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Woman in the Ancient Hebrew Cult.

PROF. ISMAR ]J. PERITZ.

SYRACUSE, N.Y.

1. Introduction. Current View of Woman’s Relation to the
Cult.

HE opinion has found considerable currency that woman, on

account of her sex, was disqualified to perform the duties of
the religious cult among the Hebrews ; that in the absence of males
in the family, the cult of the deceased could not be perpetuated.
The chief representatives of this view are Stade, Schwally, Benzinger,
and Nowack. Benzinger (Hebriische Archiologie, p. 140) has given
it amplest expression; and, in order to have it clearly before us, I
quote his words in full: “ Noch an einem anderen Punkt zeigt sich
die Inferioritit der Frau deutlich: die Frau war nicht fahig zur Ausii-
bung des Kultus. Die Sitte der Schwagerehe setzt die Anschau-
ung voraus, dass Frau und Tochter nicht im Stande sind, den
Kultus des Toten zu pflegen. Aus demselben Grund kam ihnen
nur ein sehr beschrinktes Erbrecht zu, ebensowenig wurden der
Frau nach dem Tod kultische Ehren zu teil. Nur als Ehefrau war
ihr eine gewisse Teilnahme am Kulte des Mannes gestattet. Bis
auf den heutigen Tag hat sich bei den Juden diese Vorstellung
erhalten: die Frauen diirfen dem Gottesdienst in der Synagoge
anwohnen, die Madchen sind davon ausgeschlossen. Nicht minder
wird im Islim die Frau als unfihig zur Kultusiibung betrachtet.
Dass schon frithe einzelne Frauen als Prophetinnen auftreten, ist
eine Ausnahme, welche die Regel bestitigt.”

Nowack (Hebriische Archiologie 1. 344 f., 348) is less sweeping
in his statements, but also affirms that the levirate law had for its
main object to provide male descent for the dead, because woman
was unqualified to participate in the cult; that this disqualification
also lay at the basis of the Hebrew laws of inheritance; and that
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only the son, or the nearest male, and not the female, was qualified
to transmit the cult of the testator.

The expression of this view reaches, it seems to me, the strangest
height, when Schwally (Z4Z7'W. xi. 176 ff.) endeavors to explain the
word 927, ‘male,” as connected with TWION Qw2 217, “to call
in cult upon God,” and meaning therefore first ‘a cultic person,’
then, on the assumption, according to the view in question, that this
cultic person can be in all Israelitish and Semitic antiquity only a
man, meaning, secondly, ‘a male.” This sexual meaning was then,
thirdly, transferred from men to animals, and reached the highest
point of development mn the Arabic and Aramaic in the meaning,
fourthly, ““ das mannliche Glied.”” Leaving out of consideration the
assumption as to cult, such a view of an etymological development
from a distinct spiritual meaning to the lowest physical will never
commend itself as an improvement on the older view represented by
Gesenius, 5.2.

None of the three authorities mentioned seems to speak from
independent investigation of the subject of woman’s relation to the
Hebrew or Semitic cult. All three are evidently dependent upon
Stade, and simply follow him.

Stade reaches his conclusion in a peculiar manner. He is dealing
with the Hebrew family in pre-prophetic time, and he finds in the
customs of mourning evidences of a cult of the dead and indica-
tions of ancestor-worship. He concludes from these indications that
ancestor-worship was a prime factor in the formation of the ancient
Israelitish family. Here he begins to call attention to similarities in
the organization of the ancient Greek, Roman, and Indian families,
and to draw parallels between them and the Semitic. The ancient
Indo-Germanic family was a “ Cultgenossenschaft,” held together by
the common bond of worship of the ancestors of the family, whose
altar is the family altar, and whose priest is the father and the lord
of the house. This cult explains the most ancient laws of the people.
Can similar ancient Hebrew laws find a similar explanation? In
answering this question affirmatively Stade proceeds to instance the
law of inheritance. This law among the ancient Hebrews, as among
the ancient Greeks and Romans, was originally that of agnates. In
ancient Israel the son only is the heir, not the daughter. Stade
asserts that wherever this law of inheritance is found, the ground for
it is that only the son, or the nearest male relative, taking his place
as the heir, can perpetuate the cult of the testator (Geschichte i.

388-391).
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It is important to observe that Stade’s conclusion, denying woman
her share in the ancient Hebrew cult, is not based upon any direct
evidence derived from the Old Testament itself, but upon a remote
and supposed analogy which connects a question of cult with that of
the law of inheritance, and upon an utter disregard of all phenomena
in the Old Testament that may point the other way.

The connection of the law of inheritance with the admission to the
cult, and the explanation of the former from this source, are entirely
forced and unsatisfactory. That the inheritance in old Israel was
restricted to agnates is true enough (Nowack, Asck. i. 348f.); but
we may well ask whether there is not a simpler explanation of the
fact. The weakness of Stade’s position becomes very apparent when,
in his attempt to support his view of the dependence of the right to
inherit upon admission to the cult, he refers to Gen. 15 as the
solitary evidence. Now, the ancient custom that in default of a son
the slave of the master becomes heir may prove that Abraham had
no son, but how it can prove that Eliezer was the last representative
of the family cult, save on the assumption of that which Stade endeav-
ors to prove, I cannot see.

But the fact of woruan’s exclusion from the Hebrew laws of inheri-
tance does not need explanation from her relation to the cult. There
is a better way. W. Robertson Smith mentions a similar law among
the Arabs. Smith shows that antique Arab society had its basis not
in the patriarchal authority, the family, but in the stock or kinship
tribe, an organization that has for its object offence and defence, and
that the whole law of the old Arabs resolves itself into a law of war,
in which blood-feud, blood-wite, and booty are the points on which
everything turns. The law of inheritance there follows the law of
booty. The tribe owned the property of which the individual had
only a usufruct, and which fell to be divided after his death like the
spoils of war. The right of inheritance belonged to the active mem-
bers of the tribe. This explains the relation of woman to the law of
inheritance, and is in accordance with the old law of Medina, quoted
by Smith, in which women were excluded from inheritance on the
principle that “none can be heirs who do not take part in battle,
drive booty, and protect property.” See W. R. Smith, Kinship and
Marriage, pp- 33-58, and his note on “ Law of Inheritance,” p. 263.

Now, it is a well-recognized fact that the affinity in social organi-
zation and ancient law is far greater between the Arabs and the
Hebrews than between the Semites and the Greeks and Romans.
And so woman’s exclusion from inheritance finds here, it seems to
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me, a natural, reasonable, and more direct explanation, and does not
need the assumption that woman was excluded from the ancient
Hebrew cult. It thus appears that the current opinion on woman’s
relation to the Hebrew cult is by no means based upon a special and
direct investigation of the subject. This phase of Hebrew antiquity
has so far received no critical treatment.! Because in later Levitical
legislation man is made prominent in the cult, and later Judaism has
in Herod’s Temple a “ Court of Women,” and the Mishna exempts
woman from reading the Shema® and the ritual of the phylacteries
(Berakoth 3%), and in the Middle Ages woman was relegated to the
galleries of the synagogues,® and Jewish men now pray:  Blessed
art thou, Lord, our God, King of the world, that thou hast not made
me a woman” (Hebrew Prayer Book: part of the daily morning
prayer), and because Islam excludes woman from the cult, it has
been taken for granted that this exclusion was from the beginning
a distinctive feature of Semitic cult. The facts on the subject, as
contained in the Old Testament, and supplied by other Semitic
religions, have not been collected and squarely looked in the face.
To supply this evident lack is the object of this essay. My method
of treatment is to collect, arrange, and explain some of the more
prominent facts in regard to woman’s position in other Semitic
cults in general, but more especially, ¢/ the facts bearing upon
woman’s position in the ancient and later Hebrew cult as contained
in the Old Testament. The conclusion to which the facts thus
treated have led me, if I may here anticipate, is that the Semites
in general, and the Hebrews in particular, and the latter especially
in the earlier periods of their history, exhibit no tendency to dis-
criminate between man and woman so far as regards participation in
religious practices, but that woman participates in all the essentials
of the cult, both as worshipper and official ; and that only in later
time, with the progress in the development of the cult itself, a ten-
dency appears, not so much, however, to exclude woman from the
cult, as rather to make man prominent in it.2

1 Schechter, in his Studies in Judaism, under the caption, “ Woman in Temple
and Synagogue,” touches lightly, and in a popular way, upon some of the surface
facts of the subject. His essay cannot be regarded as a critical contribution to
the subject, and in fact he does not lay claim to such a contribution. See p. 313.

2 Cf. Israel Abrahams, Jewish Life in the Middle Ages, p. 25 f.

3 I hope, at some future time, as a second part of the subject, to treat fully of
the causes of woman’s later inferior position in the cult, and her final, apparently
entire, exclusion from it.
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2. Woman in Other Semitic Cults.

That we have reason to look to other Semitic cults for light has
been fully demonstrated by the researches of W. R. Smith, embodied
in his Religion of the Semifes. The fundamental institutions of the
Israelites had a common origin with those of the other Semitic
peoples. The relation of woman to the other Semitic cults has
therefore a vital bearing on our question, and must all the more
receive some attention, since Schwally (Z4Z7 . xi. 178) claims that
“im israelitischen, iiberhaupt im ganzen semitischen Altertum,” man
only possessed the qualification to perform independently the duties
of the religious cult.

1. Woman in the Arabic Cult.

Islam is no such ancient nor unadulterated source as to supply
much that is helpful in the investigation of the early Hebrew cult.
It is far different with pre-Islamic, Arabic heathenism. Here we
may well go with confidence for analogies and explanations. We are
not, therefore, like Benzinger, so much concerned with the relation of
woman to the cult of Islam as with her relation to the cult of Arabic
heathenism.  Fortunately, meagre as the source in general is, it
yields material enough to leave beyond any question woman’s rela-
tion to Arabic cult. The facts, as collected mainly from Wellhausen’s
Reste arabischen Heidentumes, lead to the conclusion that this rela-
tion is one of almost perfect parity with that of man, there being not
the slightest indication that the question of sex from a religious point
of view ever comes into consideration.

(1) Female Divinities.— Female divinities are numerous, and
play a very important role in Arabic heathenism. The Jinns even
were mostly feminine (Wellh., Heid., p. 135). Local divinities of
Mecca were Isaf and Naila, man and wife (p. 73). In the Ka'ba at
Mecca stood a dove of aloe wood, a fact pointing to the great Se-
mitic goddess (p. 70). Suv&’, one of the five “idols of the people of
Noah,” was worshipped by the Beni Hamdéan, and in the form of a
woman ; so a late tradition says, which, however, according to Well-
hausen, is not reliable (p. 16). According to Epiphanius the worship
of Dhu IShara was associated with that of his virgin mother (p. 46).
Shams was a goddess (p. 56). But chief of all are ¢ the three daughters
of Allah,” the goddesses Al LAt, Manit, and Al ‘Uzza, whose worship
possessed more vitality and importance than that of all the male
divinities, Allah only excepted. All Arabia was most zealously
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devoted to them, the polemic against them in the Koran being but a
small part of the evidence of this fact (p. 21 ff., p. 71). A religion
that pays such homage to female divinities is not likely to discrimi-
nate against woman in matters of cult; at any rate only the most
positive testimony can carry any weight in the matter.

(2) Women as Devotees.— Women frequented the places of wor-
ship. At the annual Hajj at Mecca married and unmarried women
were present (p. 85). The reference in Yaqut to the backs of the
women jostling at Dhu 1Khalasa is an indication in what throngs
the women attended the sanctuaries (Wellh., p. 43 ; Smith, Kinship,
. 205).

But the women’s devotion was not confined to simple attendance;
they brought their votive offerings. There is ancient testimony to
the fact that the women worshipped Al Uzza ¢ daily with sacrifices
and gifts” (Wellh., p. 37; cf. also pp. 112, 101).

The two principal acts of Arabic worship, the ¢stroking’ (Zz-
massuk), and (most important of all) the zZzwaf, or act of encircling
the sacred stone, were participated in by the women as well as by
the men (Wellh., pp. 52, 105 f,, 118).

In the cult of the dead the women had even more than their share.
It was theirs to chant the rhythmical dirge; the institution of the
professional mourning men is later than that of the mourning women
(p- 160).* The regulation that woman during the period of her
purification must not approach the sanctuary (pp. 52 and r18) is
but the evidence of the single exception that proves her inclusion in
the cult. For an interesting story of the conversion of a Dausite and
his wife, illustrating many points of the intimate association of man
with woman in religion, see Wellh., He:d., p. 45.

(3) Woman as Cultic Official. — Arabic heathenism bad two chief
cultic officials : sddin (temple watchman), or %djib (doorkeeper), the
temple servant or priest, and A&%in, seer, prophet. In the latter
class women are numerous (Wellh.,, p. 130); but of the woman
sddin there is not a single instance that I can find. But this fact
finds a simple explanation as soon as the nature of the office is
examined. The sdd/n was not a priest whose specific prerogative it
was to officiate at the altar. Such an official the Arabs never had.
He was not needed for sacrificing, and, though the sacred lot was in
his keeping, and he, in general, officiated at the casting of the sacred

4 Circumcision was practised, among some tribes, upon girls (p. 154 f., 168).

But this custom, found also among certain uncivilized tribes in Africa, was merely
one feature in the consecration of all the members of the tribe to the deity.
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lots, even that could be done withcut him (Wellh., p. 129). The
sddin or hdjib, as the names indicate, was the watchman, the door-
keeper of the sanctuary. Arabic nomadic life had given a peculiar
form of duty to this office. In general the sanctuaries did not
wander with the tribes, but remained stationary ; but there are cases
where the idol did share in the nomadic life, and was carried into
battle like the ark of Jahveh (Wellh,, pp. 18 and 129). Cases of
theft of idols, even, are not unheard of (p. 18). The sdd’z became
in this manner the resident, the defender, and, in time, the actual
possessor of the sanctuary. By a natural law of selection, the office
of watcher, protector, and possessor would fall to man and not to
woman. The absence of woman from this office cannot therefore be
taken as implying a discrimination against woman in reference to the
cult.

This view is confirmed by the fact that woman was not excluded
from the office of &diin, which carried with it far greater cultic
significance. ‘T'his significance becomes all the more apparent when
the original position of the £dkin is recognized. There is every
reason for accepting the conclusion of W. R. Smith, Wellhausen, and
most moderns, that the office of the sdain was originally included in
that of the £dhin, which corresponded very nearly to that of the
early Hebrew £dken. In course of development the £d/ins branched
off from the general priestly body, carrying with them the principal
part of its duty and the ancient title of honor, and leaving behind
them a class of officials who sank into mere @@’z (Wellh., p. 134 ;
W. R. Smith, Jowrnal of Philology xiii. 278). The Zdhin therefore
was originally the great official of the cult, and women, as stated, are
frequently found holding this office.

It thus appears that the testimony of Arabic heathenism on woman’s
relation to the cult is comprehensive, clear, and uniform. Whether
as divinity, devotee, or cultic official, woman shares cultic duties with
man, and in matters of religion there is no sign of any discrimination
against her on account of her sex.

2. Woman in Assyro-Babylonian, FPhenician, and other Semitic
Cults.

Babylonian and Assyrian cults do not furnish altogether as safe a
basis for comparison with the Hebrew cult as that of Arabic heathen-
ism. Babylonian and Assyrian religions, as is generally held, are
syncretistic, mixed with non-Semitic elements, and developed under
physical and moral conditions different from those which determined
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the Hebrew development. This is in great measure true also of the
Pheenician cult— a result due, no doubt, to its close relation to the
Assyro-Babylonian. One feels the need, therefore, of caution in
the use of material from these sources. Yet there are certain general
features which recur with striking uniformity in all parts of the Se-
mitic field, as W. R. Smith has said (&e/. of Sewm., p. 14 ff.). The rela-
tion of woman to the cult, it may be safely asserted, is one of these.
As my purpose is simply to allow a side light from this direction to fall
upon the main question, it will not require an exhaustive treatment.

(1) Female Divinities.— It will not be necessary to name all of
the numerous female divinities of the Assyro-Babylonian pantheon.
As the representative of them all, we may call to mind the Babylo-
nian Ishtar, who was venerated as the mother goddess, the queen,
head and firstborn of all gods. (Cf. W. R. Smith, &el, p. 56 ff.)
Among the other female divinities may be named Damkina, Nana,
Nin-gal, Gula, Anunit, and Zarpanit. In pairs often occur the divini-
ties : as, Bel and Belit ; Ea and Damkina. .

The Pheenicians have by the side of 5v3 a N9T3, both distin-
guished by many additional names, expressing either attributes or
names of cities devoted to their worship. Besides, they worshipped
DARWY, Astarte, the great Semitic goddess, and 31, Tanith. Cf.
Baethgen, Beitrige, pp. 29, 31, 26 ff. ; Baudissin, PRZ®. s.v. Astarte,
Baal ; Pietschmann, Gesciichite d. Phoenizier, p. 182 ff.

The Moabites worshipped by the side of WD an WhD \NRY
who was most probably a female divinity. (Cf. Baudissin, PRZE®.
ii. 150, 156, and Baethgen, pp. 14, 256.) To her Mesha, according
to his inscription, devoted the Israelitish captives. Cf. the inscrip-
tion of King Mesha on the Moabite stone, 1. 17.

The Aramaeans worshipped by the side of Hadad the female divin-
ity Atargatis, who was the great Syrian goddess, even outranking
Hadad. Cf. Baethgen, 68, 74.

(2) Women as Devotees.— It would be safe to let this question
rest on @ prior: grounds: that cults which pay such homage to
female divinities cannot discriminate in matters of cult against the
female sex. But there is all the direct testimony that is needed.
Woman'’s intimate relation to the divinity finds expression in some of
the female names, viz. mp’mnm and ﬂﬁPBDﬂD, “ Handmaid
of Melkart”; mp'mnn, “Sister of Melkart”’ ; I"IWPB?JJI'I, “ Grace
of Melkart” ; cf. Euting, Semmlung Karthag. Inschriften, 153, 320,
213, 165, quoted by Baethgen, p. 21; so also DONWINRR (CZS.
46), NODMON (CZS. 231), N95BYI (CIS. 41).



PERITZ: WOMAN IN THE ANCIENT HEBREW CULT. 119

But the most abundant evidence we find in the Old Testament
itself in the numerous allusions to woman’s participation in foreign
cults, of which I treat further on. See p. 120.

(3) Woman as Cultic Official. — Meissner, in his Beitrige zum
altbabylonischen Privatrecht (pp. 8 and 111, § 12), speaks of financial
functions of priests and priestesses, the latter’s official position in the
temple being indicated by SAZL (or UD) Samas; cf. also Peiser,
Babylonische Vertrige d. Berl. Mus., pp. xvii—xxix.

There were priestesses of Ishtar at Uruk (cf. Jeremias, /zdubar-
Nimrod, p. 59 £.).

Prophetesses, who tell the messages of the gods, are mentioned in
connection with the ¢ seers’ in the text of Gudea. Cf. Amiaud, “ The
Inscription of Telloh,” Records of the Past, New Series, i. 42, ii. 78.

To the same class of officials belong, most probably, also the
priestesses or prophetesses whose names are attached to the oracular
responses of Istar of Arbela. Cf. Pinches, “ The Oracle of Istar of
Arbela,” Records of the Past, New Series, v. 129 ff. ; Tiele, Gesch. d.
Rel., p. 195.

These scattered references have led me to go carefully through
Delitzsch’s Assyrisches Handworterbuck in quest of designations of
these female officials. To give this subject the thorough treatment
it needs would require too long a digression, and I therefore present
these designations in a simple alphabetical order : —

(1) whdtu, eine weibliche Hierodule, niher Dienerin der Géttin Istar von Erech.
They appear also as ““ Klagefrauen beim Tammuz-Fest” (Del., p. 41).

(2) épistu, fem. of part. 2pisu, Hexe (p. 119).

(3) dsiptu, fem. of dsipu, Beschworer (p. 247).

(4) zirmasitu, ein Epitheton, bez. Name der Zauberin oder Hexe (p. 264).

(5) Aarimiu auch farmatu, eine weibliche Hierodule, ndher Dienerin der Géttin
Istar'zu Erech (p. 290).

(6) kassaptu, fem. of kasiapu, Zauberin, Hexe (p. 360).

(7) makhutn, fem. of makhu, der von Ekstase befallene, von Sinnen seiende
(vgl. U2UR), Prophet, Wahrsager, udyris, bez. Prophetin (p. 397).

(8) kadistu (gadistu), Hierodule, eine dem Dienste der Gottin Istar geweihte
und dadurch entweihte Jungfrau (vgl. T¥IR). The term is also used of
the Zauberin und Hexe (p. 581).

(9) 3abrétu, fem. of sabri, eine best. Berufsart, viell. Magier, Seher (p. 639).

On woman’s position as official in Pheenician cult, the Eshmun-
azar inscription furnishes a word that is of the highest import. The
Sidonian king, naming his mother, calls her not only DMPDWIBLN, but
he designates her also NMPWY NI, the feminine form of (M2,
found here for the first time. Cf. C/S. 3, 1. 14f.
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3. Old Testament References to Woman's Relation to other Semitic
Cults.

As furnishing us with a view of the relation of woman to other and
especially Semitic cults, the allusions in the Old Testament must not
be overlooked. These allusions cover two points: (1) The worship
of strange gods by devotees who were either Canaanites or immi-
grants on Israelitish soil, and (2) the worship of strange gods by the
Hebrew women themselves. The chief means by which the first
could establish itself alongside of the Hebrew cult was intermarriage.
As Professor Moore says: “The connubium in itself involved the
recognition of one another’s religion, and was naturally followed by
participation in the cultus” (_fudges, p. 83). Hence, the result of
such unions is uniformly stated to have been the establishment of the
foreign cult (cf. Ju. 3°% 1 Ki. 11*%). But our chief interest here lies
in the intense zeal which the strange wives of the Hebrews mani-
fested in the observance and propagation of their native cults. Here,
of course, Jezebel will first come to mind.> But that she was by no
means the only instance can be easily gathered from such notices as
that which speaks of Solomon’s readiness to provide the means for
the worship of his “strange wives which burnt incense and sacrificed
unto their gods” (1 Ki. 11%), and more still from the numerous Deu-
teronomic passages which ascribe the spread of idolatry to these
intermarriages, and strictly forbid them on that ground (Ex. 34%%
Dt. 7°f Jos. 23"%). It will be seen that these facts gathered from
the Old Testament confirm the view arrived at from the more direct
sources, that woman’s part in the other Semitic cults was intensely
active.

But this activity was not confined to non-Hebrew women. Even
before Jezebel, Maacah, the mother of Asa (1 Ki. 15%), had mani-
fested her zeal for the Canaanitish cult of Astarte (cf. Stade, Gesch.
i. 355; Baethgen, Beitrige, p. 218 ; Baudissin, PRE®. s.v. Astarte,
Aschera) by erecting to her worship a PX52%, which was probably
nothing else than an YR, which Asa in the progress of a religious
reformation hews down, and burns in the valley of the Kidron, and
at the same time punishes his mother’s idolatrous tendencies by
depriving her of the rank of the queen-mother. As the Jezebel of
the southern kingdom appears Athaliah, probably Jezebel’s daughter
(cf. Stade, Gesch. i. 524, note 2). That her zealous endeavor to
establish the Pheenician cult on Judzean soil was not void of suc-

5 Cf. 1 Ki. 16311 1841319 192 2 Ki, 313 922,
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cess is evident from the bitterness with which she is mentioned (cf.
2 Ki. 88%f 5 Chr. 21° 22%F 247).

In the time of the prophet Jeremiah (7' 44" %) the Hebrew women
vied with one another in their devotion to the Assyrian cult of Ishtar,
whom they worshipped under the name of 2w 29 (cf. Bau-
dissin, PRE®. s.v. Astarte), claiming it to be a well-established cult,
the practice of which had alvays been a source of prosperity, and its
neglect the cause of adversity (447%). One feature of the cult is
characteristically feminine: while the children gather wood, and the
fathers kindle the fire, the women knead the dough, and bake the
cakes in the moon-shaped form to portray the goddess (cf. v. Orell,
Jeremia, on 44" ; Wellhausen, Heid., p. 381.).

To this cult most probably belongs the reference 2 Ki. 23™, where
the Massoretic @12 might well be corrected (on the basis of Cod.
Alex. yerriep. = B2 probably for B%12) to i'ml:?:, xtrov (Lucian
oTolds), funica (cf. Klostermann 7z /oc.), pointing to an activity on
the part of some of the women (perhaps the J1W™P) in providing
garments probably used in the act of the worship of Astarte ; for the
custom of changing garments in preparation for the approach of the
divinity, and of priests supplying such garments, finds illustration in
other cults (cf. Wellh., Heid., pp. 52, 106 ; Gen. 35% 2 Ki. 10®). This
explanation of the passage, it seems to me, will furnish the best
answer to Stade’s rather too ready expedient that the second half of
the verse is a “ naive Glosse eines Spateren’ ( Gesch. i. 653, note 4).

To Ezekiel (8%) we are indebted for the bare mention of the
Hebrew women’s devotion to the worship of Tammuz.® The phrase-
ology with which he describes the worship, “there sat the women
weeping for Tammuz,” leaves its identity with that of Adonis under
his Babylonian name, the characteristic of which was lamentation,
without a doubt (cf. Baudissin, Stwdien i. 35, 300 ff.).

Woman’s part as devotee in the worship of Melek, the sacrificing
of children in the Valley of Hinnom, which dates back as far as
Ahaz, and reached frightful dimensions in the dark days of the
seventh century,” is not directly stated in the Old Testament. Pro-
fessor Moore, in his article, “ The Image of Moloch ” (in this JourNAL,
xvi. 163), cites a passage from Plutarch (De Superstitione, c. 13),

6 That Zechariah’s “ mourning for Hadadrimmon” (Zech. 1211) has no con-
nection with Tammuz or Adonis worship has been shown by Baudissin (Studien
i. 295 ff.).

7 Cf. W. R. Smith, Zncycl. Bried. xvi. 696; Stade, Gesck. i. 609 f.; Driver,
Deut., p. 2221,
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according to which the Carthaginians used to sacrifice their own
children, and those who had no offspring of their own used to buy
children from the poor, and slaughter them, as if they were lambs or
birds. At these sacrifices the mother stood by, unmoved, without a
groan. That there was also no distinction of sex in that cult as far
as the victim itself was concerned is evident from the recurring
phrase ““to make one’s son or daughter to pass through the fire to
Moloch” (2 Ki. 23" Jer. 32%, e#.). There is sufficient reason to
suppose, then, that the general terms “ children of Judah " (Jer. 7%),
“inhabitants of Jerusalem” (19%), “this city” (19*), used by the
prophets condemning the practice include both men and women.
(Cf. Jer. 32% Ez. 16*", and compare Jer. 19" with 44%.)%

It appears then that the facts thus collected from the Old Testa-
ment on woman’s relation to the foreign cults give very clear testi-
mony, and that it is throughout to the effect that woman, whether
native or Hebrew, shared in all the religious activities, and often
excelled in manifesting religious zeal. Well might the Deuteronomic
lawgiver, aware of woman’s religious interest and zeal, provide the
most drastic measures for its destruction (cf. Dt. 132 1729),

3. Woman as Devotee in the Jahveh Cult.

1. The Presence of Women at the Sanctuary and Religious
Gatherings.

Hannah and Peninnah, as also the daughters of Elkanah, were
accustomed to go up to the yearly religious gathering before Jahveh
in Shiloh (1 S. 1'% 2%). How general this custom was among women
is indicated in the question which the husband of the Shunamite
woman asks: ¢ Wherefore wilt thou go to him to-day? it is neither
new moon, nor sabbath” (2 Ki. 4%®). The rape of the Shilonite
maidens is planned in expectation, and carried into effect in the
realization, of the fact of the presence of the daughters of Shiloh at
the annual feast of Jahveh (Ju. 21%%). At the feast that David
makes in honor of the removing of the ark of Jahveh, the religious
character of which is confirmed by the offering of sacrifices, women
are present (2 S. 6). The legislation of Deuteronomy definitely

8 As the Philistine religion seems to have been strongly influenced by Semitic
religions (cf. Baethgen, X¢/., p. 65), it is not altogether irrelevant to call attention
to the fact that, little as is known of the Philistine Dagon cult (cf. Baudissin,
PRE3. s.v. Dagon), it is nevertheless evident from Ju. 1621 that men and women
alike mingled in the temple precincts and participated in the festive occasions.
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provides for woman’s presence at the sanctuary at festal seasons
(Dt. 121238 14% 3% 16'"1)° In like manner, at that great religious
gathering, the reading of the law, in the days of Ezra and Nehemiah,
woman appears side by side with man in all the solemnity and joy of
the occasion (Neh. 8% 12%).

