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THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL.

CHAPTER IX.
JUDAISM AND PARSEEISM.

Arrer Nehemiah had left the stage of history, the Jews
remained under Persian rule for nearly a century. Ourinforma-
tion as to their fortunes during that time is very defective.
Flavius Josephus gives us but a single fact, and that of such
a nature that it makes a very sad impression. The high-priest
Johanan had a brother named Jeshua, who managed to ingra-
tiate himself with Bagoscs, a general of Artaxerxes II. sur-
named Mncmon (404-361, B.c.), and obtained from him the
promise that he should be appointed high-pricst in Johanan’s
place. Probably this promise became known, or Jeshua, to
hasten its fulfilment, sought a quarrel with his brother. At
any rate the two brothers came to blows in the temple and
Johanan killed Jeshua. Bagoses thercupon forced his way into
the sanctuary and laid a heavy impost upon the people.* Thus
the union of the spiritual and temporal power in one person
alrcady bore bitter fruit. The high-priesthood was made an
object of intrigue ; foreigners considered themsclves qualified
to bestow it and saw in it a means for their own profit. This
incident, also, does not give us a favourable cpinion of the
spirit which prevailed in the family of the high-priest.

There arc no other accounts which make amends for the
silence of the Jewish historian. It may be assumed as probable,
that during the wars and disorders which foretold the approach-
ing fall of the Persian monarchy, Palestine did not remain
unharmed. Especially the Jews cannot but have suffered
during the war of Artaxerxes III. surnamed Ochus, against

* Jud. Ant. xi. 7, § 1.
3 B
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2 THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL.

Pheenicia and against Egypt (350 B.c. and the following years).
But if they themselves have not preserved the remembrance of
these events, the influence which they had upon their condition
certainly was not great. They were indeed much too weak to
play a part in politics, and, if they did oppose the Persian
king, they were certainly compelled to do so.

In another, the spiritual domain, they were not idle during
this century. It is true, the historical records do not mention
what they carried out or prepared unpon this ground before
their incarporation into the empire of Alexander the Great,
but yet proofs of their activity are not wanting and we can
express ourselves on the subject with confidence.

““ Moses received the thorah from Sinai and delivered it to
Joshua, and Joshua to the elders,* and the elders to the pro-
phets, and the prophets delivered it to the men of the Great
Synagogue ; theso last spake three words: be cautious in pro-
nouncing judgment; make many disciples; make a hedge
around the thorah.” So wrote one of the Jewish teachers
about 200 ycars after the commencement of our era.t ¢ The
thorah” which he mentions is the so-called oral law or tradi-
tion, which, according to his conviction, had been revealed to
Moses on Sinai as well as the written law, and had since been
regularly handed down. We can understand without difficulty
that he should make Joshua, the elders and the prophets deliver
this tradition in turn. But who ave the men of the Great Syna-
gogue who replaced the prophets ? and what do the three words
mean which are put into their mouths ?

We search in vain in earlier and later Jewish writings for a
clear and unequivocal answer to the first question.} Their
anthors evidently had a misty and confused idea of that * Great
Synagogue.” They were sure that it had existed and had exer-
cised great influence. They derived from it some most impor-
tant elements and usages of later Judaism, e.g., the liturgical
prayers and the admittance of some of the sacred books into

* Josh. xxiv. 31; Judges ii. 7. t Pirke Abéth. i. 1.
t Comp. Ik, O. iji. 414, sq.



JUDAISM AND PARSEEISM. 3

the Canon. Here and there the number of its members seems
to be fixed at 120. But the returns of their names are
borrowed from the narratives of the Old Testament relating
to the time after the exile, and are full of the most singular
anachronisms. The most admissible representation secems to
be that of the same author whose words I have just given.
‘When he says immediately afterwards of Simcon the Just—
1.e. of the high-priest Simeon II., about 200 B.c.—that he was
“of the remnants of the Great Synagogue,”* it follows that
this synagogue existed uninterruptedly for a considerable time,
so that it fills up the empty space between the latest prophet
and the teachers of the second century before our era. There
are indeed satisfactory reasons for assuming that a college such
as that of which tradition tells us under the name of “the
Great Synagogue” was at work just at that time.

Let us call to mind what Hzra aimed at and by what road he
endeavoured to attain his end. Henceforth the law of Moses
was to be the rule of the faith and conduct of the Israelites;
in their personal, domestic, and civil life they were to guide
themselves by its precepts. For the attainment of this end it
was necessary that that law should be made known and main-
tained, explained and applied. The necessity for this was so
obvious that HEzra cannot have overlooked it. Moreover, the
persons who should take this weighty task upon them, were
indicated as it were. It was but natural that the great work
should be carried on by those who had begun it: a Scribe had
introduced the law, Secribes should see that it was executed.
‘Who was there to dispute this task with them ? After Eara’s
time, just as before it, the priests continued to occupy the first
rank in the Jewish state. Upon them devolved the guidance
of public affairs and with them rested the ultimate decision.
Many of them may have felt themselves drawn to the study of
the Law, but the priesthood as such and in its entirety could
not well devote itself to it; it had other and, it believed,

* Pirke Aboth. 1. 2,



4 THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL.

equally important and honourable duties to perform ; in any
case it laid no claim to exclusive competence for that study.
Besides this, it was not in Ezra’s plan to charge the priests,
and in the first place their natural head, the high-priest,
with the prosecution of his task. His reformation was rather
opposed than furthered by many of them ; Nehemiah, his
fellow-thinker, had also met with more resistance. than co-
operation from them.* There would have been a bad prospect
for the cavse which these two men advocated, if its future had
been made to depend upon the priests alone. Thus it lay quite
in the nature of the case that the Scribes—who had already
begun to form a separate order in Babylont—should take up
and carry on their work, Let it not be imagined, however,
that the Scribes assumed a more or less hostile attitude towards
the priests. At first this was not even to be thought of : the
power of the priesthood was based beyond all controversy upon
the very Law at the preservation of which they aimed, and was
in point of fact great enough also to command their respect.
Moreover, as we observed just now, many Scribes were of
priestly descent, or at all events had sprung from the tribe of
Levi. As Hzra himsclf was priest and Sopher, so this com-
bination will originally have been the rule, Thus the co-
operation of the two orders was provided for, and at first there
was no talk of discord. The germs of the strife which was to
burst out subsequently were present: a seer could even at
that time predict that one day there would arise a con-
flict between the hereditary privileges of the Priest and the
influence which the Scribe acquired by voluntarily devoting
himself to his task. Nay, to us, who know the result, it seems
most natural that in that struggle victory should remain with
those who had entirely identified themselves with the Law 5
most natural that in Judaism, as it was sketched above, the
lawyer triumphed over the functionary, the Sopher over the
Priest. But, as I have said, at that time strife was scarcely yet
* Vol I1. p. 235, sq. t Vol IL. p. 155, sq.



JUDAISM AND PARSEEISM. 5

thonght of, much less the outcome of the struggle. The Scribes
could enter upon their task and go on in the path which Ezra
had shown them, without contradiction on the part of the
priests, nay, in agreement with them.

Now of the organization of the Scribes we know absolutely
nothing. Did Ezra provide for their mutual co-operation and
regulate it, at all events in its main features ? Or was it the
case that after his death a nucleus was formed naturally, with a
view merely to exigencies actually occurring, from which the
Sopherim extended their activity over the whole of Judea ?
One is as concecivable ‘as the other. In either case Jerusalem
was the recognised chief seat of the Scribes. There, then, we
place “the Great Assembly” or ‘ Synagogue.” For, after
what we have said, is it not obvious that no other than the
Sopherim, Ezra’s successors, are referred to by this name?
We are forced fo this conclusion from all sides. ¢ The men
of the Great Synagogue” make their appearance precisely at
the time when the Scribes must have begun their task. The
activity and the “sayings” which tradition ascribes to them,
are exactly those which we expect from Ezra’s successors: we
shall sec this more clearly directly. The name, also, which
they bear, is now easily explained. We shall shortly find that
the synagogues and the Scribes are closely connected. Tt was
thus most natural that their central assembly at Jerusalem,
which was also a place of education for those who were to work
elsewhere, should be called ¢ the Great Synagogue.” One can
even conjecture that they held their meetings, not in the temple,
but in a separate building in the capital, and that this, in contra-
distinction from the smaller or less noted places of assembly,
was called ¢ the great synagogue.” Itis assuredly to be de-
sired that we were not left in such uncertainty with regard to all
this, Our conception lacks but too much of the clearness which
results from the knowledge of details. Yet that of which we are
ignorant is but a little thing in comparison with the great main
facts which are beyond doubt. The spirit and the manner, namely,
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in which the Sopherim worked, can be gathered with sufficient
certainty from the results of their labours. For the sake of
perspicuity we will pass in review first their labours in common,
and then the influence which they exercised over the people.

TFirst of all, they occupied themselves with the Law itself.
“ A ready scribe of the law of Moses:” there cannot but have
been many soon after Ezra’s time* who valued this title and
earned it. But let it not be thought that they confined them-
selves to making copies. The text of the Thorah had been
settled provisionally, it is true, but not at all in such a way that
liberty to make alterations in it was forbidden. The immediate
successors of Hzra of course knew very well that some portions
of the Law—however old as to their contents—had been com-
mitted to writing but a short time before, and thus, with all
their partiality for its regulations, they could not have any
superstitious respect for its text. They were rather convinced
that they were acting in their predecessor’s spirit, in intro-
ducing those modifications which secemed to them absolutely
necessary. It appears, at any rate, that this is what they did.
Legulations occur in the Law which are more recent than Bzra and
Nehemiah. Which regulations are these more recent additions
or modifications, cannot always be said with certainty. Somc-
times we can go no further than a more or less probable con-
jecture. But it is quite certain that alterations were made after
the solemn promulgation of the Law (444 B.c.). One of these
may be more particularly elucidated here, by way of example.
In the record of the covenant which was brought about through
the exertions of Ezra and Nehemiah, the Jews take upon them-
selves the obligation of bringing every year the third part of a
shekel for the service of the sanctuary ; the previous cxistence
of a legal precept to this effect is decidedly shut out by the
expressions used in that record.t But exactly such a precept
occurs in the present Pentateuch, among the ordinances relating
to the building of the tabernacle. “ When”—it says]—* thou

* Vol. I p. 153, and clsewhere. T Neh. x. 32. i Exod. xxx. 11-16,
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takest the sum of the children of Israel . . . . they shall give
cvery man a ransom for his soul unto Jahveh ; . . . . this they
shall give, half @ shekel after the shekel of the sanctuary.”
It may be asked, was not this a temporary precept, only
intended to be observed at the numbering of the people in the
wilderness ? But when we take irno consideration the character
of the narratives and laws relating to the tabernacle, this inter-
pretation seems very improbable. And it is ceitain that the
Jews attributed permanent validity to this ordinance, and upon
the strength of it paid a tax of half a shekel to the temple
every year.* The case therefore stands thus. After the people
had voluntarily bound themselves, under Hzra and Nehemiah,
to give the third of a shekel, it was deemed possible and
necessary to make the contribution somewhat larger. The
ordinance for this purpose was included by the Scribes in the
Law itself, in the form of a precept respecting the tabernacle.
Misconception, which might otherwise have been feared, was
impossible, because the application of the new rule emanated
from the very men who had drawn it up and knew its meaning
better than any one else. Unless I be mistaken, this example
is eminently adapted to teach us how the Scribes viewed their
task. When the necessity for a modification of what existed
became evident to them, they proceeded to make it without
hesitation. But instead of announcing openly what they wished
and why they wished it, they cautiously inserted in the Thorah
a regulation which would give them an opportunity of intro-
ducing what seemed to them to be required.t

There is no doubt that a few other ordinances of the Thorah
had the same origin, and among them, it would seem, some
few regulations respecting the revenues of the staff of the temple.
But most of the alterations whieh the Sopherim made, were

* This is how the Chronicler already, 2 Chr. xxiv. 6, 9 (at variance with 2 Kings
xii, 5), interprets the passage Exod. xxx. 11-36. Comp. Matt. xvii. 24.

