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THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL

CHAPTER VI

TaE RELiGION oF ISRAEL To THE FALL oF JERUSALEM
IN 586 B.c.

Towarps the end of the 8th century before our era, Hezekiah
had attempted to effect a complete revolution in the religious
practices of his subjects. From the very brief account by the
author of 2 Kings*—which is enlarged and embellished, but
not really supplemented, by the Chroniclert —we should scarcely
infer that his measures had so wide an aim. Yet we do not go
too far when we say “a complete revolution.” We already
know that the “high places” which Hezckiah abolished had
existed for centuries all over the kingdom, and that the use of
pillars, asheras and images of Jahveh, according to Isaiah and
Micah,} was general. It is very improbable, therefore, that
the king met with no opposition of any sort and gained his
end entirely and at once. The historian, it is true, makes no
mention of the obstacles which were put in his way, but this
fact could possess value as evidence only if he had shown him-
self to be accurately informed and had entered into details.
Nevertheless the possibility remains, that Hezckiah was power-
ful enough to deter his subjects from any attempt at resistance,
or to nip their opposition in the bud. But no one can well
think it likely that ho altogether changed the persuasions and
tdeas of his people during his reign of thirty years. The means
which he employed—the ‘‘removing,” ““cutting down,” and
“breaking to pieces”—however suitable they may have been
for altering the outward appearance of things in a short time,
did not reach the root of the evil. In a word, but little pene-

* 2 Kings xviii, 4, comp. 22, t 2 Chr. xxix.—xxxi. 1 Vol L pp. 79, 5qq.
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2 THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL TO THE

tration was required to foresec that these violent measures
would necessarily be followed by an equally violent reaction.
And this is what actually occurred.

In the year 696 B.c. Hezekiah died. His son Manasseh, a
boy of twelve, became king in his stead: his reign lasted 55
years, until 641 B.c. Amon his son and successor trod in his
father’s footsteps until 639 B.c. For 57 years, then, the king-
dom was governed in one spirit, in the spirit of the party
whose tenderest feelings had been wounded by Iezekiah’s
reformation.

We should indeed remember that Manasseh and Amon, just
as much as their predecessor, represented a conviction. In
reading the accounts concerning them,* our first impression is
that they were crowned miscreants, and Manasseh especially.
The author can find no words strong enough to express the
abhorrence with which Manasseh’s deeds inspire him. He
twice compares him to Ahab.t One of his atrocities, the
placing of the Ashera-pillar in the temple, is a desecration of
that building, and is diametrically opposed to Jahveh’s promises
and commands to David and Solomon.f It is with evident
approbation that the author mentions the prediction of
Manasseh’s contemporaries among -the prophets, that, on
account of his transgressions and of the readiness of the people
to take part in them, Jerusalem shall be laid waste and its
inhabitants scattered among the nations.§ Over and above all
this, he accuses him of having “shed very much innocent blood,
#1l he had filled Jerusalem with it from one end to the other.”||
The painful impression made by these accusations would cer-
tainly be considerably lessened, if we might assume, with the
Chronicler,q that Manasseh subsequently repented of his sins
and, after his return from a temporary captivity in Assyria,
hastened to repair as much as possible the evil he had done.
But for various reasons this account is unworthy of credit. So

* 9 Kings xxi.; 2 Chr. xxxiil. { 2 Kings xxi. 3, 13, 1 2 Kings xxi. 7, 8.

§ 2 Kings xxi. 10-15. | 2 Kings xxi. 16. € 2 Chr. xxxiii. 11, seq.



FALL OF JERUSALEM IN 586 B.C. 3

long, therefore, as we continue to occupy the standpoint of the
Israclitish historians, we shall judge most unfavourably of
Manassch—and of Amon. But it is precisely this standpoint
which we must attack. 1t is that of Manasseh’s antagonists,
who afterwards regained and kept the upper hand. They judge
him by the standard of their own ideas, which he, however, did
not embrace, or, rather, would have condemned as revolutionary
and dangerous.

Of course, this makes it none the less necessary to give the
verdict of the Israelitish historian its share of our attention, if
we wish to form a true idea of Manassel’s character and designs.
This we do the more readily, now it appears that it is the echo
of the warnings uttered by the king’s contemporaries respect-
ing the punishment which was to come.* We remember too
that Jeremiaht also attributes the fall of the kingdom to that
which Manasseh the son of Hezekiah did at Jerusalem. What,
then, had he done ?

In the first place, Manassch restored the worship of Jahveh
as it had been before Hezckiah’s reformation. He built up
again—wo are toldt—that is: he allowed to be built up again,
the high places which his father had destroyed. e also wor-
shipped other gods besides Jahveh, and he placed in the
temple at Jerusalem the symbol of Ashera, the tree-stem
stripped of its branches, which was frequently erected next to
the altars of Jahveh.§ Like his grandfather Ahaz, he encour-
aged the service of Molech, and following his example, he—
we do not know under what circumstances—dedicated one of
his sons to this deity by fire.|| It is told of him further, that
he “bowed down to all the host of heaven and served them
(the stars),” and built altars in honour of these deified cclestial
bodies in the two courts of the temple at Jerusalem.q Did he
adopt this latter worship from abroad, from the Assyrians or

* 2 Kings xxi. 10-15. t Jer. xv. 4. ¥ 2 Kings xxi. 3.
§ 2 Kings xxi. 3, 7; comp. Deut. xvi. 21. [ 2 Kings xxi. 6 ; comp. xvi. 3.
9 2 Kings xxi. 3, 5; comp. xxiii. 4, 5 ; Zeph. i. 5.

B 2



4 THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL TO THE

the Babylonians? He saw nothing reprehensible in the service
of their gods, no more than in the time-honoured worship of
the Canaanitish deities. But wo aro not surprised that this
imitation of the foreigner was a new and inexcusable grievance
to those who served Jahvch alone. Manasseh’s conduct was
the more abominable in their estimation, in that he established
the worship of false gods—hoth that known of old, and that
introduced by him—in the place that was the very centre of
the service of Jahveh. It is true that, cven under his rule,
the temple of Solomon did not cease to be a sanctuary of Jah-
veh; but besides the principal deity, many other gods were
also worshipped there, each after its own fashion. This was in
harmony with the heathen custom. As we remarked before,*
it cannot be considered absolutely antagonistic to the inten-
tions of the founder of the temple. There is no doubt either,
that Manassch was not the first who had done this.t Nay,
we must even regard it as improbable, that Hezekiah had suc-
ceeded in banishing all traces of the worship of the other
gods from the temple.f Yet Manasseh went further than any
king before him. And—what cannot but have increased the
dissatisfaction which he caused—his acts led, either in his reign
or subsequently, to the solemnization of still other religious
rites, and among them Bgyptian rites, in the temple itself, or
in its immediate vicinity.§ In short, it was as though he was
bent upon thwarting, or was trying to introduce the opposite
of, the ideal cherished by the worshippers of Jahveh, the
realization of which had seemed to them so near at hand in
Hezekiah’s reign. Is it to be wondered at, that they abhorred
him as an enemy to Jahveh ?

The descendants and successors of the prophets of the 8th

* Vol. I. pp. 835, seq.

+ Comp. what is said of *the kings of Judah” in 2 Kings xxiii. 5, 11, 12.

1 Had that been the case, in all probability Manasseh alone would have been
named in the verses just quoted.

§ Ezek. viii. comp. Note L at the end of this chapter.
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century B.c¢. must have altogether degenerated, if they could
look upon all this in silence. The writer of the books of
Kings relates—and we have no hesitation in believing him—
that Jahveh raised his voice, “by the mouth of his servants
the prophets,” against Manasseh’s abominations. Here and
there their words were echoed. Were there, perchance, some
men who, enflamed by these words, offered resistance to the
king’s measures ? The statement that he ‘“shed very much
innocent blood in Jerusalem” would lead one to suppose so.
Free from all exclusivism, Manassch cannot well have become
a persecutor of his own accord. If he took this part upon
him, he was driven to it by the reception accorded to his
measures. In judging of his conduct, we must not forget
both how intimately religion was linked to politics in Israel,
and how the Jahvistic party bore themselves when they were
in authority. The connection between religion and politics
fully explains why the prophets and their adherents were
looked upon as dangerous to the good order of the state.
And when we call Hezekiah and Josiah to mind, we lack the
heart to castigate Manasseh severely for his persecutions.

At the same time, we should not forget that in order to form
a well-grounded judgment of Manasseh and Amon, our infor-
mation ought to be more precise. It is indeed to be deplored
that we cannot throw light from contemporaneous records
upon so remarkable a period of nearly half a century. Perhaps
a few of the Psalms were composed during that time.* But
nothing certain is known of their age. When we assign them
to the reign of Manassel, it is because they express what we
suppose to have been the feclings of his pious contemporaries,
judging from what we alrcady know. They do not extend our
knowledge. We have no alternative bat to rest content with
this ignorance. Iortunately it does not prevent us from com-
prehending the period which dawned after Amon’s death, In

* Comp. my HE. O, iii. 294, seq.
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fact, this period lies before us so clearly that it dissipates in
some degreo the mist which hangs over Manasseh’s reign.

Nothing can be more natural than that the upholders of the
exclusive worship of Jahveh—for the sake of brevity we can
call them the Mosaic party—not only looked forward longingly
to better times, but also did their best to prepare the way for
them. They neither could nor would submit to their defeat.
They could not well do otherwise than cxert all their strength
to win back the days of Hezekiah. In counection with this,
we involuntarily ask, whether Amon’s violent death* was not,
perchance, their work ?  They certainly had grounds enough
for being exasperated against him; and they reaped substan-
tial benefit from the change. But we believe we may acquib
them of this crime. It is expressly said that the conspirators
against Amon were “his servants,” and that the “ people of
the land” slew them all, and then made the son of Amon king.
Probably the unfortunate prince fell a victim to some court
intrigue, and the people came forward for the rightful successor,
and also for the race of their beloved David.

But whoever may have caused it, Amon’s death was a bles-
sing for the Mosaic party. They had nothing to hope and
everything to fear from him. Josiah, his successor, was a boy
of cight -+ what might not be effected if they could only acquire
influence over him, and make him embrace their views! A
king’s power is absolute in the Bast, and so it was in the king-
dom of Judah. ¢ When there was yet no king in Israel, every
man did that which was right in his own eyes;” I afterwards
—we can add to the historian’s remark—afterwards all or most
of them bowed, at all events outwardly, to the will and orders
of the prince. No wonder that the Mosaic party first con-
ceived the hope, and then formed the plan, of winning J: osiah,
and, through him, of carrying out what, in their eyes, was the
duty and also the interest of the state.

* 2 Kings xxi. 23, 24. 2 Kings xxii. 1. Judges xvil. 6.
o ’ =} (=}
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But before they could succeed in this, it was necessary that
they should speak out their wishes plainly, and lay them before
the king in such a manner that there could remain no doubt as
to their meaning and the way in which they were to be realized.
It sounds strange, and yet it is a fact, that hitherto they had
had no accurately defined programme. They knew very well
what they thought needful, but they had failed to commit their
demands to writing with the necessary fulness. Probably it
was partly to this that the failure of their plans after the tem-
porary triumph under Hezekiah was to be attributed. In any
case, a collection of legal precepts was deemed indispensable
in order to obtain any permanent result. But to understand
this thoroughly, it will be necessary for us again to glance back
for a moment.

It need not be repeated here that Moses bequeathed no book
of the law to the tribes of Isracl* Certainly nothing more
was committed to writing by him or in his time than * the
ten words >’ in their original form. We do not know with
certainty where these fundamental laws were kept. Probably,
however, it was in the temple ;t perhaps even, as subsequent
tradition says, in “ the ark of Jahveh,” which may then have
borrowed from this circumstance its later name of  ark of the
covenant of Jahveh.”{ In Manasseh’s reign ¢ the ten words”
were no doubt formulated and enlarged nearly as we now read
them in the Pentateuch. But for the end which the Mosaic
party were struggling to gain, they were altogether inadequate.
In the first place, they were absolutely silent upon many most
important points. In the second, they were wanting in what
one might call legal validity. Jahvel’s temple at Jerusalem,
where they had been deposited, was by no means the only
sanctuary, merely the first or chief one. That which was ac-
+. * Comp. Vol. L. pp. 272, seq.

t According to the ordinary translation of 2 Kings xi. 12, the testimony,” .e.

the Decalogue, was used at the coronation of Jehoash (878 B.C.). DBut this render-

ing is rejected by many, who consider that a royal ornament is referred to.
1 Comp. Vol. L pp. 257, seq.
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knowledged and proclaimed there as the will of Jahveh was
not binding upon the other sanctuaries, on the high places,”
and upon those who regularly frequented them.

But surely other written laws existed ? Undoubtedly, but
they were of a private nature, so to speak. At all events
nothing certain is known of their promulgation and introduc-
tion by the competent authority, i.e. the king. The prophetic
historians included them in their narratives concerning the
Mosaic time, and no doubt made use of the opportunity to add
to and extend them. In so far as these laws did not simply re-
produce that which had long been legalized by custom, and was
therefore also followed in the administration of justice, they
had as much—or as little—effect as the exhortations of the
prophets, 4.c. they were observed by those who saw in them
the expression of Jahvel’s will, and by no one else. This is
ovident from the very character of these laws. The oldest col-
lection which we know, the so-called Book of the Covenant,*
contains a number of precepts concerning the civil life, of
which the majority are obviously taken from existing customs.t
But side by side with these we find purely moral command-
ments and admonitions for which express motives are alleged,
i.c. which are made dependent upon the assent of the reader.f
The Book contludes with a thoroughly prophetic discourse,
sctting forth the blessing attached to the observance of Jahveh’s
laws and the curse to their neglect.§ Collections such as these
were by no means official. In that case surely men would not
Lave dared to alter them, and would have considered them-
selves bound to accept them in their integrity. The contrary
occurred. The author of Exodus xxxiv borrows| from the
Book of the Covenant and from a few other Jaws®¥ the rules
which seem to him to be the most important, and makes of

* Txod. xxi-xxiii. Comp. Vol. L p. 128.

t Exod. xxi. 12-14; 15,17; 16; 18-21; 22, &e.

t Exod. xxii. 21; 22-24; 25-27; xxiil. 9, &e. § Exod. xxiii. 20-33.
|| Vers. 10—26. € Exod. xiii. I-10, 11-16.
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them a whole after his own fashion. We shall sce presently
how the writer of Deuteronomy treats in exactly the same way
the laws written before his time. Sueh freedom is eonclusive
proof that the codes of various ages which were extant at the
beginning of Josiah’s reign, had no validity in law.