2. Woman’s Participation in the Sacrificial Meals.

There is full evidence that women were by no means mere idle
spectators at these religious gatherings, but that, on the contrary, they
shared in every important cultic act. Chief among these were the
sacrificial meals. When Elkanah sacrifices he gives to his wives and
daughters “portions ™’ (1 S. 1*)." If it were certain that \2WN in
2 S. 6" and its parallel 1 Chr. 16® means “a good piece of flesh,”
AV, or “a portion of flesh,” R.V., as some ancient versions render
it, and as may well be expected here to complete the triad of such
festival occasions, bread, flesh, and wine," it might furnish another
instance in earlier times of woman’s participation in the sacrificial
meal. But the text is altogether too uncertain.® But we have by no
means need to depend upon uncertain data. The Deuteronomic
legislation is as full as it is explicit upon woman’s participation in the
sacrificial meals and leaves it beyond any question. Regulating what
was no doubt an antique custom, it specifies in a number of distinct
passages that at the great sacrificial feast at the central sanctuary
woman is to have her share (Dt. 12" 14%% 15" 16™*51),  An
important illustration on a large scale, that this custom existed not
simply in law but in actual practice, even in post-exilic times, is
furnished by the sacrificial meal at the publication of the law in the
time of Ezra and Nehemiah (Neh. 12%).

Additional evidence of a similar character comes to us from a
somewhat different source. The Levitical legislation is much con-
cerned with the disposition of that part of the sacrifice which fell to
the priest. The material is divided into RWTP WD and WIP.

9 In view of this definite provision, the regulation “ Three times a year shall all
thy males appear in the presence of Jahveh” (Ex. 237 342} Dt. 166), can not
possibly imply the exclusion of woman. But more on that subject below.

10 The word 3% is a technical term almost exclusively used of the portion of
sacrifice that falls to the priest, or of the sacrificial meal that falls to the wor-
shipper (Ex. 2926 Lev. 733 8 2 Chr. 311 1 S, 92). When in later usage the
term is widened to cover portions of other meals, the festival character of the meal
is still apparent (Neh. 810-12 Esth, 29 gi¥- 22),

11 Cf. Klostermann, Saniuelis, in loc.

12 Cf. Driver, Zext of Samuel, p. 207 {.
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The first class may be eaten by the male members of the Aaronic
family only ; the second class may be eaten by the female members
as well (Lev. 10 220 Nu. 18%%). The question, why in the later
legislation the women of priestly families were excluded from sharing
in the most holy things, need not detain us at this point. The fact
that they were permitted to share in the holy things, which was
strictly forbidden to outsiders,”® is in line with the fact of their sharing
in the sacrificial meals in general. )

Woman’s participation in the festal meals has, of course, always
been recognized ; but its relation to her position in cult has so far
not been deemed worthy of notice. The tendency has been to speak
of these sacrificial meals, either in a general way, as of a ‘family’
feast, without recognizing specially, or else ignoring, the female ele-
ment, or else as of ‘feasts’ without any particular religious signifi-
cance (Keil, Dewz., 359 f.; Ochler, O. 7. Theology, Engl. Transl.,
p- 291 ; Driver, Deut., p. 143 ; Benz., Arch., 438 ; Nowack, 4rch. ii.
213). Woman's share in them clearly defined, it is yet necessary to
call attention to and emphasize the cultic significance of these sacri-
ficial meals.

Eating as an act of worship in connection with sacrifice is a familiar
fact in Semitic as well as in other religions. W. R. Smith has made
it probable ™ that Semitic religion, as it appears in historical times, is
founded on the conception of kinship between the god and the wor-
shipper,” and the leading idea in the animal sacrifices of the Semites
is that of an act of communion in which the god and his worshipper
unite by partaking of the flesh and blood of a sacred victim.* This
idea finds its fullest expression in the Hebrew ritual. As is known, a
distinction is made there between sacrifices which are wholly made
over to the god and sacrifices which the god and the worshipper share.
To the latter class, with which we are mostly concerned, belonged
the 2137 and n*u&w, that is, all the ordinary festal sacrifices,
vows, and free-will offerings, of which the deity received the blood
and the fat of the intestines, while the rest was left to the worshipper
for a social feast.

The participation in these sacrificial meals, it is to be noticed, is
hedged about with severe restrictions, and invested with the utmost

12 Cf. Lev. 22. This stands out all the more clearly when the exceptions are
taken into account; viz., when the priest’s daughter had married a stranger, or
was a widow, or divorced and had a child, and so had retired outside of the
priestly circle. Cf. Lev. 2212,

1 Rel. of Sem., Lectures vi.—viil. 15 Jbid., p. 51. 16 Jpid., p. 209.
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solemnity. Levitical legislation emphatically provides that the food
must be eaten within a specified time, that is, before there was any
danger of putrefaction ;' otherwise it is to be burned; nothing
ceremonially unclean must touch it; the person, ceremonially un-
clean, who eats of it “shall be cut off 7 (Lev. 7% 195 22%). Similar
precautions surround the eating of the priest’s portion. That the
eating of the priest’s portion of every sacrifice constituted a sacrificial
meal like that of the worshipper may well be questioned (cf. Benz.,
Archiiol., p. 456 £.), but is of no essential importance in our inquiry.
Apart from that, there is every evidence of the sanctity of the food.
It is called WP, it must be eaten in a holy place, the ceremonially
unclean are forbidden to eat it, and members of the Aaronic family
and household only are allowed to partake of it.

The reason for all these precautions is obvious: sacrifice and the
sacrificial meal were acts of communion between the god and the
worshipper, and approach to it, or partaking of it, was surrounded by
all the possible safeguards that surrounded the approach to the god.
Yet woman, as has been shown, had free access to it. It is obvious
that the participation in an act of such cultic importance finds a far
better explanation in woman’s inclusion in the cult than any ignoring
or belittling of such inclusion can possibly furnish.

3. Woman's Participation in the Sacrificial Act.

In approaching this phase of the question it is necessary to call to
mind what is now well recognized, that the act of sacrifice in the
Hebrew cult had its own history of development.® At first all
slaughter was sacrifice ; no priest was needed to perform the sacri-
ficial act, the worshipper was in this respect his own priest. Later,
with the growth of the ritual and a priestly caste, sacrificing becomes
the business of the priest, the worshipper recedes from the altar, and
his share in the sacrificial act is confined to the laying of the hand
upon the victim,” which, if we may judge from the analogy of Lev.

17 The reason that W. R. Smith assigns for this requirement, viz., that the old
sacrificial feasts occupied but a single day, or at most two days, and as the act of
eating is part of the service it is to be completed before men break up from the
sanctuary (Kel. of Sem., p. 221), does not seem to me to be altogether plausible,
and I prefer to follow his view on the same point as expressed in another connec-
tion. See p. 203, note 8.

18 Smith, Rel. of Sem., p. 199 f.; Nowack, Arch.ii. 87, 211, 218f.; Benz, Adrch.,
405 f.

19 Lev. 32, etc. On the meaning of the custom cf. Smith, ReZ., pp. 335 and
401 f.; Benz., p. 453.
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16%, was accompanied by a confession of sins. But, whether in its
earlier simplicity or in its later limitation, the share of the worshipper
in the act of sacrificing cannot but be regarded as an act of the
highest cultic significance.

That women brought sacrifices in old Israel and also in later time
is so evident that an attempt to prove it seems an act of supereroga-
tion. But it is with this point as with many others connected with
the whole question: facts otherwise well known have been either
forgotten or ignored.

An illustration from old Israel is the sacrifice of Manoah and his
wife (Ju. 13'%), the latter’s share in which is expressed in her words
) moY uTe rrp‘a'x‘a (vs®). Of like import perhaps
are the words about Hannah (1 S. 2%) =t ORI Hljﬁb}:; 2
oYa%T M= PR, A valuable testimony to the prevalence of the cus-
tom is furnished by the prophet Jeremiah, who speaks of the women
of his time as performing the various acts pertaining to sacrifice :
they bake cakes, pour out drink offerings, and burn incense (Jer. 7%
44" 1%y It is true they do not do this in the service of Jahveh;
but it will be observed that they are censured by the prophet, not
because they as women overstep their prerogative, but rather because
they do it “unto other gods.” *

For later times we have the clearest testimony to the custom in the
Levitical legislation which provides, as is well known, for sacrifices
of purification for women (Lev. 12 and 15%%).

In the absence of definite information on the point, it is not easy
to say precisely with what action on the part of the worshipper in
bringing a sacrifice according to the Levitical ritual the strictly cultic
act began. Oehler, with good reason, as it seems to me, maintains
that the sacrificial act began with the presentation of the victim.?
Benzinger considers it to begin with the laying on of the hand. But
in view of the fact that in the sacrifice when the victims are birds the
“pressing on of the hand” 1T 2D (Maimonides, 03’5;;) was
omitted, as Benzinger rightly supposes, and as the priest in that case
also did the slaughtering (Lev. 1), and there would so be left
nothing of cultic significance for the offerer, it seems better to regard

20 Cf. Moore, Judg., in loc.

2l The construction of the sentence, it seems to me, makes Hannah the subject
of mars,

22 That the emphasis is on this is evident from the terms of 443 and the numer-
ous repetitions of the phrase “ unto other gods” (44> 8 1525 718),

23 Oehler, O. 7. Theology, p. 274.
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the presentation itself as a part of the sacrificial act.* But whether
the presentation itself was a cultic act or not, it is agreed by all that the
laying on of the hand was. If there were any need of evidence on
this point, it might be furnished by the fact that the Mishna * explic-
itly denies woman the right to perform this act. This is characteristic
of the Mishna’s treatment of woman’s position in the cult, on which
more will have to be said in another connection. Here it is sufficient
to say that however valuable the Mishna is as a witness to the views of
the tradition, it is not a safe guide in the exegesis of any particular
passage of Scripture. ‘There is no basis in the text for such a dis-
crimination against woman. The laying on of the hand is the regular
feature of the MY (Lev. 4*), and woman’s offering is an oY
which, judging from the words X33 and HI'IP‘?, she herself was to
present T2 5ex mne OR (Lev. 12%8).  The absence of the
specific mention of the laying on of hands cannot be urged against
it here any more than it can where the offerer is a man (Lev. 14 %),
From a source of greater value on this particular point than the
Mishna it would seem that we have direct testimony that women
did touch their sacrifices. In the complaint over the idolatry and
sinfulness of the women (Baruch 6%, the Epistle of Jeremy), the
statement occurs: “‘The menstruous woman and the woman in
childbed souch their sacrifices.” The reference here is evidently *
to what is prohibited in Lev. 12% and may point to the custom
that the women like the men laid hands on the sacrifices which
they offered. Tt is possible, however, that the term *touch,” as
Professor Toy suggests to me, may have reference to the ea#ng of
the sacrifices by the women of priestly families. But neither the
context, which deals with such a variety of cultic acts, nor the term
itself, Grropar (in LXX generally for ¥13, ¥%7), necessarily requires
that meaning. We find, therefore, in ancient Israel and in the time
to which the Levitical legislation bears witness that in the act of
sacrifice women enjoyed equal rights with men.

4 Woman's Participation in the Vow, Nasziritism, and the Func-
tion of the Kedesha.

The intimate relation which the terms WIPNA and the Arabic

2 The difficulty raised by Ké&hler (quoted by Professor Day in Oehler’s O. 7.
T%heol., p. 275), that the fitness of the animal was not decided until after the pres-
entation, is easily overcome by the simple supposition that such examination pre-
ceded the more formal presentation. 2% Menachoth 98

2 Cf. Zockler, Kurgef. Kom., on Baruch 6%,
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nadhare (Heb. ™3, T, O7)), sustain to each other, as Wellhausen
has pointed out,” makes it best to consider them together.®

The cultic significance of the vow, Naziritism, and the Kedesha
are too well acknowledged by all to require restatement ; we simply
confine ourselves to woman’s relation to them.

I begin with the Nazirite vow as furnishing the fullest and clearest
illustration of woman’s participation in the cult. The Levitical legisla-
tion contained in Nu. 6 aims evidently to regulate a custom that is very
ancient (cf. Dillmann, 77z Zoc.). Now it is a remarkable instance of the
truth of my contention that no discrimination is made against woman
in her relation to the cult that the whole elaborate ritual with its solemn
requirements, its abstinence from all products of the vine, the conse-
cration of the hair, the separation from all defilement, the appear-
ing before the door of the tabernacle with offerings, nxers HL?’J,
n*n‘aw, and 738, and more especially the hair offering (vs."), all
this is introduced with WX W W' (vs.2). The same fact meets
us in the regulation of the estimation® by which a vowed male or
female may be redeemed. The female is there, indeed, valued less
than the male, but that this has no bearing on the question of cult is
very evident.

In view of this clear evidence of woman’s participation in the
Nazirite vow, we have reason to suppose that woman is included in

21 Heid , p. 118.

2 In doing this, and doing it here, 1 deviate, in the interest of what seems to
me correcter method, from Stade, followed by Benzinger and Nowack, who treat
of vows under the head of cultic actions, and of Nazirites and Kedesha under the
head of holy persons. This is evidently due to a tacit following of the opinion that
the Nazirite and the Kedesha were officials. Oehler, who favors such a view (0. 7.,
Theol., p. 295), asserts clearly that Naziritism involved no priestly service, but urges
Philo’s and Maimeonides’ inference that there is an intimate relation between the
Nazirite vow and the commands of abstinence imposed upon the priesthood. But
this similarity appears to me slight ground on which to base the official character
of Naziritism. These restrictions are evidently of the nature of taboos incident to
a state of consecration, and similar to others, viz., the abstinence from women.
(Cf. W. R. Smith, Re/. Sem., p. 462 ff.) They are of too general a character,
covering the cases of worshipper and priest alike, to allow such an inference. On
the other hand, the evident absence of any priestly service in Naziritism, the tenor
of the laws, and the historical illustrations, point to the Nazirite as a devotee rather
than an official. The single instance of Samuel, where the Nazirite vow is found
in combination with prophetic and priestly functions is counterbalanced by the
case of Samson and the Rechabites. The case is somewhat different with the
Kedesha. Yet on foreign soil the Kedesha was mainly a devotee, and only in
some cases became an official, of which there is no illustration in Hebrew cult.

2 Lev. 2721,
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the legislation of the ordinary vow (Nu. 15""%), although we find it
in a general way addressed to man without specific mention of
woman. In fact, this must be the case of the legislation in general,
unless we should suppose that the decalogue which is addressed to
man has no application to woman. That woman made the ordinary
vow is not only seen in the case of Hannah (1 S. 1), but is taken
for granted and regulated in Nu. 30. The restriction this legislation
places upon woman’s power to vow is of interest in that it affords a
glimpse of a contrast between her relations to society and to the
cult. If woman is independent, that is, a widow or divorced, her vow
is as binding as that of man; if she is still unmarried in her father’s
house and her father hears her vow without opposing it, or if she be
married and her husband hears her vow without opposing it, it is
equally binding, but if her father or husband “ disallow her in the day
that he heareth; none of her vows, or of her bonds wherewith she
hath bound her soul, shall stand ; and Jahveh shall forgive her, because
her father (or husband) disallowed her ” (vs.?). The meaning of all
this is clear: the cx/¢ knows here no distinction between man and
woman ; it is the position of woman in society that introduces the
difference.

While it is very evident that the institution of the Kedeshim owes
its existence in the Jahveh cult to adoption, its prevalence is well
attested.® It is not necessary to our purpose to do more at this
point than to call attention to the fact that in this lowest and most
unnatural form of devotion, as we have found it already in some of
the higher, woman appears side by side of man, the MWSD by the
side of the D'WIP.

5. Woman's Participation in Prayer.

If, as Stade does (Gesch. i. 487 ff.), we regard prayer equally
ancient with sacrifice, usually accompanying the latter, and while
permitted and practised elsewhere, properly offered at the sanctuary,
it is another important cultic act in which women participated. And
I gladly follow Stade in referring to Hannah (1 S. 1% 2!) as an
example illustrating a number of important points connected with
the ancient custom of prayer.

And if again we may follow Stade in associating with prayer as

30 Cf. Stade, i. 479 f.; Benz., p. 428; Nowack, ii. 132; Driver, Deut., p. 264;
Dillmann, Deut., p. 349; W. R. Smith, Rel. of Sem., p. 133; Baudissin, RZP3, s.v.
Aschera, etc.
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cultic acts fasting, the blessing, the curse, and the oath,”® we find
woman again participating in them.®

6. Woman's Participation in Consultation of the Oracle and in
Teophanies.

That the oracle and its consultation occupied a very important
place in the ancient Hebrew cult is a matter of course® The
intimate relation in which the oracle stood to the priesthood speaks
for the act of consultation as a cultic rite. That women were accus-
tomed to go to inquire of the oracle is shown by the story of
Rebekah (Gen. 25**), which furnishes us not only with the statement
i A R Al ) '["JS"H, but also with the quotation of a very ancient
oracular response that could have been addressed to a woman only.
Even if Stade’s view,™ that the oracular response represents simply
the legend of the origin of the oracle at Beersheba, could be estab-
lished, which is rather doubtful,® the legend itself would remain
equally forceful as an evidence of the custom of women's participa-
tion in the consultation of the oracle.

In this connection, and as pointing to the same fact, that in the
conception of the writers of the period no hindrance existed to
the free approach of woman to the divinity, may be mentioned the
theophanies to women, of which we have not a few illustrations
(cf. Gen. 3B% 1687 1§81 o7 Ty, 1331,

7. Other Indications.

There are some other facts in the Old Testament which, while not
dealing directly with woman’s relation to the cult, yet furnish indi-
rectly an evidence that is very valuable. They are the evidences of a
religious consciousness and influence of woman that are difficult to
account for on the supposition of woman’s exclusion from the cult,
and, on the other hand, best accounted for by the fact that she shared
in the general religious life.

(1) Zhe Women’s Naming of their Children.— It seems to have
been a somewhat general practice in Old Testament times for women
to give the names to their children.

31 Cf. Stade, Gesch. i. 489 f.; Nowack, 4rck. ii. 259-263, 270 ff.

82 Cf. Jer. 36% Lev. 1629 23%6-32 Est. 416 Gen. 24% 1 S. 117 220 Ruth 1°

38 Cf. Stade, 1. 471 ff.; Nowack, ii. 272; Benz., 407 ff.

3% Gesch. i. 474, note 2.

35 Cf. Dillmann, Genesis, in loco.

8 The following statistics on the point may not be without some interest.
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The reason for this custom we need not here discuss. For we
are interested at this point not so much in the fact of the naming
itself as in the contents of the names given. A number of the
names given by the mothers contain a decided religious element :
b, SR8, BRERWNF But the most striking illustration is tne
naming of M2 (1 S. 4™). A very early tradition represents the
wife of Phineas as being crushed by the news of the capture of
the ark, and the death of her father-in-law and her husband. And
when, in the moment of her death, she gives biith to a son, she names
him with her dying breath 2328, « Inglorious,” * saying "M22 172

S%=w™.  Three times in the short passage is the emphasis laid
upon the loss of the ark. There is no good reason to doubt this
feature of the tradition. But, to say the least, we have here clear
evidence that in the thought of the narrator of this early tradition it
was quite natural for a woman so to feel the loss of the ark as to
hand down to posterity her pain in the very name of her son. Can
such deep religious feeling be associated with an exclusion from the
cuit?

(2) Zhe Influence ascribed to Hebrew Women in Matters of
Religion.—The Deuteronomic sentiment against women’s prose-

Out of 44 cases in which the naming of the children is mentioned in the Old
Testament, in 26 it is ascribed to women, in I4 to men, and in 4 to God.

Wonen name in : Gen. 425 1611 1937 38 2g%2f-35 (all J) 305 8 (E) 1113 (J) 18.20 (E)
2.2 () 331 (JE) 38345 (J) Ju. 132 1 S. 12042 1 Chr. 4° 716 Is. 74 Ruth 477
().

Men name : Gen. 426 529 (]) 53 1615 1719 213 (P) 35'% (JE) 415122 (E) Ex. 222
(J) 2 S. 122 1 Chr. 72 Job 42!¢ Gen. 25% ("R7P) ()).

God names: Is. 88 Hos. 1469,

From the fact that P in the only three cases uniformly ascribes the naming to
the father, and does so in the case of Seth (Gen. 5%) in contradiction to J, who
ascribes it to the mother (Gen. 4%), it might be supposed that P represents a
later custom or tendency. But J and E, and the other early sources, are by no
means uniform in ascribing the naming to the mother, as may be seen from the
enumeration above. All that can be justly claimed is that in the majority of cases
the naming was done by the mother.

87 Since writing this my attention has been called to Mr. Gray’s valuable Studies
in Hebrew Proper Names. 1 find my view on the value of the Ilebrew names as
expressive of religious thoughts, and as throwing “light on the Iebrew religion,
and more especially on the popular religion,” fully corroborated by him. Cf.
p. 10 ff.

38 It seems to me far better to take the "N as the negative than with Kloster-
mann (77 Joc.) as the exclamation W. Cf. Driver, Zext of Samuel, in loco.
Gray, Studies, expresses it as his opinion that it is not quite clear what '8, as an
element in a proper name, means. Cf. p. 246, note 1.
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lytism (spoken of more fully elsewhere) is here in point. While, of
course, this proselytism is in behalf of foreign cults, it yet indicates
an intense religious interest and influence, scarcely conceivable apart
from her share in the cultic life.

Neither may we pass over lightly such expressions as Ruth’s
”.:b:\' '[",’lb\‘ﬂ It was hardly an empty phrase. If it may be taken,
as well it ought to be, and as is so generally done, as an evidence of
the early conception of the close union of the god with his land, the
personal pronouns are an equally strong indication of woman’s share
in the religious life.

4. Woman’s Relation to the Jahveh Cult as affected by Some
Ritualistic Legislation.

1. The Female in Sacrificial Victims.

According to the researches of W. R. Smith, a very vital principle
underlies the selection of the sacrificial animal, which determines not
only the species of the animal but also its sex.™ It is therefore not
without meaning to our inquiry to note whether the sacrificial animal
in the Hebrew cult was limited to the male.® We should expect thata
cult that proscribes woman on account of her sex would also not per-
mit the use of a female victim in sacrifice. But that the latter is not
the case in the Hebrew cult is very evident. In earlier practice the
female victim predominates (Gen. 15°[E] 1S 6" 16%). In the Leviti-
cal legislation a discrimination is made in favor ot the male in that it
is preferred in the more solemn sacrifices, but even there the female
victim is by no means excluded. A male is required as a passover-
lamb (Ex. 12%), for the ey (Lev. 1319 22%); in the ARLM a male
is required from an “anointed priest” (Lev.4"), from the whole
people (vs.™), from the ruler (vs.”), while in the case of an ordinary
Israelite a female is accepted (vs.®® and 5% ; in the DWW the
victim may be either male or female (Lev. 3°%; cf. Mal. 1™). I defer
the discussion ot the reason for this discrimination ; for the present,
let it suffice to mention this as simply another fact pointing to the
conclusion that the Hebrew cult is not pervaded by any principle
that excludes the female sex.

2. Woman as ceremonially “defiling.”

Both the sexual approach to woman and her condition in childbed
or during her courses are regarded in Hebrew custom and legislation,

39 Rel. of Sem., Lecture viii.
40 As was the case among the Harranians, quoted by W. R. Smith, p. 280, note 2.
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as among many other nations, as ceremonially defiling (1 S. 21°f
Ex. 19" Lev. 12 15”% Ez. 36" Is. 64° Baruch 6*). 'The original
ground for this legislation lies most probably, as is suggested by
Stade,” in animism, which regards as unclean and defiling all such
persons who are under the influence, that is, possessed by spirits,
viz., those that suffer from certain diseases or have done certain acts
that stand under the protection of certain spirits. It is, however,
perfectly evident that this condition of ceremonial unfitness is only
temporary : its removal can be effected. And the very exception of
woman'’s fitness for the cult under those conditions proves the rule of
her ordinary inclusion.

3. Woman not excluded from the Three Yearly Feasts.

“Three times in the year shall all thy males see® the face of the
Lord Jahveh” (Ex. 23" 34® Deut. 16'®). That this is an old law,
and has reference to the three yearly feasts, is evident from the
connection in which it is found. But it may well be remembered
that its origin, like the origin of all the earliest legislation, was not
theoretic but consuetudinary, the result of actual cases presented to
the priest for decision. And it may well have had its occasion in the
fact that such a law could not be put in effect in the case of woman
as easily as in the case of man, and not without contravening the
other custom and legislation that excluded her from the approach of
holy things at certain periods, just considered. To infer, therefore,
from this law woman’s exclusion from all cult would be more than it
can bear, and is contradicted by all the facts so far adduced. Neither
is it a parallel case, as it seems to me, to be cited in connection with
the custom that certain holy parts of an ox must not be eaten by
women. Smith, Re/ of Sem., p. 281, note 3.

4. The Law of the Firstlings.

The law of the firstlings with its emphasis upon the firstborn male
might at first sight appear as a very formidable objection to woman’s
inclusion in cult; but upon careful examination the facts here will be
found in harmony with those already adduced.

That the later legislation counts the males only as firstlings cannot
be questioned (Nu. 3*% [P]). But it seems to me altogether doubt-

41 Gesch. i. 483 f.; cf. also Smith’s “Notes on Holiness, Uncleanness, and
Taboo,” in Rel. of Sem., p. 426 ff., and ““ Taboos and the Intercourse of the Sexes,”
ibid., p. 435 ff.; Wellhausen, Heid., p. 116.

42 Not “appear before”; cf. Driver on Deut. 16%.



134 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE.

ful whether this was also the case in the earlier legislation. But as
this has been assumed, without a dissenting voice, to have always
been so, one feels the need of much courage to call it in question.
Yet there are weighty considerations against this assumption that
have a right to a hearing.

The origin of the consecration of the firstlings is found, as W. R.
Smith has pointed out (Z&¢Z of Sem., p. 444), in something of the
nature of taboo of the first produce, having its proper parallel in the
vegetable kingdom in the law of Lev. 19®% which ordains that for
three years the fruit of a new orchard shall be treated as ¢ uncircum-
cised’ and not eaten. This being the case, and as we have found no
discrimination against female victims in offerings in general, we might
argue on general grounds against the probability of an original dis-
crimination here. There is, however, far more direct evidence that
no such discrimination existed in earliest times. I mention :

(@) 'The term QM7 =S, or MW TWD. It is repeated so often
that we can scarcely go amiss in seeing in it the central idea of the
custom and the law. But if this be so, its limitation to a =27 prac-
tically annuls it by introducing an entirely different element which
takes its emphasis. If there be any meaning or force in the WD,
the 921 dissipates it. It does, therefore, seem improbable that they
both belonged to the original idea, and far more probable that that
was contained in the WD, irrespective whether it was male or female,
in agreement with the idea of the taboo of the first produce. Cf.
also the 5; in QMM =W 93 (Ex. 13 Ez. 20%).

(4) W. R. Smith has also called attention to the fact that “in the
period immediately before the exile, when sacrifice of firstborn chil-
dren became common, these grisly offerings were supposed to fall
under the law of firstlings (Jer. 7*' 19° Ez. 20%).” # But, this being
so, the passage in Jeremiah, stating that that which was done to
D)3 was also done to @FYNII3, shows that still at that time the
female was included in the law of the firstling.

(¢) A careful examination of the wording of the texts of the law
reveals the fact that the word M27 has only a very doubtful place in
them. To facilitate such examination, I present the following tabu-
lated form of the law:

1.—JE. Ex. 13%:
SN D amas oaNs DN was o bo e te= ba b v

3 bid, p. 445
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2.—JE. Ex. 132 1:

SIS [EMSI) 5 T R ena e e o b B e 5 paap
$ITEN T332 B8 M3 DO s R 8D aX R Ten en e b

3. —E. Ex. 22%: $5 AR s s
4.— JE. Ex. 341%2;

$7eN T 2B (] pEpe 521 h e e b
$77BR N2 M2 53 1Ept mEn 8D BN AwA S9RN DR e

5.—D. Dt. 1519:
$mON D wan [I] TREDY TIRsD 7O WK isan b

6.—P. Nu. 390 131 by wab =0t oa 5o apn s by i s

It is to be noticed, in the first place, that in passages 3 and 1,
evidently the oldest form of the law, no specification is made that the
consecrated firstborn must be a male. For I take it that T"J3 may
stand for ““thy children” as well as for “ thy sons,” and, as the term
M22 has a feminine as well as a masculine plural, it may be either
masculine or feminine. Cf. Ges.-Kautzsch, ed. 26, § 87, 3; and the
feminines in "N TH:‘?:‘[m URY D2 XIT 23 N3 DM in
Gen. 4

We note, secondly : If the syntactical position of BY93%7 in 2 and
the corrupt M2 in 4 be examined, and compared with the position
of M2V in 6, it will be seen that in the first two passages, as well as
in 5, the word has all the appearance of not being an original part of
the sentence but of being an afterthought, a gloss.