+ Compare, in connection with this and with the sequel of this survey, Note I. at
the end of this chapter.
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considerably more innocent and concerned only the form,
Everywhere that they thought they perceived incqualities or
omissions, they attempted to remove or supply them. When-
ever, e.g., the narrative raised an expectation which was not
realized by the sequel, or there occurred in some law a reference
with which the rest did not exactly correspond, it was their
endeavour to restore the unity and accord. In this treatment
of the text of the Thorah there is much that seems strange to
us. In the first place, we often find it difficult to transfer our-
sclves to the standpoint of the Sopherim and to admit, or even
to understand, their verdict upon the incompleteness of the
text or the paradoxes which occur in it: that which gave them
trouble seems to us the simplest thing in the world, and, con-
versely, they did not stumble at what we call irreconcilable,
e.g., ab the incessant conflict between Deunteronomy and the
priestly laws. In the second place, it appears to us very
singular and hardly compatible with the respect due to the Law,
not to say with good faith, to simply alter what one thinks
strange and fill in what one misses. But here too, in judging
antiquity, we must detach ourselves from our modern ideas.
What we should call great arbitrarincss, was then thought to be
required by respect for the Law. It is certain, e.g., that the
Samaritans, who honoured the Thorah as a divine book, did not
seruple to make a number of alterations in it, intended partly
to bring it into harmony with their peculiar position, and partly
to clear away real or imaginary difficultics of a formal nature.*
Now this the Jerusalem scribes did also, but on a smaller scale.
They only once permitted themselves to make a more radical
change. It was in the last chapters of Exodus. The narrative of
the building of the tabernacle which we find there now,t usually
agrees nearly literally with the precepts revealed to Moses on
Sinai.j But the Greck translation of these chapters proves
that the narrative was originally much shorter and was only

* Comp. on this subject also Note I. at the end of this chapter.
T Exod. xxxv—xl. i Exod. xxv—xxxi.
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made more conformable to the former precepts by degrees.
We should consider that the execution of Jahveh’s commands
by Moses might be taken for granted, or at all events that it
needed but few words to tell it. The Sopherim thought other-
wise. To them it secmed that the scrupulous execution of cach
separate command should be expressly stated in the narrative.
‘What a singular combination of over-anxiety and boldness! It
guarantees better than anything else that, whatever small
alterations the Sopherim may have allowed themselves, the main
~ points not only remained untouched, but here and there were
even placed in a somewhat clearer light. Hence it is that it
was necessary to give a review of the contents of the Thorah,
not here, where we are treating of the final redaction, but in the
preceding chapter : “the Great Synagogue did not depart from
the spirit in which Ezra had laboured ; it may have added a few
regulations to his, but not one of the really important precepts
of the priestly law was revoked or modified by that body.

But the Sopherim did not occupy themselves exclusively with
the Thorah. Jewish tradition tells us that the activity of  the
Great Synagogue ”” extended to the entire canon of the sacred
writings. Subsequently even the closing of the whole collection
was attributed to it* If, however, npon the strength of the
above-mentionedt evidence as to Simeon the Just, we regard
the year 200 B.c., or thercabouts, as the limit of the “ Great
Synagogue’s »’ existence, the definite fixing of the canon is
ascribed to it incorrectly : some of the writings included in it
are younger than the year named, and morcover it is a positive
fact that in much later times the admission or rejection of some
books was disputed as an open question.} On the other hand,
there is nothing to hinder us from assuming, in conformity
with tradition, that the Sopherim of Jerusalem furthered tho
collection of the sacred books. The first impulse towards this
important work may have been given by Nehemiah himself, of

* Comp. Hk. 0. iii. 421, sq. i D 3%
1 We shall revert to this in Chapters X and XII. Comp. also Hk. 0. iii, 415, sq.
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whom we read that ““he founded a library and gathered together
the writings concerning the kings and (of) the prophets and
the (songs) of David and epistles of (Persian) kings concerning
temple-gifts.”* The very words of this account prove that
there is no question here of admittance into a canon or of ad-
dition to the Mosaic law already invested with authority.
Nehemiah seems to have had no other object than to preserve
from destruction important writings from and relating to the
previous centuries, and weighty state documents, in which the
people were immediately interested. But it was very likely
that a certain authority would soon be attributed to some of
these relics. The writings of the prophets especially, after the
decay of prophecy, were necessarily valued more and more
highly. The Sopherim would therefore collect them first of
all, and perhaps propagate them more widely. To these, no
doubt, they very soon added the historical books, which were
attributed, not incorrectly,t to prophets, and, in the Hebrew
Old Testament, still form one division with the books which we
call prophetic. But as early as towards the end of the fifth cen-
tury B.C., there were other writings besides these, which seemed
to deserve a place by the side of the prophetic writings. In
the account relating to Nehemiah we found mention of ¢ the
songs of David.”” Other poetical productions came into notice
as well as these. So at all events the foundation was present
of a third collection, which was afterwards to be added to * the
Law’’ and ‘“the Prophets,” but the extent of which still
remained indefinite for a very considerable time.

We have already said, but it must be emphatically repeated,
that it was not originally intended to add to the Thorah a num-
ber of other books which, like it, were invested with a divine
authority minutely described. But it results from the nature of
the case that the prophetic writings, at any rate, were before lon Iy
recognized as sacred books. The prophets themselves claimed
to be respected as Jahveh’s interpreters and desired that theiyp

# 2 Mace. ii. 13. T Comp. Vol. I. 210, sq. and Vol. IL p. 104, sq.
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written prophecies should be looked upon as Jahveh’s words ;
in the course of time prophetic inspiration was gradually inter-
preted more mechanically and supernaturally ; the fall of the
Chaldean monarchy and the return from the exile were looked
upon not only by the second Isaiah,* but also by his contom-
poraries and the succeeding generations, as the realization of
the predictions of the older prophets, as actual proofs, therefore,
of the divine origin of their preaching. After the prophets
had left the stage of history, this view necessarily gained
ground and by degrees acquired greater sharpness of outline.
It was undoubtedly also embraced by the collectors of the
prophecies. But however high their estimation of the pro-
phetic words may have been, they did not place them upon a
level with the Thorah. Much less did they attribute divine
| authority to the historical books: two centuries after Eara’s
time, as will appear further on,+ this was still entirely unthought
of. So much the more did men feel themselves completely at
liberty with respect to other literary remains which were ad-
mitted into the collection with the prophetic and historical books.

The word “ collecting,” of which T have more than once made
use above, admits of a narrower and a wider interpretation. It can
mean the bringing together of existing collections or book-rolls,
and also the forming of those book-rolls themselves. To prevent
all misunderstanding, it should be especially stated here that we
speak of “collecting” in the latter sense. The critical study of
the prophetic books shows that most of them were brought into
their present shape not by the authors themselves, but afterwards,
and frequently long afterwards. Hence it is that in some books,
in consequence of an error which is easily explained, prophecics
of various authors and different ages have been joined together
and attributed to one author. Thus Isaiah ben Amoz, Hezekiah’s
contemporary, had ascribed to him not ounly his own prophecies,
but also documents of much later times, from the latter half of the

:
* Vol. IT. p. 123, seq.
1 In Chapter X., in treating of the books of Chronicles.
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Babylonish exile, and of even later date still*  And, conversely, !
prophecies from the 8th and the beginning of the 6th centuries
B.c. were placed under the name of Zechariah ben Iddo, whom we
learnt to know as a contemporary of Zerubbabel and Joshua.t
The Sopherim of Jerusalem, who charged themselves with the |
bringing together and redacting of existing documents, are
answerable for these and other errors of the same sort. They

were obliged in so doing to use a certain amount of free-|
dom, and thus were in danger of making mistakes. For the:
rest, they usually confined themselves to admitting and ar-
ranging what they found. It was only here and there in the
prophetic and historical books that they made the small
alterations in the text which seemed to them absolutely neces-
sary, to prevent misconception or for other reasons.

At least as important as the exertions of the Sopherim in
collecting the sacred books was their care for the explanation
and application of the Law. It is of the highest importance
that we should try to form an accurate idea of this: the
right understanding of Israel’s further religious development
depends upon it.  ¥or this purpose we will first of all examine
the relation of the Thorah to the actual state of the nation,
and the practice of its daily life. A little reflection shows at
once that the Law was not entirely sufficient for that practice,
nay, was cven in part unfitted for it. Somec of its elements
were two or more centuries old in Ezra’s time, and were written
with a view to circumstances other than those which presented
themselves among the Jews after the exile. The younger docu-
ments were partly written or planned in Babylonia, and therec- J
fore were not fully calculated to meet the requirements of|
Judeea. IHence the Law contained a number of regulations
which were wholly or partly impracticable. And farther, a
natural result of the various ages of the laws was their mutual

* Comp. Vol. IL p. 120, sq. t Comp. Vol. L. p. 85, sq. and Vol. 1L
p. 65, 8q.; 208, sq.

 Comp. Note 1L at the end of this chapter.
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wtagonism, which necessarily gave rise to repeated difficulties
in their application. But above all the incompleteness of the
legislation made itself felt at once and constantly afresh. Time
fter time cases occurred, for which the Law had not provided,
and which yet belonged to its tribunal as much as many others
which it did regulate. Also, the clearness and unambiguity of
he legal precepts left much to be desired: how, e. g., were the
penal laws* to be interpreted and applied 7 It was no easy or
simple task to clear away all these difficulties. The solution of
he difficulties could not be left to individual liberty, to the
private judgment of each Israelite, or of the judges, when they
had to decide on a case actually before them. That would havo
been opposed to the legal standpoint which had been occupied.
If liberty were once admitted, it would be very difficult to lay
down limits for it; diversity of interpretation or application
would arise at once ; then the principle ““it shall be done ac-
cording to the law ”’+ would soon be virtually given up. It
was necessary, therefore, to take another and a less dangerous
course. As everything was particularized and regunlated as
much as possible in the priestly Thorah already introduced by
Ezra, so now an unambiguous decision, clothed with authority
and applicable to all, scemed indispensable. But from whom
should it proceed ¥ There was no power in the Jewish state
which could promulgate such a decision in its own name. The
N priesthood was not authorized to do so, except in its own
flimited domain. The Scribes themselves did not claim to be
Nl competent to introduce new laws: in the very earliest times—
N as was indicated above—they may have taken the liberty of ad-
N mitting a few regulations into the Law, but they did so reluct-
antly, and as the Law became better known the use of this
means was less to be thought of. Thus Judaism seemed ab
once to have become involved ina conflict from which there was
practically no outlet. Yet it managed to escape from it in a
A wonderful way. The written regulations were modified, brought

* Comp. Vol. II. pp. 275-277. 1 Ezra x.3; comp. Vol. II. p. 222.
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into harmony with each other, amplified and explained, without

at least apparently, detracting from the authority of the letter.
This was done through the rise and progressive development o

the oral law or tradition, which accompanied the written la

as an authentic explanation, and always kept it in harmony wit

the changing wants of the times. The oral law was in trut

the work of the Sopherim: it was they who expounde

the written records and stretched or bent their precepts in
such a way that they became quite suitable for the reality.
But that which they inferred from the Thorah by way of de=
duction, was regarded as the verdict of the Thorah itsell’u
and was considered as holy as the latter. If, therefore,
it was equal with it and yet was not included in it, it could
only be looked upon as Mosaic tradition and as an oral law, in
addition to the written law. The scribes persuaded themselves:
and others that their work was entitled to this name and to the
authority which it brought with it. If any one thinks this
strange, let him reflect, in the first place, that each successive
generation of Sopherim considered itself bound by the
decisions of its predecessors, and thus really, next to the.
written Thorah, followed tradition; in the second place, that
when the notion of the existence of the oral law had once
arisen, the new ordinances were naturally added in that form,
just as, e.g., the younger prophets, following in the footsteps of
the older, delivered their preaching as ¢ the word of Jahveh,”
although it lacked the characteristics by which those pre=
decessors had recognized Jahveh’s revelation, in contra-
distinction to the fruits of their own meditations ;* and finally,
and above all, that the youngest, priestly documents of the
Thorah embraced the written traditions of the Jerusalem
priesthood, and that many a later decision was taken from
those traditions. Thus there were reasons for placing those
younger ordinances or farther explanations upon the same
footing as the Law. Nay, it was, properly speaking, the con-