But granting even that it was otherwise, still the Mosaic
party in Josial’s reign would not have thought themselves re-
leased from the duty of committing their demands to writing.
If they found much in the more ancient collections with which
they could agree with all their hearts, they missed also in them
things which were absolutely necessary in their eyes, nay, they
met in them with that which by no means harmonized with
their opinions. Thus the Book of the Covenant* insisted upon
the celebration of the three high festivals, but in such a way
that the manner in which this was to be done was left to cach
man’s own discretion or to custom, and the pilgrimages to
“ the high places” were decidedly not prohibited. Nay, in this
very Book of the Covenant—or, at all events, in an old law
which now immediately precedes it—express permission is
given to sacrifice to Jahveh at more than one placet—a liberty
which is also understood in other regulations.] We already
know enough of the ideas and wishes of the Mosaic party of
those days to pereeive that they could not rest content with
such a code.

‘What we asserted above, therefore, remains true: a double
duty devolved upon the Mosaic party ; they had to set forth
their views plainly and definitely, and to prevail upon the king
to carry them out. They understood their mission, and fully
acted up to it. We have their programme in the book of
Deuteronomy ; Josiah’s reformation proved that they had won
the king. Let us begin by examining this reformation.

It occurred when Josiah had reached his twenty-sixth year,

* Yxod. xxiii. 14-17. 1 Exod. xx, 24,
1 Exod. xxi. 6, &c., comp. Note II.-at the end of this chapter.
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and in the 18th year of his reign (621 B.c.).% It is true, the
Chronicler tells us that in the 8th year of his reign the king
already  began to seek after the God of David his father,”
and four years afterwards “began to purge Judah and Jeru-
salem.”t But his account is irreconcilable with that of the
older historian, and deserves no credit. It is founded on fact
to this extent, however, that before the 18th year of his reign,
Josiah’s policy towards the Mosaic party already differed from
that of his predecessors. At all events, we find no trace of
persecutions instituted by him. Zephaniah—probably a rela-
tion of the kingf—and Jeremiah laboured actively as prophets,
from the year 626 B.c.,§ without molestation. Huldah, a pro-
phetess of Jahveh, lived in Jerusalem and enjoyed great dis-
tinetion.|| The very cause of the event which wo shall pre-
sently relate, shows that Josiah gave substantial proof of his
interest in the temple.q It would not be unimportant now to
know the exact political condition of the kingdom in the above-
mentioned year of Josiah’s reign. Our information respecting
this condition is not quite positive.** But it may be accepted as
probable that the kingdom not long before had happily escaped
from an imminent danger. Secythian hordes had penctrated
into Media, and had forced King Cyaxares to raise the siege of
Nineveh. They had then turned westwards, and subsequently
had taken the road to Egypt. In their course thither they
would necessarily touch Palestine, and it seemed far from im-
probable that they would commit ravages in Judza also. The
prophets Jeremiah and Zephaniah actually announced this.
Their opinion of the religious-moral condition of the kingdom
was so unfavourable, that a divine chastisement secemed to
them to be at hand. They thus took advantage of the ap-

* 2 Kings xxii. 3. t 2 Chr. xxxiv. 8.
1 Zeph.i. 1. Comp. my HE. O. ii. 369, sq. § Jer. i. 2; xxv. 3.
{| 2 Kings xxii. 14, seq. 9 2 Kings xxii. 3, seq.

** Comp. Qort, Jeremie in de lijst van aijn tijd, pp. 42, seq., with my Hk. 0. ii.
177, 871, q.
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proach of the Scythians to exhort the people to repentance.®
It is quite possiblo that then, as so often happens, the fear of
a great calamity brought about a certain revival of religious
feeling. In the meantime the danger was averted. The Scy-
thians hardly entered Judzwa, if at all. They marched to Egypt
by the sea-coast; this forced Psammetichus, who was then
king of that country, to raise the siege of Gaza; but subse-
quently they allowed themselves to be persuaded by him to
give up their plans and turn back. This occurred, according
to the most probable calculation, in or about the year 625 z.c.
Four years afterwards the remembrance of those anxious days
had not faded, nor the fear that perhaps they would soon re-
turn. The Scythians were still roving about in Asia. Did the
thought of them add weight, in the estimation of Josiah and
his counsellors, to the threats which they heard in the year we
have mentioned ? This is not impossible. But let us see what
took place at this time.

Some repairs were to be made in the temple at Jerusalem.
Josiah sends his scribe, Shaphan the son of Azaliah, to Hilkiah
the high priest, to order the latter to make up the amount of
the voluntary gifts which the doorkeepers had received from
the people, and to hand this money to the men charged with
the superintendence of the work.f When Shaphan had
delivered these injunctions, Hilkiah made an important com-
munication to him: “I have found,” he said, “the book of
the law in the house of Jahveh.” Shaphan immediately read
the book, went back to Josiah and hastened to inform him
of the discovery and to read it to him. It made the
deepest impression upon the king. Did it not contain precepts
which had been broken by the fathers and by the generation
then living, and also terrible threats of punishment which
there was every reason to fear would consequently be fulfilled?}
Josiah wishes at once to ascertain for certain what he and his

* Jer. ii-vi. Comp. my HEk. O. ii. 174, seq.
+ 2 Kings xxii, 3-7. I Vers. 8-11.
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people have to expect. He sends five men of high rank, among
whom are Hilkiah and Shaphan, to consult Jahveh for him.
They go to the prophetess Huldah and lay before her the king’s
wishes.* Her reply does not secm to have been reported by
the historian with literal exactness.t It is not probable, at all
cvents, that on this occasion she would have represented the
fall of Jerusalem and the ruin of the kingdom as irrevocably
decreed. But the main point was that she recognized “ all the
words of the book which Hilkiah had found” as the expression
of Jahveh’s will and counsel. Now Josiah could hesitate no
longer as to what he had to do. He called the people—pro-
bably represented by their elders and great men—together in
the temple at Jerusalem and read to them ‘“the book of the
covenant.” 'Whether it be that this rcading made the same
impression upon all of them as it had previously done upon the
king, or that no one dared opposc the monarch, ¢ the whole
people” solemnly bound themselves “ to walk afier Jahveh and
to keep his commandments, his testimonies and his statutes,
with all their heart, and to perform the words of the covenant
written in the book” which had been read to them.} Not a
moment was lost in carrying out this engagement. At the
king’s command, Hilkixh and the rest of the priests remove
out of the templo everything that is connected with the worship
of false gods. The following are specified: the holy vessels
which were used in the service of Baal, Ashera and the host of
heaven;§ the Ashera-symbols themselves, which had been
crected by Manasseli; as we have seen ;|| the chapels in (or
adjoining) the temple, mn which the pricstesses of Ashera sold
themselves to the worshippers of that goddess;¥ the horses
and chariots of the sun, which the kings of Judah had placed
at the entrance of the temple, in the chamber of Nathan-
melech j** and the altars which had been built by the kings of
Judah on the roof of the upper chamber of Ahaz, and by

* Vers. 12-14. t Vers, 15-22. T 2 Kings xxiii. 1-3,
§ Ver. 4. || Ver. 6. q Ver. 7. ** Ver. 11,
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Manasseh in the two courts* This return of the things in or
adjoining the temple that required reform, can give us some
idea of all that there was to be done beyond it, in order fully
to carry out the decrees of Hilkial’s book. In the immediate
vicinity of Jerusalem, in the valley of Ben-Hinnom, there was
the Topheth, the holy place where the worshippers of Molech
burned their children in honour of that god; it was defiled.t
On the right hand of the “mount of corruption,” i.c. on the
south-western slope of the mount of Olives, there stood the
sanctuaries of Ashtoreth, Chemosh and Milcom, founded by
Solomon ; they were laid waste.f The ¢ pillars” and Ashera-
symbols were everywhere broken in picces and hewn down.§
The priests of the false gods, the chemarim appointed by the
kings of Judah, were prevented from pursuing their calling.||
From Geba to Beersheba, i.c. from the northern to the southern
limits of the kingdom, “ the high places” (dedicated to Jahveh)
were defiled; their (Levitical) priests, thus deprived of their
only means of support, were brought to Jerusalem, and  ate”
from that time forward ¢ unleavened bread among their
brethren,” who served in the temple; they were not permitted,
however, “to sacrifice upon the altar of Jahveh;” probably
they performed other, subordinate functions.q Josiah was not
content with these measures. He worked zealously in the same
spirit, even beyond the borders of his kingdom. At Beth-cl
and in “the cities of Samaria” in general, the high places were
destroyed and their priests slain by his command.** And finally,
the work of purification was crowned by the splendid celebra-
tion of the passover, in accordance with the regulations of the
“ Yook of the covenant.” ¢ There was not holden such a pass-
over’—says the historian— from the days of the judges that
judged Israel, nor in all the days of the kings of Israel, nor of
the kings of Judah.”{+

* Ver. 12. T Ver. 10. f Ver. 13. Comp. Vol. I. p. 331.
§ Vers. 14. || Ver. 5. € Vers. 8, 9. *¥ Ver. 15-20.
11 Vers. 21-23.  Comp. Note IIL at the end of this ehapter.
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So runs the oldest and thoroughly credible account of Josiah’s
reformation. It will now no longer be asked why we expressed
above* some doubt of the complete success of Hezekiah’s
measures. If he had already worked as vigorously as Josiah
did after him, how was it that the latter found so much idolatry
and illegal Jahveh-worship to reform at Jerusalem and else-
where? We can make Manasseh and Amon account for much,
it is true, but not for all. That which the historian indicates
as the work of the “kings of Judah’ or definitely ascribes to
Solomon,T was not introduced by Manasseh, but was not
abolished by Hezekiah. Our conception of the religious con-
dition of the kingdom of Judah during the centuries which
preceded Josiah's reign, must of course adapt itself to the
accounts given of what he found in existence. What a differ-
ence there was, then, between the prophets’ demands and the
reality! Iow lofty was the ideal of the Mosaic party com-
pared with what they saw around them! Their conception of
Jahvism differed so much from what their predecessors and the
multitude knew by this name, that its introduction may, with-
out the least exaggeration, be called a revolution.

There can hardly be any difference of opinion with regard to
Josiah’s intention, No other gods but Jahveh; no other
Jahveh-worship than in the temple at Jerusalem: these two
demands show the drift of his reformation. We have alveady
pointed out more than oncef that the one is intimately con-
nected with the other; that the centralization of the public
worship in the one sanctuary at Jerusalem was deemed neces-
sary, in order to put an end to the serving of false gods and of
Jahveh with idolatrous practices. But we cannot possibly
remain content with the knowledge of this outline of the ten-
dency which now predominated. We desire to know more of
the ideas, the spirit, and the wishes of the party which received
Josiah’s powerful aid to realize their plans. This desire is
legitimate, and need not remain unsatisfied. Josiah’s refor-

* PU1, seq. 1 2 Kings xxiii. 5, 11, 12, 13. 1 Vol L pp. 80—82.



FALL OF JERUSALEM IN 586 B.C. 15

mation was the result of the enforcement of the code found by
Hilkiah. If we consult this code, we are almost certain to find
what we seek.

As wo have already said, Hilkiah’s book of the law has not
been lost ; we possess in Deuteronomy the programme of the
Mosaic party of that day. It will be necessary for us, however,
to explain more fully, and at the same time to prove, this asser-
tion, before we make ourselves acquainted with the contents of
the book itself. As every one will at once perccive, it is of
such vital importance to Israel’s religious history, that it is less
than any other assertion to be taken upon trust.

The book of Deuteronomy is now a part of a whole, the
Pentatcuch. Not merely in the sense that it is reckoned among
the “books of Moses,” but also because it is interwoven in
many respects with the four preceding books, from Genesis to
Numbers. To name a few instances: when we have finished
reading Numbers, we have not yet arrived at the end of the
history of Moses: the narrative of his death—already referred
to in Num. xxvii. 12-14—is wanting ; we find it in Dent. xxxiv.
In the beginning of the book* there occurs a date which fits
on to the chronology of Numbers.t+ The first discourse} de-
livered by Moses is a free recapitulation of what has already
been said in the previous books about the Israelites’ wanderings
through the desert, and especially the events of the forticth
year. Now let it be taken into consideration that part of the
narratives and laws which we possess in the first four books of
the Pentatcuch, are more recent than the seventh century
before our era, and therefore cannot have been linked to
Deuteronomy before Josiah’s reformation. Let it be further
remembered that the writing found by Hilkiah is called the
“book of the law,” and the “ book of the covenant,”§ and that it
cannot have been of any great length, if we may believe the
statement that it was read by Shaphan, and then read before

* Deut. i. 3. 1 Num. xx. 22-29 (xxxiii. 37-39) ; xxi. 1, seq.
1 Deat. i. 6—iv. 40. § 2 Kings xxii. 8, 11 ; xxiii. 2, 3, 21, 24, 25.
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Josiah, in one day, and was subsequently read out from begin-
ning to end to the people in the temple.* We thus arrive at
the supposition that to find Hilkiah’s book we must detach
Deuteronomy from its present connections, and strip it of its
historical accessories, which only belong to it inasmuch as it
forms part of the present Pentateuch. 'We now discover to our
astonishment that this can be done without difficulty. In
Deut. iv. 44-49, we find a title which is somewhat superfluous
after all that precedes it, but which becomes quite intelligible
if we take it as an introduction to the discourse which begins
with chapter v. This discourse continues without interruption
to the end of Deut. xxvi. The following chapter gives one the
impression that it is parenthetical. At all events, Deut. xxviii.
appears to be the continuation of chap. xxvi., and—iwhat is
especially worthy of attention—concludes with a note which
corresponds to chap. iv. 41-49, and intimates that the laws and
ordinances there set forth are now ended.f The chapters which
follow Deut. xxviii., are, indeed, but loosely connected with
that which precedes them. This is especially trne of Deut.
xxxi.-xxxiv., which embrace the conclusion of the history of
Moses’ life.  In short, the analysis of Deuteronomy authorizes
us to extract from it chap. iv. 44—xxvi. and xxviii., and to
believe in the separate, independent existence of this discourse
—for a discourse it remains, in spite of all the laws and pre-
cepts which it includes. Now this, at the same time, is the
book of the law which was found by Hilkiah.