And, thirdly, the term =21 is peculiar to P. JE, it is well known,
uses NI WX in the place of P’s 73PN N2T (comp. Gen. 722 9),
and the term nowhere else occurs in JE (cf. Brown and Driver’s
Gesenius's Lex., sv. 121).*  The three facts together, as it seems to
me, can lead to but one conclusion, namely, that the term W27 in
Ex. 13" 34", and probably also in Dt. 15", is due to a later glossing
by a source related to P, and that its object was to bring into har-
mony the earlier with the later custom.

And altogether our examination of the law of the firstlings, far
from pointing to an exclusion of the female from cult, is but another
indication that in early times no discrimination was made against the
female, but that perfect parity existed between the sexes in matters
of the cult.

4¢ This does not apply to the peculiar form 2] found in Ex. 2317 342,
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. Circumcision in its Relation fo Woman's Position in Cult.
5

The prominence given to the rite of circumcision in the Old Tes-
tament will scarcely permit us to pass it without an inquiry as to such
a relation. Von Orelli is probably right in his contention that cir-
cumcision was practised among the Hebrews in the pre-Mosaic times
(cf. PRE®, s.v. “Beschneidung,” against Nowack, Arck. i. 168).
But, as Smend says (Altest. Rel., p. 37), it was not in ancient Isracl
a sign of a servant of Jahveh, nor did Moses make it such. Its mean-
ing and application in Arabic heathenism is of service to us here.®

The Arabs circumcised the girls also, and made a feast as at a
boy’s circumcision (Wellh., 2222.). Wellhausen’s supposition, that the
circumcision of girls was not as generally practised as that of boys,
seems very likely. But why it may not be regarded in the same light,
and why it “hat eher eine natiirliche Veranlassung und einen medi-
cinischen Nutzen gehabt,” is not apparent. In the absence of definite
evidence on this point, the most reasonable supposition is that what-
ever cultic significance the act had in the case of man it also had in
the case of woman. All the evidence we have to form our judgment
on the question whether circumcision was practised on girls in early
Israel or not is the analogy of the Arabic custom ; and the analogy,
it seems to me, is stronger than the silence. At any rate, there is no
ground to construe that silence into exclusion from the cult. Cir-
cumcision, with its religious significance as the sign of Jahvel’s cove-
nant with Israel, is a late, exilic view,* and is no more a criterion,
than the preceding case of the law of the firstborn, for the condition
of ancient Israel. And in the same light we must regard all such
exclusive prominence given to “males” in the pricstly genealogies
and laws of temple service.*

5. The Hebrew Woman’s Relation to the Cult of the Dead and the
‘Worship of Ancestors.

Attention has long since been called to the traces of an extensive
cult of the dead in the ancient Hebrew religion, originating most

4 According to Wellhausen (Heidenth., p. 154 f.; cf. also W. R. Smith, XeZ,
p. 319), the etymology of MM and its Arabic equivalent points to a connection
of circumcision with bridegroom. But perhaps the practice is, like the hair-offer-
ing, a representative sacrifice, by which recognition is made of the divine owner-
ship of human life (cf. T. K. Cheyne, Encycl. Britannica, s.v. * Circumcision”).
In either case we may suppose it to be of cultic significance.

46 Cf. Smend, Rel, p. 38 f.; Nowack, i. 169 f.

47 Jos. 172 Ezra 831 2 Chr. 311619,

48 Lev. 618 29 76 Nu. 31522 1 Macc. 28, etc,
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probably in ancestor worship (Stade, Gesch. i. 387 ff.; Nowack,
Arch. ii. 300 f.; Benzinger, Arch., p. 165 ff.; Smend, Alttest. Rel.,
p- 112 f.), and finding its analogies in other religions, and particularly
in Arabic heathenism (Wellh., Heidenth., pp. 159-164 ; Goldziher,
“Ueber Todtenverehrung im Heidenthum und im Islaw,” Muiam-
medanische Studien i. 229 ff.).#

1. Woman's Participation in the Various Mourning Rites.

Apart from such actions as were the natural expressions of grief
over the dead, there are certain features in the prevalent mourning
customs that had evidently cultic significance, in which women promi-
nently participated.

Jer. 16%3 gives us a pretty complete list of the numerous mourning
customs in vogue in Israel. Taking them up in that order we find :

(@) The Lamentation. The variety of terms used for the act of
lamentation over the dead, [3%, 92N, 9DZ, 1), MMAM, points to its
general practice, but the specific technical meaning of F12%2, with its
peculiar rhythm and exclamatory beginning F2%, W, "N, which has
furnished the technical term PP (Jer. ') for the professional
“mourning women,”” met with both in ancient and modern Arabia
(cf. Golidziher, p. 251 ; Trambull, Stwdies in Oriental Life, p. 153 ff. ;
Stade, Gesch. i. 388), and in ancient Babylonia in the female Za/i
(Records of the Past, Second Series, ii. 78 ; Maspero, Dawn of Crvil-
ization, . 684), points particularly to woman’s principal share in
the act.

(%) Laceration, 7907 (Dt. 14! 1 Ki. 18% Jer. 16° 41° 47° Mic.
4", finding its parallel in the custom of Arabic heathenism, where
the women beat or scratched their faces till the blood flowed.™

(¢) The Hair-offering, 1P (Am. 8° Mic. 1'% Dt. 14" and others),
especially of women (Is. 3*). See Goldziher, p. 247 ff.; Wellh,,
Heid., p. 161 ; Swith, Rel., p. 306 ff.

(4) The Sacrifices to or for the dead, and the sacrificial meal con-
nected with it (Jer. 16™%). See Stade, Gesch. i. 388 f,, 425; Driver,
Deut.,, p. 291 f.; Benz., Arch., 165 ff.; Nowack, Arch. i. 196 £,

That these cultic rites were performed 4y men and women alike,
and for men and women alike, is already clear from the references
adduced. It will, however, not be altogether superfluous to empha-

49 Add W. R. Smith, Rel. of Sem., p. 304 ff.

8 Cf. also the term W' ML (2 Chr. 3525), and %73 "W (Am. 51).

51 Cf. Goldziher, p. 246 €., 253; Wellh., Zeid.,, p. 160; W. R. Smith, Rel. of
Sem., p. 304 ff.; Driver, Deut., p. 156 ; Smith, Kinship, 214 ff.
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size the force of Jeremiah’s words on this point. The calamity of
unceremonial burial of which the prophet speaks is one ¢ concerning
the sons and concerning the dawughters that are born in this place,
and concerning their mozhers that bare them and concerning their
Jathers that begat them’ (vs.?), and for their faziers or for their
mothers (vs.T).

If, while at this point, I may also call attention to the care and
interest ascribed by tradition to the patriarchs in the burial of their
wives (Gen. 23% 25" 35519 487 49°'%), and to Barzillai's words to
David : “Let thy servant, I pray thee, turn back again, that I may
die in mine own city, by the grave of my fa#ier and my mother” (2 S.
19®), it will appear how utterly unfounded and erroneous Benzinger’s
statement is that “ebensowenig wurden der Frau nach dem Tod
kultische Ehren zu teil” (A7ch., p. 140). It will appear also that
the phrases like “to be buried with one’s fathers” (1 Ki. 14™ 2 Ki.
122@) etc.) may be too narrowly interpreted.

The mourning customs just considered, on account of their being
cultic rites, have been taken as the evidences of early ancestor wor-
ship among the Hebrews. See the references cited on p. 137. It
is not at all of moment to our inquiry to come to a decision on this
question one way or the other. But as Stade, followed by Nowack
and Benzinger, invariably and specifically asserts woman’s exclusion
from the cult of the ancestors,” I shall endeavor to show that every
fact taken by him as pointing to ancestor worship at all points with
equal force to woman’s inclusion in it. ‘To woman’s participation in
the various cultic mourning rites, I add now :

2. The Sanctity of the Tombs of Female Ancestors.

The grave, as is well known, became in some cases a religious
shrine in ancient Israel ; that it even became an asylum, and its pre-
cincts a tépevos (/ima) as in Arabic heathenism (Goldz., p. 235 f.),
we do not know. As this sanctity of the grave is taken as pointing
strongly to ancestor worship, it is important to call attention to the
tact that prominently by the side of the accounts of the sacred burial
places of the patriarchs, of Joseph, of Moses and Aaron, we read of
the grave of Rachel with its T2X% (Gen. 35%), of Miriam in Kadesh
(Nu. z0'), and of Deborah under the sacred tree near Bethel, the
Allon-bacuth being most probably identical with the Deborah-Palm
in Ju. 4% See Dillmann, Genesis, in loco, and Moore, Judges, in

52 Stade, Gesch. 1. 390 f.; Nowack, 4rck. 1. 154, 344, 348 ; Benz., Arch., p. 140.



PERITZ : WOMAN IN THE ANCIENT HEBREW CULT. 139

loco. In fact, there are more graves of female ancestors mentioned
of pre-Mosaic times than of male, including besides those already
mentioned those of Sarah, Rebekah, and Leah at Machpelah (Gen.
49*). It is evident, therefore, that whatever religious significance
there is in the sanctity of the graves of the ancestors, woman shares
in it. This appears also in another fact that may be mentioned here.
If we may, with Nowack (i. 177), consider that the ceremony of
boring the ear with an awl to the doorpost (Dt. 15"2% Ex. 21*%),
whereby a slave becomes a permanent member of the family, is best
explained as a remnant of ancestor worship, the DION in these pas-
sages referring to the ancestors of the family, we have but another
instance of woman’s share in the cult, for Dt. 15" prescribes: “And
also unto thy bondwoman shalt thou do likewise.”

3. Woman's Access to and Possession of the Teraphim.

While it may be true that the evidence that the teraphim were the
images of the ancestors of the family, and their consultation a species
of manes oracle (Stade, Gesch. i. 467 ; Nowack, ii. 23; Baudissin,
Studien 1. 57), is not altogether full enough to be conclusive, yet it
seems to be going too far to the other extreme to say (Moore, Juzdges,
p- 380) that there is no evidence. The inference from Gen. 31" % *
1 S. 19" Ju. 17° that the teraphim were household gods seems to me
not much weakened by the reference to Ez. 21*. At any rate, that
they were images legitimately used in divination in ancient Israel
(1 S. 19" Ho. 3* Zech. 10* Ez. 21™) is generally admitted. Itis in
this, after all, that the significance of the teraphim in our inquiry lies.

Twice women are mentioned in the Old Testament in connection
with the teraphim. Of course, Michal’s use of the teraphim (1 S.
19'®) contains nothing of cultic significance ; all that we may legiti-
mately gather in this direction is that she evidently had free access
to the image. But it is entirely different with the case of Rachel
(Gen. 3131y, Why did Rachel steal the teraphim, the god (it was
probably only oze image, cf. Dillmann, 2z Joc.) of her father (‘ﬂ")&,
vs.®)? We may hardly ascribe it to any other than a religious motive,
finding its most plausible explanation in the similar case of the
Danites (Ju. 18), whose spies had consulted the oracle of Micah
and had received a favorable reply (vs’ %), and then had given the
hint to the rest of the tribe to carry it away with them (vs*). The
teraphim was employed as an oracle®: this explains Rachel’s interest

53 Zech. 102 Ez. 2121,
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in it, and so we meet here the Hebrew woman for the first time in
our investigation not only as a worshipper but in the possession of the
sacred objects employed in oracular inquiry.

This leads us to consider next the intimately related question,

4. Woman's Relation to the Oracle of the Dead, Necromancy, and
the other Cognate Forms of Divination.

As performing oracular functions (22, cf. Wellh., Zeid., p. 126 f. ;
Stade, i. 505 ; but especially W. R. Smith, Jowrnal of Piilology xiii.
276 {f.) of the oracle of the dead (described in Is. 8" Dt. 18" as
=alety B WS woman appears officially, as the 3W N9¥3, one
who has a familiar spirit, in the woman of Endor (1 S. 28). This
official character of woman is worthy of special notice. That necro-
mancy was a religious cult is clear from the terms which are used in
connection with it. The woman of Endor describes her vision as
seeing BTN (vs.®), WAT and DDP are the terms used in speaking
of the consultation ; the opposition to the cult brands it as a 3TN
(Dt. 18%) and its approach with the technical terms '?i?ﬁ (Ez. 13")
and N2V (Lev. 1¢9®) as ceremonially defiling® The opposition it
met with and its frequent mention show how widely and how deeply
the cult had entrenched and retained itself in the popular faith.
Whether its origin lies in ancestor worship, as Stade supposes, need
not be here discussed. This is certain, that we find woman acting
in a widespread popular cult in an official capacity, and, judging
from the fact that Saul’s order is W D902 DWR O WP, occupy-
ing the leading position. ‘The latter is confirmed also by the fact
that in the often recurring phrase QYT NIRRT (Lev. 19® 20°
Is. 8" 19® etc.) the feminine NN invariably comes first.®

The ¢ wise woman,” T2 MWN, and the use made of her (2 S. 14°
20", also Ju. 5% Ex. 35%), contains nothing of cultic significance (cf.
Smend, A/ltlest. Rel., p. 91).

But here unquestionably Dbelongs the practice of divination by

5¢ For these reasons I cannot follow Driver (Deut,, p. 226) when he says that
the opposition to the cult was not due to its being considered idolatry but a super-
stition. It was a rival cult that the opposition fought, and one that was not
altogether of foreign origin. Cf. Stade, Gesch. i. 425; W. R. Smith, Jour. of Phil.
xiii. 273 f.

% Schwally arrives at the original meaning of 2, viz. “ Todtenbeschwdrer,”
by a combination of it with the Targumic ™27, the translation of the Ilebrew
2, WU, and @WMP8 (Z4 70 xi. 179 ff.), but he never mentions the Hebrew
2 N5Y3 and the numerous references to woman’s activity in this religious
sphere.,
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some women mentioned in Ez. 137®. Upon this obscure form of
divination the investigations of W. R. Smith ( Joxr. of Phil. xiii. 286 f.)
have thrown considerable light. The object of the practice was
oracular. According to vs.% 1t was the means of obtaining responses,
which according as they were assurances of divine favor or the oppo-
site made man glad or sorry. The means employed were some kind
of appurtenances tied to the arm and put on the head. The word
DINDZ Ephrem Syrus explains as ‘amulets,” and 6 ‘ESpalos in the
Hexapla renders it ¢uvlaxripia. Now, as the Jewish phylacteries
were amulets to make prayer more powerful, “we must take it here,”
says Smith, ““that these women invoked the deity — obviously for an
omen.” Of the nature of the omen the explanation is found in the
words: “Ye profane me with my people for (or with) handfuls of
barley and crumbled pieces of bread” (vs.®). These were the
arapyal, the altar gifts, or, perhaps more likely, the pay for divining,
of the same elements as in Syriac divination, and pointing as in that
case to “a kind of omen which in its first origin was drawn from
the gift of firstfruits at a — Canaanite or Hebrew — sanctuary, with
the aid of prayer, such as habitually accompanied rites from which
an oracle was sought” (Smith, 7642.). If we now associate with this
official capacity as the dispenser of the oracle that of the 2W N9¥3
and Rachel’s possession of the teraphim, we have found strong indi-
cations, to be corroborated later on, that not only did woman share
in the cult as worshipper, but that she also occupied an official
position in it.

The term PMIN2INDT used by Ezekiel to describe this activity of
the women suggests natu:ally a probable connection of it with the
most important phenomenon in the question of woman’s relation to
the cult, namely, the order of the prophetesses.

6. Women as Officials in the Jahveh Cult.
1. The Prophetesses.

While the existence and activity of women as prophets in Hebrew
religion cannot but be recognized by all, it is of interest to note how
variously the fact is treated by moderns. Nowack, in his paragraph
on “Seher und Propheten,” passes it in silence (Arck. ii. 130 f.).
Stade (Gesck. 1. 178) and Montefiore (/H:bb. Lect. 1892, p. 75) doubt
its existence in ancient Isracl. The former calls Deborah “eine
wirkende weise Frau,” and the latter says, “if Deborah was a seer.”
Professor Moore regards Deborah as a prophetess in the older sense
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of the word, an inspired woman, and compares her with the German
Veleda and Joan of Arc. Smend (Alttest. Rel., p. 9o £.) more readily
acknowledges the religious character of the earlier prophetesses. Of
Miriam he significantly says that she was probably more prominent
than the tradition represents. The only mention of the prophetess in
relation to woman’s position in religion is made by Benzinger (A7ch.,
p- 140), and he dismisses it with the curt remark that it is the excep-
tion that only proves the rule of woman'’s exclusion from the cult.

But it is a matter of course that no view of woman’s relation to the
cult can have any weight that leaves out of due consideration such
an important fact. And it is no wonder, on the other hand, in view
of the isolation with which the phenomenon of the prophetess has
been treated, that it should appear as it does to Professor McCurdy
(Hist. Proph. and the Monuments ii. § 423) as an anomaly (which
he mentions only with a word), yielding itself only a little more
readily to an explanation (which explanation, however, he does not
attempt to give) than her position as judge and queen. It will,
therefore, prove no mean confirmation of the correctness of my view
of the relation of woman to the cult if it furnishes an explanation,
and the only one offered, of this anomaly. That we must in the
consideration of this question draw the important modern distinction
between the earlier and the later character of prophetesses is very
evident. There is exactly the same difference between a Huldah
and a Deborah as there is between a Jeremiah and a Samuel.

Of later prophetesses Huldah is the principal example. Noadiah
is simply known to us by name (Neh. 6").

(1) Huldak (2 Ki. 22"%). — This prophetess comes into the
foreground as the chief religious authority at the time of a most
intense religious excitement, and in connection with an event that
stands without a parallel in its effect upon the development of the
religious thought and life of Israel. It is a remarkable fact that
the person to whom, at the order of the King of Judah, Hilkiah the
priest and Shaphan the scribe, and others equally prominent in state
and church, should direct themselves to inquire concerning the
meaning of the discovery of the Book of the Law, should be a woman.
Equally significant is the nature of the oracular response. For, it
must be remembered, it is not a political or moral issue that is up;
neither does it concern religion in general. Deuteronomy has chiefly
to do with the cult; it is therefore a question of the cult that is
brought before the prophetess, and her response is altogether con-
cerned therewith. This interest and authority of the prophetess
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Huldah in such a question, being also in perfect accord with the leg-
islation of Deuteronomy itself, which, as has been pointed out above,
recognizes woman’s share in worship, has a momentous bearing on
the question at issue. But important as this testimony is, the full
force of it will be best perceived when the office of the prophetess is
viewed as it existed in its earlier stages.

(2) Office of the Earlier Prophetesses.— There seems to me no
sufficient ground to call in question the activity of women as seers in
the pre-monarchic period in Israel’s history, as has been done by
Stade, Montefiore, and others. If early Hebrew tradition is of any
historical value whatever, it certainly speaks of a prophetess Deborah
as distinctly as of a prophet Samuel, whatever meaning that term may
have. In like manner do the earliest traditions prominently associate
with Moses and Aaron as head of the Israelitish community their
sister, the prophetess Miriam (Mi. 6* Ex. 15**[E] Nu. 12 20! [JE]).
But how are we to interpret the term 7IN"3J as used here? There
can be but the one way, it seems to me, which has its basis in the
explanation in 1 S. ¢% and according to which the earlier Hebrew
N33 was a 7I®™ or M. To say this in the case of Samuel, and to
call Deborah “eine weise Frau,” seems an inconsistent choice of
terms in order to convey a different meaning of the word when used
in speaking of woman. There is not the slightest reason for such a
distinction, and, in fact, none is assigned ; so it seems but fair to ask
that the word be allowed to mean the same thing in both cases, in
that of Deborah as in that of Samuel. And all the more so because
the principal function of ‘judge,’ whether in the earlier sense of ¢ vin-
dicator’ or in the later sense of ¢ giving judicial decisions,’ is ascribed
to the one as much as to the other (compare Ju. 4° and 1 S. 7%
cf. Moore, Judges, in loco). 1f, as may be therefore justly claimed,
Deborah was a seer, then all the light which recent investigation
has thrown upon the origin and function of the seer is at our service.
If the office of seer, as is held by Stade (Gesc/. i. 468-473), had its
origin in the belief that some persons were specially possessed by the
divinity ; if its function was, by means of visions, to reveal the divine
will ; if, as is illustrated by the case of Samuel, it was intimately con-
nected with the sanctuary; if, as is indicated by the relation of the
Hebrew and Arabic terms, |13, 24/4in, the offices of priest and seer
were once identical, and the old Israelitish priesthood originated in
the settlement of some seers at a permanent sanctuary (cf. Wellh.,
Heid., p. 130 ff., 16%), then the function of the prophetess had an
origin in common with the highest cultic function in Israel, the priest-
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hood, and this function was, at one time, open to some extent to
women. To claim this for Samuel seems perfectly natural, for, of
course, we find in his case clear indications of such a fusion of seer
and priest. But the inference that such was the case also when
woman filled the same office is perfectly reasonable, and by no means
lacks more definite confirmation. Woman’s relation to the teraphim,
the oracle of the dead, and divination, as developed above, is here in
point, but additional evidence in the same direction and within the
Jahveh cult comes to us in the case of Miriam.

(3) Miriam.—In Nu. 12 (referred to also in Dt. 24°), belonging
to the earliest tradition (JE), we have a detailed account of an inci-
dent which purports to involve the question of the relative official
rank of Moses, Aaron, and Miriam. The contention was occasioned
by the marriage of Moses with a Cushite woman, and partakes of the
nature of a family quarrel. ¢ Hath Jahveh indeed spoken only with
Moses? hath he not spoken also with us?” (vs.?), say Miriam and
Aaron; and as Dillmann has pointed out (i Jc.), the feminine
N3 would show that Miriam was the instigator. The claim that
her words imply is prophetic rank and authority for herself and Aaron
equal to those of Moses. In the settlement of the dispute by the
intervention of Jahveh, it becomes apparent that her claim of pro-
phetic rank is not denied, and she, as well as Aaron, bears the title
of ‘prophet’; only to Moses is ascribed the official preéminence,
while she, as the instigator of the insubordination, has to bear the
brunt of the punishment. While the incident thus brings out Moses’
preéminence, it at the same time asserts the official equality of
Miriam with Aaron. That the whole incident is brought into inti-
mate connection with the <Y 5;!& the centre of the religious cult,
is certainly significant. If to this be added the facts, that occasion is
taken to state that Miriam is the sister of Aaron (Ex. 15%), and that
in the earlier genealogical list her descent is traced back to Levi (Nu.
26" 1 Chr. 6°; Ex. 6 [P] does not mention her), while throughout
she is conspicuously associated with Aaron and Moses as a leader of
the religious community, the conclusion can scarcely be avoided that,
as Deborah like Samuel, so Miriam like Moses and Aaron, is an
example of a seer in whom, in the manner of that time, the functions
of prophet and priest are combined. The probability of this infer-
ence is heightened, if in this connection again we call to mind the
activity of prophetesses in other Semitic religions, and woman’s part
as diviner in connection with the oracles later proscribed by the relig-
ion of Jahveh.
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2. Women as Officials in the Tabernacle and the Temple.

I must now call attention to the direct testimony on woman’s
official position in the Jahveh cult as contained in the repeated men-
tion of woman’s service in the tabernacle.

The passages are 7Y 5“7& MDD NN W ﬂ‘%DE'T (Ex. 38%)
and YW SIN MDD PNIXN WD (1S 2®). The text in
Samuel begmnmg with @R XY is almost unanimously regarded
as an interpolation. (See Driver, Zext of Sam., p. 26; Kittel in
Kautzsch’s Heilige Schrift d. A. 7. ; Klostermann’s Samue/; Budde’s
Samuely The evidence that the context speaks of a 53‘” and not
of an 5'!*2 and that the passage in question ascribes to the sons of
Eli a sin entirely different from that of vs.*# (see Stade, Gesch. i.
199, note 2), is far stronger than the absence of the passage from the
LXX in Codex Vaticanus, which is, moreover, somewhat counterbal-
anced by its presence in Codex Alexandrinus and in Lucian’s recen-
sion. The fact of the insertion of the passage in Samuel seems best
explained as originating in a marginal note suggested by Ex. 38%

There is no such question of text connected with the reference in
Exodus; it belongs to P, and is definite and clear enough for our
purpose.

We must first determine, as far as possible, the meaning of the
word R2X as used here. The versions exhibit a marked variation in
translating the word. The LXX has for IN2X TWR NR3IXM in Ex.
38% 78y vporevoacdv ol évjorevoav; Cod. Alex. translates 23N
PINDXT in 1 S. 2% by 7ds ywvaikas Tds wapeordoas (Swete, in loc.).
The Vulgate translates in Ex. guae excubabant and in S. guae observa-
bant; in Targ. and Pesh. it is paraphrased ¢ who prayed’ and ¢ who
came to pray’ (see Driver, in Joc.). But there can be no question
that X2X has in the Priest’s Code the very decided technical signifi-
cation of ‘to render service in connection with the tabernacle in a
Levitical capacity’ (cf. Nu. 42 38534347 g2.2) . by it side is usually
found the synonym Hj:‘_,;, and the LXX translates it by Xerovpyeiv
and Aerovpyia. The attempts, therefore, of the ancient versions, as
also the A.V.’s ‘assemble’ (the R.V. correctly renders in Ex. 38°
“ the serving women which served at the door of the tent of meet-
ing,” and refers in the margin to Nu. 4% and 8*), must be regarded
as inadmissible, and evidently due to a hesitancy to allow the word to
mean the same thing when used in reference to women as when used
in reference to men. And such attempts are not any more admissible
when the term is limited to express the performance of ¢ menial
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duties” by the women (Driver) ; or when there is simply added to
these the duties of performing the sacred dances and choral songs
(Dillmann, Strack). The fact is, we do not know in what particular
the service of the women consisted, but we do know that, whatever
the nature of the service, it is described by the same term used for
the Levitical service rendered in connection with the tabernacle.
The remark of Nowack (A#c/k. ii. 69, note) that we do not hear in
the older accounts of women who serve in the sanctuary, suggests
the inquiry whence the information contained in Ex. 38% and per-
petuated in 1 S. 2% originated. To regard it as haggadic, late Jewish
fiction (Popper; Welthausen, Composition des Hexateuchs u.s.w.,
1889, p. 147) is out of the question. There is in late Jewish history
no indication of a tendency to place women in positions of the
cult ; both the low estimation in which woman is held and the high
estimation with which increasingly the ritual is regarded are against
such an idea; the tendency is all the other way. It seems to me
that the reference to the service of woman in the passage in Exodus
is to something antiquated, something that had long passed even in
the time in connection with which it is mentioned. It seems a futile
effort to contend, like Dillmann and Keil, over the notion of time
the participle ﬂ}{;ﬁ! conveys: Keil claiming that it does not imply
that they had served there before the erection of the sanctuary, but
only from that time forward they did perform service there; and
Dillmann, that it does not mean that they served later, but that they
served until now. It is the 23X that will more readily render ser-
vice here, yielding itself easily to the tense of the pluperfect; the
passage can be rendered: “And he made the laver of bronze, and
the base thereof of bronze, of the mirrors of the serving women
which Zad served at the door of the tent of meeting.” In accord-
ance with this, it is not to be supposed that the PIN3X contributed
their hand-mirrors as a M1AN (Dillm.), but on the analogy of Nu.
177 (Eng. Ver. 16"%), where the censers left by the Korahites,
because of their sanctity through former use, are beaten out into
plates for a covering of the altar, and are so turned into another
sacred use, so here, the mirrors left behind by the women are put
to another sacred service. It is very probable that in both cases we
have to do with reminiscenses, embodying Levitical traditions,
attached to the sacred utensils of the sanctuary, which were in some
cases termed fﬁ;? (Nu. 17°). And, although this notice is found
in P and is probably a later addition even there, that does not pre-
clude its being based upon very ancient tradition. The <YM DR
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in the Priest’s Code is an elaborate affair and not historical, but E
knows of an [P SHR, tells us of its erection, and gives its name
(Ex. 33™), and also, as has been shown above, brings Miriam in
close connection with it. In view of these facts, it is safe to say that
the passages in Exodus and Samuel, though late themselves, are in
perfect harmony with, and probably embody, an ancient tradition
according to which, in early times, women held some official position
in the sanctuary of Jahveh.

A side light upon woman’s official position in the Jahveh cult
comes to us also from the references in the Old Testament to the
women singers. There are four distinct classes of these, one of which,
the ﬂ.ﬁ??, mentioned in passages like 2 S. 19® Jer. 31* Ec. 2% and
Is. 23'S, sang evidently only for social amusement, and may here be
passed by with the mere mention. The other three classes will find
the simplest explanation when considered in their relation to the
religious cult.

(1) The l'ﬁJ:J‘\P?:J who chant the ﬁTJ‘P_. — Their official relation to,
and prominence in, the cult of the dead have been considered above.
See p. 137.