* Comp. Hk. 0. ii. 34, 39-43.
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tinuation, in a somewhat modified form, of the same process:
at a given period the existing tradition—of course not in its
entirety, but in its main features-—was written down; that
which then remained unnwritten, together with all that was
added to it in the course of time, was not in its turn committed
to writing, but was nevertheless regarded as valid and authori-
tative. What then could be more natural than that men should
refer it to Moses as well as the Thorah, and gradually become
convinced that the oral law had existed and had been observed
alongside of the written law ever since the delivery on Sinai?
It is this idea, which we already found expressed above
(p. 309) in the sentence of one of the later Jewish teachers,
‘which was the starting-point of our whole study. It now no
longer surprises us. A light is now shed, too, upon the third
of the words which he ascribes to ¢“the men of the Great
Synagogue.” ¢ Make a hedge around the Law,” they are
reported to have said. Theaim and the nature of their labours
are fendered in that word with striking accuracy. The Law
was indeed in danger of being trampled upon and of losing its
character—as a guide for faith and life,—unless care were taken
that it was kept up to the requirements of the times by con-
tinnal explanation, application and extension. This “the men
of the Great Synagogue” did. The oral law was the “ hedge”
set up by them round about the Thorah—the indicated and
eminently effective means of preserving Judaism. Take away
this tradition, and the indefinite authority of the Law soon
suffers shipwreck upon the inexorable demands of the reality,
which have at all times been found to be stronger than the most
rigid theory. We are not surprised, therefore, that the same
phenomenon which we have just observed, with the necessary
modifications, has always presented itself when the highest
authority was attributed to a book or a collection of books. /
Thus far we have described the silent and, so to speak, the
domestic labour of the Sopherim. We will now examine how
they worked abroad. This they did first of all by means of
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the administration of justice, to which, also, the first of the
sayings of the men of the Great Synagogue has reference.
Can it be by accident that this saying does not tell us how they
themselves administered justice, but contains an admonition
which they addressed to others, to the judges? We rather see
in it a confirmation of our opinion that ¢ the men of the Great
Synagogue” are no others than the Scribes, who, at all events
in this capacity, were not charged with the practice of the law.
In every city there were judges, who punished minor offences
and settled every-day cases. Upon appeal and with respect to
more serious transgressions the decision rested with the reign-
ing aristocracy, the priests of Jerusalem, to whom at the same
time many Scribes belonged. The “ Great Synagogue” had
now to take carc that sentences were everywhere pronounced
in accordance with the Law. What measures they took for this
purpose, we do not know for certain. But it is a plausible
conjecture, that those of them who attended to the reading of
the Law in the synagogues— of which more shortly —also
exercised a certain superintendence over the administration of
justice and communicated the decisions of the Sopherim to the
judges. What we find written down as an order of Artach-
shast to Bzra, may also undoubtedly be interpreted as a descrip-
tion of their cxertions in this respect: “ Set magistrates and
judges, which may judge all the people that are beyond the
river, all such as know the laws of your god, and ye shall make
them known to them that know them not.”* If Ezra and
Nehemiah once established the conviction that it was necessary
that the Thorah should become a truth and reality in the life
of the Jews, then it is evident, moreover, that the local and the
Jerusalem judges sought the instruction which they required
for the discharge of their office. There was no need to force it
upon them. If there were but men such as the Sopherim who
undertook this task, and, as was the case at all eveunts at first,
found their advice respected by the highest tribunal, all the rest
followed of itself.

* Kazra vii. 25



JUDAISM AND PARSEEISM. 17

The influence of the Scribes spread still more widely by
means of the synagogues. In Babylonia, when Jerusalem and
the temple lay in ruins, the custom arose among the exiles of
assembling from time to time, perhaps even every sabbath-day,
and listening either to some words of comfort and encourage-
ment spoken by one of the prophets of those days, or to the
reading of oracles from former times. There too the custom
must have been contracted of reading the Thorah in such
assemblies, instead of the prophecies, and of explaming it as
much as was necessary : probably this was the duty of men
such as Joiarib and Elnathan, the “teachers” who undertook
the journey to Judwa with Ezra.* Now we are nowhere told
that Fzra introduced this custom into Palestine, nor that others
did so after him. But we do read that he made use of the
reading of the Law to bring about his reformation, and that
this means had the desired effect.t This undoubtedly indicated
to BEzra and his supporters that they should transfer the Baby-
lonish plant to the soil of Judwa. The regular public reading
of the Thorah was quite in harmony with the character of
Judaism ; nay, more, it was indispensable for its continuance.
It is true, the temple was now restored and common worship
was in full force and high esteem, but for the attainment of the
end which Ezra proposed, attendance at the temple, which for
all who lived beyond Jerusalem was confined to a few times in
the year, was altogether inadequate. Thus it is extremely
probable that the reading of the Law became the rule among
the Jews through Ezra or his immediate successors. About
three centuries after his time, buildings arranged for holding
regular religious assemblies were to be found all over Palestine;}
in the New Testament period there was scarcely any placo
in or out of Palestine where Jews were settled that had
not its synagogue, and this institution was regarded as an

* Tazra viii. 16. Comp. Vol. IL pp. 155, sq. 1 Comp. Vol. IL pp. 226, sq.
1 Ps.lxxiv. 8b. This psalm was composed about 167 B.C.; “God’s places of
assembly’’ are the synagogucs,

3 c
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ancient and indispensable element of their religion ;% this also
compels us to go back almost as far as Ezra’s time for the
origin of the weekly assemblies. We prefer to suppose that
the custom of coming together at stated times to hear the Law,
spread not all at once, but gradually, starting from Jerusalem.
For this nothing more was really neceded than that persons who
were fit and ready to lead the way should come forward. Now
for this the ‘“teachers” who had accompanied Ezra or joined
him afterwards, in a word, the Scribes, were the very men. In
the same way that Ezra had set out for Judea ¢ with the law
of his God in his hand,” they too will have gone round to the
cities and towns of Judzea with copies of the Thorah and have
given their instruction everywhere.t When they had once been
started, men went on further of their own accord. Some of
the Scribes may very soon have established themselves in the
most thickly populated places. In proportion as the rule
contained in tho second saying of ‘““the men of the Great
Synagogue” was observed more faithfully and more “ disciples
were made,” so the number of cities and villages which had
their own Sopherim incrcased. If at first the inhabitants of a
place assembled in the open air or in a private house, the want
of a separate place of assembly soon made itself felt, and in after
times such buildings were not sought for in vain even in the
smallest villages. A room or building arranged for this purpose
was called kendseth, heth-hakenéseth, of which name the Greek
synagogue (‘“assembly””) is the literal translation. In the
earliest times greater liberty was certainly allowed in the
mectings. The reading of a portion of the Thorah, the
explanation and edifying application of what had been read,
and common prayer would not, of course, be omitted anywhere.
But it was left to the conductor of the meecting to decide the
length, the succession and the mutual relation of these elements

* Comp. especially Acts xv. 21; 2 Cor. iii. 14, 15.

t That which is stated in 2 Chron. xvii. 7-9, at variance with history, respecting
Jehoshaphat’s reign, can stand, almost unaltered, as a description of this work of
the Sopherim.
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of the synagogic service. By degrees, however, unity and regu-
larity obtained in this as well : the usages of the synagogues at
Jerusalem were followed voluntarily elsewhere and perhaps were
soon considered obligatory. Probably it already became the cus-
tom during the Persian period, or shortly after it, to open the
meetings with prayer and with the delivery of some portions of the
Thorah which were considered specially adapted to remind the
assembled community of the main truths and duties of their
religion.* This part of the service might be called the con-
Jession of faith ; it still bears among the Jews the name of
shema’ (“ hear”) or keriath shema’ (“ reading of shema’ **), after
the first word of Deut. vi. 4 (““ hear, O Israel, Jahveh our god,
Jahveh is one”). It was followed by the prayer (thephillah),
for which—we do not know since what time—set formulas
were employed which are still in use to this day, to the num-
ber of cighteen or nineteen, and of which at all events the
first and the last three seem to be of high antiquity ; according
to tradition, they were all actually introduced by ¢ the Great
Synagogue.” After this came the reading of the Law, which
was divided for this purpose—although not until later—into
smaller portions, so that the whole could be read on the
sabbaths in three years, or in one year. When Hebrew had
ceased to be the people’s language, the reading was followed
by the interpretation. The custom of then reading a portion
Jrom the prophecies and of explaining and applying it in a
more or less elaborate discourse, is of unknown origin, but
certainly of old date. The meeting was closed with benedic-
tion or prayer.——Among the customs which gradually arose,
was certainly that of opening the synagogue, not only on the
sabbath, but on other days as well, and especially on the second
and fifth days of the week (Monday and Thursday), when the
country-people brought their wares into the towns to market,
and exchanged them for other necessaries.

All this has purposely been treated at somewhat greater

* Deut. vi. 4-9 ; xi. 13-21 ; Num, xv. 37-41, 1 Comp. Luke iv. 16, seq.
c 2
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length, since, to perceive the great importance of the rise of
the synagogue, it was necessary that we should have some idea
of its purpose and its customs. Its significance will now re-
quire no further demonstration. The centralization of worship
in the temple at Jerusalem brought with it its peculiar dangers.
It was to be feared that many, who did not live within the city
of the temple, would by degrees become alienated from the reli-
gion, the celebration of which they so seldom witnessed. Yet,
on the other hand, after Josiah’s reformation, the one lawful
Jahveh-sanctuary was so universally acknowledged in its
exclusive right, that no one could think of building other
temples: Jahveh dwelt on Zion; on Zion he desired to be
served by sacrifices and feasts. The synagogue provided for
existing wants, without detracting from the rights of the tem-
ple. Its founders did not dream of competing with the house
of Jahveh at Jerusalem: fully convinced of its holiness and
indispensability, they desired but a subordinate and most
modest part for their own institution. It even seems that
before long care was taken to render the dependence of the
synagogues upon the temple conspicuous, by letting delegates
from the community which assembled in a synagogue take part
in the solemnities of the temple-service.* The assembly in
the synagogue counld thus be interpreted as the emblem of and
as compensation for attendance in the temple, common prayer
as the symbol of the sacrifice, &c. No objection of any sort
could be made to such an institution from the point of view of
the Law by the servants of the temple. It could, therefore,
pursue its task calmly and undisturbed. And so powerfully
did it develop, so eminently did it answer its purpose, that,
according to the evidence of history, it was in a position at
once to replace the temple, when the latter perished in the
flames. At first it may have been like the creeper which can-
not do without the support of the stem to which it has attached

* Comp. Herzfeld, Glesch. d. Volkes Jisracl, §e. iil. 188, 192, sq.; Jost, Gesch.
des Judenthwms, i, 168, sq.
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itself—but when the stem is cut down, the creeper will be
found to have strength enough of its own to live on and even
to grow luxuriantly. In the mean time this its vital power was
in fact that of Judaism, from which it is inseparable and which
in it expressed its real nature. From the moment that the
Law is acknowledged as the highest power, the institution that
makes itself entirely subservient to the introduction of the Law
into men’s lives, has in principle a claim to the first rank;
sooner or later its supremacy will become an actual fact.

Weé now find ourselves in a position to estimate the influence
of the Sopherim upon the religious development of the Jews,
and to judge accurately the character of the period which they
ruled. It is customary to bring more than one accusation
against them. With what right this is done, we will investi-
gate directly. Be these accusations well-grounded or not, it
behoves us to begin by recognizing their great, nay, inestim-
able merits. In the Thorah, now filled in and enlarged in the
priestly spirit, a foundation was given them upon which they
could go on building ; their Jahvism was capable of being
popularized.* And they made use with most praiseworthy
zeal of the opportunity thus offered of furthering the interests
of the people. They were the instructors of the Jewish
people, in the true sense of the word, and they set themselves
the task of instilling belief in Jahveh and obedience to his
laws, not into this or that man, but into all without distinc-
tion. Circumstances favoured them in this task. Compara-
tively, it was a small community which they had to teach. The
field which was entrusted to them to cultivate was easily re-
viewed, and they ploughed the whole of it. The synagoguo,
which they introduced into Judeea, and gradually made more
serviceable to their end, carried the ‘ teaching’ into the
farthest extremities. Under their guidance every Israelite
necessarily became penetrated with the conviction that religion

* Comp. Vol. IL pp. 254-256.
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was a thing which concerned him personally. Through their
agency, the Thorah, with its strict and comprehensive demands,
came home to each one in particular. Henceforward nobody
could plead ignorance—as in the days of the prophets—or
excuse himself by saying that Jahveh’s word was obscure or
unattainable. ¢ That word is very nigh unto thee, in thy
mouth, and in thy heart, that thou mayest do it:’* the
Sopherim had a complete right to assert that through them
this saying had become true.

