainted
with the writings of that scholar, He was not successful,
however, in gaining a hearing—not at least until after
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he had repeated his doubts in more compendious form
in his Christus u. die Cwsaren (1877, pp. 371-380).

Soon afterwards A, D, Loman (' Quastiones paulina
in 74 7, 1882} developed the reasons which seemed to
him to render necessary a revision of the criticism of the
epistles of Paul which was then current. Without going
into details as regarded Romans, he declared all the
epistles to be the productions of a later time. Rud.
Steck (Der Galaterbricf nack seiner Echiheit untersuckt,
nebst kritischen Bemerkungen su den paulinischen Haupt-
brigfen, 1888) came to the same conclusion and took
occasion to point out some peculiarities connected with
the Epistle to the Romans, The same invéstigation
was more fully carried out, and substantially with the
same result, by W. C. van Manen (Pawlus /1. De brief
aan de Romeinen, 1891 ; cp Handleiding voor de Qudchr,
letterkunde, 1900, ch. 8, §§ 10-rg), and Prof W. B.
Smith of Tulane University, Louisiana, has recently
begun independently to follow the same path. ‘The
Outlvok (New York} of Nov. 1goo contained a pre-
liminary article,by him, signed * Clericus ' {a misprint for
«Criticus '}, and in the Journal of Biblical Literaiure,
1901, & series of articles bearing the author’s own name
was begun—the first entitled * Address and Destination
of St, Paul's Epistle to the Romans,' and the second
‘Unto Romans @ 16 and 16."

The newer criticism has made itself heard and goes
forward on its path in spite of much opposition and
strife, applauded by some, rejected by many. For its
character and aims see PAUL, §§ 34-36, and cp §§
37-48. Iis desire is to read 'the Epistle of Paul to
the Romans’ as well as the rest of the cancnical books
without any fear of the ban that lies upon aught that
may perchance prove to be contrary to tradition, whether
ecclesiastical or scientific ; uninfluenced by any ante-
cedent presumption as to the correctness of the current
views as to contents, origin, or meaning of the text as it
has come down to us, however highly esteemed be the
quarter—Tiibingen or any other—from which they have
reached us; free, too, from the dominion of any con-
viction, received by faith merely, and held tc be superior
to any test of examination, as to the epistle being in-
dubitably the work of Paul and of Panl alone. It secks
to read the epistle in the pure light of history, exactly
as it appears after repeated examination has been made
on every side, as it at last presents itself to the student
who really wishes to take krowledge of the contents
with as little prejudice as possible.

Coming before us, as it does, as a compenent part of
the group known as * the Epistles of Paul,” handed down

. , from ancient times, Romans appears
ﬁ'yhat't B‘,;:n" indeed to be neither more nor less

Seema Lo Be  1yan an epistle of the apostle, written
probably at Corinth and addressed to the Christians at
Rone, whom he hopes to visit ere long after having made
a journey to Jerusalem. Both superscription and sub.
seription, as well as tradition, indicate this, even if we
leave out of acvount the words ‘in Rome' (év ‘Péun) and
'to those in Rome’ {rois é¢ "Puuy) which are wanting in
some MSS in 175,  'We have only, in connection with
the superscription and subscription, to lock at the manner
in which the epistle begins and ends (11-15 1514-16 27),
at the way in which the writer throughout addresses his
readers as brethren (113 714812 101 1125 121 1514/
30 1617), stirs them up, admonishes them and discusses
with them, as persons with whom he stands on a friendly
footing, and has cpened a correspondence on all sorts
of subjects. The appearance of Tertius as amanuensis
{1622) need cause no surprise, it being assumed that
perhaps Paul himself may not have been very ready with
the pen.

If we turn for a little from a consideration of the
literary form to cccupy ourselves more with the con-

tents, the first thing that strikes us is the
5. Contents. conspicuously. metiodical way in which
the writer has set forth his material. After an address
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and benediction {11-7}, an introduction {18-r5), and a
statement of what he regards as the essential matter as
regards the preaching of the gospel—a thing not to be
ashamed of but to be everywhere preached as a power
of God for the salvation of every believer whether Jew
or Greek (116 f )—come two great doctrinal sections
followed by an ethical section, The first doctrinal
section, 118-8 39, is devoted to the elucidation of the truth
that the gospel is the means for the salvation of Jews
and Greeks, because in it is revealed the righteousness
of God from faith to faith ; the other, 9-11, to an earnest
discussion of what seems to be a complete rejection of
the Jews by God; the third, the ethical section (12:-
1513), to a setting forth of the conduct that befits the
Christian both towards (God and towards man in general,
and towards the weak and their claims in particular.

In substance the doctrine is as follows. Sin has
alienated all men, Jews and Gentiles alike, from God,
so that weither our natural knowledge of God nor the
law is able to help us (118-3z2c). A new way of salvation
is opened up, * God's righteousness has been manifested *
(Bexaioatvn Peol megavépwrar) for all men without dis-
tinction, by faith in relation to Jesus Christ {3zr-3c}. It
is accordingly of no importance to be descended from
Abraham according to the flesh ; Abraham in the higher
sense is the father of those who believe (4).  Justified by
faith, we have peace with God and the best hopes for
the future (5).  Let no one, however, suppose that the
doctrine of grace, the persuasion that we are under
grace, not under the law, will conduce to sin or bring
the law into contempt. Such conclusions can and
must be peremptorily set aside (6-7). The emancipated
life of the Christian, free from the law of sin and death,
is a glorious one (8), Israel, the ancient people of the
promises with its great privileges, appears indeed to be
rejected, yet will finally be gathered in {9-11). The life
of Christians, in relation to God and maz, must in every
respect give evidence of complete renewal and absolute
consecration {12:-1513). Finally, a closing word as to
the apostle’s vocation which he hopes to fulfil in Rome
also ; a commendation of Phoebe, greetings, exhorta-
tions, benedictions, and an ascription of praise to God
(15 14-1627).

If, at a first inspection, the work presents itself to us
as an epistle written by Paul to the Christians at Rome,

: .. on closer examination it becomes diffi-
8. I;"ﬂicl'“::ms_: cult to adhere to such a view. Diffi-
::gea: ¢ afd’ cuities arise on every side. To beg'i.n
nclln age with —as regards the form that is
. assumed. We are acquainted with no
letters of antiquity with any such exordium as this:
* Paul, bond-slave of jJesus Christ, called an apostle,
separated unto the gospel of God . , . 10 all those
who are in Rome . . . grace to you and peace from
God our father and the Lord Jesus Christ’ (Ilabhos
dobhos 'Ingol Xpgrol, xAnrds dwborodos depwpiouévos
els elayyéhor feob . . . wlow Tols ol dv ‘Puup
. . . xdps vuiv xal elpfpn dwd Oeold warpds Huldv kel
kupiov "Ineof Xpworof); nor with any conclusion so
high-sounding as the doxology of 1625-27, or the prayer
for the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ which is heard in
1620 (or 1624). In every other case the epistles of
antiquity invariably begin plainly and simpiy.

Thus, for example, in the collection of Oxyrhynchus papyri
(1 181) we have Eiprjim Taovvddpe xal Plhwpe evfuyeiv . . . and
at the close el mparrere; ov (1 183) Xawpdas Arovvaias Td rypiee
adeAdrd xaipecy and, at the close, éppidotfai e edyomat,

Greetings are indeed conveyed both from and to
various persons ; but never are so many introduced as
in Rom. 16 3-15, where in fact at the end ¢/ the churches
salute, A letter-writer may, at the outset, seek to bring
himself into closer relationship with his reader or to make
himself known more exactly; but in the many ex-
amples of real letters that have come down to us from
ancient times we nowhere find anything even approach-
ing the amplitude of Rom. 12-6. Nor yet does any real
letter, whether intended for few or for many, so far as
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we are in a position to judge, ever give us cause, because
by its length or its elaborate method it resembles a
treatise arranged in orderly sections, to regard it as a
book, as cur canonical epistle to the Romans does, with
its great subdivisions (already taken account of under § 5).

‘We may, in trath, safely dispense with further com-
parison between our epistle and any real letters from

ancient times, 50 impossible is it to regard

T'a'ggl:s:f it as an actual epist}ie, to whatever dat~e,
' locality, or author we may assign it
How could any one at the very beginning of a letter, in
which, too, the first desire he writes t0 express is that
of writing solemnly, earnestly, directly, allow himself
to expatiate, as this writer does, in such a parenthesis?
He speaks as a didactic expounder who, for the most
part, directly and as concisely as possible, deals with a
number of disputed points, with regard to which the
reader may be supposed to be in doubt or uncertainty
because in point of fact they have gained acceptance
within certain circles. These expositions relate to
nothing more or less than such peoints as the relation
of the Pauline Gospel to the OT (2. 2}, the descent of
the Son of God from the house of David {z. 3), the
evidence of the Messiahship of Jesus derived from his
resurrection {z. 4}, the origin and the legitimacy of the
Pauline preaching (= 5). At the same time the readers
{who have not yet been named and are first addressed in
2, 7) are assured that they belong to the Gentiles (é6vy),
with reference to whom Paul has received his apostleship,
although, according to 1io-13, he has never as yet met
them and consequently has not been the means of their
conversion. All this within a single parenthesis. In
such wise no letter was ever begun.

The writer addresses himself to ‘all’ the members of a
wide circle—let us say in Rome ; even if the words ‘in
Rome' {ér Pdun) and ' those who are in Rome’ {rofs
év 'Pdiuy, 17135), according to some MS authorities, do
not belong to the criginal text, their meaning is assured
by the superscription * to Romans’ (wpds ‘Pupatovs ; cp
1522-29) and by the unvarying tradition as to the destina-
tion of the *epistle.’ The Paul whom we meet here
addresses his discourse to a wide public, and utters in lofty
tones such words as these : *O, man, whoever thou be
who judgest, etc.’ (& &vPpwme wis 6 xpivwr x.7.X., 21),
*Q, man, who judgest, etc.’ {& drfpwmre 6 kplrwr k.T.A,,
23), *If thou bearest the name of a Jew, etc.’ (el 3¢ o
‘TovBalos émoroud{y x.7.A., 217), 'Nay but, O man,
who art thou that repliest against God?' (& dvfpwrre,
pevobvye o Tis €l & drramoxpirdueros T¢ feq, 9zo0), ‘ But
I speak to you that are Gentiles' (fulv 0¢ Méyw Tofs
&reow, 1113), 'Isay . . . to every man that is among
you, ete.' (hyw . . . wartl TG beTi dv Yplr kTR,
123), *“Who art thou that judgest the servant of another?’
(o0 7is el & xpirww dANGTprov olxérmw, 144), * But thou,
why dost thou judge thy brother?” (o0 8¢ 7{ kplvers riv
afehdr cov, 1410), * For if because of meat thy brother
is grieved, etc.’ {el -yap 81d Spdua & dergpis sou Aureirar
k.7.A., 1415}, etc. Often the argument proceeds unin-
terruptedly for a long time without any indication of the
existence of a definite circle of persons to whom it is
addressed. Yet, on the other hand also, the abstract
argumentation gives place to direct address, the word
of admonition or exhortation spoken to the brethren
{ddehgpof), whether named or unnamed—the mention of
whom, however, when it occurs, is a purely oratorical
form and no natural expression of the existence of any
special relation between the writer and his assumed
readers. Qf the passages coming within the scope of
this remark {some of them, already noticed in § 4), none
presents any peculiarity in this respect. On the con-
trary, every one of them produces uniformly the same
impression ; in this manner no real letter is ever written.

The last chapter has nothing of the character of 2
postscript to a letter already completed, although the
letter appears to end with 1530-33. Strange, in the
sense of being not natural but artificial, is the appearance
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in 162z of Tertius ('1, Tertius, who write the epistle’ :
& rypdifas vHy émwrodir), the secretary of Paul, who,
however, seems himself to have had a hand in the
letter, since we find him saying in 1515, ‘I wrote to
you' (&ypaya duiv). Strange especially is Tertius's
greeting of the readers in his own name, in the midst
of the greetings which Paul seems to be transmitting
through him, zv. 2123

The contents of the epistle, largely consisting of
argument and discussions on doctrinal theses, differ as
widely as possible from what one is wont 10 expect in a
letter—so widely that many have long laboured at the
task of making a suitable paraphrase of the ' text-book’
while retaining their belief in its epistelary character,
{See, for example, the specimen in Holtzmann, £2n/ 8,
237 ; cp 5. Davidson, /mér.®, 1113-116.)

In vain do we make the attempt in some degree to
picture to ourselves what the relation was between the

" y supposed author and his readers. Acts
8. 1;3);3:8(1 supplies no light. There we read that
*  when Paul is approaching Rome the
brethren go to meet him, not because they had previously
had a letter from him, but because they have heard
various things regarding his recent fortunes (2814 f).
As for the Jews of the metropolis, they have heard
nothing either good or bad concerning him (w. 21).
‘Tradition, apart from the NT, has equally little to say
about the epistle, whether as to its reception or as to
what impression it may have made. The document
itself says something, but only what adds to the con-
fusion. The truth of the matter seems umattainable.
Scholars lose themselves in most contradictory con-
jectures as to the occasion and purpose of the writing.

See, amongst others, Meyer-Weiss, Keman.{9), 1869, pp. 23-33:
Holtzmann, £inl.3}, 236-241} Lipsius, Comm. (2, 1892, pp. 75-
763 Sanday-Headlam, Comm,, 1895, chaps. 38-44; van Manen,
Pawlus, 2z20-23.

Who the supposed readers of the epistle were can
only be gathered from its contents. But these are so
different in many aspects that it is possible to say with
equal justice that the church in Rome was Jewish-
Christian, Gentile-Christian, or a mixture of the two,

Cp the varicus conclusions in Meyer-Weiss, 19-22; Holtz-
mann, =232-236; Lipsius, 7o-73; Steck, Cal. 350-363; Vilter,
Th. T, 1889, pp. 270-272, and Komp. 8 4 ; van Manen, Pawius,
223-25)

It may be added here that the work is throughout
addressed to ‘ brethren’ of all kinds, and sometimes it
seems also to have been intended for Jews and Gentiles
who stood in no connection whatever with Christianity.
Did any one ever give to a particular letter an aim so
general, without realising that his letter had ceased to be
a letter at all in the natural meaning of the word,
and had become what we are accustomed to call an
open letter, an occasional writing, a book? Everything
leads to the one conclusion ; the epistolary form is not
real, it is merely assumed ; we have here to do, not
with an actual letter of Paul to the Romans, but rather
with a treatise, a book, that with the outward resem-
blance of a letter is nevertheless something quite
different. Cp EPISTOLARY LITERATURE, § 1-3; OLD
CHRrISTIAN LITERATURE, § 18 /1

The same conclusion results from a closer examination
of the whale as it lies before us, whenever we direct our

< attention to the connection of its several

9. iﬁg of parts. The relative unity of the book

*  there isno reason for doubting, It is not,
however, unity of the kind we are accustomed to expect
in & book written after more or less careful preparation,
in accordance with a more or less carefully considered
and logically developed plan; not unity such as is the
outcome of a free elaboration of the materials after these
have been more or less diligently collected, and fully
mastered by the writer. T.east of all, a unity such as
we look for in a letter, whether we think of it as written
at one sitting or as written bit by bit and at intervals,
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of a synoptical gospel, with regard to which no one
doubts that it is the result of a characteristic process of
redaction and remaniement, curtailment, correction, and
supplementation by the help of clder pieces drawn from
other sources. It is such unity as we find in reading
Acts, although we de not hesitate for a single moment
to realise that Lk, has made an often very palpable use
of written sources.  There is unity of language and style,
of thought, of feeling, of opinion ; but at the same time
there are, not seldom, great diversities in all these
respects. The result, obviously, of the unmistakable
circumstance that the writer of the canonical epistle has
made continual and manifold use of words, forms of
expression, arguments, derived frem sources known to
him, whether retained in his memory or lying before
him in written form. )

Proof of the justice of this view is supplied by the
various attempts made by earlier and later exegetes to

- expound the epistle as a completely
t].;oﬁ:.';ﬂunui:; rounded whole——attempts in which it
" is found necessary at every turn (o re-
sort to the assumption of all sorts of conceivable and
inconceivable figures and forms of speech, and thus
conceal the existence of joints and sutures, hiatuses,
and unintelligible transitions. More particularly is this
seen in the scientific line taken by Heumann, Semler,
Eichhorn, Weisse, Straatman, Volter, Michelsen, Spitta,
and so many others (some of these names are enumerated
in § 2}, who have argued, and continue to argue, for the
view that more than one epistle of Paul lies concealed
in the apparently homogeneous canonical epistle, cor for
the view that there have been interpolations, more or
less numerous, on an unusually large scale. In the last
resort, on an (as far as possible) unprejudiced reading
of the text which has come down to us—a reading no
longer under the dominion of a foregone conclusion, 1o
be maintained at all hazards, that here we have to do
with the original work of the apostle Paul, sent by him
to the church at Rome---we shall find that what lies
before us is simply a writing from Christian antiquity
presenting itself as such a work, which we must try to
interpret as best we can.

The traces of additions and redactiens in the various
sections and subsections of the epistle are innumerable.
It would be superflucus, even if space
allowed, to go through all the details on
this head. A few examples may suffice.

Compared with tne first part (118-839), the second
(9-11), although now an integral portion of the work,
betrays tokens of an originally different source. There
is no inherent connectivn between them, although this
can, if desired, be sought in the desire to set forth a
wholly new doctrinal subject in a wholly new manner.
In the second we no longer hear of the doctrine of
justification by faith; the treatment of the subject
enunciated in 116 £, is no longer continued. What
takes its place is something quite different and wholly
unconnected with it; a discussion, namely, of the
doctrinal question, ''Why is it that the Gentiles are
admitted and Israel excluded from salvation?' This
discussion is directed net, like the contents of the first
part, ostensibly to Christian Jews, but to Gentiles.
There is nothing in the first part that anywhere suggests
any such affection for Israel as is everywhere apparent
throughout the second part, and especially in 91-3 10«
Ilrz3-35; nothing that comes into comparison with
the solemn declaration of 81 in which the writer bears
witness 1o his great sorrow and unceasing pain of heart
concerning Israel.  This exordium points to a quite
different situation, in which ‘Paul' requires to be
cleared of the reproach of not concerning himself about
God's ancient people. Hence the wish expressed by
him that he might become anathema from Christ {d#d
rofi Xporol) for his brethren’s sake, his kinsmen accord-
ing to the flesh [ovyyerels kara cdprn, 93). Hence his

11. Bigns of
compositeness.

1t is rather a unity of such a sort as reminds us of that . zeal here and in 111 to declare himself an Israelite, of
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the seed of Abraham, the tribe of Benjamin. Hence
also the summing-up of the ancient privilege of Israel,
‘ whose is the adoption and the glory and the covenants®
(94 ), in comparison with which the simple statement
that they were entrusted with the oracles of God (82}
sinks into insignificance. In the first part a gquite
different tone is assumed towards the Jew ('Iovdafos,
217), with whom the speaker appears to have nothing
in common. There we find Jew and Greek placed
exactly on an equality (116 29 £ 3¢); the idea of the
Jews that as such they could have any advantage over
the heathen is in set terms controverted (2x1-3=z1}, and
it i3 declared that descent from Abraham, a.c?:ording to
the flesh, is of no value {4). Here, on the other hand
{9-11), we have earnest discussion of the gquestion how
it is possible to reconcile the actual position of Israel
in comparison with the Gentile world with the divine |
purpose and the promise made to the fathers. Here,
;too, a high-pitched acknowledgment of the privileges
of Israel, the one good olive-tree, the stem upon which
the wild olive branches —the believing Gentiles—are
grafted ; Israel in the end is certain to be wholly saved,
being, as touching the election, beloved for the fathers’
sake (keTd THY éxhoyiw dyamyrol did Tods wardpas, 94 £
3110211717, 2628). In the first part, a sharp repudia-
tion of the law in respect of its powerlessness to work
anything that is good (820 f 27 413 614 75/, ete.); in
the second a holding up of the giving of the law (ropo-
feoin) as a precious gift (94). In the first part the
earnest claim to justification by faith {51), to being under
grace (614}, to a walk in newness of spirit (76); in the
second the assurance that *if thou shalt confess with thy
mouth Jesus as Lord, and shalt believe in thy heart
that God raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved’
{104).

Ohserve, again, the difference in respect of language.
The words “just,' 'justify,’ ‘be justified’ (dixa:or,
dieatolr, SicatolioBar), nowhere occur in chaps. 9-11, nor
yet the expression ‘ both Jews and Greeks ' ('Tovd. ve kal
EXX. ). except in 1012 where apparently it is not original,
or at least has no meaning after the words *for there i3
ne distinction* (of ydp éorw Simerod). The words
‘ Israelite" and ‘Israel” are not met with in 1-8, whilst
in §-11 the first occurs thrice and the second eleven
times. On the other hand, we have * Jew' nine times
in 1-3, but only twice in 9-11, and in both cases its
ozeurrence seems probably due to the redactor. The
*adoption ' {vlofesin). which, according to 815 {ep Gal.
45 Eph. 15) Is a privilege of all Christians, whether Jews
or Greeks, recurs in 94 in connectien with a supposed
predestination of Israel as the son of God ; the word is
the same but it sounds quite differently. In 1-8 Christ
is seven times called the son of God, and in 9-11 never.
On the other hand, he is probably called God in 95 but
nowhere in 1-8.  Whilst in 1-8 we find no other form
of the verb *say’ {épeiv) than *shall we say’ {époduer),
in 9rg /2 1119 we also have *'thou wilt say’ (épeis) and
* shall the thing say?' {épei). If the occurrence of the
expression ‘what then shall we say' (i ofiw épabuer) in
9:430, as well as in 41 612 77 Bar, points to oneness
of language, it has nevertheless to be noted that in 1-8
it never, as in 930, is followed by a question, but always
by a categorical answer, A speaker who says that Israel
‘following after & law of rightecusness did not arrive at
[that] law’ (duwdkwr péuor Sixaioatrns els wbpor ok
#pfacer, 931) understands by ‘law ' (viuos) something
quite different, and at the same time is following a quite
diffzrent use of language, from one who' declares that
the Jew sins ‘under law ' (dvwSuws or év vépp}: shall be
judged ' by law ' (8cd »iuov, 212} ; doeth not *the things
of the law ' (& toll ¥iuov, 214), is not justified ¢ by works
of law' {¢f Eoywr véuov), comes to knowledge of sin

‘through law ' {8ié wépov, B20) and lives 'under law'
{iwd wépow, 614). Only the latter is thinking of the
Mosaic law, about which the former would not speak
so depreciatingly. In chaps, 9-11, as Steck {Gal. 362) |
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justly remarks, a much more superficlal use is made of
the proof from scripture, 'and the whole representation
and language is somewhat less delicate,’
The third part of the epistle {121-1513) seems to be
closely connected with that which precedes. Observe
.+ the 'then’ {ofr: , and notice how th
2. Third O o Sentonation
art writer harks ﬂ—C to 9- i his dec, a‘ra_llon
part. {158) that Christ has been made a minister
of the circumcision with reference to the promise of
God, and to 1167 or 118-83¢ in the same declaration
supplemented with the statement (15p) that Christ
appeared also that the Gentiles might glorify God for
his mercy. DBut the connection when more closely
examined will be found to be only mechanical. There
is no real inward connection. No one expects a
hortatory passage such as this after 1133-26. Nor yet,
where some would fain place it, after ch. 8 or ch. 6.
The exhortations and instructions given in 121-1513,
however we put the different parts together, stand in no
relation to the preceding argument; the same holds
good of the exordium 1217 Though usual, it is not
correct to say that Paul first develops his doctrinal
system 118-1136, and then his ethical in 121.1513; or
even to say in the modified form of the statement that
he follows up the doctrinal with an ethical section.
Exhortations are not wanting in the first part, nor
doctrines in the [ast. The truth is that in 118-1136
the doctrinal element is prominent, just as the horta-
tory is in 121-1513. In other words, the two pieces
are of different character. They betray difference of
origin. 12:-1513 is, originally, not a completion of
1-11, thought out and committed to writing by the
same person, but rather—at least substantially—an
independent composition, perhaps, it may be, as some
have conjectured, brought hither from ancther context.
It has more points of agreement with certain portions of
the Epistles to the Corinthians than with Rom.1-11.
Compare, in general, the manner of writing and the
nature of the subjects treated. .
In detail, compare such expressions as ‘beseech . . . by"
Smpﬂ-xn)& v o - Oud), 121, with zCor, 110 2 Cor, 101, whereas
beseech’ (mapaxaieir), however Pauline, is found neither in
Rom. 1-11 nor in Gal. ; the ‘mercies” (pikTippoi) of God, 121,
with the 'mercies® (oixTeppol) of the Father in2Cor. 13, but
nowhere named in Rom.1-11; ‘this age’ (b aiby obros) 122,
with 1 Cor. 120 268 318 2Cor. 44, but not found in Rom. 1-11;
the representation that the Christian can sill be renewed by the
renewing of the mind (dvaxaivwois Tob woés: 122) with the
assurance that though the outer man perish, ‘that which is
within 1s is renewed day by day’ (b fow wuwr [drBpwros]
dvaxacvoiTar Nufpy xai muépg, zCor 4 16) whereas Rom, I-11
knows nothing of this ‘renewal,’ and could hardly have intro.
duced it alongside of its doctrine that the Christian is dead so
far as sin is concerned (6 2) so that he now stands in the service
of newness of spirit (T¢). Compare, again, the assurance that
God gives to each a measure of faith (dedory pérpor wirrews :
123} with ‘only, as the Lord has supplied to each’ (el p% éxdory
Wy pepdpiaes? zCor.?z*) faccording to the measure of the
province (RVmg., or limit}) which God apportioned to us as a
measure’ {kard 70 peéTpor Toi Ravdves, ob fudpiaer Ruiv b Pebe
pérpovt 2Cor, 1013), and the declaration that not every one
receives faith through the spirit (x Cor. 129), as also that_there
is a stil! more excellent way than that implied in the spiritual
gifts of which faithis one,~—namely, love (x Cor, 12 31),—whereas
not only are the words “apportion” (uepiGev) and ‘measure’
(nérpor) unknown to Rom. 1-11, but so also is ‘ love ' (dydmy) in
the sense of love 10 God and one's neighbour, and {equally so)
2 faith (wieris) which is not regarded as the beginning of a new
life, in comparison with which love is not required simply
because that and everything else that is needed is alrendy
possessed where faith isj the distinction between varicus
spiritual gifts (136-8ycompared with 1 Cor. 12 4.11and 2B-30; the
whole attitude towards self-exaltation (123-8) compared with
1Cor. 45/ and 1212-10; the exhortations to the practice of
love, zeal, and purity (12¢-zr and 188-14) compared with 1 Cor.
13; 1412039 1558 511 Bg-11 16-20, where, amongst other
things, the occurrence of ‘cleave” (xoAAdofac) in Rom. 12 g and
1 Cor. 615 £, though nowhere else to be found in the Pauline
epistles, is to be noticed; the occurrence also of ‘taking
thought for things honourable in the sight of all men’ {mpozoos.
mEvar kaAi fvowior TarTay aviporar | Rom, 12 17) as compared
with the only parallel expression ‘for we take thought for
things honourable, not only in the sight of the Lord, but also in
the sight of men’ (mpovosiuer vip xakd od pdvor évismov kuploy
AMd Kb évimior arfpiimay 1 2 Cor, 821} cp Prov. b4); ddelraw
135 used several times also in 1 and 2 Cor. but never in Rom,
1-11: the special exhortations to subjection to authority and 1o
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due discharge of one's various obligations {12 1-7) indicative of 2
peaceful environment and hardly in keeping with the persecu-
tions suggested by the closing verses of chap, 8, but on the
other hand quite in accord with the special admonitions and
exhortations of 1Cor. L1og 5 ix-11 11 2.13, etc. ; what is said
in chap. 14 regarding the use of certain meats, the cbservance of
sacred days, and the respect for the weak, with regard to which
no word 1s found in 1-11, but which reminds ns throughout of
r Cor, 8-10, not only by reasen of the similarity of such expres-
sions as “eat’ (fofleww), ‘food' (Bpaua), ‘cause to stumble’
{rxardarilewr), ‘a stumbling-hblock to the brother’ (mpéoroppa
73 ddeAgd), “not to eat flesh’ (uh payeiv xpéa), etc., but also
very specially by reason of the agreement in the central thought
that to the fully developed Christian all things are allowed, but
that he must give no offence 1o the weak brother and therefore
ought rather to act as if he were still in bondage t¢ ancient
customs and usages.
The conclusion of the canonical epistle 1514-1827
must be accepted, as such, notwithstanding the objec-
tions urged by Semler, and those who
13. Chap. 15 /. follow him, in rejecting chaps. 15 16 as
not original constituents of the writing sent by Paul to
the Romans. It nevertheless shows many evidences of
compilation by the aid of various pieces at the redactor’s
disposal, a process to which reference has already so
often been made that it seems superfluous to dwell long
upon it now. Let the reader but observe the discon-
nected character of the five pleces of which ch. 18 con-
sists, each of +which either has no relation to the
preceding, or is in contradiction with it, The recom-
mendation of Pheebe #. 1/ hangs in the air. The
greetings of 2w, 3-16 presuppose a previcus residence
of Paul at Rome and a circle of acquaintances formed
there, notwithstanding the positive statements on the
subject in 18-13 and 1522 /0 The warning against false
teachers in wo. 17-20 finds no peint of attachment in
what precedes. The greetings of others in v7. 21-23
raise unanswered questions, not the least of these being
those which arise in view of the existence of the already
complete list in 3-16, and the menticn of all the churches
at the close.  The detached character of the doxology
in vz, 23-27 i shown by the fact that in many MSS it
occurs after 1423
The examples cited, along with others which might
be adduced {(cp van Manen, Pawlus, 234-101), show
conclusively that the * epistle ' has been
. . compiled with the help of previousiy
b;_htyaloit;;radl- existing documents,
1on oOYY- Hiher reasons, however, against ac-
cepting the voice of tradition regarding the origin of the
work.  Now and then the contents themselves reveal
quite clearly that they cannet be from Paul {s. 64 A.D.),
so that we have no need to dwell upon the improb-
ability of supposing that Paul, a tentmaker by calling
and personally unknown te the Christians at Rome,
addressed to that place an epistle so broad and so deep,
written in s0 exalted and authotitative a tone; nor
upon the question as to how it was possible that such
an epistle should, so far as appears, have failed to make
the slightest impression, whether good or bad, at the
time, and was doomed to lie for inore than half a century
buried in the archives of the Christian church at Rome
in impenetrable obscurity, until suddenly it re-emerged
to light, henoured and guoted as an authority by—the
gnostics ! Fvanson long ago (1792) pointed to the fact
that the church addressed in it was apparently of long
standing, and 1o the silent assumption in 11z 152r /
that the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 A.D. was a
thing of the past. As regards the first of these paoints,
he compared what is said in Acts and called attention
1o the fact that nothing is there said of any project of
Paul's to visit Rome before he had been compelled by
Festus to make appeal to the empercr (2510-12), nor
yet anything about an Epistle to the Romans or about
any Christian community of any kind met there by the
apostle {28r1-3:1}. Yet even if we leave Acts out of
account as being incomplete and not in all respects
wholly trustworthy, what the epistle itself says and
assumnes with regard to the Christian church at Rome is
assuredly a good deal more than, in all probability,
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could have been alleged about it 2t so early a date as
5¢ A.D., the year in which it is usualiy held to have
been written by Paul.

The faith of the Roman Church is supposed to be
known ‘throughout the whole world’; and Paul is

: filled with desir its & int-

15. Reflection Y h 2 5 ehlo mal-;le its 'mth;:Lamt

of later _ ance in order that so he may be re-

8% freshed (18 1z). The faith of both rests

on the same foundation. The Christians of Rome are
Pauline Christians.

Like him they are justified by faith (51); reconciled with
God (5 11); free from_the dominion of sin and now in the unin-
terrupted service of God (818-22}; no longer under the law but
under grace, so that they now live in newness of spirit and not
in oldness of the letter (615 76). Theyare well acquainted with
Paulinism. They krow it as a defimte form of doctrine and
have fully and freely given their assent to it—* Ve were servants
of sin but ye became obedient from the heart to that form of
teaching whereunto ye were delivered’ (fre Sotho Tis dpaprias,
vmkevaare 8¢ éx kapdins eis by mapedébyre Tomov Sibux s : 6 17
It 1s possible to speak to them without any fear ofxrnisunder-
standing, abont ‘faith’ (nie7ig) and “grace’ (xdpis), ‘rightecus-
ness’ (Sicatoavem) and ‘love’ {aydmn), 'believing’ (meoredea)
and ‘being justified’ {(Sccarovafar), ‘being justified by faith'
(Buarotioday éx wiorems) and by works of law ' (4§ &pywr vépon),
*sinning without law' (dueprdvew dvopws) and ‘under law’
{évvduws or év pipw), ‘being delivered up’ {wopobobnrar) and
‘dying for men' (awoBarely Imdp avfpwrmeyr), ‘redemption’
(émodiTpwris), ‘being baptized into Christ’ (Bawnefivas eis
Xpioroyv), ‘being crucified with [Christ]” (oworavpoiodur
[Xprord]); ‘living after the flesh’ ({v xara oapra), ‘afier the
spirit’ {xard Tvebua), ‘to God’ (r§ @), ‘in Christ ' (fv Xpeord);
to use such expressions as: *for there 15 no distinction” (0¥ yap
éomiv Suacrody ; B22); ‘but where there is no law neither is
there transgression’ (of 8% oix fomw vopos oldE wapdfagis:
415); ‘but where sin abounded, grace abounded more exceed-
ingly " goﬁ 3t émAedracer 4 duaprin, z';rrsps-rr?:fa'u'wa'ev 7 xdpes
520); *to be under law,” ‘under grace’ (elvac tmo wépov, bmo
yedpw : 614); ‘spirit of adoption,” ‘Abba, Father’ (mvetue
vioBegias, 'ABBE o warip: 815); to throw cut such questions as
these ! Whether or not there be with respect to Jews and Greeks
‘ respect of persons with God ' (mpoowreiquiiia mepi @ep Z11)?
Has the Jew as such any advantage over the Greek, when both
have sinned (3¢-20}? In how far does any importance at all suill
attach to circumcision (225-2g)¥ What value has the law
(212-2¢ B1g-22 27-31 T16)¥ "Does faith ever make it wvoid
(331)? In what sense may we pride ourselves on having
Abraham to our father {(4)? Must we not think that the doctrine
of grace leads to continuance in sin (61)?  1s not the conviction
that we are not under the law but under grace, conducive to sin
(615)? Can the law be held responsible for sin because by
means of the law we were brought to the knowledge of sin
Tn?

All this is unthinkable at so early a date as the year
59 A.D. There is, moreover, the one great simple fact

which overrides these considerations,
6.4 ?:iiihped and thrusts them, so tc speak, into the
" background—this, namely, that the
Paulinism with which we are made acquainted in the
Pauline Epistles, and particularly in that to the Romans,
15 of more recent date than the historical Paul. Com-
pared with what the first disciples of Jesus believed and
professed, it is not merely a remarkable divergence; it
is in point of fact & new and higher development
from the first Christianity. It presupposes, toc speak
with Loman, ‘a richly developed stage of theclogical
thought.” It has learned to break with Judaism and to
regard the standpoint of the law as once for all past
and done with, substituting in its place that of grace as
the alone true and valid one. The new life ‘under
grace ' stands in sharp antithesis to the old one ‘under
the law’ {614). It knows, and it is, a new divine
revelation ; it has a theology, a christology, and a
soteriology, which bear witness to a more advanced
thinking and to a deeper experience of life than could
possibly have been leoked for within the first few years
after the crucifixion. It is a remarkable forward step. a
rich and far-reaching reform of the most ancient type of
Christianity ; now, a man does not become at one and
the same moment the adherent of a new religion and
its great reformer.  All attempts to escape the difficulty
so far as Paul is concerned break down in presence of
the obvious meaning of (fal 1ir-z3; as was shown
years ago by Blom against Straatman (74 7, 1875,
1-44). Ttis of no avail continually to hark back to the
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possibility—which, in fact, no one denies—of a develop-
ment in Paul's mind during the years that elapsed
between his conversion and the writing of his epistles.