(2) The PMWI, edayyehlopérn, is mentioned by that name only
in Ps. 682 and the term is also applied to Jerusalem in Is. 40°;
but the function of the MMW23, to announce and celebrate a victory
by vocal and instrumental music and dances, finds frequent mention
in the Old Testament (Ex. 15%° Ju. 5' 113 1 S, 18 Ps. 68" ; cf. also
2 S. 1). That these choral dances were at least of a semi-religious
character will scarcely admit of doubt. These were the “ wars of
Jahveh,” and He Himself is DIN2X 7% : the celebration of victory®
must have partaken of a religious character. This becomes all the
more evident from the religious element contained in some of these
songs preserved to us (see Ex. 15% Ju. 5>% Ps. 68 Judith 152% 16'%).
These facts have naturally enough led some to suppose that the par-
ticular service that the women according to Ex. 38% and 1 S. 2%
rendered was the sacred choral dances. It is very probable that the
term NX2IX may cover, but there is no reason to suppose that it
exhausts, this part of woman’s service.

(3) Women Singers in the Temple Choir.— Neh. 7% and the par-
allel passage in Ezra 2% furnish a more direct reference to woman’s
participation in public religious song. In Neh. 3%,a register which
has every appearance of having been drawn up under Zerubbabel

5 « The Hebrew phrase for opening war is ¢ to consecrate war’ (.-mnbn ),
and warriors are consecrated persons.” — W. R. Smith, Ke/. of Sem., p. 383.
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and incorporated by Nehemiah in his Memoir (cf. Driver, /utrod.,
p. 513, and Stade, Gesch. ii. 98), the statement occurs that among
the returning cxiles were found ¢ 245 singing men and singing
women.” (In the parallel passage in Ezra, probably derived imme-
diately from Neh., the number given is 200.) There is not the
slightest reason to suspect the text, and Oettli’s suggestion (Kurzgef.
Komm., Die geschichtlichen Hagiographen, Ezra, in loco) that the
context would lead us to expect ‘animals’ viz. @™ which, by a
misunderstanding, was corrupted into Q"MW and to which was
then added the feminine, is entirely uncalled for and too clumsy.
Neither is it a happy suggestion that the function of these singers
was secular. Is it likely that this company of religious enthusiasts,
returning to a desolate home, had carried with them this number of
singers for secular amusement? Rashi supposes that they furnished
the music during the glad procession in the return from the exile.
If this be not more ideal than real, their service would scarcely have
ceased with their arrival at Jerusalem.

This reference to women singers, it seems to me, finds its simplest
explanation in the supposition that not only dill women in early
Hebrew history participate in religious song, but that they furnished
such sacred music as was used in sacred worship, and that, even in
this later time, women still held positions in the temple choirs.
There is some Jewish tradition to this effect. Schechter (Strdies in
Judaism, p. 316) makes the statement that “if we were to trust a
certain passage in the ‘Chapters of R. Eliezer,” we might perhaps
conclude that during the first temple the wives of the Levites formed
a part of the choir.” (Unfortunately Schechter’s reference is too
indefinite for verification.) It is therefore altogether probable that
when we read of music at the religious festive occasions, e.g. the
dedication of the walls of Jerusalem (Neh. 127 %), it will best har-
monize with the statement concerning those ‘singing women’ to
suppose that they contributed their share of music as members of
the singer’s guild, the D"jjh‘.’?;tl 32 of that time. We have here,
therefore, an additional indication of women’s official position in the
JTahveh cult.
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The Original Form of Leviticus xxi., xxii.

PROF. L. B. PATON, PH.D.

HARTFORD, CONN.

N the last volume of the JouRNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE, in an
article entitled “The Original Form of Leviticus 17-19,” I
attempted an analysis of the first half of the Holiness-Code, the
OYRWn, or religious and civil regulations. I there found that this
portion of the code contained originally ten groups of ten brief laws
each, the pentads of which were indicated by the closing formula
“I am Yahweh.” This primitive holiness-code was worked over by
an early non-priestly editor, who added numerous comments and
explanations, and appended the hortatory formulae and the long hor-
tatory passages. At the time of this editing probably a number of
transpositions, doublings, and omissions were effected in the text.
Subsequently this recension was united with the Priestly Code, and H
then received new comments and suffered further transpositions. In
an article in Hebraica, April-July, 1894, on “the Relation of Lev. 20
to Lev. 17—-19,” I endeavored to show that Lev. 20 is not a doublet
to Lev. 17-19 but a hortatory passage that comes from the same early
non-priestly editor who annotated Lev. 17—-19. I now proceed in this
article to investigate the structure of the second main division of H,
the NP, or ceremonial regulations of Lev. 21, 22, leaving Lev. 23-25
and the hortatory conclusion of the entire code in Lev. 26 for a later
discussion.

The laws contained in Lev. 21, 22 relate to the priests and the offer-
ings. The legislation is ceremonial in character, but it is addressed
to Israel in the same manner as the legislation of Lev. 17-19, and it
has so many points of similarity with this legislation in thought and
in diction that most critics are of the opinion that it forms an integral
part of the same code. This body of laws has been enlarged with
priestly comments much more extensively than Lev. 17-20, and this
fact makes the analysis proportionately more difficult. The reason
for the enlargement is obvious. These ceremonial laws came closer
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than anything else in H to the spirit and contents of P and, there-
fore, lent themselves more readily to amplification in the spirit of P.
In the previous chapters the priestly additions are readily recognized,
not only by their style but by the fact that they interrupt the thought
and are extraneous to the context. Here they are more homogene-
ous with the tone of the older legislation, and, consequently, are more
difficult to detect. Still, the analysis must be made before further
investigation is possible, and, accordingly, I proceed to it immedi-
ately. Substantial uniformity has already been attained by critics on
the main lines of analysis, and it is only in details that I can hope to
contribute anything new to the discussion.

1. Holiness in the Priests (Lev. 21'%). — The title in v. 1 is pecul-
iar. It is like P in representing the following laws as spoken to
Moses, and in calling the priests the sons of Aaron; but P says,
“Speak unto Aaron and unto his sons,” while this title, which does
not occur elsewhere in the Pentateuch, says, * Speak unto the priests,
the sons of Aaron.” It is singularly inappropriate as a heading to
the group of laws which follow, for they are addressed to the people,
not to the priests (cf. v. 8), and the priests are referred to in the
third person throughout the entire legislation. 'This title is, there-
fore, most naturally regarded as an addition of one of the latest
editors.

Supplying 7127 as a subject, or perhaps {112 W' as in v. 9, the
first law reads, “[A priest] shall not defile himself for a (dead)
person among his kinsfolk.” The point of the law is to prevent defile-
ment in those cases where, on account of kinship, the priest might
suppose that he was warranted in incurring ceremonial pollution for
the dead. The use of BYAY in the sense of ‘kinsfolk’ is an
indication of affinity with the legislation of H. The use of W8) for a
dead person is the same as in Lev. 19%, which unquestionably belongs
to H. The brevity of this law, and the way in which the general pre-
cept is put first, are also suggestive of the method of H.

After this general prohibition of defilement for the dead, v. 2 f.
proceeds to give the exceptional cases in which defilement is per-
mitted. For mother, father, son, daughter, brother, and unmarried
sister, the priest may incur ceremonial uncleanness. In these two
verses there is nothing to indicate the hand of Rp, while the use of
SIRW for near relative is characteristic of H (JBL. xvi. 45). Notice
also that the mother is named before the father, as in 19% This law
is found in Ez. 44%, and, in view of the close affinity between H and
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Ezekiel, this is additional proof that it belongs to H and not to P, with
whose legislation Ezekiel has no such marked correspondence.

The text of v. 4 is certainly corrupt. It now reads, “A 5ra
shall not defile himself among his people to profane him.” This
makes no sense, and yet the verse seems to contain the relics of a
law of H because of its use of BB and YIS Starting from
AT, which he assumes to be original, Dillmann regards 593 as in-
consistent with this word, and proposes to change it into 53&: This
has little probability, since it makes the law a mere repetition of v. 1.
It is more likely that 5v3 is original, and that 1M3¥2 is a textual
corruption which has arisen by the frequent use of this word in other
portions of the section. The law which would give theoretical com-
pleteness to this group is one in regard to defilement for a wife.
The present form of the text fails to speak of the case of a wife, but
this cannot be original, since it is by no means self-evident that the
priest should not undergo ceremonial defilement for his dead wife,
nor can it be said that the wife is included in the prohibition of v. 1.

The presence of the word 5va suggests that something once stood
here in regard to the case of husband and wife, and that the textual
emendation to be made is one which will limit ‘7‘9:1, and at the same
time treat of the case of defilement for a wife. The conjecture of
Baentsch (p. 111) is good, namely, to read, 1525 bya mepe R‘?,
(cf. Gen. 20® Dt. 22% Is. 54') only, instead of retaining ™MA¥3, as
Baentsch does, I should regard it as a corruption of the original
W9I1P3.  To retain it seems to me to spoil the sense. How could
one say, “a husband shall not defile himself for his wife among his
kinsfolk ”? On the other hand, it is easy to see how, by the omission
of the initial 9 after the final 9, YD might have been read as
1aY2.  This conjecture restores the law which completes the sense
of the group, and has the additional confirmation of corresponding
with Ezekiel’s refraining from mourning for his wife (Ez. 24%).

After the specification of the cases in which the priest may or may
not defile himself for the dead, there follows logically legislation in
regard to the way in which mourning may be conducted (v. 5). The
priest is not to degrade his office by self-mutilation as an outward
sign of grief: “They shall not make baldness upon their head and
the edge of their beard they shall not shave ” (read with Q°re W7p"
instead of I1MP"). In substance this law is identical with the
general prohibition to Israel in 19¥ and the law for the priests in
Ez. 44®. There can be no doubt, therefore, that it is part of the
original legisiation.
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“And in their flesh they shall not cut a cutting” (v. 54), agrees
with 19® in the use of the word YA, which is not found elsewhere
in the Hexateuch. In that passage the prohibition is expressly said
to apply to the case of mourning for the dead. Here the application
is left to be inferred from the context.

To this commandment is annexed (v. 6«) the reason, “They
shall be holy unto their God and shall not profane the name of their
God.” That this is not to be regarded as a new law, is evident,
(1) from its general character, which makes it inappropriate as one
of a series of laws against defilement for the dead but suitable as an
argument for obedience to the foregoing laws, (2) from the analogy
of the phrase “they shall be holy” in other contexts (Lev. 11* 19®
20"% 21%). In all these passages the phrase is an exhortation to
obey the law which has just preceded. (3) In Dt. 14° the prohibi-
tion to make cuttings or baldness is also accompanied by the reason,
¢ for thou art a holy people unto Yahweh thy God”’ (cf. Ex. 22%),

The other phrase, “and they shall not profane the name of their
God,” stands also uniformly as an exhortation at the close of a group
of laws (18% 19"; cf. 20® 22%¥). Both of these phrases are inserted
elsewhere in the original legislation of H at the end of pentads, and,
therefore, the five laws which have just been given doubtless belong
to the original form of the code. The formula *Thou (they) shalt
not profane the name of thy God” is regularly prefixed elsewhere
to the closing subscription of a pentad, T am Yahweh,” and it seems
probable, therefore, that this subscription stood originally in this con-
text and bas accidentally fallen out of the text. The exhortation in
6 @ evidently comes from the non-priestly editor, the same hand
which has added the exhortations to obedience in Lev. 17-19 and
Lev. 20. These are his stock hortatory phrases.

Verse 6 & is part of the same hortatory addition. The phrase “WN
M, however, is not only superfluous alongside of omrox omb
(against Driver), but is characteristic of P (cf. Lev. 231 611 4%
o ® etc.). T-"I"J& DS stands alone in 21572 22%. It also
stands alone in Ez. 447, and M "WR is never found in Ezekiel.
TR omd is peculiar to H.  2"P77, as the technical expression for
¢ offer,” occurs constantly in P, but it cannot be said to be character-
istic of P, since Ezekiel uses it also (cf. 432 2 447 7 46'). 1In 44’
we meet the phrase s NN D22'™P12, which shows the same
striking affinity with H which is noticeable throughout Ezekiel. In
view of this fact, and of the frequent occurrence of this word in con-
nection with characteristic words of H in Lev. 21-22, we must, [
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think, regard it as a word of the older legislation and not as one
which has been added by Rp. The phrase which is characteristic
of P is 37 2P, which is never used in Ezekiel nor in the primi-
tive portion of H. ¢ They shall be holy,” the phrase at the end of
the verse, is also alien to P. Oumitting, then, 7% WK as the only
priestly addition, we have in v. 6 a comment by the non-priestly
hortatory editor whom we have met already in Lev. 17—20. The
language is identical, and the heaping up of synonymous phrases in
this verse is analogous to what we have met already in the exhorta-
tions of the previous chapters.

The second subdivision of this group, vs. 7—9, contains laws in
regard to priestly purity in the family relation. The priest shall not
defile himself by marrying a harlot or a profaned (dishonored)
woman (7 ), nor shall he take a woman who has been put away
from her husband (74). The use of the word M55 (cf. 19®
5‘??’(11) and the reason annexed, “for he is holy unto his God,” stamp
these two laws as part of the original legislation.

The inference which might be drawn from this legislation is that
marriages which are not prohibited are permitted, but it is surprising
that permitted cases are not enumerated. The peculiarity of this
Holiness legislation is its theoretical completeness, and it is not
probable that the original legislation left it to be inferred by a process
of exclusion what marriages were lawful for a priest. Apparently it
is left open to the ordinary priest to marry a virgin or a widow, but
it is scarcely probable that marriage with any widow was permitted,
since a widow out of a non-priestly family, who had children by her
former husband, would have introduced serious complications into
the system of priestly separation which is laid down in this code.
In 22" it is specified that no alien shall eat of the meat of the sacri-
fices which formed the sustenance of the priests. The only exception
is in the case of slaves who have been bought or are born in the
house (22"). The legislation in regard to the priests in Lev. 21—22
is very complete, but no allusion is made in it to the case of children
of a priest’s wife by a former marriage ; and in 22" the child of a
priest’s daughter, who stands nearer to the priestly family than
children of the widow of a non-priest, is forbidden to eat of the holy
thing. This makes it evident that the case of non-priestly step-
children of a priest is not contemplated as a possibility. Accordingly,
there must originally have been some limitation put upon marriage
of priests with widows, and this must have stood in immediate con-
nection with the prohibition of other profane marriages. It is proba-
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ble, also, that the explicit command to marry a virgin was given,
since in 21", the case of the high priest, it is not left to be inferred
from the prohibitions whom he may marry, but it is said positively,
“ He shall take a wife in her virginity.”

The two laws, which must have stood originally before 217, are
found in Ezekiel 44%. Here the harlot and the profaned woman
are omitted as self-evidently unfit to become wives of priests; the
divorced woman is named, and in addition it is said, “But (they
shall take) a virgin of the seed of the house of Israel, and they shall
take a widow who is the widow of a priest.” Some such laws as
these must have stood in H, unless there was a greater gap here in
the legislation than analogy would lead us to expect. The similarity
of the diction of this verse in Ezekiel with H is noteworthy (cf. ¥,
Sy D2, MPY).  The reason annexed in v. 74, “for he is holy
unto his God,” comes obviously from the same hand as the hortatory
comments in v. 6.

Verse 8 calls upon the individual Israelite to guard the holiness
of the priest as commanded in the foregoing legislation; “Thou
shalt hallow him, for the food of thy God he offereth ; holy shall he
be unto thee.”” Nothing more foreign to the spirit of the priestly
code could be conceived than this charge to the nation to protect
the sanctity of its priests. On the other hand, it is characteristic of
the hortatory editor of H to address, not the priests but the nation.
The entire verse discloses both the spirit and the language of the
hortatory editor in Lev. 17—20.

The following words, “ I am Yahweh who hallow you,” form the
concluding formula which throughout this legislation marks the end
of the larger groups of laws (21% # 22°'63) Tt is analogous to the
formulae “I am Yahweh your God” and “I am Yahweh your God
who have brought you out of the land of Egypt,” which we find clos-
ing the decads in Lev. 17-19. T "X belongs to the fundamental
structure of the code, but WP '3 and DIWTPD are additions of
the hortatory editor. The peculiar form of the addition in Lev. 21—
22 is due to the peculiar subject which is treated and the desire to
emphasize the priestly holiness. The "3, with which the closing
formula is here introduced is, of course, not original (cf. 22%%).
Throughout Lev. 17—-19 M "N is used absolutely.

Although this formula naturally closes the section in which the
holiness of the priest is discussed, there follows one law more in v. g,
in which purity is demanded in the daughter of a priest because of
the sanctity of her father. That this does not belong to P is evident
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both from the thought and from the language (cf. J72 YN, ‘71'11'1,
n%nro, AR WR3). The problem, therefore, is whether the law
belongs to the original legislation, and has been transferred to a place
after the closing formula, or whether it is an early gloss on the legis-
lation of H. In favor of the latter view, it may be urged that the
penalty of burning with fire occurs elsewhere only in Lev. 20", and
there is reason to regard Lev. 20 as a production of the homilete
who has added sundry comments in Lev. 17-19. In favor of regard-
ing the law as part of the original legislation, is the fact that the
group of laws in regard to the high priest (21'°%) is closed with a
precept similar in spirit to this, “ He shall not profane his seed
among his kinsfolk.” In view of the special use of 997 in this code,
this law can only mean that the high priest is not to allow his children
to be seduced or prostituted. If such a special prohibition is given
in the case of his family, it is probable that a similar one was given
in the case of the ordinary priests’ families, particularly as in 19® it
is said, “ Profane not thy daughter to make her a harlot.” In all
these cases it is probable that the lawgiver has religious prostitution
in mind, and the danger of this being introduced at the sanctuaries
of Yahweh through imitation of Canaanitish usage was so great (cf.
Hos. 4"™") that it is very likely that a law guarding against such
profanation was inserted in this connection. The priest’s daughter
is also referred to in 22"f, so that it is not unnatural that she should
be mentioned here. These considerations, and the strong corre-
spordence of the diction of this verse with H, make it probable that
it is an original law, and that it has been transposed to its present
place outside of the colophon by some copyist who regarded it as
foreign to the subject of priestly purity. In that case it must have
stood originally immediately after v. 7. The penalty, ““She shall be
burnt with fire,” is probably an editorial addition, since it is not
strictly relevant to the subject under consideration, which is, holiness
in the priest. The words, “she profaneth her father,” are appropri-
ate, but “she shall be burnt with fire,”” abandons the standpoint of
the priest and takes up that of the daughter. In view of 20" it
probably comes from the hortatory editor.

Gathering up now the results of our investigation, we may exhibit
the analysis of the legislation of this group as follows.
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Grour XI. Houwess IN THE Priests (Lev. 21'7).
a. Prohibitions of Personal Dafilement for the Dead (21'°).

And Yakwek said unto Moses, Speak unto the priests the sons of Aaron and say
wunto them,

1. [A priest] shall not defile himself for a (dead) person among his
kinsfolk.

2. Nevertheless for his near kin that is nigh unto him; for his
mother, and for his father, and for his son, and for his
daughter, and for his brother, and for his sister, a virgin that
i5 nigh to him, who hath not had a husband, for her he may
defile himself.

3. A husband shall not defile himself for his wife (?) to profane
himself.

4. They shall not make a bald spot upon their head nor shave the
edge of their beard: and

5. In their flesh they shall not cut a cutting. Zhey shall be holy
unto thetr God and not profance the name of their God [I AM
YAHWEH], for the fire-offerings of Yakuweh, the food of their God,
they offer, and they shall be holy.

b. Holiness in the Priest’s Family (Lev. 2177).

6. [They shall take as wives for them virgins of the seed of the
house of Israel: and

7. A widow that is the widow of a priest they shall take.] (cf. 21
Ez. 44%).

8. A woman that is a harlot or profaned they shall not take : ana

9. A woman divorced from her husband they shall not take, for /e
is holy unto his God, and thou shalt hallow him, for the food
of thy God he offereth ; he shall be holy unto thee, for 1 AM
YAHWEH #e holy, who hallow vou: and

10. The daughter of any priest, if she profane herself to be a harlot,
she profaneth her father: sie shall be burnt with fire.

2. Laws in Regard to Holiness in the High Priest (Lev. 21'%%). —
This compact and well-arranged little section has come down almost
untouched by the later editors, and it is admitted by all critics that
it belongs to H. It follows in the main the same lines which were
laid down in the section on the ordinary priests but heightens some-
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what the requirements of holiness. The phrases 1711 Syam man
(v. 10), MUT WX, MION WA, SO, WA (v. 12) and the
numerous verbal similarities with the last group muake it certain that
it is a part of H. The only places in which the hand of Rp is visible
are the phrases T NN X9@Y YL (AW TORT 5y PET TWR
DNa7 DX waYY (v. 10) and TOY VIR QMWD MW W D
(v. 12) which, with Kayser, Kuenen, Dillmann, Horst, Baentsch,
Driver are to be regarded as priestly glosses (cf. Lev. 8 10’ Nu. 67).
The hand of the older editor is to be seen in the phrase 55rr &
ARPN VIR DR (v. 12) (cf 18% 19" 20° 21° 22*¥) and in the
addition of WP to MWT N (v. 15).

It deserves notice that in v. 14 a widow and a divorced woman
are put apparently in the same category with a dishonored woman
and a harlot, while in 217 the two latter stand in a separate precept.
This was probably the case originally in v. 14 also, and, accordingly,
we must supply TP N9 after TYIMN and make two separate sen-
tences. We must also supply 1 before M1, since this word is not
synonymous with .'Tﬁi?i"l, and there is no reason for thinking with
Dillmann that 31 is a gloss.

Verse 14 & is not synonymous with v. 13, which prescribes that the
high priest shall marry a virgin, for it commands him to take a wife
from his kinsfolk, that is, a woman of priestly family, or perhaps of
high priestly family, in order that the sanctity of his lineage may be
more strictly preserved. In v. 11 read WBI instead of NWR) on
account of the singular N which follows (cf. Nu. 6%). This group
is divided into pentads in the same manner as those in Lev. 17-19
by the phrase I AM YAHWEH (vs. 12, 15). The structure of the
group, accordingly, is as follows.

Grour XII. HouLwvess IN THE Hicu Priest (Lev. 21'%-%).
a. In Regard to Defilement for the Dead (vs. ro-12).

1. The priest that is greater than his brethren, wpon whose head the
anointing otl is poured, and that is consecrated to put on the garments,
shall not let his hair fly loose and

His garments he shall not rend : and

Unto any dead person he shall not go in.

For his father and for his mother he shall not defile himself: end

From the sanctuary he shall not go out, lest ke profane the
sanctuary of his God : for the consecration of the anointing oil of his
God is upon kim: 1 AM YAHWEH : and

R
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b. In the High Priest’s Family (vs. 13-15).

He shall take a wife in her virginity.

A widow or a divorced woman [he shall not take].

A profaned woman [or] a harlot these he shall not take: Ju#

A virgin of his kinsfolk shall he take to wife : and

He shall not profane his seed among his kinsfolk, /o I AM
YAHWEH who hallow him.

Sv wu o

-

3. Blemishes which debar a priest Permanently from Ministering
(Lev. 21'%%). — The section is now generally admitted to belong to
H in all its main features. The formula with which it is closed
(v. 23 %) is the regular one which stands at the end of all of the
groups of this part of the code, and it is reasonable to suppose that if
the subscription of H has been retained, something of the original
legislation has also been preserved. Moreover, Dillmann has called
attention to the fact that the priestly title in v. 16 f. is only a formal
attempt to make the legislation an address to Aaron and his sons.
Throughout the group the priest is spoken of in the third person, as
in the two groups which we have just considered. Accordingly, it
is evident that here also older laws have been fitted into the scheme
of the priestly editor. This older legislation must have been H, on
account of the words 119N &M, P, z?'?i'f, T NN

The editorial hand of Rp is clearly recognized in the title (vs. 16,
17a) and in the phrase [71277 JAN P92 (v. 21), which shows
itself to be an interpolation by the way in which it breaks the structure
of the sentence. If thisis an interpolation, ¥ also in v. 17 must
be an addition by Rp to carry out the idea of the title. QNI is
characteristic of P and adds nothing to the sense. :*ﬁpn‘a wr KD
92 2% VT WK DR (v, 21) is redundant alongside of the follow-
ing clause and shows that it belongs to P by the phrase PR 2™
"R (sec above on 21°%). Furthermore, as Wellhausen has shown
(Comp., p. 160 f.), the distinction between R'WTT WP and
RPN is characteristic of P and is unknown to the older code
which, in the discussion of the question who shall eat of the holy
things (22*%), gives no hint of the distinction between holy and
most holy which is worked out so elaborately by P. Accordingly,
QWP WP (v. 22) is to be assigned to Rp. There is no
reason, however, why we should regard the following words &
QWP as a gloss also, for B™WTPM is frequently used by H in
225, H recognizes two classes of gifts, 2R &m or sacrifices
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which are consumed wholly or in part upon the altar, and ™7 or
offerings of other sorts, but H never treats QWP as a variety of
o ONR Dﬁ‘?, although oooN and may be a variety of DWTIP.
Now it is only natural that the priest with a blemish should be per-
mitted to eat of these offerings as well as of the sacrifices, and some
mention of the B*WP must, therefore, have stood in this connection
in the original code.

Whether the 1295 (v. 23) is to be set to the account of Rp, as
is generally done, seems to me doubtful. It is true that this word
does not occur outside of the PC, but then it may fairly be claimed
that there is no occasion elsewhere to mention it. Besides, there is
nothing to show that this writer uses the word in the sense in which
P uses it of the curtain of the inner sanctuary. I am unwilling to
venture a positive opinion upon this question.

Verse 24 shows itself to be a priestly interpolation, not only by its
language, but also by its Jack of relation to the context. =23%™ has
no object in the immediate context. The priestly legislation which
originally followed it is apparently scattered through the next section
of H.

Subtracting the additions of Rp from this section, we turn to an
examination of the older legislation. Verse 17 (minus Rp) reads,
“ A man in whom is a blemish shall not approach to offer the food
of his God.” The first half of this verse is identical with the next
sentence, and the last half is in anticipation of v. 21 4. The simpler
form of the precept, as it stands in v. 18 @, is probably original, and
the mention of offering the food of God belongs more naturally later
(v. 21 ) in the enumeration of the particular things which the priest
with a blemish may not do. The original first law of the group was
the general prohibition, “ Any man in whom there is a blemish shall
not approach,” that is, not only shall not sacrifice, but shall not per-
form any of the other specifically priestly functions which are enu-
merated later. This is in harmony with the analogy of the rest of
the code, which puts general laws first. Verse 174, accordingly,
must be a summary of the contents of the following group of laws,
which has been prefixed by some later editor. The borrowing of
H’s expressions which it discloses and the use of the phrase WNR 2N
suggest that it has been added by the homilete who wrote Lev. zo.
In any case, this sentence cannot be original. From the same hand
come the additions in v. 2313 DM 3, "W NX 55 85, and
QwIpR.

Verses 18-20 enumerate a variety of blemishes which debar a
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priest from ministering. These blemishes are of very different kinds
and probably once stood in separate laws, but now they are all fused
in one long sentence. On closer examination, it appears that they
fall into four classes: (1) defects, MY, MDD, @MM; (2) superflui-
ties (?) ¥1W; (3) injuries, 517 =2w, T -2Y, 23,27, and (4)
diseases, 5931, 373, N2, TR M. The original division into
precepts may have followed the lines of the analysis of thought, but
a later editor has omitted 27" 89, with which each precept ended,
leaving it to be understood from the first general law with which the
section opens. This is analogous to the fusing of two independent
counts through the omission of the verb in Lev. 21™.  There is here
then, probably, a pentad of laws in regard to those blemishes which
exclude from the exercise of priestly functions. Through the synco-
pation of the passage, or perhaps through unwillingness to mention
the sacred name of God in connection with loathsome diseases, the
usual concluding formula has fallen away.

Then follows in vs. 21-23 a little set of laws which define more
closely what the priest with a blemish may do and what he may not
do. He may not sacrifice. He may eat of the meat of the sacri-
fices. He may eat of the other holy things. He may not go in to
the D299, He may not draw near to the altar. Here are five laws
before the closing formula of the group, if the mention of the N2MB
be original. The fact that the law against approach to the NZ7B
completes the group creates a presumption in favor of its antiquity.
The group then as a whole reads as follows.

Group XIII. BLEMISHES WHICH DEBAR A PRIEST FROM MINISTERING
(Lev. 21'%%),

a. Enumeration of Blemishes (vs. 16-20).

And Yalwel spake unto Moses saying, Speak unto Aaron, saying, & man of
thy seed unito their generations i1t whom is a blemish shall not approach to
offer the food of his God, for

1. Any man in whom is a blemish shall not approach.
. A man who is blind or lame or defective [shall not approach] : or

3. [A man] who hath anything superfluous (?) [shall not ap-
proach] : or

4. A man who is brokenfooted, or brokenhanded, or brokenbacked,
or crushed (?) [shall not approach]: o7

5. Bleareyed, or scrofulous (?), or scurvy (?), or swollen ( ?) in the
testicles shall not approach.
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b. Disabilities which they involve (vs. 21-23).