This beneficial activity undoubtedly had its dark side.
Religion could not well be brought within the reach of all with-
out losing something of its spiritual character. It was very
likely that many would confine themselves to what one might
call the observance of religious coremonies, to circumncision,
the keeping of feasts, the prescribed sacrifices and purifications.
We remarked beforet that the Law itself, by its manifold pre-
cepts, favoured this conception of Jahvism, and we need not
say that the new ordinances of the Sopherim had the same
offect. Thus one of the chief accusations made against them
is, that their labours tended to make religion consist in outward
observances and thus bhecome a mere matter of formalism.
But fairness bids us not overlook the fact that a more or less
sensuous and formalistic conception of religion is inseparablo
from every lower stage of moral development. That which is
a natural result of the condition of the Jewish people ought
not to be placed to the account of the Scribes alone. Capacity
for something higher and better could only develop itself by
degrees. 'We must also remember that a similar conception of
Jahvisma had prevailed in Israel long before the time of the
Sopherim. The prophets had had to fight against it with all
their might.f In their days it was even a good deal loss inno-
cent than now. Rebukes such as those of Jeremiah against
the temple-frequenters of his time§ had become almost super-

* Deut. xxx. 14, T Vol. IL. pp. 285, sq. 1 Comp. Vol. 1. pp. 57, sq.
§ Jer. vii. 3-10, and the similar passages,
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fluous for the disciples of the Sopherim, at all events they were
only applicable to them very indirectly. It would therefore be
most unreasonable to make them responsible for an error which
they did not root out, it is true, but still less called into being,
nay much rather—as will presently appear more clearly—they
weakened by their instruction, :

But there is something more. If we make it a reproach to
the Scribes that they fostered the conception of Jahvism as a
system of forms and ceremonies, justice requires us to prosecute
our scarch further, and especially to examine how public wor-
ship was organized in their days and what direct and indirect
influence they had upon it. Scarcely is our attention turned in
this direction, before a most important fact strikes us: the
groat difference between the pre-exile and the post-exile
temple-service. To express it in one word: in the period of
the Sopherim temple-song and temple-poetry were at thewr prime.
The origin of both goes further back, perhaps as far as Josiah’s
reformation : not only priests and Levites, but also (temple-)
singers returned to Jerusalem with Zerubbabel and Joshua.*
But after the exile temple-song took a higher [flight. The
psalms which we still possess have been rightly called “the
songs of the second temple”t Without as yet examining
their contents in detail, we will now merely notice the fact that
those who went up to the sanctuary, heard such songs of praise
and prayer sung there. It is truc, music had not been wanting
in the religious ceremonies of former times, but then it served
chiefly to accompany the festive shouts and expressed no ideas.§
Now this was altered. Hymns in honour of Jahveh, songs of
lamentation, lays with a moral tendency, were raised, either by
a single singer or by a choir, according to their contents and
form. Sacrifices were killed and part of them burnt upon the
altar, just as formerly. But in proportion as these practices

* Comp. Vol. IL. pp. 202, sq. and Hk. O. iii. 287-89.

t R. Dozy, de Israilicten te Mekka, p. 23.

i 2 Sam. vi. 5, 12-15 ; 1 Kings i. 40; Amos v. 23 ; Isa. xxx. 29.
§ Comp. Hk. O. iii. 288.
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were more common, the danger that they would be observed as
meaningless ceremonies was greater. Their symbolic signifi-
cation could very easily be lost sight of. On the contrary,
there was no need for anyone to guess at the meaning of the
temple-songs. The service itself had thus assumed a more
spiritual character, and had been made subservient, not merely
to symbolic representation, but also to the clear expression of
ethic and religious thoughts.

This would not be noticed and valued by all. But in the
estimation of those who were susceptible of religious impres-
gions, attendance at the temple by this means acquired con-
siderably higher significance and worth. This is much more
than a mere supposition. The Old Testament itself affords us
irrefragable proof of this altered view., What a pure and fer-
vent love for the sanctuary pervades some of the psalms*
How mournful sound the complaints of those who were de-
prived of the privilege of going up thither. What an ardent
longing inspires, for example, the poet of Ps. xlii. xliii. ¢

“ As a hart that crieth for the water brooks,

So crieth my soul for thee, O God !
My soul thirsteth for God, for the living God :
When shall T come and behold God’s countenance ?’

 Send out thy light and thy truth—Ilet them lead me,
Let them bring me unto thy holy hill and thy habitations ;
That I may come unto the altar of God, the God of my joy,
And praise thee with the harp, O God my God.”+

The temple which could draw such tones from the heart must
in truth have afforded pure spiritual enjoyment to the pilgrim.
And when the singers sang such songs as these, attendance at
the temple was no longer a mere religious form, but at the
same time a source of edification, a religious exercise in the
moral sense of the word.

* L a. in Ps. xxiii,, xxvi,, xxvii.,, Ixxxiv., exxii,, exxxii-exxxiv., exli. Comp.
HE. 0. iii. 306, sq.

t Ps.xlii. 1, 2 ; xliii. 3, 4. These two psalms are incorrectly separated from
each other ; they form one poem, Comp. Ps. xlii. 6, 12 ; xliii. 5.
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Phrticipation in the common worship—no burden, in the
opinion of the pious Israelites themselves, but a privilege, in
which they gloried with grateful affection: when we reflect
upon this, is not a new light thrown upon the labour of the
Scribes, in so far as it was directed towards the promotion of
attendance at the temple and of the temple-service ? But that
light shines at the samec time upon their work as a whole.
We judge the Sopherim wrongly, if we regard them as the
censors of their nation, or imagine that their disciples felt
oppressed under their guidance. It does not appear that the
Jews, at all events at first, saw in the Law and the precepts
added to it a yoke which, had it been possible, they would
gladly have thrown off. Let us once more open the collection
of Psalms. We search it in vain for complaints at the pressure
of the Law. On the contrary, there is no lack of protestations
of great liking for its ordinances and of gratitude towards
Jahveh for the blessing which in and with it he has given to
his people. These sentiments are expressed in a characteristic
manner in the hundred and nineteenth Psalm, an alphabetical
song of 22 times 8 verses, the theme of which is the praise of
the Law and is worked out in endless variations. Here, one
might say, the poet is lost in the scribe, and the affection for
the Thorah, however well meant, is rather artistic than natural
and enthusiastic. The author of Ps. xix. 7-14,% who also be-
longs to this period, clothes his conviction in a more attractive
form :

¢ The law of Jahveh is perfect, converting the soul,
His testimony is sure and giveth wisdom to the simple ;
The statutes of Jahveh are right, rejoicing the heart,
His commandment is pure, enlightening the eyes ;
The fear of Jahveh is clean, enduring for ever,
His commandments are truth, altogether righteous:

* Vs. 1-6 are from another poet and probably of more ancicnt date.
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More to be desired are they than gold and precious metal,
Sweeter than honey and the honey-comb.”*

We certainly are not mistaken in seeing expressed in these
words the feeling which animated the best among the Jews in
the last century of the Persian period. Instead, therefore, of
aversion to the Sopherim, they showed a great smsceptibility
for following their tendency, which—as we remarked beforet—
was indeed born of the wants of the times, and united in itself
all the requisite qualities for becoming popular in the true
sensc of the word.

Thus even if we must admit that the period of the Scribes
was legal and not free from formalism, it appears at the saie
time that we might easily make too much of the evils there-
with connected, and least of all arc we justified in reproaching
the Scribes with that which they in part had in common with
the age, and in part rather neutralized than promoted. Nor is
this saying enough. The work of the Sopherim has its bright
side as well as its dark side. Tt was their endeavour, as we
saw, to make religion the property of the individual. This
endeavour bore good fruit. Hitherto I have spoken as if the
Scribes confined themselves to preserving and popularizing the
treasurcs handed down to them, as if religion in their hands
assumed a sot form, or at all ovents was not developed. This,
however, is only half of the truth. Their predecessors the
prophets had been obliged to devote a good portion of their
strength to the maintenance and defence of monotheism and
to the struggle against idolatry. The Seribes made their
appearance when that battle had been fought and mono- -
theism had gained the victory. There was no necessity _for
them to discover new truths. If they but reflected upon the
insight alrcady obtained, they could not but arrive at most
important deductions. In the idea of Jahveh’s being which
had grown up during the struggle, lay a mine of religious

* Ps. xix, 7-10 T Vol. II. pp. 246, sq.
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experience which had yet to be brought to light and would be
found capable of many-sided application. Many Sopherim,
or, to speak more generally, many pious men in their time,
perceived this and faithfully performed their task. It further
lay in the nature of the case, that during their efforts to indi-
vidualize religion, the national elements of prophetic Jahvism
passed more and more into the background, and the universa-
listic human elements into the foreground. In the life of the
individual, it was just the latter which could and necessarily
did become reality. Surely that which is ethical belongs to
man as man. The more a religious instructor applies himself
to being practical and to satisfying the wants of personal and
domestic life, the greater prominence will he give to those
great truths in which most forms of religion agree. The pro-
phet, whose labour is directed to Israel as a whole, involun-
tarily as it were lays stress on that which distinguishes Israel
from other nations, on her peculiar relation towards Jahveh
and all that is connected with it. The Sopher, who has to do
| with the single Israclite, does not, it is true, disown the na-
tional element—far from it—but yet need not draw his motives
from it exclusively or in: prefercnce.

In the course of our further investigations the truth of what
| has been put forward here will gradually become more mani-
fest. But it can be shown at once that our conception of the
spirit of the Sopherim and of the period which they ruled is
not inaccurate. Iirst, however, let me make one observation.
Perhaps it has not escaped the reader’s notice that there is a
great resemblance between the practical and universalistic
development of the dJewish religion, which has just been
sketched, and the Chokmah, as expressed in the writings of the
8th and especially the 7th century before our era.* Thoy par-
ticularly agree in this point, that tho national eclements in
Jahvism retire as it were in both. At first sight it seems very
strange, that the Scribes and the “wise > should concur : would

* Comp. Vol. L. pp. 333, sq., 387, 5q. ; Vol. 1L pp. 45, sq.
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one not rather expect them to be diametrically opposed to each
other? do they not start from entirely different principles?
This indeed they do. And yet there is nothing singular in
their—-always relative—agreement. Like causes produce like
effects. The wise had taken no part formerly in the struggle;
between Jahvism and heathendom; in the period of the
Sopherim that struggle was at an end among the Jews. Here
we have already a beginning of similarity between the two.
Monotheism, embraced in full earnest, necessarily led forth-
with to a calmer and juster judgment of the heathen world and|
of its moral and religious life. In the most recent of the prophetic
writings, the oracles of Malachi, we already find a remarkable
proof of this. When he represented to the Jerusalem priesthood,
to their shame, that “from tho rising of the sun unto the going
down of the same Jahvek’s name is great among the heathen,”
and that ““in all places incense is offered unto him and a pure
meat-offering ”* —he must have believed that the heathen,
although they gave their gods other names, yet really wor-
shipped Jalvel and offered sacrifices to him. Nowhere in the
earlier prophets do we find these thoughts expressed. There they
would have been out of place, because #hey found themselves
compelled by a sense of duty to be zealous against the service
of those other gods. For Malachi that necessity no longer
exists, and he at once rises to another view, which is much less
hostile towards heathendom and does justice to the good inten-
tions of tho servant of strange gods. This was the standpoint
upon which the wise had stood formerly and upon which the
Scribes were able to place themselves now.—The Sopherim had
also this in common with the wise, that they made religious
truth a subject for meditation and applied themselves to develop
and bring to light the practical consequences which sprung
from it. Thence again, in spite of the great difference which
we may not overlook, they arrived, on many a particular, at one
and the same conclusion. Thus it ig by something more than |

* Mal. i. 11.
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accident that the Scribes and their disciples are so often called
in the Talmud ““wise”” and ‘‘ pupils of the wise:” in a certain
sense they were actually the heirs and successors of those who
had been indicated by these names in former centuries.