The Paulinism of the epistles in guestion is, on their °

own showing, in i1s main features at least (with which
we are here concerned} as old as the Christian life of
Paul; but such a Paulinism is even for thoughtful
believers in the supernatural inconceivable as having
come inlo existence immediately after Paul had become
a Christian. Let the student read and ponder the sketch
of Paulinism given by van Manen in Paufus, 2126-140,
ep 2z11-217 ; and in PAUL, § 40.
The kinship of Paulinism (especially in the form in
which it occurs in the Epistle to the Romans) with
= . gnosis, which has been recognised and
;Ith%csb{::ap refn_a.rkec[ both by older and by younger
* critics—amongst others by Basilides,
Marcion, Valentinus, Irencews, Tertullian, Holsten,
Hilgenfeld, Scholten, Heinrici, Pfleiderer, Weizsdcker,
Harnack (cp van Manen, Pauxlus, 2154-166}—¢ads also
to the same conclusion : that Paul cannot have written
this epistle.  As to the precise date at which (Christian)
gnosis first made its appearance there may be some
measure of uncertainty : whether in the last years of
Trajan (0é. 117 A.D.), as is commonly supposed, or
perhaps some decades earlier ; in no event can the date
be carried back very far, and certainly not so far back
as to within a few years of the death of Jesus. With
regard to this it is not legitimate to argue, with Baljen
{Gesch, 77), that in the Pauline gnosis * no doctrine of 2
demiurge, no theory of sons is found.” It is years
since Harnack (DG® 11¢6-7) rightly showed that the
essence of the matter is not to be looked for in such
details as these.
In addition to the assumed acquaintance (already re-
marked on) of the readers of the epistle with the Pauline
. gospel, there are other peculiarities that
li.f?:?:::;g;ns indicate the church addressed as one of
" long standing. It is acquainted with
various types of doctrine (617). It can look back upon
its conversion as an event that had taken place a con-
siderable time ago (131:). It has need of being stirred
up to a renewal of its mind (122} and of many other
exhortations (12-14). It has in its midst high-minded
persons whese thoughts exalt themselves above the
measure of faith given them (123). It does not seem
superfluous to remind them that each belongs to the
other as members of one body endowed with differing
gifts.  There are prophets, ministers, teachers, ex-
horters, givers, rulers, and those who show mercy, and
it appears to be necessary that each should be reminded
of what he ought to do or how he ought to behave,
The prophet must keep within the limits of the faith
that has been received, and be careful to speak according
to the proportion of that faith {kara THr draheylar ris
wigrews, 126); the minister, the teacher, and the exhorter
must each busy himself exclusively with the work
entrusted o0 him; the giver must discharge his task
with simplicity, the ruoler his with diligence; he that
shows mercy is to do so with cheerfulness (124-8). The
mutual relations must be considered anew and carefully
regulated, both in general (12g9-2r 138-10), and, in
particular, with respect 1o the special °necessities of
the saints,” the duty of hospitality, the attitude to be
maintained towards persecutors {1212 ), the public
autherity, and the fulfilment of the duties of citizenship
(131-7). A vigorous exhortation to vigilance and an
earnest warning against revellings and drunkenness,
chambering and wantonness, strife and envy, are not
superflucus {18::-14). There are weak ones in the
faith, who avoid the use of wine and flesh {141 £ 21);
others who hold one day holy above others, and as
regards their food consider themselves bound by obsolete
precepts regarding clean and unclean (145 # 147 2o0).
Others again who regard all these things with lofty
disdain, making no distinction between clean and
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unclean food, deeming that they are free to eat and
drink as they choose, and that all days are alike; but
these, just because of the freedom they rejoice in, give
offence to many brethren and are the cause of their
moral declension {145/ 131520-23). These divergent
practices have already continued for so long that the
writer, so far as the first two {wine and flesh, clean and
unclean) are concerned, is in perplexity between them
himself, and has no other plan than to raise himself
above them all in order to urge a general point of
view—a genuinely ‘ catholic” one—of *‘ give and take,”
in which the principle of freedom is recommended and
its application urged in the fine maxims: let no one give
offence, let each one be fully persuaded in his own
mind, all that is not of faith is sin {145 13 23)-

The church is exposed to persecution ; it suffers with
Christ. It has need of comfort. What is said in this
connecticn cannot be explained from any circumstances
at Rome known to us before Nero and the time of the
great fire in 64. It points rather to later days when
Christians were continually exposed to bloody persecu-
tions. See §3-5 817-30 1212 14.

One decisive proof that in cur epistle we are listening
to the voice of one who lived after the death of Paul in
64 A.D. is to be found in the manner in which the question
of the rejection of Israel is handled in chaps. 9-11. That
question could not thus oceupy the foreground or bulk
so largely in the minds of Christian writers and readers
as long as Jerusalem was still standing, and there was
nothing to support the vague expectation of its
approaching overthrow which some entertained, The
allusions to the great events of the year 70, the over-
throw of the Jewish commonweaith, and the expectations
which connected themselves with this event are mani-
fest. Any one who will read what is said, particularly
in 1lrr-z2, about the downfall of the Jews (rd wapd-
Trwue atTEr ), about the branches that have been broken
off {ékexhdafnear khdde) and the ‘cutting off’ {drorouie)
which has come upon those who are fallen (éml Tods
recbyres), can be under no misapprehension on this
point.

If we now sum up the points that have been touched
on in §§ 6-18, we need have no hesitation in deciding
that the arguments are convincing:
our canonical Epistle to the Romans is
not what it seems to be, not a letter written by the
apostle and sent to a definite church; it is a tractate,
a book, designed to be read aloud at Christian meetings,
a piece to be read in Church (kirchliches Vorlesungs-
stiick), or homily, as Spitta (Zur Gesck 3s9) has
phrased it. It is & book written in the form of a letter,
not written after the kind of preparation with which we
write our books, but compiled rather in a very peculiar
manner by use of existing written materials wherein the
same subjects were treated in a similar or at least not
very divergent way. We can best form some conception
of the method followed here by studying the text of one
of the synoptical gospels with an eye to the method in
which it was presumably composed ; or by tracing in
detail the manner in which such authers as the writer of
the present epistle make use of the OT. They guote
from its words aiternately verbatim and freely, often,
100, without any reference to the OT context, so that
we can trace the question only by comparison of the
text we possess which has been wholly or partly
followed (cp van Manen, Paufus, 2217-9).

The study of the * epistle ' from the point of view of its
probable compesition, enables us to distinguish what
treatises or porticns of treatises were probably made use
of before the text came into existence in its present form.
In this way the work as a whole makes us acguainted
with underlying views then prevalent, and accepted or
controverted by our author—on the universality of sin
and its fatal consequences (118-820); on righteousness
by faith {3=z1-31); on the connection between this and
Abraham as father of the faithful (4}; the fruits of
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justification {5} ; three objections against Paulinism {6 1-14
615-76 77-25); the glories of the new life in Christ (8);
the rejection of the Jews (9-11); what is the duty of
Christians towards God and man generally, and towards
the weak and the principles held by them in particular
(121-1513}. Such views, however greatly they may
vary in purpose and scope, all belong to one main
direction, one school of thought, the Pauline, We
give them this name because we gain our best and
most comprehensive acquaintance with the school from
the ‘epistles of Paul,’ just as we speak of the Johan-
nine School and the Johannine tendency, although we
know nothing about the connection between the school
or tendency on the one side, and the well-known
apostolic name connected with it on the other. To
suppose that the school originated from the historical
Paul, as was formerly maintained by Steck, is possible ;
but the supposition finds ne support in any historical
facts with which we are acquainted (cp Pazfus, 2 zez-227).
What Is certain, at any rate, is that the canonical
epistle is not by Paul. A writing that is so called, but
on closer examination is seen to be no

20. The author. epistie but rather a compilation, in
which, moreover, are embedded pieces that plainly
show their origin in a later time, cannot possibly be
attributed to the ‘apostle of the Gentiles.,” In this
connection, however, it is inappropriate to speak of
deception or forgery or pious fraud. There is not the
slightest reason for supposing that our author had the
faintest intention of misleading his readers, whether
contemporaries or belonging to remote posterity, He
simply did what so many others did in bis day; he
wrote something in the form (freely chosen) of a tractate,
a book, or an epistle, under the name of some one
whom he esteemed or whose name he could most
conveniently and best associate with his work, without
any wrong intention or bad faith, because he belonged
or wished to be thought to belong, to the party or
school which was wont to rally under his master’s
standard. His own name remained unknown ; but his
nom de plume was preserved and passed from mouth to
mouth wherever his work was received and read.
‘What reason was there for inquiring and searching
after his real name if the work itself was read, quoted,
copied, and circulated with general approval? The
work might bear evidence of the artist so far as con-
cerned person, surroundings, sufferings. In this case,
according to the epistle, he was a Christian, one of the
Pauline School, a polished and educated man with a
heart full of zeal for the religious needs of humainity : a
) Paulinist, however, of the right wing.

21. His method. He raises himself above the diﬂ'ereﬁt
shades of opinicn which he knows s0 well by letting them
find zlternate expression, by letting the voice now of the
one and now of the other be heard. He gives utterance
to words so sharply explicit as these : ' by the works of
the law shall no flesh be justified in his sight ' {3ze); ‘now
are we delivered from the law wherein we were held’
{76}; but also to other words, so friendly in their tone
as regards the very same law: ‘not the hearers . . .
but the doers of the law shall be justified’ (213); ‘the
law is holy,” *spiritual’ (7 :1214). He asseverates that
there is no distinction between Jew and Greek (3a2);
that there is with God no acceptance of persons (21r1);
and that the privileges of the Jew are many (3:/);
that Israel is in a very special way the people of God
{94/ 111). He says that to be a son of Abraham after
the flesh signifies nothing (4 1 #), and that to be of the
seed of Abraham is a specially great privilege (11:x).
He recognises at one time that the wrath of God is now
manifest upon the sins of men (1:8), and at another
that this is yet to come {25-8). He speaks of it asa
matter of experience that the Christian has broken with
sin for good and has beceme a wholly new creature
(51-76 and 8), and also lays down a quite different
doctrine to the effect that he is still * sold under sin,"
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continually doing the thing he would not, and he longs
for emancipation from the body (7 7-25). He embraces
the doctrine of a redemption of man from a power
hostile to God on the ground of the love of the father
{824 51 8332), and with this he associates the thought
of an atoning sacrifice on behalf of the sinner offered to
God by Christ *in his bloed ' (325). Paulis to him the
called apostle of the Gentiles (115137 151618); but
also warmly attached to the Jews and ready to do
everything for them (91-3 101 11t); in possession of
the ' first fruits of the spirit,’ always working ‘in the
power of God’s spirit,” but also in the manner of the
original apostles ‘in the power of signs and wonders'
{151¢). He recognises Jesus as God's son, who has
appeared ‘in the likeness of sinful flesh’ (8332); but he
also says that he is of Tsrael according to the flesh {95},
and that he was first exalted to the dignity of divine
sonship by his resurrection {13/ 1561z). He speaks
with the same facility of ‘Jesus,” *Jesus Christ,” and
tour Lord Jesus Christ” as he speaks of ' Christ' and
“Christ Jesus.' For him all distinction in the use of
these various designations has practically disappeared.
Not seldom do we find him affirming and denying on
the same page. He knows how to give and take, when
to evade arguments, and when to meet them., Already
we perceive in him something of the ‘catholic’ spirit
which rises above the strife of parties ; which serves the
truth and promotes the unity of believers, by siding
now with the right wing, now with the left, by gliding
over thorny points, and boldly thrusting difficulties aside.
As for ongin, he was probably a Greek. He thinks
in Greek, speaks Greek, and seems to have used no
" . other books than those which he conld
22. His origin. have consulted in Greek (cp Pawlus,
2186-1g0). His home we can place equally well in the
E. or in the W, In the E., and particularly in
Antioch or elsewhere in Syria, because Paulinism
probably had its origin there. The catholic strain, on
the other hand, within the limits of the Pauline move-
ment, seems rather to have proceeded from Rome.
The possibility is not excluded that the main portions
of the letter, or if you will, of a letter, to the Romans,
were written in the E., and that the last touches were
put to it in Rome or elsewhere in the W.; in other
words, that it was there that the epistle took the final
form in which we now know it. There is a consider-
able number of writings which passed over from the
hands of the Gnostics into those of *catholic'-minded
Christians, and in the transition were here and there
revised and corrected, brought into agreement, some-
what more than appeared in their original form, with
the prevailing type of what was held to be orthodox
{cp Lipsius, Apokr. Ap.-gesch. 1883-1887; Usener,
Rel -gesch. Unters. 1, 188g; van Manen, Paulus,
2227-230).
The author has not given us the date of his work,
and we can guess it only approximately. Broadly
23. Date speaking, we may say, not earlier than the
- " end of the first nor later than the middle
of the second century. Not before the end of the
first century, because after the death of Paul (about

‘64 A.D.) time enough must be allowed to admit of

epistles being written in his name as that of a highly
placed and authoritative exponent of Christianity, —the
representative, not to say the *father,” of Paulinism, a
forward-reaching spiritual movement, a deeply penetrat-
ing and largely framed reform of that oldest Christianity
which embodied the faith and expectations of the first
disciples of Jesus after the crucifixion. Paulinism in
this sense certainly did not come into existence until
after the downfall of the Jewish state in 70 A.D., and
—if we consider its kinship with gnosticism, and various
other features which it shows-—surely not before the end
of the first, or the beginning of the second, century.
On the other side, we may venture to say, not later
than the middle of the second century. Clement of
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Alexandria, Tertullian, Irengeus, use thebook towards the
end of that century, and we may be sure did not hold
it for a recent composition, So also Theophilus ad
Awutolperem, 314, who about 180 A.D. cited Rom. 13 7
as ‘divine word ' {Q¢tos Abyos). Basilides (rz3), and
Marcion, who made his appearance at Rome in 138,
knew the epistle as an authoritative work of ' theapostle.’
Aristides (123-126), James (130), 1 Peter (130-140) in
like manner show acquaintance with the epistle. Various
circumstances combined justify the supposition that it
was written probably about 120 A.D., whilst some
portions of it in their original form may be regarded as
somewhat earlier (cp Pawius, 2 296-303 3 312-315).

If, in conelusion, we are met by the question, ‘ What
is the value of the writing when one can no longer

regard it as an epistle of Paul to the

24. Value. Romans?' it must never be forgotten
that the incisiveness of its dialectic, the arresting
character of certain of its passages, the singular power
especially of some of its briefer utterances and out-
pourings of the heart, the edifying nature of much of
the contents, remain as they were before, The religious
and ethical value, greater at all times than the zesthetic,
is not diminished. The historical value, on the other
hand, is considerably enhanced. True, we no longer
find in it, what we were formerly supposed to find,
the interesting. {though in large measure not well
understoed) writing of the apostle, written, in the days of
his activity among the Gentiles, to a church which was
personally unknown 1o him. But what have we in its
place? A book of great significance for our knowledge
of the ancient Christianity that almost immediately
suceeeded the apostolic (the Christianity of the disciples
of Jesus in the years that followed his death). There is
no work from Christian antiquity that contributes more
largely to our knowledge of Paulinism (whether in its
first form—a form in which it has not reached us in
any deliberate writing—or in its subsequent develop-
ment) in its strength as an iInspiring directory for
conduct, and in the richness and depth of its religious
thought and experience.

No serious efforts to defend the genuineness of the
epistle have as yet ever been attempted. Those offered
95. Defenders calsua.lly and in passi_ng, as it were,
of genuineness. rely {as for example in Mf_:yer-WEﬂ_ss.

Komm. @, 1899, 33-34, and in S, David-
son, fnfred ¥, 1894, ¥17-119, 150-2} on the so-called
external evidence. That is to say, its defenders rely on
what i3 excellent proof of the existence of the epistle at
the time when it was cited, or what clearly presupposes
an acquaintance with it, but is of no significance what-
vver when the question is whether the work was in
reality written by the individual who from the first was
named as its author. This the Tiibingen school have
long perceived ; Baur also did not rely on such argu-
ments. Instead of doing so he thus expressed himself
(Pawlus 114, 1866, 276) :

f Against these four epistles (Rom., 1 and z Cor., Gal.} not only
has even the slightest suspicion of spurjousness never been
raised, but in fact they bear on their face the mark of Pauline
originality so uncontestably that it is impossible to imagine b
what right any critical doubt could ever possibly assert itself
regarding them.”

The utterance, it will be observed, wholly ignores
Evanson, 1792, and of course also Bruno Bauer, who did
not publish his criticism till 1851 ; but it also ignores
the view taken by so many, including I, C. von Baur
himself, who have vied with one another in the dis-
integration of the epistle, as also the possibility that
yet others at a later date might perceive what Baur
himself had not observed ; nor yet does it take account
of the unsatisfactoriness of any assertion (however
plausible it may sound) as to the * criginality ' of Paul,
whom after all we know cnly by means of the picture
that has been constructed with the aid of those very
episiles with regard to which we wish to inquire whether
they really were written by him. Nothing therefore is
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added to the argument when a countless host of others
since Baur are never weary of repeating that *even the
Tiibingen school' have raised no doubts as to the
genuineness. The observation is correct, it is true.
Only they forget to add: nor yet have they offered
proofs that it is genuine,

Meyer-Weiss, 8. Davidsen, and others remain equally
sparing of their arguments even after the criticism of a
later date has made its voice heard. They put it aside
with a single word., Weiss, with a reference to a
' Parody,” by C. Hesedamm, Der Riomerbrief beurtheill
u. geviertherlf, 1891. Davidson, with the observation
that the genuineness, apart from the conclusive testi-
mony of witnesses, is fully guaranieed by internal
evidence,

 The internal character of the epistle and its historical allusions
coincide with the exiernal evidence in proving it an authentic
production of the apostle. It bears the marks of his vigorous
mind ; the language and style being remarkably characteristic,”

He omits, however, to tell us how he knows that
anything is a ‘production,” not to say an 'authentic
production of the apostle’; nor yet how he has obtained
his knowledge of the mind of Paul; nor yet why it is
impossible for a pseudonymous author to have any
characteristic language and style.

Harnack (ACL ii. 1 [1897] p. vii) considers himself
absolved from going into the investigation until the
representatives of the newer criticism * shall have rigor-
ously carried out the task incumbent on them of working
out everything pertaining to the subject afresh,’

Julicher {Eén/., 1894, p. 17, 1901, p. 1) once and
again resorted to a severe attack on “ hypercriticism’ and
¢ pseudocriticism,' and subsequently proceeded, in deal-
ing with the Epistle to the Romans, as if nobody had
ever at any time argued against its genuineness.

Sanday and Headlam (Cemms., 1895, pp. 85-98)
discuss exhaustively the integrity of the epistle, especi-
ally as regards chaps.10-16, but say little about the
history of the question of genuineness. They cursorily
dismiss some of the objections without showing that
they have really grasped their proper significance.
Counter-arguments are practically not heard. So also
in other commentaries whose authors had heard any-
thing about the newer criticism referred to. Holsten
{* Krit. Briefe iib. die neueste paulin, Hypothese' in
Prot. Kirchensty,, 188g), Pfleiderer (Paulinismus®,
18g0), Holtzmann (Eind. ™, 1892}, Lipsius (FC®, 1852,
PP- 83 /), and others, made some general abservations in
favour of the genuineness that had been called in question.
But these discussions were little more than insignificant
*affairs of outposts'; no real battle was delivered nor
even any serious attack prepared,

Then came Zahn {££2/.(%, 1900, 13) with his censure
on his comrades in arms against the Tiibingen school for
their error in having defended indeed the genuineness of
the epistles ‘rejected’ by Baur, but not that of the
< principal epistles,” * although Baur and his disciples
had never so much as even attempted any proof for the
positive part of their results.” Forthwith he addressed
himself to the long postponed task. He gave some half-
dozen general observations (pp. I12-116) not differing in
substance from those which had already been made ; re-
ferred to the various particular investigations to be made
in a later part of the work, including the detailed treat-
ment of the Epistle to the Romans {pp. 251-310) Where
31 full pages are devoted to the subject of the integrity
and not a single word to the guestion of genuineness.

Baljon (Gesch., 1g901) perceived that something more
than this was necessary to put the newer criticism to
silence, if it was wrong. DBut what he wrote with this
end in view was neither (as might have been expected)
a confutation of the objections urged, nor yet an argu-
ment for the genuineness at least as solid and good as
(in intention at all events) that made on behalf of Philip-
pians, but simply a couple of pages (pp. 97-100)
devoted 1o the history of the newer criticism and a few
observations upon the objections urged by van Manen,
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So far as appears, no one has as yet addressed him-
self to the task of an orderly scientific discussion of the
arguments on the other side, or to an effective setting
forth of the arguments on behaif of the genuineness.

Good commentaries—though all, it may be remarked, written
from the point of view of an undisputed and therefore
) indisputable genuineness—are those of E.
26. Literature. Weiss 6 (=DMeyer-Weiss#®), 189y, R. A,
Lipsius (#/C(2), 1892), W, Sanday and A. C.
Headlam (7=# Crit, Cowam. 18g5). They all take account
of their important predecessors (see Weiss 139-13, Lipsius
vij-viii, Banday xcviii-cix), amongst whom are Onigen (ed. 254),
Chrysostom (eé. 407), Melanchthon (1560), Calvin (1564), Grotius
(1643), Tholuck {1877), Riickert {x810)2), J. G. Reiche (1833-34),
C. F. A, Fritzsche (1836-43), van ?‘Ienge] {1B54-39), de \ifette
(184714 ; as also of the works of H. Alford (eé. 1871), B. Jowett
(855, 185002, C. A, Vaughan (187409, W. Kelly (i873), F.
Goder {(:87g, ET 1881), G, Volkmar (1875). CpH. J. Holtzmann,
Einl ¥ (1Bg2), z30-246; S, Davidson, faé# (3 (1894), 1105-152,
Th. Zahn, £ni2 (1900), 1251-310, J. M. S. Raljon, Gesch. van
e bosken des NTs(1gor), Bo-ro1, F. Spitta, Unt. #b. den Br. des
P. andie Rower (1go1}} A- D, Loman, ‘ Quast, Paulinz,’ Tk 7
(1882) ; R. Steck, Cral. {1888), 154-161, 359-363, 374-382, W. C.
van Manen, Pawxls {7, : De tvief ann de Rom. (1801).
W. C. V. M.

ROME (CHURCH)

Not founded by Peter and Paul Age (8§ ro-r2).
/) Character (§§ 13-16).
Naot by Peter alone (§ 3). Constitution and government
th .hy Paul (§§ 4-7). X {1700
Orlg(m among Jews in Rome lnﬂtzgncef).and
h 19/
Bibliography (§ zx).

The earliest period of the Christian communrity in

Rome is wrapped in impenetrable obscurity. Tradition

attributes its founding to the joint

1 tf:(ti‘i!:if:ul labours of the apostles Peter and Paul.

*  This tradition, however, is unworthy

of our confidence, It is comparatively recent. The

oldest traces of its existence do not go back farther
than to the close of the second century.

According to a notice in Eusebius (FXii. 258}, ® Dionysins
of Corinth,' ahout the year 170 A.D., or somewhat later (see
OLp CHrisTiAN LITERATURE, § 31), wrote to the Romans as
follows : ‘5o also by this so weighty admeonition [of yours]—the
allusion is to the epistle of the ﬁomans to the Corinthians
(=1 Clem.)—ve have brought together [anew] that planting
[aforetime] made by Peter and Paul, of the [churches of the]
Romnans and of the Corinthians. For, indeed, these two both
planted wvs in our Corinth and likewise taught us; in like
manner aise after having taught together in Italy they suffered
martyrdom about the same time' [not necessarily, of course, at
the same hour, or on the same day, the same month, or even the
same year] (ravra kal bpels §ig Ty TesavTs vowlerins Ty dnb
Hérpov kai Havhov ureior yambeloar 'Puwpoinwy 1e xai Kopoy-
Piwy quvexcpddare. xaiyip dpw el ely T Huerépar Képrvor
puTevoarres Yuds dpolms E8ifnfay. dpoiws 62 kal eis Ty “Trakiar
bpooe bibdfavtes duapripnooy katd Tov alrhy katpor). Here the

importance

‘planting’ or founding of the churches, alike of Rome and of

Corinth, is clearly recognised to have been the work of the
apostles Peter and Paul. It is of no avail to say with Sanday
and Headlam (Coaan. p. xxix) that the  planting’ referred to
{uredecr; cp rCor. 36 777 97) is not to be taken ‘in the sense of
first foundation.” We are not tesponsible for what * Dionysius’
says ; but we are under obligation to understand it in the sense
in which he meant it.

The same remark holds good with reference to Irenzus when
he speaks of the church at Rome as having been “ founded and
constituted by the two very gloricus apestles Peter and Paul’
(*a gloriosissimis ducbus apostolis Petro et Paulo Roma
fundata et constituta,” jii. 31). These two, subsequently spoken
of as *the blessed apostles,’ the same authority (about 180 A.1.)
goes on to state, after having founded and bailt up the church,
handed over the government to Linus (fepehidorarres obp xai
oixobopijrarres ol paxdpiot dméorodet Ty Eexdnaioy Advy
s _Emigxomis Aevroupyior évexelpigay, iii. 32 ; Eus. HFEv.61).
In Eus, //Ev.82 he tells us that Matthew wrote a gospel for
the Hebrews in their own tongue ‘ whilst Peter and Paul were
preaching the Gospel at Rome and founding the church’ (rov
Térpov xai ot IavAov év "Pduy efywrye)u%mévwv Kai Qepe-
Atovvtwe Thy dexAnoiar).

These clear testimonies, however, to the founding of
the church of Rome by Peter and Paul—however un-

2. Not hesitatingly they mayhave been accepted
trusiwo rth and built upen in later times—are one
¥ and all quite unworthy of credence,

Not only are they relatively recent and obviously framed

in accordance with a séttled policy of glorifying the
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unity of the church as having been manifest even in its
oldest communities ; what is more to the point, they
are at variance with older representations, whether we
receive these with absclute confidence or not, of the
course of events connected with the founding of a
Christian commuaity in Rome,

* Ignatius,” in his epistle to the Romans (4 3), written about the
middie of the second century (see OLB-CHRISTIAN LITERATURE,
£§ 28 /), indeed mentions ‘Peter and Paul’ as known and
influential teachers of the church he is addressing, but says
nothing as o their having founded it. The church of Rome
{tself speaks by the mouth of “ Clement ’ in the First Epistle to
the Corinthians, dating from about the year 140 A.D. (see OLD-
CHR15T1AN LITERATURE, §§ 23-26), of Peter and Paul as known
witnesses to the truth (z Clem. 5 5-7), but not as founders of the
church. Acts is not aware of any labours of Peter and Paul
carried out in common at Rome. From 28 17-28 it might seem
to be o possible inference that Paul was the first to speak about
Christianity to the leading Jews there ; but of Peter there is no
word in this connection. Just as little is Peter mentioned in
the canonical epistle to the Romans, even in conjunction with
‘Paul’ when this apostle is speaking of his desire to become
acquainted with the Christians of the metropolis, whose faith is
everywhere spoken of, and whom he hopes ere long to be able
to meet (1 3-15 1522-24 224 1619). Indeed, the arrangements
between Paul on the one hand, and James, Cephas, and John
on the other, according to Gal. 25, ' we to the Gentiles and they

to the circumcision' (juels eis ma &, ovror 8¢ eis THy
wepurauhy), do not lead us to expect to find in episties of Paul
any word of co-operation between Peter and Paul in the found-
ing of individual churches. What is related as to this at a
later date with regard to Rome cannot hold good in presence of
the assurance given us by the Epistle to the Romans, whether
by Paul himself or by an anonymous author using his name,
that at Rome there was a considerable Christian community
before Paul could possibly have been able to speak a single
word there,
Matters do not stand much better with the belief—
held absolutely for many centuries, called in question
at the Reformation, and again at
8 Slo al;:.Peter- a later pericd maintained by many
1on. Protestants also—according to which
the church of Rome was founded by Peter alone. This.
tradition alsc deserves no credence, whether in the
form which represents Peter as having been bishop of
Rome for twenty-five years after the founding of the
church, or in the simpler form which merely conjectures
that the apostle may have contributed something to the
formation and extension of the church, or at least in
later years may have visited it for a shorter or longer
period. The founding of the church by Peter is ex-
cluded by the silence of Ignatius and Clement on the
subject, and still more by the evidence of Acts, Gala-
tians, and Romans. Not only do they say nothing
positive to this effect ; they make it perfectly clear that
from the point of view of their respective authors such
a thing is not to be thought of.  Acts closes its account
of Peter in 1217 with the words, *and he departed, and
went to another place’ (kal éferfuww éropeify els Erepov
Témor), and in the rest of the book Peter's name is
only once again mentioned, and in a different con-
nection (156-z0), where he is represenied as again in
Jerusalem. In view of this passage 1217 cannot be
understood as referring 1o a journey to Rome for any
lengthened period, not to speak of a period of five and
twenty years. INeither, however, can we understand a
visit to Rome of sherter duration, such as Harnack {ACL
21 [1897], 240-244, 704-710) still, with many, regards
as probable, not even with the aid of the assumption
that the contents of Acts 1§ were taken from another
source than that from which * Luke ' derived his other
statements regarding Peter in Acts1-12. The words
quoted do not ‘of course’ say that we are to think of &
mere visit whether to Rome or to any other place.
They are quite clearly intended merely to indicate that
thé author does not propose to follow the fortunes of
Peter further : ‘and going his way, he journeyed to
another place.’ To understand Rome as intended
here becomes possible only after one has learned other-
where, rightly or wrongly, to speak of a sojourn of the
apostle in the metropolis. Acts says nothing of this,
and plainly presupposes rather the exact opposite, since
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chap. 15 alluded to Peter as again in Jerusalem, and
28 r7-28, speaking of Paul's meeting with Jews at Rome,
leaves no room for the supposition that Peter had
preceded him there as a preacher of Christianity,
Galatians knows no residence of Peter other than
Antioch {211-21)—apart from Jerusalem where, accord-
ing 10 118 2 ¢-10, he seems to have his home, an agree-
ment that he is to address himself to “the circumecision’
being expressly mentioned, Romans knows of Chris-
tians in Rome; refers to their conversion from Judaism
and heathendom, their fidelity to the Pauline type of
doctrine once received (617), and the spiritual bond
subsisting between them, or many of them, and Paul;
but has not a word to say about any connection, whether
of long or short duration, between them and the apostle
Peter, and does not even so much as mention his name,
The writer, whoever he may have been, it has been
rightly remarked, has no acquaintance with any tradition
which represented Peter as having been the founder of
the Roman Church. His declaration made in 15 20/
that he, ' Paul,’ would not beild upon ancther man's
foundation, however inconsistent with the desire ex-
pressed in 1815 and 15 22.24 29, wholly exciudes it.
Especially so as soon as by the word ' another* we under-
stand, as is usually the case, an apostle—in this instance
Peter,

It is, in fact, improbable that Peter ever set foot in
Rome, The later traditions regarding this, including
those handed down by Eusebius, have no claim to our
acceptance, as has often been convincingly shown by
many scholars (and recently by €. Clemen, Preuss.
Fahrd., 1901, PP. 404-417, and C. Erbes, Zischr, /. Kir-
chengesch., 1901, pp. 147, 161-231). They possess no
higher value than those relating to Thomas's preaching
to the Parthians, Andrew’s to the Scythians, John's in
Asia Minor. When Eusebius, immediately afterwards
(ifi. 3 2, cp il. 255), gives expression to the conjecture
that Peter preached to the Jews of the dispersion in
Pontus, Galatia, Bithynia, Cappadocia, and Asia, before
his crucifixion (head downwards) at Rome, he attributes
to him, cbviously with his eye on 1 Pet, 1¢, a career
which he himself could not possibly reconcile with the
details that he gives elsewhere. According to iii. 362,
Peter was for some time bishop of Antioch before Igna-
tius; according to ii. 258 he was, along with Paul,
founder of the churches of Corinth and Rome; accord-
ing to ii. 146, the powerful opponent of Simon Magus
at Rome in the reign of Claudius (41-54 A.D.}; accord-
ing to vi. 25 8, the rock wpon which the church of Christ
is built, and the author of two epistles,

A reference to 1 Pet, 11, though often made in con-
junction with 5 13, is of no avail to support the view that
Peter at some time or other had indeed made a stay,
longer or shorter, in Rome. There need, indeed, be no
hesitation, not even in presence of the objections of
Erbes! to see in ‘she that is in Babylon, elect together
with {you]’ (% é» BaBvA & surexhexts, I Pet, 5 13) anallu-
sion ta the church in Reme. In 1 Pet., however, it is
not Peter himself whe Is speaking, but an unknown
author writing in the first half of the second century,
130-140 A.D. {OLD-CHRISTIAN LITERATURE, § 20;
PETER, EPISTLES OF, §§ 5/.; CHRISTIAN, § 8). He
is the exponent of a tradition, not met with elsewhere,
regarding Peter as apostle in a portion of the countries
of Asia Minor where Paul also had Jaboured, and at the
same time of the other widely spread tradition that Peter
had his home in Rome, Acts, Galatians, and Romans,
so far as we can see, are not yet acquainted with this
latest tradition. Even 1 Clem., written professedly by
the church of Rome, and probably, in point of fact,
originating there, says nothing of a sojourn of Peter in
Rome. The writer assuredly would not have passed it
over in silence when speaking of Peter's glorious past in

1 Op cit., below, 16-20, Erbes once more seeks to plead for a
sojoutn of Peter among the Jews in Babylon, unless perhaps
we are to understand Jerusalem.
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chap. B, or treating of the life-work of the ‘apostles’ in
chaps. 42 and 44, if he had known anything of it
Hermas and Justin, both of them witnesses belonging to
the Roman circle, are similarly silent as to aught that
Peter may be supposed to have done, said, or endured
there,

There are, then, as regards Peter's going to Rome,
and as regards his jowurneyings as a whole, traditions
which, in part, are mutually exclusive and in no case
admit of being combined together into one consistent
whole, The older ones do not imply the supposed fact
of the church of Rome having been founded by Peter;
they have no knowledge of it, or even bear witness
against it by making statements which cannot be har-
monised with it, Acts, Galatians, Romans, 1 Clem.,
undoubtedly come chiefly into consideration here. On
the same side there fall to be grouped other NT testi-
monies to the martyrdom of Peter, and, more precisely,
his crucifixion, drawn from very old, if not the oldest,
traditions relating to the careers of ihe apostles, though
without mention of the place where this violent death
occurted.  See Jn. 213822 (cp 1336) Mt. 105/ 1618
22-33 233439 24914 Mk. 13913 Lk. 244; Acts 1s.
Within the circle of these ancient witnesses we can safely
say--apart, if you will, from 1 Pet. 11 513—-of all those
in the N'T, to which also may be added that of the apos-
tolic fathers, that not a single word or even the remotest
hint is found in them as to a sojourn, whether of long or
of short duration, of Peter in Rome, whilst, in fact, more
than one of them, by implicit or explicit declaration, are
irreconcilably at variance with any such supposition.
Rather does everything plead for the view that Peter
never visited Rome, but worked continuously in Pales-
tine—occasionally, perhaps, outside its limits, but never
very far offF—and that there, it may well have been in
Jerusalem, somewhere about 64 A.D. under Sabinus,!
or, at all events, some years before the destruction of the
temple and city in 70 A.D., he died a martyr's death,
[See, further, SIMON PETER.]

What remains of the late tradition as to the founding
of the church of Rome by Peter and Paul conjointly
does not need any careful scrutiny after

tr ‘fl 1.’“'“"}‘ .. the name cof Peter has been eliminated.
a lAt(l:‘t’.: I We are not, in that event, shut up to

the alternative: if not by Peter and
Paul together, then probably by Paul alone, This is
nowhere said in any fradition so far as known to us.
Tradition seems rather to have followed this course:
since it is impossible that Paul can have founded the
church along with Peter, his name must not be thought
of in connection with the founding at all. Acts and
Pauline Episties, writings frequently read in a large cir-
cle, indicated this.

Acts knows of no Christian church at Rome at a date
pricr to a possible foundation by Paul after he had
proclaimed the glad tidings to the Jews assembled at
his lodging (28 y7-33). In 28 15, indeed, we read of
the *brethren’ who came from Rome to Appii Forum
and the Three Taverns to meet Paul, and it is no
doubt usual to regard these as having been Chris-
tians, but on no adequate grounds. They are, to judee
from wz. 1728, Jews, just as Roman Jews (v. z1) call
their kinsmen in Judza ‘the brethren. They are
amazed at Paul's plans, and declare as distinctly as
possible in 2. 22 that up to that hour they had heard
nothing of ‘this sect'—i.e., of the Christians—beyond
the mere name. All this is in perfect agreement with
the current representation in Acts, according to which
Pau! in his journeyings invariably first addressed
himself to the Jews and thereafter to the Gentiles
with a view to proceeding to the sefting up of a
Christian community, whether composed entirely of
converted Gentiles, or partly also of former Jews (cp
15 46 and 1328 passim), The view that by the
‘brethren’ of Rome, alluded to in 28 15, as also by

1 3o Erbes, 212, conjectures, relying upon Jos. Anf. xx. 9 5.
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those of Putecli in #. 14, we are to understand Chris-
tians, rests solely upon the representation in Remans,
according to which Christians are found in Rome long
before Paul has ever visited that city.

At the same time it must be remembered that the
opposite representation in Acts has no historieal authori-
tativeness, being inextricably bound up with the tendency
of that book which has been already referred to.
Moreover, in Acts 2830 /- the founding of a Christian
church at Rome by Paul is rather tacitly assumed than
asserted in so many words. - It is possible that in the
*Acts of Panl® {which were worked over by the writer
of our canonical Acts, and also made use of in the
composition of the Pauline Epistles, and which them-
selves in turn had their origin in a redaction and
expansion of the recognised We-source) the original
journey record (PAUL, § 37; OLD-CHRISTIAN LITERA-
TURE, § g) may have given a somewhat different
account of the conditions which Paul found at Rome
and elsewhere in Italy, It may be that, according to
that representation, there were already in more than
one place at Rome Christians, ¢ brethren' in ancther
and higher sense than that of mere kinship, and that
their figurative designation is adopted by Acts so that
tha ' brethren ' in Puteoll and Rome, according to Acts
2814 f. to be understood as Jews who were friendly
disposed towards Paul, were at the same time the
original Christians of these places.

However that may be, Acts nowhere contains any
express statement as to the founding of a Christian

church at Rome by Paul; and as little

b In Romans, does the epistle to the Romans.  What

Romans implies is, clearly, rather this—that the church
had already been long in existence when Paul was
cherishing the hope that he might have an opportunity
of personally visiting it. This view is wont to be
accepted on all hands as just : by the majority, because
they hold it to come from the apostle Paul ; by others,
the friends of advanced criticism, because, however
fully convinced of the pseudepigraphical character of
the epistle {see ROMANS), they have no reason for

doubting it. These have this advantage over the others
that they are not, like them, sorely per-

6. Romans plexed by Acts which betrays no acquaint-
vz.l:t:s ance with the epistle held to bave been

addressed to the church of Rome by Panl
at least two years before he himself undertcok the journey
thither only 1o become aware on his arrival in the
metropolis that noone therehad ever heard anything about
him or even about Christianity at all otherwise than by
report merely. They set down the divergent representa-
tions in * Luke ' and * Paul’ simply to the account of the
separate writers, and as regards a supposed founding of
the church at Rome, can only say that according to
¢ Luke " it was perhaps the work of Paul, but according to
*Paul,’ certainly not. According to *Luke,’ perhaps
it was, since we must interpret in accordance with the
general tendency of his * historical * work ; according to
' Paul,” because everyone thought so in those days
nor yet had any one any knowledge of a founding
of the church in Reme by Peter and Paul, or by
Peter alone. In other Pauline epistles also

7. Other there i A
c s no trace of acquaintance with
epistles. any tradition which sought to represent
that founding as having been brought about by Paul.
In Romans there is no hint, of the kind we meet with in
1 Cor. 414 2 Cor. €13 1214 Gal. 419, that ' Paul’ can
regard those whom he addresses as his * children.” There
is no suggestion of such a relation of Paul to Rome even
in Philippians, Philemon, or 1 Clem. §5-7, where there
was such ample opportunity to call to mind the founding
of the Roman Church by Paul had the writer beea
minded to refer to it. The Pauline literature says
nothing at all about it, nor yet do the kindred writings,
1 Peter, 1 Clenient, Hermas, Ignatius. Rather must
we say that in all of them the undisputed and indisput-
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able presupposition is that Rome was won for the gospel
without the intervention of Paul, either by his epistles
or by his later personal intercourse.