To those who deny or doubt our right to look for Hilkiah’s
book of the law in Deuteronomy, this operation will, of course,
seem only shocking caprice. But this right is well established.
All that we are told of that code, corresponds, point for point,
with Deuteronomy, <.c. with the chapters which we have just
sclected. Let us consider the names which Hilkiah’s book

* 2 Kings xxii. 8 10 (also 2 Chr. xxxiv. 18) ; xxiii. 3. 1 Deut. i. 1—iv. 40.
1 Deut. xxix. 1—which verse ought to have been added to chap. xxviii,, as is
actually the case in the Ilcbrew text.
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bears % the statements respecting its length ;+ the severe
threats which it is said to contain;t the law concerning the
feast of the passover, which occurs in it;§ and finally and
especially the tendency of its precepts, which comes to light
most plainly in the reformation which was founded on them.
We shall return shortly to this last point in particular. IHere
I'may confine myself to the remark, that Deuteronomy especially
insists upon one sole place of worship;|| the same spirit of
centralization pervades, as we have scen, Josiah’s measures
also; the similarity is so striking that we can only explain it
by the king’s dependence upon Deuteronomy.

We continue fearlessly to build, therefore, upon the supposi-
tion that Hilkiah’s book of the law contained everything that
we now read in Deut. iv. 44—=xxvi. and xxviii. We must not
feign greater certainty, however, than we really possess. Befors
we go further, therefore, I will admit that the possibility
remains that only a portion of this whole was handed by the
high priest to Shaphan. In fact, it cannot be denied that the
accounts respecting Hilkiah’s book, taken by themselves, give
us the impression that it was even shorter than the twenty-
three chapters we have mentioned. But, in any case, nothing
essential of that which we now find in these chapters was
omitted from it. It may have been filled in and expanded
afterwards, but this enlargement made no change in its spirit
and tendency. To become acquainted with these, we consult
Deut. v. and the following chapters without the least hesita-
tion.

But the question is not merely whether this portion of
Deuteronomy agrees with Hilkiah’s book of the law, but also
whether we may regard it as the programme of the Mosaic
party at that time. At first sight this seems to be open to
doubt. On the one hand, Moses himself appears as the speaker

* See p. 15, note §, and comp. Deut. iv. 44 ; xxix. 1, &e. 1 See p. 16, n. *.
t 2 Kings xxii. 13, seq. ; comp. Deut. xxviii. and elsewhere.
§ 2 Kings xxii. 21, seq. ; Deut. xvi. 1-8. [| See below, p. 25.

P ¢
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in Deuteronomy : we read this not only in the titles,* but also
again and again in the addresses themselves.t On the other
hand, Hilkiah declares that he “has found the book of the
law.”1 Does it not follow, that this book came to light, indeed,
in Josiah’s eighteenth year, but was written long before, nay,
by Moses himself, or at least in his time and under his eye ?
Are we authorized simply to reject the evidence of Deute-
ronomy as to its origin, and that of Hilkiah as to his discovery?

Tt may now be accepted as proved, that the discourses and
laws of Deuteronomy were put in the mouth of Moses, and that
this was done about the time at which we see this book make
its appearance. Immediately after Josiah’s reformation it is
frequently used by the prophet Jeremiah ;§ the prophets of the
eighth century s.c., on the contrary, are not yet acquainted
with it—undoubtedly because it did noi yet exist in their time.
From the contents of the book also we infer that it is a product
of the seventh century B.c. In every respect—by its teaching
concerning faith and morals, by its relation to the older laws
and narratives, by its very tendency—it shows itself a produc-
tion of that time. What I wish to say directly as to its contents
will confirm this. It isthus certain that an author of the seventh
century B.c.—following in the footsteps of others, e.g. of the
writer of the Book of the Covenant—has made Moses himself
proclaim that which, in his opinion, it was expedient in the real
interests of the Mosaic party to announce and introduce. At
a time when notions about literary property were yet in their
infancy, an action of this kind was not regarded as at all un-
lawful. Men used to perpetrate such fictions as these without

* Deut. i. 1, seq. ; iv. 44, seq. &e.

+ Let it be noticed, among other things, how the passage of the Jordan is
throughout represented as yet to come, e.g. Deut. vi. 1; viil. 1; xi. 8, 10,11, 29 ;
xxiii. 20 ; xxviii, 21, 63. But it is unnecessary to quote more passages which
show this : from one end to the other Moses is indicated as the person who speaks.

t 2 Kings xxii. 8,

§ The similarity is so great that some have held Jeremiah to be the anthor of
Deuteronomy.
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any qualms of conscience.—If we are to judge thus of the
Mosaic origin of Deuteronomy, it is certainly still possible in
the abstract that the work of the Deuteronomist was by some
accident mislaid in the temple, and, by another accident, was
found there by Hilkiah. But this is not probable. Deute-
ronomy was written, not for the mere sake of writing, but to
change the whole condition of the kingdom. The author and
his party cannot have made the execution of their programme
depend upon a lucky accident. If Hilkiah Jound the book in
the temple, it was put there by the adherents of the Mosaic
tendency. Or else Hilkiah himself was of their number, and
in that case he pretended that he had found the book of the layy.
This provision for the delivery of the programme to the king
was of a piece with the composition of the programme itself. It
is true, this deception is much more unjustifiable still than the
introduction of Moses as speaking. But we must reflect hero
also, that the ideas of those days were not the same as ours,
but considerably less strict. ““Now or never” the Mosaic party
had to gain their end. If they made no use of Josiah’s dis-
position in their favour and of the awakened interest in religion,
when were they to act ?  Nor must we forget that at all times
and in all countries faction and intestine quarrels have stifled
delicacy in the choice of means. And finally we must not
overlook the fact that the victory of the Mosaic party, although
gained by cunning, must not be attributed to the stratagem of
which they made use, but to the good cause which they upheld,
and to the weapons with which they defended it.

Yea, even to the weapons with which they defended it.
For in truth Hilkiah’s book of the law rises, both in form
and contents, far above mediocrity, and tends to the im-
perishable honour of those who prepared it and of the party
whose convictions it expressed. It will need no apology if I
attempt to describe it somewhat more minutely, Scarcely any-
thing can be more welcome to the historian of Israel’s religion
than such a writing. It is more valuable to him than, e.g., a

c2
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collection of prophecies or an historical book of the same
period. The lawgiver must pay much more attention to the
state of affairs which he sces around him than the prophet or
the historian. He too expresses his conviction, but he does it
with a view to its practical adoption. Thus the reality is re-
flected in his laws and regulations much more plainly than in
the discourse of the prophet and the narrative of the historian.
And there is another thing to be considered. The lawgiver
occupies a different standpoint from the seer, and by so doing
undertakes peculiar duties. While another can allow his in-
dividuality tolerably free scope, he must attempt as much as
possible to be mothing more than the organ of his party: the
whole of his undertaking depends upon the success of this
endeavour. Ile is thus led involuntarily to take count, as 1t
wore, of the times in which he lives. How far have we got ?
in what dircction must we proceed ? what have we to do at
this moment ? These are questions which he must always keep
before lim, if he understands his vocation. ‘What precious
contributions to our knowledge of the development of Jahvism,
therefore, docs a writing such as Hilkiah’s book of the law
promise us! Tt the whole of the sketch which I am about
to give be studied from this point of view: T will myself draw
special attention to a few particulars which are important above
others.

The opinion expressed above in favour of Deuteronomy ap-
plies first of all to the plan which the author adopts. Itis
very happily chosen. In the 40th year of the wanderings in
the desert, shortly after the great victories gained over Sihon
and Og, whilst the Israclites stand ready to cross the Jordan
and take possession of Canaan—DMoses speaks to the whole
people. The days of the great leader are numbered ; his
words claim the respect with which one hears and obeys the
last directions of a dying man. Not to a chosen few, to priests
or elders, but to his whole people does he address himself, with
all the earnestness and all the authority with which the vene-
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rable Envoy of God could speak to those who knew him and
who owed him so much. It is also worthy of notice, that the
comparative completeness of the law which Moses delivers is
fully justificd by the plan which has been seleeted. The author
expressly distingnishes “the covenant which Jahveh com-
manded Moses to make with Isvacl in the land of Moab,” from
“the covenant which he had made with them on Horeb.”* But
the latter covenant is founded, according to the author’s re-
presentation, exclusively upon “the ten words,” which are
given, superfluously, once more.+ It is true, Moses, after the
promulgation of these “words,” had received from Jahveh
other «“commandments, statutes and judgments” besides,t but
as they were only intended to be observed in Canaan, he had
waited until the boundary of the land, the Jordan, was about
to be crossed, before he announced them to the people. This
1s how the author represents the case, although he is acquainted
with and uses the Book of the Covenant. But, as we have
already observed,§ that book had not yet any force as law
in Judah about 620 years s.c. It could therefore be regarded
as non-existent. And by so doing, the author acquires the
right to include in his own legislation the matters which have
already been handled there.

We are even more struck by the tone which the Deuterono-
mist adopts, than by the fitness of the plan. It is true he has
been accused, not without reason, of diffuseness and monotony.
If, however, as juslice demands, we leave out of consideration
Deut. i.-iv. and xxix. xxx., which are later additions, even
though they be from his own hand, there are but few repeti-
tions left, and those few are decidedly not prejudicial. On the
contrary, they testify to the zeal and conscientiousness with
which the author writes. It is as if he were afraid of saying
too little, and again and again resumes the thread of the ex-
hortation, in order, if possible, still to win some. Iis exhor-

* Deut. xxix. 1 (sce above, p. 16, n. ). T Deut. v. 6-21.
{ Deut. v. 31. § Page 8.
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tations breathe a spirit of fervour and love which is very
affecting. His pathos is the natural expression of a warm
heart. We read of Josiah, that upon hearing the threats in -
Hilkiah’s book of the law, he rent his clothes.* And, indeed,
when we read Deut. xxviil. we are not surprised that it made
so deep an impression upon him. But the tenderness, the
unction, with which the Deuteronomist adjures his readers to
choose Jahveh’s blessing and not his curse, touehes ws more
than these expatiations upon God’s anger and judgments.

In the meantime, we cannot be edified by the tone which the
author adopts, unless we perceive that it is genuine and har-
monizes with the conviction which it expresses. What are the
ideas which the Deuteronomist both entertains himself and
wishes to impress upon others ?

He is a servant of Jahvch. Jahveh is “the God of gods
and Lord of lords.””f 'T'o him belong the heaven and the
heaven of heavens, the earth and all that is thereon.f He is
the only God: “Hear, O Israecl, Jahveh our God, Jahveh is
one!”§ This Jahveh has chosen Israel. He has given the
other nations the sun, moon and stars to adore;|| he has re-
served Israel to himself. TFor this privilege the Israelites have
to thank, not their numbers—on the contrary, they are one of
the least of nations ;¥ nor their righteousness—for they are a
stiff-neeked and stubborn people ;** but Jahveh’s lovet+ and
the faithfulness with whiceh, in spite of the people’s errors, he
has kept the promise sworn to their fathers.Ji Jahveh has
delivered the children of Isracl out of Egypt the house of bon-
dage; during the 40 years of the journey in the desert he has
provided for all their wants with tender care; if he has with-

* 2 Kings xxii. 11. t Decut. x. 17. 1 Deut. x. 14,

§ Deut. vi. 4, comp. iv. 35, 39; xxxii. 39.

|| Deut. iv. 195 xxix.15, comp. xxxii. 8, and also de Goeje in Theol. Tijdschrift,
ii. 179, seq. €[ Deut. vii. 6, 7, comp. vii. 1; ix. 1; xi. 23; iv. 38.

*k Deut. ix. 4, seq. 11 Deut. vii. 8,13; x. 15; xxiil. 6.

1t Sec Deut. vi. 10, 18, 33, and the other numerous passages where the covenant
with the fathers is mentioned.
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held aught from them or subjeeted them to privations, even in
this his wisdom and love have been revealed: “ As a man
chasteneth his son, so Jahveh thy God chasteneth thee.”* It
speaks for itself, that the Israclite may not and cannot be in-
different to such great love; he must “love Jahveh with all
his heart, with all his soul, and with all his might,”’+ and
cleave to him.} The observance of Jahveh’s commandments
is inseparable from this love and adherence, yet it is not coin-
cident with it, but results from it naturally and of itself as it
were. All depends upon the state of the heart: the inward,
and not the outward, circumecision is the main thing.§ Ina
word, religion, to the Deuteronomist, is above all ¢ matter of
the heart.

The author’s eonviction as to the false gods and their service
is the reverse side of these ideas coneerning Jahveh and his
relation to Israel. We have already remarked that he regards
the worship of the heavenly bodies by the heathen as an arrange-
ment of Jahveh himself and therefore is not hard upon them for
it, although he more than once lays special stress upon the
uselessness of image-worship, the adoration of “wood and
stone.”|| So much the more exacting is he in his demand that
the Israelite may have no sort of intercourse with idolatry.q
He founds two scries of precepts upon this principle. In the
first place, he requires that every Israelite who follows after
other gods than Jahvel, shall be stoned.’*¢ He considers him
or her espeeially guilty of death, who, in whatever way it may
have been, has tempted others into idolatry.t+ Even though it
be a whole city that has sinned by serving strange gods, it may
not be spared. “Thou shalt smite the inhabitants of that city”
—he says}i—<‘ with the edge of the sword, utterly destroying

* Dent. viii, 2-5.

1 Deut. vi. 5; x.12; xi. 1, 13, 22; xiii, 4; xix. 9, comp. xxx. 6, 16, 20.

1 Deut. x. 20; xi. 22; xiii. 5; eomp. iv. 4; xxx. 20.

§ Deut. x. 16, comp. XXX. 6. || Deut. iv. 28; xxviii. 36, 64; xxix, 17.