But T am under an obligation to prove the accuracy of the
statement made concerning the modifications which the con-
ception of Jahvism underwent in the period of the Scribes.
We will again turn to the Psalms. We never, or scarcely ever,
meet there with an idea which is altogether wanting in the pro-
phets. And yet we can say that this collection represents a
new phase in the development of religious thought. In the
Psalms the prophetic truths are accepted, applied, made
general. 'With regard to sin, its diffusion among mankind,* its
origint and character ; to the forgiveness of sins ;i to man’s
frailty and nothingness ;§ to Jahveh’s eternity and unchange-
ableness ;|| to the nature of true worship,q the Psalmists utter
thoughts which we must admire for their purity and depth,
even if they be but deductions from the ideas of the prophets.
It is as if the Israelitish spirit were directed inwards upon
itself in the Psalms and taking count of its riches. We are
not surprised that these songs became more popular among
Christians than any other part of the Old Testament. Religious
truth seems here at times to have put off its national garb. To
appropriate the prophetic ideas, the Christian must first divest
them of their ligaments; that which the Psalmist offers him,
he can often adopt unaltered : it has already passed through the
~crucible and so has become just fit for his nse.

The devoutly religious tone of so many of the psalms must
also be noticed here, and this the more, because we should
hardly have expected it in productions of that age. In pro-
portion as the conception of Jahveh’s being became purer and

* Ps. xiv. 1-3 ; Ixii. 10, Heb. (v. 9, Authorized Version); exvi. 11 ; cxx. 1-4;
cxliii. 1. 2. 1 Ps.li. 7, Heb. (5, A. V.) ; Iviii. 4, Heb. (3, A. V.); ciii. 14.

1 Ps. xxxil.; li.; ciii. 8-14. § Ps. xxxix.; xc.; ciii. 15, 16.

|| Ps. xe. 1, 2, 4 ; xciii, 1,2 ; cii. 26-28.
9 Ps. L. comp. x1.7, Heb. (6, A.V.), seq.
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the sense of his infinite sublimity decper, so the danger
increased that his worshippers would fear him as “a god afar
off,” and inwardly would remain strangers to him.* But the
prejudicial influence which the purer idea of the deity could
have exercised and certainly did exercise upon some, was
counterbalanced in others by the more personal conception of
religion. It is true, the latter was not wanting in the prophets,
but it comes out much more strongly in the Psalms: the com-
munion of the individual with Jahveh is recognized there as
the highest good and sought after with tears and prayer. We
may already fix our attention here in anticipation on one of
the fruits of this individualism. We saw before that the belief
in Isracl’s perpetval existence as a nation was an important
element in the conviction of the prophets.+ But we have
already found occasion more than once to remark that personal -
immortality was not included in that conviction.f This, how-
ever, necessarily changed as soon as the religious belief became
more individual. From that moment the same arguments that
pleaded for the perpetual existence of Israel, pleaded also for
the endless life of a single human being. In a word, Judaism is
on the road towards the adoption of the hope of personal immor-
tality. We shall sce hereafter in what form it appropriated it.
Can it still be necessary to caution my readers against mis- |
conception of the whole of this study? I do mnot, certainly,
mean to say that all the Scribes, without distinction, followed
the direction which has just been sketched. On the contrary,
I believe that the great majority did not even think of it. But
here, as everywhere, it is a question of principles and of whab
may legitimately be deduced from them. In opposition to the
usnal conception of the Seribes, T thought it my duty to point
with all emphasis to the germs of higher and better things
which they had in them and which they developed in their
most eminent representatives. It was above all necessary to
call attention to the intimate connection between the efforts

* Comp. Vol. IL. pp. 111, sq., 125, sq., 246, sq. 1 Vol. L p. 64, sq.
t L c.. p. 65, and elsewhere.
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of the Sopherim and the spirit which animated the younger
psalmists. It is unreasonable and in conflict with history to
place them in opposition to each other. When we assert that
the piety of the psalmists developed itself in spite of—perhaps
even from reaction against—the Scribes, we overlook both the
fact that more than one trace of the influence of the Sopherim
is observable in the Psalms* and that the (individualizing)
efforts of the Sopherim, when coupled with genuine religious
feeling, necessarily bore such fruits as lie before us in many of
the songs in the book of Psalms. This is incontestable, even
though this side of the character of the Scribes did not come
to light at once, or universally.

At any rate we have learnt to avoid one error: we no longer
hold the period of the Sopherim to be a time of stagnation. In
reality there arc no such times: now and then the movement is
less rapid, but it is never absent altogether. But at all events
it was not absent in the centuries which succeeded Ezra’s time.
For the Thorah itself was here and there rounded off and ampli-
fied ; oral tradition grew up luxuriantly by its side ; much, very
much was done for the instruction of the people ; the conception
of religion did not remain stationary. All this, of which
proof has now been given, bears witness much rather to active
life than to stagnation. Now where life is, there is also
susceptibility for receiving impressions from without. It
will therefore surprise no one, that we have still to tell of* this

| exterior influence. Judaism and Parseeism is the title of this

chapter. We have already put off the treatment of this subject
too long. But it was absolutely necessary first to examine
Judaism itself and to study its inner life. It will now be easy
for us to take count of the relation in which it stood to the
religion of the then ruling nation, and to distinguish from the
products of its own development the foreign elements which
1t adopted.

The circumstances under which, and the way in which, the

* Let the reader remember the predilection for the temple and the praises of the
Law {above, pp. 23, sq., 25, 5q.).
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Jews came into contact with the Persians, were very fitted to
impress them favourably towards this people and to render
them susceptible to the influence which Zarathustra’s followers
were to exercise over them. Israel was groaning in exile and
looking eagerly for deliverance, when the son of Cambyses, at
the head of his tribe, threw off the yoke of the Medes and soon
afterwards appeared as a conqueror. We saw before what a
deep impression this revolution made upon the exiles. One of
their number did not hesitate to greet Cyrus as ¢ Jahveh’s
anointed,” and to point to him as the coming deliverer of
Jahveh’s people, the restorer of Jerusalem and the temple.* As
we are aware, the expectation was realized. One of the first
acts of Cyrus, after the conquest of Babylon, was to grant
permission to the Jews to return to their fatherland and rebuild
Jahveh’s house. Tt is true, this favourable disposition of the
great king towards the Jewish nation did not always remain
the same ; it is true, their opponents succeeded now and then
i drawing from him hard measures against the Jews ; true,
that the latter, in the course of years, were visited with a large
share of the misfortunes to which the vassals of an Eastern
despot are usually exposed — but yet that first favour was
followed by many others, and, upon the whole, the disposition
of the Persians remained friendly.t The Jews on their part
responded to it with loyalty, which, as far as we know, was not
violated even during the disorders of the last century of the
Persian monarchy. When Alexander had already gained his
victories on the Granicus and at Issus, the Jewish high-priest
told him that he and his people would remain subject to the
Persian king Darius Codomannus until that king’s death.}
Thus where the Jews came into contact with the Persians,
there was also the possibility of reciprocal influence. The
principal scene of their mutual intercourse can not have been
Judaa, In these distant provinces of the kingdom the Persians
* Comp. Vol. IL pp. 124,138, 8q.

T See in reference to all this Vol. IL. pp. 143, 205, sq.
T Josephus, Ant. xi, 8 § 3.
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were usually represented in very small numbers, and some-
times perhaps not at all; Syria, the province to which Judeea
belonged, was certainly governed as a rule by a Syrian satrap.
Babylonia was rather the ground upon which the two nations
met. Many Jews stayed behind there, not only after 538 s.c.,
but also after Ezra’s’ departure, 458 B.c. They were distinct
enough from the population of the land to attract the attention
of the Persians settled there, and they stood far enough above
it to find favour with the ruling people. There, in Babylonia,
therefore, the Jews became acquainted with the Persians and
their peculiarities. Thence, too, some Jews may have migrated
to Persia or Media,* where of course there was much more
opportunity still for them to become familiar with the ideas
and customs of their masters. For the rest, since the Baby-
lonish Jews and those who resided abroad, in general, were in
constant communication with their brethren in Judeea and with
the temple, the centre of Judaism, the influence felt there was
felt here as well.

But it is evident that the friendliness of the Persians and
the gratitude of the Jews were insufficient of themselves to
establish spiritual intercourse and the interchange of ideas.
For this it was also necessary that there should already be a
certain affinity of belief between the two nations, before they
met: where this is wanting, there is a wall of partition run
up, which will generally be found to be insurmountable. But
the followers of Zarathustra and those of Moses fulfilled even
this main condition. Nay, it may be said that there was more
resemblance between their religious customs and ideas than
between those of either of them and any other nation of
antiquity.

This proposition need not be confirmed in detail, at all

* This migration is understood in the books of Esther and Tobit, which, it is
true, cannot pass as genuinely historical—as will appear further on—bnt yet seem
to represent the true state of affairs in this respect. Comp. among others, Esth. ii,
5, seq.; iii. 8 15; ix. 6, seq., 13, seq.; Tob. i. 14, seq., &ec.

3 D
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events for those who are acquainted with ¢ The Religion of
Zarathustra,” written by one of our countrymen as one of the
series of ““the principal religions.”* There is an unmistakable
affinity between Ahura-Mazda, the chief god of the Persians,
and Jahveh. The spirits who surround the throne of the former
correspond with the heavenly hosts at whose head Jahvch
stands. Both religions show a strictly moral character. In
both it is considered unlawful to make an image of the deity.
Cleanness is prized by the worshippers of Ahura-Mazda as
highly as by the servant of Jahveh; the purifications of both
agree down to details.+ Even in their ideas of the origin of
the human race we notice similarities, which, most probably,
must be explained by the adoption by the Israelites of an
" eastern-asiatic myth in a modified form.; We have already
said enough to show that points of contact between the Persian
and the Israelitish ideas and usages were indeed not wanting.
There is nothing strange, therefore, in the supposition that
the intercourse between the Jews and Persians resulted in the
modification or the enrichment of the religions of both or
of one of the two nations. It may be said to be especially
credible that the Jewish race, which was so much the less
powerful and numerous, took this and that idea or ceremony
from its rulers. If we also take into consideration, that the
contact with the Persians coincides chronologically with im-
portant alterations in the religion of Israel, nay, that Lzra,
from whom the reformation proceeded, was brought up in
Babylonia—then we even think it no longer inexplicable that
some have derived the whole of the later development of
Judaism from Parseeism. ¢ Not inexplicable,” however, only
in the sense that such a derivation has appearances in its
favour. It cannot stand the test of a close examination. On

* C. P. Tiele, de godsdienst van Zarathustra van haor ontstaan in Bakiris tot
den val van het oud-Perzische rijk (1864).

1 Comp. Tiele, L. c., pp. 227, seq., 233, seq., 281, seq.

1 Comp. Vol. I. 254, sq., 389, sq.; Dillmann in Schenkel’s Bibel-Lexikon, ii.
49, sq.
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the standpoint which we now occupy, we may even consider
ourselves absolved from such an examination. All the fore-
going has brought to light clearly enough the independence of
Israel’s religion in general and of the later Judaic development
in particular. The birth and earliest history of Judaism have
been explained in this and the previous chapter quite naturally,
without any necessity for calling in the influence of Parseeism
to our aid. Moreover, those who, on the ground of the re-
semblance between the two religions, make the one dependent
on the other, must not shut their eyes to the no less great,
nay, material difference—which is surely palpable enough.
We will not dwell any longer, therefore, upon this opinion,
which, besides, is now altogether obsolete.