‘Whom then are we to name as founder of the Roman

church? ' Not any of the apostes,” as long ago
8. Founders Ambrosiaster in the so-called commentary
i b of Ambrosius in the fourth century rightly
Jews. answers (cp Sanday and Headlam, pp.

xxv, ci}). We could almost venture to
guess : one or more of those who probably at a quite
early date, spread the glad tidings of salvation from
Jerusalem westward. There was abundant oppor-
tunity in the constant intercourse between Rome and
the east, even before the middle of the first century, for
travellers from Palestine to return, or come for the first
time, to the banks of the Tiber and there to discourse,
as they had done in the various other ports and cities
they touched on their route, of the *things concerning
Jesus’ (T& wepl Tol "Inool ; Acts 1825 282331), * the king-
dom of God* ( Bagiheir 7ol Geoli ; Acts 1422 198 2025
28 2331}, 'the preaching of the gospel' (rd elay-
yehifegfae ; Acts 1332 147 1521 1535 1610). It is not
necessary to have recourse to the hardly historical
account of the first appearance of the apostles at
Jerusalem in Acts 2, where, as we read in z. 10 £,
Romans, Jews as well as proselytes, were sojourning
(0! émednuofvres 'Popalo, "Tovdalol Te xal mposihvrer).
Such Jews living in Rome, as well as Gentiles who had
attached themselves to them and professed their
religion, may well have wisited Jerusalem on other
occasions and become messengers, possibly very
capable ones, of what they had seen and heard there
to their brethren in the metropolis. We
9. Jewish shall best picture to ourselvesp:)he subse-
settlements i w
% Rome. quent course of events if we suppose that
a the preaching of the gospel and the
establishment of the new religion made its way amongst
‘Jews and proselytes ' in Rome. Whoever wishes to
picture to himself the nature of the field in which, now
here, now there, the good seed was scattered by un-
known sowers, must try to form some conception of the
Jewish settlements in Rome as they then were. Very
many they were, ordinarily confined within certain
precisely defined limits, but within these moving with
social freedom bound only in so far as they themselves
chose to be so by the customs and practices received
from their fathers, the law and what it was held to
enjoin on the faithful children of Abraham by descent,
or on the proselytes who had joined them. Alternately
receiving the favours of the great and bowed down
under the heavy burden laid upon them by authcrities
of a less friendly disposition ; constantly exposed to
risks of persecution, scorn, and derision, and seldom
allowed to pass altogether without notice ; engaged in
the pursuit of trade and dependent on this for their daily
bread, now envied for their wealth and now plunged
into the depths of poverty or reduced to the ranks of
professional beggars. Such, just before and during the
opening decades of the first century, was the manner of
life of the Jews in Rome: a great brotherhood, we may
call it, broken up into a number of smaller communities ;
a band of aliens who know how to maintain their old
manners and customs, their nationality, and their religion,
in spite of many divergencies and divisions among them-
selves, in the midst of the surrounding Gentiles amongst
whom their progenitors had settled. At first they had
come to pay & visit there because commerce and political
reasons had brought them to the world-city ; so it had
been already in the days of the Maccabees. Others again
had been brought to Rome from their native country as
slaves, but on closer acquaintance were hardly found
suitable and often received their freedom or even were
invested with the privileges of Roman citizens. So, in
particular, shortly after the capture of Jerusalem by
Pompey in 63 B.C. By Cmesar and others they were
shown great favour, Under Tiberius they were ex-
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pelled from Rome in the year 14 A.D. and partly
employed in the war against the pirates of Sardinia.
Under Claudius about 49 A.D. they were again
banished. Under Nero it would seem they enjoyed no
small power and influence. (For details see Schiirer,
G/ 1%, 1898, 328-36 and specially the lterature referred
to there on p. 28, n. 7o 1 ep £BY, 20 y27-730 [1886]).
On this Jewish soil the earliest Roman Christianity,
we may safely affirm, had already come into being
10. Age before the middie of the first century.
' " oldest distinct trace of its beginnings is
found in Suetonius (Clzzd. 25), where he says of the
emperor Claudius that he expelled the Jews from Rome
on account of their persistent turbulence under the
instigation of Chrestus (* Judzeos impulsore Chresto
assidue turmnultuantes Roma expulit’; cp CHRISTIAN,
§ 6iii.). The banishment of the Jews (Acts 182 and
Dio Cassius 60 6), although probably in the event not
judged expedient or perhaps even possible, and in any
case not carried out on any large scale, had its occasion
in troubles and disturbances which had arisen among
the Jews ' impulsore Chresto'—i.e., at the instance or
with the help of Chrestus, This Chrestus was, to judge
by the manner of speech of those days, no other than
{Jesus) Christ; his person and werk, the views and
expectations connected with him, and his cause were
what led Claudius to seek to remove the Jews who had
thus become troublesome. Now, though the exact
year in which this resolution was come to by the
emperor s uncertain, if we remember that at the
beginning of his reign (41-54 A.D.] he was, according
to Josephus {A=4 xix. Hz-3), favourably inclined to the

The .

Jews, we are led 1o think of 2 somewhat later date —letus |

say with Schiirer (3= f.) and others, the year 49 A.D.
In that case the movement we are supposing, and its
procuring cause, the first systematic preaching of
Christianity in Rome, can have begun some months
ar years previously,. We must leave open the guestion
as to whether at a still earlier date some converts,
in the course of pilgrimages to Jerusalem or through
the agency of third parties in their adopted country,
may not have been won for the new confession and
the expectations connected with it,  Rome had already
for a long time been a favourite and wmuch frequented
harbour for new ideas in the sphere of religicn.
With the date thus arrived at for the founding of the
Christian church in Rome it agrees {olerably well that a
writer many years later, in Acts 28 17-28,
;1' Theory of could still speak as if the new sect
cts and Rom. .
were known only by name in the world
capital when Paul first proclaimed the ridings of
salvation to the Jews there, aud that another writer-—
the author of Romans—did not hesitate to assume
thronghont his work that at that very time there had
already been for a long time in Rome believers belong-
ing to various schools of Christian thought and practice.
When these books were written the days of the first
founding of a church in Rome were already so far
removed that in different circles divergent representa-
tions were given regarding it, though there was some
danger of misrepresentation. ‘Luke’ is wrong
because he does not take account of the existence of
any Christian church at Rome before the apostle Paul
had made his voice heard there. ‘The Pauline writer,
on the other hand, represents the apostle of the
Gentiles as knowing that before his aTival among
them the faith of the Roman Christians was already
¢ proclaimed throughout the whole world” (Rom.
18}, and in 617 it is the Pauline form of doctrine
whereunto they have been delivered. Both the one
view and the other may well be questicned as strict
history. Both writers make it manifest that they no
longer know the true position of matters so far as
details are concerned. At the same time they confirm,
each in his own way, the correctness of the date we have
arrived at ; at the beginning of the second century, the
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founding of the church at Rome belonged to a con-
siderably remote past and at that distance of time could,
speaking broadly, be connected with a delineation of the
period when Paul was setting out for, or had arrived at,
the metropelis of the empire. .
The nearer determination of the date is to be sought
in such data as {1) the tradition regarding Paul's plans
with reference to a journey to Spain, by
12. ;;f:her way of Rome, where a Christian church
: no ionger needed to be founded {Rom.
1528 /. cp 1 Clem. 55-7); (=) the tradition of Paul's
death at Rome, whether, as the ordinary reckoning
has it, in 64, as Erbes thinks, on z3ard ¥eb. 63, or
as yet others judge, at some date that cannot be
more exactly determined, shortly before or in con-
nection with the persecution of the Christians in the
summer of 64; (3) all that relates to the fact of the
persecution of the Christinns at Rome by Nero; (4)
the appearance of the ' Church of Rome’ as the writer
of Clement's first epistle to the Corinthians; (5) the

| activity of Marcicn and Valentinus among the Christians

at Rome ; {6) all that tradition tells us of the establish-
ment of a bishop's see at Rome by the apostles
Peter and Payl ;—a very large series of testimonies
continuously assuring us, each in its own way, that the
founding of a Christian church at Rome goes back to
the middle of the first century of our era.
The character of this church was, to begin with, no
other than was to be expected from its origin within the
13. Character sAphire of ‘ Jews and proselytes " (8 4).
£ church, mbrosiaster in speaklmg of Jews alope
o as fathers of the Christian community
at Rome has here again truly said that those who
believed confessed Christ and held fast by the law (‘' ex
quibus [Judmeis] ki qui erediderant, tradiderunt Romanis
ut Christum profitentes legem servarent’), In this
there is no ‘exaggeration' as Sanday and Headlam
{p. 25, n. 3} have thought. They indeed could hardly
have thought otherwise as long as they were dominated
by belief in the genuineness of the Epistle to the Romans,
Whoever deems himself bound to maintain that belief
must inevitably assume that already, before Romans
was written by Paul—on the ordinary reckoning, that is
to say, before 59 A.D.——there were to be met with in
Rome two divergent types of Christian faith and profes-
sion, the Jewish-Christian and the Pauline. Such an
one cannct avoid facing the question: What was the
church of Rome at that time? Jewish-Christlan?
Pauline? Mixed? Yetall the while he is well aware—
or the discovery is ever anew forced upen him—that no
satisfactory answer to the question can be given, Soms
texts speak very clearly for the view that the church in
question consisted of former gentiles, whilst others say
the exact opposite-—that it was composed of former
Jews (see RoMANS, § 8; van Manen, Paufus,?23-25
166-7). Yet we cannot hcld with Sanday- Headlam
(p. xxvi) and others the theory that it was a ‘mixed’
church. To such a theory can be applied to the
full what these scholars remark in ancther connec-
tion : *there is no hint of such a state of things,” which
moreover would compel us, contrary to the manifest
intention of the writer, to think of * two distinct churches
in Rome, cne Jewish-Christian, the other Gentile-
Christian, and that St. Paui wrote only 1o the latter.”
Any one who, on the other hand, has been able to free
himself from the axiom of the genuineness and has
satisfied himself of the pseudepigraphical character of
this writing of a later time (see RoMANS) no longer feels
his hands tied by the various impossible attempts that
have been made to answer the guestions proposed. He
is no longer perplexed by that other troublesome
question : How are we to explain the fact that nowhere
in histery has there remained any trace of the existence
of an important Pauline community in Rome, after the
apostle’s epistle had been sent thither? He takes no
notice of all ideas of this sort, the pictures suggested
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in the epistle of the outward appearance and inward
semblance of the Christian church in Rome in the days
before Paul could possibly have preached there—as
being not renderings of historical actuality but pictures
of a past that never had been real, attempts to repre-
sent the old-Christian period after many decades had
passed. Such a student holds fast by the seemingly
insignificant phrase, which yet tells us so much, of the
instigating * Chrestus’ by whom the Jews in Rome,
according to Suetonius, in the days of Claudius {oé.
49 A.D.) were troubled ; and holds by the pretty generally
accepted conception as to 2 Christian Church at Rome
which had arisen out of the faith and life, the active
exertions, of * Jews and proselytes ' who had been con-
verted 1o Christ ; by what Ambrosiaster has said, with
equal sobriety and justice—that Jews living in Rome in
the days of the apostles had taught their brethren to
confess Christ and to hold fast by the law,
In other words, the church in Rome was criginally
Jewish- Christian, and prebably leng remained so.
14 Jewish- Gradually more liberal_ ideas crept in,
Christian. thanks perhaps to the influence of more
advanced preachers from abroad whe had
wholly or partially cutgrown their Judaism, but thanks

still more to the ease with which in every sphere of °

thought new ideas made way in Rome. Whether Paul
may have had any active share in this work we are not
now in a position to say. Acts leaves us in doubt.
Romans testifies to good intentions but not to any work
actuallydone, The*epistle,'inspiteof the seeming abund-
ance of the light it sheds on the events of the years im-
mediately preceding 59 A.D. in Rome, really draws over
them all an almost impenetrable veil. It gives surpris-
ing glimpses into the history of the development of the
church in the direction of greater freedom, the emanci-
pation of Christianity from the deminion of the law, but
all from a remote distance in space, probably from the
East—Antioch or somewhere else in Syria, it may be, or
perchance Asia Minor—at all events, a long way off
and in a distinctly later time. In reality, in the
more trustworthy tradition there is no
trace of all this, but on the contrary,
unmistakable proof that Paulinism at
Rome though (i.) it strugglead for a time for the victory
in the days of Marcion (04, 140 A.D.), {il.) never really
took permanent roct there, and never was other than an
exotic.

i. That Paulinism flourished in some degree nt Rome
is very certain, as we may safely infer: (2) from the
way in which it is throughout presupposed in Romans
(written probably about 120 A.D. ; see ROMANS, § z3)
that, before his first visit to the capital, Paul already had
there a large circle of friends and fellowers, of whom a
whole series is mentioned by name in 163-15, and
who already for a long time had been instructed
in his distinctive type of doctrine (617); (&) from
the suppnort as well as the opposition, which Marcion
met with in Rome, in various capacities, and not least
of all as advocate of his ¢ Apostle,” the Paul of the
epistles 1 (¢} from the friendly relation betwecn Peter
and Paul presupposed in * 1 Peter,” probably written at
Rome, in evidence of which relation we point not only
to the Pauline form of the writing and to the mention,
atthe end, of Silvanus and of Mark{cp 2 Peter 315/ }, but
also and chiefly to the strongly Pauline character of the
contents ; {#} from the liberal spirit of the gospel
according to Mark, probably also written at Rome,
along with which perhaps that according to Luke may
also be named; (¢) from the honour with which
*Clement ' as spokesman of the church at Rome writes
* to the Corinthians * concerning Paul (1 Clem. 55-7 47 1),
and more than once declares that he is influenced by
the reading of his *epistles ' ; { ) from the mention of
Paul zlong with Peter as a teacher of authority by
‘Ignatius' in his epistle to the Romans (' I do not com-
mand you as Peter and Paul did,” 43): {g) from the
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wide currency of the later tradition of the founding of
the Christian church at Rome by ¢ Peter and Paul.’

ii. Paulinism was, however, only partially successful, as
is no less clearly evident: (2} from the way in which
in Romans Paul now admeonishes the Jews (chaps. 1-8,
passim, and especially 217-29) and now shows them
the greatest deference (chaps. 9-11 passim, especially
31/ 9:1-5101); (8) from the opposition met with by
Marcion in Rome which ended in his expulsion from
the new religious community; {¢) from the position
of the name of Paul in the younger tradition—already
in *Clement’ and ‘Ignatius’—after that of Peter;
(¢) from the spirit of works brought out at Rome
and extensively read there, the most outstanding of

© which is the so-called first Epistle of Clement to
i the Corinthians.

The spirit there breathed, notwith-
standing the reverence expressed for 'Paul’ and
the deference occasionally paid to the principles
inaugurated by him, is much more of a Jewish-Christian
character than one that testifies to warm sympathy with
the gospel of freedom ; rather one that is slowly gravi-
tating toward the left than one that is averse to the right
in principle ; a conciliatory and advancing spirit, if yocu
will, yet rather in many respects showing lingering attach-
ment to the ¢ld than still standing with both feet upon
the basis of the law, firmly rooted in Judaism, filled
with the rich contents of the Old Testament ; in a word,
a spirit that in its inmost nature is becoming Cathelic,
The Christian Church of Rome, in its beginnings a
shoot from the Jewish stock, in the course of years took
up and assimilated elements that were
16. Gradual brought to it from other quarters : from
change. the East, and particularly from Syria and
Asia Minor. Its power of adaptation was of great nse
t; it in regard to those elements in the new faith which
were originally strange in it and were at home rather in
the more developed circles of Paulinism, but in adapting
itself the original power of the Pauline spiritual move-
ment was in many respects taken away. In the course
of years—let us say, in round numbers, between 5o and
150 A.D.—the character of the church at Rome, from
teing Jewish-Christian with occasional deviationstowards
the right and towards the left, had become, we shall not
say Pauline or Gentile-Christian, but Catholic. At the
later date—i.e., about the middle of the second century
-—it had recently been the scene of the labours of
Marcion, who was excommunicated afterwards, Marcion
the eager and serious advocate of ‘ Paul’ who had already
probably some years before becorne known to it by means
of the 'epistles.” It had at the same time come into
touch with, among others, that highly gifted teacher, well
nigh lost in broad and deep speculations, alternately
held in reverence and covered with scorn, the gnostic
Valentinus. It had learned to listen to preachers of
repentance like Hermas who, eminently practical,
sought to win it before all things else to the urgent
duty of conversion. But, however divergent may have
been the paths by which it was so dissimilarly led by
these and other leaders to clearer insight on many sides,
and deeper experience of the fruits of faith as that
translated itself into a genuine Christian life, the
structure as carried out appeared always, in spite of
the multifarious and manifold additions, to rest upon
the old foundation—destined, as it would seem, never
to become obsolete—that of the law and of Judaism, to
which, as a new and indispensable element, confession
of jesus as the Christ, had been added.
Hoew this Christian community at Rome was criginally
governed and orgauised can probablyhe best conjectured,
17, Constitu- ir_] the ahsenc_e of all pc_)sitive informa-
tion of Jewigh UM by calling to mind once more
it what we know of the spirit of that
community. religious fellowship of the jews out of
which it arcse,  Like this last it had no political aims,
and consequently as yet knew nothing of those who at
a lonter time were to be calied rulers and leadeérs, charged
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with the care of the outward life of Christians as subjects
of the state. The Jewish ‘ Church,’ although it can be
so called in respect of the religious confession of its
adherents, formed ne unity placed under the leadership
and government of a single council or of one head. Tt
was made up rather of a great number of separate and
independent congregations (swaywyal), each having
its own synagogue, its own council (yepovaia), its own
rulers (dpxorres), who also sometimes at least, were
partly called ‘elders’ (wpeeBirepoc), and, whether for
life (& Blov) or for a limited period, were chosen at
the beginning of the Jewish civil year (in September).
They were charged with the general leadership of the
community, sometimes also with the task associated
with the special office of chief of the synagogue
(dpxiovrdywyos). The language employed was Greek,
as indeed the whole constitution with rulers {&pyorres)
and councils (yepoveia:), so far as form was con-
cerned, seems to have been borrowed from the civil
organisation usual in Greek cities (see Schiirer, Die
Gemetndeverfassung der Juden in Rom, 1879, and G/ V8,
3: PP 44-51 [1898]).

The Christian Church also, we may safely take for
granted, very soon after its members had been excom-
municated, or had voluntarily withdrawn

G]:f:gg:,n from the Jewish synagogues in Rome,
Church, had their own centres, with a government

proper to themselves (modelled mainly,
so far as form was concerned, on that which they had
left at the call of religious principle and duty), their
own places of meeting {ovwraywyai), their own rulers
{dpyovres), who are often called elders (wpesfBvrepor).
This was what happened elsewhere throughout the cities
of the Dispersion, Why not also in Rome? Acts calls
the rulers ‘elders' (wpesBdrepoe) it 1130 1423 2017,
whenever Jerusalem is spoken of, where the apostles
are regarded as having lived and laboured, we read
of ‘apostles and elders’ (1524 6 23 164), just as the
same writer elsewhere when referring to the rulers
(dpxovres) of the Jews speaks of their ‘elders’ (217
45823 612 2314 241 2515}, For the rest, in Acts we
find no allusion to any government of Christian com-
munities, just as, in fact, of the community that arose
after the arrival of Paul in Rome nothing more is said
than that they met in Paul's own house (283 /). In
Romans there is no evidence as to the terms employed
in this connection by the Christians at Rome, except
in a single passage where allusion is made to *him that
ruleth” (& wpoterducros 1 128).

1 Clem., the ‘epistle’ of the ‘church of God' at
Rome to that of Corinth, has more to say. The church
{1 éxxhnoin) comes before us as a unity embracing all
believers within the boundaries of a definite locality ;
30 in the opening words and also in 443 476 (cp 2 Clem.
21 1412 41). 'We are not precluded from thinking that,
as in the case of the Jews, this unity was made up of
various circles or congregations within the larger whole
which comprehended the whole body of the faithful.
The supposition finds support when we consider the
manner in which the occurrence of divergent ideas and
practices with regard to the choice of officials is spoken
of. Some consider themselves free in their cheice ; but
others, including the writer, hold themselves bound to
tradition and obliged to adhere to the ancient holders
of spiritual offices as long as they have not disqualified
themselves by misconduct {cp 13 33 216 42 44 592),
True, this applies, so far as form is concerned, in the
first instance and especially, only to the Corinthians
who are being addressed, but yet also to the Romans
who are speaking of themselves in the plural number
{cp 7r; see OLD-CHRISTIAN LITERATURE, § 24).
The most obvious explanation is to be found in the
supposition that the divergent views and practices
referred 1o were found in the different circles or congre-
gations {ékxhnolac} within the bounds of the one church
—1% ékkineia—whether that of Rome or that of Corinth.
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However that may be, 'the church’ had its rulers or
leaders {7yotuerot ; 13) just as had the Jews (322), the
Egyptians (51s), and others (373 551 601}. They are
usually called ‘elders’ (wpeoSdrepor; 13 33 216 4453
476 H4=z 571, ¢cp 2 Clem. 173 5), but in one instance,
though in no different sense, 'averseers' (émwisxomor)
and ‘deacons’ {&udxorer, 424 f., cp 441 503), charged
with the sacred service (Aecrovpyle, 411 442 £ 6). They
were ‘ministering’ {heroupyelrres; 463) just as in
their manner were the Jews (322 40), Enoch (9=z),
Aaron (434), the angels of God (345 /). In this service
or ministry were included, or at least came under their
superintendence, {1) the reading of scripture (# ypagh
or al lepal ypagal)}—the OT as we now know it and
whatever other writings were at that time reckoned as
belonging to it ; also Christian writings such as Paul's
* Epistle to the Corinthians ' and other treatises, including
T and 2z Clem. (cp 2 Clem. 191 151 173 1 Clem. 471
632 71, OLD-CHRISTIAN LITERATURE, §§ 2-4; Herm.
Pir . 13 41 Eus. HE . 258 iii. 38 5)—{=2} exhortation
{cp 1 Clem. passim) and (3) prayer (1 Clem. 533-61
2 Clem. 22). All of these, as with the Jews, at least
down to near the end of the second century, were
performed in Greek.

Of a monarchical government of the Church there is
as yet no trace in 1 and z Clem. Neither is there any
in the Shepherd of Hermas which, like the Epistles of
Clement, knows only of elders ( 7%s. ii. 42 3 iii. 18) and
overseers, along with ‘teachers’ and ‘deacons’ (F7%.
iii. 51 Sim. ix, 272). The oldest traces of monarchical
church government in Rome are met with in the seven
epistles of * Ignatius® which were probably written there
about the middle of the second century, and in the
earliest lists of Roman bishops-—little trustworthy
though these are in their substance, and put together in
the interests of the recognition of the episcopate, which
was then coming into being, or had recently come to be
important. They do not go farther back than to
Anicetus, and were probably drawn up under his
successor Soter, about 170 A.D. (see Harnack, ACL
ii, 1 1897, pp. 70-231, esp. pp. 144-202. See, further,
MINISTRY }.

If the question be asked, finally, as to the influence
and importance of the Christian church at Rome, it was

small and certainly for the first few
19, Importance decades, not to be gompared with that
of Rome. .y chureh at Jerusalem nor yet with
that of other churches of Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor.
It was only gradually in the course of the second
century that a change in this respect came about, under
the influence of great historical events such as the fall
of Jerusalem in 7o A.D., the rebuilding of that city as
Zlia  Capitolina under Hadrian (see JERUSALEM,
§§ 33./.), and the continual process by which the West
manifested its preponderance over the East. In all this
there made itself felt the favourable situation of the
Christian Church at Rome in the centre of Greeco-
Roman civilisation ; the inbora Inclination, and the
corresponding aptitude, of what had been the Gentile
element in the new church, to lead and soon to dominate
believers who had their homes elsewhere, as well as
unbelievers ; and last, certainly not least, whatever that
church was able to contribute from its own resources
towards its internal growth and its external prestige.
In this connection we may particularly specify: the
accession not merely of slaves and people of the lower
orders but also of rich and often infiuential persons,
sometimes even from the immediate entourage of the
emperor ; the courage shown by martyrs there as else-
where ; the zeal of cutstanding personalities such as
Valentinus and Marcion ; the activity of efficient men
such as ‘Clement ' and * Ignatius’ in labouring for the
establishment of the Catholic Church; the labour
expended on various sides to advance far and near the
cause of knowledge, of Christian practice, of edification,
of consolation.
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Marcion laid the foundations of a recognition of a
written norm of truth, of belief (kaviw ris dAqleias,
- THs wierews), one gospel and ten
zﬂtgﬁﬁleu Pauline Epistles (1é Edayyéhwor ral
* 0 "Awéorohos [70 AmorTedwdr]), which
the church as it grew Catholic soon spread far and
wide and accepted—azlong with the older tradition—
as the touchstone of truth, Into this (ecclesiastical)
canon Rome, according to the list discovered and
published in modern times by Muratori, introduced a
larger collection of Old-Christian writings differing but
slightly in extent from the NT as that was fnally fixed
by well-nigh the whole of Christendom. Marcion also
wrote an orthodoxly conceived * Epistle” and ‘ Antitheses”
or ‘Separation of Law and Gospel' {Antitheses or
Separatio legis et evangelii); Valentinus was the auther
of ‘Epistles,” *Homilies,” and ‘Psalms.’ Some un-
known writer prepared the Gospel according to Mark ;
‘ Clement,’ two ‘epistles ' to the Corinthians, of which
the first is & ‘ Treatise concerning Peace and Harmony’
(Errevies mepl eipins kal bpovoias), conceived, according
to its own description of itself {63z2), in the interests of
peace in the churches, and especially in the matter of
the election of clders, and the second is an * Exhortation
concerning continence' {ZvuBeuNa wepl éyxpaTeias,
151). Hermas wrote his Skepherd to stir up all to
repentance ; ‘ Ignatius® compesed his ' Epistles® upon
love for the promotion of martyrdom and on behalf of
right views in doctrine and in life. He and others
contributed largely to the upbuilding of their own as
well as other churches, where their epistles were diligently
recad. Thus the Roman leaders exercised influence in
ever-widening circles, and opened up the way, often
quite unconscicusly, for the spiritual predominance of
their fellow-believers abroad. From the middle of the
second century another element that had no small
influence also was the effort after a cne-man government
of the church, first on the part of Rome alone, but
afterwards also on that of others who afterwards
associated themselves with it in this. Pelycarp of
Smyrna, seeking for comfort at the hands of Anicetus
of Rome in the matter of orthodox observance of Easter,
still knows how to maintain his freedom of thought and
action in ancther direction than that prescribed to him.
But one of his successors in the Asia Minor controversy
of the Quartedecimans, Polycrates of Ephesus, was
excommunicated by Victor of Rome and cut off from
the fellowship of the faithful (see Baur, Das Christenthuns
. o Christl, Kivche der drei Evsten Jakrk. 1833,
pp. x41-157). In this manner the preponderance and
authoritativeness, and ultimately the supremacy, of the
church of Rome had already come to be recognised in
the East before the end of the second century.
Far the extensive literature dealing with our sabject reference
may be made, amongst others, to such studies on the suﬁposed
I sojourn of Peter and Paul in Rome as those of
21. Biblio- A, Harnack, ACZLii.1 1897, Pp. 240-244, 703:
graphy. 7ro; C. Clemen, ‘Ist Petrus in Rom gewesen?’
in Preuss. fakrh. 1501, pp. 404-417; C. Erbes,
‘Petrus nicht in Rom sondern in Jerusalem gestorben’ in
Bricger’s Z#schr. o Kirchen-gesch. 1901, pp. 1-47 161-231; on
the Jews in Rome in Sanday and Headlam, 7%e Ep. #0 the
Romans, 1895, xviii-xxv ; Berliner, Gesch. devr juden in Rom,
18q3 3 E. Schiirer, Die (remeindeverfassung der Fuden in Rowe,
1879 and G/ F13), ili. 1898, pp. 28-36 44-56. Alsoto the comment-
aries on Romans such as those of Sanday-Headlam, 18g3,
xviii-xliv; R. A. Lipsius in HC®, 189z, pp. 70787 Meyer-
Welsy(8), 18g0, pp. 16-22 1 to the N'T introductions suchas those of
S. Davidson{), 189? lros-t13; H. J. Holtzmann(3), 18¢z, pp.
232-236; Th, Zahnt3, 1000, pp. 299-308 ; J. M. 8. Baljon, 1501,
pp. 88-g2. See also * Romans (Epistle to the)’ in Ency. Brii.19,
20727-730 [1886], and OuLp-CHrisTiaN LITERATURE, Pavut,
OMANS, SIMON PETER, in the present work. w, ¢, v, M.

ROME (EMPIRE). The Roman Empire has been

supposed to be alluded to in Dan. 2 and 7, but the interpretation
‘is one which the progress of history has shewn 1o be untenable”
(Driver, Dasnel, 98 ; see the whole discussion, g4-102). Rome
is teferred to by name in biblical writings for tge first time in
connection with Antiochus Epiphanes; this ‘sinful root,” we
are told, had been a hostage at Rome (1 Mace, 1 10, 8¢ Jv ounpa

€ rj "Pupg)
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The topography and history of Rome and of the Roman
Empire is so vast a subject and is so fully dealt with by various
writers and in easily accessible works of reference, that it has been
deemed sufficient, 1 the space at owr disposal, simply te touch
upon the problem of the relation of Rome to Judaism and to
early Christianity.

Destined to play such an important part in the
political and religious history of the Jews, the Empire
1. Rome snd the C2M¢ into clo;e touch with them for

Hasmoneans, the first time in the early days of t'he
revolt against the power of Syria,
Abont the year 161 B.C. Judas the Maccabee having
heard of the great fame of the Romans, sent an embassy
‘1o make a league of amity and confederacy with them,
and that they should take the yoke from them ; for they
saw that the kingdom of the Greeks did keep Israel in
bondage’ {x Macc. 8¢ i ; cp 2 Mace. 1134, Jos. Axs
xii. 106 Justin363). The mission was successful ; but
before the news arrived Judas was slain (1 Macc, $1-18;
Jos. Anf xii.1l1), in 143 B.C. the alliance was
renewed by the statesmanlike Jonathan (1 Mace.
121416 ; Jos. Ant. xiii. 58). On the death of Jonathan,
Simon, his brother and successor, like his predecessors,
also sent to Rome to seek a renewal of friendship.
The ambassador, this time Numenius, was again
successful, and 'the Romans issued a decree to all the
peoples of the East, announcing that they had entered
into a league of friendship with the Jews' (W. D.
Morrison, T#e Jews under Roman Rule, 13). Hyrcanus,
again, Simen’'s son and successor, after the death of
Antiochus (129 B.C.), {o escape paying any more the
tribute which the Syrian had exacted, sent yet another
embassy to Rome, and again 'in sccordance with the
settled principle of Roman policy in the East, the Jewish
mission was received in a friendly manner, their
grievances were attentively heard, and a decree was
issued, ordering the Syrians to relinquish their claims
to tribute, and declaring void whatever Antiochus had
done in Judaa in opposition to previous declarations
of the senate [Jos. 4nf xill, 92 7]' {Morrison, gp. cik
16 /). After this several causes combined to weaken
the power of the Syrians, so that the Jews no longer
had any cause to fear them.

Such were the first relations of the Jews with the Roman
Empire, if we are 1o trust tradition; but as Morrison again
observes (1g), 'some of these supposed alliances rest upon very

slender historical foundations." For further details we must
refer the reader to the article MaccaBeEs {cp ISRAEL).

‘While the Roman Empire was becoming more and
more imperialistic, within the Jewish nation was arising,
2. Jewish throug}_1 the p!ay of new ideas, }hat spirit

. .. of faction which was to rend it asunder
party-spirit. even in the face of a common foe (see
SADDUCEES, SCRIBES AND PHARISEES; cp ISRAEL).
See again on the history of the period MACCABEES,
and Jawnaus. The disputes between Pharisees and
Sadducees did not end with words; in the contest
between the soldiers of Alexander and the Pharisees
much blood was spilt. The struggle went on through-
cut the reign of Alexander, though towards the end
he was able to subdue the Pharisees and their allies
the Syrians; it continued during the reign of Salome
Alexandra (78-69 B.c.), in which John Hyrcanus, one
of Alexander's sons was content to act as high priest;
and intc the reign of Aristobulus {6g-63 B.C.},
Alexander’s other son, It sapped the strength of the
nation so that it was ready to fall an easy prey to a
power that aimed at expansion. When the Romans,
who for a time had been ctherwise occupied, again
turned their attention to the East, having been roused to
action by the revolt of Mithridates, king of Pontus, in
88 B.C., and when success had attended their arms in
the very neighbourhood of this people that had wantonly
reduced itsell to a state of miserable weakness, it was
natural and inevitable that the Roman Empire should
be further extended. Another civil war in Palestine
{66 B.C.) gave Pompey his opportunity. Hyrcanus,
influenced by the schemer Antipater, had plotted to
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overthrow Aristobulus. 'When, however, the Pharisees,
assisted by the Nabateans, were besieging Aristobulus
in the temple, Marcus Scaurus, cne of Pompey's
lieutenants, appeared on the scene, put an end to the
fight, and set Aristobulus on the throne for a time at
least. The struggle between the two brothers soon
broke out again. This time Aristobulus, having
offended the Romans, was besieged by them In Jeru-
salem. With the help of the Sadducees, and in spite
of the Pharisees, he was able to held out against the
besiegers ; but in the end Pompey, attacking him on a
Sabbath {63 B.C.}, broke through and inflicted severe
punishment on the Jews.

Judeea was then regarded as a conquered province.
We may venture to sny with Morrison that the new
arrangements that resulted *were con the

3. Glo:;r whole a blessing to the peoples of the
Connection East, who were rescued from chaos and in-
with Rome.

stability, and enabled, after years of
anarchy, to enjoy the fruits of peace’ (41). Graetz
{ Hist. 267} points out that ‘the Judsean prisoners that
had been dragged to Rome, were to become the nucleus
of a community destined to carry on a new kind of
warfare against long-established Roman institutions,
ultimately to modify or partly to destroy them.’
Certainly the war between the new and old ideas was
to go on uninterruptedly until some adjustment could
be effected. UUnder the Herods, when the Jews were
again in large measure allowed tn govern themselves,
the adoption of Hellenic culture was encouraged by the
rulers to such an extent that the people revolted against
it. The Jews determined to rid themseives of ther
half-Jewish rulers. At the request of the people them-
selves they were at length put under the direct govern-
ment of Rome, * With the return of Judzea to a Roman
adminisiration begins the prelade of the destruction of
Jerusalem and the Jewish people—perhaps the most
shocking tragedy known to the history of the world’
(Cornill, Hist. of the People of Israel, 259). The
tragedy was due to the refusal of a large section
amongst the people, such as the Pharisees, the Zealots,
and the Sicarii, to accept the inevitable—Roman rule
and the spread of Graeco-Roman ideas.

After Pompey's conquest Jewish and Roman history are
closely bound up together, and the details have been sufficiently
dealt with in IsrAEL, §§ 85-115, HEROUD, PILATE, GOVERNMENT,
JERUSALEM, SELEUCIDAE, TRADE, and other special articles.

One of the problems of history is to discover the
precise attitude adopted by the Romans towards
4 Rome and ]Cuhdz_iis_m,'on the c;]ne h:;lnd. an:thO\;ards

the Gospel. nszuamty on the 0} €r. e know

that important concessions were made to
the Jews and that on the whole they enjoyed a large
measure of religious liberty. Unfortunately, however,
we are unable to treat the history of Josephus or the
narratives of the NT as in all respects historically
accdrate.  As to Josephus, 'his persistent endeavour
to make it apparent that his people were actually friends
of the Romans, and in reality took up arms against
them unwillingly, is a notable example of his colouring
of the situation, and compels the acceptance of his
assertions with some caution’ {Riggs, Hist. of Jewish
People, 145 ; cp De Quincey, Works, 7131 ). As to
the Gospels, it is admitted that their present form is
due to editorial redaction. Christianity was no sudden
growth. It arose gradually, and only made its way by
slow degrees. It represents the result of that inter-
play of Eastern and Western ideas which began under
the IMSPERSION (g.7.}. Judaism, under the influence
of Greek thought, had undergone during the disper-
sion a striking change. Later, the transition from
Greeco-Judaism to Christian Judaism, and from the
ideas of Phile to those accredited to Jesus, was easy
and natural. Even the stricter Judaism, itself, in the
person of Hillel, helped to promote the new develop-
ment. The process was accelerated by contact with
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Rome. But {jje new movement at first met with no very
great success. Christian Judaism appealed neither to
the Jew nor to the Gentile. The Jew refused to give
up his characteristic rites; the Gentile would not
submit to purely oriental institutions, Christian
Judaism was obliged te throw off more of its oriental
trappings. Hence arose the purely Christian movement.
This form of Christianity was probably represented by
the primitive gospel. But the evolutionary process was
still at work. The struggle of ideas was now going on
with renewed vigour., The Roman empire had become
a world-empire ; everything was tending towards a
world -religien.  * Christianity” had long been in the
air, or in other words, * the fulness of time had come.’