€ Deut. iv. 23, seq., and elsewhere. **¥ Deut. xvii, 2-7.
t1 Deut. xiii. 1-6, 7-12; xviii. 20-22. 11 Deut. xiii. 12-18.
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it, and all that therein is, and the cattle thercof, with the edge
of the sword. All the goods of it shalt thou gather together
in the midst of the market-place thereof, and thou shalt burn
with fire the city and all the goods thercof as a burnt-offering
to Jahveh thy god ; and it shall be a sepulchral mound for ever
and shall not be built up again.”” In the second place he insists
that the inhabitants of the land of Canaan shall be utterly
destroyed (made cherein). This inhuman precept, which the
Deuteronomist repeats again and again,* has no other motive
than the fear of the seductive influence of the Canaanitish
worship. He says this himself in so many words : when Israel
summons a city in a foreign land and it surrenders, all its
citizens shall be made slaves ; if it offers resistance and is con-
quered, then all its male inhabitants must be killed, and the
women, children and property fall into the hands of the con-
queror ; but “of the cities of the people which Jahveh thy god
doth give thee for an inheritance, thou shalt save alive nothing
that breatheth, for thou shalt surely make them cherem, the
Iittite, the Amorite, the Canaanite, the Perizzite, the Hivite
and the Jebusite, as Jahveh thy God hath commanded thee;
that they teach thee not to do after all their abominations,
which they have dome for their gods, and thou sin against
Jahveh thy god.”+ Asif to show that this commandment is
not prompted by bloodthirstiness or cruelty, the author imme-
diately adds, that if a foreign city is besieged a long time, the
fruit trees are not to be cut down !} This is truly a proof that
it is only the fear of Israel’s pollution by idolatry that leads
him to pen such inhuman rules. Let it not be forgotten, more-
over, that the Canaanitish tribes had no longer any snbstantive
existence in the 7th century B.c., and that it was no longer
possible to exterminate them ; in reality, therefore, it is merely
by the supposition of the ban to be enforced against them, that
the author attempts to deter the Israelites from idolatry.

From the avoidance of idolatry and of all that resembles it,

* Deut. vii. 2,16, and elsewhere. 1 Deat. xx. 10-18, t Deut. xx. 19, 20.
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it naturally follows that nothing which belongs to the service
of false gods may be included in the worship of Jahveh. ¢ Ye
shall not do so”’—after the manner of the Canaanites—“in
honour of Jahveh your god:” this prohibition the Deuterono-
mist places in the foreground,* and he lays down his precepts
concerning the service of Jahveh in conformity with it. I will
give here a cursory review of his principal rules. I neced
scarcely say that he does not allow any similitude of Jahveh.
The “ten words,” as he gives them, expressly forbid the
making of a graven image of any form whatever.t If we re-
member when and for whom he wrote, we are not surprised
that he attaches great significance to this prohibition, and does
all he can to promote its observance.f DBut still more emphasis
is laid upon the limitation of the worship of Jahveh, with sacri-
fices, feasts, &ec., to the temple at Jerusalem, ““the place which
Jahveh shall choose to cause his name to dwell there.” It is
the custom of the Canaanites to build altars to their gods
everywhere, “upon the high mountains and upon the hills and
under every green tree:” this the Israclites are not to do;
they are to bring their offerings to that one spot.§ It is also
worthy of notice, that the author, in laying down this com-
mandment for the first time, clearly intimates that it is a new
one, and, while he seems to be describing the Mosaic times,
is really sketehing his own. “Ye shall not do after all the
things that we do here this day, every man whatsoever is right
in his own eyes; for ye are not as yet come to the rest and to
the inheritance, which Jahveh your god giveth you.”’|| It is
unnecessary here to analyze any more of the constantly recur-
ring exhortations to be faithful to the one sanctuaryf—admo-
nitions against “ the high places’ one might call them : nothing
can be more obvious than that in them the Deuteronomist gives

* Deut. xii. 4, 30, 31. 1 Deut. v. 8. T Deut. iv. 12, 15-18, &e.

§ Deut. xii. 2-7. || Deut. xii. 8, 9.

4 Deut. xii. 5, 8, 11, 14, 18, 21, 26; xiv. 23-25; xv. 20; xvi. 2, 6, 7, 11, 15, 16
xvii. 8, 10; xviil. 6; xxvi. 2, comp. xxxi. 11. .
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utterance to one of his principal ideas. To the one temple
corresponds in his estimation the one tribe of priests. The
priests of the tribe of Levi are the only ones whom he recog-
nizes as lawful and as chosen by Jahveh.* Every Levite is
not a priest, but he is qualified by birth to become one. If,
therefore, he leaves the city where he sojourns as a stranger,
and goes to Jerusalem and presents himself at the temple, ““he
shall minister in the name of Jahveh his god, as all his brethren
the Levites do, which stand there before the face of Jahveh.”’+
At first the position of the Levites, who are not connected
with the temple, is far from enviable. Their tribe has no inheri-
tance of its own, as have all the rest of the tribes: ¢ Jahveh is
its inheritance ;> the Levite lives upon the offerings made to
Jahveh. Consequently, the Levites, scattered throughout the
cities of Judah, are in very needy circumstances, and receive
their share of the tithes in the third year, and of the sacrificial
feasts, together with the widows and orphans, or are recom-
mended generally to the charity of the Israelites.] The
ministering Levitical priests, on the contrary, have their fixed
dues, which are probably given by the Deuteronomist as they
existed in his time.§ Compared with what was claimed at a
later period, after the exile, the Deuteronomist’s demands are
very moderate : whereas at that time the tithes of fruits and
cattle were assigned to the Levites, he speaks of the former as
destined for another purpose, and is altogether silent regarding
the latter.|| Other discrepancies also occur, upon which we
shall fix our attention in a subsequent chapter.q Yet in spite
of all this, the priests stand very high in his estimation—not
only as servants of Jahveh, competent to bless in his name,*¥

* Deut. x. 8, 9; xviil. 1, seq. + Dent. xviii. 6, 7.

1 Deut. xii. 19; xiv. 27, 29; xvi. 11, 14; xxvi. 11, et seq. § Deut. xviii. 3, 4.

|| With regard to the tithes of the fruits of the field, see Deut. xii. 6, 17-19 ;
xiv. 22-27 3 xv. 19-23 : they are used at Jerusalem by the Israelite in sacrificial
feasts. With regard to the same tithes in every third year, see Deut. xiv. 28, 29 ;
xxvi. 12, 15 : they are given to the needy and the Levites. No mention is made

in Deut: of the tithes of eattle. Comp. on the contrary Num. xviii. 21-32.
9 Viz. in treating of the more rccent sacerdotal laws. ** Deut. x. 8.
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but also as members of the supreme court of justice at Jeru-
salem, whose decisions cvery Israelite was bound to respect
and obey.* It was not part of the Deuteronomist’s plan to
regulate the duties and occupations of the priests more minutely.
He enters upon the holy rites and seasons only so far as is ncces-
sary to instruet every Israclite in what he has to do. He espe-
cially insists that every one shall offer up his sacrifices in the
temple at Jerusalem, and that the sacrificial meals shall be held
there.t This applies also to the annual feasts held in honour
of Jahveh. He knows of threc such: the feast of unlea-
vened bread (mazzoth), that of weeks, and that of tabernacles;}
he gives his directions for each onc in particular.§ The first-
mentioned feast begins with the killing and eating of the pass-
over; sheep and oxen, presumably the unpolluted male first-born
of these animals, which were put aside for or dedicated to
Jahveh, || were used for this purpose ; the meal of the passover,
like the eating of unleavened bread for seven consecutive days,
served as a memorial of the exodus from Egypt.q The feast
of weeks, at which, no doubt, the first-fruits of the grain-
harvest were given to the priests,** was also kept by free-will
offerings, which were used in social repasts in the sanctuary.tt
And finally, the feast of tabernacles—no further explanation is
given of the meaning of this name—after the conclusion of
the vintage, is the great joyous festival at which the people
thank Jahveh for the blessing received from him.t1 It will be
observed that the Deuteronomist enters into some detail only
with respect to the feast of unleavened bread ; his regulations
concerning it may be partly new ; he evidently leaves the two
other feasts as they were---always with this one exception, that
the “appearing before Jahveh’s face”§{§ is always synonymous
in his writings with ““the going up unto the place which Jahveh

* Deut. xvii. 8-13. 1 Deut. xii. 26, 27 ; xiv. 22, seq. ; xv. 19, seq.
1 Deut. xvi. 16, 17. § Deut. xvi. 1-15. || Deut. xv. 19-21.
€ Deut. xvi. 1-8. ** Deut. xviii. 4; xxvi. 1-11. 1t Dent. xvi, 9-12.

11 Deut. xvi. 13-15. §§ Exod. xxiii. 17 ; xxxiv. 23.
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shall choose.”* Of the great day of atonement, and of the new
moon, and especially that of the seventh month, the Deutero-
nomist makes no mention at all: the significance of this
silence, however, cannot be shown just yet.

Before we review the rest of our author’s regulations, let us
pause a moment to make a general observation suggested by
his laws relating to the public worship of Jahveh. We can
compare some of them with the practices of earlier times. An
unmistakable difference is then brought to light. But we are
still more struck with the close connection between his pre-
cepts and those already existing, with the regular development
of the older laws or customs in conformity with the principles
upon which they were founded. He simply goes a few steps
further in the direction which had already been taken before
hLis time. Thus, e.y., in his regulations as to the priests: it
may be asserted without exaggeration, that the exclusive com-
petency of the Levites to minister at sacrifices had been in
preparation ever since the days of Solomon,t and that the
Deuteronomist, in announcing it, followed the logic of facts.]
The same is true of the limitation of public worship to the
temple at Jerusalem, for it had already been attempted by
Hezekiah, before the Deuteronomist made it a law. Thus it
may be said to be probable that the feast-legislation of Deu-
teronomy also stands in the same relation to the practices and
rules of that day, which we can gather, in some measure, from
the Book of the Covenant§ and a few other laws,|| but yet do
not know accurately enough to speak of them with absolute
certainty. The three high feasts, already prescribed in the
Book of the Covenant, had become so thoroughly ratified by
custom about 620 B.c., that the Deuteronomist could retain
them, and could consider himself absolved from the duty of
giving express reasons for their celebration. Hence it follows
that Jahveh was regarded at that time as the Lord of nature,

* Deut. xvi. 16. T Vol L p. 338, seq. 1 Comp. Vol. 1. p. 386, seq.
§ Ixod. xxiil. 14-17. |l Exod. xiii. (1, 2) 3-10 (11-16) ; xxxiv. 18-23.
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the giver of harvest, and the sourcc of fertility, not only by
the prophets—we knew that before—but also by the priests
and by the people who visited the temple, or the high places.
But our attention is particularly attracted by the deuteronomic
law concerning the feast of unleavencd bread.®  This feast—
probably at variance with its original meaningt—had already
been connected in earlier times with Isracl’s exodus from
Egypt, in the same month of Abib, in which the feast was cele-
brated.} This explanation is quite in the spirit of Deuteronomy,
wherc an attempt is even made to attach an historical associa-
tion also to ““the feast of weeks,” or “of the first-fruits.”§
Therefore the author adopts it, and even gives it prominence. ||
But, at the same time, he goes further in the same direction
than any of his predecessors. While they had already con-
nected the dedication of the first-born of man and beast to
Jahveh—not with Jahveh’s being, but—with the death of the
first-born of the Egyptians,q the Deuteronomist unites the
passover with the feast of unleavened bread, i.c., he orders
that the male first-born of oxen and sheep shall be slanghtered
and eaten at that feast as a thank-offering.#* By this combina-
tion he promotes, as foreibly as possible, the lhistorical inter-
pretation of the two practices, which, indeed, was quite in
harmony with the direction in which the idea of Jahveh had
long been developing itself: the more spiritually it was con-
ceived, the more natural did it become to conncet incidents in
the history of Israel with the ecremonies which in reality were
connected with Jahveh’s attributes as a nature-god. But an-
other remarkable phenomenon presents itself here. While the
Deuteronomist, in the first place, makes no mention at all of

* Deut. xvi. 1-8.
+ Comp. on this point and on the whole of this subject Note III. at the end of
this chapter. 1 Exod. xiii. 3-10 ; xxiii. 15; xxxiv. 18.
§ Deut. xvi. 12 : “ And thou shalt remember that thou wast a bondsman in
Fgypt, and thou shalt observe and do these statutes.””
|| Deut. xvi.1,3,6. In v. 3, the unleavencd bread is called ““bread of afiliction.”
€ Exod. xiii, 11-16. ** See above, p. 27, 1. || and 9.
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the dedication of the first-born sons* (and the first-born of -
clean animals)t to Jahveh, he speaks somewhat ambiguously,
in the second place, of the sacrifice of the passover. He cannot
conceal the fact that this sacrifice was killed and eaten on the
evening of the first day of unleavened bread :I this must have
long been customary in his day. But, at the same time, he
transfers the name of passover to all the sacrifices of oxen and
sheep which were offered up during the seven days of the feast.§
It is as if he made a point of rendering the sacrifice of the
first day a subordinate part of a larger whole, and thus of
diminishing in some measure its significance. May not the
one be connected with the other ? The Deuteronomist lived at.
a time when the sacrifice of the first-born to Molech was very
common :|| does he, perhaps, think it safer for this reason to
say nothing about the dedication of the first-born to Jahveh,
and to place in the shade this point of resemblance between
the service of Molech and the worship of Jahveh ? Did he see
no opportunity as yet of explaining the sacrifice on the first
day of the unleavened bread so as to make it agree entirely with
the spiritual interpretation of Jahveh’s being, as the author of
the law in Exod. xii. did after him ? It is not in our power to
answer these ques.trions with complete certainty. But it seems
to me that the obscurity which remains here, confirms and
recommends the hypotheses already advanced as to the original
meaning of these practices.q 3

We will return to the precepts of the Deuteronomist. Par-
ticipation in the public worship of Jahvch, according to him, is
only one of the characteristics of the servant of Jahveh. Ag
one of Jahveh’s people he is called to purity. That which the
author prescribes in this respect is evidently borrowed largely
from custom. He expresses the principle in these words :

* Comp. Exod. xxii. 29 b; xiii. 2, 11-16 ; xxxiv. 20 b.

T Comp. Exod. xiii. 13 ; xxxiv. 20 a. 1 Exod. xvi. 4, 6, 7.