6. Any man in whom is a blemish of #he seed of daron the priest shail not
draw near to offer the fire-offerings of Yahwelh; a blemish is in him ;
the food of his God he shall not draw near to offer.

The food of his God [he shall eat]. Of the most holy things and

Of the holy things he shall eat: oniy

Unto the veil he shall not go in: (?) end

Unto the altar he shall not draw near, for a blemisk is in him,
lest he profane my sanctuaries: for 1 AM YAHWEH who
hallow them.

@ o

4. Temporary Disqualification for Eating the Holy Things (Lev.
21%-22). — This group is the logical continuation of the last, and
although it contains more matter similar to P than most of the other
groups, there can hardly be a doubt that its core belongs to H. The
last group treats of blemishes which disqualify a priest permanently
from ministering ; there are other cases, however, where defilement
takes place, in which it is of a less serious nature, and H must have
had something to say in regard to these. That older laws have been
worked over in this section by Rp is evident from the fact that,
although Aaron and his sons are formally addressed in the title, here,
as before, the legislation speaks of the priests in the third person,
except the priestly interpolated words D29 and DO 551 in
v. 3. Obviously, the legislation was originally addressed to Israel, as
in the previous groups. 'The connection of the main portions of this
group with H is further attested by the fact that all the command-
ments are given from the standpoint of holiness and by the use of
the characteristic expressions ‘WP QW NN /et (v. 2), WP,
T OUR (vs. 3, 8), WM LN (v. 4), WD (v. 7), MRBBD (v. 8),
“They shall keep my charge and not bear sin when they profane it ;
I am Yahweh who sanctify them” (v. g9).

The introductory formula in v. 1 f. evidently belongs to Rp. The
following sentence is just such a general proposition as we usually
find at the beginning of groups of H’s laws, and it is couched in the
Inguage of H, so that there is no reason to doubt that it is original.
“ Lest they profane my holy name ” is very clumsily interpolated in
this sentence and cannot be original. Tt is doubtless an addition
of the homiletic editor. In v. 3 the phrases D2'17T? oo 2R,
Dopmr B betray themselves to be interpolations of Rp by their
resumption of the direct address of the introductory formula and by
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the use of the word ™79, N¥IT WEIT MNRON suggests P, but the
addition of 385 is unlike P, and, therefore, the utmost that we can
suppose Rp to have done here is to have changed an original W'
(cf. Lev. 17*%) into W2, WLV is not characteristic of P (cf.
Ez. 22" 241 18 3617 % 39™).  With these exceptions, this verse belongs
to the original legislation, as is proved by its diction and by its organic
relation to the rest of the group. The first law bids the priests be-
ware of defiling the offerings; this law pronounces H'’s customary
penalty of cutting off upon the man who eats the holy things when
he is ceremonially unclean. The phrase MM N in vs. 2, 3 does
not correspond with the logical divisions of the legislation, and, there-
fore, is not primitive. The insertion is to be attributed to the older
editor who uses the formula in this loose way.

After these two more general propositions, the special cases of
personal defilement through disease follow in v. 4 @. Here only
{AR PR is an interpolation of Rp. Three distinct cases are
fused in this sentence; that of a leper, of a man with an issue, and
of a man who has once been disqualified to eat of the holy thing
through disease but has been healed. In substance, doubtless, these
laws belong to H, but it is not the literary form of H to unite
miscellaneous subjects in the same sentence. Consequently, we
must suppose that the combination is not original, but has come in
through one of the redactions.

All the cases of defilement enumerated as far as 4 4 are those which
arise through some diseased condition in the priest himself; those
which follow are defilements through contact with unclean objects.
Verse 4 has an obvious interpolation in W20 RN WX ¥R W
TR D2DW which, if it were original, would stand among the personal
defilements and not here among the defilements through contact.
The language ¥T7 N22W NXD shows that it has been added by Rp
(cf. Lev. 15" ® % 19 Nu. 5%). H says (1)JN22W N3 without
the addition of ¥M7 (cf. Lev. 18™ % 20"). Moreover, the case here
specified has been covered already in v. 4, and this is another evi-
dence that this sentence is an interpolation.

Verse 5 contains two cases of defilement through contact, both of
which belong to H. PAW is no evidence of interpolation by Rp,
since this word is used in the Holiness legislation of Lev. 14
(11® = Deut. 14®). The last two words of the sentence, however,
e 525, are certainly a gloss of Rp (cf. Lev. 5°% 11% 16%).

Verse 6 belongs to Rp, with the exception of QWP 2 5on 851,
which is the conclusion of the sentence inv. 5 (cf. Lev. 1% %522
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13% % 1459 155 112 Nu. 19" ). The next verse belongs entirely
to H. The phrase WA X2Yis never found in P, but occurs in
the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 22*) and in Deut. (11® 16° 23"
24%1), “For it is his food” is apparently a gloss of the older
editor. The use of YAM suggests the same writer who speaks of the
sacrifices as 2198 BM2 in Lev. 21%°%,

The legislation in vs. 3—7 is found in another independent priestly
recension in Lev. 7°%f.  The same legislation of H underlies this
passage which underlies Lev. 22*7, but it has been worked up in a
different fashion and less of the original legislation has been pre-
served than is the case here.

Lev. 22% contains nothing which suggests P, but it is rather sur-
prising that a case of defilement through eating rather than through
touching should be introduced here, although eating is a kind of con-
tact. Besides, a law against eating that which is fallen or torn has
been given already to all Israelites in Lev. 17%f, and, therefore, there
is apparently no need of this command being laid particularly upon
the priests (but cf. Lev. 19% with 21°). Baentsch pronounces the
verse a gloss, but this is unlikely in view of the facts that it corre-
sponds absolutely with the diction of H (cf. MBI 152 Lev. 179,
M3 IINmRD 18w 19™), and that it carries with it the original closing
formula of the group M *IR. It seems more probable that it is
part of the original legislation, and that ‘eat’ is an accidental textual
error for ‘touch,” which has come in through memory of 17%¥ or
through influence of 5o in v. 7.

Verse 9 is an exhortation appended to the closiag subscription of
the group. It comes from the hand of the non-priestly editor (cf.
Lev. 18% 20" ). The last clause of this verse, “I am Yahweh who
hallow them,” is interesting as showing that this longer formula is
not primitive. Here the original short formula “I am Yahweh?”
remains alongside of the expanded formula at the beginning of the
verse. In most cases the hortatory editor has simply appended ¢ who
hallow them” to the primitive formula. If, now, our investigation
has been correct, the analysis of this group must be somewhat as
follows.

Grourp XIV. TEMPORARY UNFITNESS FOR EATING THE HoLy THINGS
(Lev. 21*-22%).
a. Defilement through Disease (vs. 1—4 ).

And Moses spake unto Aaron and unto his sons and unto all the sons of Israel ;
and Yahweh spake unto Moses, saying, Speak unto Aaron and unto his sons, and
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1. They shall separate themselves from the holy things of the sons
of Israel, lest they profane my holy name, which they are
hallowing unto me: 7/ am Yahweh. Say unto them unto your
generations :

2. Every man who approacheth from all your seed unto the holy
things which the sons of Israel hallow unto Yahweh, having
his uncleanness upon him, that sox/ [man] shall be cut off
from before me: 7 am Yahweh.

3. Any man of #he seed of Aaron who is a leper [shall not eat of the
holy things], or

4. A man who has an issue shall not eat of the holy things, unz?

5. When he is cleansed [he shall eat of them].

b. Defilement through Contact (vs. 4 4-9).

6. He who toucheth anything that is unclean by a dead person
[shall not eat of the holy things], or a man whose issue of seed
goeth from him, or

7. A man who toucheth any creeping thing whereby he may be
defiled [shall not eat of the holy things], o~

8. [A man who toucheth] a man by whom he may be defiled accora-
ing to all his uncleanness, the soul that toucketlh any such shall be unclean
wntil the evening and shall not eat of the holy things, wnless ke
bathe his flesh with water, and

9. When the sun has set, he shall be clean, and after that he shall
eat of the holy things, for i¢ is his food.

ro. That which is fallen or torn he shall not eas [touch] for defile-
ment with it: T AM YAHWEH : and they shall observe my
charge and shall not bear sin because of 12, lest they die in it,
when they profane it: I am Yahweh who hallow them : and —

5. Laws determining who besides the Priests may eat of the Offer-
ings (Lev. 22'"%). — After the answering of the question, who among
the priests is qualified to eat of the holy things, the subject which
logically comes next is the relation of those who are not priests to
the sacrifices. This subject is thoroughly discussed in the section
before us. That it does not belong to P is evident from the absence
of any distinction between the holy things and the most holy things,
and also from the diction of the closing formula in v. 16. Whether
Wellhausen ( Comp., p. 160) is right in finding a difference from P
in the fact that no sin-offering is demanded of the man who illegally
eats of the holy things is uncertain (cf. Dillmann, Zx.-Lev., p. 572).
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It is also not quite clear that P forbids slaves of priests to eat of the
sacrifices (cf. Baentsch, p. 107). However, even if this writer does
not stand upon so radically different ground from P as Wellhausen
seeks to prove, still in form and substance this legislation is as inde-
pendent of P as any of the groups which we have already noted.

The original legislation is preserved here almost intact, and Rp
has not done more than add occasional explanatory words. Such
words are the appositive phrase D2 (NP (v. 1r; cf. Gen. 17%%
36° Ex. 12*), NN before QWIPT (v. 12), which is contrary to
the usage of H, and is characteristic of P; FVTYD 1A% =WR NN
(v. 15); MWK (v. 16). Beyond this, it does not seem to me that
the hand of Rp is to be recognized. The exhortation in v. 16 is,
doubtless, an addition of the older editor. Compare the use of RY'J
{1¥, as in Lev. 201 and compare also the similar hortatory conclu-
sions of the preceding groups.

Other words in this group have been claimed for P, but improperly.
=1, for instance, is used frequently by P to denote one who is not
of the family of Aaron or who is not a Levite, but it is also used in
Dt. 25° 1 Ki. 3 Job 15" 197 Prov. 11 14" Ho. 8" in a broader
way to designate a man who belongs to any other tribe or clan than
one’s own, and this is its sense here. By M1 H does not understand
a non-priest as P does, for he permits slaves to eat of the holy things
(v. 11), but he uses it to denote one who is not a member of the
priest’s family. P uses 2WI as a synenym of M (Gen. 23* Lev. 25%
Nu. 35"), while H, here and in the succeeding legislation, applies it
to the Hebrew who through poverty has come into a state of partial
and temporary servitude (cf. 25%%). In the passage before us from
H, the W0 occupies an intermediate position between the stranger
and the hired servant. That he is an Israelite is certain. 3% do
not even come into view in this legislation as eligible to eat of the
holy things, for even one of half-priestly blood cannot eat of it (cf.
v. 134). In this use of the word, therefore, there is a marked differ-
ence from P. Inv. 11 also, A2 =5 is not characteristic of P (cf.
Jer. 2M).

The only other point which needs to be noted is that 134 is not
a mere repetition of 10a. Verse 10a is a general law forbidding
those who are not members of the family of the priest to eat the holy
thing; v. 134 is a particular prohibition, which takes its color from
the command which has just gone before. Inv. 13 itis said that
the priest’s daughter, who is a widow, may return to her former
privileges in her father’s house, «if she have no seed.” Thislaw adds,
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“but no stranger shall eat of it.”” The context demands that this
should be interpreted as giving a case which forms the counterpart
to the one which has just been stated, namely, where the priest’s
daughter Zas a child.  In this case the “ stranger,” z.e. the child of
a father who is not a priest, shall not eat of the holy thing. It may
be remarked also that v. 15 is not part of the closing exhortation of
the group, but a general law commanding the priests to see to it that
the unlawful persons enumerated above are not permitted to eat of the
holy things. Assuch it forms an appropriate closing precept. The
analysis of the group is accordingly as follows.

GrouP XV. EariNng oF THE HorLy THINGS BY OTHERS THAN THE
Priests (Lev. 22'%1%).

a. By Those who are in the Priest’s Household (vs. 1o0. 11).

No stranger shall eat a holy thing.

A sojourner with a priest [shall not eat a holy thing] : ens

A hired servant shall not eat a holy thing : and

When a priest buys a person, #e purchase of iis moncy, he shall eat
of it: and

5. Those born in his house they shall eat of his food : and

2o

b. By Those who stand in Other Relations (vs. 12—16).

6. The daughter of a priest, if she have a stranger for husband, she
shall not eat ze contribution of the holy things, and

7. The daughter of a priest, when she is a widow or divorced, and
has no seed, and is returned to the house of her father as in
her youth, shall eat of her father’s food ana

8. No stranger (7.c. child of a non-priest) shall eat of it: end

9. When a man shall eat a holy thing by mistake, he shall add a
fifth to it and he shall give the holy thing to the priest: and

10. They shall not profane the holy things of the sons of Israel wkick

they contribute unto Yakweh, lest they cause them to bear iniguity
that bringeth guilt when they eat their holy things, for 1 AM
YAHWEH.

6. Laws in regard to Sacrifices (Lev. 22%%). — It is natural that
legislation in regard to sacrifices should follow legislation in regard
to the priests and other persons who are entitled to eat of the sacri-
fices. It is, therefore, to be expected antecedently that H contained
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laws on this subject. Verse 184 opens the group with the charac-
teristic formula of H, bRAwN P W YR, and the group is
closed in v. 30 with the formula ¥ "N. Verses 31-33 give an
exhortation composed entirely of phrases of H in the style of the
hortatory addresses which we have met in Lev. 17-20. This exhor-
tation presupposes that a body of H’s laws has gone before.

That laws of H underlie this group is probable, also, from the
recurrence of words for blemishes which we have met already in
Group XIII (Lev. 21"%). The original form of the code is here
very much obscured. The whole section is so interlarded with
phrases of P that Kayser and Horst have pronounced it entirely the
work of P; but, as just remarked, it is more probable, in view of
the introductory and closing formulae, that the resemblance is due
to a thoroughgoing editing rather than to composition by P himself.
The analysis here has nothing to start from but peculiarities of dic-
tion and inconcinnities of style ; nevertheless, these indications lead
to fairly certain results, if only they are followed out consistently.
Under the influence of the theory that H stands close to P in style
and substance, the analysts have here assigned much to H which
a consistent principle of criticism must lead us to give to P.

The superscription in vs. 17-18 @ belongs, of course, to P. The
phrase 5xera = {31 may belong to P, but more likely belongs
to the older editor (cf. 20%). In any case, the extension of the
legislation to the &A1 is no part of the original plan of H (cf. JBL.
xvi. 35). Here the extension stands in direct conflict with the pro-
hibition in v. 25 to offer a sacrifice from the hand of a foreigner
(cf. the notes on v. 25). Of course, T is not synonymous with
M2) 125 nevertheless, it is included in it. ‘The following words,
awx omaT 525 o 595 B3NP 2P WN, bring the
structure of the sentence into confusion, and necessitate the supply-
ing of a predicate in v. 19 @. Apart from linguistic indications, they
seem to be a gloss, and this opinion is confirmed when we observe
that the diction of this clause is purely priestly, eg. ]2 2™
(cf. JBL. xvi. 37), 525 (cf. Gen. g% 23" Ex. 14® 27> 28% 36!°
Tev. 5% 1174 1602 Nu. 47352 5 18*%?%) and the combination of
2"973 and 127 in the same phrase (cf. Lev. 7% Nu. 15° 29®). In
Dt. 12% both are named in a list of kinds of sacrifices, but nowhere
except in P are the two words habitually combined. For these
reasons, there is no doubt that this clause is to be assigned to Rp,
and it is a matter of surprise that Wellhausen and Baentsch should
suppose it to have belonged to H. 13" must then be regarded
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as changed from the singular to the plural to correspond with the
insertion of the =), D23X%MY, in the second person plural, is singu-
larly inappropriate to the rest of the sentence, which is in the third
person, and it interrupts the natural connection between 935 and
=21 oMan. It is, moreover, a distinctive word of P (cf. Ex. 28%
Lev. 1%). Accordingly, the original form of the sentence seems to
have been 31 @¥N MOXY MTH 2P DNt Mo WR WN
OMP2Y D2WDD MP22. Both in form and in substance this law is
consistent with the legislation of H (cf. 17* 18%).

Verse 2oz is a mere repetition in negative form of the law just
given. The reason annexed in 204 is foreign to the spirit of H and
shows that it belongs to Rp by the use of the word ]13‘1‘7.

Verse 21, as a whole, certainly belongs to P. The phrase M2t
S Dby s peculiar to P (cf. JBL. xvi. 37). The combination
of 97 and 1737, which we have already found to be a gloss in v. 18,
is also characteristic of P. 'The phrase 07l xo25 s thoroughly
priestly (cf. Lev. 27° Nu. 15*#). So also is 713'15, and the rest of the
sentence is nothing more than a repetition of v. 19. Besides these
linguistic indications, which are decisive in themselves, this sentence
interrupts the continuity of thought in the legislation. The author
has set out to discuss the burnt offerings, and has not yet finished that
subject, for vs. 22, 24 still refer to them. He does not take up the
subject of the D"I3T or Db until v. 27 (cf. 29 @), and then
devotes the rest of the section to this kind of sacrifice. If v. 21
were original, it would stand in connection with v. 27 and not in its
present place interrupting the legislation about the burnt offerings.
The original legislation of this group, like the legislation of Lev. 17,
recognized only two sorts of sacrifices, the M52 and the =7, and
the two main divisions of the group treated of these two subjects
respectively.

Verse 22 specifies particular cases of blemishes, and is unquestion-
ably part of the primitive legislation (cf. the diction of the verse
with that of Lev. 21™%). In this verse the blemishes are classified,
as we found to be the case in the law in regard to blemishes in the
priests (Lev. 21®). There are two sorts of blemishes: (1) defects,
D=, T3, PN and (2) diseases, [92% 373, MBS Verse 224
is a mere repetition of the thought of the preceding clause, and
betrays its priestly origin by the words MR, TS Mo S,

Verse 23 belongs wholly to Rp, both on account of its artificial
distinction between M27) and M7, permitting the sacrifice of
deformed animals in one case and not in the other, and on account
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of the closing phrase J1X7" x"a, which is never found outside of P
(cf. Lev. 1* 7). It is also an anticipation of the legislation in regard
to peace-offerings. It can hardly be doubted, therefore, that this
sentence is a later priestly refinement upon the original legislation,
which did not permit the sacrifice of such animals in any case.

Verse 24 prohibits the sacrificing of a castrated animal, and
enumerates the various forms of castration practised by the ancient
Hebrews. It seems to be the natural continuation of v. 22, and the
phrase N RS D2%NDY s quite alien to P. The meaning of
the latter expression is obscure. It is hardly probable that it denotes
that animals are not to be castrated. Dillmann’s idea that it means
ye shall not do so in your Zzzd, in contrast to the present situation in
the desert, is also artificial. On the whole, it seems best to take
rT2Y in the same sense which it bears in Lev. 17% namely, ‘sacrifice.’
In any case, the clause is superfluious and probably comes from the
hand of the older editor. .

Verse 25 shows signs of Rp only in the appended clause 17" 8D
D59, The rest of the sentence is independent of P (cf. 2] 13,
oToN DI'I"J, QOMWR), and is generally recognized as part of the
older legislation. The reason annexed to the law in 254 can hardly
belong to the primitive code. In its aim to commend the precept
to the reason and in its doubling of arguments, “for their corruption
is in them,” “for a blemish is in them’’ (cf. 21%), it suggests rather
the hortatory editor whom we have met so often already.

The interpretations which are put upon the law itself (25 @) are
numerous. Dillmann (Zx.-Lev., p. 574) understands it as addressed
to the priests, and as prescribing that animals with blemishes are not
to be received as sacrifices from foreigners any more than from Israel-
ites. Such a law, however, is improbable. If an Israelite cannot
offer an animal with a blemish, it is self-evident a forZior: that a
foreigner cannot do it. When Dillmann says, ““ Vorausgesetzt ist,
dass auch Fremde dem Jahve fiir sich opfern lassen diirfen,” he is
surely going beyond any indications of the code. Elsewhere, there
is not a suggestion that the writer contemplates sacrifice by foreigners
to the God of Israel as a possibility. Moreover, the original legisla-
tion in this group, as throughout H, is addressed to the people and
not to the priests.

Accordingly, one must agree with Kuenen and Baentsch in holding
that the law is intended to prevent Israelites from sacrificing animals
obtained from foreigners. These critics are not justified, however,
in supporting this position by appealing to the words D35 1w NS,
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since these are certainly an addition of Rp. The difficulty in the
exegesis of this verse lies in the expression FOR BB, Is this de-
signed to exclude all sacrificial animals, or is it intended to refer
only to the animals with blemishes just mentioned? Kuenen (Fols-
godsdienst en Wereldgodsdienst, p. 277) takes the latter view:
“ Mijns inziens moet vs. 244 ten nauwste met vs. 25« verbonden
worden en drukken ze samen het denkbeeld uit, dat de Israélieten
zulke verminkte dieren evenmin in hun land voor het altaar mogen
bestemmen, als zij ze uit de hand eens buitenlanders mogen aan-
nemen of aankoopen, om de offerspijze van hunnen god uit een
van die alle (d. i. van al die soorten van verminkte dieren) toe te
brengen.”

The mere grammatical structure is favorable to this interpretation,
but it gives a sense which is unrelated to the context. Why, if it is
illegal to sacrifice blemished animals in the land, should it be at
all doubtful whether such animals might be received from the hand
of a foreigner? If such animals cannot be received from the hand
of an Israelite, then it is self-evident that they cannot be purchased
from aliens to be sacrificed. The notion that this was allowable
would never enter the mind of an Israelite, and there is, therefore,
no reason to suppose that the original legislator went out of his way
to give such a far-fetched enactment (cf. Horst, p. 23 ; Wellhausen,
Proleg®., p. 395). Accordingly, it is necessary to hold that the words
M58 951 are meant to refer to the various kinds of animals, beeves,
sheep, or goats, which may legally be offered in sacrifice, and that
the prohibition is to offer these from the hand of a foreigner ; z.e. to
receive them by gift or purchase from foreigners to be offered in
sacrifice, and @ fortiori to offer sacrifices for foreigners.

On the other hand, although it gives a sense consistent with the
context to suppose that MON 521 refers to the various sorts of ani-
mals, beeves, sheep, or goats, which may legally be offered, it is very
difficult grammatically to suppose that this expression refers all the
way back to v. 19 after so many other subjects have come in between.

In view of the fact that [TOX 2% is incapable of an interpretation
which will do justice both to the grammar and the sense, it is most
natural to regard the expression as a gloss from the same hand which
has appended the argument for obedience in the second half of the
verse, particularly as it adds nothing to the scope of the law. A
reason for the addition is not difficult to find. The original code
read simply, “ From the hand of a foreigner ye shall not offer the
food of your God.” This accords with the general standpoint of



PATON : THE ORIGINAL FORM OF LEVITICUS XXI., XXII. 171

the primitive legislation of H, which is addressed to the Israelite only
and ignores foreigners. In the time of the hortatory editor, how-
ever, both M2) 73 and @™ had a recognized place in the worship
of the nation; consequently, he now and then appends a clause
extending the legislation to them as well as to the Israelites (cf. Lev.
178121 20%; see JBL. xvi. 52). When he came to this verse in his
source, he found it impossible to believe that it prohibited absolutely
sacrificing an animal which had come from the hand of a foreigner.
Accordingly, he took it to mean that defective animals which came
from foreigners should not be sacrificed, and inserted the words
MOR 52w, regardless of the fact that this reduced v. 25 to a feeble
repetition of an idea which was included in the legislation already
given.

This concludes the legislation in regard to the m5%. With v. 27
begin the laws in regard to the 31, which occupy the rest of the
group. The priestly editor has indicated that a new section begins
by the new superscription inv. 26. That burnt offerings are no longer
contemplated is evident from v. 28, where the sacrifice of a female
sheep is mentioned (cf. v. 19), and from the explicit statements
of v. 29.

Verse 27 a shows no signs of the influence of Rp, and is ancient
in its contents. The same command is given in regard to firstlings
in the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 22%) ; and since in many respects
H stands upon the same plane of legislation as the Book of the
Covenant, this coincidence makes it probable that here we have an
original law. Verse 274, however, is in the pure style of P (cf. x5
Nu. 15% 17% 32%9).

Verse 28 contains a provision against sacrificing a mother ani-
mal on the same day with her young. In spirit it is analogous to
such provisions as we find in the Book of the Covenant (Ex. 23'%
34™). Neither in conception nor in language has it any affinities
with P (cf. AW instead of M3t 2*27). After this specification,
what animals may be offered as 2137 and when they may be offered,
there follow, naturally, laws in regard to the eating of these @Y13" by
the offerer ; but instead of this legislation being general, as we should
expect after the two perfectly general laws which have just been
given, we find only one of the less frequent and obscurer varieties of
the M3 or DY specified, namely, the 777 or thank-offering. This,
obviously, cannot be original, and since the W] is an offering pecul-
iar to the Priestly Code and apparently not known even to Ezekiel,
we must suppose that this restriction of the legislation to the praise-
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offerings is the work of Rp. This opinion is confirmed by the fact
that the combination /M) F3%is used by P in Lev. 7% and the
phrase S TN Aotis suggestive of S Dby 131, which
is characteristic of P.

Again, the division of the DMWY into 053, M13%), and DTN,
which we find in v. 18 and in this verse, is peculiar to P (cf.
Lev. 7). Baentsch (p. 1oz f.) attempts to show that the /T
in this passage is not regarded as a variety of 25 but as a distinct
kind of sacrifice, and that H is here distinguished from P by recog-
nizing only two forms of 215 and treating the /T independently.
But, as we have seen, the 973 and 7237 are not original in this group
of laws, and the fact that the M follows immediately upon the
offerings of v. 27 f., which, manifestly, are D‘DBW, shows that it also
is regarded as a variety of the 5. There is really no difference
between the standpoint of these passages and that of P, and there is,
therefore, every reason to think that they come from the hand of Rp.

On the other hand, the way in which the law of v. 29 begins, "2
P21 210 (cf. 1777 19%) instead of M2 2P (cf. 3! 7114 ¥ etc.),
as well as the closing formula /M "X in v. 30, shows that legislation
of H must underlie these verses, and that all that Rp has done is
to limit their application to the single case of the 7M. Striking out
the words T3 B2IXMD TS TN as a priestly addition, we
have the relics of the original legislation of H on this subject.

The restriction of the legislation to the ™YY has necessitated cut-
ting it down, but fortunately the original full form has been preserved
in Lev. 19", We have noted already (JBL. xvi. 52) that these verses
are out of place in the midst of the moral and social enactments
among which they now stand. They are, however, just in their right
place at this point in the law of sacrifices, and the identity of their
phraseology with that of 22% shows that both passages go back to a
common original.

That original has been preserved in its purest form in 19”5 In
it there is no trace of the threefold division of the 2"aPW which we
find in Lev. 7, but the legislation stands upon the same plane as 17%
which knows only two kinds of sacrifice 159 and 131 without dis-
tinction within these varieties. This is the position of the Book of
the Covenant and of all the early history and legislation, and, as we
saw above, it was probably the original form of the code in Lev. 22",
The only traces of the influence of Rp in Lev. 19>® are the redundant
phrases Mo DWW, W2 223805 (v. 5), ¥ XD (v. 7), and
AT NI WERIT MNN231 (v. 84).  All the rest of the passage
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displays linguistic affinity with H (cf. the use of 727 137 instead of
127p 2P or MIT 227PI, KW WY, Shm YIP AN v 8).
There can be no doubt, therefore, that this is a part of H, and if it
does not belong where it now is, where else can it belong than with
Lev. 22%?

This original legislation has been worked over by Rp in Lev. 7%
also, in a manner which is characteristic and instructive. A good
deal of the old phraseology is retained, ¢.g. 5135, which is never used
in purely priestly passages, and which besides Lev. 19" is found only
in Ez. 4™ and Is. 65%. The change which Rp has here made in the
law is characteristic. He has introduced the threefold division of the
2.  He has substituted M*3° for =13 (v.15). He has changed
F21 into {29 2P (v.16).  He has introduced the words MW2m
M1 (v. 17), and TROW 31 W3 (v. 18), and 3R R 8D
 swm 8D NN (v. 18). The original legislation of Lev. 19°® is
all there, but by means of these amplifications it has taken on the
form of the Priestly Code.