This is admitted on all hands. *H the Empire was the
greatest of hindrances to the gospel, it was also the greatest of
helps. . , The single fact that the Empire was universal went
far to complete the fulness of time for Christ’s coming. Rome
put a stop to the wars of naticns and the great sales of slaves
resulting from them, to the civil strife of cities and their
murderous tevolutions. Henceforth they were glad to live
quietly beneath the shelter of the Roman peace. Intercourse
and trade (witness the migratory Jews) were easier and freer
than ever since in Europe till quite recently, . . This was
her [Rome's] work in history—to be the link between the
ancient and the modern—between the heathen city states of
the ancient world and the Christian nations of the modern” (H,
M, Gwatkin, ‘ Roman Empire ' in Hastings’ 23). Cp Ramsay,
Church in the Rowan Empive, chap. 9, § 63 also Seeley,
Eece Homo, 13 J. H. Muirhead in The Hibb. Journ. 1133
[Oct. 1902), a criticism of Kidd's Principles of i, Civilisation;
J. M. Robertson, A Skert Hist of Christianity (1goz).

Writing of the state of the world towards the end of
the first century, Renan shows (see the references in his
notes) that ‘expanded ideas of universal brotherhood
and a sympathy with humanity at large, derived for the
most part from the Stoic philosophy, were the result of
the broader system of authority and the less confined
education which had now assumed control. Men
dreamed of a new era and of new worlds. . . Maxims
of common humanity became current, and the Stoics
earnestly taught the abstract notions of equality and
the rights of men. . . Love for the poor, sympathy
for all, and charity, became virtues.” DBut at the same
time, as often happens during a period of transition,
‘on the whole, the middle of the first century is one of
the worst epochs of ancient history.’ Philosophers,
however, were doing much to bring about a reforma-
tion, and ‘there was as much grandeur in the struggle
of philosophy in the first century as in that of
Christianity ' {The .dpostles, ch. 17). But it was not
merely a struggle of two independent forces against a
common foe. A struggle of ideas was going on within
and between the two reforming agencies, and between
both and the popular Roman religion. The conflict
resulted in the victory of neither one nor the other, but
in a compromise, in the evolution of a religion adapted
and adaptable to its surroundings—in other words in a
paganised Christianity,

The primitive gospels seem to have been edited and
amplified in view of this development. We have in
our present gospels, apart from the
fact that there are doubtless ‘ gospels’
(Gnostic, Ebionitie, and even Essenic}
within the gospels, on the whele not a picture of what
really took place at the rise of the Christian movement,
but a representation coloured and suggested by the
ideas of a later age. Although therefore they may
contain much correct information as to Roman ad-
ministration in Palestine, we can hardly trust them
as to the general conduct of the Romans. To take
an instance, the Gospels suggest that the Romans
were Interested in the new movement from the start,
but that the ruling Jews were almost persistently hostile
to it {espec. Lk. [cp also Acts]; cp Ramsay, Was
Christ born al Bethl ¥ 67 #.). But the movement was
not such as to appeal to the Roman mind in the first
instance, and the name of its founder 'appears only in
profane authors of a hundred years later, and then in

5. Romans in
the Gospels.
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an indirect manner . , ." {Renan, Life of Jesus, ch. 28).
Writings, such as the Gospels and the Acts, written in
the interest, or to explain the rise, of a religious move-
ment, are especially liable te be influenced by bias or
tendency, so that there is every reason to treat them
with caution and critically to examine their statements
before regarding them as strictly historical. In par-
ticular, the accounts of the betrayal, trial, and execution
of the hero, whether we consider the part played by
the Jews or by the Romans, are very difficult to under-
stand. We might naturally suppose that jesus would
have been treated by the Romans as a political offender,
Deliverers kept coming forward, we may be sure, in
answer to the Jewish expectations. The Romans would
hardly have been likely to discriminate between the new
Messiah and other agitators. Each and all would be
regarded equally as pelitically dangerous; the career
of each and all would be abruptly terminated as soon
as the outskirts of the cities were abandoned and an
attempt was made to openly preach ‘a new kingdom’
in the market-place. We have examples later of the
treztment which these prophets received.

For instance, to quote Cornill's graphic description {#isr. 260),
‘a certain Theudas . . . had summoned the people to the
Jordan where at his command the miracle of Joshua was to be
repeated.  Fadus sent thither a company of cavalry, who
simply cut the people Jown and brought the head of Theudas
to Jerusalem.' See THEUDAS,

It is difficult to believe that the Romans behaved as
they are reported to have done at an earlier date, even
when it is admitted that the circumstances at the time
were rather different. It has been handed down again
that the Jews themselves, or a section of them, actually
anticipated Roman action, that they betrayed the
author of the new movenent to the Romans and were
themselves allowed to play a chief part in carrying out
his death-sentence.  But this representation of the
Jewish attitude, as well as that of the Roman pro-
cedure, looks very much like a late attempt to take the
blame as far as possible off the shoulders of the
Romans and lay it on the Jews, The pagan-Christian
movement, and the widening gap between Jews and
Christians, would give rise to a tendency to say as little
as possible in disparagement of the Romans, and as
much as possible to bring odium on thz Jews; to
adapt the teaching more and more to the mind of the
Roman, to make it diverge more and more from the
doctrines and practices of the Jews.

Cp GospeLs.  On the representation of Roman administration
pgiven in Acts, see Acts. For other details see the special
articles on the Roman places, governors, etc., mentioned in
NT. See also CurisTian {NaME oF), GOvERNMENT, RoME
(CaurcH oF), Romans, Paur, PiLate, Procurartokr, Pro-
VINCE, QUIRINIUS, M. A C.

ROPE. For Adbel, 'dboth, and nikpak, see CORD,
and for 'ggmdn, Job4l= [4026] RV, AV ‘hook,’ see
RusH, 2, and ¢p FisH, § 5, n, 1, col. 1529,

ROSE. 1. (nt?‘s:_lij i andoc, Cant.2:1; kpinoN,
Is. 351%) is now usually taken, as in RV®-, to he the
autumn crocus, Colchicum awtumnale, L., or some
kindred species. The Heb. word, 4dbasséleth, is closely
akin to Svr. Agwsaifayehd, the meaning of which is well
assured (Low, 174)

The rendering ‘rose,’ found in Kimhi and other Jewish writers,
seems to rest o mere conjecture ) ‘lily ' stands in &, Vg., Tg.
{but only once in each), whilst ‘narcissus' is in Tg. on Cant.,
and is upheld by Celsius (1 489 #) and others. Delitzsch (Prof.
82 #°) compares Ass. habagiflafu, ‘reed,’ and argues for the
word being a general name (cp ® and Vg. of Cant. 21) for a
flowerstalk or a flowering plant. As Nuldeke (ZDAM(:40730)
and Halévy (R E7 14 149) urge, however, the pame must be
specific (at all events in Cant, 21)! and the Aramaic word
provides a satisfactory parallel, though, of course, this argument
1s not decisive against an Assyrian connection.l Various species

1 [The Ass. comparison is accepted by Che. (Pragh. [s.13, on
*Is.' ¢} after discussion ; it is pointed oput that the same plant-
name often has a different reference in different countries. See
alsce Ges. |18} s.20., who recognises the connection.]
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of colchicum found in Palestine are enumerated by Tristram
(FFP 425).

2. The pédor is referred to in Wisd. 28 {ereyducba
podwy wdhvgr), Ecclus. 24 14 [18] 3813 (17), and 508 (pan
'piyz ; see Schechter and Taylor). What is commonly
called the ¢ Rose of Jericho,' the Adnastatica kievuntica,
is certainly not meant by Ben Sira, when he speaks of
the ‘rose-plants in Jericho." In all these passages he
apparently means the rhododendron (Tristram, NHZ
477 cp Schick, PEFQ, 1gv0, pp. 63-65). In 3 Macc.
717, ProLEMAIs [g.7. ] is called podogpbpor [V, or pofo-
¢over [A]l  The roses of Egypt are celebrated by the
Roman poet Martial.

Gritz even finds the Hebrew, or more strictly, New Hebrew
word for roses in a passage of Canticles (413, g1 for g=rmy).
This may be right (see col. 6g3); but ¢p Budde, ad foc, én
91, ‘rose,” in Mishna, and its Syr, and Ar. cognates, see Liw,
Aram, Eflanzennamen, 131 J. N. M

ROSH (¥'X7; pwc [BAQ]), according te most, is
the name of a people in Asia. Miner, which, like Meshech
and Tubal {confidently identified with the Moschi and
the Tibareni}, belonged to the empire of Goc [¢.v.]
{Ezek. 882 7. 391). It is very strange, however, that
all the names of peoples in kzek, 381-6, except Rash
and Paras (#. 5), should cccur in the Table of Nations
in Gen. 10, and, from the conjunction of Tiras with
Meshech and Tubal in Gen. 102, von Hammer long ago
plausibly conjectured the identity of Tiras and Rosh.
It is noteworthy that in Judith 223 the * sons of Rassks®
(g.v., and cp TIRAS) are mentioned directly after Put
and' Lud, and it is natural to identify, first, Rasses with
Rosh, and then, on the ground of the phenomena of the
Lat. MS3.,? Rasses with Tiras. This would produce
the reading * prince of Tiras."2

This is decidedly better than explaining wxy "y, *chief
prince (of Meshech, etc.}, as RV™2- and Smend (after
Tg., Aq., Jer.}. But the whole of the prophecy of
Gog appears to need reconsideration {see PROPHET,
§ 27).  If it is true that the prophet foretells a great N.
Arabian invasicn, we must suppose that gx~, like gy and
gen, is a corruption of Adur (mgx), the name of cne
of the peoples in N. Arabia bordering on the old Judahite
territory.  Cp TARSHISH, TIRAS,

Winckler would omit g'kry as a gloss on gixy (‘ chief’); but

this is too superficial a correction. g is specially one of
Ezek.'s words (cp PrINCE, 2). T. K, C.

ROSH (WN'\ i pwc [ADLY), a Benjamite family name
{Gen.462:). In the corresponding list in Nu. 2638 £
for Ehi Rosh Muppim we find Ahiram Shephupham,
and the three names probably grew out of the two either
by a simple transposition of the letters A4 and Sk {cp
C. J. Ball, 3807}, or in some such way as that explained
by Gray {#PN 35).

The MT in Gen., indeed, requires Rosh to make up its ten
‘sons” of Benjamin (Z.¢., fourteen “sons’ of Rachel ; = z2); but
&AL, although naming ten, preserves the original summation
nine (Z.r., eighteen ‘sons’ of Rachel). @B islacking at this
peint ; but @D sees the discrepancy and, since it retains Rosh,
changes the eighteen to nineteen.

ROSBIN. 1. *7%, s0ri, Ezek, 2717 AV™R-
§r1.

2. vddfa; Song of Three Children, 23 (Dan. & 346) AV,
RV NapuTHA.

RUBY.

1. Biblical
references,

See BaLwM,

In EV frubles’ represent pininim, D')IB,
six times (Job28:8 Lam.47 Prov. 315
81r 2015 831 10) ; in Lamentations Rvme-
has 'corals’; in Job it has ‘red coral’
and ' pearls.’

_1 Vet. Lat. reads Théras #f Rasis, with which Pesh, must
originally have agreed: TAfras and Rasis represent different
readings of the same word,

2 oTn #i), instead of ©RY “1; 'n, as Herz has remarked,
might easily fall out after g'w. Toy (Ezek, SBOTY) has also
combined the names Rosh and Tiras.” The above was written,
however, before the appearance of his work.
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The renderings of ® vary and (sometimes at least) manifestly
represent another text (in Job, xai &éAxvoor godiay tmip Td

éorrare [BRC, éowra, Al; Lam., dwép Alfous; Prov.315 81z
8l 10, Alfwy moAvrerwy; Prov.2015, wanting?); Vg, has a
different rendering in each case (Job, trakitur anten: sapientia
de oconllis; Lam., ebore antiguo; Prov.3 15, cunctis opibus;
8 11, cunctis pretiosissiomis ; 20 15, meultitudo genmarun ; 81 10,
de witingis finibus).

2. In Is. 5$12 (kpdoralhes), Ezek. 2716 (xopxop [BQ],
xepyopus [A]) RV has 'rubles,” but AV ‘agate’ and
AV™E [Ezek,] ‘chrysoprase,’ for =3vp, Azdéid. See
AGATE, CHRYSOPRASE.

3. In Ex. 2817 Ezek.28:3 RV™: has ‘ruby’ for
oIk, 'odem,

The question whether rubies are referred to in the
OT may at first sight appear rather complicated. It is

. not so, however, in reality. The claims

2 Ic?.;ntlﬁca» of 'rubies’ as a rendering of péninim

100, have long since passed into abeyance ;
the revisers of AV, it is clear, only acquiesce in certain
cases in AV's rendering 'rubies’ from a feeling of un-
certainty as to the absolute correctness of the marginal
renderings which they propose. On the correctness of
their renderings we may refer to CorAL, PEARL, and
with regard to Lam. 47 (where the strange statement,
' they were more ruddy in body than rubies,’ is ventured
upon in EV) to LAMENTATIONS [Book], § 5, SAPPHIRE.
If the precious stone called 'ddem is really from
»/o, “to be red,” and not rather from the name of
Edom,! it is most plausible to identify it with the
carnelian (see SARDIUS). We have, therefore, only
the passages Is. 5drz Ezek. 2716 to deal with. Here
the greatest weight is due to Prof. Ridgeway's remark
{CARBUNCLE, col. 7oz}, that there is no proof that the
ruby, which is found only in Ceylon and in Burmah,?
was known to the Hebrews any more than it was to the
Greeks till after the time of Theophrastus. ¥ the ndphet
is the maf4at-stone of the Egyptians {see CARBUNCLE,
end), the Zadééd might conceivably be the garnet; on
the possible root-meaning (to emit fire, as a fire-stick),
see Ges.-Bu, and BDB. 'We must not, however, ignore
the possibility {see CHALCEDONY, 1, end} that the irue
reading of the word is, not 1313, but 2393 {r for d).
Both for the stone called ‘0desm and for that called (as
we now assume} =313, the name of 2 country may be
surmised as the origin-—viz., in the case of 'odem,
Edom, and in that of 1393, Jerahmeel (such corruptions
of this name turn out to be common);? the stones
so designated may in fact have reached the Hebrews
from N. Arabia, and so have been called respectively
the Edomite and the Jerahmeelite stone. Cp SARDIUS,
Toraz.

The true or Oriental ruby is a red variety of corundum or
native alumina of great rarity and value, and to be distinguished
from the spinel (an aluminate of magnesium), which is of much
less estimation as a gem stone. The phraseology of ancient
writers was even more confused than that now current, for they
appear to have classed together under a common name, such as
the carbunculus of Pliny or the dv8 of Greek writers, not
only (perhaps} our two kinds of ruby, but also garnets and
other inferior stones of a fiery colour. See further SToNES
[PrECIOUS]). T. K. C.

RUDIMENTS (ctoiyera). Col.2820 EV, RVms:
LELEMENTS (g.2.}.

RUE (rrHranon [Ti. WH]) is once mentioned {Lk.
11421) as a small garden herb; in the parallel passage
Mt. 2323 anise and cummin are mentioned instead.

According to Tristeam (WVHB 478) Ruta graveolens is at this
day cultivated in Palestine, whilst Kufa sracteosa is a common
wild plant. Cp Léw, no. 317,

RUFUS (poydoc [Ti. WH]) occurs several times in
Old-Christian literature.

1. Mk. 1521, as the son of SiMOoN OF CYRENE and
the brother of ALEXANDER (gg.+.). In the Apocryphal

1 See Tarsuisu (STovE], § 3.

'3 Cp * The Ruby Mines in Upper Burmah,’ Cosmhill Maga-
£ise, Dec. 1gor.

3 Cp, for instance, *Calcol,” 1 K. 431 (5 11].
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Acts of Peter and Andrew, and .of others, Alexander
and Rufus are mentioned a3 disciples of Andrew, who
were his companions in the country of the barbarians ;
cp R. A. Lipsius, dpokr, Ap.-gesch. 1533 f. 617 621; 3717
7983, E. 94 6.

2. Rom. 1613, as a Roman Christian, well known to
Paul and to the Christians in Rome as being * the elect
{or the chosen) in the Lord." We do not know the
force of this expression. Weizsicker thinks that it
hints at some special circumstances connected with his
conversion, B, Weiss, Sanday-Headlam interpret:
‘eminent as a Christian.' In any case it will be an
epitheton ernans to celebrate the friend of Paul, the
supposed author, who goes on to salute *his mother
and mine,’ as if the Roman wife had cnce kindly treated
him, who had not yet been in Rome. The list of greet-
ings In Rom. 16 is not historical ; the names and the
additions are fanciful ; cp RoMANS (EPISTLE). Accord-
ing to Epiphanius this Rufus was reckoned among the
seventy 'others’ (apostles), Lk, 10r. A Spanish local
tradition makes him the first bishop of Tortosa, conse-
crated by Paul. Ancther tells us that he was conse-
crated bishop of the Egyptian Thebes by Peter. His
birthday is said to have been the 8th or the rgth April ;
cp Lipsius, 2222 227, E 242.

3. Polycarp, Phil.91; cp Eus. FEiii. 3613, as a
companion of the martyrs Ignatius and Zosimus, com-
memorated every year on 18th Dec. at Philippi, accord.
ing to Martyrel. Kom.

It is difficult to say whether these three, or any two
of them, originally indicate the same person.

W. C.v. M,

RUG (N2'0W), Judg. 418 RVF; see col. sop, 0. 4.
RUBAMAH. See LO-RUHAMAH,

RULE ()2}, Is. 4413 AV, RV LINE (g.7. 2).
HANDICRAFTS, § 2.

Cp

RULER. On the wide use of general terms of this
nature, ¢p what has been said under the headings
CAPTAIN, GOVERNOR, OFFICER.

The different Hebrew and Greek terms thus rendered
are as follows :-—

1. sdgdn, see DEPUTY, 1.
Kz. $ar, see PRINCE, 3, and cp ArMY, § 4, GOVERNMENT, §z1,

ING,

3. ndgld, see PRINCE, 1.

4. mmedgen, Hos. 4 18, lit. SHIELD [g,7.)—the text is not certain,

5. mosél (a ‘ruler’ in the general sense, Gen.458 Prov.67
Mt 52 [1]), see GOVERNOR, 11

6. Sallit, see GOVERNOR, g.

7- épxovwiywyos, Mk, b zz, see SYNAGOGUE, § 9.

8. apyirpiciuvos, Ju. 281, see MEAL, § 11,

9. moAerdpyms, Acts1768 (ruler of the city), see TuEs-
SALONICA.

10, émapyos, s Macc.427 AV (RY ‘governor’), see Sos-
TRATUS, and

11. dpywy, the most widely-used of all terms both in LXX and
NT, applied, .2, to rulers of nations (Mt. 20 25), magistrates
and judges (Lk.12 58 Rom. 13 3), officers and members of the
Sanhedrin (Mt. 01823 Lk.841 2813 35 Jn.31); to Jesus the
‘ruler” of the kings of the earth (Rev.15), and tc Satan the
¢ prince’ {so EV) of devils (Mt. 9 24),

RUMAH (2317), the birthplace of Zebidah or
Zebudah, Jehoiakim's mother (2 K, 2335 {ek] Kpoyma
[B] [ek] p- TAY [exlroBenna [L]: Jos. dwt. x G2,
€% aBoymac i.e., apoymac) has been thought (see
HWBM) to be the poyma of Eusebius (0512288 1o,
POYMA H K&l apia.t in his time called pemdic),
with which he identifies Arimathza, unless I} 2 Ch, 365
{@384 not MT) be correct in giving Ramah for Rumah
{so Pesh. in 2 K.). It is the modern Kaxéiek in the
plain N. of Diospolis (Lydda). There were, however,
several places called Rumah. Another is referred to
in the Talmud as Ruma and once as Aruma (Neub,
Géog. du Talm. 203); this seems to be the Galilean

1 See above, col. 297, 0. 2.
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Ruma of Josephus {B/iii. 721), which may be the
mod. Rumeh, on the 8. edge of the plain of Battauf,
about 6 m, N. of Nazareth.

ArumaH [g.2.] in Judg.9 41 is at first sight excluded by its
northern situation, Probably, however, the original story spoke
of Abimelech as king of Cusham in the Negeb (see SHECHEM).
If s0, it is plavsible to identify Arumah with the Rumah of
=K., "because of the matrimonial connections between the kings
of'_]udah and the Negeb. Like  Ramah ' (which, 1ndeed Pesh.
xead:I inz K_and §BA in the su;.z_plement to2 Ch. 36 5 ¢ Rumah’
and ‘Arumah’ probably come from * Jerahmeel’; the place so
designated was of Jerahmeelite origin,

RUNNERS (D'¥7).
§ 4 (col. 314).

RUSH, RUSHES. 1. ND), gome (Ex. 23 [Syro-
hex., Ald., 15 TramTypoc; 50 Aq.! Sym., & om.], Job
8xe[mramypocl s 18z2[emicTohac ByBAinac), 35772
[eAoclt) is almost certainly the papyrus (cp & Ex.
[#]. Job}), the Hebrew name being derived from
Coptic 4am. This plant {Cyperus Papyrus, L.), which
was a characteristic growth along the Nile banks in
ancient Egypt,3 and still occurs in several localities in
Palestine, rises to a height of about six feet, with a
triangular tapering stem ; see PAPYRI, § 1. Its stem
supplied material for the making of boats, sails, mats,
cloth, cords, and, above all, writing material. Tn
particular, its use for the construction of light Nile
Doats is mentioned by Theophrastus, Pliny, and other
ancient writers (cp EGypT, § 8, end), and explains the
references in Ex 23 Is.182, and probably also Job §26
(see RVme-, but cp REEDS, OSPRAY).

2. o, ‘agman (1s. 914 [13] 19154 B8 5 {kpixes), Job
41z [4026, kp.] 4120°{1=]}) is a word for * marsh reed,’
derived from ’dgane, o3%, 2 ‘marsh’ or ‘pool’ (Barth,
NB 341), and very probably to be identified with Arunds
Donax, L. {ep Tristram, NAB 436 ). In Is.914[11]
1915 the "egmon or ‘reed’is contrasted with the 2agpih
{npz} or 'palm-branch,’ the latter indicating those in
high position and the formmer the humbler classes in the
state—so & {(below, n. 4). In Is. 585 among the
spurious tokens of pretended piety is mentioned that
of bowing the head as the head of the reed is bent by
the flow of the stream in which it grows; cp 1 K. 1413
Mt 117,

In Job 41 z {40 26] the name is transferred to the rope or cord
{see RV) of reed used to noose the cmcodl!e and In Job4lze
{12] the hot vaporous breath of this animal is compared to the

steamn of ‘a seething pot’ and (see RV) the smoke of *(burning)
rushes.” (In both passages the text is doubtful. On Job4lz

see Fisw, § 5, and n. 1, where DI}, “ring’is proposed as an
emendation, and on Job4l zo see Budde, who (with Bi., Du.,
Beer) reads DikY, ‘and boiling.’] N. M.—W. T. T.-D.

RUST. 1. ﬂ&j'?ij, kel'dh; 100, in Ezek. 24611 /1

of the bloody city, that caldron full of rust [AY *scum ] where-
from the rust is not yet gone.

2. Bpwats, in Mt 619/ of ‘moth and rust’ (s xal Bpdoic)
which consume ° treasure.’

3. ids, in Jas. 53, spoken of rusting gold and silver,

BUTH (N1 poy8. Lawd). a Moabitish woman,
the heroine of the Book of Ruth,  Through her marriage
with Mahlon, and subsequent marriage-at-law with
Boaz (in the name of Mahlon}), she became an ancestor
of David, who, according to our present text, was a
native of Bethlehem in Judah. Ruth’'s noble unselfish.
ness was thus rewarded {(cp Ruth2:2). Her sister,

T. K. C.

See CHARIOT, § 10; ARMY,

1 Aq. gives mawvpedy for M0, Ex. 255 Vg. pagyrion.

2 AV has ‘bulmshes in Ex.23 (RVmg. papyrus » Is.182
gRV papyrus ), rush’ in Job81x (RVmg ‘papyrus’), and

rushes* 1n Is. 3

3 Tuis said to be now extinct in Egypt—thus Boissier (77, Or.
5 375) ohm in Egypto, ubi destructus punc esse videtur.'
Tristram : 'no longer found in Africa, excepting m marshes of
the White Nile in Nubia, 7° N. latmxde (ZVPHB 433

4 In both cases & paraphrases, méyav kai poepor and dayxiy
xai TEAoS.

3 & dvfpixer (D“?Q%).
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whose impulse to follow Naomi to her home in fudah
was less effectual than Ruth's, was named Orpah, a
name which suggests the meaning ' obstinacy.” Hence,
following Pesh., it is usual (cp Geiger, Ursch#. 50) to
explain Ruth as a contraction of Ré&'th, 7.e, ‘the
companion,’ ‘one who lovingly attaches herself.”  Sce,
however, for other explanations, Rutn [Bouk], § 5.
The account of her levirate-marriage with Boaz is
given with archzological fulness as an obsolete custom.
Cp SHOES {e).

[By old Hebrew law, as by the old law of Arabia, a wife who
had been brought into her hushand’s house by contract and pay-
ment of a price to her father was not set free by the death of her
husband to marry again at will. The right to her hand lay with
the nearest heir of the dead. Originally we must suppose,
ameng the Hebrews as among the Arabs, this law was all to the
dlsadvamage of the widow, whose hand was simply part of the
dead man's estate ; but, while this remained so in Arabia 1o the
time of Mohammed amung the Hebrews the law early tock
quite an opposite turn ; the widow of a man who died childless
was held to have a right to have a son begotten on her by the
next kinsman, and this son was regarded as the son of the dead
and succeeded to his inheritance so that his name might not be
cut off from Israel. The duty of raising up a son to the dead
lay upon his brother, and in Dt. 255 is restricted to the case
when brothers live tcgether In old 1imes, as appears from
Gen. 38, this was not so, and the law as put in the book of Ruth
appears to be that the neavest kinsman of the dead in general
had a right to ‘redeem for himself’ the dead mar’s estate, but
at the same time was bound to marry the widow. The son of
this marriage was reckoned as the dead man’s son and succeeded
to his property, so that the *redeemer’ had only a temporary
usufruct in it. Naomi was too old to be married in this way,
but she had certain rights over her husband's estate which the
next kinsman had to buy up before he could enter on the
property. And this he was willing to de, but he was not willing
also to marry Ruth, and beget on her a son who would take the
name and estate of the dead and leave him out of pocket. He
therefore withdraws and Boaz comes in his place. That thisis
the sense of the transaction is clear ; there is, however, a little
obscurity in 45, where (see Vg., Pesh.) one letter has fallen cut
and we must (with Cappellus, Geiger, Bertheau, etc.) read
R o1, and translate * What da},r thou buyest the field from
Naomi thou must also buy Ruth,” etc. Cp von g fi—W. R, 5.]

The notice in Ruth 47 has caused some difficulty.
Kalisch (Bidle Studies, 1 [1877] 61} actually suggests
that oaeb (EV ‘in former time’) may perbaps mean
‘from olden times.” Driver {/z#»® 455), who ap-
parently finds 47 and 418-22 the only passages which
may indicate a late date, thinks that, while d18-22
‘forms no integral part of the book,” 47 ‘has every
appearance of being an explanatory gloss,” and coni-
pares the admitted gloss in 1 5. 99, which begins with
Lywwe panb This is a perfectly legitimate view,
though it entails an alteration of the text in », 8, But
we may ask this question : Supposing that the custom
referred to in 47 had become antiguated, was not such
an explanatory notice called for? T. K. C.

RUTH, BOOK OF. The story of RUTH (g.7.) forms
one of the OT Hagiographa, usually reckened as the
- second of the five Megilloth or Festal

1. Original Rolls. This position cgrresponds to the
position. Jewish practice of reading the bock at
the Feast of Pentecost ; Spanish MSS, however, place
Ruth at the head of the Megilloth (see CANTICLES);
and the Talmud, in a well-known passage of Bdéa
Bathrg (148), gives it the first place among =all the
Hagiographa. On the other hand, & and the Vul-
gate make Ruth follow Judges, It has sometimes been
held {e.g., by Ewald, &Hist. 1156 ; Bertheau, Rickter w.
Ruth,® zgz} that this was its original place in the
Hebrew Bible also, or rather that Ruth was originally
reckoned as an appendix to Judges, since it is only by
doing this, and also by reckoning Lamentations to
Jeremiah, that all the books of the Hebrew canon can
be reduced to twenty-two, the number assigned by
Josephns and other ancient authorities. It has been
shown elsewhere (Cavox, §§ 11-14), however, that the
argument for the superior antiquity of this way of
reckoning breaks down on closer examination, and,
whilst it was very natural that a later rearrangement
should transfer Ruth from the Hagiographa to the
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historical books, and place it between Judges and | the histories just mentioned, an advantage, it is true,

Samuel, no motive can be suggested for the opposite
change. That the book of Ruth did not originally
form part of the series of ' Former Prophets' (Judges-
Kings) is further probable from the fact that it is quite
untouched by the process of * prophetic’ or Deuterono-
mistic editing, which gave that series its present shape
at a time scon after the fall of the kingdom of Judah ;
the narrative has no affinity with the point of view which
icoks on the whole history of Israel as a series of ex-
amples of divine justice and mercy in the successive
rebellions and repentances of the people of God, But
if the book had been known at the time when the
history from Judges to Kings was edited, it could
hardly have been excluded from the ccllection; the
ancestry of David was of greater interest than that of
Saul, which is given in 1 8. 81, whereas the old history
names no ancestor of David beyond his father
Jesse.

As to the date. A very early period is clearly impos-
sible. The book does not offer itself as a document

2. Date written scon after the period to which it

* “ refers; it presents itself as dealing with
times far back, and takes obvious delight in depicting
details of antique life and obsolete usages (on Ruth
4 1-12, see RuUTH); it views the rude and stormy
period before the institution of the kingship through
the softening atmosphere of time, which imparts to
the scene a gentle sweetness very different from the
harsher colours of the old narratives of the book of
Judges. [We cannot therefore very well say with Dr.
C. H. H. Wright (/uz#rod. 126) that the bock *must
have been written afier the time of David, and long
prior to the Exile.”] Indeed, the interest taken in
the pedigree of David points to a time when * David"®
had become a symbol for the long-past ideal age. In
the langnage, too, as we shall see presently {see § 3).
there is a good deal that makes for and nothing that
makes against a date subsequent to the captivity, and
the wvery designation of a period of Hebrew history
as ‘the days when the judges judged’ {Ruthli) is
based on the Deuteronomistic additions to the book of
Judges (216 £), and does not occur till the period of
the Exile,

An inferior limit for the date of the book cannot
be assigned with precision. Kuenen formerly argued
(Ond, @] [1861] 2x2 214) that, as the author seems
to take no offence at the marriage of Tsraelites with
Moabite women, he must have lived before the time
of Ezra and Nehemiah (Ezra® Neh.13); but the
same argument would prove that the Book of Esther
was written before Ezra, and indeed, as Wellhausen
{Bleek's Einl ¥, zog) points out, the singular Talmudic
statements respecting the descent of eminent Jewish
teachers from supposed heathen proselytes of antiguity
{Sisera, Sennacherib, Nebuchadrezzar, Haman—see
RAHAB) appear to imply a theory very similar to
that of the Book of Ruth, which nevertheless had
no polemical bearing on the practical exclusiveness of
the prevalent custom. We cannot therefore assert
that the Book of Ruth was not written later than
about 444 B-C.

At the same time it must be admitted that the story
of Ruth was written before the living impulses of Jewish
literature had been choked by the growing influence of
legalism. As Ewald remarks, *we have here a narrator
of a perfectly individual character,” who, * without
anxiously concealing by his language all traces of the
later age in which he wrote, had cbvicusly read himself
inte the spirit of the ancient works both of history and
of poetry, and thus produces a very striking imitation
of the older work on the kings' (Ais2. 1154 f.). The
manner, however, in which he tells the story is equally
remote from the legal pragmatism of Chronicles and
from the prophetic pragmatism of the editor of the older
histories. His work has therefore some advantage over
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of which the Targum (see 15 /. } endeavours to deprive
it. By the tone of simple piety and graciousness which
pervades it, and by its freedom from the pedantry of
legal orthodoxy, the beok reminds ns of the prologue to
the colloquies of Job and the older poetical wisdom.
Legalism, then, was still far from having triumphed in
the field of literature when the story of Ruth was written ;
even a superficial student cannot close his eyes to this
important fact.
The necessity of a somewhat late date will appear also
from the following stylistic and linguistic considerations.
. sapin. That the style of the narrative lacks the
3 L‘-;Qu&““’ freshness and popularity which distingaish
B the best sections of the Books of Samuel
must be apparent, and upon examining closely the
linguistic details, we shall probably become convinced
that a pre-exilic origin is impossible. The learned
Benedictine Calmet { Dictionnaire historigue ef critigue,
1722, art. ‘Ruth’), indeed, following ZBdéd bathrd,
148, ascribes the compositicn to the author of the
Books of Samuel, a view which he supports by re-
ferring to the phrases, * Yahwé do so to me and more
alse,” Ruth 117 (cp 1 5. 817, and ten other passages in
Sam, and Kings), ‘ to uncover the ear,’ Ruth 44 (cp 1 8.
915, and six other passages in Sam.). For other points
of contact between Ruth and Sam. and Kings, see 413
and £ 8.18 (jn ) ligand 15.45 1 K, Lis (mm) 5 4x
and 15.213 2 K. 68 (unbe ubs); 23 and 1S, 69 2026
{mpn, “accident’), and the second fem. sing. imperf.
i, 2821 3438 185, 114 (also Is. 4510 Jer. Bl22). These
coincidences, however, are outweighed, not only by the
difference of style {in the more general sense) between
Ruth and Sam., but also by certain forms and expressions
found in Ruth but not found in Sam., some of which at
least point distinetly to a post-exilic age.

The following forms and idioms (to which add the second fem,
sing. imperf. in ) ; see above) are post-classical and mostly posz-
exilic or exilic in use—the second fem. sing. petf. in -, 33 4
{also in Jer. [ofien], Ezek, 16 Mic. 4 14 Thavdly Mical'sD;

N for 1w, Mara, 1zo(cp parallels in Ezek. 27 31 36 5 etc.};

13¥, “to shut up,” 113 (Mishuic, Jewish Aram., Syriac, but ¢p
Diriver);

o', ‘1o confirm,” 47 {also Ezek. 136 Esth, $21 27 2g 31 /4 Ps.
119 23 106, and in [Aram.] Dan. 68};

n3¥, “to hope,’ 113 (Esth. 81 Ps, 119 166) 3

TR Ry, “to take a wife,' 14 (Eezra®2 12 Neh. 1325 1 Ch.
23 22 et¢., but #of Judg. 21 23 [Buddel);

ja3 “therefore,’ 113 (as in Aram. Dan. 26 etc.); cp Driver.

It i also well worth noticing that the divine name or
title vz (exilic and post-exilic in use} occurs in Ruth
120 /2% (without by). as often in Job—Ewald rightly com-
pares Job 27 2, and (against the view that Ruth is written
in a pre-exilic N. Israclitish dialect) that the relative is
always =gix, never ¢ (cp Konig, Ein/. 286}

According to Konig {£ini 287), the book in its
present form belongs, on linguistic grounds, to the
period of Jer,, Ezek., and the Second Isaiah, whilst
marks of the later Hebrew are wanting. Whatever
may seem to point to an earlier period {e.g., the use of
the clder form *am seven times, and of wx only twice)
this eminent linguistic critic regards as conscious archaiz-
ing. It should be remarked, however, that portions of
Jeremiah can be shown to be of very late date, and
that the unity of the date of authorship for Is. 40-66 Is
doubted by an increasing number of scholars.  Konig's
dating, then, is necessarily subject to revision, and so,
still more, is that of Driver {/zfred.® 4z53), who em-
barrasses himself with the theory that Canticles and
Ruth (although included in the Hagiographa) may have
been written in the N. kingdom, and preserve words
current there dialectically. The bock, in its present

1 The passage, as Ewald (H7sf, 1154) points out, is highly
poetical.
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form, must surely on linguistic grounds be regarded as
a post-exilic work, and we shall see later that, even if
it is to some extent based on an earlier folk-story, the
skill of the artist has enabled him sc to expand, to
enrich, and to fuse his material that it is virtually all
his own work, and that a later editor has only touched
the proper names and appended the genealogy.

Wellhausen is of opinion that the most important sign
of date is the genealogy of David {Ruth 418-22, cp 1 Ch.
210-17).  The names of the ancestors

4. Genealogy. of David were known as far as Boaz.
Thent memory failed, and a leap was made in 1 Ch. Z1x
Ruth 421 to Salma (in Ruth, Salmon}), who, in 1 Ch.
2:1, is called ‘the father of Bethiehem.” But Salma
belongs to the same group as Caleb, Abi, and Hur,
and, ‘if anything is certain, it is this—that in the olden
times the Calibbites dwelt in the & and not in the N.
of Judah, and that David in particular by his birth
belonged, not to them, but to the older part of Israel,
which gravitated in the opposite direction to Israel
proper, and stood in the closest connection with Ben-
jamin.' Wellhausen adds that ‘ of the other members
of the genealogy Nahshon and Amminadab are princes
of Judah in P, whilst Ram is the firstborn of Hezron
{1 Ch. 225}, and by the meaning of his name (' the high
one’) is, ke Abram, qualified to be the starting-point
of the princely line.’ On the other hand, Sam, only
knows of David's father Jesse.!