§ Deut. xvi. 1-3. || Vol. I pp. 251, 377; Vol. II. p. 3.
4 Sce farther Note IIL. at the end of this chapter.
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“Ye are the children of Jahveh your God . . . . . 5 yo are a
people sacred unto Jahveh your God; for Jahveh hath chosen
you to be a peculiar people unto himself out of all the nations
that are upon the earth.”* For these reasons, then, Israel
must abstain from ‘“ every abomination ;”” first of all from eat-
ing the flesh of animals which are looked upon as unclean,t
or of an animal that has died a natural death. That this pro-
hibition has a religious foundation, is evident from what is
added : “thou shalt give the thing that dieth of itself to the
stranger that is in thy gates (has settled among you), that he
may eab it ; or thou mayest sell it to an alien, for thou art an
holy people unto Jahveh thy God.”§ Unless I be mistaken,
the Deuteronomist gives us a piece of priestly thoral|| in this
regulation. It has been remarked that his law concerning
clean and unclean is incomplete compared with that in the
book of Leviticus,q and yet agrees with it in language and
manner ; it is therefore inferred that he had this law in Levit-
icus before him, and borrowed from it what seemed to him most
important. Another view, however, is more probable. It was
not the intention of the Deuteronomist to include the priestly
thorah in his book ; those who wish to know more of it he refers
to the priests themselves.** But with regard to the clean and
unclean animals he makes an exception, because his law, in-
tended for the people, would have been too incomplete, had it
embraced no rules on this subject, which constantly presented
itself in daily life. Now it is most natural that he should
give these precepts relating to clean and unclean in the lan-
guage of the priests, who had established them, and that the
younger sacerdotal law should be more copious than his and
yet should resemble his in form. This interpretation, at the
same time, throws some light upon the peculiar character of
these regulations as to cleanness. The reason why men ab-

* Deut. xiv, 1, 2; comp. vii. 6. t Deut. xiv. 3-20. I Deut. xiv. 21 a.
§ Deut. xiv. 21 h. ff Comp. Vol. I. pp. 340, seq. % Chap. xi.
** Deut. xxiv. 8.
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stained from some sorts of food, was originally no other than
this, that they excited repugnance or disgust and suggested the
idea of uncleanness. The customs born of this naturally be-
came connected with religion, and in such a manner that absti-
nence from all that was unclean came to be regarded as the
characteristic of the people of Jahveh, as a sign of its “holi-
ness’” or dedication to Jahveh. But these customs would have
lacked all stability and would not have developed into a perfect
system, if the people had been left to themselves in this par-
ticular. The priests took this matter into their own hands, and
charged themselves with its regnlation. We can gather from
Deut. xiv. 1-21, how far they had completed this their task in
the second half of the 7th century B.c.*—There are other pre-
cepts also in Deuteronomy which must be regarded from this
point of view of “holiness.” This is the case with the pro-
hibition to disfigure the face while mourning for the dead ;t
the regulation that men may not put on women’s clothes, and
vice versd ;1 the prohibition to unite things of different sorts
in clothing or in agriculture.§ The customs condemned here
existed among other nations and probably belonged to their
religious practices: the people of Jahveh must avoid them and
thus distinguish itself from the rest of the nations. The
Israelites must also take care of the cleanness of the land:
when the land has been defiled by the blood of a man who
has been slain, it is to be purified ;|| the corpse suspended upon
a cross 18 to be taken down and buried before the evening.q
But the Israelitish lawgiver does not confine himself to sub-
jects of this nature. He also regulates the political, civil and
domestic life and the moral life in general. The Israelite
knows as little of what we call the separation of church and
state as of a separation between religion and daily life. It
does not surprise us, therefore, that the Deuteronomist also in-

* Comp. also Note IV. at the end of this chapter. T Deut. xiv. 1 b.
1 Deut. xxii. 5. § Deut. xxii. 9-11. I Deut. xxi. 1-9.
€ Deut. xxi. 22, 23.
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cludes in his writing a number of regulations that have nothing
to do with religious duties in their stricter sense. We must
pay attention here to these regulations as well. In the mean-
time we can confine ourselves to the main points more than we
could before, even were it for the simple reason that the Deu-
teronomist is less original in this portion of his work than in
the laws concerning religious worship.  Some command-
ments he takes unaltered from former collections of laws, and
especially from the Book of the Covenant, and perhaps also from
another collection, which he has before him especially in chapters
XXi.-xXV. ; others he merely enlarges to a cortain extent, either
working them out in fuller detail or assigning reasons for them ;%
others again simply confirm existing customs and practices.
The following are those which seem to me to be most noteworthy.

In the seventh century s.c. the kingly office had alrcady
existed for a long time. The Deuteronomist does not allow
himself to be hindered by the plan which he has chogen from
stating his ideas on this subject.t The king—he says—must
be an Israelite ; he is to guard against the trade in horses with
Egypt, for fear that too intimate an intercourse with that land
may result in IsraeP’s return thither ; he is not to take many
wives, lest his heart turn away ; he is not to multiply his gold
and silver too much ; he is to cause the priests to give him a
copy of “this law”’ (Hilkiah’s book of the law), and is to read
in it constantly, in order thus to know and accomplish Jahveh’s
will.  More than one feature in this law is most remarkable.
The author shows here, at once, that he either belongs himself
to ““the priests the sons of Levi,” orintends to trust his book of
the law to their custody.; But no less striking is the author’s
aversion from Solomon, which is plainly visible here. The warn-
ings against trade with Egypt, polygamy and great riches, are

* Comp. eg. Exod. xxi. 2-11 with Dent. xv. 12-18 ; Exod. xxiii. 6, 8, with
Deut. xvi. 18-20. In Deut. xxi.-xxv. the enlarging hand of the Deuteronomist
himself is clearly visible, chap. xxi. 21, 22,5q.; xxii.3; 5b; 21b; 22b; 24 Db;
xxiii. 4, 5; 17; 21; xxiv. 7; 8, 9; 22; xxv. 12.

1 Deut. xvii. 14-20. 1 Comp. Dent. xxxi. 9 and 10-13
2 D
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borrowed from the tradition concerning the wise king, and are
dirccted against the errors into which he fell. The isolation
which Israel would have to endure in order to realize the ideal of
the Deuteronomist, was indeed diametrically and irreconcilably
opposed to the principles of Solomon’s government.*

Another power in the Israelitish state was prophecy. The
Deuteronomist’s observations and directions regarding it are
worthy of attention. How highly he estimates the prophets,
is plainly evident from the well-known chapter in which
he compares them with the soothsayers of the heathen, and
shows their superiority.¥ He insists strongly upon Israel’s
obligation to listen to the proplets whom Jahveh shall send.
Should a prophet darc to utter in Jahveh’s name words
which the latter has not put in his mouth, or to prophesy in
the name of other gods, he forfeits his life. But—the Deute-
ronomist makes his rcaders ask—how can wo tell that the
prophet’s words are not inspired by Jahveh? If—runs the
answer—they are not confirmed by the result, they are not the
words of Jahveh. But it by no means escapes his notice, that
this rule cannot be applied conversely. It is on this account
that it is said elsewhere,] that the prophet or dreamer whose
sign comes to pass, must be regarded as a false prophet and
pubt to death, if he attempts to lead his fellow citizens into
idolatry. TFidelity to Jahveh and his service is thus the posi-
tive characteristic of Jahveh’s envoy.

More than one precept refers to the administration of justice.
In imitation of earlier lawgivers, the Decuteronomist urges
impartiality in judgment.§ He desires that there shall be
judges in every city,|| and proceeds elsewhere from the suppo-
sition that the “elders of the city” discharge that office.q A
high court of justice sits at Jerusalem, composed chiefly of

* Comp. above, Vol.I,p. 341,seq. T Deut. xviii. 9-22; comp.Vol. I, p. 211, seq.
1 Deut. xiii. 2-9. § Deut. xvi. 19, 20 (i. 17 ; x. 17), comp. Exod. xxiii. 6-8.
} Deut. xvi. 18.

§ Deut. xix. 12 ; xxi. 2, 3, 6, 20, 21 ; xxii. 15, 16, 18 ; xxv. 7-9.
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priests ; it was, as we learn from another source,* instituted by
dJehoshaphat ; the Deuteronomist carnestly exhorts the people
to submit to the decisions of this court.t We need not con-
sider here his special precepts with respect to the punishment
of this or that crime. But our attention is strongly attracted
by the general rule which he lays down : ““the fathors shall
not be put to death with the children, nor the children with
the fathers : every man shall be put to death for his own sins.’t
It is historically cortain that originally other principles were in
force in Isracl. We read more than once of a punishment
executed upon the children for the evil committed by their
father.§ Compared with this carlier practice, the precept of
the Deuteronomist is a sign of great progress. Does it origi- -
nate from him ?  Was he the first who endeavoured to bring
the administration of justice into harmony with the moro
humane principles which had gradually penetrated into the lifo
of the nation ? We think this probable, when we observe that his
conception of Jahvel’s punitive justice also differs from that of
his predecessors. It is true that he lots stand in ©tho ten
words” the threat: « Jahveh thy God is a Jealous god, visiting
the iniquity of the fathers upon the children and upon the third
and fourth generation of them that hate him.” || But when he
gives his own ideas on this subject, he says : “ Jahveh repayeth

_them that hate him to their face, destroying them: he giveth

him that hateth him no respite ; he repayeth him to his face”q
—without mentioning any judgment against the children.
There is an indubitable connection between this modified inter-
pretation of Jahveh’s justice and the prohibition to punish
the innocent with the guilty. We are the more ready to
ascribe them both to the Deuteronomist, or, at all events, to
the time in which he lived,** since it also appears from other

* 2 Chr. xix, 8-11. 1 Deut. xvii. 8-13. I Deut. xxiv. 16.

§ Num. xvi. 25, seq. ; Josh. vii. 24, 25 ; 2 Sam. xxi. 1-14. {I Deut. v. 9.
9 Deut. vii. 10.

** Amaziah confined himself to punishing his father’s murderers and spared
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sources,* that then and shortly afterwards many began to oppose
the common conception of Jahveh’s justice. Tt is evident thab
men first of all mitigated the human administration of justice
and then picturcd to themselves Jahveh in their own like-
ness.t

The spirit of equity and clemency which marks the precept
of the Deuteronomist of which we have just treated, is also
visible in some of his other regulations. Observe, e.g., how he
modifies and extendéi the older law concerning the release of
the Tebrew male and female slaves after six years of service.§
Read also his commandments and exhortations in reference to
“the year of release.”|| It was decreed in the Book of the
Covenant, that the land should not be cultivated in the seventh
year, and that all that grew in that year, as well as the fruit of
the vine and olive-tree, should be left for the poor.q The
Pentateuch itsclf tostifics that this precept was not observed
before the exile.¥* The Deuteronomist, too, does not repeat it,
probably because he despairs of its performance. But he pre-
seribes that in the seventh year debts shall not be demanded,
and ab the same time cxhorts the people, in spite of this, to
lend the needy all that he requires, even upon the approach
of “the year of release.” His legislation bears witness, in
general, to concern for the lot of the poor, the fatherless and the
widow, whom he recommends as urgently as possible to the
charity of those of larger means.tt The way in which he
excites the Tsraclites to humanity towards their male and female

their children (2 Kings xiv. 5, 6), but that he acted thus upon the strength of the
law, is an opinion which is only guaranteed by the historian who utters it.
* Jer. xxxi. 29, 30 ; Ezek. xviil. 1, seq.; comp. below in reference to the book

of Job. + Comp. Deut. x. 17, with xvi. 19, 20 ; i. 17. t Deut. xv. 12-18.
§ Exod. xxi. 2-6. || Deut. xv. 1-6, 7-11, comp. xxxi. 10-12.
€ Exod. xxiii, 10, 11. *% Tev. xxvi. 34, 35, 43, comp. 2 Chr. xxxvi. 21.

+t Deut. xiv. 29 ; xvi. 11, 14, Comp. also Deut. xxiii. 15, 16 (the runaway
slave not to be given up); 19, 20 (comp. Exod. xxii, 25; usury forbidden);
xxiv. 6, 10-13 (comp. Exod. xxii. 26, 27 ; concerning taking in pledge); 14, 15
(care for the day-labourer); 17, 18 (justice to the lowly) ; 19-22 (liberality towards
them). o
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slaves, by reminding them of the bondage in Egypt,* is truly
touching. His solicitude extends even to dumb animals.t

It will be observed that in these precepts the Deuteronomist
gradually passes from the domain of legislation to that of
othics. Ile gives some further commandments which are
really exhortations, and the breaking of which certainly was
not punished. Some of his regulations seem to be even im-
practicable,f so that one involuntarily asks, whether they are
not merely intended cither to deter the reader from this or that
sin, or to present an idea in a conspicuous form. Wo have
alveady remarked that the proseription of tho Canaanites§
must be considered from this point of view, so that it cannot
surprise us, if we meet with other precepts of the same nature.
Tho origin, too, of the Deuteronomic legislation readily
explains this somewhat double character. As we pointed out
before, || it was compiled with a view to its practical adoption.
But yet it was not the work of a practical statesman, who in
drawing up his laws always makes the question of their prac-
ticability the main point. Their author was a prophet or a
priest, perhaps both. 1lis first aim was fo express his notions
of Jahveh and the Jahveh-worship in such a way that they
would meet with acceptance. Thereforo we should form a
wrong idea of his writing, if wo went on cnumecrating his
particular ordinances, and thus received the impression that
these were his principal object. No, the very arrangement of
his book reminds us that by so doing we should mistako his
intention. As he begins with carnest and pressing exhorta-
tions,q so he ends with promises and threats. Even tho formu-
laries that he recommends*t*—for it i1s nothing more than a
recommendation, and not really a commandment—for the use
of the Israelites who have dedicated their first-fruits and

* Deut. v. 14 (comp. Exod. xxiii. 12); also v. 15; xv. 15 ; xvi. 12; xxiv.

18, 22, T Deut. xxii. 6, 7; xxv. 4.
t Sce the law of war, Deut. xx.; also the precepts Deut. xxi. 18-21; xxii,
13-21 ; xxiii. 10-15 ; xxiv. 5. § p. 24 | p. 19, seq.