In the light of this redaction, we must estimate Lev. 22'% where
the same process has gone on. There the Priestly editor has awk-
wardly brought in the @"7) and the 37 in the section about
burnt offerings, and then, in the section on peace-offerings, has re-
duced the legislation, which must originally have been identical with
that which now stands in Lev. 19> to its present application to the
TN only (cf. Klostermann, ZZ7, 1887, p. 410). How the primi-
tive form of the law in Lev. 1¢9°® came into its present position and
how it escaped being conformed to the priestly legislation on the
subject of the :mbw, is impossible to determine. Perhaps it was
interpolated from the original H at a time subsequent to the P recen-
sion. However that may be, this passage must be taken as furnishing
the original draft of the legislation which has been condensed in
Lev. 22,

The legislation proper closes with the formula “I am Yahweh”
(v. 30). The series of admonitions which follow are all couched in
language which 1s characteristic of H over against P, but their mis-
cellaneous and disconnected character, together with the heaping up
of synonymous expressions, points to the hortatory editor who has
written the exhortations of Lev. 17-19 and the whole of Lev. zo0
(cf. 22% with 18%%% 19% 20%2; 22%¢ with 20%). The phraseology
of 22°® stands alone in this legislation, although it occurs frequently
in Ezekiel. It is similar, however, to such passages as Lev. 11* 20".
With 22% compare 11% 19*. Here there is the same mechanical
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heaping up of formulae, along with slight deviation from H'’s language,
which we have found to be characteristic of the homiletic redactor
who preceded Rp. Gathering up, now, the results of our study of
this passage, we may exhibit the analysis as follows.

Grour XVI. Laws IN REGARD TO THE SACRIFICES (Lev. 221%),
a. The Burnt Offering (vs. 17-25).

And Yalweh spake unto Moses saying, Speak unto Aaron and unio his sons
and unto all the sons of Israel, and say unto them,

1. Any man of the house of Israel and of the alien in Israel, who
offereth his oblation, according to all thetr vows and according to all their
Sfreewill offerings, which they shall offer unto Yahweh as a burnt
offering so zhat ye may be accepted a perfect male of the herd, of
the lambs, and of the goats.  Awuyshing which has a blemisk ye shall
not offer, for it shall not be acceptable for you. And a man when e offer-
eth a sacrifice of peace offerings unto Yahwek, o fulfil a vow or as a free-

will offering, of the herd or of the flock, it shall be perfect to be accepted :
there shall be no blemish in it.

Blind or broken or cut [ye shall not offer unto Yahweh] o~
3. Ulcerated or scrofulous(?), or scurvy( ?), these ye shall not offer

unto Yahweh, and a fire-offering ye shall not make of them upon the
allar unto Yahwel; and a steer or a sheep that hath anything superfluous
or is defective thou shalt make of it a freewill offering, but for a vow it
shall not be accepted, and

4. An animal castrated by pressing or beating, or tearing, or cutting
ye shall not offer unto Yahweh and in your land ye shall not
make (@ burnt offering) ; and

5. From the hand of a foreigner ye shall not offer the food of your
God of any of these, for their corruption is in them, a blemish
s in them : they shall not be accepted for you.

b. The Sacrifice (vs. 26-33)
And Yahwek spake unto Moses saying,

6. A steer, or a lamb, or a goat when it is brought forth shall
be seven days beneath its dam; and from the eighth day and
upward it shall be accepted for an oblation of a fire-offering unto
Yahwel : and

7. A cow or a ewe ye shall not slay in the same day with its young ;
and



PATON : THE ORIGINAL FORM OF LEVITICUS XXI., XXII. 175

Lev, 22%/7-, Lev. 1973,

8. When ye sacrifice a sacrifice, When ye sacrifice a sacrifice,
a praise-offering unto Yahweh, peace-offerings unto Yakweh, ye shall
ye shall sacrifice it so that ye sacrifice it so that ye may be accepted,
may be accepred, on that day on the day of your sacrificing
it shall be eaten, ziere shall it shall be eaten and on the
none of it be left until the morrow : and
MOrrow.

9. That which is left until the third
day shall be burnt in the fire:
and

10, If one eat of it at all on the third

day, it is refuse, iz shall not be
accepted, and he that eateth of
it shall bear his iniquity, e-
cause he hath profaned the holy

thing of Yahweh, and that soul
shall be cut off from the midst of its
I AM YAHWEH. people.

And ye shall observe my commandments and do them : I am Yah-
weh : and ye shall not profane my holy name, and I will be hallowed
in the midst of the sons of Israel: I am Yahweh, who hallow you,
who have brought you out of the land of Egypt to be a God unto
you : I am Yahweh.
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An Emendation of the Papias Fragment.

PROF. B. W. BACON.

NEW HAVEN.

FIND in Zhe Expositor for 1895 (p. 333 sq.) an article by

Edwin A. Abbott entitled ¢ The Elders of Papias,” in which the
distinguished author gives what appears to me to amount to a demon-
stration of the incorrectness of the clause ci rod Kvplov pafyral, which
in our texts follows upon the names of “ Aristion and John the Pres-
byter.” Dr. Abbott has been showing that the extremely early date
adopted by Lightfoot (Supern. Rel. p. 150) for the birth of Papias,
viz., AD. 60-70 is incredible. He suggests 8o—go A.D. as preferable.
Since Dr. Abbott’s article appeared, Professor Harnack has called
our attention to the fact that De Boor's discovery of a fragment
(Zexte u. Unters. v. 2) attributing to the work of Papias the state-
ment that those brought back to life by Jesus éws *Adpiavod & wv,
compels us to bring down our date for the 'Eéyyjoas at least to 140,
probably between 145 and 160 A.p. According to Harnack ( C/ron.
P- 357) the period of Papias’ enquiries, referred to in our fragment
of his preface, certainly that of his boyhood (kaAds éuvyuévevoa),
must fall c@. 100 A.p. Dr. Abbott’s date for his birth (8o—go A.D)
is therefore, if anything, an understatement of the case.

Let us see how he proceeds. “No doubt this late date of Papias
is inconsistent with the supposition that he obtained direct’ informa-
tion from ¢ Aristion and John the Elder, #he disciples of the Lord.”
Of course it is the descriptive clause only with which the late date
conflicts, and these words “the disciples of the Lord” Dr. Abbott
italicizes, adding, “ There is reason for thinking they are spurious and
could not have been known to Eusebius.” But even if it be insup-
posable that Papias could have been ‘a hearer,” or even a conten-

1 This is not quite correct. Papias expressly says that the information here
spoken of was obtained Zzdirectly; and even Eusebius, who takes him for “a
hearer of Aristion and the Elder John,” immediately qualifies the statement by
adding: “At all events he mentions them frequently by name, and besides
records their traditions in his writings.”
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porary of ¢disciples of the Lord,” it does not follow that Eusebius
would perceive the anachronism. It may be impossible that Papias
should have so written, but that is far from proving that Eusebius did
not so read.

Another recent discovery, to which Dr. Abbott might have
referred as indicating the incredibility of the descriptive clause, is
that of F. C. Conybeare (Zxposilor, 1893, pp. 241 sqq.), who found
in an Armenian MS. the spurious ending of Mark (vs.™®), prefaced
by the formal title in red ink, similar to the titles the MS. prefixed
to the gospels: “From the Presbyter Ariston.”” ‘The identification
of this Ariston with the Aristion of the Papias fragment is extremely
probable ; but even those who are most certain of this will admit, I
think, that the verses in question can hardly have been written by a
pafyrys Tod Kuplov.

But perhaps the proof of the inherent difficulty of the reading,
which to us would be most convincing of all, is found in an article
of W. Beyschlag (7%. Stud. w. Krit. 1898) deprecating Professor
Harnack’s criticism of the gospels in the work above cited. 1f Pro-
fessor Beyschlag is reduced to the desperate expedient of advocating,
as here, that the clause oi T0d Kupiov pafnrai, which just before has
been applied to Andrew, Peter, Philip, Thomas, James, John, and
Matthew, when applied to Aristion and the Presbyter John must be
rendered as simply equivalent to oi pafnraf, referring us to Acts 21%,
then the difficulty is great indeed. Imagine Papias citing as his
principal informants : @) followers of the apostles ; &) certain persons
who could tell him what was said by Aristion and John—“the
Christians " !

All things considered, the reading must be admitted to present at
least very great inherent difficulties. I need hardly say to those who
are familiar with the present concentration of the critical discussion
on the problem of the Gospels about the argument of Harnack’s
Chronologie, that the question of the identity of these two men,
Aristion and the Presbyter John, is of absolutely vital importance, so
that if there is anything in Dr. Abbott’s argument it is high time
it were brought out. Beyschlag, ¢.g., argues with very great force
against the possibility of a confusion in Irenaeus’ mind, such as
Harnack suggests, between John the Presbyter and John the Apostle.
How is such a confusion conceivable, he asks, in the mind of one who
had been a hearer of Polycarp in Asia, if John the Presbyter actually
survived Polycarp, or was the contemporary of his later years? But,
as we have already said, it is a desperate expedient for bringing
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down the date of the Presbyter, to interpret the clause oi uafyral Tod
Kupiov as meaning no more than of pafyral.

Let us see then what textual evidence Dr. Abbott has to cite in
favor of his contention that the clause is “spurious and unknown to
Eusebius.” He refers us to Dr. Taylor (Zxpositor, 4™ Ser., iii.
p. 245), who tells us: “ Rufinus omits rod Kvplov. The Armenian
version omits the whole clause of 100 Kvolov pabyrai. Several Greek
MSS. omit oi.”

(1) The intrinsic difficulty of the reading based on the late date
of Papias has already been spoken of.  Lightfoot himself (Z¢.) admits
that it “ would involve a chronological difficulty,”? one so great that
in Dr. Abbott’s opinion Eusebius could not have overlooked it.
Moreover Mk. 16*®, if it be Aristion’s, is not what we should expect
from a “disciple of the Lord.” (2) The context is opposed to this
reading. \Why repeat the phrase *“Andrew, etc., disciples of the
Lord,” and  Aristion, etc., disciples of the Lord?” Why not use
the descriptive term once for both if it means the same? (3) Euse-
bius is arguing that Papias derived his information not from apostles,
but from their “ followers.” Dr. Abbott maintains that he could not
speak as he does if Papias cited as his informants actual pafyrai Tod
Kuvplov. It is true that this is a misunderstanding on Eusebius’ part,
for Papias does not pretend to have seen these presbyters; but that
does not affect the question of Eusebius’ use of language. He can-
not well, says Dr. Abbott, have overlooked the anachronism.

Except for the reénforcements, as I deem them, drawn from the
discoveries of Conybeare and de Boor, the above are the arguments
on which Dr. Abbott bases his opinion that the words oi 70d Kvpiov
pabfyral are either a corruption or an interpolation in the text of
Eusebius. As between the two alternatives he naturally prefers the
former : for the variant readings, while unfavorable to our text, can-
not, of course, have arisen out of nothing. If the Armenian version,
with its simple dre "Apioriwy kal 6 mpeoBurepos Twdvyns Aéyovow, rep-
resents the original, then the variants are unaccountable. Dr. Abbott
therefore supposes Eusebius to have read and written oi [rév] 7od

2 The “chronological difficulty ” is greatly enhanced if we accept the reasoning
of Beyschlag that the tense of Aéyovowr (in contrast with the elmer preceding)
implies that Aristion and John were alive at the time of writing! But Harnack’s
reference of the present Aéyovotr to the time of Papias’ boyhood enquiries is cer-
tainly allowable under Greek usage, which commonly presents indirect discourse
in the direct form. “I would enquire, What are . . . saying,” where we shouid

write, “ What . . . were saying.”” ‘The argument above is based on the less favor-
able alternative.
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Kvplov [pabyrdv] pafyral. This is doubtless awkward enough to
account for almost any degree of transcriptional corruption; but it
is quite too awkward for either Papias or Eusebius to have written.
Moreover, if it gave rise to change on the part of scribes it could
scarcely give rise to misunderstanding, and it is misunderstanding
that we have here to account for.

But waiving the question whether Dr. Abbott’s conjectural emenda-
tion would represent the true form of the original, does not the evi-
dence show that Eusebius must have read and written something
equivalent to this, instead of the highly improbable statement of the
received text?

Our answer must be, T think, in spite of all the objections to the
present reading, which we have found to be not less strong, but
decidedly stronger than Dr. Abbott represents, — in spite even of the
variant readings, Eusebius can have read and written nothing else
than just what we now read in his received text. I have but one
objection to Dr. Abbott’s reasoning, and this objection is only an
argumentum e silentio, yet it seems to me absolutely fatal to any
such reading as Dr. Abbott proposes, or any substantially equivalent
one. If Eusebius had before him such a plain statement that Aris-
tion and John the Presbyter were disciples of the apostles, why did
he not say so, instead of beating about the bush with elaboratc argu-
ments from the position of the second group of names, reference to
the traditional two tombs of John at Ephesus and the like? Obvi-
ously it is just because his text of Papias faiZd to make any such
clear distinction in the descriptive terms it applied to the two groups
of authorities that Eusebius found it necessary thus to explain the
great difference between the Apostle John and the Presbyter John.
The fact that he ignores the second of the two clauses oi 0t Kuvpiov
pabyral does not show that he had a text like that of the Armenian
version ; for that we have seen to be insupposable. It shows rather
that the clause was there just as we read it in his text: only he did
not quite know what to make of it, because he rightly perceived that
its apparent sense could not be the true one; for if these two men
had been actual disciples of Jesus Papias could scarcely have been
content to act as he says he did, and certainly could not have written
as he did, actually ranking the report of their living testimony as
secondary to that of unknown, unnamed ¢ followers of the apostles.”

What then shall we say to all the accumulation of evidence external
and internal against the reading? — This: that the corruption, for
such T am convinced it is, goes back of Eusebius; but not so far
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back as Irenaeus. For I think it can be shown with reasonable
probability that Irenaeus employs this passage, and that he read it
in the following form : Ei 8¢ wov xal wapyxolovdnkds s Tols wpeoBu-
Tépots ENfou Tovs TV mpeaBurépwr dvéxpwov Aoyovs® 1 "Avdpéas 7 T(
érpos elrev 7 7{ ®(Nurmos 7 1{ Ouwpds 7 TdkwBos ) 7 Twdvvys 5 Mor-
Ouios 7 Tis &repos Tdv Tod Kvplov palyrdv, dre Aptorivy kal 6 wpeoBire-
pos “Twdvvys, ol Toltwy [sC. Tdv dmooTédwr] pabyral Aéyovauw.

The work of Papias was not in Eusebius’ hands alone, nor in those
of Irenaeus alone ; it must have been known to many of the transcrib-
ers and translators of Eusebius’ History. The variant readings of
this clause in the texts and versions of Eusebius may of course be
accounted for as due to attempts of the scribes and translators to
correct a patent error. But I feel tolerably sure that Dr. Abbott is
wrong in thinking Eusebius perceived the anachronism — else would
he not have called attention to it?—and if Eusebius did not per-
ceive it we are attributing a good deal to the intelligence of mere
scribes and translators to impute to their unaided sagacity the detec-
tion and elimination of the anachronism. No, there is a reasonable
probability that the variants rest ultimately upon the tradition that
in some texts at any rate Papias did not speak of Aristion and John
the Presbyter as pafyrai t0d Kvplov. However, they cannot have
referred to the original, for none of their readings is the true
one.

Irenaeus, on the contrary, must have had before him the work
of Papias in a copy presumably far older and more correct than that
employed by Eusebius. This was already made extremely probable
by Lightfoot in his convincing argument above referred to (Zc. pp.
142-216), and is now corroborated by Harnack ( Chron. p. 336, n.),
who points out that the expression of Irenaeus by which in two
instances (v. 5, T and v. 36, 1) he introduces long series of extracts
from the work of Papias, as given on the authority of oi mpecBirepor
7ov qmoorédwy pelbyral is simply a briefer equivalent for Papias’
description of his authorities in the passage before us. Mufyrai 700
Kupiov is here conspicuous by its absence, which is scarcely credible
if Papias had indeed referred to such. Mubyrai 7dv dmoorélwv on
the other hand is just the expression to cover in a general way both
classes of Papias’ informants, if the genuine reading was that which
we have supposed. It meant primarily Aristion and John, whom
Eusebius also wrongly takes to be first-hand informants of Papias;
but it included also the other class of Papias’ informants, whom he
speaks of as wapykolovfykores Tols mwpeoBurépois. The inference is
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that in Irenaeus’ copy of Papias Aristion and John were spoken of as
disciples not “ of the Lord,” but “of the apostles.”

But Irenaeus gives additional testimony. In iv. 27, 1, he is not
referring to Papias, whom he does not seem to have known other-
wise than through his writings ; for he takes him to have been not
only a personal disciple of Aristion and John, but even, it would
seem, an actual hearer of the apostle John. Irenaeus in iv. 27, 1,
a passage preserved only in the Latin, refers to another member of
the same Asiatic circle, supposedly Pothinus. Harnack (Ze. p. 338)
collects six other references in Irenaeus to this presbyter, whom in
one of them he even calls senior apostolorum discipulus, though not
apparently in the strict sense; for in the passage which especially
interests us it is the distinction of this presbyter to belong to the
third, not the second, generation from the apostles. The passage is
as follows : Quemadmodum audivi a quodam presbytero, gui audierat
ab his qui apostolos viderant et ab his gui didicerant. We are inter-
ested, of course, not so much in the presbyter himeelf as in the
description of his informants. The presbyter himself stood in point
of authority almost exactly on a par with Papias. The difference is
that Pothinus (?) had had “direct information” from Aristion and
John the presbyters, which Irenaeus swpposes Papias to have had
also” In any event the circle of informants is the same as that to
which Irenaeus understood Papias to refer, and what is here said of
the informants of /e senior discipulus, Irenaeus might, and very nat-
urally would, express by an adaptation of Papias’ description of Zzs
informants. We may even have a hint of this origin in the order:
drooTélovs éwpakdres — qmooTéhwy pafyral, as in Papias, instead of
drooTédwy pabyral — drooTodovs éwparores. If this be its origin, we
have a somewhat fuller paraphrase of the Papias passage. The two
classes of informants he mentions are no longer fused into one, but
kept apart as in the original, and they are again, not gmoorolovs
éwpakstes kal 700 Kvplov pabyral, but groorélovs éwpuxdtes kal TouTwy
pabnral, i.e. wabyrai tdv dworTédwy.

It seems to me, therefore, that we have reasonably strong evidence
from the transcribers and translators of Eusebius, and more particu-
larly from the above cited passages from Irenaeus, for an emenda-
tion—mnot of Eusebius as Dr. Abbott proposes but— of Papias.

3 There may be some slight confusion in the text, but the sense is unmistakable.
Abbott had rendered waps TOv Tols dwosTbéNovs éwpardTwy, kal TEY wap alTOY
drovedrrwr., Harnack preferably: wapd 7&» Tods dmooTédhovs éwpaxéTwy, kal
Taps TV O’ avT v ualbnTevdévTwy.
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Just one word in conclusion as to the transcriptional evidence. Dr.
Abbott’s proposed emendation seems to me to transcend the bounds
of reasonable probability. A scribe could hardly corrupt oi 7év 7od
Kvplov pablyréy pabyral into oi tod Kvpiov pabyral, even though the
latter expression did stand just before as the model. But consider
how the latter expression looks in uncial script with the usual form
of abbreviation, and observe how almost indistinguishable the alterna-
tives might become by a very slight mutilation or obliteration, if for
OITOVKV MAOHTE! we substitute OITOVTwWN MMOHTTI. This
latter reading will explain all variants, including the reading of Euse-
bius himself, and best of all it suits exactly the apparent references
of Irenaeus, and the inner requirements of the context itself.

I cannot leave this important subject without a word as to the
effect of our proposed emendation upon that vital chain of tradition
by which Irenaeus, and we through him, are brought into personal
contact with the apostles. Papias’ statement as we now understand
it is as follows: In my boyhood in Hierapolis I had special oppor-
tunity in two ways of informing myself as to what the Lord had
taught. For in the first place certain persons came my way who
had been actually associated with the apostles. These, among whom
I may mention the surviving daughters of Philip the evangelist, who
lived to a great age in Hierapolis, and who in their girlhood in
Cesarea had of course had frequent opportunity of seeing and hear-
ing many of the apostles, — these followers of the elders, I say, I
would ask what Andrew, or Peter, had said, or Philip, or Thomas,
or James, or John, or Matthew, or any other of the Lord’s disciples.
Also in the second place I was wont to enquire of those who came
my way from Ephesus, what Aristion and the Presbyter John, disciples
of the above named, were saying. For I did not think what I got
from books would profit me so much as the living and abiding voice.

Here the great church dignitaries in Ephesus, althongh, as pafyrai
T®v drooTdAwy, really superior in authority to mere chance comers
who as éwpakéres Tobs dmoordlovs had this and that to relate, are
subordinated and put in the second rank because the boy in Hierap-
olis had not been able to interrogate them personally. Neverthe-
less as their voice was still “living and abiding”” in his time, and not
far away, so that he could get abundant information as to what they
were saying, he thought it right to add their testimonies freely, almost
as if he had heard them himself — so much so in fact that Eusebius,
Irenaeus, and apparently even Dr. Abbott seem to think he actually
had heard them himself. He says nothing about Polycarp, who in




BACON : AN EMENDATION OF THE PAPIAS FRAGMENT. 183

point of age must have been of the same circle, and who was also
a palfyrys 7dv amoordlwy, doubtless because in the period of which
he is now speaking, that of his boyhood in Hierapolis, information
as to what Polycarp was teaching in the remoter Smyrna was com-
paratively inaccessible to him. His later association with Polycarp
his readers might naturally take for granted.

As to the éwpakdres Tovs dmoorolovs whom Papias mentions, we
know that the daughters of Philip were such, and we have no reason
to doubt that there were others in Asia ca. 100 A.D. As to the
pabyral Tdv drooTélwy, the report of Papias in regard to the Presbyter
John is corroborated by an independent tradition to the effect that
the apostle John installed a namesake of his own in Ephesus. It is
certain from the testimony of Irenaeus that Polycarp in Smyrna was
such, and we have no reason to doubt the fact in the case of Aristion.

Of all these, however, the only survivor who in the boyhood days
of Irenaeus could still claim to have seen the apostles, was Polycarp,
lingering till the age of almost a hundred years, so that Irenaeus could
regard it as a singular providence of God that he could yet remember
the very look of the old man as he sat and taught. Doubtless John
the Presbyter had died many years before. Papias ca. 150 a.D.
would not speak of him as still alive in his boyhood days, if his death
had not taken place somewhere in the first quarter of the century.
But could Irenaeus confuse this man, the older contemporary of
Polycarp, with John the apostle? On the answer to this question
depends the whole Harnackian theory of the Johannine writings.
And the answer to this question will largely depend on the further
one, Did Irenaeus, who, as now seems probable, had before him the
work of Papias, read after 6 mpeaBirepos Twdvys, oi 700 Kvplov or
ol TovTwv pabyral?
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The Authorship of Romans xv. xvi.

PROFESSOR W. H. RYDER.

ANDOVER, MASS.

HESE two chapters are found, without important omissions, in
all Greek manuscripts and all manuscripts of versions which
are now extani.

The form and order of the Textus Receptus appears in & BCDE,
in a few cursives, in the Latin of the bilingual texts, d, e, f, the manu-
scripts of the Vulgate, Peshitto, Bohairic, etc.

On the other hand, the long doxology (16%%) is found between
chs. 14 and 15 in L and more than two hundred cursives, in manu-
scripts of the Harkleian Syriac, in Greek Lectionaries, and in Chrys-
ostom, Theodoret, and John of Damascus.

Cursive 66 inserts the word Télos after 16%, then adds the long
doxology with a note in the margin, saying: ¢ In the ancient copies
the end of the epistle is here, but the rest [the long doxology] is
found at the end of the fourteenth chapter.”

The Vulgate codex Amiatinus has fifty-one titles of sections. The
fiftieth reads, “ The peril of him who grieves his brother by his meat,”
etc.; the fifty-first, “On the mystery of the Lord, kept secret
before his passion but after his passion revealed,” suggesting that the
Latin manuscript to which these titles were first added placed the
doxology after ch. 14. Similar titles in Codex Fuldensis also omit
the contents of 15-16%.

The uncials AP, the cursives 5, 17, and the Armenian version
contain the doxology in both places, while F and G omit it in both
places; but Gg have a blank space after 14, and f adds at 16* the
doxology taken from the Vulgate.

The manuscripts, then, which preserve the Greek text in common
use place the doxology after ch. 14. This is also the order in Greek
service books, in the writings of Greek fathers, and, to some extent,
in Syriac and Latin versions. But the more carefully edited Greek
manuscripts place it at the close of the epistle. Those authorities
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which insert the doxology in both places, and those which exclude it
from both, give evidence that their scribes were acquainted with
manuscripts which thus differed in locating the passage. This seems
to prove that the order of L and the cursives was found in manuscripts
before the date of A and P.

We have, further, the direct testimony of Origen that both forms
were current in his day. His commentary follows the order of
X BCDE, but in his remarks upon the section 16%% he says: “ Mar-
cion . . . entirely removed this paragraph (caput hoc), and not only
this, but also from this place (et non solum hoc, sed et ab eo loco),
where it is written, ¢ but everything which is not of faith is sin,’ even
to the end, he cut away all. In other copies, however, that is in
those which have not been corrupted by Marcion, we find this same
paragraph differently placed. For in some codices, after the place
which we mentioned above, that is, ¢ but whatever is not of faith is
sin,” then follows immediately (statim cohaerens habetur), ‘ but to
him who is able to stablish you., But other codices have it at the
end, as it is now placed.”

This passage is preserved only in the Latin of Rufinus, but it is
perfectly clear and consistent with itself and with the other facts
already noted and the inferences which they suggest. We learn thus
that, one hundred years before our oldest manuscripts were written,
some codices contained the doxology after ch. 14 and others after 16,
and that, if one form was a literary revision of the other, that revision
was made before Origen’s time, and, apparently, without his knowl-
edge. The two forms may have existed therefore in Greek manu-
scripts before the Syriac and Latin versions were made. The fact,
then, that the Peshitto and, in general, the copies of Latin versions
which have come down to us place the doxology at the end of 16
simply shows that the translators or copyists preferred that order, as
did Origen. That they were led to their decision by critical, histori-
cal study is improbable in itself, and is made still more doubtful by
the fact that Origen makes no appeal to that kind of evidence in stat-
ing his own decision. The question of the original position of the
doxology presents itself to us, then, as one of inherent probability
simply ; and I venture to affirm that it is far more probable that the
doxology was transferred.from the earlier place, where it seems sadly
to break the connection, to the far more appropriate place at the close
of the epistle, than that the converse transposition was made and so
extensively adopted ; that the form, therefore, which places the dox-
ology between 14 and 15 is the earlier, and the other is due to a liter-
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ary revision made before 200 A.D., perhaps twenty-five or even fifty
years before.!

But the paragraph from Origen makes another statement of even
greater interest in its bearing upon the subject of our discussion.
Origen affirms that Marcion removed entirely this section, viz. the
doxology, and not only this but also cut away all that follows the
words, “ But everything which is not of faith is sin.” This, certainly,
is the only meaning that can be given to the Latin text. Dr. Hort
would change caput hoc to caput hic, and ab eo loco to in eo loco (as
one manuscript of Origen has it), making Origen say that Marcion
removed the caput, viz. the doxology /Zere, at the end of the epistle,
but also 7z the place where it is written, “ But everything that is not
of faith is sin.”” But as Sanday remarks, the words, usque ad finem
cuncta dissecuit, are meaningless unless they apply to the contents
of chs. 15and 16. Moreover, caput needs loc to complete its sense.

Origen was then acquainted with a form of the epistle which ended
with the fourteenth chapter. This he attributed to mutilation at the
hands of Marcion. He gives no reasons for his opinion and makes
no appeal to historical evidence or tradition. Was he correct in his
inference, or have we reason to believe that Marcion simply used
copies which came into his hands in this briefer form ? And if this
was the form of Marcion’s text, is there reason to believe that it is
the earlier and, probably, the original form ?

It is interesting to observe that, with the exception of Clement of
Alexandria and Origen, there is no evidence that any ante-Nicene
father quoted from chs. 15, 16, although other parts of the epistle are
frequently cited. I can but think that Hort, Sanday, and Gifford
treat this fact too lightly when they attribute this omission to mere
accident. It is true, indeed, that 1 Cor. 16 is not quoted in these
early writings, unless the  Maranatha” of Didache 10 is such a quo-
tation. But that chapter, like Rom. 16, deals almost entirely with
merely personal matters. On the other hand, Rom. 15 deals with
subjects of general and permanent interest. In the direct arguments
against Marcion in Irenseus and Tertullian, as in Epiphanius also, the
omission of quotations from these chapters may be due to the pur-
pose to use only texts whose force Marcion and his followers would
admit ; though it is surprising that none of these writers suggest that
Marcion has removed these chapters. This certainly does not
account for the neglect of these chapters elsewhere.