[The argument that Salma is a tribe foreign to old Judah,
which was oot ‘father’ of Bethlehem till after the Exile, has
been very generally admitted, and seemed to Robertson Smith
in 1886 to decide the post-exilic origin of the genealogy. The
present writer, however, cannot see his way to ftollow his prede-
cessor in this particular } the genealogy is no doubt posi-exilic,
but is not proved to be so by Wellhausen's criticism ofpthe proper
names, all of which appear really to refer to Jerahmeelite—z.e.,
N. Arablan—clans and localities.2  But he heartily agrees with
W, R. Smith that ‘the genealogy in 1 Ch. 210 4% 1s quite in the
manner of other genealogies in the same book.’]

That the genealogy was borrowed from Chronicles and
added 1o Ruth by a later hand seems certain, for the
author of Ruth clearly recognises that * Obed was legally
the son of Mahlon, not of Boaz’ {(4510). [Driver, too,
remarks (/néred.® 453) that the genealogy ‘may well
have been added long after the book itself was written,”
and, like Kinig (287), leaves out of the linguistic data
for the solution of the problem of age, /&3¢ and
Aotid, which are characteristic of P in the Pentateuch
(cp GENEALOGIES i., § 1), Bertheau, Kuenen, and
Budde adhere to the view that the closing section is an
integral porticn of the book.  But surely], if the author
had given a genealogy, he would have traced it through
Mahlon. The existence, however, of the genealogy
suggests the possibility that two views of the descent of
David were current, one of which traced him to Perez
by Mahlon, and the other to the same Perez by Boaz.

[We have arrived at this point without having been
obliged to interfere with the traditional text. It is, how-
5. Proper e;er,_ necessary to take that step if we would

aames. ° tain a more complete cD_mpn_:hensm_n_of

the narrative and of its historical origin.

That Ruth, as it now stands, is a post-exilic work is
certain ; we must therefore examine the text in connec-
tion with that of other not less certainly post-exilic
works, in the study of which we have already reached
results which, though in points of detail subject to
revision, yet on the whole seem to throw considerable
light on ancient editorial processes. We shall thus
find reason to suspect that the personal and geo-
graphicel names in the Book of Ruth {li-417} were
not altogether originally as they now stand.

. Bethlehem-judah, as in the strange stories appended to Judges,
is a corruption or distortion of Beth-jerahmeel, the name of some
place in the region called Ephrath in the south, possibly, but
by no means probably, the same as the place known as Carmel.

L Bleek's Einli® 204 £, Prolil) 227 (ET 217 /:]: cp De
Gent. 16 £ The passage in Einl. is mostly reprintsd in CF
3739 ) 233-235. .

e reckon the Negeb as the N. Arabian borderland.
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‘Ephrath’ itself (like the ‘Perath’ of Jer.144-7) is possibly a
mutilated form of ZAKEPHATH [g.2.), and ‘Meab’' may be
a substitute for ‘Missur’ (cp Moas, § 14), a region to the
5. of the couatry called Sarephathite or Ephrathite.  Hiimelech,
Mahlon, and Chilion—the two latter of which have been so
fatally misunderstood, as if they were symbolical names--are
no doubt clan-names (or different forms of the same clan-
name) derived from the great ethnic name, Jerahmeel,
“Orpah’ has probably arisen by ‘metathesis’ from ‘Ophrah’
—7.¢,, ‘KEphrath.! Ruth {Re'uth, ¢p Pesh.) is probably the
fem. of Rec'u (Gen. 1118 f.), which is surely equivalent to
Re'uel ; now Re‘uel appears in Gen. 364 as a son of Esau, and
his name is most pruga]ﬂy a distortion of Jerahmeel, 2 name
which in its various broken forms attached itself to different N,
Arabian clans, Naomi (INo'omi) is doubtless connected with the
clan-names Na'ami, Na'amani.l ‘ Boaz’(1y2)is less transparent ;
hence Stucken and Winckler do not hesitate to identify the
original Boaz with a mythological figure, But the place of the
bearer of this name in the genealogy, as well as in the story of
Ruth, shows that he too must have a clan-name,? anid remember-
ing the ‘Ezbi’ ("np) of 1 Ch. 1137, which corresponds to voaw
(MT) or rather »smy (cp ®BA) in 2 S, 28 35—7.e., to Spmn,
' Jerahme'eli, we may restore as the original name 3qgp, "Arab.
728, “Obed,’ too, is probably by metathesis from 2%, Arabia,3

The statement of the narrator then, if the present
writer's conjectures are sound, amounts to this—that a
member of a Jerahmeelite clan who belonged to Beth-
jerahmeel {in the Negeb) rcmoved with his family,
under the pressure of famine, into the land of Missur,
and sojourned there for about ten years. This agrees
with the original form of the story in Gen. 121w 7,
according to which Abram (=*father of Jerahmeel')
removed from the same cause from the Jerahmeelite
country to Missur oy Misrim (see MIZRAIM, § 24}

Another parallel story is that of the Shunammite woman who
was warned by Elisha of the approach of a famine and went to
the land of the ‘ Philistines ' {(z K. 8 1-3) ; the original story, the
present writer thinks {cp Swunen), represented her as a dweller
in the Jerahmeelite Ne%:b (still in Israelitish occupation), and
as going farther 8. 10 the land of Sarephath (in a wide sense
of the phrase),

Nor was it only famine that drove dwellers in the
Negeb to the neighbouring land of Missur.  The original
text of 1 8.223 7. seems to have represented David as
placing his father and mother under the protection of
the king of Missur at Sarephath (see MizPEH, 3), while
he was himself a wanderer in the land of Jerahmeel,
and there is, in the present writer's opinion, hardly
room for doubt that David lived in, or close to, the
Jerahmeelite Negeb (see NEGEB, § 3, and note 3), and
had strong Jerahmeelite {and Misrite) affinities. The
latter passage is specially important, because the osten-
sible object of the writer of Ruth is to prove the descent
of David from a noble-minded Misrite woman.? It
was natural to represent that David's ancestor had al-
ready set the example of taking refuge in Missur.

We are not expressly told that * farcphath'—i.e., that
pertion of Missur which lay nearest to and included the
city of Sarephath-—was the locality to which Elimelech
and his family repaired. But the connection of Sare-
phath with Moses, with the Levites, and apparently with
the prophets, conjectured by the present writer (see
MoOsES, § 4; PrROPBECY, § 6), makes it seem to him
not improbable that the narrator had this place or
district in his mind, and in 412 the kindly wish is ex-
pressed that the house of Boaz might be like the house
of ' Peres’ (from * Sarephath ' ?) whom Tamar (= Jerah-
meelith ?) bore 10 Judah.

1 Many Benjamite clan-names appear to the present writer
to be demonsteably of N. Arabian origin.

2 Stucken’s connection of the name with astral mythology
(Astralmythen, 205, note) will hardly stand examination,

3 wwis (Jesse), too, very possibly comes ultimately from "7Npr3¢i-
(Ishmaelite), a term which did not originally belong exclusively
to nomads. The names of the ancestors of David in the gene.
alogy are, as suggested above (§ 43, exclusively N, Arabian clan-
names.

4 Budde (Z.4 71 12 [1892] 44) thinks that the notice in 1 8.
223 does #ef imply a vace-connection between David and the
Moabite {/.e., Misrite) king or chieftain. David, he thinks, had
to negotiate with the king, whereas if his grandmother had been
a Moabite, this would have been unnecessary., But this is to
press the words top strongly ; and indeed {assuming the tradi-
tion to be historical) tact may have required that David should
represent the desired protection as a favour.
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The view here taken renders it probable that the story
of Ruth as it now stands is not of very early post-exilic
. . origin. For the feeling of bitterness towards
6. Origin. the Misrites and their neighbours, on account
of their long-continued oppression of Israel, apparently
persisted till close on the Greek pericd. The date of
the traditional elements, out of which, with imaginative
freedom, the present story of Ruth may have been
partly composed, is quite another point. As in the
case of Job (see JoB [Book], § 4} and Jonah (see JoNAH
[Book]. § 4 /-) some of these elements may have been
derived from mythology or folk-lore {cp Wi. 40
366 /). As Stucken points out,! ¢ Ruth corresponds
exactly to Tamar; she obtains Boaz by taking him
unawares (Ruth 8), as Tamar obtains Judah {Gen, 38).
A dim consciousness of this connection shows itself in
the fact that the pedigree of Boaz is traced to Perez.’
The original story of Ruth probably gave her two sons
{corresponding to the two sons of Tamar), only one
of whom is recorded (simply out of interest in David)
by the narrator.

The 'altogether peculiar’ character of Ruth among
the historical and quasi-historical narratives has been
pointed out by Ewald, who is *led to conclude that this
story is enly one taken from a larger series of similar
pieces by the same author, and that through mere
chance this is the only one preserved' (A7st lisskh
More definitely, Budde suggests (ZA4 T W12 43 % [1802])
that the story of Ruth may criginally have formed part
of the ‘ Midrash of the Book of the Kings” referred to
in 2 Ch.2427. In sofar as this theory is based on the
language of the genealogy in 418-2z (in connection with
Wellhausen’s view that r Ch, 2ro-17 is a later insertion),
we must agree with Konig {£¢2]. 28g, note) that it is
unproven. At the same time, Ewald’s impression that
the narrative of Ruth did not always stand alone seems
natural,

That one of the objects of Ruth was to explain the
traditional descent of David from a Misrite woman, has
7. Objects been m_entioned alrn?ady. It was true, said

: f Ruth the writer, that his grandmother was a

o * Misrite; but what a noble woman she was!
how obedient to those fundamental laws of morality
which the true God values more than sacrifice! And
so a second object naturally unveils itself—viz,, to
prepare the readers of the book to arrive at a more
favourable opinion of the moral capacity of the Misrites
than, owing to the cruel oppression of Israel by the
Migrites, previous generations had been able to form.

Many critics (e.g., besides Winckler and most com-
mentators, Umbreit, Sz, A7., 1834, pp. 308 f. ; Geiger,
Urschr. 49 f ; and especially Kue. Rel, of Isr. 2242 f.,
and Ord.® 1523 527) hold that the narrator was one of
those who protested against the rigour of Ezra in the
matter of mixed marriages. It is not clear, however,
that any such protest would have been detected by a
Jewish reader of the book., ‘The great point with the
narrator is not the marriage of Mahlon but the next-of-
kin martiage of Boaz. It cannot be shown that, when
married to Mahlon, Ruth became in the full sense a
worshipper of Yahwé. It is much more probable that
the statement of Mahlon’s marriage to a Misrite woman
is simply a proof that the writer was a good historical
scene painter. Like the Chronicler, he knows that in
early times there was a great mixture of clans, and that

1 Astralmythen, 310, note. We may add that we take
*Tamar’ and * Ruth® to be ultimately corruptions of ‘ Jerah-

me’elith’ (cp JupaH, § z). Neither Stucken nor Winckler
criticises the Hebrew names.
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Israelites often intermarried with Jerahmeelites and
Migrites.  Besides, in order to produce an impression
on the Jews it would be necessary for the dwelling of
Beoaz to have been in Judah, not in a district which
in post-exilic times was not in Jewish occupation. The
latest editor did no doubt arrange the geographical
statements accordingly ; but the author himself, as we
have seen, placed Boaz in the Jerahmeelite Negeb.
Surely no one who thoroughly appreciates the charm
of this book will be satisfied with the prevalent theory
of its object.  There is no 'tendency ' about the book ;
it represents in no degree any party programme. And
even if the writer started with the object of illustrating
the life of David, he forgot this when he began to
write, and only thought of it again as he was about to
lay down the pen. Justly does Robertson Smith re-
matk, 'the marriage acquires an additional interest
when we know that Ruth was David's great-grand-
mother, but the main interest is independent of that,
and lies in the happy issue of Ruth and Naomi from
their troubles through the loyal performance of the
kinsman's part by Boaz. Doubtless the writer meant
his story to be an example to his own age, as well as
an interesting sketch of the past; but this is effected
sirnply by describing the exemplary conduct of Naomi,
Ruth, Boaz, and even Boaz's harvesters. All these act
as simple, kindly, God-fearing people ought to act in
Israel.’ [Atthe same time, the writer must have shared
the religious aspirations of his time, which, as we have
seen, was probably the post-exilic age—i.e., perhaps
that quieter period which followed after the first century
of the Greek rule. Now, there is good evidence for the
view that one of these aspirations was for a cessation of
the bitter feeling between Israel and Jerahmeel, As
yet the sad exclusion of Jerahmeelites and Misrites
from the religious assembly had -hot been enacted,! or,
if enacted, it was ignored by the noblest Jews, who held
that the N. Arabian peoples were not incapable of
repentance, and that it was no disgrace to David that
his pedigree contained the name of a Misrite woman.
A thorough study of certain psahms and prophecies
will, it is believed, strongly confirm this view, and show
that the best of the Jews looked forward to a true
conversion of the Misrites to the religion of the God of
Israel —the *Lord of the whole earth.” Jerusalem
would yet be thronged by the children of Israel's bitter
foes, seeking first for instruction and then for admission
into the religious community, and it is possible to see a
glance at this hope in the touching words of Beoaz, ' and
how thou hast left thy father and thy mother, and the
land of thy nativity, and art come unto a people which
thou knewest not heretofore’ (Ruth2:1). And so,
ultimately, the book becomes {(like Jonah} a noble
record of the catholic tendency of the early Judaism, ]
Among other commentaries reference may be made to J. B.
Carprov, Collegium wabbinico-biblicusm in [ibellum Kuth,
Leipsic, 1703. [Among recent ¢ommentators,
Literature. the works of Berthean (ed. z, 1833), Bertholet
{1898), Nowack (rgor) may be specially men-
tioned. See also Wi. 40F 36s-78, and references in the course
of this article.]
(8§ 1. 2, partly 4 and 7} w. k. 8.
(8§ 3. 3. 6, mostly 4 and 7) T. K. C.

RYE (NPD3).  See RiE, FrTCHES.

1 In Dt. 23 3-6[4-7)—altogether a tater insertion—the ethnics
should probably be ¢ Jerahmeelite’ and * Misrite.’” The passage
conflicts with p. 7 [8], where the ethnics should be f Arammite*
(= Jerahmeelite) and *Misrite.” Dillmann’s criticism here is
very incomplete. The passage must be later than the fall of
Jerusalem.
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BABANNUS {caBannoy} [BAJ, 1Esd 863 RV
=Ezra 833 BINNUI, 2.

SABAOTH, LORD OF (nm;lg MN*), See NaMEs,
§ 123,

SABAT. 1. RV SAPHAT, a group of children of
Solomon's servants {see NETHINIM) in the great post-
exilic list (see EzrA ii., § 9, § 8¢), one of eight inserted
in 1 Esd. 53¢ {cadar [B]l, cacdar [A] om. L) after
Pochereth-hazzebaim of || Ezra 2 s7=Neh. 7 so.

It apparently represents the form SHAPHAT=Shephatiah
gn Ezra2s7=Neh.759=1 Esd, 533 &L, AV SaruerH, RV

APHUTHL).

2. RY SEBAT (gafar [AV] caBfiar [x]), the month of that
name, 1 Macc. 16 14. See MonTH, § 5.

BABATEAS (caBBatalac [A]} 1Esd 948 AV,
RV Babateus =Neh. 87, SHABBETHAI, 1.

SBABATHUS {(caBadoc [BA]) 1 Esd. 928 RV, AV
Sabatus = Fzra 1027, ZABAD, 4.

SABBAN {caBannoy [BA)) 1Esd. 862=FEzra8a;s,
BinnNul, 2.

BABBATEUS {(caBBataioc [BA]) 7 Esd. 914 RV
=Ezra 1015, SHABBETHAI .

SABBATH (N3, caBBaTon), the day of sacred
rest which among the Hebrews followed six days of
labour and closed the week ; see WEEK.

The grammatical inflexions of the word *Sabbath’
show that it is a feminine form, properly faébas-f for

fapbdt-#, from paw (FPi'el conjug.).
1. Etymology. The root has nothing to do with rest-
ing in the sense of enjoying repese; in transitive forms
and applications it means ' to sever,” to * put an end to,"
and intransitively it means to ‘desist,’ to ' come to an
end." The grammatical form of Jadditk suggests
a transitive sense, ' the divider,’ and apparently indicates
the Sabbath as dividing the month. It may mean the
day which puts a stop to the week's werk ; but that is
less likely. It certainly cannot be translated *the day
of rest,” (Cp Lag. Uebers. 113; Ko, Lekrg. ii. 1280 /.
Hoffm. ZAT' W 812:; Wellh, Prol. [1883] 117, n. 1;
Jastrow’s article cited in § 8.)

[According to Jensen, ZAF, 1887, p. 278, the As-
syrian $a(p)bat{td}-tum = ' penitential prayer,’ and hence
‘day of penitence and prayer." Hirschield [see § 8),
however, derives ng;_-i from nyag. Cp Benz. HA zez,
‘perhaps in its oldest form it was connected with
pag (week).'" For Jastrow's view, see § 8.}

By way of preface to the present historical inquiry,
and to clear away, if possible, any remnants of theo-

logical prejudice against criticism, let

tah:;:.u'l.]sb:tnlf us consider the attitude of Jesus towards

" Babbath observance. It is not toc
bold to say that in his opposition to the current Rab-
binical views he is in harmony with the main result of
maodern historical criticisin.  This thesis will be justified
at a subsequent point. The well-known and probably
{see col. 1888, near foot) authentic saying, ' Think not
that I am come to destroy the law' (Mt 517}, expresses
one side of that teaching. Jesus revered the Sabbath
as he revered the other religious traditions of his
people ; but he had also a freedom of inspiration which
put a new life into his interpretation of the Sabbath
law. That he was in the habit of attending the syna-
gogue on the Sabbath, we know from Lk. 416 (cp z. 31).
But he would not adhere to the letter of the law
where works of necessity or of mercy claimed to be
performed : ‘the Sabbath is made for man, and not
man for the Sabbath; wherefore the Son of Man is
Lord also of the Sabbath® {Mk 227 ). There is a

4173

SABBATH

traditional saying of Jesus which may express his Janus-
like habit of mind as regards the Sabbath. It ceased,
indeed, to be understood when the Christian Sunday
had become an institution, and so was thrust out of
the canonical Church tradition ; but it certainly gives
us the impression of being an ancient and a genuine
tradition.! It is the well-known addition of D (Cedex
Besw, ed. Scrivener, 173} after Lk.64: *‘On the
same day when he saw one working on the Sabbath he
sajd to him : Man, if thou knowest what thou art doing
thou art biessed ; but if thou knowest not, thou art
cursed and a transgressor of the law' (75 adry 7uépe
Oecacducrbs Twa épyafbueror T¢ caPfdry elwer avTe
dvfpwme, €l pév olbas v wotels, paxdpios el-el §¢ ph
oibas, émwardparos xkal rapaBdrys e Tob vépov). The
sense is clear—it is what we find in Rom, 144 14 23.2
+If thou knowest what thou art doing,'—in other
words, if thou art doing this work on the Sabbath
day with the consciousness that it is a work of necessity
—if thy conscience justifies thee in it—-* then blessed
art thou.” *But il thou knowest not’—in other words,
if thou art acting against thy conscience, with a lurking
fear that thou art doing aught amiss—'then art thou
accursed, and a transgressor of the law.' The saying
in the Oxyrhynchus papyrus.fragment discovered in
18g7,% <if you do not keep the Sabbath you will not
see the Father ' (édv ph cufforioyre 10 odBBaror o
Bjecfe Tor mwarépa), may also very well have been
actually spoken by Jesus in its literal sense, as the ex-
pression of the same conservative temper as we fing in
Mt. H17-1g, and against noisy fanatics who thought to do
honour to their master by showing contempt for the
day. It is more probable, however, in view of the
parallel clause, *If you do not fast [to] the world you
have not found the kingdom of God * {édr u} yyoredoyTe
Tdr kbopor ot pi elpyre Tiy Basihelor Tob Peod), that
the saying is not intended to be understood literally.
[This is not the place to discuss the relation of the
Pauline teaching to that of Jesus. ‘Without entering
3. Early into the questicn as to the historical origin
Gi:riatia.n of each of the Pauline ep_is(les referred to,
attitudes, ¥C MAY recall that, according to the Pauline
teaching, Jesus was sent in human flesh to
liberate men from servitude tc the law as a whole and
in every particular, The conservative side of the teach-
ing of Jesus regarding the Sabbath could not, there-
fore, be reproduced in the corresponding teaching of
Paul.] It is clear from Rom. 145 /% that Paul regarded
the observance of the Sabbath as essentially an ddidgopor
for Christians; it is possible to serve the Lord by
observance of a fixed day, and equally possible to
serve him without such observance; the important
thing is to have a clean conscience (cp also zz. 14
and =z3). The Pauline attitude towards the Christians
of Colossa i1s not inconsistent with the magnanitous
tolerance here expressed. The sharpness of Col. 216 £
{cp Gal. 49 £} is due to the situation ; Paul perceived
that the Judaising false teachers had raised the d8id-
@opor into an deayxator, and that an energetic protest
against the imposition of any such yoke was urgently
required. [There is no definite comfict between the
attitude of Paul and that of Jesus. The position taken
up by Jesus was perfectly natural to him, as a son
of a pious Jewish family, and a preacher to the chosen

1 Ropes, ‘Die Spriiche Jesu.' in Texte w. Untersuchungen,
xiv. 2 rz6 (1896) also regards this as possible.

It is more probab%e that the ideas in these passages rest
upon an utterance of Jesus known to the apostle than that the
saying attributed to Jesus in D should be an invention resting
on the utterance of Paul.

% Adyea 'Inwot (ed. Grenfell and Hunr, 18g7), x0 4
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people of God. It would not have been natural to
Paul, a preacher to the Gentiles and not of purely
Jewish culture, who seems to have felt as free towards
the earthly life of Jesus as Jesus himself did towards
the letter of the Mlosaic Law. There were other
Christians, however, who felt and acted differently from
Paul.]

That the earliest Christians in Palestine observed the
Sabbath is nowhere indeed expressly said,! but is
certainly to be assumed. The silence of Acts is not
to be taken as a proof of the non-observance, but con-
trariwise as a proof that it was observed as matter of
course.

[Eusebius (AF3a7) remarks that the Ebionites
observed both the Sabbath and the Lord's Day; and
this practice obtained to some extent in much wider
circles, for the A posiolical Constitwtions recommend that
the Sabbath shall be kept as a memorial feast of the
creation, and the Lord's Day as a memocrial of the
resurrection. —w.R.S.

Was the Sabbath observed in the Christlan mission-churches
of the Dispersion? This is not an inquiry that affects our
main subject, and only a glance at it can be given, We may be
certain indeed that where a mission-church consisted essentially
of those who had formerly been Jews or seBéuevor (see Prose-
LYTF) the observance of the day did not forthwith cease. It is
instructive, however, to note that in the degree of Jerusalem (Acts
1523 /) Sabbath observance is as little imposed as binding on
Gentile Christians as is that of any other holy day.2 Inestimat-
ing the historical bearing of this fesfémoniunt 2 sNentio it matters
little whether we take the decree as actually pronounced by a
council of apostles ar Jerusalem 3 or regard it as a later finding of
the church of that city {cp CounciL 0¥ JERUSALEM).

We now return to the thesis with which this article
opened, viz,, that the attitude of Jesus towards the Rab-

4. Attitude ginicz_a.l .Sabbath (see_ M. 12 114 Mk.

of Jesus 27} is in har.m‘o_ny with the_mam resuit

d.‘. of modern criticism. In his trenchant

Tesnme criticism of the seribes the general position
which Jesus takes up is that ‘ the Sabbath is made for
man, and not man for the Sabbath,’ which is only a
special application of the wider principle that the law is
not an end in itself but a help towards the realisation in
life of the great ideal of love to God and man, which is
the sum of all true religion. On the other hand, the
rules of the scribes enumerated thirty-nine main kinds
of work forbidden on the Sabbath, and each of these
prohibitions gave rise to new subtilties.  Jesus' disciples,
for example, whe plucked ears of corn in passing through
a field on the holy day, had, according to Rabbinical
casuistry, violated the third of the thirty.nine rules,
which forbade harvesting; and in healing the sick,
Jesus himself breke the rule that a sick man should not
receive medical aid on the Sabbath unless his life was
in danger.* In fact, as Jesus put it, the Rabbinical
theory seemed to be that the Sabbath was not made for
man but man for the Sabbath, the observance of which
was 50 much an end in itself that the rules prescribed
for it did not require to be justified by appeal to any
larger principle of religion or humanity. The precepts
of the law were valuable in the eyes of the scribes
because they were the seal of Jewish particularism, the
barrier erected between the world at large and the ex-
clusive community of the grace of Yahwé, For this
purpose the most arbitrary precepts were the most effec-
tive, and none were more so than the complicated rules

1 Zahn, Gesch. des Sonntags, etc., 168, 353
’3 Id., xf supgr. 173.
3 S0 Weizsiicker, Agastolic Age, 1269 £

4 [In like manner tae length of journey that could be under-
taken withoat breach of the Sabbath came to be also strictly
defined (cp Mt, 2420). For by the thirty-ninth rule it was for-
bidden to carry anything from one ‘place’ to ancther—a
prohibition plainly based on Ex, 1629, ‘let no man go eut of his
place on the Sabbath day'—in other words, let every one stay
at home.” A definition of ’Place in this connection was found
in the measurement of the ‘suburbs’ of a Levitical city as laid
down in Nu.851.8—zooo cubits square. This gave the
{Sabbath limit’ (n3@n oM, and thus the ‘Sabbath day’s

journey® (Acts 112 ; cepfdrov 684¢) was fixed at zoco cubits or
about 1000 yards.]
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of Sabbath observance. The ideal of the Sabbath which
all these rules aimed at realising was absolute rest from
everything that could be called work; and even the
exercise of those offices of humanity which the strictest
Sabbatarians regard as a service to God, and therefore
as specially appropriate to his day, was looked on as
work. To save life was allowed, but only because
danger to life ‘'superseded the Sabbath,” In like
manner the special ritual at the temple prescribed for
the Sabbath by the Pentateuchal law was not regarded
as any part of the hallowing of the sacred day; on the
contrary, the rule was that, in this regard, ‘Sabbath
was not kept in the sanctuary.’ Strictly speaking,
therefore, the Sabbath was neither a day of relief to
toiling humanity nor a day appointed for public wor-
ship ; the positive duties of its observance were to wear
one's best clothes, eat, drink, and be glad (justified from
Is. 5813).

A more directly religious element, it s true, was introduced
by the practice of attending the synagogue service; but it is to
be remembered that this service was primarily regarded not as
an act of worship, but as a meeting for instruction in the law.
So far, therefore, as the Sabbath existed for any end outside
ieself, it was an institution to help every Jew to learn the law,
and from this point of view it is regarded by Philo and Josephus,
who are accustomed to seek a philosophical justification for the
peculiar institutions of their religion. DBut this certainly was
not the leading point of view with the mass of the Rabbins.1

Such was the position of the scribes ; the Sabbath was
an end in itself~a mere barrier between God's people
and the world at large. Jesus maintains, as we have
seen, the opposite doctrine.  He declares too that his
view of the law as a whole, and the interpretation of the
Sabbath law which it involves, can be historically justi-
fied from the Old Testament. And in this connection
he introduces two of the main methods to which histori-
cal criticism of the Old Testament has recurred in
modern times : he appeals to the oldest history rather
than to the Pentateuchal code as proving that the later
conception of the law was unknown in ancient times
(Mt.123 4}, and to the exceptions to the Sabbath law
which the scribes themselves allowed in the interests of
worship {z. 5) or humanity (v. 1), as showing that
the Sabbath must originally have been devoted to
purposes of worship and humanity, and was not always
the purposeless arbitrary thing which the schoclmen
made it to be, Modern criticism of the history of
Sabbath observance among the Hebrews has done
nothing more than follow out these arguments in detail,
and show that the result js in agreément with what is
known as 1o the dates of the several component parts of
the Pentateuch.

The historical results of criticism may be thus sum-
marised. Of the legal passages that spesk of the

... Sabbath all those which show affinity

a.:d. gz:‘:e-;lillti:c with the doctrine of the scribes—re-
Sabbath, garchng the Sabbath as an arbitrary

a sign between Yahwé and Israel, enter-
ing into details as to particular acts that are forbidden,
and enforcing the observance by several penalties, so
that it no longer has any religious value, but appears as
a mere legal constraint—are post-exilic (Ex. 1623-30
8liz-i7 3br-a; Nu.1532-36); the older laws only
demand such cessation from daily toil, and especially
from agricuitural Jabour, as among all ancient peocples
naturally accompanied a day set apart as a religious
festival, and in particular lay weight on the fact that
the Sabbath is a humane institution, a holiday for the
labouring classes (IZx, 2312 Dt. S12-15).  As it stands
in these ancient laws, the Sabbath is not at all the
unique thing which it was made to be by the scribes.
*The Greeks and the barbarians,” says Strabo (x. 3g},
‘have this in common, that they accompany their
sacred rites by a festal remission of labour,” So it
was In old Israel: the Sabbath [which the Israelites

1 See the Mishnah, tract  Shabbith,’ and Jwéilees, chap.1; and
compare Schiirer, GjV('il 2 428 451 470-478, where the rabbinical
Sabbath is well explained and illustrated in detail.
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may have taken from the Canaanites—an agricultural
people (see WEEK)] was one of the stated religious
feasts, like the new moon and the three great agri-
cultural sacrificial celebrations (Hos. 2:1:)}; the new
moons and the Sabbaths alike called men to the
sanctuary to do sacrifice (Is.113); the remission of
ordinary business belonged to both alike (Am. 83},
and for precisely the same reason.l! Hosea even takes
it for granted that in captivity the Sabbath wili be
suspended, like all the other feasts, because in his day
a feast implied a sanctuary.

This conception of the Sabbath, however, necessarily
underwent an important modification in the seventh
century B.C., when the local sanctuaries were abolished,
and those sacrificial rites and feasts which in Hosea's
time formed the essence of every act of religion were
limited to the central altar, which most men could visit
only at rare intervals, From that time forward the new
moons, which till then had been at least as important
as the Sabbath, and were celebrated by sacrificial feasts
as occasions of religious gladness, fell into insignifi-
cance, except in the conservative tempie ritual. The
Sabbath did not share the same fate; but with the aboli-
tion of local sacrifices it became for most Israelites an
institution of humanity divorced from ritual. Bo it
appears in the deuteronomic decalogue, and presumably
also in Jer. 17 rg-2y. In this form the institution was
able to survive the fall of the state and the temple, and
the seventh day’s rest was clung to in exile as one of the
few outward ordinances by which the Israelite could
still show his fidelity to Yabwé and mark his separation
from the heathen. Hence we understand the impor-
tance attached to it from the period of the exile onward
(Ezek. 2012 228 2338 JEI‘. 17 19-27 Is. 5‘61-7 58 13), and
the character of a sign between Yahwé and Israel
ascribed to it in the post-exilic law. This attachment
to the Sabbath, beautiful and touching so lopg as it
was a spontaneous expression of continual devotion to
Yahwe, acquired a less pleasing character when, after
the exile, it came to be enforced by the civil arm
(Neh. 13; cp Neh. 10 31), and when the later law even
declared Sabbath-breaking a capital offence. It is just,
however, to remember that without the stern discipline
of the jaw the community of the second temple could
hardly have escaped dissolution, and that Judaism alone
preserved for Christianity the hard-won achievements
of the prophets. .

As the Sabbath was originally a religious feast, the
question of the origin of the Sabbath resolves itself into

- an inquiry why and in what circle a

6. Origin of testal cycle of seven days was first
the Sabbath. . . plished. In Gen. 214 and in Ex.
2011 the Sabbath is declared to be a memorial of the
completion of the work of creation in six days. It
appears certain, however, that the decalogue as it lay
before the deuteronomist did not contain any allusion to
the creation {(see DECALOGUE), and it is generally believed
that this reference was added by the same post-exilic
hand that wrote Gen, 11-242. The older account of
the creation in Gen. 24805 does not recoghise the
hexzemeromn, and it is even doubtful whether the original
sketch of Gen, 1 disiributed creation over six days. The
connection, therefore, between the seven-days week and
the work of creation is now generally recognised as
secondary. The week and the Sabbath were already
known to the writer of Gen. 1, and he used them to give
the framework for his picture of the creation, which in
the nature of things could not be literal and required
some framework. At the same time, there was a
peculiar appropriateness in assoclating the Sabbath with
the doctrine that Yahwe is the Creator of all things;

* [Hence also the Sabbath was quite readily made use of for
the purpose of paying a visit to a man of Godt2K. 423}, or the
like: quite the opﬁosnc of the later practice, which forbade all
teavelling on Sabbaths and feast-days (cp Mt. 24 20 and Jos.
And, xiil B4: oUx ot 88 Auix odTe év Tols oéPBadiy alTe v
T dopTy dleveck), —K.Mm.]
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for we see from Is. 40-55 that this doctrine was a main-
stay of Jewish faith in those very days of exile which
gave the Sabbath a new importance for the faithful,

But, if the week as a religious cycie is older than the
idea of the week of creation, we cannot hope to find
more than probable evidence of the origin of the
Sabbath, At the time of the exile the Sabbath was
already an institution peculiarly Jewish, otherwise it
could not have served as a mark of distinction from
heathenism. This, however, does not necessarily imply
that in its origin it was specifically Hebrew, but oniy
that it had acquired distinguishing features of a marked
kind. What is certain is that the origin of the Sabbath
must be sought within a circle that used the week as
a division of time. Here again we must distinguish
between the week as such and the astrological week,
i.¢,, the week in which the seven days are named each
after the planet which is held to preside over its first
hour.

If the day is divided into twenty-four hours and the planets
preside in turn over each hour of the week in the order of their
periodic times (Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Sun, Venus, Mercury,
Moqq), we get the order of days of the week with which we are
familiar, For, if the Sun presides opver the first hour of Sunday,
and therefore also over the eighth, the fifteenth, and the twenty-
second, Venus will have the twenty-third hour, Mercury the
twenty-fourth, and the Moon, as the third in order from the
Bun, will preside over the first hour of Monday. Mars, again,
as third from the Moon, will preside over Tuesday {Dies Martis,
Mardi), and so forth.

This astrological week became widely current in the
Roman empire, but was still a novelty in the time of
Dio Cassius {37 18). That writer believed that it came
from Egypt: but the old Egvptians had a week of ten
(not seven) days, and the original home of astrology
and of the division of the day into twenty-four hours
is Chaldzea, It is plain, however, that there is a long
step between the astrological assignation of each hour of
the week to a planet and the recognition of the week as
an ordinary division of time by people at large. Astro-
logy is in its nature an occult science, and there is not
the slightest trace of a day of twenty-four hours among
the ancient Hebrews, who had the week and the
Sabbath long before they had any acquaintance with
the planetary science of the Babylonian priests. More-
over, it is quite clear from extant remains of Assyrian
calendars that our astrological week did not prevail in
civil life even among the Babylonians and Assyrians:
they did not dedicate each day in turn to its astrological
planet. These facts make it safe to reject one often-
repeated explanation of the Sabbath, viz, that it was in
its origin what it is in the astrological week, the day
sacred to Saturn, and that its observance is to be
derived from an ancient Hebrew worship of that planet,
In truth, there is no evidence of the worship of Satyrn
among the oldest Hebrews (see CHIUN AND SICCUTH},

The week, however, is found in various parts of the
world in a form that has nething to do with astrology
or the seven planets, and with such a distribution as to
make it pretty certain that it had no artificial origin, but
suggested ilsell independently, and for natural reasons,
to different races. In fact,the four quarters of the moon
supply an obvious division of the month; and, wherever
new moon and full moon are religious occasions, we get
in the most natural way a sacred cycle of fourteen or
fifteen days, of which the week of seven or eight days
{determined by half-moon) is the half. Thus the old
Hindus chose the new and the full moon as days of
sacrifice; the eve of the sacrifice was called upavasatha,
and in Buddhism the same word {xposalka) has come
to denote a Sabbath observed on the full moon, on the
day when there is no moon, and on the two days which
are eighth from the full and the new moon respectively,
with fasting and other religious exercises.!

From this point of view it is most significant that in
the older parts of the Hebrew seriptures the new moon

1 Childers, Pali Dicl. s3si Kemn, Bwddhismus (Germ.
Transl.) 8; Masdvagga, ii. 11 {ET 1239, 291).
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and the Sabbath are almost invariably mentioned
together. The month is beyond question an old sacred
division of time common to all the Sernites; even the
Arabs, who received the week at quite a late peried
from the Syrians (Biruni, Chronology, ET g8), greeted
the new moaon with religious acclamations. And this
must have been an old Semitic usage, for the word
which properly means ' to greet the new moon’ (e¢haila)
is, as Lagarde (Oréentalia, 219) has shown, etymologi-
cally connected with the Hebrew words used of any
festal joy. Among the Hehrews, or rather perhaps
among the Canaanites, whose speech they borrowed,
the joy at the new moon became the type of religious
festivity in general. Nor are other traces wanting of
the connection of sacrificial occasions—:.e., religious
feasts—with the phases of the moon among the Semites.
The Harranians had four sacrificial days in every month,
and, of these, two at least were determined by the con-
junction and opposition of the moon.!

That full moon as well as new moon had a religious signi-
ficance among the ancient Hebrews seems to follow from the
fact that, when the great agricultural feasts were fixed to set
days, the full moon was chosen. In alder times these feast-days
appear 1o have heen Sabbaths (Lev, 2811 cp PassoveEk, NeEw
Moan}. X

A week determined by the phases of the moon has an average
length of 26} 44 =78 days—i.e., three weeks out of eight would
have eight days. But there seems to be in ¥ Sam. 2027, com-
pared with ze. 1824, an indication that in old times the feast of
the new moon lasted two days—a very natural institution, since
it appears that the feast was fixed in advance, whilst the Hebrews
of Saul's time cannot have been good enough astconomers to
know beforehand on which of twe successive days the new moon
would actually be observed.? In that case a week of seven
working days would cccur only once in two months. We cannot
tell when the Sabbath became dissociated from the month; but
the change seems to have been made before the Book of the
Covenant, which already regards the Sabbath simply as an
institution of humanity and ignores the new moon, In both
points it is followed by Deuterenomy.