9 Decut. v.-xi. % Deut. xxvi. 1-11, 12-15.
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tithes to Jahveh, have no other tendency than to cultivate in
them sentiments becoming the pious servant of Jahveh, the
true Israclite. The exhaustive discourse which closed the
book in its original form,* is purely parenetic. The author
himself announces that his aim is not so much to retain or
alter this or that custom, as to win over his contemporaries to
his interpretation of Jahveh’s relation to Israel, and of the
duties which result from it. It is true, when they have been
moved by his exhortations and warnings to adopt that inter-
pretation, he requires and expects them to maintain it, if need
be with rigour and by force, and not to allow apostasy to
escape unpunished. This results, naturally, from the identifi-
cation of state and church which we have already observed in
him,t or in other words from the theocratic character of his
convictions. But as Josiah begins his violent revolution by
making the people accept ““the covenant’ between Jahveh and
Israel, so the command that the Israelite shall “love Jahveh
his god with all his heart, with all his soul, and with all his
might,”} lies at the basis of the deuteronomic legislation, and
therefore the stimulation of that love is the beginning and the
end of the book in which this legislation is contained.

Were history to teach us that with Josiah’s reformation
began the period of subjection to the written law—the legal
period—we could not be surprised. The reformation started
from the book of the law found by Hilkiah, and that book of
the law itself laid claim to unqualified authority and to Isracl’s
unconditional submission to its precepts. “What thing soever
I command you, observe to do it : thou shalt not add thereto,
nor diminish from it,” are the words which the Deuteronomis
puts into Moses’ mouth.§ If this command had been carried
out, men would have confined themselves thenceforward to the
study and the explication of the law, and would have considered

* Deut. xxviii. T pp. 32, seq. I Deut. vi. 5.
§ Deut. xii, 32, comp. iv. 2.
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its farther development superfluous, or even illegal. But this
was not the case. Nearly two centuries were yet to pass, before
the legal period in the history of Israel’s religion could com-
mence. Quite other matters than the calin exposition and ap-
plication of the book of the law found by Hilkiah were to
occupy men’s minds. The sequel of this history will show us
what they were.

Tirst, however, we will once more glance at the book of the
law and its author. It has not been preserved to us in its
original form, as we have already remarked* but has been
included in the Pentateuch. A not unimportant part of that
Pentateuch is of much later date than the Deuteronomic law,
and cannot have been united with it into one whole until after
the Babylonish exile. But the prophetic narratives concerning
the first men and their descendants and the patriarchal and
Mosaic times were in existence, and probably, as we have
seen, included ““the ten words” and the Book of the Covenant.
The same prophetic narrators had also compiled the history of
Joshua. The new book of the law had not followed all these
accounts blindly, it is true, but yet it had adhered to them so
closely, that an attempt could be made to blend it with them.
Of course, we could not be sure that this took place shortly
after Josiah’s reformation, if the chapters that join the real
book of the law to the older narrativest did not so greatly
resemble that book itself, that we must actually ascribe them
to one and the same author.f We believe, therefore, that
before long the Deuteronomist again took his book in hand, and
incorporated it with the prophetic historical narratives of that
day. e then wrote the address which we now read in Deut.
i. 1—iv. 40, in which the history of the journey in the desert
is recapitulated and made the ground of an exhortation to the
people. TFor our purpose, the conclusion of that discourse,

* pp. 15, seq. T Deut. i.-iv. ; xxxi. seq.

1 Comp. W. IL. Kosters, ds historie-beschouwing van den Dzuteronomist, met de
berichten in Genesis-Numeri vergeleken, pp. 16-30
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Deut. iv. 1, seq., is of special importance. All stress is there
laid upon the superiority of Jahveh’s law to the practices of the
heathen.®* So earnest a warning is given against likenesses of
Jahveh,t that we involuntarily ask, whether the circumstances
of the time did not give rise to the renewed inculcation of the
law that forbade them. The final chapters of Deuteronomy
were written upon the same occasion, almost in their present
form. Some things occur in it that belong to the older pro-
phetic narrative;f the two poems also, “the song™ and “the
blessing of Moses,”§ were already in existence. But the Deute-
ronomist included all this and added to it much from his own
hand. Thus, among other things, the hortatory discourse in
Deut. xxix. xxx. was written then, a counterpart to Deut.
xxviil., but—perhaps, under the influence of the disasters that
befell Israel after the year 620 B.c.—of more sombre colouring.
Most probably the Deuteronomist went still farther and com-
piled the history of Joshua. The narratives relating to the
conquest|| and the final address of the aged leader? are indeed
founded on older documents, but here and there show very
plainly the hand of the Deuteronomist. Thus, among other
things, the account of Joshua “utterly destroying’” the Canaan-
ites,** according to Jahveh’s command to Moses, comes from
him. The repeated assurance that the Israelites, like their
leader, faithfully kept Jahveh’s commandments and were con-
sequently blessed by him in all that they undertook,t+t is also
undoubtedly from his pen. Thus he kept steadily in view the
great end for which he had laboured, and made the history of
the previous centuries, as described by his predecessors, also
serviceable for the preaching of the great truth that Israel’s
prosperity entirely depended upon its fidelity to Jahveh.

But however important it may be to trace out the way in

* Dent. iv. 6, seq. T Dent. iv. 15, seq.  t Especially in Deut. xxxi. 14, seq.

§ Deut. xxxii. 1-43; xxxiii. Comp. Vol. I, p. 378, seq, || Josh. i.-xii.

€ Josh. xxiii. xxiv. *#* Josh. x. 28, seq.; xi. 12, seq.

Tt Josh. 1. 3, seq., 6, seq., 17, 18; iil. 7, 10; iv. 14; v. 2, seq.; ix. 14 b; xi.
15-20, &c.
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which the Mosaic party endeavoured to make use of literature
to promote the realization of their plans, we must now fix our
attention upon the wider and turbulent scene of political events.
Tor 13 years more Josiah occupied the throne of David (621-608
B.c.). Scarcely a single fact has been handed down to us from
these years. But we venture to assert that it was a time of
excitement and strained expectation. Josiah had been able to
accomplish successfully his great undertaking, the purification
of Judah and Jerusalem. The joyous feast of the passover
with which it concluded, was followed by other festivals in
honour of Jahveh; the temple, which was now served by a
much more numerous priesthood than Dbefore, was faithfully
attended ; the altars and shrines of the false gods had been
laid waste and remained so. Is it a wonder that the king and
thoso of his opinion felt sure of Jahvelh’s blessing, nay, looked
forward to fresh and unknown signs of his favour? The pro-
mises of the book of the law were surely no less positive than
its threats? Political circumstances seemed to encourage in
every way the expectation that Israel would again becomo
mighty and great. During tho reign of Sennacherib, Heze-
kiah’s contemporary, the Assyrian empire had sustained some
heavy blows; then the Medes, among others, had revolted,
about the year 710 ».c., and the great king at Nineveh had not
succeeded in subduing them again. On the contrary, about
the middle of the 7th century B.c., the Medes became dangerous
to their former masters. Shortly after Josiah had ascended
the throne, their king Cyaxares laid siege to Nineveh (634 B.c.).
It is true, he was obliged by the invasion of the Scythian
hordes to raise this siege,* but it was easy to foresee that he
or his successor would renew the attack. However that might
be, tho Assyrian empire was much weakened and the king
could not think of maintaining his power in the more distant
provinces, to which the former kingdom of the ten tribes also
belonged. It does not surprise us, therefore, to find Josiah

* Sce above, p. 10, seq.
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appearing as a reformer in “the cities of Samaria” as well,*
whether it were as early as his 18th year, or—which is quite as
probable—subsequently. There was no one to prevent him
from acting there as lord and master, and, if he could rely
upon the promises of Hilkiah’s book of the law, it was Jahveh’s
intention, now that Isracl hearkened to his voice, to bring back
the glorious days of David.t

Let it not be imagined that we infer too much from the mere
account of Josiah’s operations in Ephraim, and ascribe to him
designs which perhaps he never entertained. The last act of
his reign proves incoutestably that we judge him rightly. In
the year 610 n.c. Nineveh was again besieged, this time by tho
Medes and Babylonians in league together. In the same year
Psammetichus, king of Egypt, died and was succceded by his
son Necho. If Psammetichus had already tried to enlarge his
kingdom at the expense of Assyria, Necho was not the man to
miss the golden opportunity that now presented itself: he
proposed to seize Syria and Palestine, the Assyrian provinces
that bordered on his own kingdom, and thus to obtain his
share of the spoil, even if he did not help to bring down the
giant. By the sccond year after his accession to the throne he
was on the march to Syria with a large army. Probably it
was transported by sca and landed at Acco, on the Mediterra-
nean, whence it was to proceed overland. But in carrying out
this plan he encountered an unexpected obstacle: Josiah went
to meet him with an army and attempted to prevent his march
to Syria.}

Josiah’s motive for opposing Necho is obvious enough. He
could not look on with unconcern while the Egyptian king
extended his authority over Syria and northern Palestine. He
had everything to fear from such a neighbour. It could not
be long before he would also attempt to incorporate little

* 2 Kings xxiii, 15-20; above p. 13.
t Comp. also my paper: De dood wvan Josia, in Nieuw en Oud, New Serics,
1866, pp. 257-273. + 2 Kings xxiii. 29; 2 Chr. xxxv. 20.
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Judah into his kingdom. In spite of this, Josiah’s war against
Necho remains an ill-advised, nay, a senseless undertaking.
He was no match for mighty Egypt. Had he but endeavoured
to form an alliance with the kings of Syria! But no, without
anyone’s help he tries to keep back Necho’s army. We can
only account for this imprudent act by connecting it with the
expectations which had been raised by the new book of the
law. Josiah must have firmly believed that Jahveh would fight
for his people and defeat the Egyptian ruler. From what
Jeremiah tells us of the attitude of the prophets in the reigns
of Jehoiakim and Zedckiah, we must infer that many of them
strengthened the king in his intention not to endure an
encroachment such as that of the Pharaoh.* The Chronicler
relates that Necho himself endeavoured to dissuade Josiah from
the unequal contest.t But it was no good. The decisive battle
was fought in the valley of Megiddo: Judah was defeated ;
Josiah perished.f

Josiah’s death filled his subjects with bitter sorrow, which
showed itself in loud lamentations.§ No wonder, indeed ; for
those who were like-minded with Josiah could bear witness of him:
““like unto him was there no king before him, that liad turned
to Jahveh with all his heart, and with all his soul, and with all
his might, according to all the law of Moses; neither after him
arose there any like him.”|| Nor could his opponents deny
him the praise, that, true to his principles, he had acted with
vigour, had strengthened the kingdom, and had extended
Israel’s power as far as in him lay. His death was therefore a
great, an irreparable loss. Besides this, the fact could not be
concealed, that after the defeat at Megiddo a new Egyptian
slavery was imminent. But with many of the Israelites grief
at the loss of such a king and at the lot that awaited the

* See below on this subject. T 2 Chr. xxxv. 21.
1 2 Kings xxiii. 29, 30; 2 Chr. xxxv. 22-24,

§ 2 Chr. xxxv. 24, 25; Zech. xii. 10, comp. Jer. xxii. 10, 11, 18,

|| 2 Kings xxiii. 25.
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fatherland, was mingled with a still more bitter feeling of
disappointment. How utterly different had been their ideal of
the result of Josiah’s undertaking! How suddenly and rudely
were they awoke, as from a fair dream! Had Jahveh’s arm
been shortened, then ; or could his promises no longer be relied
upon ? Thus doubt went hand in hand with sorrow, and
Judah’s dismay was as deep as it was general.

It was in truth a difficult problem that the pious servant of
Jahveh had to solve in those days. His conception of Jahveh’s
justice — we noticed it above* —required a perfect accord
between lot and life: prosperity was connected with the obser-
vance of Jahveh’s commandments, misfortune with resistance
to him ; this indissoluble union revealed itsclf in the fate of the
nation as well as in that of the individual Israelite. Whenever
that rule was departed from, or, as in this case, altogether sub-
verted, belief in Jahveh’s justico was imperilled. But it was
much too deeply rooted to yield to one blow. By all sorts of
ways men sought to decide the dispute that arose, and so to
interpret the undeniable truth, that it should no longer con-
tradict their faith., During the years which clapsed between
Josiah’s death and the fall of Jerusalem (608 to 586 B.c.),
parties, or varictics of one and the same party, actually formed
themselves, which differed from each other especially in the
interpretation of Jahveh’s justice in conncetion with Israel’s
fortunes. We shall pay attention to this shortly. But soon
after Josiah’s death, unless I be mistaken, the same problem
was scriously considered in its application to the individunal,
and handled in the writings of the Israelitish “ wise’” men.
At first their reflections had no influence worth mentioning
upon the course of religious development. Yet they are re-
markable enough to make us take cognizance of their results.
By doing this we shall prepare ourselves for the better com-
prehension of the battle which was fought in the domain of
politics and religion.

* Vol I, p. 60, seq.
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As early as the eighth century B.c. many of the wise” had
joined the prophets, and had brought the lessons derived from
experience into harmony with the higher religious truth pro-
claimed by thoso intrepid champions of Jahvism. It cannot
surprise us, therefore, that the Chokmah-literature of the
seventh century n.c. shows cvident traces of this prophetic
influence. It will be worth our while, however, to dwell for a few
moments upon this phenomenon: the independence evinced
by some of the wise acquires greater significance, when we find
that the Chokmah usually followed the paths in which prophecy
had preceded it.  'We remarked before, that the Deuteronomist
clearly distinguishes himself from his predecessors among the
prophets by the tone which he adopts: he is as much in earnest
as they, but he is characterized besides by a certain fervour and
conscientiousness, that make him press and persist, repeating,
if necd be, what he has already said once. Now inthe seventh
century B.c. proverbial poetry also had its Deuteronomist, the
author of Proverbs, chap.i. 7—ix. It cannot be said that,
compared with the wise who were before him, he brought new
truths to light. Jahvism is his basis as it was theirs. “The
fear of Jahveh is the beginning of wisdom '+ this is the theme
of his exhortations, and he does not disown it for a single
moment. His belief in Jahvel’s justice, in the reward of
those who fear God, and in the punishment of the ungodly,
is unwavering, and is expressed as strongly as possible. For
provident and selfish reasons, it is true, but yet with emphasis,
he exhorts men to honour Jahveh with gifts to the temple and
to the priests.§ If in this alone he goes further than his pre-
decessors, he also distinguishes himself from them by his doe-
trine of wisdom. He represents it as a person and introduces
it acting and speaking.|| In itself this personification is by no
means strange. After the wise had delivered their lessons and

* Vol. I, p. 387, seq. 1 Prov.i. 7 a.