It is quite otherwise with regard to a remark made by the
author of “The Religion of Zarathustra,” to whom we have
just referred. He draws attention to the great affinity between
the organization of the Jewish synagogue and the Persian
worship. ““The sacrifices and other sacred ceremonies of the
Parsees were not tied down to a fixed religious centre; they
were performed in all places, on every holy hill. Ezra did not
follow this example and respected the ancient Israelitish tra-
dition, only permitting the sacrificial service in the temple at
Jerusalem. Places of worship, however, in which the faithful
offered up prayer in common, sang religious songs and read
the books of the law or the prophets, he established all over
the land; and it would seem that this salutary reformation
was an imitation of the custom of the Parsees to read the
sacred books before the Mazdayagnians, to repeat the ancient
prayers before them, and to sing the holy songs before them
or with them, at stated times.”* One might assent to this
entirely, without thereby detracting in any way from the inde-
pendence of Judaism. But that assent can only be given with
some limitation. We found, namely, that the synagogue can-
not be regarded as a foreign plant; it was born on foreign

* Tiele, L. ¢., p. 283,
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soil, it is true, but yet of Israelitism itself.* Thus the most
that can be assumed is, that the Parsee worship hastened the
development of the seed which already existed, or, in other
words, that Ezra and the Sopherim were the more ready to -
transplant the synagogue to the soil of Judaea, because such a
worship as was practised there was also in use among the
Persians, and was evidently a powerful means of cultivating
religious feeling among the people. Interpreted in this way,
the influence of Parsceism can be recognized, not only in the
organization of the synagogue, but also in the whole priestly
legislation, in the redaction of which Ezra, as our previous
investigations show, took an active part. The precepts con-
cerning clean and wnclean, which occupy so large a space in
it,} are of Israclitish origin.f But intercourse with a people
such as the Persians, who possessed similar regulations and
made their faithful observance a point of honour, may have
contributed to cause the priestly traditions to be carefully
written down, and, after they were committed to writing, to
make them find acceptance with the Jewish nation.

Be this as it may, it can in no case surprise us that here and
there elements of Parseeism were adopted by the Jews, or at
all events by their spiritual leaders. There was no actual
introduction of Parsee idcas or ceremonies, But more than
one originally Parsce notion was first embraced by a few, then
applauded by many, to be gradually naturalized at last in
Judaism. If we examine more closely under what circum-
stances and how this occurred, we find that during and after
the exile wants arose in Israel which Parseeism met, as it were,
The Jewish religion develops itself independently and on its
own ground in a certain direction. In consequence of this,
voids make themselves felt in the traditional ideas. Where
this is found to be the case, but only there, what is wanting in
Judaism, and yet seems as if it ought not to be wanting, is
borrowed from Parsecism, If T be not mistaken, the exami-

* Above, pp. 17, sq. 1 Vol. IL pp. 259, 8q. T Vol I1. pp. 31, sq., 94-96..
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nation of the facts themselves will show that the influence of
Zarathustra’s followers remained confined within these limits.
Only one exception must be made here, and that with respect
to the Purlm-feast: it is very probable that it was borrowed
from the Persians, but it cannot be demonstrated that its intro-
duction satisfied a want which arose among the Jews themselves
as a fruit of their own religious life. But other circumstances
are involved here, as will appear in Chapter X, when we return
to this subject. We will pass over the Purlm-feast for the
present and confine ourselves to the remaining facts. To make
our review of them as complete as possible, and not to disperse
unnecessarily things which are closely connected, 1 will fix my
attention not only upon the period of which we are now treat-
ing, but also upon the preceding and following centurics.
Perhaps even in Ezekiel, but certainly in Zechariah the son
of Iddo, the contemporary of Zerubbabel and Joshua, we dis-
cover traces of the influence of the Persians, and this in the
doctrine of angels. The belief in the existence and the activity
of higher beings who are servants of Jahveh and carry out
his will, is old-Israelitish.* In proportion as men conceived
the distance between Jahveh and creation to be greater, or, to
put it in another way, as the conception of Jahveh became
more transcendent, the angels’ office necessarily increased
scope and importance. Now the conception of Jahveh did
indeed develop itself in that direction, from the beginning of
the Babylonish exile.f We cannot wonder, therefore, that
angels play so important a part even in Ezekiel and still more
in Zechariah, and particularly appear as messengers between
Jahveh and his envoy,f which does not occur at all in the older
prophets. But at the same time it is probable that in this
Zechariah at least imitated the Persians, with whom the heavenly

* Vol. L. p. 42. In the older historical narratives too, and above all in Genesis,
angels occur repeatedly, and especially ¢the angel of Jahveh,” who appears as
his representative and speaks as though he were Jahveh himself.

1 Comp. Vol. IL pp. 111, sq., 127-129. i Comp. Vol. IL, pp. 111, 211, sq.

—————
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spirits usually carry out Ahura-Mazda’s commands. In one
respect, at all events, the prophet is decidedly dependent upon
Parseeism. When he speaks, namely, of seven eyes engraved
upon a stone which Jahveh lays before the high-priest ;% or of
the seven arms of the golden candlestick ;+ or once even—
according to a very probable correction of the text—of  the
seven watchers of Jahveh, which run to and fro through the
whole earth”{—we naturally connect this with the ameca-
spenta’s (“ non-slumberers” ) who surround Ahura-Mazda and
are described as leaders of the heavenly host.§

The doctrine of angels continued to develop among the Jews
in the same direction. In the 38rd century before our era
we already find traces of belief in guardian angels of single
nations.|| A century later the author of the book of Danjel
uses the same idea.q He, too, is the first who mentions the
names of angels,** which proves that men began to think of
them more and more in the likencss of man and ascribed to
them a personal character, an individuality of their own. The
same author uses, to indicate a certain class of heavenly spirits,
the word “watchers,”++ which we Just now believed we had
found in Zechariah and which also occurs elsewhere.f} Heaven
gradually becomes more thickly populated with a number of
higher beings, differing in their rank and the sphere of their
activity, charged with a definite task and known by proper
names. In some of these it is believed that we have Persian
names of angels, translated or adopted with a slight modifi-
cation.§§ But irrespectively of this, the influence of Parseeism
m this increasing abundance of heavenly spirits is unmistakable.

* Zech. iii. 9. f Zech. iv. 9.

I Zech. iv. 10. Usual reading, “the seven eyes of J. ahveh, &c.” The correction
is put forward by Dr. A, Kohut, dber die Jiidische Angelologie u, Daemonologie in
ihrer Abhingigkeit vom Parsismus, p. 6, n. 17. § Tiele, L c., pp. 142, seq,

[ Comp. Deut. xxxii. 8 (Ixx.); Sirach xvii. 17.

9 Dan. x. 12, 20, 21; xi. 1; xii. 1.

** Dan. viii, 16; ix. 21 (Gabriel); x. 13, 215 xii. 1 (Michael).

Tt Dan. iv. 13, seq. 1t The book of Enoch, chap. xx. seq.

§§ Comp. Kohut, 1. C., P. 24, sqq. 2
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Perhaps this is shown even more plainly in the Jewish belief
in wicked spirits, and in the pre-eminently Wicked One, Satan.
We ought, however, to make a distinction here. Safan is a
Hebrew word which means “ opposer,” ‘“accuser.” Before the
exile the poetical idea had already arisen in Israel, that in the
council of heaven, among “ the sons of God”* who surrounded
Jahveh’s throne, there was a ¢ Satan,” who had taken upon him-
self the task of pleading the unfavourable interpretation of
man’s character, and therefore could be charged by Jahveh with
tho allotment of misfortunes to mankind. Thisis the part which
Satan plays, as we know, in the introduction to the book of
Job.t Here he is still a servant of Jahveh, just as much as the
other angels, and undertakes to carry out Jahveh’s will. But
the task which is given him is in accord with his nature, as
expressed in the name which he bears. In the vision of Micaiah
ben Imlahf all angels may equally aspire to carry out Jahveh’s
decision respecting Ahab’s fall, and, in reply to a question
addressed to all, “the spirit” (of prophecy) volunteers to per-
form the task ; the poet of the Jobeid knows one among those
heavenly beings who is marked out, as it were, for such punish-
ments.—If we now open the prophecies of Zechariah, we find
Satan still drawn there almost as he is drawn in the book of
Job. He stands opposite Jahveh’s throne, on the right hand
of the high-priest Joshua, to accuse the latter.§ There is this
amount of difference, that in this prophet Satan receives a
rebuke on account of his attack on Joshua and on Jerusalem,
so that he is already beginning to oppose Jahveh more than
in the book of Job.|] It would be hazardous to see the
influence of the Persian notion of Anro-mainynsY in this
small modification, were it not that the Jewish Satan sub-
sequently acquired the traits of this spirit of darkness more
and more : now there is nothing strange in the idea that the

* Ps. xxix. 1; Ixxxix. 7; Gen. vi. 2, sqq. T Job i ii

1 1 Kings xxii. 19-23. § Zech. iii. 1. || Verse 2.
€ Comp. concerning him Tiele, 1. c., pp. 186, seq.
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relative resemblance between the two figures was very soon
noticed, and led to a somewhat modified conception of Satan.
The latter has become exactly like Anro-mainyus in the
Chronicler (third century, B.c.), Who renders the older account,
that Jahvel incited David to number the people/* in these
words: “And Satan stood up against Israel and provoked
David to number Israel.’+ This shows that the conception of
the moral world had undergone an important change. The
older Israelitish prophets and prophetic historians had not
hesitated to derive even evil, moral evil not excepted, from
Jahveh:} the belief that Jahveh directed all things was so
strong in them, that they did not recoil from this consequence.
Tven the second Isaiah—perhaps with an eye to, but yet at va-
riance with, the Persian dualism with which he was acquainted
—had put these words into Jahveh’s mouth :
«T form the light and create darkness,
I make peace and create evil,
I, Jahveh, do all these things.”§

But it is not unnatural that objections to this conception
should have arisen in the minds of some : Jahvel’s moral purity
seemed to them to be not uninjured by being thus made the
immediate cause of sin. The remedy was at hand. Anro-
mainyus was not unknown to the Jews and—Satan stood ready
as it were to undertake his part.

‘When the first step upon this road had once been taken, men
gradually went further. In the book of Tobit—an ethic romance,
perhaps from the first century before our era, to which we shall
revert hereafter—another wicked spirit, Aehsma-daeva, called
here Asmodeus, is introduced as taking an active part.|| About
the samo time we find a number of wicked spirits mentioned in
the revelation of Enoch, and among them, it would seem, some of
Parsee origin. We know from the New Testament how wide
an influence the popular belief of the Jews ascribed to ¢ demons.”

* 2 Sam. xxiv. 1. 1 1 Chron. xxi. 1. 1 Comp. Vol. I p. 48.
§ Isa. xlv, 7. || Chap. iii. 8; vi. 15, seq. § Kap. 6, seq. (ed. Dillmann).
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In the Talmud also and in other Jewish writings various wicked
spirits occur, which have not incorrectly been identified with
Parsee daeva’s.* Thus it is most clearly evident that on this
point especially Judaism proved very susceptible to foreign
notions. Itistrue, that at all events in theory and in the minds
of really pious men monotheism remained inviolate; God’s
direction of all things was not limited by the operations of the
wicked spirits ; therefore they were always subject to him. But
by the introduction of these foreign elements the religious con-
sciousness itself was considerably altered. Inno other particular
was it so deeply affected by foreign influence as in this one.

This last remark would be exaggerated and incorrect, had
the Jews also taken their belief in personal immortality from the
Persians. DBut this was not the case, however much Parseeism
had to do with the formation and development of that belief.
Let us begin by reviewing the facts. The book of Daniel was
written before the middle of the 2nd century n.c. We find in
it the expectation that “ many of them that sleep in the dust of
the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life and some to
shame, to everlasting terror.”’t+ It is certainly not probable
that the writer stood alone in this expectation, nor that it arose
precisely in his days. We are not surprised, therefore, to meet
in a writing of somewhat older date with allusions to belief in
immortality, from which we may infer that it was embraced in
the 8rd century B.c., at least by some.f Now we can account
for this fact without having recourse to Persian influence.
Jahveh’s supremacy was acknowledged in Israel without limita-
tion even before the exile ; his dominion extended over the dead
as well. ¢“ See now”’—says Jahvehin “the Song of Moses,” a
production of the Assyrian period,—

“See now that I, even I, am he,
And there ig no god beside me.