1 Zahn holds that the doxology was originally after 1423 (Zinleitung in das
Neue T'estament, 1897, i. 269-272).
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But is there reason to suppose that the contents of these chapters
would offend Marcion and induce him to remove them? Sanday
holds that the quotations from the Old Testament in 15 might lead
him to omit the section. But Marcion does not seem to have
omitted, with any consistency, those parts of the books of the New
Testament accepted by him which contained Old Testament quota-
tions. Tertullian in arguing against him cites at least nine times from
sentences in Romans which contain or consist of such quotations, and
the reconstructed Gospel of Luke, as used by Marcion, does not, in
general, omit such sentences. Sanday holds, further, that Marcion
must have excluded 15% “which,” he says, “directly contradicts
the whole of his special system.” He adds that Marcion “ most cer-
tainly could not have used ” the sentence in vs.®, “ 1 say that Christ
has become a minister of circumcision for the truth of God.” But
it is hardly less surprising to find Paul using the language of vs8,
than it would be to find the same sentiment in Marcion. The com-
mendation of the charitable consideration of weak brethren, the
emphasis laid upon a ministry to the Gentiles, and the praise of the
Christians at Rome must have been entirely congenial to Marcion,
and if a few sentences jarred upon his convictions, he could easily
remove them, or interpret them consistently with his system. More-
over, the theory that Marcion removed these chapters does not
explain the position of the doxology after ch. 14, nor the absence of
quotations in the early fathers; for I cannot think that Marcion’s
excisions from the text of the New Testament books had much
influence over the text preserved in the Church. He was, from the
first, looked upon as a heretic, and was freely charged with tampering
with the text. The tendency must have been to resist rather than to
accept changes made by him or his followers. When he and the
early fathers agree in the text, they are two witnesses whose combined
testimony is very strong. There is, as we have seen, reason to
believe that these two witnesses give testimony in favor of omitting
Rom. 15, 16, from the epistle as it first circulated.?

These facts which have been noted certainly suggest the hypoth-
esis that the Epistle to the Romans, in its earliest form, ended with
ch. 14, or, more probably, with the doxology appended to that
chapter.

2 In supporting the hypothesis that Tertullian used a copy of Romans which
did not contain 15, 16, I have not appealed to the fact that he quotes the sen-
tence, “ the judgment seat of Christ,” Rom. 141, as found in clausule (Contra
Marec. 5, 14), for the term is too indefinite to prove much.
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But do the form and contents of 15, 16, give any support to this
hypothesis ?

So far as choice of words and of forms of expression is concerned,
there is nothing which disproves the Pauline authorship of these
chapters. The language is the Hellenistic pazois of Paul's Epistles,
which must, indeed, have been the epistolary style of Paul’s associates
and correspondents ; for one man could hardly write familiar letters
in astyle which was unfamiliar to his generation and his circle.
There are, however, some minor peculiarities in these chapters which
suggest, though they do not prove, another hand.

(1) The quotations in 15" are each introduced by the phrase xai
wdhw. Though Paul often groups quotations, this phrase occurs else-
where, in writings attributed to him, only in 1 Cor. 3. It occurs
several times in Hebrews.

(2) The expression, Aéyw yap Xpiorov Sudrovor yeyevijofor mepirousjs
(15%), is a singular one for Paul to use. He uses duikovos elsewhere
of Christ in a question expressing surprise and repudiation; dpa
Xpwros dpaptios duikovos; (Gal. 2'7). Paul is not in the habit of
applying to Christ terms which denote conventional human relations,
such as duikovos, wals, drioTohos, iepeds, doxtepevs. The Apostle is not
always careful to guard against a misunderstanding or misuse of his
language, but the phrase 8udxovos wepiropijs, without explanation or
qualification, seems almost like a challenge to a perversion of the
underlying doctrine of the epistle.’

(3) The well-developed figure from the ritual of the Old Testa-
ment which appears in 15" is not quite what we should expect in
Paul.  The word iepovpyelv does not occur elsewhere in the New
Testament, though it is found in Philo and Josephus ; nor does Paul
use the noun iepevs. The offering of Gentiles to God as a sacrifice
is not a Pauline conception. Christ is a wpoopopi kai fuoia 76 Oed
(Eph. 5%), and alms are wpooopal (Acts 24Y7). The bodies of
Christians may be offered to God as a fvoia (Rom. 12'; compare
Phil. 2'7), as also their generous gifts (Phil. 4®). But in these cases
suffering or self-denial is expressed. That a Christian priest should
offer other men to God seems remote from Paul’s way of thinking.

It is freely admitted that such examples of rare or unparalleled
expressions do not go far towards proving diversity of authorship,

3 The point is not that the thought expressed 1n 153 9 is not Pauline, but that
the form in which.the thought is expressed is without parallel in Paul’s writings,
and does not easily harmonize with the use of mepirous in the argument of
Rom. 2—4.
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though they may furnish some confirmatory evidence of a theory
which must find its main support in other facts.

It should be observed that what appears, at first sight, a close
connection between the last verses of ch. 14 and the first verses
of ch. 15 proves, on more careful inspection, to be more apparent
than real. The argument of the epistle closes with 14%, “ What-
soever is not of faith is sin.”” Down to this point the whole thought
has centred in the doctrine of salvation by faith. Even the horta-
tory section, 12—14, rests upon this conception of life and duty (12*
14" *# %) In 15, on the other hand, the appeal is to charity rather
than to faith (15'™). In 14 the freedom of faith is emphasized,
which may be limited in its application by charity; in 15, the
authority of charity is urged without reference to the freedom of
faith. The word =ioris is not found in 15-16%, and woredw only
in 5%,

There are certain biographical and historical notes which do not
fit the time and circumstances under which the main body of the
Epistle to the Romans was written.

In 15" the author says that his missionary labors had covered a
field extending from Jernsalem to Illyricum. We have in the Acts
a detailed report of Paul’s missionary journeys, which gives no
evidence that he ever visited Illyricum. At Bercea he was within
about sixty miles of its boundary, but he went from there directly
to the sea and sailed for Athens (Acts 17™ ). That the author
means simply that he had come within sight of the Illyrian moun-
tains, or had met certain Illyrians residing in Macedonia, as Sanday
suggests, seems to attribute to Paul a rather foolish exaggeration.
It is, indeed, possible that in his last journey from Ephesus to
Greece (Acts 20" %), Paul crossed the Illyrian border;* but there
is no evidence of this. The author is not referring to the extent of
his travels, but of his successful missionary labor. He had “ fulfilled
the Gospel of Christ” from Jerusalem to Illyricum. Paul’s labors
in Macedonia are frequently referred to in his epistles, and are
described in the Acts, but nowhere else is there a hint that he
labored in Tllyricum. Moreover, the singular expression werAnpwrévar
76 edayyéhov Tod Xptorod, a phrase without parallel elsewhere in the
New Testament, does not seem to describe the first, brief proclama-
tion of the Gospel, or a mere initiation of converts into the Christian
life and society. The word wAypdw is used elsewhere of the fulfil-
ment of a prophecy or promise, the perfecting of a revelation as in

4 Compare Zahn, Einleitungi. 293, 204.
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Matt. 5% Col. 1%, the complete obedience to a law as in Rom. 13%,
or the completion of an appointed service, as in Acts 12% 13%
14% Col. 4. It seems to describe here the perfecting of an evan-
gelical work already begun, somewhat as in 1 (3) Kings 1%, mAgpdow
Tovs Aoyovs gov means, “ I will confirm thy words.” While the mean-
ing of the phrase is not quite certain, it seems, as interpreted in
vs.®, to describe the labors of an evangelist who had traversed a
region where the Gospel had already entered and who sought out
neglected places and souls and knit together scattered Christian
communities.

The author’s report of the aim and method of his ministry, con-
tained in 15™% seems, at first glance, quite like the Apostle’s
conception and method of work. But upon closer examination the
thoughts expressed do not seem to harmonize with the spirit of the
Epistle to the Romans ; nor are they fitted to secure the favorable
interest of the Christians at Rome in the writer or his message. He
does not in these verses lay emphasis upon his call to preach the
Gospel to the Gentiles, but simply upon his aim to reach the unevan-
gelized from Jerusalem to Illyricum, seeking places where Christ
had not been named, avoiding building on another man’s foundation.
Why should Paul say this to a Christian community at Rome, a
community which had received the Gospel from others, and whose
members were sufficiently mature in their Christian life and thought
to read with interest and profit such a treatise as the Epistle to the
Romans ? How could he say in such a letter to such a community,
“I am zealous to prosecute the work of evangelization, not where
Christ is named, that I may not build on another’s foundation”?
How could he say that this was the controlling purpose in his
ministry, when he had already said to these mature Christians,
“God is my witness that I am continually praying, if in any way I
may be permitted to come to you, that I may impart a spiritual gift
to you, that I may have some fruit among you, as also among the
rest of the Gentiles ” (1 ™) ? This whole epistle aims to do, for
the Christians at Rome, the very thing which, in these verses, he says
he avoids, viz. to build ér’ dAAdrpiov Gepéov. Is there not, also, a
lack of taste and tact in thus emphasizing, in a letter to these com-
parative strangers, the somewhat narrow and personal features of his
ministry ? The author would be far from saying that this is the only
or the most important way of prosecuting evangelical work. He
simply says: This is my way. But what is there, in the epistle as
a whole, or in Paul’s relation with the Romans, to suggest or make
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significant such a piece of autobiography? On the other hand, how
appropriate and important this is, if it is in the report of some evan-
gelist, some member or presbyter of the Church at Rome, to the
church whose missionary he is.

The 23d verse also contains an expression which does not seem
to fit Paul’s circumstances when he wrote the Epistle to the Romans.
Muére Tomov Exwy év Tols kAipagt Tovros, the author says. But had
Paul no longer a place in Corinth and its vicinity when he wrote to
the Romans? It is true, indeed, that when he was prepared to sail
from Corinth to Syria, he learned of a Jewish plot which led him to
give up the voyage (Acts 20%). But this led simply to a leisurely
journey by land, during which there was much preaching and Chris-
tian labor. Paul at Corinth was far from feeling that he had ful-
filled the Gospel of Christ, and nothing appears in his external
relations which could have led him to say that there was no longer
place for him in those regions. But an evangelist, with a definite
and limited mission, which had been conscientiously and success-
fully prosecuted, might easily thus express himself.

Still more significant, in its bearing upon this question, is the
author’s announcement of the ulterior aim of his contemplated visit
at Rome. “I have had a desire,” he says, “ for a number of years
to come to you, whenever I make a journey to Spain, for I hope when
I pass through to see you and to be sent forward thither by you, if
first I may in some measure enjoy your society ” (15*). 1 shall
go forward through you to Spain” (vs®). The visit to Rome is
purely incidental ; Spain is the object of his desire. He longs to
see his friends at Rome (vs.®); he will rest himself with them
(vs®); but they must help him forward to the newer regions
beyond. There is no thought of a call to labor at Rome. He is
not intent on imparting some spiritual grace to the Romans, and on
having some fruit among them, as in 1'%, How different the
tone of éwifw Samopevipevos Oedsacbor Ppas (vs.®) and O pe
Pduyy Betv (Acts 19”). It seems almost impossible that Paul
should have spoken of his long-desired first visit to Rome in this
incidental way, or that, after writing such a letter as Rom. 1-14, he
should reter to a contemplated visit as only an occasion for enjoying
the society of Christian friends, seeing their faces, having a restful
time with them, and then hurrying on, with their assistance, to the
distant country of Spain. Moreover, the author says that he has had
the desire to visit the Romans on his way to Spain, dro ixkavdv
(or moAAdv) érdv (vs.®). Six or seven years before writing the
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Epistle to the Romans, Paul sailed, under the impulse of a vision,
from Troas to Macedonia, and began his labors in Europe. Is it
likely that for many of these years he had cherished a plan to prose-
cute this mission to the Pillars of Hercules? It takes time for such
great plans to develop even in an Apostle’s mind. But a Roman
Christian, who had caught the spirit of the Apostle, and to whom
Spain would not be the distant land which it must have been to a
Palestinian Jew who had been even as far west as Corinth, could
easily cherish and express such a plan; and if for a number of years
he had been prosecuting this eastern mission, he would say : Through
these years the desire has been growing within me to carry this same
Gospel to the far West.

The task which makes immediate demand upon the time of the
writer of these chapters, viz. to carry to the poor among the saints
at Jerusalem a contribution of money collected in Macedonia and
Achaia (15%7), reminds us, certainly, of the contribution which was
a matter of so much thought and anxiety to Paul (1 Cor. 16"
2 Cor. 8-9), and which, according to Acts 24", Paul brought with
him in his last journey to Jerusalem. The offerings were gathered in
the same regions and for the same purpose. But this does not furnish
conclusive evidence of their identity. For Jews of the dispersion to
send offerings to Jerusalem was a well-established custom. Compare
Philo, Legat. ad Caium, 40, Josephus, An#t., xviii. 9. 1, and observe
the word mpoogopal in Acts 247. The Christians at Jerusalem
had repeatedly received such contributions (Acts 112 % Gal. 2"
1 Cor. 16'). Was it not natural, almost inevitable, that an evangelist,
prosecuting his mission from Jerusalem to Illyricum, thus beginning
his journey with personal knowledge of the needy condition of Chris-
tians at Jerusalem, and passing through regions where, a few years
before, Paul had kept this object of charity before the minds of the
churches for more than a year (2 Cor. ¢%), should follow Paul’s
example and make a successful appeal for the same object?

The sixteenth chapter presents peculiar difficulties to one who
contends for the unity of the Epistle. Some of these have been so
frequently and fully discussed that it is necessary only to call atten-
tion to them.

It is certainly surprising that Paul should show such intimate per-
sonal friendship for so many persons in a distant community which
he had never visited. He sends his salutations, in most cases with
some affectionate or descriptive term or sentence, to twenty-four per-
sons whose names he mentions, to one woman whom he calls the
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mother of Rufus and his own mother, to the sister of Nereus, besides
the members of the households of Aristobulus and Narcissus, the
brethren who are with Asyncritus and his associates, the saints with
Olympas and his companions, and the church which is in the house
of Prisca and Aquila. Paul had, indeed, known Prisca and Aquila in
Corinth and Ephesus. He may have met others in his missionary
labors in Asia and in Greece, though probably the majority of the
Church were slaves who could not have travelled freely. Some of
them he may have known only through common friends. But too
many persons are mentioned, the proofs of personal acquaintance and
friendship are too numerous, and the knowledge of the present con-
ditions and relations of these brethren and sisters is too intimate
to be satisfied with this explanation. We feel this when we try
to conceive of a prominent Christian in Boston, a Secretary of the
American Board, for example, sending such greetings to Christians in
a city which he had never visited, in Constantinople or Yokohama.
It should be noted that the first fourteen chapters of the Epistle give
no suggestion of such intimate acquaintance with persons at Rome.
Paul had a deep Christian love for these brethren which frequently
finds expression ; but no other Epistle of Paul gives less evidence of
personal knowledge of the individuals or the special conditions of the
community addressed. It is in striking contrast in this respect with
the letters to the Thessalonians, the Galatians, and the Corinthians,
which were written in the same period of the Apostle’s life and
labor.?

There is a consciousness of church organization and life which does
not appear in the epistle until we reach this chapter. Indeed, in
Rom. 1-14, we have no suggestion of an organized Christian com-
munity at Rome ; the word éxkAyoiu is not found, there is no men-
tion of church officers, no suggestion of government or discipline, and
no reference to Christian assemblies. We need not infer from this
that there was no organic life among the Roman Christians, though
it seems probable that it was not very fully developed. However
that may be, these chapters lay no emphasis upon the responsibilities
and duties of an organized church. But in the sixteenth chapter the

5 Zahn observes that Paul was not in the habit of sending such personal greet-
ings. The epistles to the Thessalonians, Corinthians, Galatians, and Philippians
close without them. Zahn infers that the long list of salutations here is due to a
desire on the part of Paul to gain the good will of a community which he had
never visited. A more natural inference is that the chapter of salutations was
written by a man whose epistolary habit differed from Paul’s.
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thought of the significance of the church is a ruling thought. The
word ékxAyaio occurs five times in various relations. Pheebe is a
dudrovos of the church at Cenchree ; the house of Prisca and Aquila
is the meeting-place of a church; all the churches of the Gentiles
give thanks ; all the churches of Christ send salutations ; and Gaius is
a host of the whole church. This does not prove, but it does suggest,
a later date, when the significance of ecclesiastical connection and
organization had come more fully to the consciousness of the Roman
Christians.

There are other intimations in the chapter that the church at
Rome had been in existence for a considerable time. Mary has
already rendered much service to you (vs.?), Persis also has labored
much in the Lord (vs.??), Andronicus and Junias have become dis-
tinguished among the Apostles (vs.”), Apelles has been tested and
proved in Christ (vs.%). Moreover, false teachers had appeared and
had sown divisions and offences (vs.'™®). These are described as
men who SovAedovow 17 éavrdy kodin. Whether their fault was self-
indulgence or asceticism, the judgment pronounced upon them is
very different from the spirit which pervades the instruction con-
tained in 14. How could the Apostle discuss the question of eating
and drinking in the calm and impartial tone which pervades that
chapter, if he was writing to people who were in danger of being led
away by those who served their own belly? In all these earlier
chapters, the Apostle’s interest centres in a certain conception of the
Christian life. He exhorts his readers to accept this principle and to
live by it; but he has no reproofs for them, nor does he express
anxieties about them. He says to them, in a generous hyperbole,
and without qualification, % w{oris Judv karayyé\erar év SAw 7 koopw
(1*). The author of this chapter is acquainted with that commenda-
tion and repeats it, though with a significant change: 4 yap Sudv
bmaxoy els wdvras dpikero (16').°

The biographical notes in this chapter point to a later date than

6 The word dmwaxor is not a favorite with Paul; indeed, it expresses a concep-
tion of the Christian life which suggests the bondage of the law rather than the
freedom of faith. He usually qualifies or interprets it by some added term, as
Urarod) wioTews (1% 16%0), dmrakoh els Sikatog¥yny (616); or uses it where a figure of
speech requires it, as 2 Cor. 10% €; or of obedience to a human leader (2 Cor. 71°
Philemon 21). Only here and 158 is the noun used to denote, without further
interpretation, the content of Christian character. It defines the obedience of
Christ in Rom. 5'9; compare Phil. 28. The verb is used of obedience to the
Gospel in Rom. 10 2 Thess. 18 (compare Rom. 617), but more frequently of
obedience to parents, masters, etc.
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that of the body of the epistle, and to some other author than the
Apostle Paul.

First among these are the notes concerning Prisca and Aquila.
We are informed in the Acts that Paul made the acquaintance of
these people in Corinth, during his first visit in that city (Acts 18%).
They accompanied him to Ephesus (vs.”*). They are still in
Ephesus, and their house is the meeting-place of a Christian con-
gregation when Paul writes the First Epistle to the Corinthians
(1 Cor. 16Y). As this epistle was written before Pentecost (1 Cor. 16%),
and Paul was at Philippi on his return from Corinth to Palestine by
the next Passover (Acts 20* '), it seems probable that something
less than a year passed between the date at which Prisca and Aquila
formed the centre of an ékkAyoia at Corinth, and the date of the
Roman Epistle. That in these few months they should have broken
up their home at Ephesus, should have made a new home in Rome,
where, apparently, they had not resided before, — for Acts 18% does
not say that they came from Rome, but simply from Italy,— and
should have gathered another éxkAyoia in Rome, and that the knowl-
edge of this should have reached Paul at Corinth, is not impossible,
but is surprising. Moreover, had these three or four years of Chris-
tian service at Corinth and Ephesus, with, possibly, a few months at
Rome, put all the churches of the Gentiles under special obligation
to them?

Again, where can we find an occasion, during the period of Paul’s
acquaintance with Prisca and Aquila at Corinth and Ephesus, when
they could have been called upon to lay down their neck for his life
(vs.*)?  Paul was in some danger at Corinth (Acts 18"), and
again in Ephesus (Acts 19®*), in the first case from Jews, and in
the second from Gentiles, but in each case he had ample protection
from the civil authorities, and it is difficult to see how a Jewish
refugee and his wife could have rendered him an essential service.

These are only difficulties, not impossibilities. But it is certainly
easier to explain these notes if we suppose that these verses were
written a few years later, after Prisca and Aquila had had abundant
time to remove to Rome and to gain an influential position among
the Christians there, to render a large service to Gentile churches,
and in some way, perhaps during the persecution in which Paul had
died, to save the life of the author of these chapters.

The description of Andronicus and Junias (vs.7) presents some
difficulties to an early date and a Pauline authorship. The author
says that these two brethren have been his fellow-prisoners. Paul
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affirms in 2 Cor. 11% that he had been “ in prisons more abundantly,”
and these two Christians may have been his companions in some
imprisonment. But it is difficult to find a place and time for the
common imprisonment of the man now at Corinth and these two at
Rome. It is even more surprising to be told that these two Roman
Christians were in Christ before Paul. They may have been in
Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost, or they may have been led to
Christ by some early evangelist, but such suppositions involve im-
probabilities. But every difficulty is removed Dby the supposition
that these chapters were written by a convert of a later day, who,
with his friends, had passed through a period of persecution at
Rome.

One striking feature of this chapter is the number of kinsmen to
whom the author refers. Andronicus, Junias, and Herodian are
saluted as his kinsmen. His kinsmen, Lucius, Jason, and Sosipater,
join him in sending salutations. Rufus’s mother is his mother, and
Quartus is his brother. These terms have often been understood in
a figurative sense ; ovyyevels are fellow Jews, as in ¢® and 2 Mac. 55,
Rufus’s mother has shown a motherly interest in the writer, and
Quartus was simply a Christian. But why should Paul call five or
six of these Jewish Christians kinsmen and not apply the term to
Aquila, a Jew (Acts 18%), or to Timothy, whose mother was a Jewess
(Acts 16")?  When he sends greetings to Rufus and to his and my
mother, why should adrob be interpreted literally and épod figura-
tively? Why is Quartus alone, of all the twenty-five Christian men
whose names are mentioned in the chapter, called 6 adsAdos?7

But if we take these terms literally, the problem of the authorship
of at least 16" ® is solved. Who were Rufus and his mother?
Was not she the wife of Simon, who bore the cross of Jesus
(Mark 15™)? Their oldest son was Alexander, the second Rufus,
the third Tertius, the fourth Quartus. They were Christians living
in Rome, or in its vicinity, when Mark wrote his Gospel, and were
well known there. Simon had a Jewish name, but living among

7 For the omission of the pronoun when an own brother is referred to, compare
Jn. 1119, and in the Greek Old Testament, Gen. 378 442 3 453 Job 4215, The
addition of mol would not relieve from ambiguity, for the pronoun is used often
of a social or tribal relation. In other cases in the epistles where ¢ ddehgés is
used of a Christian brother the phrase does not distinguish one person from
several others mentioned. See 1 Cor. 1! 162 2 Cor. 1! Eph. 62 Phil. 2% Col. 1!
479 Philemon L. For a similar omission of the pronoun compare Mt. 15* 9% 191°
Mk. 712 Jn. 19% 1 Cor. 51,
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Gentiles, he gave his sons Greek and Latin nawmes, first the common
names Alexander and Rufus, but as such names had slight significance
for him, he called the next two Third and Fourth. Nothing could
be more natural than that these sons should have other kinsmen in
the Christian community at Rome. Indeed, as Simon, at the time
of the crucifixion, resided in Cyrene, one of these kinsmen, Lucius
(Rom. 16*), may be the Lucius of Cyrene of Acts 13!, possibly a
brother of Simon, who may be the Symeon Niger of the same group
at Antioch.

But, finally, we have the direct statement of Tertius that he wrote
the epistle (vs.?). This is generally understood to mean that he
is Paul’s amanuensis, but ypd¢w is not used in this sense in the New
Testament,® except in the Apocalypse, where the relation of the scribe
to Him who dictates is peculiar. It describes elsewhere either the
act of a man who records his own thought, or of one who employs
another to put it on record. The authors of the epistles of the New
Testament frequently inserted the verb, whether they wrote by their
own hand or by the hand of another. Paul seems frequently to
have employed an amanuensis, but nowhere else do we find this
amanuensis adding his own personal notes. In this section, whose
authorship we have been discussing, it is used of the responsible
author (15%). It certainly seems probable that éypaya dpiv (15%)
and 6 ypdyas Ty émoroliy (16%) have the same subject. Moreover,
6 ypdyas Ty émorolyy év Kuply is a rather solemn and weighty
phrase for a mere amanuensis to use. No other writer in the New
Testament seems to make a more definite claim to inspiration.

The conclusion is that Paul closed his Epistle to the Romans when
he had finished his argument and fully applied his doctrine, viz.
at 14%. He appended, however, the long doxology, 16*%, much as
he closed the more abstruse part of the epistle in 11, The letter
at first circulated in this form. Marcion may have removed the
doxology ; perhaps because he did not like the identification of the
only wise God with the God of the Old Testament. At an early
day there was circulated with this epistle, or appended to it, a letter,
or part of a letter, from a Roman evangelist named Tertius to his
friends at Rome. He was an officer, or at least a man of standing
and influence in the church at Rome. In an Alexandrian or Egyp-
tian recension the long doxology was transferred to the end of this
composite document, apparently taking the place of the brief dox-

8 Tt is sometimes so used in the Greek Old Testament, see Jer. 43 (Heb. 36)4 18
27. 32
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ology, 16%.% This writer has the style of Paul, and has Paul’s con-
ception of Christian love and morality. But there is no evidence
that he apprehended Paul’s profound idea of the nature of the
Christian life. His use of é& 7¢ moredew (15%) is simply imitative.
We have, then, at the close of this epistle, as at the close of the
Second Gospel, a fragment welded to the original document ; and
we have, as in the First Gospel, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and
perhaps other New Testament books, the writing of a Christian of
the first age of the church, of whom we know little except what
appears in the spirit of his writing.

If Paul wrote his Epistle to the Romans as early as 54 a.p. and
suffered martyrdom before 60 A.D., as seems very probable, we may
suppose that the Epistle of Tertius was written in 64, or a little
earlier, after the church at Rome was well developed, but before
the beginning of the Neronian persecution or of the Jewish war.

9 The authorities which place the long doxology after 1423 have, in general, two
short doxologies, 162 24,  Those which transfer the long doxology to the end of
16 in general omit vs.2t. D and its closely related codices EFG omit 20P, but D
is said to have a mark noting its omission. Apparently Tertius’s epistle closed
with two doxologies as do several New Testament epistles; compare Phil, 4%- 2
2 Thess. 3118 1 Tim. 616- 21 2 Tim. 4'8 22 1 Pet. g1l 14,
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On ¥ and L.

PROF. R. J. H. GOTTHEIL.

NEW YORK.

N the last number of the ZA . (xvii. 348) Dr. Peiser has treated
of the name MW 1 Chr. 15", which appears again 1 Chr. 6®
under the form “W*. I can hardly think that he is right in suppos-
ing that this second form is an intentional change from the first, due
to the feeling that such a name as ‘ Ko8 is Yahu’ smacked too much
of “other gods.” We have undoubtedly the same name in both
cases, "D standing for an abbreviated W'D (ze. "WP).} The
LXX is interesting, in one of these passages at least. In 157 it reads
Kewoalov (B) or Kiwafov (A and Luc.)? In 6® the ordinary reading
is Kiwod, B has Kewgar, A Ketoar® But Lucian has for this second
name Kovoe/. We see, then, that the first part of the name varies
between W2 and W'D. We have a number of such variants, as e.g.
X and A 1S, ¢° (LXX Zag, A and B) 1 Chr. 6*;* D71 and
Q=M 1 Chr. 14';° H:‘?'ﬂp Neh. 117, but Ezra 10% H:I?P (LXX
KoXed, Luc. Kolias); 'Y 1 Chr. 77, LXX Oipef, Luc. Odplas ;¢
N7 1 Chr. 11%, LXX ’Qpai, Luc. Elpas.”

L Cf. Jer. 611, where the correct reading seems to have been "NR2M (LXX «al
Tov Guuby pov); the having been read by a later scribe as the abbreviation of
MM, whence the Masoretic YW M. Cf. also Perles, 4nalekten zur Texthritik
des Alten Testaments, p. 19; Gray, Studies in Hebrew Proper Names, p. 297,
“"D very uncertain.”

2 Lagarde, Onomastica Sacra, 172, 41.

3 Lagarde, ##id., 172, 42. Kittel, in his edition of Chronicles (p. 66), in the
Polychrome Bible, suggests "™} as the proper reading.

4 See Kittel, a. /L; Marquart, Fundamente israclitischer und jiidischer Ge-
schichte, p. 12.

5 Kittel, p. 66. But |71 and | are not found on Phoenician inscriptions.
The citation from Siegfried-Stade treats of Palmyrene inscriptions. The name
occurs only once on a Phoenician inscription, the famous Baal-Lebanon patera
(CIS. i p. 25); cf. Ledrain, Dict. des Noms Propres Palmyréniens, p. 25.