1 Prov. ii. 21, 22 ; iii. 81-35; iv. 18,19 ; v. 21-23, § Prov. iii. 9, 10.
|| Prov. i. 20, seq. ; viii., ix.
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proverbs in “the gate” for centuries together, men may easily
have come to derive their doctrine from one source and to
reduce it to one principle. But the form in which this is done
deserves all our attention. Wisdom is regarded as an attribute
of Jahveh, or rather, in accordance with the personification, as
his companion and helper at the very creation of the world.*
Hence it is that she reveals herself in all creation and can be
perceived by man.+ DBut at the same time it follows from this,
that it is “ Jahveh who giveth wisdom and that knowledge and
understanding come out of his mouth.”’f This divine wisdom
can testify of herself:

¢ Counsel is mine and sound wisdom,
I am understanding ; I have strength ;
By me kings reign
And princes decree justice ;
By me princes rule
And nobles, even all the judges of the earth.”§

The idea that true wisdom can only come from Jahveh is so
firmly impressed upon the poet, that he considers wisdom of
small account, so soon as it is regarded as the work of man.
Hence the antithesis :

“Trust in Jahveh with all thine heart
And lean not on thine own understanding.
Know him in all thy ways
And he shall smooth thy paths.
Be not wise in thine own eyes,
Fear Jahveh and depart from evil.” ||

Bat if so, we can understand how it is, that wisdom appears
here purely in a prophetic form, and that exhortations and
warnings are put into her mouth which have the greatest
resemblance to what Jahveh himself utters through the pro-
phets, and especially in Deuteronomy. To seck her and to

* Prov. viii. 22, seq. T Prov. iii. 19, 20. I Prov. ii. 6.
§ Prov. viii. 14-16. I Prov. iii. 5-7.
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follow her, is, indecd, the same as to becomo a worshipper of
Jahveh ; the blessings which she confers upon her friends, the
misfortunes which befall those who despise her, are the blessings
and misfortunes which elsewhere are connected with fidelity to
Jahveh and with apostasy from him.* To all this let there be
added the conformity with Deuteronomy in tone and style.t
Is it not very evident that the wise man by whom the first part
of the book of Proverbs was written, joins hands with tho
priest-prophet whom we have learnt to know as the author of
Denteronomy, and works in his own sphere so entirely in the
spirit of the latter, that the boundary between Chokmah and
prophecy is more than once crossed ?

Yet the individuality of the Chokmah was not lost. About
the year of Josiah’s death an unknown author wrote, perhaps
in the desert of Judah, ncar Thekoa, the birthplace of the
prophet Amos, that wonderfully beautiful poem, the book of
Job. This is not the place to discuss it thoroughly. We can
only consider it from the point of view of religious develop-
ment.  There is indeed no lack of guides to a true perception
of the drift of the whole and of its details, and to a right esti-
mation of the wsthetic value of the book.t Referring tho
reader to those guides, I confine myself here to that which
falls within the limits of our subject.

When we attribute to the poet of the book of Job an
individuality distinct from prophecy, it must not be un-
derstood that this “wise” man remained truec to Solomon’s
example and, consequently, a stranger to the later and more
spiritual development of Jahvism. Tho contrary is the case.
He is a monotheist in the most absolute sense of the word.
This appears not only from what he says in direct reference to

* Prov. i. 20-33 ; viii. 32-36 ; ix. 5, 6, 11. t Comp. my II%. Q. iii. 95, 96.

1 Comp. in addition to my Hk. O. iii. 110-172, the article Job in the Bijb.
Woordenbock, ii. 147-160 (by Veth); J. C. Matthes, het boek Job vertaald en
verklaard (2 vols. Utrecht; 1865); the papers by Hoekstra and . Qort, in the

Gids, 1856, i. 585-642; 1867, i. 219-236; and the poetical rendering of the book of
Job by ten Kate.
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Jahveh, but also from the remarkable fact that he puts these
sublime ideas into the mouths of men who are not Israclites,
and makes Jahveh reveal himself to them.% Morcover, the
persons who are introduced here as speaking, use throughout
—one single place excepted—not the name Jahveh, but the
older and more general designations, Iil, Shaddai, Iloah. War
between Jahveh and the other gods exists no longer for the
poet, it lies far behind him. This is so true, that men have
been able to point, not without some show of justice, to the
calm of his monotheism as a proof that he cannot have been
a contemporary of Jeremiah, who all his life long had to con-
tend against the worshippers of false gods; nay, we should
admit this argument, had we to regard the poet as a represen-
tative of the sentiments of his day, in which case we should
have to place him after the exile. His monotheism of counrse
involves a very purc conception of Jahveh’s being and the
perfect recognition of his majesty and virtues. He is pre-
eminently the pure one :

¢ Shall mortal man be more just than God,
A man more pure than his Maker ?
Even in his servants he putteth no trust,
And he findeth folly in his angels 17+

the all-seeing and all-knowing one :

“ The kingdom of the dead is naked before God,
And the gulf is without veil.”’}

and the all-mighty one :

“Who doeth great things, wholly unsecarchable,
‘Wonders without number;
‘Who poureth out rain upon the carth
And sendeth out waters upon the fields ;

* Job xxxviil. seq.
f Jobiv. 17, 18. IIere and in the following quotations the author gencrally
followed the translation of Dr. Matthes. t+ Job xxvi. 6.
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Who will set up on high those that be low,

And make happy those that mourn ;

Who disappointeth the devices of the crafty,

So that their hands perform nothing real ;

Who taketh the wise in their own craftiness,
And causeth the counsel of the cunning to fail.””*

But it is unnecessary to go on in this strain. Let us simply
remark, in addition, that the morality advanced by the poet is
proportionate to the sublimity of his notion of God. As onc
proof out of many, I will name the beautiful chapter in which
Job protests his innocence and enumerates various sins from
which he is conscious that he is free :+ even desire he would have
imputed to himself as a sin ;1 and, no less, want of pity towards
the poor, the fatherless and the widow,$ and the unjust treat-
ment of his male or female slaves, for have not both he and
they one Creator and Maker ?|| All the rest agrees with these
few instances.

No, the difference between the poet of Job and the prophets
lies elsewhere, in the attitude of each with regard to the doc-
trine of recompense. How the prophets interpreted this doc-
trine, need not be repeated here; besides, we shall soon
witness the conflict that they waged over it, although they
agreed on the main point. The author of the Jobeid denies
that God’s retributive justice clearly manifests itself in the
unequal fortunes of mankind, and above all that we are at
liberty to decide upon a man’s religious and moral character
from his lot, whether it be prosperity or adversity. This is
done by the three friends of the unhappy Job, who appear in
the poem as the representatives of the popular belief. Their
endless arguments amount to this, that the justice of God’s
dispositions cannot be doubted, that a man’s life and his lot in
life must correspond. If this connection be not at once appa-

* Job v. 9-13, comp. xii. 7, seq., &e. T Job xxxi.
I Ver. 1. § Vers. 16, seq. |l Vers. 13-15.
2 E
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rent, it is because the sin of which the calamity is the punish-
ment has remained unnoticed by or hidden from others. Or
else the punishment has been deferred for a time, and will be
accomplished afterwards upon the sinner himself or upon his
children. Against these dogmas, which sometimes are also
recommended by their similarity to the tradition of centuries,
Job, in the depth of his abasement and misery, advances this
one argument alone : the testimony of his conscience, which
does not reproach him for any sin of which his great sufferings
could be the penalty. Appealing repeatedly to this internal
judge and to God, of whose cruelty he bitterly complains, Job
repulses his friends’ attacks, and at last silences them. They
retire ; he remains master of the field, and, no longer disturbed
by their contradictions, can now reflect aloud, as it were, first
upon the relative truth of their assertions and upon the inscru-
tableness of God’s wisdom,* and then upon his fair past, his
present adversity, and the testimony of his conscience.t But
although he somewhat limits in the course of these reflections
one or two things that he has said before, he does not arrive at
a solution of the problem, nor at an insight into the wherefore
of God’s enigmatical dispensations. On the contrary, at the
very end of that soliloquy he assumes a tone of deep grievance
against God :
O that one heard me!

Lo! here is my signature :

Let the Almighty give me an answer to it !

And the accusation-roll which my enemies wrote,

Verily, I will carry it upon my shoulder,

And bind it on me as a crown !

The number of my steps I will declare unto him,

Bold as a prince, I will approach him.”’}

But now—for Elihuw’s arguments§ do not belong to the ori-

ginal book—dJahveh himself appears upon the scene to answer

* Job xxvii, xxviii. + Job xxix.-xxxi.
i Job xxxi, 35-37, § Job xxxii.~xxxvil.
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Job. Will he dispel the obscurity and vindicate his govern-
ment of the world ? By no means. Both his addresses* are
intended to show that Jahveh’s might and wisdom manifest
themselves in nature, and vain man is incapable of compre-
hending what God does, much less of altering it or improving
upon it. Proof upon proof is furnished of God’s supremacy.
The first address, which concludes with the question :—
“ Shall the fault-finder contend with the Almighty ?
Let him that accuseth God give answer to this 1"+

is enough to humble Job, who says :—

““ Behold, I am too vile: what shall I answer thee ?
I will lay mine hand upon my mouth.
Once have I spoken—but never again,
And twice—I will do so no more 1”}

Once again Jahveh speaks, now more particularly to make
him observe God’s might, and his own nothingness, in the
wonderful structure of the hippopotamus and the crocodile.
Deeply ashamed, Job asks forgiveness for his presumption :—

“I know that thou canst do everything,
And that for thee no plan is infeasible.
I have spoken without searching,
Things too wonderful for me, which I knew not.
I had heard speak of thee,
But now mine eye hath seen thee:
Therefore I retract and I repent,
In dust and ashes.”§

The designs of the Almighty and All-wise are inserutable to
vile mortals : this is the result of the Jobeid. There is
nothing left but faith, or, rather, blind submission to God’s
dispensation.

What a remarkable confession! By the mouth of this pious
man, Israelitish Jahvism declares itself powerless to account

* Job xxxviii.-xl. 2 and x1. 6—xIi. 1 Job xl1. 2. T Job xl. 4, 5.
§ Job xlii. 2-6.
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for the truth which it cannot deny. On the one hand, its doctrine
of recompense is gainsaid by experience time after time. Yet,
on the other hand, it cannot be abandoned, for this, to the
Israelite, would have been equal to denying God’s justice,
i.e. God’s very existence. Nothing remains, therefore, but
to hold fast to both hypotheses, in spite of their mutual
antagonism. This dilemma is far from satisfactory. But there
is no way of getting out of it. The epilogue of the poem* is a
striking emblem of the difficulty in which the poet, and with
him many a pious man of thought, was placed. He would
have hurt the feelings of his readers, if he had allowed Job to
die in his misery. e has no choice, therefore, but to describe
his restoration to his former prosperity. That is to say: he
must apply to the life of his hero that very doctrine of recom-
pense which he does not entirely reject in his poem, it 1s true,
but the universal applicability of which he has denied, nay,
attacked as vigorously as possible. And let us not forget
that it is by no means any flaw in his argument that reduces
him to this necessity. On the contrary, it is just because he
has grasped and rendered the facts as experience presented
them to him, that he is forced to end with this concession.
Therefore we repeat the observation with which we began: it
was a difficult problem that the pious servant of Jahveh had to
solve in those days. We ought to bear this in mind in the
sequel of our investigations, which now return to political
events and their influence upon religious development.

After the victory in the valley of Megiddo and the death of
Josiah, Necho was master of the kingdom of Judah. Before
he arrived there, “the people of the land” made Jehoahaz, a
younger son of Josiah, king, presumably because he was more
attached than his elder brother to his father’s policy. At all
events, Necho hastened to depose him and send him to Egypt:
He was superseded by Eliakim, henceforward called J ehoiakim.t

* Job xlii, 7-17. + 2 Kings xxiii, 31-35 ; 2 Chr. xxxvi. 1-4.



FALL OF JERUSALEM IN 586 B.C. 53

At first Jehoiakim was a vassal of Egypt, and it does not
appear that he made any attempt to escape from this servitude.
But it was not long before events occurred elsewhere in Asia
that entirely changed his position. Nineveh had fallen; the
Medes and the Chaldeans or Babylonians now ruled over the
former territory of the Assyrians; Syria and Palestine fell to
the share of the Babylonians. Of course, the Egyptians were
not inclined to let them have undisputed possession. A battle
was fought at Carchemish (Circesium), on the Euphrates, be-
tween the armies of Necho and Nebuchadnezzar, who then
commanded in the name of his father, Nabopolassar, but very
shortly afterwards succeeded him. The Egyptians sustained a
crushing defeat (604 B.c.).* This decided the fate of Western
Asia, including Judaea. A year or two after the victory at
Carchemish, Jehoiakim had to submit to the Chaldeans (602
B.c.).T TFrom that period all thoughts in Judea were centred
upon the possibility of deliverance. It does not appear that
Jehoiakim himself and his successors took the initiative in the
repeated attempts to shake off the yoke of the foreigner. The
impression we receive is rather that they were pushed forward
by the national desire for independence which showed itself
strongly among the chief men and the courtiers, as well as
among the populace of Jerusalem, led by the priests and by
the much greater portion of the prophets. Three years after
his submission, Jehoiakim declared his independence (599 or
598 B.c.).f Probably Nebuchadnezzar had his hands too full at
this moment to march against him at once. He confined him-
self to ordering ravaging incursions into Judah’s territory.§
Before he could proceed to more decisive measures, Jehoiakim
had died and had been succeeded by his son Jehoiachin
(Jechonia, 597 B.c.). Upon the latter descended the punish-
ment for his father’s revolt. After a reign of three months, he
had to surrender with his capital to Nebuchadnezzar. The