* Comp. Kohut, L. c., pp. 48, sqq. 1 Dan. xii. 2.
1 Eccles. iii. 21, in connection with chap. vi. 6 ; ix. 2, 5, 6, 10; xi. 8; comp.
Hk. 0. iii, 191, and below, Chapter X.
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T kill and I make alive,

When Ihave wounded, I heal,

And there is no one that can deliver out of my hand.”*
The same thoughts are also expressed elsewhere.} Men were
even able to relate that Elijah and Elisha, the envoys of Jahveh,
had raised the dead.} The expectation that a resurrection
would follow death, could easily attach itself to such a belief in
Jahvel’s unlimited power. Now after the Babylonish exile, as
we have already seen,§ there came over the religious conscious-

| ness of the Israelite this great change, that he began to con-
ceive his relation to Jahveh as something individual, as a

personal matter, much more than formerly. So the hope—
and, since Jahveh did not lack the power, the trust—in the
immortality of the individual naturally superseded the belief in
Israel’s perpetual existence. The one results so regularly and
naturally from the other, that the thought of foreign influence
does not occur to us atall. The same is true, to a certain degree,
of the form which the belief in immortality assumed, the
resurrcction of the dead. The first who mentions it is Ezekiel:
in an ecstasy he beholds a valley full of men’s bones, which
afterwards become clothed with flesh and animated by Jahveh’s
gpirit.|| According to the prophet’s own explanation, this is
purely symbolic : the revival of the dead bones is the type of the
restoration of the dead Israelitish nation.§ But it is a symbol
which could easily be interpreted literally, because the Israelite’s
ideas of the human body and soul and their mutual relation
hardly admitted any other notion of man’s existence after death
than that of resuscitation, 4.c., of the miraculous restoration of
the body, into which the spirit returned. It is Jahveh who
gives man—or, more generally, man and beast—spirit, i.e., life,
the breath of life s he is ¢ the god of the spirits of all flesh.”+

* Deut. xxxii, 39. t 1 Sam. ii. 6.
t 1 Kings xvii, 22; 2 Kings vi. 35 ; xiii. 21. § pp- 29, sq.
|| Ezek. xxxvii. 1, seq. 4 Verses 11-14.

** Gen. ii. 7 ; Eceles. xii. 7. 1 Num. xvi. 22; xxvii. 16.
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As soon as Jahveh takes back the breath of life, man and beast
die ;* or, as it is expressed elsewhere, ““the spirit returns to
God who gave it.”+ DBut that spirit does not live on, at all
events not independently or individually; if anything remains
of a man after his death, it is his shade, which goes down into
Sheol,t but cannot be held to live there, in the true sense of the
word.§ The ““spirit” must therefore be breathed into that
shade—or into the body of which it is the shadow—by Jahveh
afresh, if the person is to begin a new life in his entirety. Of
itself now it would be far from strange, if the Jews had been led
by their own reflections to the notion of such an awakening,
not exactly of all the dead without distinction, but of departed
Israclites. Let it be taken into consideration, however, that the
hope of a resurrection from the dead also existed among the
Persians, and is held with high probability to be an original
element of Zarathustra’s doctrine.|| Let it also be remembered
that it 1s found in the book of Daniel, side by side with a
partition of history into four periods, followed by the Messianic
age, which displays great resemblance to the idea which the
Persians formed of the course of the development of the world.q
Does it not become extremely probable, therefore, that Parseeism
was not entirely foreign to the rise and the first growth of the
Jewish dogma ? Must we not also assume here, that the germs
which lay hidden in Judaism were fertilized by contact with a
religion in which they had arrived at maturity ?

If T have succeeded in sketching the line of thought which
ended in the enrichment of Judaism with the ideas of which we
have here treated, the reader will no longer wonder at the
admission of these foreign elements; he will rather think it
natural that the Jewish religion proved susceptible to the

* Ps. eiv. 29, 1 Eecles. xii. 7.,
1 Consider such passages as Gen. xxxvii, 35 ; 1 Sam. xxviil. 19 ; 2 Sam. xii. 23.
§ Comp. Vol. I. pp. 64,sq.

| Comp. Tiele, 1. €., pp. 250, seq., and especially p. 256,

€ Sce on this subject Chapter X.



44 THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL.

influence of Parseeism precisely at these points. Yet he will
not on this account imagine that these newer ideas found equal
favour with all, or that therc was no opposition to them. Every
departure from existing things excites contradiction, and par-
ticularly when it takes the shape of imitating the foreigner and
can therefore be resisted as anti-national. If it be a question
of the introduction of novelties into religion, such a resistance
usually shows itself with special force. Thus we can but expect
that the conservative spirit will not fail to declare itself among
the Jews. DBut at the same time we are prepared to find that
the Scribes—in whom we have surely noticed life and movement
—will not pay that spirit unqualified homage. The Greck
period, which now opens before us, will fully confirm this con-
ception of the course of further development.

NOTES.
L.—See pp. 7, n. t; 8, n. *.

The subject which is merely touched upon in the pages
referred to above, is very intricate, and will undoubtedly long
occupy the attention of critics, nay, will perhaps never be
settled in a thoroughly satisfactory manner. The researches
made of late years have clearly proved that formerly the pro-
blem had been laid down too simply ; thus they have brought
us further on the road, it is true, but at the same time have,
at any rate apparently, placed the solution further off. That
which formerly passed almost as an axiom : the preservation
inviolate and the handing down of the text, both of the Old
Testament in its entirety and of the Thorah in particular, can
now no longer be allowed. It ought rather to be admitted—
especially with Geiger and Popper—that even after the (provi-
sional) completion of the books of the Old Testament, greater
and lesser modifications, interpolations, &c. have been made in
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them. Thus the line of demarcation between the history of the
origin of the books and the history of the text is less sharply
defined than was formerly imagined; it appears that the growth
—if I may so express myself—of the old-testament writings
lasted longer than was at first thought.

We have not now to do with the Old Testament in its
entirety, however, but only with the Pentateuch—although the
book of Joshua cannot well be separated from it. We shall
not treat here of the whole of the final redaction even of these
books ; we shall give and confirm by proofs only so much as is
absolutely necessary to substantiate the results which are
included in the history of the religion on pp. 6, sqq.

Let us begin by describing the point in question. To do
this it is first of all necessary that we take count of the mean-
ings of the words which are constantly used in researches such
as this. We have already remarked that in treating of the
Pentateuch we do not exclude the book of Joshua: it is so
closely connected with the Mosaic writings that all that is
true of the latter can and must be applied to that book also.
But what are we to understand by the redaction of the Penta-
teuch? We mean by this: the combination of the priestly
with the deuteronomic and prophetic elements. The reader will
remember that the Deuteronomist himself joined his laws to the
already existing prophetic narratives (Vol. IL pp. 39-41).
From the moment that the priestly portions (laws and narratives)
were combined with this legislative and historical work, the
Pentateuch existed. How numerous and great soever any
alterations which have been made since may have been, the
main character of the book was fixed, so to speak, as soon as
the conjunction of the two elements had taken place.

Now we already know that the priestly documents are
neither from one hand nor from one time. We have shown
(Vol. IL pp. 182-192) that the author of * the Book of Origins
had an older priestly legislation before him and borrowed
largely from it, especially in Lev. xviii.-xxiii., xxv., xxvi. But
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besides that one collection he most probably made use also of
other, detached laws, portions of the priestly tradition, which, for
some reason or other, had been committed to writing before his
time (comp. Vol. IL pp. 94.97). It is true, therefore, that the
priestly laws and narratives which were linked with those of
the Deutcronomist and the prophets formed one whole—in so
far as they breathed one spirif and had passed through the
hands of one author—but their unity was relative, and excluded
difference of origin as little as it did the mutual antagonism of
the parts.

Tt is precisely this that renders the problem that we are now
handling so intricate. If alterations have been made and
younger portions introduced since the redaction of the Penta-
teuch, then they of course agreed with the youngest, t.e. the
pricstly, elements. DBut then it is necessarily very difficult to
say in each particular case whether that which we see points to
interpolations, modifications, &ec., which occurred after the
redaction, or to want of unity and uniformity in the priestly
portions, in the state in which they were combined with the
deuteronomic and prophetic parts at the redaction. Criticism
must proceed here with the utmost caution, and must never
lose sight of the double possibility which we have just pointed
out.

But before all things it is necessary to show that the first
possibility referred to is something more than an abstraction,
or, in other words, that facts do really compel us to admit that
modifications posterior to the redaction have been made in the
text. The following considerations lead to this conclusion.

1. Tt will not do to reject @ priort, on the ground of the res-
pect which the Jews had for the Thorah, the hypothesis that
such alterations have been made—let us say, for shortness’

sake, since the year 444 m.c., the date of the record of Neh. x.

It is true, it is undeniable that that respect restrained them
from making even the slightest alteration in the sacred text at
a later—the post-masoretic—period. But at first, and particu-
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larly in the period over which our present search extends, this
was not the case. The Samaritan Pentateuch exists to prove
this. A complete list of its deviations from the Masoretic text
is now given by H. Petermann, Versuch einer hebr. Formenlehre
nach der Aussprache der heut. Samaritaner (Abhandlungen
fur die Kunde des Morgenl. vol. v. no. 1 : Leipzig, 1868), p.
219-326. Many of those differences arc ordinary variations
which are of no interest to us here. But in more than one
place the Samaritan allowed himself to ¢mprove the original,
chiefly by filling in that which—apparently or in reality—was
wanting in the parallel passages. Of this nature are the alter-
ations which he made in Gen. xxx. 87 (comp. chap. xxxi. 11-
14); Exod. vi. 9 (comp. xiv. 12); vii. 18 ; viii. 19; ix. 5, 19;
x. 3 (where it is expressly stated again and again that Moses
really said to Pharaoh the words which Jahveh had put in his
mouth)—and in about twenty other passages of the Pentateuch
as well. Comp. Popper, der bibl. Bericht iiber die Stiftshitte,
pp- 68-71.

Now we have not the slightest right to affirm that such a
treatment of the text of the Thorah was peculiar to the Sama-
ritan, and foreign to the Jew. Probability itself is in favour
of their having both followed the same method. Besides, we
have a conclusive proof of this in the Greek translation of the
Pentateuch. Its agreement with the Samaritan recension is
generally admitted, among others, by Gesenius, de Pent. Samar.
origine, cett. pp. 10, sqq.; Thiersch, de Pent. wvers. alex. Libr.
iil. pp. 49, sqq. Precisely because it is not perfect, but frag-
mentary, it furnishes the strongest evidence both for the Jewish
origin of the deviations which we now meet with in the work
of the Samaritans, and for their propagation in the manuscripts
of the 4th and 8rd centuries B.c. It is also worthy of remark
here, that we also find & few of the above-mentioned interpo-
lations in the Greek translation, notably those in Num. iv. 14
xii. 16; xxi. 11, 12. Others, in fact the majority, are wanting,
and thus were perhaps not introduced till later, after the Hebrew
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code, which the Alexandrine translator had before him, was
finished.*
But it is unnecessary to dwell longer upon this, for
II. it has been shown—by Dr. J. Popper, in the work just
cited—that Exod. xxxv.-xl.; Lev. viil. (the description of the
building of the tabernacle, &c.) stand in more than one respect
upon a line with the Samaritan amplifications, and were only
gradually made so conformable to Exod. xxv.-xxxi. (the pre-
 cepts respecting the building of the tabernacle, &c.) as is now
the case in the Masoretic text. After repeated consideration
of Popper’s demonstration, I must, in the main, agree with
him. His two chief arguments [(1) the grammatical peculiari-
ties in which Exod. xxxv. seq. differ from Exod. xxv. seq.; (2)
the text of the Greek translation of Exod. xxxv. -xL.] certainly
do not prove that Exod. xxxv.-x]. did not receive its present
form till about the middle of the 8rd century B.c., but they
do prove (1) that, at all events in part, it is from a different
hand and is younger than Exod. xxv.-xxxi. ; and (2) that
about the middle of the 3rd century B.c. it had not yet been
included in all manuscripts, and especially occurred in a shorter
form in the code of the Alexandrine translator. There are, in
particular, conclusive reasons for holding Exod. xxxvi. 8—
xxxviil. 20, to be a younger amplification. Graf, 1. c., p. 86, n.
1s also of this opinion. Noldeke, on the contrary, L c., pp.
56-61, declares against Popper, without however refuting his
* One passage in the Pentateuch was altered by the Samaritans in the interest
of their temple on Gerizim. Instead of ; When ye be gone oyer the Jordan,
ye shall set up these stones — — — on mount Ebal” (Deut. xxvii. 4), they write,
“When ye — — — on mount Gerizim.” If, namely, Moses himsclf ordered an
altar to be erected on that mountain, the Samaritan temple obtains an authority of
which even the sanctuary at Jerusalem cannot boast. The Samaritans were so
taken with this passage as proving that authority, that they twice repeated it in
their Pentateuch, once in Exod. xx. 17, and once after Deut. v. 18 (Petermann,
L c., pp. 254, 308), immediately after the Decalogue, therefore, with which this pre-
cept is thus, as it were, placed upon the same footing. In this case, therefore, they

were guilty of deliberate falsification of the text. The rest of the modifications

which they permitted themselves to make were equally arbitrary, but were intro-
duced in good faith,
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evidence, which he only knows at second hand—p. 56, n. The
diffuse repetition, considered entirely by itself, scems to me
also to be no conclusive proof of the later addition; it may
much rather be asserted that in the B. of O. it is quite in
place and in perfect harmony with the author’s style. But
besides this, other phenomena occur here, namely the two
just mentioned, which can be satisfactorily explained only by a
difference of age and author: to these, and especially to the
deviations of the LXX., N6ldeke does not do justice. Schrader
(De Wette’s Einl. i.285, n. 48) contents himself with referring
to Néldeke. Those who do not accept Popper’s conclusion
are undoubtedly bound to consider his painstaking demonstra-
tion, and, if possible, to disprove it, with closer attention than .
they have hitherto bestowed upon it.