6 Cf. 1 Chr. 205 "W and "

7Cf. also XXM 1 Chr. 8%, LXX Mawd; PO 2 Chr. 122, LXX Zovoaxelu
(1 Ki. 14% DWW, K'thibh); "™ 1 Chr. 42, LXX (B) Axewel, (A) Axipal,
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Peiser is not satisfied with the usual comparison with Kaus-malaku
(= Kos-melekh), Kaeus-gabri (= Kos-gebher), names of Edomite
kings found upon the Assyrian monuments. He finds upon a con-
tract tablet of the time of Darius a name (#/z) Kus-iada (= 27W0).°
Peiser also suggests that the birthplace of the prophet Nahum, WWP‘?X,
contains the name of the same god ; z.e. DN + P

The question as to the connection of this Nas with the Idumaeo-
Arabic god Kaus is regarded by Peiser as not certain. But just for
this region the name of the god is well authenticated. We have
Greek inscriptions found in Edom with such names as Kdoynpos
(=7DP), Koovdravos (= JNIDP). Josephus® mentions a Koordfa-
pos, whose ancestors were priests of Kole (= Kaus, Kuzah). Cf.
D32 on a Nabataean inscription of El-Hijr;* and 97222 on a
Sinaitic inscription.® We have undoubtedly here the same god in
the names found in the Bible, in Nabataean and Sinaitic inscrip-
tions * and in Arabic tradition. Whether the brook ﬁW‘P_ contains
the same name, as Robertson Smith suggests,” is yet in doubt.

This Kaus, however, appears in a different form also in Arabic,
ie. as Kais. 'The suggestion made by Wellhausen,® “ndher liegt
freilich der Zusammenhang von Qaus und Qais,” seems to have
remained unnoticed. Even Hartwig Derenbourg, who has written
a short memoir on the god Kass,” has not noticed this; though he
does suggest that the second part of the name wwp‘ax is connected
with this Kais. He shows there that in the name of the wandering
royal poet we have not the “ man of the tribe Kais-‘Ailan,” but “ser-
vant of the god Kais.”” Cf. such names as ‘Abd-al-Kais (= "8"™3J,
nwawy, Soow).

In looking over this article of Derenbourg’s, however, I am sur-
prised to find that he gives this etymology of Imru-l-Kais as a new

Pesh. "2'1N; 12920 1 Chr. 83, if equal to N&'®W (Gray, Studies in Hebrew Proper
Names, p. 95); 7721 and A2 2 Ki. 23% (Gray, p. 222); T ¢ 391, (Ket.
) LXX I8:6ovw, Luc. '18:80vu, (once 1 Chr. g1 Idovor. Cf. Kittel, p. 67).
For interchange of 7(2) and 5(w), see Haupt, 7%e Assyrian E Vowel, pp. 21, 22,
apud Kittel, p. 8o.

8 Hommel, 7%e Ancient Hebrew Tradition, p. 73, cites a name A75-i/i; but
he translates it * Gift of God.”

9 Antiquities, xv. 7, 9.

Y Euting, Nabatiische Inschriften aus Arabien, p. 49; cf., also, Koocadapos.

W Euting, Stnaitische Inschriften, p. 56 (=T1WEP), KosBares (=M3DP),
KosBapayos (= TR20D); Wellhausen, Skizzern iii. 1.

12 Wellhausen, Skizzer iii. 170. 4 44id., p. 77, note 2.

18 Religion of the Semites, p. 155, 15 Le Pocte anté-islamique Inron-I-Kais.
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explanation. It is as old, at least, as the year 1843, when that
splendid scholar Osiander propounded it in his Studien iiber die
vorislamische Religion der Araber?® It has been repeated by De
Vogiié (1868)," by Halevy™ (1882), by Schrader,” by Baethgen,”
and is to be found in the tenth edition of Gesenius’ Handwisrter-
buch® In the same article, Derenbourg attributes to Wellhausen
the comparison of W' with Arabic Kais. But that also is to he
found in the tenth edition of Gesenius, which appeared one year
earlier than did the work of Wellhausen to which Derenbourg refers.

We must not confound this god, Kaus or Kais, with another Idu-
maean god mentioned by Josephus,” Kole, as has been done by De
Vogiié,” Lagarde,” Neubauer.” We have in Kofe undoubtedly the
Arabic Kuzal, though the name occurs at too late a period for us to
determine the connection between this form and Kaus or Kais.® As
both words mean “ bow,” there may be some connection other than
etymological between the two names.

Derenbourg goes still further and identifies this Kais with the Zevs
Kdows of the Greeks, which we find localized in the names of two
mountains, one near Antioch and the other near Pelusium. In
this he is also following De Vogiié ; while Levy® and Scholz® con-
nect it with the Kole of Josephus. But we have here another Idu-
maean(?) god, MEP, found quite often on Nabataean inscriptions.
Baudissin has already made this identification,® though he confounds
PTXP with Kole. This god is found again in Arabic names of an

16 ZDJA7G. vii. so1.

17 Syrie Centrale, Inscriptions Sémitiques, p. 105.

8 Les Inscriptions der Safa, p. 321; although, at a laler time, he withdrew
this statement, Kew. des Ltudes Suives, 1884, p. 16.

D KAT2, p. 603.

2) Beitrdge sur semitischen Religionsgeschichte, p. 11.

2L p. 743, s. 2. WP

22 Antiquities, xv. 7, 9. 2 Symmicta 1. 121.

2/ . 2 Studia Biblica i. 224, 225.

26 Tuch, ZDA7G. iii, 200; Wellhausen, /. ¢., pp. 77, 171; Baethgen, /Z ¢, p. 12.

21 ZDAG. xviil. 631.

8 Gétsendienst und Zauberwesen bei den alten Ilebrdern, p. 144. Lenormant,
Gazetle Archéologique vi. 143, seems also to hold the same view. I have these
two citations from Drexler’s article “Kasios,” in Roscher, Zexicon der grieck-
ischen und rimischen Mytholgie i. g71.  CE also Blau, ZNI7G. xxv. 575.

2 Sudien sur semitischen Religionsgeschichte ii. 238; Wellhausen, Skizzen iii.
62; DBaethgen, / ¢, 104, 304. Even though this may, in several cases, be the
name of a man (Néldeke, ZDA/G. xlil. 475; C/S. ii. Nos. 165, 174; Kev. Sém.
v. 83), the name was in its origin theophorous.
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early period, ¢.g. ‘Abd-Kusai. The name is found at a very much
earlier period. Assurbanipal, in his celebrated campaign into Arabia,
mentions® a place Hirata-Kazai (or Kagai). I think that Lenor-
mant *' was right in seeing here the name of this same god 1" ; the
first part is, of course, to be connected with the Syriac 8177, a camp,
from which the name of the celebrated Arabian city is derived.®

In conclusion, I should like to suggest the connection of this name
with that of the mysterious sect mentioned by Hippolytus, Origen,
Theodoret, and Epiphanius, — the Elkesaites.® Chwolsohn has tried
to explain this name as equivalent to the Arabic al-Hasih, mentioned
by al-Nadim as the founder of the Mu'tazilite sect.* The pronuncia-
tion of the Arabic word is, however, entirely uncertain; and the
Greek transcription does not at all agree with the letters. This
was stated long ago in the notes to the Fihrist.** Now Epiphanius
says expressly that the founder of this sect lived in Idumaea. HAfa,
HAéatos, HAéa, and HAkeoor would be almost a transcription of 58
1XP.  We, certainly, need not lay too much stress upon the report
that this was the name of a man. The Elkesaites would take their
name from the name of the god they worshipped, or, at least, which
their fathers worshipped, — just as the other sect mentioned with
them, the Sauwyoator, took their name from the god WHW.

3 In the cylinder R™I, vii. 109.

31/ ¢.

82 Noldeke, Geschichte der Perser und Araber, p. 25.

3 See the citations in Chwolsohn, Die Ssabier i. 116 seq., 806; Sprenger, Das
Leben und die Lehre des Mohammad i. 30, 101.

8¢ Fliigel, K7¢db al-Fikristi. 340; Chwolsohn, Z ¢. ii. 543.

851ii. 177. Renan, Histoire des [ angues Sémitiques, 4th ed., p. 343, has the same
etymology as Chwolsohn; Geiger, ZDA/G. xviii. 825, thinks of 1 5%, and Blau,
ZDMG. xxv. 569, of el-Choz'l, “dessen Namen . .. auf Verwandschaft wit dem
Sektirer Amr b. Loheij el-Choz4 weist.”
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On Daniel viii. 11, 12.

PROF. J. DYNELEY PRINCE.

NEW YORK.

R3Y) 1z SROTRM PO 70U TmnT o7 owem DT 82T W T 1
DY ARRE) MRS My Tovn) vERR RnT by imn

Verses *1° describe the rise and the extent of the sway of the
Little Horn, the symbol of Antiochus Epiphanes. In v. it is said
that the Horn exalted itself ¢ even unto the host of heaven (.. the
kingdom of the Israelitish saints), and felled to the earth some of
the host and some of the stars and trampled on them.” In these two
verses the fem. subject of the verb is unquestionably ‘the Horn,’
OOCX DANR [P0 In the interpretation of vs.!! ¥, however, we
meet with three difficulties; viz.: 1. the unexpected transition to
the masc. in the form 5"’};?[, the subject of which must be either the
Horn or Antiochus Epiphanes directly. If it be supposed that Anti-
ochus is referred to here directly, the form of the verb is of course
correct; but 2. the sudden recurrence of the fem. forms in v."
without any repetition of the Horn as a subject (cf. mTSRn, ey,
"(‘9727ﬁ) seems to make this view untenable ; 3. the construction of
R2X as a fem. subject of JPMIN. Nearly all the modern expositors
disregard these changes of gender and make their translations on the
unwarranted assumption that the author refers to Antiochus directly
in the first instance in the masc., and that then, suddenly thinking of
the Horn, he changes the gender of the verbs in the same sentence
without any change of subject.? Such a confusion of gender, how-
ever, taken in connection with the two unexplained suffixes in 13822
and WP, could only produce the greatest ambiguity and would
certainly not have been permitted to stand by any author who had
made the most cursory revision of his work. It must be concluded,
therefore, that the text is corrupt; and in fact, that if the Masoretic

1 So Bevan and Kamphausen for M. 7TDXD DAN 7P,
2 V. Lengerke, Hitzig, Behrmann, Kamphausen, etc. Bevan remarks that no
plausible emendation has been as yet suggested.
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text of this passage be allowed to remain unaltered, a satisfactory
translation is impossible.

Little or no help can be obtained from the Versions. The text of
both the LXX and @ is in even a worse condition than that of M.,
so that we are practically left to our own devices to explain the
difficulty.

I suggest the following emendation of the text and translation :

103 OTNSEIS TR DI TRUM TRET D374 W N0 N3¥T Y
FIOEM TOPY) TEIS NRN ToYD vwes TenT Oy

And even unto the Prince of the Host (Jhvh) it (fem., the Iorn) exalted itself,
and from Him (Jhvh) was taken away the daily offering, and the place of His
(Jhvh’s) Sanctuary was cast down. And its (the ITorn’s) host was appointed
against the daily sacrifice by reason of iniquity, and it (the Horn) will cast down
truth to earth and will undertake and carry out successfully.

We thus have X2X used in two senses in vs.'" % In v.M it is the
host of Israel, God’s host, against which the Horn exalts itself. In
v.”? the author, wishing to emphasize the fact that the Antiochan
persecution against Israel was permitted by Jhvh as a necessary chas-
tisement, states that, owing to Israel’s wickedness, the Horn’s host
was imposed upon her as a penalty, to be especially operative against
the daily offering. The fem. suffix F_ relieves the ambiguity of
X3X and brings out the contrast between the N2IX of Israel and
the R2X of Antiochus.®

Hitzig and Ewald also regard X2X in v.”® as an allusion to the
Horn’s host, but fail to make the reference intelligible by means of a
suffix, as they retain the Niph. [N, unwarrantably construing N2X
as a feminine.

8 b adding 1, accidentally omitted before 1. So also Gall.

4 097 following Qeré.

5100 AR2XY for (M NAYY, changing N to M and construing the latter as a
suffix referring to M. For TV [N in the sense ‘impose as a penalty’ (also
Ewald), cf. 2 Ki. 18! Jon. 114 Ezek. 73.

6 None of Professor Moore’s emendations in JBI. xv. seem necessary. The
text of these verses can be explained without such radical alterations.
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Note on Psalm cxxi. 1.

PROF. DEAN A. WALKER.

AURORA, N.Y.

HE R.V. has here correctly followed the Hebrew text in
making the second clause interrogative. This construction
gives a more logical sequence in the thought, the direct question,
“ From whence cometh my help?” being followed by its answer,
“My help cometh from the Lord” ; whereas in the A.V. we have
the psalmist’s statement that his help cometh from the hills (R.V.
“ mountains,” Heb. B'™7) followed by the seemingly contradictory,
or at least non-sequent, statement that his help cometh from another
source, namely, the Lord. I say seemingly contradictory, for it must
be admitted that we have here no necessary contradiction. The
usual interpretation which makes this a case of parallelism, in whose
first member the psalmist finds his help in the mountains as the
symbol, and in the second member finds it in Jehovah as the real
source of strength, has abundant warrant in biblical methods of
thought. In Old Testament times as well as to-day, devout minds
found inspiration in mountain scenery (Ps. 95*). The everlasting
hills have always suggested God’s eternity, strength, and majesty,
and His overshadowing presence and protection. It is strengthen-
ing to look upon them.

But was this, the psalmist’s thought in our passage? A very
different thought may be found in the verse if we go a step further
than the R.V. and render the first clause also as interrogative, a con-
struction which, though rare in Hebrew, is permissible, the use of
the affirmative form in an interrogative sense without an interrogative
particle (cf. 2 Sam. 16" ; Zech. 8%; and possibly 2 Sam. 23°; and
Is. 1% where the context seems to favor this interpretation), espe-
cially where the idea of surprise or protest is implied. Rendering
the main verb xww as an interrogative of indignant protest, we may
then read the thought ¢Shall I lift up mine eyes unto the mountains
[high places, the seats of idolatrous worship]? Nay, verily, from
whom cometh my help? My help cometh from Yahweh which made
heaven and earth.’
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It is consonant with this interpretation that such high places were
consecrated to idolatrous rites upon the mountains (2'7), as by
Solomon (1 K. 117 2 K. 23%), and by Jehoram (2 Chron. 21'), upon
the same mountains referred to in Ps. 1257 as “round about Jeru-
salem.” ‘T'he context also supports this view.

The proper historical setting for the psalm may be found in the
great reformation under Josiah (2 K. 23). When this energetic
king undertook to “put down the c¢Zemarim whom the kings of
Judah had ordained to burn incense in the high places in the cities
of Judah and in the places round about Jerusalem ; them also that
burned incense unto Baal, to the sun, and to the moon, and to the
planets, and to all the host of heaven” (2 K. 23%), there must have
been many timid souls who dreaded the vengeance of the gods thus
summarily cut off from their share in the popular worship and ejected
from their high places as things of nought. The psalm may well
have been written to comfort and fortify these doubting ones in this
trying time.

‘The psalmist would teach them first the source of his strength : not
the gods of the mountain tops whom they had been wont to worship
and fear, whose powers were limited to the earth or upper air, to the
day or to the night, but Jahweh, the maker of heaven and earth. Fear
them not, therefore, for He is all powerful, and neither slumbers in
the daytime nor sleeps at night. Fear not, therefore, the vengeance
of Shamash, the deposed sun god, in thy going out of the city to
labor in the fields through the heat of the day ; nor the vengeance of
Yareah, the moon god, when in the gathering dusk thou hast occa-
sion to pass by his desecrated altars in thy coming in again to the
city. For Yahweh is thy keeper, and He is mightier than they all.
He will preserve thee from all evil. Thou art under His protection,
who is now, henceforth, and forever thy one and only God.
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Dr. Torrey on the Edomites.

PROF. T. K. CHEYNE.

OXFORD, ENGLAND.

R. TORREY unintentionally exaggerates the difference between
the conclusions of his article in Part I. of the present volume,
and those expressed in my /niroduction to Isaiakh, pp. 210 f. To say
that T there regard Mal. 17 “as referring to a Nabatean attack on
the Edomites while the latter were in their old home” is not quite
correct ; it should have been said, “while the main body of the
Edomites were,” etc. Dr. Torrey has seen the historical truth more
clearly than any of his predecessors, but it is too much to assume
that “the fact has not been recognized that the invaders (z.e. the
Edomitish invaders of Judah) came fo stay.” It was recognized by
myself ; that I underrate the extent of the invasion does not alter the
fact. Dr. Torrey also states that according to ‘the theory now in
favour ” the Edomites in Judah “were compelled by the Persians to
give back their new possessions to the Jews.” I do not remember
what Wellhausen may have said on the subject ; but, lest some reader
of Dr. Torrey’s article might suppose that I am among those who
hold this view, I will state explicitly that never, in any of my refer-
ences to the subject, have I given any countenance to this baseless
theory.

To Dr. Torrey belongs the credit of having first shown that the list
of Judwzan cities in Nehemiah, supposed by Smend and others (in-
cluding myself ) to be pre-exilic, was really an invention of the Chron-
icler —a discovery which has important consequences. But even in
1895 it was possible for a critic of Isaiah like myself to avoid this
arbitrary supposition, and in ZAZW. xiv. (1894) p. 142, I have
rejected the view of Mal. 1 adopted by Stade in his Geschichze.

I will now add a correction of a view of my own on Ps. 657
which, following Bickell, I now arrange thus:

For thee most fit is praise, | O God, in Zion;
To thee be the vow performed, | O Hearer of prayer.
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Unto thee do all men come | because of guilty acts;
If our transgressions oppress us, | thou purgest them away.

W35 refers to the Jews, as in Joel 3. I could not therefore
now use Ps. 65%* in illustration of Mal. 1'%, On the latter passage I
agree of course with Dr. Torrey.

ERRATUM.

In Part L. p. 78, line 6 under ¢ Results,’ read (3, 6) instead of (2, 6).
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PROCEEDINGS.
DECEMBER, 1897.

HE thirty-third meeting of the Society was held in Room 422
of the Library Building of Columbia University, beginning
Tuesday, December 28, at 2.45 p.M. In the absence of both Presi-
dent and Vice-President, Prof. Francis Brown was chosen to preside.
The records of the last meeting were read and approved. Dr.
Moxom, Professor Gottheil, and Professor Barton were appointed a
committee to nominate officers for the ensuing year. Dr. Peters
reported from the Committee of Arrangements in regard to dinner
and hotel accommodations.

The Treasurer’s report and the financial report of the Recording
Secretary were read, and referred to an Auditing Committee consist-
ing of Professors Prince and J. R. Smith.

The reports of the Corresponding Secretary and of the Recording
Secretary were presented and accepted. Voted, to follow in general
the order of papers as printed on the programme.

At 3.15 Professor Haupt read on Gen. 1'’. There were remarks
on this by Professor Brown. At 3.35 Professor Paton gave “ A Res-
toration of the Primitive Structure of Lev. 19™%” At 3.55 Professor
Robinson read on “A New Interpretation of Deut. 12”7 Remarks
were made by Professor Bacon. At 4.25 Professor Gottheil read on
“UTVIP and WP At 4.35 Professor Weber read on ¢ Hebrew
Words in the Book of Job used in a Sense Peculiar to the Aramaic.”
There were remarks by Professors Briggs and H. P. Smith. At g5
Professor Haupt called attention to reprints of portions of Ginsburg’s
Hebrew Bible. At 5.05 Professor Haupt read on “The First Chap-
ters of Isaiah.” There were remarks by Professor Brown. At 5.30
Professor Barton read a part of his paper on “The Composition of
the Book of Daniel.” At 6.10 recess was taken for dinner and a
social hour.

Tuesday evening, Dec. 28. — The Society reassembled at 8. Pro-
fessor Barton concluded his paper, upon which Professors Paton,
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Haupt, and Briggs commented. At 8.30 Professor Haupt read on
“Dan. 3% There were remarks by Professor Genung. At 8.55
Professor Bacon read “A Textual Emendation of the Papias Frag-
ment”’ ; on this Professor McGiffert commented.

At 9.25 Professor Thayer presented a report from the Committee
on a School of Oriental Study and Research in Palestine, embodying
the result of a conference with the Council of the Archzological Insti-
tute of America. It was then unanimously

Voted, that the Committee be authorized, in behalf of the Society,
to accept the proposition of the Archeaological Institute of America,
with an expression of the Society’s appreciation of the same; and
that this Committee be empowered to represent the Society at the
meeting of the Council of the Institute in May next.

At 9.50 Dr. Ward read a note on “Nehushtan,” after which the
meeting adjourned to Wednesday at 9.30 A.M.

Wednesday morning, Dec. 29. — The Society was called to order
promptly at g.30 by Professor Brown, the acting President. No
quorum being present, adjournment was taken for fifteen minutes.

Met at 9.45. Professor Prince reported for the Auditing Commit-
tee that the Treasurer’s report and the financial report of the Record-
ing Secretary were correct and properly vouched. The Council
reported that they had re€lected Professor Lyon as Corresponding
Secretary, and Professor Nash and Dr. Cobb as additional members
of the Publishing Committee.

On recommendation of the Council, the following honorary mem-
bers were elected :

Dr. A. Ceriani, Ambrosian Library, Milan, Italy.
Dr. S. Schechter, Cambridge, England.

Also the following active members :

Rev. R. H. Beattie, Newburg, N. Y.

Miss Emily Grace Briggs, = New York City.

Rev. James E. Frame, Union Theol. Sem., New York City.

Prof. A. V. W. Jackson, Columbia University, New York City.
Prof. W. D Kerswill, Lincoln University, Chester Co., Pa.

Rev. Kaufmann Kohler, D.D., New York City.

Prof. H. R. Purinton, Lewiston, Maine.

The thanks of the Society were tendered to Columbia University
for the accommodations furnished for this meeting. Dr. Moxom
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reported for the Committee on Nominations, and the report was
accepted and adopted, the following officers being elected :

Prof. George F. Moore, President.

Dr. John P. Peters, Vice-President.

Dr. Wm. H. Cobb, Recording Secretary.
Prof. Willis J. Beecher, Treasurer.

Prof. Edward L. Curtis, 1

Prof. Edward Y. Hincks, Associates

Prof. Benjamin W. Bacon, in

Prof. Lewis B. Paton, | Council.

Dr. Wm. Hayes Ward, J

At g.55 Dr. Cobb read on “Isaiah 21" reéxamined.” There
were remarks by Professors Beecher, Haupt, and Brown. At 1o.50
Professor Haupt gave a note on “ Professor Bertholet’s Commentary
on Ezekiel.” At 11 Professor Prince gave a note on “ Dan. 8™
Upon this Dr. Torrey and Professor Haupt commented. At 11.10
Dr. Torrey read on “The Edomites in Southern Judah.” At 11.25
Professor Porter read on “The Original Form of the Story of
Judith.” At 11.55 Professor Rhees read on “The Confession of
Nathanael.” At 12.20 Professor Harmon read on “ Peter: the Man
and the Epistle.”” There were remarks by Professors Beecher and
Barton. At r2.50 Professor Paton read on “ The Relation of Isaiah
2%* to Micah 4*"; Professor Brown remarked on this. Adjourned

at 1 P.M.
Wirriam H. Coss,

Recording Secretary.

Members in Attendance. — Messrs. Adler, Arnold, Bacon, Barton,
Beecher, Briggs, F. Brown, W. A. Brown; Cobb, Creelman, Dickerman,
Ewell, Fagnani, Ferguson, Frame, Genung, G. Gottheil, R. Gottheil,
Haas, Harmon, Haupt, Hazard, Homer, Hoskins, McGiffert, E. C.
Moore, Moxom, Paton, Peters, Porter, Prince, Reynolds, Rhees,
J. Rice, Robinson, Ropes, Schwab, H. P. Smith, J. R. Smith, Thayer,
Thurston, Torrey, Ward, Watson, Weber, Wood.
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CONSTITUTION AND BY-LAWS
OF THE
SOCIETY OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE AND EXEGESIS.

(As amended June 13, 1889.)

CONSTITUTION.

I.

THis association shall be called “ The Society of Biblical Literature and
Exegesis.”
I.

The object of the Society shall be to stimulate the critical study of the
Scriptures by presenting, discussing, and publishing original papers on
Biblical topics.

III.

The officers of the Society shall be a President, a Vice-President, a
Recording Secretary, a Corresponding Secretary, and a Treasurer, who,
with five others, shall be united in a Council. These shall be elected
annually by the Society, with the exception of the Corresponding Secre-
tary, who shall be elected annually by the Council. Additional members
of the Council shall be all ex-Presidents of the Society, and the Presidents
of the Sections hereinafter provided for. There shall be also a Publishing
Committee, consisting of the Corresponding Secretary and two others,
who shall be annually chosen by the Council.

Iv.

Members shall be elected by the Society upon the recommendation of
the Council. They may be of two classes, active and honorary. Hon-
orary members shall belong to other nationalities than that of the United
States of America, and shall be especially distinguished for their attain-
ments as Biblical scholars. The number of honorary members chosen at
the first electlon shall be not more than ten; in any succeeding year not
more than two.

v.

The Society shall meet at least once a year, at such time and place as
the Council may determine. On the first day of the annual meeting the
President, or some other member appointed by the Council for the pur-
pose, shall deliver an address to the Society.
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VI.

Sections, consisting of all the members of the Society residing in a par-
ticular locality, may be organized, with the consent of the Council, for the
object stated in Article II., provided that the number of members com-
posing any Section shall not be less than twelve. Each Section shall
annually choose for itself a President, whose duty it shall be to preside
over its meeting, and to take care that such papers and notes read before
it as the Section may judge to be of sufficient value are transmitted
promptly to the Corresponding Secretary of the Society. The Sections
shall meet as often as they shall severally determine, provided that their
meetings do not interfere with the meetings of the Society.

BY-LAWS.

I.

It shall be the duty of the President, or, in his absence, of the Vice-
President, to preside at all the meetings of the Society; but, in the absence
of both these officers, the Society may choose a presiding officer from the
members present.

II.

It shall be the duty of the Recording Secretary to notify the members,
at least two weeks in advance, of each meeting, transmitting to them at
the same time the list of papers to be presented at the meeting; to keep a
record of the proceedings of such meetings; to preserve an accurate roll
of the members; to make an annual report of the condition of the Soci-
ety; to distribute its publications, and to do such other like things as
the Council may request.

III.

It shall be the duty of the Corresponding Secretary to conduct the cor-
respondence of the Society, and in particular, to use his best efforts for the
securing of suitable papers and notes to be presented to the Society at
each meeting; to prepare a list of such papers, and to place it in the hands
of the Recording Secretary for transmission to the members; to receive
all papers and notes that shall have been presented, and lay them before
the Publishing Committee.

Iv.

It shall be the duty of the Treasurer to take charge of all the funds of
the Society, and to invest or disburse them under the direction of the
Council, rendering an account of all his transactions to the Society at each
annual meeting.
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V.

It shall be the duty of the Council to propose candidates for member-
ship of the Society; to elect the Corresponding Secretary and the addi-
tional members of the Publishing Committee ; to fix the times and places
for meetings, and generally to supervise the interests of the Society.

VI.

It shall be the duty of the Publishing Committee to publish the pro-
ceedings of the Society, and also to select, edit, and publish, as far as the
funds of the Society will justify, such papers and notes from among those
laid before them, as shall in their judgment be fitted to promote Biblical
science.

VII.

The fee for admission into the Society shall be five dollars, besides
which each member shall annually pay a tax of three dollars; but libraries
may become members without the fee for admission, from which, also,
members permanently residing abroad shall be exempt. The donation at
one time, by a single person, of fifty dollars shall exempt the donor from
all further payments, and no payments shall be required of honorary
members.

VIII.

Each member shall be entitled to receive, without additional charge,
one copy of each publication of the Society after his election; in addition
to which, if he be a contributor to the Fowrnal, he shall receive twenty-
five copies of any article or articles he may have contributed.

IX.

Five members of the Council, of whom not less than three shall have
been elected directly by the Society, shall constitute a quorum thereof.
Twelve members of the Society shall constitute a quorum thereof for the
transaction of business, but a smaller number may continue in session for
the purpose of hearing and discussing papers presented.

R S—

The following resolution, supplementary to the By-Laws, with reference
to the price at which members may procure extra copies of the Fowrnal,
was adopted June 13th, 1884.

Resolved : That the Secretary be authorized to furnish to members, for
the purpose of presentation, additional copies of any volume of the Four-
nal, to the number of ten, at the rate of $1 a copy, but that the price to
persons not members be the amount of the annual assessment.
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