The word ‘Sabbath’ (fzbattur), with the explanation
' day of rest of the heart,’” is clnimed as Assyrian on the

7. The basis of a textual emendation made by
y Fried, Dielitzsch in 2 Rawl. 3216, The
Babylonian . ¢ this isolated and :
and Assvri value o this 1solated an uncer_tam
5 abba.jth. testimony cannot be placed very high,
and it seems to prove too much, for it
is practically certain that the Babylonians at the time of
the Hebrew exile cannot have had a Sabbath exactly
corresponding in concepticn te what the Hebrew Sab-
bath had become under very special historical circum-
stances. What we do know from a calendar of the
intercalary month Elfil TL. is that in that month the 7th,
14th, 1gth, 21st, and 28th days had a peculiar char-
acter, and that on them certain acts were forbidden to
the king and others. There is the greatest uncertainty
as to the details [cp the very divergent renderings in
RP, Ti6of. ; Schrader, KA T 19; Lotz, Qu. de historia
Sabbati, 39 f.); but these days, which are taken to be
Assyrian Sabbaths, are certainly not *days of rest of
the heart,’ and to all appearance are unlucky days, and
expressly designated as such.? If, therefore, they are
* Assyrian Sabbaths’ at all, they are exactly opposite
in character to the Hebrew Sabbath, which was described
by Hosea as a day of gladness, and never ceased to be
a day of feasting and good cheer. [Cp Jastrow, in
the article mentioned below. ]

Besides the works already mentioned, reference should
be made to W. Lotz, Questionum de historia Sabbati

Hbri dup (188g), which takes account of

Lsi.tueRr:ient the Assyriological evidence. Hirschfeld's
8. .\ Remarks on the etymology of Sabbath®

(/R4S April 186, pp. 353-359}, according to Jastrow,
misunderstands and misquotes the Babylonian material.

1 The others—according to the Fikrisf, 819 14—are the 17th
and the 28th.

2 It appears from Judith 86 that even in later times there were
two days at the new moon on which it was improper to fast.

3 Lotz says they are lucky days ; but the expression which he
rendets, dies fawsius, is applied to every day in the calendar.
‘The rest of his baok does not rise above this example of acumen.
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Nowack (Hebr. Arck. [1894] 2 140 5 ) gives a lucid sketch
of current theories and their grounds. See also Jensen,
Sunday School Times (Philadelphia), Jan. 16, 1892, and
Jastrow, Awmer. J. of Theo!. 1898, pp. 315-352.
Jensen is cautious and reserved on the question of a
Babylonian origin of the Sabbath, which, however,
Gunkel (Schdpf. 14} and Jastrow (ap. cit.} expressly
affirm, The bridge which Gunkel fails to construct
between the Babylonian atonement-Sabbath and the
Hebrew rest-Sabbath, Jastrow endeavours to point out.
He remarks that the Heb. Jadbdihin does in fact, like
the Bab. fadaftum, convey the idea of propitiation or
appeasement of the divine anger, and he is of opinion
that the Hebrew Sabbath was originally a Sabéathon—
.., a day of propitiation and appeasement, marked by
atoning rites. At this stage of development it was
celebrated at intervals of seven days, corresponding
with changes in the moon’s phases, and was identical
in character with the four days in each month (7th, 14th,
z1st, and 28th) that the Babylonians regarded as days
which had to be converted into days of propitiation,
There were also, however, other 3abbathén days, such
as the New Year's Day, the Day of Atonement, the
first and eighth days of the annual pilgrimage to the
chief sanctuary.

The introducticn, in consequence of profound changes
in religicus conceptions among the Hebrews, of the
custom of celebrating the Sabbath every seventh day,
irrespective of the relationship of the day to the moon's
phases, led to a complete separation from the ancient
view of the Sabbath, whilst the intreduction, at a still
later period, of the doctrine that the divine work of
creation was completed in six days removed the Hebrew
Sabbath still further from the point at which the develop-
ment of the correspending Babylonian institution ceased.
Hence the position of the Sabbath in the Priestly Code,

. The field, however, is still open for further investigation,

Cp also Toy, ‘The earliest form of the Sabbath,’
JBL18190 fF {1893); and C. H, W, Johns, Assyrian
Deeds and Documents {who finds that the rgth day of
the month was observed by abstinence from secular
business ; but the deeds do not indicate that the 7th,
14th, z1st, and 28th days were Sabbaths}.

W. R. 5, —K. M.—T, K. C.

SABBATH DAY'S JOURNEY. See
§an

SABBATHEUS (caBBataloc [BA)), 1Esd. %=
Ezra 1013, SHABBETHAI, I.

SABBATICAL YEAR. The Jews under the second
temple observed every seventh year as a Sabbath accord.
ing to the (post-exilic) law of Lev.251-7. It was a
year in which all agricuiture was remitted, in which the
fields lay unsown, the vines grew unpruned, and even
the natural preduce was not gathered in. That this
law was not observed before the captivity we learn from
Lev. 2634 /- ; indeed, so long as the Hebrews were an
agricultural people with little trade, in a land often
ravaged by severe famines, such a law could not have
been observed. Even in later times it was occasionally
productive of great distress (x Macc. 64953 Jos. Ani
xiv.162). In the older legislation, however, we already
meet with a seven years' period in more than one con-
nection. ‘The release of a Hebrew servant after six
years' labour (Ex.21z Dt.1512) has only a
remote analogy to the Sabbatical year. But in Ex.
28 1o Jf; it is prescribed that the crop of every seventh
year {apparently the self-sown crop) shall be left for the
poor, and afier them for the beasts. The difference
between this and the later law is that the seventh year
is not called a Sabbath, and that there is no indication
that all land was to lie fallow on the same year. In
this form a law prescribing one year's fallow in seven
may have been anciently observed. It is extended in
7. 11 to the vineyard and the olive-yard : but here the

SABBATH,
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culture necessary tc keep the vines and olive-trees in
order is not forbidden; the precept is only that the
produce is to be left to the poor. In Deuteronomy
this law is not repeated ; but a fixed seven years' period
is ordained for the benefit of poor debtors, apparently
in the sense that in the seventh year no interest is to be
exacted by the creditor from a Hebrew, or that no pro-
ceedings are 1o be taken against the debtor in that year
(Deut. 151 7). Ww. K. 5.

SABBEUS {caBBaiac [BA]) £ Esd. 932 =Ezra 1031,
SHEMAIAU, Ig.

SABEANS occurs four times in AV, representing
three distinct Hebrew words in MT: {1} in Joblis
(NJY, RV™e: SuHEBA) and Joel 38 (D'NIY, RV MEN
oF SHEBA}; (=) in Is. 4614 (QWNJD), see SEBA; and
(3) in Ezek. 2342 (AV™€- and RV 'drunkards’), where,
however, it is no part of the original text. The Kt
oo —7. e, oo, the reading for which the Kre sub-
stitutes gwgp with the same meaning {drunkards), is
an obvious interpolation due simply to dittography of
the preceding pwémn.  On the further textual corruption
of the verse see Cornill, ad Joc., and Toy (SBOT). Of
course none of these words has anything to do with any
of the religious sects that have at one time or another
been called Sabians—i.e., Baptists (see art. SABIANS
in Kncy. Brif 21 128)—a name which is etymologically
quite distinct.

S8ABI. 1. {caBel [A)), 1Esd 528 RV=Ezra24z,
Suosar,

2. {vafleln [BAY) 1 Esd. 534 AV, RV Babie=Ezra257; see
POCHERETH-HAZZEBAIM.

SABIAS (caBiac [BA)) 1 Esd. 19 RV=z Ch, 359,
HasHABIAH, 6

BABTA (NMID, caBata [Bl. caBada [A] ce. [L]
1 Ch. 15}, or Babtah (1NAD, caBags [ADEL] Gen,
107), one of the sons of Cush. See Cusn. If *Cush’
here means the N. Arabian region of that name, we are
entitled and indeed compelled to suppose that ‘ Sabtah’
and ¢ Raamah ' have arisen by corruption and editorial
manipulation from the names of places near the S.
border of Canaan, wnap will probably come from nayn
‘ Maacath' (the southern Maacah}), which is also the
original of SUCCOTH in the earliest story of Jacob and
in Ps. 608, and of S0COH in 15, 171. Cp SHABBETHAL
From the ordinary point of view Dillmann finds some
plausibility in Tuch’'s suggestion that Sabta=ZaSfafa
{Peripi. 27 ; also Ptolemy, Strabo), the Sabota of Pliny
(632 1232}. 'This was the capital of the Chatramaotite
(see HAZARMAVETH), and was famous as the centre of
the trade in incense. The name is the Sab. mae.
Accerding to Glaser, Sabta is the Zagfa of Ptol. vi. 7 30,
and is to be placed at Sudeir or in the NE of Yemamah ;
Sabta, Raamah, and Sabteca representing the districts
on the coast of the Persian Gulf (Skizze, 2252 £).

T. K. C.

SABTECA (N2R2D, caBakaba [ADE], ceBe. [L]
in Gen. ; ceBexada [BL]. -Baya[A]in Ch. ; & there-
fore indicates rather SBKTHA), one of the sons of Cush
{Gen. 107 1 Ch.lg}). AV has Sabtechah in Gen.
and Babtecha in Ch. Glaser, following Bochart, con-
nects this with the name Samydake in Carmania, on
the E. side of the Persian Gulf {Skizse, 2252); but
Dillmann calls attention to the phonetic difference.
It is perhaps really a dittographed SaBTA, the 3 being
a record of a reading wxnap {(cp & in Gen.), T. K. C.

SACAR (NQ"). Probably an ethnic of the same
group as ISSACHAR, ZICHRI. The name has, of course,
no connection with that of the little known Egyptian
god Sakar {cp IssACHAR, col. 2292, n. g). 1. On
the name in 1 Ch.1135, see SHARAR and ISSACHAR,
§ 6 (end).

2. A son of OBED-EDOM (7.7}, 1Ch. 264 {cwyap
[B], caxap [LY cayiap [ATN
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SACKOLOTH

SACE. The wide diffusion of this word throughout
the European languages is probably due in the first
instance to Phcenician trade and commerce.l The
word, it is true, does not happen to be found in either
Phaenician or Punic; but it is vouched for in Hebrew,
Syriac, Ethiopic, and possibly Assyrian, See SAcCK-
CLOTH.

1. §ak, pr {(odxxos [but pdpourmos, Gem 441 £), saccus),
Gen. 422535 (E); in 2. 27a it is due to R (Holz); Lev.1132
Josh.94. See SackcroTh.

2. &éls, ‘?p, Gen. 42 z5a (dyyeiov), RV *vessel”; cp Bac.

3. "amtdhatk, NOADR (+/spread out, cp Is.4022), only in
Gen. 41-42 J (4225277 35 4812 etc.). On E's term see (1)
above. @ in 4227/ 43 12 udparmmos,

4. sikkdlon, ]‘\r?IBYK_s 2z K. 442t RV(AV, RVmg. 'husk,’ AVmg.
‘scrip,” “garment’}, cp Foop, col. 1539 n. 2. AVmg. gives a
superficially plausible sense {cp Scrir}—derived from an anony-
mous Greek translator’s kipuxos (Field's Hex.); dut 4/bpy is
unknown.

fIt has been conjectured elsewhere (see PrOPHET, § 7) that
Elisha, like Elijah, was specially a prophet of the Negeb, and
that b3 is a popular corruption of Sypme. If so, 1_;5133:
probably comes from D“?}'n’;, * Beth-gallim,” where 073 is
another corruption of '7;(]:.'1'1'. Elisha was at a place called
Beth-gallim, or (sec 2. 38) Beth-giigal, or (since Gallim and
Gilgal=Jerabmeel) Beth-jeralimesl, in the Negeb formerly be-
longing to the Jerahmeelites, But Lagarde’s reading nySp,
*wallet ' (%), suggested by the Buxeddsé of @4 and Theod. (see
BDR), is ingemious.—T. K, G.}

SACKBUT (N;J@’). Dan. 357015t See Music,
§ 6 (10). '

BACKCLOTH (P¥: cakkoc : saceus, cilicium®, It
is probable that the Heb. jag was originally a coarse

1. Use textile fabric made from the hair of the camel or

’ " the goat(cp the meanings of cdxxos, a borrowed
word), Like the sim/ak it could be used also as a wrap
or bag (cp MANTLE, § 2 [x]); see SACK. Referring
the reader, generally, to the articles DRESS and MOURN-
ING CUSTOMS, we propose here to indicate the nature
of the garment expressed by the word jazf, and to
endeavour to ascertain the origin of the custom of
wearing it.

The usage of the word suggests that the sz¢ was
nothing more than a lein-cloth, similar, no doubt, to
the {ardm? of Moslem pilgrims at Mecca. It was worn
as a token of grief after a death (Gen.3734 28 331
Joel 18), more commonly, however, in times of trial, to
remove a calamily, or as a means of propitiation.

Thus, the sak is worn after hearing bad news(z K. 6 30 191 Est.
4 1-4, etc.), to avert a pestilence (r Ch. 21 16), when one’s neigh-
bour lies in sickness {Ps. 35 13), or as a sign of general undefined
grief (Ps, 3011{12] 69 11 [12] Is. 22 12). It is often preceded by
the rendmgbof the clothes (Gen. 37 34 1 K. 2127—the rending
alone in Job12o), or by the covering of one’s head with ashes
or (Neh,91 2Macc, 1025) earth.4  Like the #»dar, the fafis
also worn by women (Joells, cp Judith 85 103 2 Mace. 31g).
In Jon.B8 it is ordered to be worn by bLoth man and bheast
(békEnedlt)

The passages in which the se£ is mentioned as worn
next the skin are probably not exceptional (1 K. 2127

12 K.630 Is 3211); Doughty has re-
2. A Eaent marked the half-naked appearance of the
E * wearers of the ikrdm—like bathing-

1 Some {¢.£., Whitney, in the Cené Dict.} have supposed
this diffusion to be due to the incident in the story of Joseph,
where the cup was hidden in the sacé. This does not explain
the various meanings of odxkas, saccus, and, as a matter of
fact, the Heb. saf appears only thrice in the story, whilst the
synonym ‘amidhath occurs no fewer than fourteen times
(see SACK, 3).

2 Sacews and cificiume are about evenly distributed. For
cfliciusmn (a goat’sshair cloth used for tents), see CiLicia, § 3
end, and cp TENT, § 3.

3 Saf is frequently used with Zdgae», ‘gird on,’ the reverse
process being described by ]ff‘te‘afz, loosen’ (Ps.3011 [1z)
Is.202). The fhr@m {on which cp Wellh. Heid. (1} 116 4
(% 123) is a loin-cloth covering the knee, one.lap of which may
be cast over the shoulder (Doughty, Ar. Des.2479 481). In
Eg. sa-g, with the determinative *hair,' ts a woollen galestinian
garment of the poor (WMM CL 2, 1901, col. 191).

4 Jastrow JAOS 20 13g suggests that in Judith 91 (owodév),
the ranslator mistook dphér (see TURnAk, § 2) for Zpker, like

. his predecessor in 2 8, 18319,
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men" {A» Des. 2 479 # 537), and the dress doubtless
resembled the prophet's girdle which, in Job 1218, is
worn as a mark of humiliation by a king. See GIRDLE,

The sackcloth of the OT, therefore, must not be
regarded as in any way akin to a sack or sackcloth in
the modern sense of the word, and, in endeavouring to
ascertain the origin of the custom of wearing such a
garb, we must not be led away by the early Christian or
the later ideas with which it is associated.!

That conservatism prevails longest in matters of cult is a
familiar experience, and Schwally, Nowack, and Kittel (/74 on
1 K. 2t 27) favour the view that the saf is the clothing of an
earlier half-forgotten time, which, though it may long have coa-
tinued to be worn—¢. g2, by slaves and the poorer people—was
nevertheless adopted exceptionally by the ruling classes on
specific occasions (cp Dress, § 2, col. 1136, n. 4).  Another
view is possible.

It is to-be observed (z) that the corresponding
“hram is essentially a dress for a sacred occasion ; (4)
that the prophets wore a garment similar to the szf;
and (¢} that the sacred ephod itself was probably once a
mere loin-cloth (see EpHOD, § 1, and cp T. C. Foote,
JBL 21 41-44 [1902]}. On these grounds, therefore, it
seems extremely probable that the f22 was pre-eminently
a sacred garment, and it agrees with this interpretation
that we find it worn by people of all classes on any
especially solemn occasion {1 Ch.2116 Joell:3 Dan. 93
1 Macc. 847 2 Macc, 1025 ete. ).

In view of what has been said elsewhere on the bear-
ing of ideas of holiness upon such a matter as dress,? a
plausible explanation of the custom
may be attempted, Garments that
have come in contact with holy things are unfit for
common use, and in early Arabia certain rites were per.
formed either in a naked state or in clothes reserved for

3. Why worn.
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the purpose. ‘There are some indications that this held
good among the ancient Hebrews; and if we bear in
mind that the je& is worn at times of great trouble,
when Yahwé's help or forgiveness is besought, we may
perhaps surmise that such occasions were formerly
accompanied by a sacrificial rite when a special garb (if
we may judge from the Arabian evidence} would not be
unuatural. It would be just at such a time as this that
the individual would feel himself brought into closest
contact with his deity. At all events, ideas connected
with worship of the dead do not cover the whole
ground.

The king of Nineveh removes his royal mantle before donning
the fak (Jon.3¢),! the ‘holy’ occasion requires ‘holy ' clothes,
and the primary object of the rending of the garments is prob-
ably to put onesel{ in a state of nakedness as quickly as possible
(Schwally, Frey).

That the use of this special garment should have been
retained long after the {ex 4yp. ) ritual died out is not
without analogy. The gradual decay is further illus-
trated by the fact that sometimes even i was the custom
not to wear the fof but to lie upon it {2 5. 21 10 Is. 585),
and that in later Jewish times the rending of the gar-
ments was confined to a small slit {Nowack, &4 11g3).

See the literature at the end of MourmiNG CusToms; also
Schwally, Das Leber nach d- Tode (1892), 11 7, Frey, Tod,
Seclengiaube, etc. (1898, 34 F

On sackcloth and nakedness, cp Jastrow, ZATW 22117 4.
{1goz), which appeared since the above article was written.

S5 A.C,

BACRAMENT (sacramentum, the Vg. rendering of
puoThptew in Eph. 1o 33 532 Col. 127 1 Tim. 316 Rev.
lz0 177). See MYSTERY, § 5.

SACRED (jepoc) 1 Cor. 913 2 Tim. 815 RV. See
CLEAN AND UNCLEAN, §1, 8.
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1. HISTORY OF SACRIFICE IN OT

The term ‘ sacrifice’ may with etymological propriety
be employed of all offerings to God ; in common use
it denotes specifically that class of
offerings in which a victim is slain,
corresponding to the Heb, sébah (lit. ‘slaughter’).3 In

1. Introductory.

' Cp Schwally, Leben mach 4. Tode, 11 £ For the eatly
Christian usages see Smith, Dict Chw»ist. Axi., s.v,

2 See Rel Sem.() 451 £, DRESS, § 8, and cp generally CLEAN
AND UNcCLEAN.
3 Bee WRS ZB, 21 132, Rel. Sewme. D), 213/
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the present article the word will be used in this more
restricted sense, whilst offerings of grain, meal, bread,
oil, and the like {Heb, ménkdk} are called * oblations.”
The term * offering ' will be employed as the equivalent
of the comprehensive Zorddsn, as well as in such phrases
as ‘burnt offering’ ('64i%, holocaust), peace offering
($#/em), sin offering {kattdth), trespass offering (aiim).

For convenience, certain species of offering are made

1 Cp Wi. AOF229, where the Assyrian king tears off his
royal garments, and clothes his body in the ‘ ba¥2mw, the dress
of the penitent. Wi. (op cit. 44) points out that daffmu is
elsewhere glossed by Saffx (=p). -
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the subject of special articles : see FIRSTBORN, INCENSE,
Taxarion, TITHE, Vow, Vorive OFFERING. Cp also
ATONEMENT [DAY oF], FEASTS, PASSOVER, PENTE-
€OST, TABERNACLES; and, for Babylonian parallels,
RrrvaL. The present article deals in its first part {§§
1-22} with the history of sacrifice in the OT; in its
second (§§ 23-40) with the developed Jewish system ;
the third part (§§ 41-53) discusses beliefs and ideas
connected with sacrifice, its intent, significance, efficacy,
and operation ; the fourth part (§§ 54-61) treats of
sacrifice in the N'T.

Before the invasion of Palestine the Israelite tribes
were nomads ; their living and their wealth were in their
flocks of small cattle.] These also
furnished the material of their sacri-
fices. Offerings were doubtless made
also of the spoils of war, and perhaps of animals taken
in the chase {see below, § 8). Our knowledge of the
character of these sacrifices is derived not so much
from the stories of the patriarchs in JE as from sur-
vivals in later custom and law. The nature of these
survivals, together with the permanent conditions of
nomadic life in the deserts of Syria and Arabia, justify
us in supplementing or interpreting our scanty material
by what is known of Arab sacrifice in pre-Islamic times
and among the modern Bedouins.?

The cccasions of sacrifice are many and various.
Among the modern Arabs sacrifices are offered on the
birth of a son, a circumcision, marriage, the coming of
a guest ; for the recovery of the sick or for the health
of flocks and herds ; on the inception of an enterprise,
such as setting out for a foray, breaking ground for
tillage, opening or enlarging a well, laying the founda-
tion of a building ; on the conclusion of a compact or
covenant ; the retura from a suecessful expedition ; on
the anaiversary of a kinsman’s death, and the like.

The rites of sacrifice are of primitive simplicity. The
owner ordinarily slaughters his own victim, The blood
is poured upon the ground, smeared upen the sacred
stone, upon the tent ropes, the door-posts of houses, or
upon persons or animals. The flesh makes a feast for
the cwner, his family, tribesmen, and guests,

A species of sacrifice which in all probability goes
back to the nomadic stage is the offering of firstlings
. (d&koroth, sg. dkor) of animals, that s,

8. Firstlings.® ) "t ot offepring of the dam, which
‘opens the womb ' péfer réhem, Ex. 3419 182 1215 Nu.
1815; cp péter Yper blhémah, Ex. 132},  The shepherd
Abel makes his offering ‘of the firstlings of his flock
and of their fat portions' (Gen.44]); the laws in-
sistently claim all firstlings as God’s right (Ex. 182 12-15
2229 £ [28 £1] 8410 /. Lev. 2227 2726 Nu, 181517 Dt.
12617 1423 1519-23, ¢p Neh.1036}). The animal was
primitively sacrificed shortly after its birth; the oldest
rule is: ‘Seven days it shall be with its dam; on the
eighth day thou shalt give it to me' {Ex. 2230 [29]).%
A similar custom existed among the heathen Arabs;
the first birth (called fa»a') of a she-camel, goat, or ewe
was sacrificed, frequently while still so young that its
flesh was gelatinous and stuck to the skin. This offer~
ing of firstlings was permitted in the earliest years of
Islam, Mohammed advising, however, that the sacrifice
should be deferred till the victim was a year or two old ;
later he prohibited the fzra" as well as the sacrifices in
Rajab (‘atirah, see below, § 4).°

1 See CATTLE, GOAT, Sugrp, The nomadic Semites have no
neat ¢attle, and the ancestors of the Israelites do not appear to
kave been among the tribes that possessed camels {see CAMEL).

2 See Wellh. Reste altarab, Heidentumes; Snouck- Hur-
gronje, fHetl mekhbannschie Feest ; WRS Kel. Sem. ; for modern
Arab customs, Burckhardt, Travels in Avadia, 182q, Bedonins
and Wahdbys, 1830 Burton, Pilgrimage to el Medinak and
Meccak, 1855, Palmer, Desert of fhe Exodus; Doughty,
Aradia Deserta; Curtiss, Primitive Semitic Religion, otc,

553 ?ee FIRSTBORK, PASSOVER, § 8./ ; TaxaTION AND TRIBUTE,

Ii-xg,

4 Ongthe later modification of this rule see below, § zo.

6“}%&& the two traditions in Lisan 10 115 /4 ; WRS Rel Sewri2),
462 7

2. Bacrifices
of nomads.
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The sacrifice of firstlings, like the offering of first-fruits, with
which it is sometimes associated (Neh. 1035/, cp Ex. 22 29 7
[28 /4); note also the_ connection with tithes, etc., Dt 12617
J423), was regarded in later times as a tribute to God (Nu.
1815 /7 Neh. 10 35 /), and as such it has been surmised that the
custom of deveting firstlings to God arose after the settlement
in Canaan by ‘a secondary extension of the practice of offering
the fruits of the field." {So Benzinger, Passovir, § 8 end.)
The existence of firstling sacrifices among the Arabs shows that
this inference is unwarranted. The sacrifice of firstlings, as the
widespread custom of offering firstborn children indicates (see
Frazer, Golden Bough2),2 43 ), was not onginally conceived
as a tribute to the deity (see TiThe). That there is no mention
of these offerings before the invasion of Canaan is not a suffi-
cient reason for doubting their antiquiry,

In the history of the exodus Moses asks the Egyptian
king to let the Israclites go into the desert to sacrifice
to thelr God Yahwe, *lest he fall upon us
with pestilence or with the sword” {Ex.
53J, cp 318 §817; 51 E); the presence
of all the people, young and old, is requisite; and
they must take with them their flocks and herds to
furnish the victims {10g25). Frem 53 it might seem
that the sacrifice in the wilderness was something
unusual, demanded on this occasion by an oracle;
5r (E) and 105 (}), however, represent it as an estab-
lished institution, ‘the Ad4g of Yahwe.'? The season
was the spring of the year, in the month called by the
Canaanites Abib {Ex. 134), correspending 1o the Syrian-
Babylcnian Nisdn.

It is matural to connect this A4g festival with the
spring festivals of other Semitic peoples. The first eight
days of the month Rajab, which in the old calendar fell
in the spring (see Wellth. Frol @), viii. ; Heid. M), g4 77},
was a great sacrificial season among the heathen Arabs.
The poets compare the carnage of battle to the multi-
tudes of victims lying around the sacred stones.? The
victim, commonly a sheep, was called 'affrat (pl
‘atz'ir); its blood was poured on the head of the sacred
stone (Nuwairl, quoted in Ramussen, Addit. 79), the
flesh consumed in a feast. Such sacrifices might be
offered at home ; but it was probably moere common to
take them to some more fameus holy place (see Wellh.
Heid. 74, 94). The sacrifice, like Arab sacrifices in
general, was often made in fulfilment of a vow, The
Rajab sacrifices were at first kept up by the Moslems ;
a tradition reports Mochammed to have said: * Every
Moslem is bound to offer each year an ‘zdidk (the
sacrifice of the tenth of the month Dhi-1-Hijjah) and an
‘atirak’ (in Rajab [Lisanvi. 21114 /]); subsequently,
however, he prohibited the ‘atfrak as well as the fara'
(see above, § 3). In the time of Mohammed the month
Dhi-1-Hijjah, in which was held the great festival in
the vicinity of Mecca, fell at the beginning of spring
{Wellh. Prol®®, 10g), and a comparison with the
Passover naturally suggested itself ;4 but further studies
in the old Arab calendar have shown that this coin.
cidence in date is accidental.

Among the Syrians, the chief feast of the year at
Hierapolis was in the spring (Lucian, Dea Syria, 49):
at Harran the first half of Nisan was a season of
special sacrifices (Fihrist, 322 ; Chwolsohn, Ssabier
225); evidence of the sacredness of Nisan appears in
the Nabateean inscriptions at Madain Salih;® and at
Palmyra ;8 the great festival of the modern Yezidis falls
at the same season.”

A closer connection between the Hebrew spring

4, Spring
sacrifices.!

1 See PassoveERr, FEAsTS,

2 Hig is a religious gathering (N5. ZDMG 41 11g).  The
word is used not only of the Canaanite-Israelite agricultural
festivals, but also of Arab(and Saba:an) festivals, which brought
multitudes together. There is thus no ground for the assump-
tion that the use of the term here is due merely to the later
association of the Passover and the Feast of Unleavened Bread
(hag ha-massoth).

" 3°Cp medern descriptions of the sacrifices at the Meccan
east,

4 See Snouck-Hurgronje, Hed mekkaansche Feest, 65,1

5 Berger, Compler Rendus de I’ Acad. des [nscr., 188y, 377 .44

¢ WRS EB®, 18199, n. 2.

7 Badger, Nestorians, 1a1g . Vernal festivals are, of
course, not peculiarly Semitic.
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festival (* Passover ') and the Arab Rajab sacrifices has
heen thought to be established by

5. :;I:]:];;EB evidence that both were primitively
" offerings of firstlings.] 1In the Penta-
teuch, laws prescribing the dedication of firstlings

stand in juxtaposition to crdinances for the Feast of
Unleavened Bread or the Passover (see Ex.34:8 £
Dt. 1519-23 161 /. Ex. 1243-50 181 3-10 11-13 14-16); the
slaying of the firstborn of the Egyptians has been
interpreted as a reprisal upon them for withholding
from Yahwé, by their refusal to let Israel go, the first-
lings that were his due (see Ex.818 8120 10244 ;
Welth. 86). It has heen shown, however, under
PassoVER (§ 8), that the passages cited, though com-
patible with such a theory of the original character of
the Passover, by no means require it ; and opposing
considerations of much weight are te be drawn from the
peculiar ritual of the Passover (see below, § 6),
which—to name but a single point—one victim is re-
quired for each household, rich or poor, whereas the
number of firstlings must have varied with the owner's
possessions.

Nor is it satisfactorily established that the Arab Rajab
sacrifices were firstlings, It is true that the term
‘atirak, by which these victims are usually designated,
is by some lexicographers made equivalent to jfard,
firstling.? This is, however, nothing more than the
confusion which frequently occurs in their accounts of
the religious customs of * the times of ignorance,” and
over against it must be put the fact that not only the
traditionists ® but also the lexicons generally distinguish
the two clearly encugh.

The Passover differed conspicucusly from all other
Israelite sacrifices, and preserved to the last, essentially
unaltered, its primitive peculiarities, In
. the earliest times, the carcass of the
victim was probably roasted whole, either
over an open fire or in a pit in the earth (as by the
modera Samaritans), and the flesh sometimes eaten half
raw or merely softened by fire. Dt 167 prescribes that
it shall be boiled, like other sacrifices. This, however,
did not prevail ; P preserves the primitive custom while
guarding against abuse: the Passover is neither to be
eaten taw nor boiled in water, but roasted in the fire
{Ex, 129), with head, legs, and inwards. The sacrificial
feast was held by night at fuli moon ; the participants
were in their everyday garb, not in ceremonial apparel ;
everything was done with haste; the whole victiin was
devoured—including, doubtless, in ancient times the
exta which in later sacrificial ritual were offered to God
by fire, and therefore strictly forbidden as food; only
the bones must not be broken;* the flesh must all be
consumed before daybreak ; if aught remained it was
to be burnt up at once ; with the flesh was eaten—mnot
originally unleavened cakes, but—a salad of bitter herbs
{(Ex. 129 /., cp Nu. 9z1 £, also Dt. 1645).%

With this singular ritual has been compared the
description given by Nilus of the customs of the Arabs in
the desert S, of Palestine and in the Sinaitic peninsula
in his own time—the end of the fourth century A.D.
They sacrificed a white camel to Venus, the moraing
star; after the chief or priest who presided at the
sacrifice had slain the animal, all rushed upon the
carcass with kaives, hewed it to pieces, and devoured
it in wild haste, hide, inwards, bones, and all, that not
a scrap of it might be left for the rising sun to look
upon. %

1 WRS Rel. Sem.(D), 227 f n 464 /3 Wellh. Prol{d, 865
Now. H42:47; Benz H’A4 G

2 Lisan, 6zro. Naote also the identical custom described in
the Lisan underfara , in the 747 (8 308} under ‘@éirak.

3 See Bokhard, ed. Krehl, 3514 /£

4 Contrast the Arab sacrifice of Nilus, below. See WRS
Rel. Sem.8), 145-

£ See the descnpnun of the Passover of the modern Samari.
tans, Petermann, Reises, 1235

& M:gne, Patr. Gr.79 611, <p 61'2 WRS Rel Sesn. (3, 281 /1
Wellh, Heid (1 119 7.
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In Ex. 1221-27 (ulimately from J) the elders are
bidden to take sheep or goats, one for each clan (#éf
. pdkdk), slaughter them, and, dipping
T lf r%fieozigon a bunch of herbs (*hyssop') into the
¥ * blood, to strike it upon the lintel and
door-posts ; Yahwé will not suffer * the destroyer’ to
enter a house on which he sees these blood-marks.
This, an editor adds, is the historical origin and ex-
planation of a custom in use in later times; with it he
connects etymologically the name * Passover’ (pdsa#),
because VYahwé ' passed over’' (pdsaf) the marked
heuses of the Tsraelites (Ex. 12=z4-27). The object of
the rite is to protect the inmates of the house from ‘the
destroyer ' ; that is, in primitive conception, from the
demons of disease and death. Similar customs with
the same motive are found among many peoples.!

‘Whether this rite was originally connected with the
Hebrew spring feast is not clear. J, who prescribes
the marking of the houses, says nothing about a feast,
and, indeed, repeatedly insists that the festival of
Yahwé cannot be celebrated in Egypt (Ex. 53 825-27);
P orders that the blood of the lamb slain for the feast
be applied to the door of every house in which it is
eaten {(Ex. 127, cp 13), a direction which Jewish tradition
and practice regarded as applying only to the * Egyptian
Passover ' ;2 Dt. makes no mention of this use of the
blood at the PASSOVER {¢.z., § 13)}.% It is not unlikely
that a rite originally cccasional, as in the outbreak of
an epidemic, came to be practised annually for the
protection of the household during the coming year,
and in connection with the old spring feast.* The
name pérad probably belonged, notwithstanding J's
etymology, to the feast rather than to the bleod
marking.

Some Semitic peoples, both nomadic and settled,
offered in sacrifice anitals taken in the chase. Gazelles

8. Wild were offered by the Babylonians
t . (Jastrow, Rel Babd -As. 661) and
animals; bably by the Pheenicians (Sacrificial
E!poi]s of war. Pro .ﬂ. y yt e CEIUCIH.HS( acTrincia,
Tariffs, €/5 16555 1675 cp Isaac,
§ 4, n. 2). Among the heathen Arabs, also, gazelles
were sacrificed, but were regarded as an inferior offer-
ing; men who had vowed sheep or goats from their
flocks sometimes substituted gazelles.® The nomadic
forefathers of the Israelites may have made similar
offerings ; but there is no reminiscence of this in the
OT. The requirement that the blood of animals taken
in the chase be poured out and covered with earth (Lev,
1713. cp Dt. 1216 24} is not necessarily an attenuated
survival of a sacrificial rite ; the belief that the soul is
in the blood (Lev. 17 14, on which see below, § 46) is
reason enough. %

Sacrifice was doubtless offered also of the spoil of
war, as in” later times (x S. 1515 21 cp 1434 ; see also
Gen. 1420). Similarly the Arabs on their return from
a foray sacrificed one beast of those they had taken and
feasted on it before dividing the booty.” The Arabs of
whom Nilus wrote took by preference a human victim,
a fair youth, from among their captives; in default of
such, they offered a white camel.¥ The Carthaginians,
after a victory, sacrificed the fajrest of their captives
by night as burnt offerings {Diodorus Siculus, 206s) ;

1 See, e.2, Zimmern, Beitr. 2no. 26, col. 3, L 207 ; Palmer,
Des. Erxod.go118, etc. ; Doughty, A7 Des. 1499 452 2 oo ete
Kingsley, Z"raw[s in West Africa, 444 451, A large collection
of material is found in Curtiss, Primitive Semitic Religion
To-day, chap, 15 i

2 So also the modern Samaritans :

3 See below, § zo.

4 A very similar ceremony at a great annual fesnval in Peru
is described by Garcilasso de la Vega, Commi. Keales, Ve,

3 Harith, Mw'allakak, 6g, with the scholia; al-Laith in
Lisanvi. 211 9.

§ Cp the burying of blood drawn in blood-letting, or from a
nose-bleed, e, Doughty, Ar, Des. 1492, Kingsley, Travels
in West A) 1 fiica, 4

T WRS, Rel. Sem (3}, 491, and the Arab authors there cited.

68 g_hgne, Patr. Gr. TQﬁuf 641681 ; see WRS Rel. Sem.(3,
362

Petermann, Keisen, 1237,
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similar instances have been adduced from the records
of Assyrian kings (Shalmaneser, Monelith, obv. 17).
The slaying of Agag, whom Samuel hewed in pieces
before Yahwe in Gilgal (1 S. 1533), has sometimes been
regarded as a sacrifice of this kind ;! but it is doubtful
whether this interpretation is correct {see below, § 13
end),

T]he many accounts of sacrifices in the books of
Samuel and Kings are in large part taken from old

. and good sources, and give us com-
9. I;“?:(';a:‘n paratively fult and trustworthy informa-
" tion for the pericd which they cover.
By their side we may place the similar descriptions in
Judges, and in the patriarchal story as narrated by ]
and E (g, Gen. 157 #). The laws in the same
sources (especially in Ex. 34 and 21-23) dealing with
feasts and offerings, with the other—not inconsider-
able—remains of early collections of law preserved
in Dt. and H, represent the usage of Israelite and
Judzean sanctuaries in the time of the kings; the con-
demnation of many customs in the reform legislation
of the seventh century bears witness to the prevalence
of the practices so zealously prohibited. The prophets,
finally, paint vivid pictures of the religion of their con-
temporaries, with all its abuses.