* Jer. xlvi. 2. T 2 Kings xxiv. 1. I 2 Kings xxiv. 1.
§ 2 Kings xxiv. 2.
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latter deemed a severe chastisement necessary to keep the tur-
bulent people under restraint : Jehoiachin himself and a number
of the chief citizens of Jerusalem, the kernel of the nation,
were carried prisoners to Babylon; the temple was plundered
of part of its treasures ; Mattaniah, a son of Josiah, ascended
the throne as Zedekiah.* But even these violent measures
turned ont to be inadequate for the object in view. The great
majority of the people and its leaders could not accommodate
themselves to the subjection to the Babylonish conqueror. As
early as the fourth year of Zedekiah’s reign, an alliance with
the neighbouring peoples (Edomites, Moabites, Ammonites,
Pheenicians), the first step toward a rebellion against the
Chaldeans, was prepared (994 B.c.).t For reasons unknown to
us, this plan was not then carried out, but the feeling re-
mained the same. The friends of liberty naturally turned their
eyes to Egypt: without help from that quarter they could not
possibly succeed. It may be that Necho was disinclined to in-
volve himself in another war with the Chaldeans. At all
events, it is worthy of notice that Zedekiah’s revolt coincides
with the accession of Necho’s successor, Hophra (589 B.c.).f
Nebuehadnezzar was not the man to be deterred by the pros-
pect of a rupture with Egypt from punishing the rebels. On
the 10th day of the 10th month of Zedeckiah’s ninth year his
army appeared before Jerusalem (583 B.c.).§ Hophra, true to
his promise, made an attempt to relieve the city, and compelled
Nebuchadnezzar to raise the siege for a time. But his army
must have been beaten. At all events, Jerusalem was soon
surrounded again. At length, a year and a half after the first
appearance of the Chaldeans under the walls—on the 9th day
of the 4th month of Zedekiah’s eleventh year (586 B.c.)—the
city was captured. Severe judgment was dealt to the king,

* 2 Kings xxiv. 8-17; 2 Chr. xxxvi. 9, 10, + Jer. xxvii., comp. li. 59-64,

1 Comp. my Hk. O. ii. 168, n. 10.

§ See ibid. p. 200, sq., where the passages of which use is made in the sequel of
this sketch, are quoted. Compare generally 2 Kings xxv. 1-21; Jer lii. 1-30.
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who had tried in vain to save himself by flight., When the
city and the temple had been plundered, they were given up to
the flames. Again a number of the inhabitants of Jerusalem
and of the rural districts were carried away into exile. Geda-
liah the son of Ahikam was appointed governor over those that
remained, and established himself at Mizpah. At first he
seemed to meet with some success in his attempts to reunite
the scattered Judseans. But the jealousy of the Ammonitish
king, Baalis, worked the destruction of even this small remnant
of the kingdom of Judah. Ishmael the son of Nethaniah, in-
stigated by Baalis, killed Gedaliah, and although the interven-
tion of other captains prevented him from making the Judeeans
migrate to Ammon, in accordance with his plan, yet, after this
atrocity, further residence in Judaea was not to be thought of.
Such, at least, was the opinion of most men. They were afraid
of being charged with and punished for the murder of Geda-
liah, and resolved to migrate to Egypt.* The aged prophet
Jeremiah was obliged to accompany them against his will, and
died there. A comparatively few scattered inhabitants in the
rural districts were all that were now left in Judma. The
Israelitish nation had ceased to exist in its native land.+

These were momentous times in the history of the kingdom
of Judah. The spectacle they present to us is interesting in
itself. A small nation, warmly attached to its independence,
struggling to preserve it, and to win it back when lost, but
succumbing in that struggle: who could witness this scene
with indifference ? But this period becomes doubly interesting
to us, when we notice the commotions and mutual strife of the
religious parties. Our information in this regard is tolerably
complete. The historians can tell us nothing more of the last
four kings of Judah than the monotonous: ¢ he did that which
was evil in the sight of Jahveh, according to all that his fathers

* In 581 B.c. ? Comp. H. Qort, Jeremia in de lijst van zijn tijd, pp. 160, sq.
t The events subsequent to the fall of Jerusalem we know from Jer xl. 1.—xliii-
7; comp. 2 Kings xxv. 22-26,
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had done.”’* All that we can infer from this is, that there was
a material difference between them and Josiah their prede-
cessor ; wherein that difference lay, this adverse verdict does
not inform us. But we are able to consult other sources. The
prophet Habakkuk and the unknown writer whose oracular
utterances are contained in chaps. xii.-xiv. of the book of
Zechariah, belong to this period. Jeremiah, who made his first
appearance in the thirteenth year of Josiah (626 ».c.), lived to
see the fall of Jerusalem and the events that succeceded it. In
the fourth and fifth years of Jehoiakim’s reign (604 and 603
B.c.) he began to write down his addresses.t¥ From that time,
with Baruch’s assistance, he continued to commit to writing his
own prophecies and the narrative of his adventures, which also
throw light upon the political and religious condition of the
people.  Shortly after the destruction of Jerusalem, the pro-
phecy of Obadiah was brought to its present form. The
Lamentations too, the last alone excepted, were composed then.
Among the exiles who had lived on the banks of the Chebar
since 597 B.c., Ezekiel appears as a prophet as early as the year
592 B.C. ; before he was carried off he served as a priest in the
temple at Jerusalem, and afterwards he was well informed of
what went on in his native land ; we have him to thank for
more than one important piece of information. And finally, it
is as good as certain that some of the penitential psalms belong
to this period. Of no other period of Israel’s history do we
possess such abundant and trustworthy evidence.

The first significant fact that we learn from these eye-
witnesses, is the revival of idolatry. Habakkuk mentions it
but once—we shall see why presently—if, at least, we may
assume that this sin also is included in the “iniquity” and the
“grievance” of which he complains. The author of Zech.
xii.-xiv. is more lucid. He looks forward longingly to the time
when ¢ Jahveh of hosts shall cut off the names of the idols out

* 2 Kings xxiii. 82, 837; xxiv. 9, 19; 2 Chr. xxxvi. 5, 9, 12.
T Jer. xxxvi. i Iab. i 3, 4.
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of the land, so that they shall no more be remembered.””*
When he states further, that many prophets are actuated by
the “unclean spirit,” one is led to conjecture that they encour-
aged the service of the strange gods, or even prophesied in
their name.t+ It is Jeremiah especially, however, who enters
into details upon this subject. It is not always possible to
dotermine when he is speaking of the past, and when of his
own contemporaries. But this in itself is full of significance,
for it proves that no real difference existed between the state
of affairs before the eighteenth year of Josiah’s reign, and that
of which the prophet was a witness under Jehoiakim and his
successors. Ie does not hesitate, either, to say to his hearers :
“Your fathers have forsaken Jahveh and followed after other
gods . . . . butye have done worse than your fathers”i
Sometimes he confines himself to the complaint that his con-
temporaries serve ¢ other gods,” “the Baalim,” or ¢ Baal”’—
equal in his mouth to “the false gods”—and burn incense to
them.§ At other times he mentions particularly the worship
of the false gods on hills and under green trees.]| He would
not have proved so indignant at the Molech-worship,q which
was practised largely on the topheth in the neighbourhood of
Jerusalem, if all traces of it had been wiped out. It would
seem that the temple at Jerusalem was again polluted with
idols,** and that the burning of incense to ‘‘the host of heaven”
was resumed.t+ And “the queen of heaven” especially, i.e.
the moon-goddess, Astarte, is zealously worshipped by men
and women, with all the ceremonies pertaining to her service.t}
Jeremiah had still to combat this form of idolatry in Egypt.
The inhabitants of the kingdom of Judah had served this god-
dess “in the cities of Judah and in the streets of Jerusalem.”

* Zech. xiii. 2. t Zech. xiii, 2-6. f Jer. xvi. 11, 12,
§ Jer. ix. 12, seq. ; xiii. 10 ; xviii. 15 ; xxii. 9.

|| Jer. xiii. 27 ; xvii. 2, seq., comp. ii. 20 ; iii. 6, 13.

§ Jer. vii. 31; xix, 4, 5, 11-13 ; xxxii. 35, comp. 30.

*¢ Jer. vil. 80; xxxii. 34. 1t Jer. xix. 13. 11 Jer. vii. 16-19.
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Nay, they themselves declared that from the moment that they
ceased to honour her (openly and officially), 7.e. from the
eighteenth year of Josiah’s reign, all sorts of misfortunes had
befallen them.* If Jeremiah, in an oracle uttered before
Josiah’s reformation, but not written down till after it, could
speak in this way :—

““ As a thief is made ashamed when he is found,

So stands the house of Israel ashamed,
They, their kings, princes, priests, and prophets,
Who say to a stock, ¢ Thou art my father !’
And to a stone, ¢ Thou hast bronght me forth I’
For they have turned their back unto me, and not their face,
But in their trouble they will say, ¢ Arise and save us V’
But—where are thy gods that thou hast made thee ?
Let them arise, that they may save thee in thy trouble!
For as numerous as thy citics have thy gods become, O
Judah P+
he repeats these last words in the reign of Jehoiakim, and
adds :—
¢ According to the number of the strects of Jerusalem have
ye set up altars to the ¢ shameful thing,’
Altars to burn incense unto Baal I’}

When we open Ezckiel’s prophecies, we find Jeremiah’s
statements confirmed. Our attention is especially attracted by
his description of what took place in or around the temple at
Jerusalem.§ It has been suspected, not without reason, that
he refers to earlier times, and particularly to the reign of
Manasseh. But when we reflect how Ezekiel speaks of his
contemporaries, || it is difficult to believe that an end was put
to these practices under Zedekiah. He too makes mention
more than once of the Molech-worship.q He expressly adds

* Jer. xliv. 7-9, 17, seq.

t Jer. ii. 26-28 ; comp. iii. 6, seq. ; iv. 1; v. 7, 19. t Jer. xi, 13.

§ Ezek. viii., comp. Note I. at the end of this chapter. || Ezek. xx. 30, seq.
€ Ezek. xvi. 20, 21 ; xx. 30, 31; xxiii. 87-39,
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that those who dedicated their sons and daughters to the false
gods by fire, afterwards appeared in Jahveh’s sanctuary, and
so defiled it.* Jeremiah also knows frequenters of the temple
who at the same time burn incense in honour of Baalt—with
him, as has been said, a general name for the false gods.
Therefore both bear witness—and we should assume it even
without their assurance—that the worshippers of the other
gods did not intend to substitute them for Jahveh, and thus to
sever the connection between him and Israel. Like their fore-
fathers, they only repudiated the exclusive Jahveh-worship, of
which the prophets, whose evidence we have collected, were
the vigorous defenders. Their Jahvism, however, partly in
consequence of increased intercourse with other countries, was
even more mixed than that of the common multitude in the
8th century B.c. And, moreover, this mixed Jahvism, the
prophets assure us, was not the religion of the few, but of the
majority of the people.

We should mistake at once the nature and the extent of
these phenomena, were we to imagine that they can be ex-
plained by pointing to the statement of the historian, that
Josial’s successors did that which was evil in the sight of
Jahveh.”” In any case it would devolve upon us to explain
the nature of this  evil-doing.” But even if we succeeded
in so doing, such an appeal to the example and influence of
the kings would still be quite unsatisfactory. However great
we suppose their power to have been, and however strong the
pressure that they brought to bear, they remain insufficient to
account for the sudden restoration of the service of the false
gods. But besides this, Jehoiakim and Zedekiah—the other
two only reigned three months each——were, unless we are
altogether deceived, not at all powerful princes, who applied
themselves to alter the religious condition of the nation, or
would have been capable of effecting a change. Josiah was

* Ezek, xxiii. 38, 39. T Jer. vii. 9, 10, comp. 6.
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the man of zeal and power who had tried to do so, and had
really succeeded. His successors did nothing more than—Ilet
things alone. But this, of itself, was enough to revive the
old forms which Josiah had opposed. So little had the violent
measures of that pious king effected, so deeply rooted in the
majority were the craving to serve and the habit of serving
other gods besides Jahveh. It is far from improbable that
during the sole domination of strict Jahvism in the second half
of Josiah’s reign, the Mosaic party increased in number. To this
extent the reformation gained its end. But in other respects
Jeremiah was not wrong, when he asked :—
¢ Shall the Ethiopian change his skin,

Or the leopard his spots ?

Shall ye also do good,

Who have been taught to do evil 7%

Ezekiel even goes so far as to ascribe to his contemporaries
the intention to become ¢ as the nations, as the families of the
countries, serving wood and stone”—although he assures them
at the same time that Jahveh shall compel them “ with a mighty
hand and a stretched out arm and with fury poured out” to
acknowledge him as their god, ““until all the house of Israel
serve him upon his holy mountain.”+ Can words declare more
plainly, that as yet exclusive Jahvism is not the religion suited
to the minds and the hearts of the Israelites ? that when left
to themselves, they walked in the ways of the heathen ?

But this “left to themselves” is a supposition opposed to the
reality. The Mosaic party—as we have already said—continued
stronger than ever, and did not lose sight of its aim. From
this time its different varieties claim our attention, for we per-
ceive at the first glance that its unity is broken.

Like Isaiah and Micah, but in a much higher degree, Jeremiah
and Ezckiel are opposed to “ the prophets.” Jeremiah, espe-
cially, wages unceasing war against them, and pays back with
interest in reproaches and accusations the treatment that he

* Jer. xiil. 23. T Ezek. xx. 32-40.
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receives at their hands. From the fact that he does not chargo
them with idolatry, at all events in his later prophecies, we un-
hesitatingly conclude that they were not guilty of it. In one
passage* he himself compares the prophets of Samaria with
those of Jerusalem; of the former he says that ¢ they pro-
phesied in Baal’s name and caused Jahveh’s people Israel
to err,” and of the latter, that they ¢ commit adultery, walk in
lies, and encourage the evil doers, se that they do not return
from their wickedness.” In fact, Jeremiah’s great complaint
against the Jahveh prophets of his time is, that instead of
preaching repentance as he does, they sct their hearers at case
and predict them a glorious future. ¢“Sword and famine shall
not rage in this land,” they say.+ And again, ““ Ye shall not
see the sword, and famine shall not hurt you, for Jahveh shall
give you unbroken peace in this place.””’ To those who de-
spise Jahveh-—so he describes their preaching in another pas-
sage—they say, ¢ Jahveh hath said, ¢ Ye shall have peace ;’ ” to
every one that walks in the wickedness of his own heart, “No
evil shall come upon you.”§ KXzekiel also reproaches them
that they speak of ¢ peace,”” where there is no peace.|—We
learn best how to interpret all this from Jeremiah’s mecting
with Hananiah the Gibeonite. In the fourth year of Zedckiah’s
reign, while plans of rebellion against Nebuchadnezzar were
being lai<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>