The regions E. of the Jordan first occupied by

Israelite tribes are capable of supporting enormous
. focks upon their rich and extensive
10. c?ﬂ::g:;.al pastures.?  Much of the land is very
*  fertile and abundantly rewards culti-
vation ; but the conditions de not constrain nomadic
tribes taking possession of the country to become
tillers of the soil. The case was different in Western
Palestine. In the 5. indeed, in the Negeb and the
‘Wilderness of Judah, the new comers continued to be
chiefly shepherds even after they adopted fixed habita-
tions ; but in the central highlands (Mt. Ephraim) and
in the N. they were soon compelled to get most of their
living from the soil.  They learned from the older
population of the country to raise crops of grain and
pulse and to cultivate the fig, the olive, and the vine
With the arts of agriculture they learned also the
religion of agriculture. To the sacrifices and festivals
of their nomadic forefathers were now added the proper
offerings for the bounty of the land and the season
feasts of the husbandman's vear {see FEASTS, § 4 /7).
Animal sacrifice is still the most important part of
worship, as we see clearly from the historical books ;
neat cattle, kept as plough-beasts, are added to the
victims from the flock.? First-fruits or tithes of grain
and wine and oil must be consecrated in their season
accerding to an established ritual. The worship was
offered at the *high places,’ that is, in general, the old
Canaanite holy places (see HiGH PLACE, §§ 2-4).

The most general term for offering, whether of
animals or of other things, is minkdh, num, ‘gift’
{8 ddpor, more frequently 0!10’[;:), a word
. ., not confined to religious uses.? In dis-
of sg'gg;gce' tinction from other offerings specifically

< named —such as Glik, séfak—minkdi
sometimes refers particularly to oblations of bread,
meal, ol}, and the like {see § r4).® Animal sacrifices
fall into two main classes : '6/¢4, EV ' burnt offering,’
in which the victim was all consumed by fire; and
zéhak. EV ordinarily ‘sacrifice,’ in which, after the
exfa had been burnt upon the altar, the flesh was eaten.
These species are often enumerated together, as in Jer.
1726: *they shall come ., . . bringing burnt offerings

11. Bpecies

1 WRS, Rel Sewr.(¥, 3635. Nowack (# A 2zoz) includes in
the szme class the killing of Zebah and Zalmunna, Judg. 8 21.

2 GASm. Hist. Geog, 523/ ; cp Nu. 8214 2 K, 84, ete,  See
also CATTLE, § 3.

3 On changes in the rites of sacrifice see below, § 11.

4 In the technical language of the later ritual the compre-
hensive term is Zorbdn } see below, § 24.

5 (On the more restricted technical use of the word inthe later
ritizal see below, § 24.
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and sacrifices and oblations and frankincense .
the house of Yahwd.'

The Heb. z#bat, nal, is ordinarily rendered in & by fuoia, the
corresponding verb by fhiw, less frequently Puridds, The verb
means properly ‘slaughter,” and may be used of the Lilling of
domestic animals for food without religious rites (g, Dr.
1215 21); but since in earlier times animals were seldom if ever
killed thus, it ordinarily imports sacrificial slaying. The place
to which animals are brought to be killed is the snizbéafk, literally
‘slaughter place’; in Canaan this was generally the stone or
pile of stones on which the fat was burned, whence wrizéia)s
comes to be equivalent to altar (see ALTAR, Massgsany, § 5).

The oceasions of sacrifice were of different kinds (sce
above, § 2, and below, § 15), and distinctive names
for some of them were probably early in use ; peculiari-
ties of ritual, too, no doubt belonged to certain varieties
of sacrifice, as 1o the Passover or ithe covenant sacrifice
{cp Gen. 159 # Jer. 8418 £}, but, however anciunt
the custom itself may be, our knowledge of the details
of the sacrificial ritual comes chiefly through later
sources. For this reason, as well as to avoid repetition,
the species of sacrifice and their characteristic rites will
be considered below in their place in the completed
system (§ 23 7).

One term is, however, 50 certainly old and so frequent that it
cannot be passed over here; viz, séfem, Q___I? {Am.5 22), gener-
ally pl. $éldmim (EV ‘peace offerings’). In many passages
féfdminr are coupled with ‘loek (burnt offerings) in descrip-
tions of greater sacrificial occasions, precisely as ‘a/62% and
z#bkin elsewhere ; see, .62, Ex. 2024 826 25.6 17 £ 2425 1 K.
315925 Ezek. 4315 4327 462 12 ete,  In other instances we
have the phrases D’Q?? fnal, D‘D%W NI, *sacrifices of peace
offerings'—e.g2, 1 §.108 Jos. 2223 Prov.T14. The $&ldsmim
appear to have been by far the most commen kind of sacrifices,
so that when the word z8&d /s was used without qualification it
would be understood to refer to 5élimint ; on the other hand,
the name sél@mim is probably shortened from z72hs $&ldarian,

The criginal significance of the word is not certain. & trans-
lates, cwripia, (Buaial) rod o'wmf:'ov, so alse Philo, De wictimis,
§ 4, 2245 Mangey ; & in Samuel and Kings (fvoiar) eippyixal or
Tiov eipnuikiw, so Aq, Symm. Theodot, ; Vg. victima pacifica,
pacificusnz (sc. sacrifictusn); hence EV, ‘peace offerings.’
These interpreters connect the Heb. word with the simple stem
of the verb pbw, ‘be whole, sound, safe,’ or the noun jtldwm,
oV 5¢, ‘peace’l  Josephus, who renders fuaiac xapiorjpioc
(Ank iii. 9 2), apparently associates 1t with the meaning of the
intensive stem, {7//as, 'requite, repay, pay’'; so that these
sacrifices would be a return te God for benefits received from
him, or the payment of an obligatien to him; cp Prov. Tr4: ‘1
had sel@mim-sacrifices to make ; to-day I have paid (§i2amti)
my vows.' The word occurs also, as the name of a species of
sacrifice (b3 pbg), on an inscription from a Phenician temple
at Marseilles (C/5 1653 #). 1t is perhaps a Canaanite term
adopted by the [sraelites. [On Ass, faudmu see RiTuaL, § 11, 32.)

The blood of the victims was poured or smeared upon
the sacrifictal stone as had been done by their nomadic
forefathers. Besides this, portions of the animal,
especially of the internal fat (1 8. 215 £.),% were now
burned upen a raised altar—monolith or heap of stones
or earth—as upon a hearth; and this part of the per-
formance was so essential that the verb ' burn,’ with or
without an object (' the fat'), becomes equivalent to
* offer sacrifice.’

In clder times the intensive stem fiffé», 17, “make smoke,
burns '—rarely with the object (3707, 1 8. 215 A)—is used ; so
frequently in the prophets, of the heathenish sacrifices of their
contemporaries, In later texts the causative Acggrr, 0P,
prevails, See We, Prol, 64 £, n. 1. The burning of the
offering is probably to be regarded as a means of conveying it
to God ; the fragrant smoke was, at least in later times, thought
of as containing the ethereal substance of the sacrifice, (WRS,
Rel. Sewe.®, 236} see also below, § 41.)

The flesh of the victim was boiled (z 8, 215 /. 1 K.
1921}, and furnished a feast for the offerer with his
family, friends, and guests {1 5. 14 f 912 22 j7, etc.).
In Canaan, bread, wine, and oil, the products of agri-
culture, took their place in the feast beside the flesh of
animals from the flock or herd (see eg., 1 S 124);
these again were in part obligatory offerings—first-fruits,

. unto

1 See also the etymological explanations in Sépkra on Lev. 31
(fol. 13, ed. Weiss),

2 From Judg. 61g /% it has sometimes been inferred that in
early times boiled flesh was offered (cp alse Nu. 6 1g); but ths
evidence is insufficient to sustain the conclusion.
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tithes, etc.—in part occasional and voluntary, Of |
them also a part was given 1o God, probably upon the
altar by fire (see Am. 45). The bread offered was that
which the participants in the feast themselves ate ; that
is, in ordinary cases leavened bread ;! unleavened cakes
when, for religious reasons (as in the mayssoth feast) or at
a meal hastily prepared for an unexpected guest, they
ate their own bread unleavened. The bread offered
was probably moistened with oil or dipped in it, as was
the bread eaten by the worshippers (cp the later rituals,
§ 30). Of the wine a libation was made to God (Hos.
94). See below, §§ 14, 314,
The peculiarity of the ‘/zk (n?y) is that no part of
the victim was used for food; the flesh as well as the
sacrificial portions of the inwards and
ﬁ.lz‘. Bu.r.'f;h fat was burned.
offering, "5lah. The term is derived from the common
verb '¢lik (.-;?;l_y}. ‘go up, ascend,’ and signifies, ac-
cording to the prevailing interpretation, the sacrifice
which {all) *comes up’ upon the altar (K.nob., Wellh.,
Nowack, etc.), or that which ‘ goes up’ in smoke to the
sky {Bidhr, Del., Dillmann, etc.}). In & general!y
ohokaiTwua, dhokabrwos, Vg. Aolocaustum.

Another term for the sacrifice given as a *whole
offering ' to God is &g} Sﬁ; (Dt. 3310 1 8. 79 Ps,
5l2r; ep Dt 1317 Judg. 2040), which appears as a
technical term in Phoenician also ; see the sacrificial
tariffs of Marseilles and Carthage, CfSi. 16535, ete.,
167s.

The whole burnt offering was naturally much less
frequent than the sacrifices which furnished a feast for
the worshippers; it is seldom mentioned alone, and
then in peculiar circumstances.? Ordinarily the burnt
offering occurs in conjunction with other sacrifices
(z2bdhim or §¥dmim); eg., 2 S. 617 f 2425 ¥ K. Q25
2 K. 1024, etc. It was probably originally an extra-
ordinary offering made by great persons or on great
occasions {We. Prol ™, 70). The daily burnt offering
in the temple at Jerusalem (2 K. 16:5}—and doubtless
at other royal sanctuaries—was the king's daily sacrifice,
and was followed by many 28d%im for the court and
by private persons.

The ritual of the burnt offering is not described in
any ancient account ; it may be assumed that the blood
was treated in the same way as that of the other
sacrifices ; it is supposed by both the narratives in JE
and by the laws that the flesh and fat of the holocaust
were consumed upon the altar.®  The hide, according
10 Lev. 78, fell to the priest, and this is not improbably
an ancient rule; it was, in fact, the only toll he could
take for his services.?

It is possible that at an earlier time the burnt offering
was burned on the ground or in a pit, rather than in a
raised altar ; this is said to have been done for a special
reason at the dedication of Solomon's temple {1 K.
864).% The analogy of the human sacrifices at the
Tophet {see MoLecH, TORHET; cp, however, Gen.
22g9), and the burning of the carcass of certain sin
offerings without the sanctuary, may also be noted, It
is probable, however, that the burning of the holocaust
upon the altar was the Cannanite custom, adopted by
the Israclites.f

‘Whether the burnt offering was accompanied by an
cblation of bread or by a libation is unecertain.? When

T 15.103 Am. 45 ; leavened bread in certain §&/Fmim even
in Lev, 713, cp 2317,

2 Gen. 820 2213 Nu. 231 Judg 626 (131623) 1 8.614
I K 2418 38.

3 The carcass was previously cut up; © K. 1823 33,

4 So in_the sacrificial tariff’ of Carthage (C751167); in that
of Marseilles the priest has a fee in money, and a part of the
ﬁesh whilst the hide belongs to the offerer.

5 8o also at Hierapolis; Lucian, Dea Syria; WRS, Rel
éem 12}, 378.

$ An argument may perhaps be drawn from the size of the
Canaanite rock-altars that have been discovered.

7 In 1 K. 864 the words ‘and the winidk’ are a gloss.
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it was part of a great sacrificial occasion these probably
went with the other sacrifices (sé0d%im). The regular
daily burnt offering in the temple may have had such
an accompaniment ; but the earlier custom seems to
have been to offer the ménhds daily as an evening
oblation corresponding to the morning ‘624 {see below,
§8 19, 32). In the passages which speak of the burnt
offering alone {cited above, col. 4191, n. 2}, there is no
mention of a méinkdk. Judg. 620/ 1319 # cannot be
alleged ; in these places a meal prepared for a guest is
miraculously consumed by fire; this may be called an
‘6ldk, but obviously no inference can be drawn as to the
ordinary ritual of burnt offerings.

The animals sacrificed were neat cattle, sheep, and
goats ; also, at least in certain rites, turtle doves and

. s pigeons, clean birds easily procured by
13. Victims. dwellers in towns and cities, The choice
of victims for particular sacrifices, or occasions was
doubtless to some extent regulated by custom; in
ordinary cases it was left to the worshipper to determine
what his offering should be, in accordance with his
means, his disposition, and his motive, or his previous
intention or vow, Tt is very likely an ancient rule that
the burnt offering should be a male; though 1 S. 614
shows that it was not always so. Sometimes very
young animals were offered even as a burnt offering
(x 8. 79, sucking lamb}; but ordinarily, no doubt, a
mature animal was chosen for this sacrifice.!

That the offering of a human victim as a holocaust
was not unknown in old Israel we learn from the story
of Jephthah, Judg. 113of 34-40. The narrator repre-
sents this sacrifice as extraordinary, but does not con-
demn it as abhorrent to the religion of Yahwe.2 The
staternent in 1 K. 1634 to the effect that Hiel, who in
the days of Ahab rebuilt Jericho, ‘laid its foundations
with Abiram his firstborn, and set up its gates with
Segub his youngest son,' hardly admits any other inter-
pretation than that he offered them as foundatien
sacrifices, in accordance with a widespread and persistent
custom.?

It does not appear, however, that human sacrifices were
frequent in the early centuries of the Israelite occupation of
Canaan. The offering by parents of their own sons and
daughters, especially the firstborn, about which there is so
much in the prophets and laws of the seventh century,* was not
the recrudescence of ancient custom, but a new and foreign cule
(see MoLecH, § 4 /). The lesson of Gen.22 is that though
Yahwe might claim even an only son, he does not require such
sacrifice but accepts instead a victim from the flock ; ¢p Mi. 6 7.

The expiation of Saul's massacre of the Gibeonites by the
execution of seven of his sons and grandsons ‘ before Yahwe' at
the famous sanctuary of Gibeon (2 5.210), important as the
story is for the idea of expiation and thus 190r sacrificial concep.
tions, is not itseif to be considered as a sacrifice. Nor is the
devotion of the inhabitants of a conquered city—or an Israelite
city that has fallen inte the worship of other gods (Dt. 13 12
—to the deity by slaughter and burning (ZFrem, see Baw
properly regarded as a form of human sacrifice.

The offerings of bread, of}, and wine which formed
part of the sacrificial feast have been spoken of above
- in that connection (§ 11). There were
14. Obiationa. also independent cSﬂ'erilzgs ol the pro-
ducts of agriculture, The deity which gave the increase
to man’s labour received from him portions of all; only
when these had been duly rendered could the rest be
used by the owner (see Frazer, Golden Bough'®, 2318 fF
4359 8 ).

These offerings, which fall under the general head of
first-fruits, were called by varicus names: first-froits
(pikkurim, Ex.3426 231g), tithes (mad dstroth), prime
pottions (#Zi7th), portions set apart (#r@mdk), and
others. The original distinctions are not always clear ;

1 Mi. 86 speaks of burnt offerings of yearling calves; the
daily burat offering in P is a yearling lamb.

Iﬂqj:;zm-rumﬂ § 6. Compare Mesha's sacrifice of his son,
E 2

3 See7HIBL On these sacrifices cp Tylor, Préwe. Cult.(9),
1104 #} Liebrecht, Zur Vollskunde, 284 /7 ; especlally Sarto‘rl,
‘Das Bauopfer, Zettschr. Jo Ethnol. 80 1 . (180 ).

See Jer. 7 31 Ezek, 20 26 25 364~ Lev. 18 21 202 /7. Dt. 18 10

etc.
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the definitions of P and the Mishna may semetimes be
suspected of making systematic discrimination between
terms once loosely equivalent. The tendency of the
ritual development was to reduce to rule and measure
what was once more frec, and to convert into a tax, for
the support of the clergy, what formerly, as a gift to
the deity, had actally fallen in whole or in part to his
ministers. Aparche were offered not only of things
that were eaten, but also of flax and wool (Hos. 2549 Dt
184). Inasmuch as these offerings have a history of
their own it has seemed best to treat them separately ;
see Taxation, TiTHEES. Religious dedications of a
different character are the ‘oriik of fruit-trees in the
first three years of bearing, followed in the fourth by
the consecration of the crop as AfllhElim (Lev. 1923-25),
which corresponds to the sacrifice of the firstlings of
animals ; the pFdk, or unreaped corner of the grain-
field ; the gleanings of the harvest-field, orchard, and
vineyard (Lev.19¢/}; and the spontaneous erops of
the fallow vear (Ex. 2310 £}  {See NATURE WORSHIP,

The form of presentation of first-fruits is described
only in part. In Lev. 2310 f 14 {old laws in H) the
first sheaf of barley (originally from each field, or from
each village) is brought and ‘waved' (Akeniph, 1 8
gesture of throwing) before Yahwe at the local sanctuary ;
until this is done the new crop must not be used in any
form (= 13); unleavened cakes (meassitk) of the new
barley meal are eaten for seven days (see FEASTS,
PassoVER). At the end of wheat harvest a correspond-
ing ceremeny is the presentation in a similar way of two
loaves of leavened bread [originally from each house-
hold, Lev.2315-17202). Cp Frazer, Golden Bough®?,
2319, Dt 261 f prescribes that specimens of the
choicest of the fruits of the land shall be brought by
each landowner in a basket and set down before the
altar with a solemn liturgy of thanksgiving ; the pre-
sentation is followed by a feast {see below, § 22).

Another kind of oblation, which, though of much less
primitive character than the kinds just mentioned, can
be traced back to an early periad in the history of Israel
in Canaan, is the setting before the deity of a table
spread with food and drink {see, further, below, § 34 a).
Such was the custom at Nob {1 S, 21 4-5[5-7]) as well as
at Jerusalem (1 K.748), and probably wherever God
had a house or temple. On this table stood bread,
which at certain intervals was exchanged for fresh loaves
hot from the oven ; the loaves that were removed were
eaten as ‘ holy bread’ by the priests, and—under ex-
ceptional circumstances—by Jaymen who had * hatlowed®
themselves (1 5.214-6). It Is natural to suppose that,
as among other pecples, wine too, in cups or chalices,
was placed upoen the table ; but there is no mention of it
in the OT. (On P see below, § 342.) In the Jec#-
sternia of other religions flesh also was thus set before
the deity ; it is not probable, however, that such was
ever Israelite custom. Like the flesh or fat of animal
sacrifices and the oblation of bread, wine, and oil with
them, the loaves of 'shew bread' were ‘the food of
God” {onbx onb)

Offerings of wine in the form of libations were made
at the sacrificial feasts (above, § 11); a libation of
kdr, properly any fermented drink other than wine, is
spoken of in a late law (Nu, 287 ; see below, § 35),
but in no ancient source ; thers seems to be no reason
why such libations should not have been made. Honey
was excluded from the preparation of sacrificial cakes
{Lev. 211}, in which it was much used in other cults ;2
it was brought with the other choicest products of the
land in the ceremony described in Dt. 261 7, but did
not come upon the altar.  Milk, often offered by other
peoples in libations,? was not so used by the Hebrews.

1 Libations of honey in antigui i
De abdst. B20f; reas};ns fur‘ qt‘gzy’pg‘o}l]]ei%?t}il;:ﬂif Tea?srl’:hl):v?,
Philo, De sacrificantibus, § 6, 2 255, Mangey,

2 In Arabia, We. Heid. ), 1a1/ Milk 'in Abel’s offering
(Jos. Ant i 2 1) is a mistranslation of the ambiguous gaabn.

4r03

SACRIFICE

That independent libations of oil were made is intrinsic-
ally not improbable, though not conclusively established
by reference to Gen. 2818 Judg, 89 Mic, 67,  {See Now.
HA2208 ; cp below, § 314.)

Sacrifices were generally offered at home; every
village had its altar {mézdé®h, slaughter place), where
the victims were slain and feasts held ;
thither the firstlings and other obii-
gatory offerings were brought (see
HiGH PLACE, § 4). There were more famous holy
piaces to which men resorted in numbers, especially
at the autumn festival (see FEASTS, § 4). The
times of sacrifice were in part fixed by custom, in
part dependent on the occasion or on the will of the
worshipper. Te the former class belong the Passover
at the vernal full moon (see above, §§ 4.4 ). and the
agricultural season feasts at the beginning and end of
the grain harvest, and at the close of the vintage (see
FEas1s).1 At the last three custom required every man
to ‘see the face of Yahwé,' with ap offering (Ex.
2317). The new moon was a favourite time for feasts ;
Saul expects all his court to be present on such an
occasion {15,204 f., cp 1824 f£}; the annual sacri-
fice of David’s clan at Bethlehem is held on a new moon
(18.205 7 29). See Naw Moon. The Sabbath, appar-
ently in a lesser degree, enjoyed the same preference.
When a regular cultus became established at the greater
sanctuaries, more numerous victims were offered on
these days {see below, § 33). The specific occasions
of sacrifice were manifold—the cirecumcision or wean-
ing of a son, marriage, the coming of a traveller, the
making of a compact, consuitation of an oracle, the
mustering of a clan for war or the return from a
campaign, the accession of a king, the dedication of
a temple, the staying of a plague. Many sacrifices
were offered in fulfilment of vows for the obtaining
of the most varied objects of human desire, Men
sacrificed alike when they rejoiced in the evidence of
Yabhwé's favour, when they besought his bounty or
his help, and when they had need to propitiate the
offended God. Many kinds of uncleanness required
purification by sacrifice.

The companies of worshippers for whom and by
whom sacrifices were brought originally corresponded

: to the mnatural groupings of the
16. Worshippers. . 1o the family or cian for itself
{e.2., 15,206}, the village commanity at its own high
place {e.g., 1S.912). Even at the greater holy places,
which were frequented at the festival seasons by
multitudes from different tribes, these groups preserved
their identity. Deuteronomy assumes that this will be
the case at Jerusalem when all bring their sacrifices
thither ; and in the Passover the ‘household,” even
when casually constituted, continued to the last, and,
indeed, still continues, to be a distinct sacral group;
the great mass of worshippers did not become one wor-
shipping community, but remained many companies.
‘The only body of worshippers in ancient times in which
the natural groups are sunk is the army in time of war.
How far the persistence of the family as a society of
worship in the national religion is to be attributed to
the survival of proper family cults, the worship of
ancestors, it does not fall within the province of this
article to discuss.?

The worshippers prepared themselves for participa-
tion in the sacrifice as ' holy * by ' hallowing themselves’
(hithkadde¥, 18 165 Nuw. 118, cp Ex.191014). An
cbligatory part of this ' hallowing ' on solemn oceasions
was abstinence for a time previous to the appearance
at the sacred place from sexual intercourse (cp 1S,
215/ Ex.1915);% other preparatory ceremonies were
purifications, abluticns, the washing of garments. Men
put on festal attire, garments and ornarents not of

15. Seasons
and occasions.

1 Sheep.shearing was also a time for feasting, 15.257.
2 See Famuy, $ 2} Sta. GFI1 3008
3 See WRS Rel Sem.(®), 454 57,
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everyday wear {Ex. 822 1lzf. 1235/ Hos. 213[1s]
Ezek. 1612 /. .1

For the ordinary sacrifice {séak) the assistance of a

priest was unnecessary ; therites were simple and known
- s to all.  The older historical books

17, Priests. abound in instances of sacrifices by
Iaymen of all ranks ; the father offered sacrifice for his
household, the ‘elders’ for the clan or the village com-
munity, the commander for the army, the king for the
people.  The offerer slew and flayed his own victim-—
as, indeed, continued to be the rule to the latest period ;
doubtless he also in early times poured the blood upon
the sacred stone or altar, afierwards a specifically
priestly act. At the holy places which had a resident
priesthood—often proprietary—the priests burnt the fat
upen the altar; for this service they tock toll (1 8.
213 4.).  The customary right of the priests may have
differed at different places, as it certainly changed in
course of time {ep 18,213 % Dt. 183 Lev.734).% The
priests participated also by guest-right in the sacrificial
feasts. The most important functions of the priesthood
were not, however, direction or assistance at sacrifices,
but the custody of the sanctuary, the consultation of the
oracle, and instruction concerning purifications, piacular
rites, and the like.

The sacrificial worship of ancient Israel had a pre-
vailingly joyous character ; to eat and drink and rejoice

before Yahwe (Dt.) is a description of
1§f g%;‘:gf;ef it which holds(goozi to the f;nd of the
" kingdom. The stated feasts in harvest-
time and vintage, the new moon and sabbath, were
all seasons of rejoicing ; and the occasions of public
and private sacrifice at other times (see above, § 1g)
were, in general, of a joyful nature. The banquet
was accompanied by music and song {Am, 5z3, cp 65),
not always of what we should call a religious kind ;
dances, also, were customary (Ex. 32 15 186 Ex.
1520 Judg. 1134 2119 £} The excesses to which such
festivities are exposed did not fail to oceur (1 8. Lz 2
222 1s. 287 £ Am. 27 f Hos. 414).

But while joyfulness was thus the predominant note
of worship, it must not be imagined that ancient religion
had no other note. In times of private distress or
public calamity men set themselves to expiate the
offence, known or unknown, that had provoked God's
anger, 1o propitiate him by gifts and recover his favour
(see 25.211F 2418 Dt 2114 etc.). Such scenes
as are described in 1 K. 1826 # (the priests of Baal on
Carmel) were probably not without parallel among the
Israelites on like occasions. Fasting before Yahwe,
wearing the garb of mourning, was an ancient and
commaon means of appealing tc his mercy (see FASTING).
In ordinary cases propitiatory sacrifices differed from
common sacrifices, not in rite, but in the spirit and
mood of the worshippers. When God was manifestly
perilously incensed men would hardly venture to
approach him with sacrifice till they had reason to hope
that his wrath was somewhat appeased {see, e.g.,
2S5, 24).

Like other ancient monarchs, the kings of Judah and
Israel built temples at old holy places, such as Bethel,

and in their capitals, as at Jerusalem

ﬁg‘ofas‘rz;t'yﬁ and Samaria. Worship at these royal

' sanctuaries was under the direction of

the sovereiga; on great occasions the king in person
offered sacrifice in them (1 K. 8564 ; especially 925 2 K,
161z #.); the priests were appointed by him. It was
probably in these temples that the custom of offering a
daily holocaust grew up. This sacrifice was made early
in the morning; in the late afternoon the oblation of

1 We, Prol(%, 71. See Drsss, § 8.

2 See PrRIEST, § 4 /-

3 To prevent controversy or extortion, tablets on which the
legal tariff for various species of sacrifice was inscribed were
iome;imes set up before ancient temples (see C/S1 1651675 CLL

fzoh

1 Sce Frasrs, § 5.4
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bread or dough, oil, wine (the min}dik) was presented
(see 1 K. 182936, cp Dan. 821 Ezra94/.).) The animals
required for food by the king's great household were, no
doubt, slaughtered at the temples with a sacrificial dedi-
cation ; the name tadddkhim, lit. ' butchers,’ applied to the
palace guard, has been thought to bear witness to this
custom {WRS Rel, Sem, U, 396). At the festivals and
on special occasions greater numbers of sacrifices were
offered by the king and his court, as well as by the
people who came together to celebrate the feast.
Foreign luxuries, such as incense, came into use at
these sanctuaries. The support of the regular cultus
came from the king's treasury, either from imposts
levied 4z nafura (2 K.1615 Ezek. 459 ), or by the
assignment to the temple of the revenues of a district,
{See TAXATION.)

A considerable number of priests must have been
attached to the greater temples, and the necessity of
order and authority was doubtless early felt. iIn
Jerusalem we read of a chief priest and a second priest,
The better organisation probably in part recognised, in
part created, a differentiation of functions. The same
conditions were favourable to the growth of the ritual
in elaborateness and splendeur, and to a concomitant
estimate of its importance, In a word, the ritualistic
and sacerdotal tendencies in the religion of Israel had
their seats at the royal temples, especially at Jerusalem.
By degrees the worship at Jerusalem came to be a very
different thing from that at the country high places,
and thus things were preparing both lor the deutero-
nomic reforms and for the ritual law.

The greatest change, however, which followed the
establishment of the kingdom was the institution of a
regular public enltus maintained by the king for himself
and his people. Thus a national religion was created.

When Israel tock its place among the nations,
political and commercial intercourse opened the way for
religious influence.  Sclomon’s new
temple was built by a Pheenician archi-
tect after Phoenician models; Ahaz
exchanged the altar for a copy of one he had seen in
Damascus. The more complete apparatus of worship
—the bronze reserveir and portable lavers, the many
utensils provided for the service of the altar, for example
—suppose corresponding elaboration in the ritual. The
vestments and ceremonial ornaments of the priests also
were probably patterned after those in use in Pheenician
temples. The influence of foreign religions was much
deeper in the seventh century, during the long reign of
Manasseh. Not only were many new cults, especially of
Assyrian origin, introduced (see QUEEN oF HEAVEN,
NATURE WORSHIP, § 5/.), but the worship of Yahwé
was enriched by new rites and offerings ; the burning of
costly gums and spices, for example, is first heard of in.
this period.? The sacrifice of children as burnt offer.
ings, with peculiar rites, to Yahwé under the title
'king * {ham-méiek), which also became prevalent in this
age, is probably a foreign—Phcenician or Syrian——cult
adopted by worshippers of Yahwé {see MoLeEcH).

The reforms of Josiah not only suppressed for a time
these foreign rites, but also made a radical change in

the whole sacrificial system by destroy-

20;' Refg:;m ing the high places, carrying away

And reACHOL- jiir priesthoods, and forbidding the
offering of sacrifice at any place in the kingdom except
the temple in Jerusalem.® A necessary corollary of
this restriction of sacrifice to one altar was the slaughter
of animals for food at home without sacrificial rites
{Dt. 1215 /. 20-25}, contrary to the ancient rule {see
Lev, 173/ ).2

A large part of the occasional private and family

20. Foreign
influence.

1 On the later custom, see below, § 32.

2 See INCENSE, § 3. It is worthy of note that Ezekiel gives
it no place in his reformed cultus.

3 See DEUTERONOMY, ISRAEL, § 377 ; JosiaH, § 1.

4 Disregarding redactional changes j see LEVITICUDS, § 28,
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sacrifices thus drop out. The change is even greater
on the other side; the season feasts must now all be
kept at Jerusalem ; thither firstlings and tithes, first.
fruits—in a word, all obligatory offerings—must be
brought, there all vows must be paid, and freewill offer-
ings made.  Various modifications of the ancient custem
became necessary ; the lustration of houses with blood
at the Passover must have ceased (see above, § 7); the
age at which firstlings should be offered (eight days,
Ex. 2230 [29]} is now a minimum limit—they may be
brought at any time after they are a week old {Lev.
2227). The removal to Jerusalem of the feasts in which
the tithes were consumed, besides other changes {Dt.
1424 # )}, deprived the poor of the village of the partici-
pation in these feasts which they enjoyed by ancient
right of hespitality ; compensation is made by the con-
version of the tithes of one year in three to charity
(Dt. 1428 £ ; see TaXATION, § 1o, TITHES). The
country priests who were transported to Jerusalem were
nct allowed 1o offer sacrifice in the tempie, though they
had their living from its revenues; an inferior order of
ministry was thus, in fact, established,

By the centralisation of worship its natural connection
with the common life of men was much loosened. The
Israelite could visit the holy place to offer his sacrifices
at most but thrice a year, more commonly, perhaps,
but once or twice. At other times he knows that stated
sacrifices are offered in the temple daily, and with
greater pomp at all the festivals. The possibility of a
cultus carried on for the benefit of those who are not
present, of a sacerdotal religion done for the people by
the priests, and operative, if correctly performed, is
thus prepared. These consequences were not per-
ceived, much less realised, in the few remaining years
of Josiah’s reign, nor, in their full effect, for many
generations afterwards.

The spirit of the sacrificial laws in Deuteronomy is
that of the older time; *rejoice before Yahwe® is still
the common expression for worship, The increased
eraphasis on the olden hospitality of the sacrificial feast
is in accord with the prominence of motives of charity
and humanity in the deuteronomic legislation, but is
doubtless due in part, as has been already suggested,
to the consciousness that the transfer of these feasts to
a distant sanctuary imperilled this feature of them.

In the disastrous times that followed the defeat at
Megiddo and death of Josiah, in the reaction from the
deuteronomic reforms which not unnaturally ensued
upon the disappointment of the high hopes based upon
them, every trace of these reforms was swept away.
Not only were the old altars at the high places rebuilt
and the foreign worship restored, but men sought more
efficacious means of expiating guilt and securing divine
protection in private cuits—in part, perhaps, revivals of
old Israelite practices, in part of foreign origin, such as
are described in Fzek 8. These strange tites were
celebrated as mysteries by societies of initiates, Their
sacramental sacrifices were ‘unclean’ beasts, such as
swine, dogs, mice.,! The strong taboo of the flesh of
these animals made them peculiarly potent piaenla, the
highest grade of *uncleanness' being convertible with
exceptional ©holiness.”

The laws in Dt. relative to sacrifice and offering
represent clder custom adapted to the plan of reform
which made Jerusalem the sole place of worship (see
above, § zo).

Species of offerings: Dt. 126, ¢p 11 17, see also 2767 8310
prescribed offerings (firstlings, tithes, etc.) are 2dddEsim, * sacred

(belonging to God by right), in distinction

21, Seventh from votive and free-will offerings, and from
cent. laws, animals slaughtered for faod, 12 25; victims
from the flock and herd (bkdr, son ; §ov, 56);

human sacrifice prohibited, 1231, ¢p 181c; victims must be
perfect, 17 1, ¢p 15 21§ ritual of holocaust and sacrifice, 1227

burning of fat, libations, cp 3238; offerings at the feasts and
ritual, 161 4%, cp 261 % ; priests’ dues, 1817 ; tithes, 12 17

1 Ts. 6853 47 66317 (late post-exilic rites of the same kind); cp
Ezek. 89/ See WRS, Rel. Sem.(2), 200 fF 343-
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1423, cp 126 113 in the third year, 1428 £; liturgy, 2612 4
firstlings, 15 19 /7~

The sacrificial laws in H are of the same age.?

Species » sltk Lev.2213, etc., "dlak and zébak 178, 2ibhé
Sldmint 17 5 19 5, 13ddk 2229 /., néder and nédabak 2218 21 ;2
tithes and firstlings are not named in the remains of H {nor in
Ezek, 40-48) ; sacrifices as £5dd§im 22z 15 /1, ¢p 198; offerings
are “the food of God ' (#hewm #l5kim), 2168 17 ar 2225, cp Ezek.
44 7 ; animals sacrificed, d@4a» and sdn, §8», kébes, ¢z, human
sacrifice forbidden, 18 21 20 1 /7 ; victims must be perfect, 2218 4.,
less strict rules for freewill offerings, 2223 ; must be brought to
the holy place, not slaughtered elsewhere, 1734, cp 8/ ;3
blood not to be eaten, 1710, cp 17 13 4° 1926 ; the ritual is not
described (17 s probably secondary); the flesh of §#/@meine must
be eaten on the day they are offered or on the following day,
19507, of the fadak on the day of sacrifice itself, 2329 £
feasts, offerings, and ritual, 23 (the parts of the chapter derived
from H).4

Contemporary with the laws in H, and from the
same or cognate sources, i5 a large part of Lev.11-15,
on uncleaaness and purification {see LEvVITICUS, § 24 /1);
cases requiring sacrifice are enumerated, 126/ 1514 £

29 /. 141-7 (49-53). o

In Lev.1-Y, also, the oclder sacrificial #5324, not
only in 1 and 3, but also in parts of 5 j7, represent
pre-exilic usage and formulation in later redacticn.®

Another source from which knowledge of the worship
in the temple at Jerusalem may be gained, is Fzekiel's

. programme for a restored and purified
21a. Exokiel. cultus in 40-48. The prophet's pur-
pose was not to create a new system of sacrifices and
rites, but to introduce such safeguards as should prevent
those invasions of Yahwé's holiness which had provoked
him in anger to destroy his desecrated house and make
an end of the polluted worship, Knowing as we do
the characteristic motives of Ezekiel's reformatory zeal,
and having from other sources reasonably good informa-
tion about the temple worship in the last half-century
before the fall of Judah, we should not find it difficult to
distinguish the old from the new in Ezekiel's skeich,
and thus to use 40-48 for the history of the cultus.®
This testimony is the more valuable because Ezekiel
had a priest's intimate acquaintance with the ritual
and affecticn for it.

In comparing Ezek. 40-48 with the sources hitherto examined,
it is important to observe that Ezek. deals almost exclusively
with sacra publica,’ the others with private sacrifices. As the
public ceremonies had, doubtless, in all ages, a more sclemn
ritual, the fuller liturgical details in Ezek., as compared, for
example, with Dt., signify much less than has sometimes heen
made of them. Besides the species of sacrifice with which we
have already become acquainted ('3/&4, 2ébak, sélamim), Ezek.
repeatedly names two others, faytdth and asam (EV sin offering
and trespass offering—RV guilt offering), 403 4213 4819 44
442729 45 17 % 4620 (see below, §§ 27_ﬁ%. The minjdr is an
offering of flour and oil in specified quantities (4657 11, etc.);
a libation {mdsek) is also provided for (46r7). The animals
sacrificed are the same as in the other sources (birds are not
named). .

The public sacrifices are provided by the prince from the
proceeds of a tax levied in kind (tér@méh 45 t3-17). A lamb is
offered every morning, the regular holocaust (‘6/at% t#mid), with
an accompanying -oblation (winkik 4613-15);8 the sabbath
burnt offering is six lambs and a ram, with their oblations
(46 4 %) ;% on the new moon, the victims are the same, with the
addition of a bullock {465 £). At the passover a bullack is
offered on the first day as a sin offering for the prince and
pecple; during the seven days of the feast, each day seven
bullocks and seven rams as burnt offerings, and a he goat as a
sin offering (45 23 /1) ; the feast of the seventh month has the same
sacrifices (4325); there is no summer festival (Pentecost). At
the great festivals, new moons and sabbaths, the prince also
provides $éfamim (45 17), doubtless as a feast for the people.

1 Serting aside the double redaction. See LEviTrcus, §§ 1447

2 The @& in 19 21 is from Re.

3 The principle, no slaughter without sacrificial rites, is re-
affirmed ; see LEVITICUS, §§ 15, 28,

4 Passover is not named.

9 See LeEviTICUS, $§ 5.7 and, on

dsidm and fatfatk, helow,

§% zzlf

& The custom of the temple after the restaration, which fre-
quently followed the older usage rather than Ezekiel's innova-
tions, furnishes an additional criterion.

7 Even the f&imim at the feasts, new moons, and sabbaths,
are to be provided by the state, 4517,

5 No evening #@mid; see below, § 32,

9 'The general rule for the ollation 1o be offered with each
kind of victim, 46 11, ¢p 57 ; the quantity of wine for the liba-
tion is nowhere fixed.
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The number of these victims is necessarily left undetermined,
A table {or altar) for the shewbread stands in the temple {41 22};
but no rules are given for the presentation of offerings upon it—
probably the old custom is to be followed without change.l An
elaborate ritval is provided for the consecration of the altar
(43 18-27), and for the semi-annual gracxls (on the first of the
first and seventh months) by which the temple and altar are
purified (45 1820).2 The rites of sacrifice are given in some
detail: the slaying and dressing of the victims (40 38-33, cp the
description of the court and altar, 4028 #. 43 13 47); the dash-
ing of the blood upon the altar (48 181, or—of the sin offering in
consecration and purification ceremonies—the application to the
altar and other parts of the temple and court (44 2045 19). The
fat and blood of sacrifices are the food of God (44 7). he flesh
of public sin offerings is burned {43 2r); that of private sin
offerings and of trespass offerings belongs to the priests {44 2g);
there are kitchens in the inner court where they boil their meat
and bake their »infd’% bread (46 1g /), and chambers in which
they ear this ¢ very holy” food {42 133,

Of privaie sacnifices the freewill offerings of the prince ('#/z%
or J¥amim are sacrificed by the priests (46 2); the private
sacrifices of the people are slain for them by the Levites (de-
graded priests of the old high places), who wait upon the offerers
and serve them (44 11); the flesh is boiled in kitchens in the
four corners of the outer court by temple servants (46 z1-24).
‘The priests are supported by offerings: the flesh of the {private)
sin offerings and of trespass offerings, the oblations of flour and
oil, and everything that is devoted to Yahwé fall to them;
besides this they have a right to all kinds of first-fruits and
dedications (44 28 #.).

Ezekiel supposes that his readers are familiar with
the terms hec uses and their significance; he does not
deem it necessary, for example, to define the nature or
occasion of the trespass offering (see below, § 27).
The sacra publica, which before the fall of Judah had
been maintained at the king’s charges, are to be pro-
vided for by the prince from the taxesd The rules
prescribing the kinds and numbers of victims to be
offered at the feasts, and the proportion of flour and
oil with each, may perhaps make new requirements;
but it may safely be assumed that there had been similar
rules fixed by the custom of the temple under the kings,
The periodical expiation of inadvertences or mistakes
by which the holiness of the temple might have been
sullied, appears to be an innovation; 4 but the rite is
simple and old, and had probably been practised in
earlier times when occasion required. In general, the
ritual of public sacrifice does not seem to be much
changed in Ezekiel's new mocdel of temple worship.

The consequences of Ezekiel's system would doubtless
have made greater changes in the sphere of private sacri-
fices. The tax to be paid to the prince and the assign-
ment of all first-fruits to the priests apparently are to take
the place of all the offerings (firstlings, first-fruits, tithes,
sacrifice for appearance at the holy place, and the like)
which in former times the Israelite had been bound to
bring to God. Even the sacrificial feasts (38ldmim) at
the great festivals were provided from the public treasury.
There would remain vows and freewill offerings, and
ihe sin and trespass offerings, in which, as it appears,
no change was intended. In the ritual of private sacri-
fice Ezekiel proposed a very radical departure from
immemorial custom: the owner was henceforth not te
offer his own victim, but to look on while one of the
inferior ministry of the temple (Levites) slaughtered it
for him. This innovation, however, did not prevail;
in the ritual law and in the practice of the Herodian
temple, the worshipper retained his old right (see
below, § 26).

The destruction of the temple in Jerusalem did not
cause a long interruption in sacrificial worship in Judeea.

Naot only were there other holy places in

g.?tegu;;‘és the land (see HIGH PLACES, § 97 MIZPAH,

' 1), but there can be no doubt that the

altar in Jerusalem was soon rebuiit and worship re-

1 There is no mention of incense or an aliar of incense, of a
candelabrum, or of ansinting oil,
# Observe the use of the texms &dpper and k7fta ; see below,

‘-FOU the guestion how far this is a change of system, see
TAXATION, § 15 F

¢ It did not establish itself in the restored temple, where in
later times a corresponding, but much more elabarate, rite was
celebrated annually. See AroNemenT, Day or,

4199

SACRIFICE

established (ISRAEL, § 45), with survivors of the old
priesthocd for its ministry. Probably, however, the
public sacrifices—the daily holecaust and the offerings
on Sabbaths and feast days—which had been supported
by the king, ceased, and only private sacrifices were
offered, as at other high places. With the appoint-
ment of a native governor and the rebuilding of the
temple, the public services were doubtless resumed on
such a scale as the poverty of the community permitted.
The ritual, aiso, no doubt, conformed to the ancient
custom and tradition of the sanctuary as far as possible
under these conditions; and as the prosperity of the
Jews increased, and Persian kings and governors from
time to time made contributions to the support of the
temple, it recovered something of its ancient splendour,
The opinicon that the cultus was first restored by priests
returning from the extle, and afterwards thoroughly
reformed by Ezra in accordance with the prescriptions
of a liturgical wark (¢ Priest’s Code '} which he brought
with him from Babylonia, rests in both parts on the
same late testimony, and greatly exaggerates the share
that the Babylonian Jews bore in the development of
Palestinian Judaism in the Persian period. Babylonian
influence upon the terminology of the later ritual, if not
upon the rites themselves, is indeed manifest; but, in
view of the evidences of the same influence in other
Syrian religions in the Persian and Greek period, it is
not clear that we must leok to the exiled priests in
Babylonia for the explanation.

An important landmark in the history of the ritual is
the description of a typical series of dacrifices—sin
offering, burnt offering, peace offerings—at the inaugura-
tion of Aaron in Lev. 9, a chapter which is universally
assigned to the original History of the Sacred Institu-
tions, and was written probably in the fifth century
B.C. (see HISTORICAL LITERATURE, § g). The rites
agree closely with the older sacrificial #5#9¢2, many
refinements of the later laws are still unknown to the
author, in particular such as are connected with the
inner altar, the sprinkling of blood in consecrations and
expiations, and the like,

It can hardly be questioned that the philhellenic
priests of the Ptolemaic and Seleucid times introduced

22 a. Later. various ceremonies in imitation of the

cults of Syrian-Greek temples, some of
which were preserved till the destruction of Jerusalem.
The procession at the offering of first-fruits, headed by
an ox with gilded horns and crowned with an olive
garland, the flute player making music before them,
etc., is an example in pointl But such innovations
were probably in matters of vestments, processions,
and the like, rather than in the ancient rites of sacrifice
themselves.

The two features in which the sacrificial cultus of
later times differs most from the worship of old Israel
are the enhanced importance of the sacra pudlica and
the greater prominence of expiatory rites. Both are
natural consequences of the conditions of the age,

The Jews were a widely scattered peopie; most of
them could visit Jerusalem only at long intervals—
perhaps but once or twice in a lifetime, But sacrifices
were regularly offered for them—the daily holocausts,
the burnt offerings and sin offerings on the sabbaths
and new moons and at the feasts. These sacrifices
were now maintained, not from the revenues of the
king or prince, but by a tax collected from Jews in all
parts of the world, who thus became participants in all
their benefits. The cessation of the daily sacrifice was a
calamity that deeply affected the whole race (Dan, 8 11 f.
1 3T 1213, cp _IOS. B_‘}’Vi. 22).

Pigcuia of various kinds were doubtless common in
old Israel, as in other religions (see, ¢.g., Dt. 211-9);
many of the purifications—which fall under the same
head—are unguestionably ancient customs {(eg., Lev.

12 Bikkiirim, 33; Philo, De Festa cophind.  See Spencer,
Legg. ritual. lih. 4, cap. 1o0.
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14:r 7, cp Dt.248 Nu.19). Solemn public piocula,
however, seem in earlier times to have been performed
only on occasions when some calamity warned the
people that they had offended God {e.g, 2 8. 2418 f;
above, B§ 18, 2o0).  In the Persian period, they became
an established institution. We have seen that Ezekiel
provides for such ceremonies at the beginning of each
half year (above, § 2z1); the oldest stratum of P in Lev,
16 seems to have had in mind a yearly expiation ;! the
Day of Atonement was in later times the most solemn
of the year. All rites of consecration and inauguration
are begun by piacular sacrifices,  Not infreguently, as
in Ezekiel, the whole cultus is regarded as expiatory.
The prevalence of such a conception of God’'s holiness
as we find in Fzekiel, inevitably led to the multiplication
of expiatory rites; the depressed and unhappy state of
the Jews in Palestine during a large part of these
centuries may be regarded as a contributory cause.

The differences between the sacrificial worship of
old Israel and that, say, of NT times must not,
however, be exaggerated. The public cultus did not
supersede private sacrifices. 'The Jews, even from the
remoter parts of Palestine, frequented Jerusalem at the
feasts in great numbers, bringing the prescribed offerings
and paying their vows ; the population of the city itself
and of neighbouring Judaea alone was sufficient with
their sacrifices to give employment and support at
ordinary times to a great number of-priests, Nor must
it be thought that the worshippers were habitually
oppressed by o sense of sin, or that the expiatory side
of the cultus 50 dominated their conception of sacrifice
as to exclude all others. The contrast sometimes
drawn between Dt., with its rejoicing before Yahwe,
and P, with all its sin offerings and trespass offerings,
even if it fairly represented the spirit of two legislations,
cannot legitimately be taken as evidence of a corre-
sponding difference in the spirit of religion in two ages.?
From our other sources it is easy to show that no such
radical difference exists,

II. DEVELOPED JEWISH SYSTEM

It is proposed in the following paragraphs briefly to
describe the Jewish sacrificial system in its final form,
as it was in practice in the last
23. Introductory. century bhefore the destruction of
Jerusalem.  In this system the rules and rites of sacrifice
in the Pentateuch, of whatever age and origin, were
combined, and their often conflicting requirements in
some fashion harmonised. There was alse a traditional
usage, nct wholly dependent upon the written law, and
at all events much more detailed, without a knowledge
of which we should often be hopelessly at a loss in cur
effort to reconstruct the ritual.?  Our sources, therefore,
include, besides the Pentateuch, the descriptions of the
cultus in Jewish authors—Sirach, the Epistle of Aristeas,
TPhile, the NT, Josephus, etc.-—and the school tradition
embodied in the legal midrash (Mekiltd, Siphrd,
Siphré), the Mishna, and the Tosephta,*
The comprehensive name for offerings of all kinds,
.. including dotations to the sanctuary, is
24. Offering - . ’
“ Eorban (1), ¢ ft' (N 7rz-
in gemeral: F7%4n (r37p)s ¢ present, gift' (N, 71a-17,
species.  ©ic.i cp also Neh. 1035 1331}

_ This term, which is found only in technical
use, first appears in the sixth century (Ezek, 20 28 40 43, sacrificial
laws in Lev. 1 3), and is prebably a borrowed word, as is sug-
gested also by the unusual form of the noun; cp Assyr.
Lurbinee (RiTuaL, §§ 1, 11ia), Aram.-Syr. Zurdin. The
technical use of the verb Aig»# (2" p7), ‘present’ an offering
to God, is of the same age. & renders the noun by dwpor, Vg.
variously and often freely' Tg. and Pesh, fusddan.

T See AronemiENT, Dav oF, § 27 LEVITICUS, § 12.

2 Many critics appear to be misled by the word * sin offering.’
See below, § w8a.

3 It would be quite impossible, e.g., to understand the
ceremonies of the Day of Atonement from Lev. 6.

4 This tradition—carefully to be distinguished from the
scholastic exegesis and casuistry in the same writings— goes
back to priests who had served in the temple.
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The old Hebrew mizkdh, *gift,’ which in earlier
times was used more broadly (see above, § 11), is 1n
the ritual laws specifically the oblation of flour and oil
or of cakes baked therefrom.

The species of sacrifice are the same as in Ezele : burnt
offering ('d/d4), trespass offering {dddm), sin offering
(#attdér), and peace offerings {$¢/dmim) ; some of these
embrace several varieties.

The public sacrifices are either stated or occasional.

5. § The stated public sacrifices are :

H .&C!'& 1. The regular daily burnt offerings, every
publica et morning and evening (Ex, 20 38-42 Nu. 28 3-8).
prfy&ta_l 2. The additional burnt offerings on the

sabbaths {Nu. 289 £) and the new moons (8.
11-14), and at the annual festivals, viz., Passover {7 :5-25;,
Pentecost (26-31), New Year (29 1-0}, Day of Atcnement (7-11
Tabernacles (r2-38).

3. Thesin offerings at the new maons and feasts (Nu. 2315 2z 30
295 11 16 19 22 25 8 31 34 38).

4 The goat of the Day of Atonement (Lev. 1615, etc. )

Occasional piacula are :

1, The sin offering of the congregation (Nu. 1522 /. Lev.
tr3 J).

2. The sin offering of the ‘ancinted priest,’ because his sin
brings guilt upon the people (Lev. 43 /7%; cp Lev. 166,11 14).

In this class may be included also sacrifices of con-
secration for the temple and altar {Lev. 814/ ; cp
Ex. 401 #); and the sacrifices for the installation of
priests, especially the high priest (Ex. 29 Lev. 8).2

Public sacrifices as a rule are either burnt offerings
or sin offerings ; the trespass offering is always a private
sacrifice, and the only public peace offerings are the
two lambs at Pentecost (Lev. 2319, see below, § 40);
the consecration ceremonies alse include Sédminm,

Private sacrifices may be of any of the four chief
species, and frequently comprise more than one kind.
They are either prescribed or voluntary. The prescribed
sacrifices are :

1. Sin offerings, trespass offerings, and purifications of varicus
kinds according to the occaslon.

2. The sacrifices obligatory upen those who appeared at the
temple at a festival season ] with which may be included the
Passover.

Voluntary private sacrifices were brought either in
fulfilment of a vow, as freewill offerings, or as expres-
sions of gratitude (néder, néddbak, 5dak).

It will be most convenient to begin with private
sacrifices, since these are more fully described in the
Pentateuch, and afterwards to treat of the public cultus
in the temple, for the details of which we are mainly
dependent upon Jewish tradition,

The victim might be from the flock or the herd
{T.ev, 12} ; a turtle-dove or a pigeon was also accepted.?

If a quadruped, it must be a male without

2% Burn}‘. blemish, a bullock, ram, or he goat. A

OMErINE." jist of twelve defects which rendered an
animal unfit for sacrifice is given in Lev. 2222-25; much
more minute rules are found in the Talmud.® If the
dissection of the victim disclosed abnormal or diseased
organs, this also caused its rejection. The age of the
victim is sometimes prescribed ; in general, animals that
had attained their full growth were preferred for burnt
offerings. The offerer brought the victim to the
court of the temple, rested both hands heavily upon its
head, slaughtered and flayed it, and cut up the carcass.
The priest received the blood and carried it to the altar,
and afterwards burnt the flesh and fat.

That the offerer slew his own victim is the rule in Lev. 1 5 11,
and is universally assumed in Palestinian tradition (see, ey,
M. Zébahne, 317 Sighrd, Par, 4; cp M. Kélin 18, ete.; so af;o
Jos. Anfdiii,91). 5, indeed, in Lev, /¢ has indefinite plurals

1 ¢ Publica sacra, qua publico sumptu pro populo fiunt . . .
privata, qu® pro singulis hominibus, familiis, gentibus fiunt,’
Festus : the distinction is made by Josephus (A#Z. iii. #1), Philo
(¢, De victimis effer. § 3), and in the Mishna. 3 i

2 The installation sacrifices might from another point of view
be regarded as private sactifices, and are in fact so regarded
by Jewish tradition. . .

3 The offering of birds as bumnt offerings is permitted as the
only kind of sacrifice possible to the poor in cities.

4+ On the name see above, § 12.

5 See M. Bekiroth R, Tos. Bikoralh 4, Bokovath 37a ff.
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(opdfova), and is naturally followed by Philo, De wickimis,
2241 Mangey; but their interpretation is not to be accepted. i
Ezekiel would have the sacrifices of laymen slain by Levites (see
above, § 21); but there is no evidence that this ever became the
actual praclice.2 The place for the slaughter of the burnt
offering was in the Court of the Priests (see TEMPLE), on the
N. side of the great altar (Lev.111), where also the sin offer-
ing and the trespass offering were slain {peace offerings might
beslain in any part of the coutt; M. Zébahim 51 f), Here
were rings in the pavement for tying the victims, posts squertmg
beams with hooks to hang them up on, and low marble tables
for dressing the large cartle (M. Middsth 8 552 M. Tdmid 35
M. Shékilim6 4, etc.). The blood was caught by a priest ina
bason, and thrown from the vessel against the altar in such a
way that some of the blood struck each of the four faces of the
altar. The carcass was then cut up according to a certain
order ; the inwardsand shanks (with the feet) were washed ; and
all the parts of the animal, except the hide % and the contents of
the intestines, were borne by priests to the sloping ascent of the
altar, where they were salted; finally they were carried up to
the top of the altar, flung on the great fire,4 and burned. In
later times, at least, an oblation was offered with private hole-
causts {(Nu. 15 1 F).

The offering of a bird had necessarily a different ritual (Lev.
114175 M, Zébahim63). The dove or pigeon, which might
be of exther sex, was taken by the priest to the altar ; ascending
the ramp and standmg at one corner, he pinched off the bird’s
head with his thumb-nail, squeezed out the blood so that it
flowed down the side of the altar, drew out the crop with the
entrails through an opening in the breast, and threw these, with
the feathers, on the ash heap E. of the "altar. Then with his
hands he rent the fowl by its wings without actually pulling it
in two, rubbed it with salt, and threw it upon the fire.

In the Pentateuch, especially in Lev. 5, there is some
confusion between trespass offerings and sin offerings
see LEVITICUS, § 5}; the original dis-

2T, ;I‘respa.ss S.mcuon both in occasion and ritual is,
offering.* however, sufficiently clear, and is in
general justly observed by the Jewish tradition. In the
4¥im the victim is regularly a ram (dvil, Su Lev. 515 f.
18 66 [D25], Nu. 58 Lev. 1921 /., cp Ezra1019; in two
late laws Zdei, w3p, Lev. 141z 22 Nu 612).6 The

animal, according to the Jewish interpretation of Lev.
515, must be worth at least two shekels, The ritual in
Lev. 71 £ prescribes that the trespass offering shall be
slain, like the burnt offering, on the N. side of the great
altar ;7 the blood is thrown against the altar precisely
as in the burnt offering (§ 26); when the animal is cut
up certain parts are taken to be burned upon the altar,
viz., the fat tail, the fat that covers the entrails
(omentum), the two kidneys with the fat upon them,
and the excrescence on the liver.8 No oblation or
libation accompanies them. The flesh of the animal
falls to the priests (according to Lev. 77, to the officiat-
ing priest); it is ‘very holy,” and may be eaten conly
by males in a state of ceremonial purity and in a holy
place.

In the ceremonies for the purification of the leper prescribed
in Lev. 149 /%, which have a striking—and surely not accidental
—resemblance to the consecration of priests (Lev. 8), the he lamb
with whose blood the leper's right ear, thumb, and great toe
were anmmed is called an &fime; but the rltual—m:te the

‘waving’ of the lamb, the accompaniment of oil, the ancinting
with blood and eil, sprinkling of oil, etc. —has nothing in
commen with that of Lev, 7 (see below, § 284).

In the oldest laws about the 4¥im this species of
sacrifice seems to have been required only in expiation
of the unlawful appropriation of the property of another
{conversion}, or of the tribute due to Yahwé {see Lev.

L A man might bave his sacrifice offered by another; but the
other was not necessarily a priest.

2 The slaying of the paschal lambs by the priests had a
particular reason in the urgent need of expedition.

3 The hide fell to the priest who conducted the sacrifice (Lev.
78); a different rule seems to have prevailed in the Heredian
temple see Schiirer, G/ 2 248,

+ Ep. Arist, ed. Thackemy, 535/, admires the strength as
well a5 the skill with which this was done.

& Heb, aédm (DWN) & 7o mept TS ﬂ)\quue)\euu, W wAnupehecn,

V. kostia pro deficts. On the technical meaning of the term
see col. 4z04, begin.

8 The female victim in Lev,56 is a sin offering. So are also
the doves and the offering of flour allowed to be substituted by
the poor, Lev. 57.:3; see LEviTICUS, § 8.

7 There is no mention of the imposition of hands.

8 The same parts of the sheep are }:urned when it is a sin
offering or a peace offering, or an inauguration sacrifice,
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617 [D20 ], Hr4-16; cp Lev. 2214-16 and Nu. 55-8).1
In such cases restitution of the property with "the
addition of one-fifth its value must be made, and a ram
offered n5 a * trespass offering.” The term dfim prob-
ably originally signified the mulct by which such an
offence was punished ; the application to the sacrifice is
secondary, An d$dm in silver is named in 2 K. 1216
as one of the sources of the priests’ income; as a
species of sacrifice @f¥» is mentioned first in Ezekiel,
but in a way which implies that it was well known.

In the redaction of the laws the distinctive character of
the #¥dm is lost, and a ' trespass offering’ is prescribed
in many cases in which the offence is of a different
nature and restitution is impossible {see, e.g., Lev,
b1 17 5 1920 f7); the confusion with the sin offering
remarked above thus arises.

The victims required by the laws differ in different
cases—a bullock, he goat, she goat, ewe lamb or kid,

28, 8in 07 @ dove (see below). The animal is
offe;'in p brought to the temple court, and after the
- imposition of hands, as in the burnt offering,
is slain by the offerer (Lev. 42) on the N. side of the
altar. The distinctive feature of the ritual is that the
priest, instead of dashing (pw) the blood against the
sides of the altar from the ground, ascends the aitar,
and, dipping his finger into the bason, smears ((m.
*put’} blood upon each of the four horns of the altar
in order; the rest of the blood is poured out at the
base of the altar, The parts offered upon the altar are
the same which are thus consumed in the peace offerings
(§ 29) and the trespass offering (§ 27). The flesh
belongs to the priests; it is, like that of the 4fam,
*very holy,” and must be eaten under the same restric-
tions.

The holiness of the zzf#fdtk is in other respects more
intense than that of the #¥dm, everything which comes
in contact with the flesh becomes *sacred’ (cp Hag.
212), that is, becomes the property of God—in effect,
of the temple; an earthen pot in which the flesh is
boiled must be broken, a metal one scoured and rinsed ;
a garment upon which the blood has accidentally spirted
must be washed in a ‘ holy ' place (Lev. 627-29 [20-22]).
The piacular character of the sacrifice accounts for this
higher degree of holiness,

In offering a dove as a sin offering the priest kills it
with his thumb-nail {as in the burnt offering), but does
not completely sever the head from the body ; sprinkles
some of the blood upon the side of the altar (not on the
horns), and squeezes out the rest of the blood at the
base ; there are no altar portions te burn;? the flesh
goes to the priest (Lev, b7-g 626 [rg]).

In cases of extreme poverty a sin offering consisting
only of a tenth of an ephah of fine flour, without oil or
frankincense, was accepted ; the priest burned a handful
of it upon the altar and tock the rest for himself as in
other oblations {Lev. Hr-13).

A late law (Lev. 4 ; see LEVITICUS, § 5) establishes
a sliding scale of sin offerings according to the station
of the offerer : the common man has to bring a female
goat or sheep (428 3z), as was doubtless the older rule
{cp Lev. 56 Nu. 1527}.%  If too poor for such a sacrifice,
he is allowed to substitute two doves or pigeons, one
as a sin offering and one as a burnt offering ; or, in
extremity, an oblation of flour (see above) ;% a prince
{r*z3) in a similar case must offer a he goat {(Lev. 423 £,

cp Nu. 716, ete.}; the *anointed priest’ a bulleck {see
below, § 37¢).

The name ‘sin offering’ suggests to the modern

1 Affinity to H has been noted in the primary stratum of
these /33¢tk.

2 Heb. Zartdth (nNQ!!), & 20 wepl s duaprias, Vg, kostia
pro peccate.

3 For this reason a second bird is ordered as a burnt offering.

4 Female victims in péacw/a, see, e.g., Schoemann, 2226; cp
also Nu. 192 Dt. 21 3.

' B These mitigations are not understood to apply to those sin
offerings in which a certain wictim is prescribed for ail.
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reader a sacrifice for the expiation of sirz in our sense
of the word, and it is often imagined that the Jewish
sacrificial system provides and requires such expiation
for every sin.  Both these notions are erroneous. The
cases in which a 4«g7d¢4 is prescribed fall for our appre-
hension into two classes: first, the ignorant or in-
advertent transgressicn of certain prohibitions (‘ taboos’
—including some in which we see a meral character),
or unintentional failure to observe the prescriptions of
the law {Nuw. 1522 #; from the context it is clear that
religious observances are primarily meant}; second, in
purifications of varicus kinds, as of a woman after
childbirth, a leper, etc., or of things, such as an altar
{see below, § 45). For the former class the general
rule in the Mishna is that any transgression the penalty
of which, if wilful, would be that the offender be cut off,
requires, if comm.tted in .gnorance or through Inad-
vertence, a hattdih (M. Kérithith1z); the catalogue of
these transgressions (74. 11} ranges from incest and
idolatry to eating the {internal} fat of animals and
imitating the compesition of the sacred incense, but
daes not include the commmeonest offences against morals,
In the second class (purifications) fall the Zasfath of a
woman after childbirth (Lev. 126) ; of a man who has
suffered from gonorrhoea {1514 /), or a woman from
menorrhagia (I=29 f£); of a Nazirite accidentally
defiled by the proximity of a dead body (Nu, 610 /.)—in
all these cases the victim is a dove or pigeon; of a
leper (Lev. 1410 #; a ewe lamb, for the poor a dove or
pigeon} ;1 of a Nazirite at the end of his term (Nu, 614 ;
ewe lamb); a man defiled by contact with the carcass
of an unclean animal, etc. (Lev. 52/, ewe lamb or
she goat, 7. 6).

In connection with the ke#/dtk brief reference may be

made to certain peculiar ceremonies of similar intent and
i effect.  The most characteristic of these
zsi;ial’:ﬁf‘” is the old rite for the purification of the
. leper (Lev. 141-8); a clean bird is killed
over an earthen vessel containing fresh water in such a
manner that its blood mingles with the water ; the priest
dips cedar wood, wool dyed crimson, and ‘hyssop,”
together with the living bird, into the vessel, sprinkles
the water upon the leper, and lets the living bird fly
away.? The expiration of the term of the Nazirite's
vow (Nu.6r3-21) is celebrated by a complete series of
sacrifices, beginning with a ewe lamb as a sin offering,
a he lamb as a burnt offering, and a ram for a peace
offering ; the oblation consists of a basket of different
kinds of cakes. ‘The boiled shoulder {only here) of the
ram with a specimen of each kind of cake is " waved’
before Yahwe (see § 29}, and then belongs to the
pI"I.BSt.

The Ordeal of Jealousy has been described elsewhere
(see JEALOUSY, ORDEAL OF).

The best descripticn of the peace offering ritual is in
Lev, 3, corresponding to that of the burnt offering in 1;
294. Peace 'Ei?:l a]_so.';" we i 28 ) 221 fF, Nu, 151 F

offerings.? e victim may, as the owner pleases, be
from the flock or the herd, either male or

female, and of any age; it is required only that it be
without blemish (see above, § 26), a rule that is relaxed
in the freewill offering alone. The presentation and
imposition of hands occur precisely as in the burnt
offering ; but whereas '0/dk%, ka#tdtk, and 45Em must be
killed on the N. side of the altar, the #dmim may be
slain in any part cof the court— obviously because at
certain seasons they were brought in such numbers that
the space on the N. of the altar, with its apparatus, did
not suffice, Theslaughter of the victim and the dashing
of the blood upon the altar, again, differ in no respect
from the corresponding acts in the burnt offering or

1 The later law; cp the old purification, Lev.141-8; see
below, § 284, LEviTICUS, § 10,
See CLEAN aAnD UncLEAN, § 16
14 10 #) see also above, § z7.
3 On the term §éamin and its meaning see above, § 11,
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the trespass offering ; the sin offering alone requires a
peculiar applieation of the blood. The portions con-
sumed upon the altar are the fat that covers the entrails
{great omentum) and &ll the fat upon the entrails, the
two kidneys with the mass of fat upon them, and the
excrescence upon the liver, which is to be separated
with the kidneys; if the victim was a sheep there was
added to these the whole fat tail, removed cfose to the
©0S Sacrum.

The precise meaning of the phrase 7337 sy mni, or
72a e {Lev. 816 91g) 1s disputed. & & Aofbs & €ni 7ol
HiraTos, 0 Aofbs Tov Hmates, Vg, reficuiun jecoris, etc, EV
“the caul upon the liver.”l  According to Jewish tradition it
was not fat {Tos. Fluilin D14); in the Mishna it is called paxp,
‘Anger’ (M. Tamid43); Saad. translates, siyddatl al-kabid,
an Arabic anatomical term which etymelogically corresponds to
Heb. pmme.  The question cannot be discussed here ; the view
of the present writer is that the Jfwdus caudatus is meant,

which lies close against the right kidney.
Another phrase which has been variously rendered is

a8y h’_a“yi?, Lev.8g.  The nxY is not the ‘coccyx,’ as many
modern writers absurdly say, nor the vertebral column, but the
OS5 SaCrum.

These parts having been removed, the carcass was
cut up, and the owner proceeded to present his offering
to God by taking upon his two hands the altar pertions
and the breast and ' waving ' thein before Yahwe (Lev.
725 £ ) In conformity with the example in Ex, 2024,
the priest, in later times, put his hands beneath those
of the offerer and moved them backward and forward,
up and down ; the right leg was also added to the
breast (cp Lev. 921 Ex. 2927}, After this ceremony the
priest salted the altar portions and burned them ; the
breast and leg went to the priests; the rest of the flesh
macde a feast for the maker of the sacrifice; women as
well as men might partake of it, if only they were ina
state of ceremonial purity (Lev. 719-21). (See CLEAN
AND UnCLEAN.) It might be eaten anywhere in Jeru-
salem on the day on which it was offered or the following
day before sunset ; whatever remained after that time
must be burned {Lev.716-18 195-8). One species of
$¥lamim, however, the #&dzk, had to be eaten on the
day of sacrifice (see § 204 ; also § 392).

The increase of the tariff in 732 appears in the very construc-

tion of the sentence. In Dt the priest receives a foreleg, the
Jjowl, and the stomach {tripe) ; the older stratum of priestly laws
gives him the breast (17, eryirior, pectuscnlum) instead (see
Ex. 2926 Lev, 7 31); this is presented to God (" the wave breast’)
and ceded by him to his priest. Lev.T 32 adds the right leg as
a tax (M1R) paid by the Israelites to the priest (cp Nu. 620).
The rules of Dt. and P are harmonised in the Mishna by apply-
ing the former to Auliizn, the latter to kdddaiinm (M. Hullin 101,
Siphrd on Lev. L)

The priests’ portions of the $&/@mim were not subject
to the severe restrictions of the fefzd?4 and the dsdm
the flesh might be eaten by the priests and their families,
including slaves, anywhere in Jerusalem. The same
rule of time applies to the priests’ part of the flesh as to
the offerers

The ordinary $#/dmzm described in the last section
were offered either in fulfilment of a specific vow to

sacrifice such and such victims as peace

293&;‘?;’:‘;]" offerings (néder),? or as a *freewill

* offering’ (néddbak)—that is to say, a

sacrifice not made obligatory by the law or by the

owner’'s engagement (vow). These two kinds only are

named in Dt. 1217 Lev. 2217 F Nu. 151 Lev.

711 (see also 2229 .} joins with these a third species

of #¥amim, the fodak (AV ‘sacrifice of thanksgiving,’

* thank offering *; on the name, see below, begin. of next
col. }, to which in some respects different rules apply.

The #oda% was accompanied by a prescribed cblation
of a peculiar kind, in which, besides various kinds of
sacrificial cakes, Zowened bread is included (see § 30).
The flesh of the victim must be eaten on the day of the
sacrifice, ‘none of it must be left uatil morning* {7 s,

Ll On the history of interpretation, see Dillmann-Ryssel on
ev, 34,
2 The votive offering might also be an “#/8%, § =6,
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2230 [H]). The cakes and bread were naturally sub-
jected to the same restriction (Z#23kim, 36a). The
limit of time is the same which is fixed in Ex, 23:8 8425
for the sacrifices of Yahwé's feast {(in),! and in Ex. 1210
(P} for the Passover. It is therefore evidently an old
rule for at least some sacrifices.

According to ‘the Talmud (Zébakinm, 36a) the limit applied also
to the d§dm: and jiaft@sk the flesh of which was eaten by the
priests, and to the peace offerings of the congregation (Lev.
2319) and the peace offering of the Nazirite (Nu. 6 17).

The offering of leavened bread, also, is doubtless an
old custom (see above, § 11); the cakes of unleavened
bread seem to be an accommedation to the ordinary
rule, Lev, 2x1.  There seems, therefore, to be no suffi-
cient reason for regarding the 70dd% as a late develop-
ment,

The name 717 signifies * praise, thanksgiving” {cp & Gvoia
atvéreas, Lev. 75, xapuomvens 22 29, Y. hostia fro gratizrum
actione); its use in connection with sacrifice is old (Am.4 5
'l‘ll]'l fanm "ep [note the conjunction with xdfaddh), cp Jer.
17 26 3311), and the law in Lev. 22 zg was apparently contained
in H. It was perhaps, as Jewish scholars explain, a sacrifice of
gratitude for some signal manifestation of God's goodness, such
as deliverance from a great peril. The apparent conflict in the
laws may be explained by the fact that the fodd% was regarded
by some compilers as a distingt species of sacrifice, by others as
a variety of sélaminm.

"To the class of the ##/@mim belongs also the kdgigir, to
which a buokof the Mishna is devoted—. e., the sacrifices
made by pilgrims at the feasts, especially in the spring.
The animals thus offered furnished the flesh for the
sacrificial feasts which are so often commended in Di.
{e.g. 126 /£, 11 f., etc.); they might be purchased with
the proceeds of the sale of the {‘second’) tithe {Dt.
142447), or be taken from the cattle tithe {Lev. 27 3z2).
Besides the Adgivdh [lamim, which were obligatory,
the Rabbis distinguish feimé simids, ' joyous sacrifices,’
at the feasts, which might be either votive or freewill
offerings ; the cattle tithe might be used for these also.

The oblation {minkdk) consists of flour and vil either
merely kneaded in a mass or baked or fried in cakes of

s various kinds, Salt is required in all,
30. Oblations.? and a portion of frankincense accom-
panies many of these oblations; leaven, and honey,
which in other countries was commonly used in sacrifi-
cial cakes, are prohibited (Lev.211). The minjakis
either an independent offering—voluntary or prescribed
—or the obligatory concomitant of certaini specles of
sacrifices.

The rules for the miznkdk as an offering by itself are
found in Lev. 2, which corresponds to 1 {burnt offering).
and 3 (peace offering), The following varieties are
recognised @

(@) The oblation of fine wheat flour (n‘po, cemidahis),®

Lev. 21-3, as a votive or freewill offering.  The quantity
is for the giver to determine ; tradition fixes the minimum
at one tenth of an ephah. For each tenth of an ephah
one log of oil is required.? The offerer put the flour
and part of the oil into a vessel and mixed them by
stirring, transferred the mass to a liturgical vessel,
poured the rest of the oil over it, and put frankincense
on top of it.? The priest carries it to the altar, takes
a handful of the mass and puts it in another vessel
with all the frankincense, ascends the altar, puts salt
upon the oblation, and places it upon the fire. The
portion thus consumed is called the azkdrdh (Lev. 22,
‘reminder,” EV ‘memorial’); the rest of the dough
goes to the priests. It is ‘very holy,’ like the sin
offering and the trespass offering, being ceded to the
priesthood from the ‘ offerings of Yahwe made by fire’;
it may not be leavened (Lev. 616 /- [g /. ]), but is baked,

1 The words ‘ the Passover” in the second passage are regarded
by many as a gloss.

2 See above, § 14.
F 3 On the preparation of the wheat, see M. Ménchdth 65, cp

00D, § 1.

4 Preparation of the oil, M. Méndhoth 83 f. ; see OIL.

& This, it is observed, corresponds to the slaying and dressing
of a victim by the owner,
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and eaten by the males of priestly families within the
temple precincts,

(#) The oblation of cakes baked in the oven (sun), Lev.
24 (see BAKEMEATS, Breap). Of these the law
describes two species—unleavened cakes {2a//dth) mixed
with oil, and unleavened wafers (ré%ifim) smeared with
0il, Both were made of fine flour; the fhallith were
thicker cakes shortened with oil, the »#%ikim thin wafer
bread mixed with water only and after baking smeared
with oil {as we should butter it} These cakes were
baked in the temple ; the offerer broke them into pieces,
put them into a liturgical vessel with the quantum of
frankincense, and brought it to the priest, who pro-
ceeded as in the former case,

(¢} Baked on a griddle or fried in a pan (Lev. 25/, 7 /).

Heb. narma ‘?_U e, n¥nMe NMD respectively.  The

utenslls are described in Sz_pftra, ‘ad loc., and in M. Méndhoth

: the makdbathis a griddle ; the marlze.ret}z a somewhat deep

an with 2 cover, in which the' dough fried in its own fat; see
OOKING, § 7.

The flour and part of the oil were put in a vessel and
mixed by stirring, the mass was kneaded with lukewarm
water, baked on the griddle or fried in the pan as the
offerer chose (or as he had vowed to do)