If the Sopherim did not recoil from amplifications such as
these, they will not have abstained from small alterations in
the text, where these seemed of use, either to prevent misun-
derstanding or to obviate antagonism to other passages. I
shall return to this point in the next note, in order now to
proceed to handle,

III. the legal ordinances, which certainly, or at any rate
with high probability, must be regarded as younger than the
year 444 B.c. As the first proof of this, we have already men-
tioned and illustrated as much as was necessary, pp. 6, sq.

A. Exod. xxx. 11-16. Let what we have said there be com-
pared with Popper, 1. c., pp. 194, sqq.; Graf, 1. c., p. 68.

This instance does not stand alone. It appears to me that
such interpolations must be assumed,

B. in Lev. i.-vii. and viii.-x. Both these groups of laws are
handled by Kalisch in his Hist. and Crit. Commentary on the
0. T., Leviticus, Part I. (London, 1867) ; the former by Merx
in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift, vi. (1863) pp. 41-84, 164-181. In
contradistinction not only from previous exegesists, but also
from Knobel (who only makes an exception in favour of Lev. x.
16-20; see below) Kalisch and Merx deny the unity of the

3 B
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groups handled by them, and point out in them evident traces
of working-up and amplification. -In the mean time they by
no means agree together, and their criticism frequently leaves
upon one the impression that the separation of the original
elements from those which were added subsequently is coupled
with almost insuperable difficulties. This is not the place to
judge their divergent opinions. I can the more readily abstain
from doing so, because the redaction of the sacrificial laws is
certainly partly of older date than that of the Pentateuch, and
thus need not be discussed here. But, unless I be mistaken,
the two groups also include documents of very late date, in
which the hand of the Sopherim after Ezra’s time betrays
itself. This applies first of all to Lev. x. 16-20 (comp. Knobel,
Lzod. w. Levit. p. 430, sq.; Kalisch, L c., pp. 704, sqq.). This
pericope is a. from another hand than the preceding one, and
is based . upon an incorrect interpretation of Lev. vi. 30.
For surely a. the writer, who just before (Lev. x. 6-8) had
related that Aaron and his sons were not allowed to perform
any act whatever of mourning, and that, at Moses’ command,
they had eaten their allotted portion of the meat and thank-
offerings (verses 12-15) —cannot have allowed Aaron’s sadness
to pass as a suflicient motive for him to abstain from cating
the sin-offering, as (according to Lev. x. 17, 18) he was bound
to do. In addition to this, there is the fact that the burning
of the sin-offering, for which Aaron’s sons are blamed in Lev.
x. 17,18, had been stated in Lev. ix. 11, 15 to have taken
place under Moses’ eyes without the latter opposing it or ob-
jecting to it.  How can the author who tells us this have been
able to relate subsequently that Moses diligently sought the
goat of the sin-offering” ? But b. besides this the interpreta-
tion of the law from which Lev. x. 16-20 starts is inaccurate.
The rule was, namely, that the flosh of the sin-offerings for the
High-priest and for the people might not be eaten, but had to
be burnt. This is expressed in Lev. vi. 30 in these words :
“No sin-offering, whereof any of the blood is brought into
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the tabernaclo of the congregation to reconcile withal in the
holy place, shall be eaten : it shall be burnt in the fire.” The
comparison of Lev. iv. 5-7 (11, 12); 16-18 (21) shows that
this really refers to the sin-offerings for the High-priest and
for the people. Now “the goat of the sin-offering,” of which
Lev. x. 16-20 treats, was a sin-offering for the people, Lev. ix.
15, and thus it was right that it should not be eaten, but burnt.
But the writer of Lev. ix. had not said that the blood of that
goat was brought into the holy place ; he rather, in verses 8-11,
excludes this ceremony—probably because Aaron and his sons
were still undergoing consecration to the priestly office and
therefore could not enter the holy place ; perhaps, also, because
he was not acquainted with or forgot Lev. vi. 30. The author
of Lev. x. 15-20 is unable to get over his predecessor’s silence
on this point, concludes that a breach of the law has occurred,
and endeavours, by his interpolation, to excuse it. The ques-
tion now is, when was that interpolation made? The opinion
of Knobel, who thinks that it was borrowed from the ¢ Kriegs-
buch” (1), is quite beyond our consideration. Kalisch (p. 706)
points to the fact that Moses occurs here, not as an instrument
of Jahveh, but as a human lawgiver who bursts into a rage
and is subsequently appeased by the excuse offered by Aaron—
which he might have thought of himself; Kalisch gathers from
this that the representation of this dispute dates from an earlier
period, and compares Num. xxxii. 6, seq. But surely it is
incontestable that this pericope was written after Lev. vi. 30
and Lev. ix.? Besides this it strikingly resembles the discus-
sions of the later Jewish doctors which have been preserved to
us in the Talmud. I am ready to admit that the author is a
liberal man, for he subordinates the observance of the precepts
of the Law to the state of mind of those upon whom it is
imposed, or, in other words, applies after his own fashion the
nil humant a me alienum puto. But such a view was not
strange among the Sopherim either. The fact that Moses is
depicted here as guilty of hastiness is, in my opinion, entirely
E 2
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incidental : the legal question which the author of the interpo-
lation wished to settle had to be brought in somehow or other,
and who could do it but Moses? Comp. Lev. xxiv. 10, seq.;
Num. xv. 82, seq.

A second interpolation of subsequent date may perhaps
be observed in those verses of Lev. vii. which define the
priests’ share in the various sorts of sacrifices, Lev. vii. 8-10,
28-34, to which verses 85, 36 belong as a subseription. Chap.
vi. 26: vil. 6, 7, where the sin- and the trespass-offerings are
assigned fo the priests, may have led to the introduction into
the sacrificial laws of regulations in the interest of the priest-
hood with regard to the burnt-, meat- and thank-offerings as
well. - Comp. further Kalisch, L ¢., pp. 545, sqq., 554, sqq.

C. Neither can I regard as untouched the laws relating to
the tithes. My arguments are as follow. The bringing of the
tithes to the Levites (and of the tenth part of the tithes to the
priests, sons of Aaron) is ordered in Num. xviii, 21-24 (25-32).
The perusal of this law leaves us in uncertainty upon a very
weighty point : do the Levites receive the tenth part of the har-
vest only, or also of the cattle which is born in the course of
the year?  So much is certain, that the tithes of cattle are not
expressly mentioned. It may be asserted that they are included
in the general formula: “all the tithes in Israel,” verse 21;
““the tithes of the children of Israel,” verses 24, 26, &c. But
they are not indicated beyond doubt. It may even be asked
whether verses 27, 30 do not exclude them, If the author of
this law had been thinking of the tithes of cattle as well, would
he have been able to write that the resignation of a portion of
the tithes to the priests should be reckoned as an offering
(ther@imah) on the part of the Levites, “as though it were the
cornof the threshing-floor and as the fulness of the winepress 7’
At all events this comparison was much more likely to be used,
if the tithes consisted of the fruits of the fiecld and the trees,
and of nothing else.

In the meantime, it is certain that the tithes of cattle are
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exacted in another priestly law, Lev. xxvii. 32, 83. After the
tithes of the land, * whether of the seed of the land or of the
fruit of the tree,” have been mentioned in verses 30, 31, “all
tithes of the herd or of the flock’ are added.

How are we to look upon this ordinance ? Is it really of
the same purport as Num. xviii. 20-24, only somewhat clearer
or more detailed? Or does it embrace a new demand in
the interest of the Levites, and thus serve to supplement and
extend the other (and in that case the older) law in Num.
xviii. ?

So long as we confine ourselves to comparing the two laws
with each other, it is scarcely possible to answer this question.
But, independently of these laws, there ave facts which, it scems
to me, must lead to a decision of the point.

In the first place, it must not escape our attention, that in
Deuteronomy the tithes of cattle are not mentioned at all. It
will be remembered that the Deuteronomist assigns the tithes
of the harvest (not to the Levites, but) to Jahveh, and com-
mands the Israelites to eat them in sacrificial meals (Vol. IT.
pp- 26, 257, sq.) ; thus he had every opportunity of mentioning
the tithes of sheep and oxen as well, nay, he could not have
omitted to speak of them, had he known anything of them.
This is a fact of the highest signmificance. The priestly law-
giver pre-supposes throughout the state of things which is
regulated in Deuteronomy ; whenever he deviates from it he
has to express himself clearly and unequivocally. This the
author of Num. xviii. 20-32 has not done, if it was his intention
to require the tithes of cattle. No one, occupying the stand-
point of Deuteronomy, and reading the law in Num. xviii.,
would suspect that the latter gives to the tithes a wider com-
pass than they had before.

In the second place, we observe that in the book of Nehemiah
mention is made more than once of the payment of the tithes,
but always in such a manner that the tithes of cattle are either
not named or even definitely excluded. Read
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Neh. x. 37-39, where the Israelites bind themselves to deliver
up to the Levites “the tithes of their ground,” and this “in all
the cities of their tillage ;” it is afterwards laid down that the
Levites in their turn shall give the priesthood its share, con-
sisting (verse 89)—of oxen and sheep? no—of “ corn, new
wine and oil ;”

Neh, xii, 44-47, where again, among other offerings, the
tithes are mentioned, in connection with the chambers in which
they were stored in the temple : it is improbable in itself that
cattle were stalled there as well ;

Neh. xiii, 5, where once more—as in chap. x. 39— the
tithes of corn, new wine and oil” are spoken of ;

Neh. xiii. 12, according to which passage—taken from Nehe-
miah’s own memoirs—the whole of J udah, at his instance,
brings up “the tithes of the corn and the new wine and the
0il,” but, as far as we know, of nothing else.

How are these accounts to be explained, unless it be assumed
that the obligation to pay tithes of cattle did not yet exist in
the days of Ezra and Nehemiah, i.c. was not included in the
Law till after their time. Ts it conceivable that the tithes
should be mentioned four times, and that each time the tithes
of oxen and sheep should accidentally be passed over in
silence ?

For these reasons I hold Lev. xxvii. 32, 33 to be a later
interpolation. In opposition to this view, it is possible to
appeal—not to Malachi, who in chap. iii. 8, 18 speaks of
tithes in general, without defining them more closely, but—to
2 Chr. xxxi. 5, 6, where we read that as early as in Hezckiah’s
time tithes were paid of sheep and oxen, among other things.
But anyone who is acquainted with the Chronicler and his
method, will readily admit that this evidence proves nothing at
all. All that can be deduced from it is, that Lev. xxvii. 82,
33 stood in the Law in the writer’s time : it is precisely on that
account that he is convinced, and mentions as an historical fact,
that in the reign of the pious king Hezekiah this part of the
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revenues of the Levites was also paid without fail. Comp.
Graf, L. c., pp. 168, sqq.

D. It appears to me, finally, that the originality of the pre-
cept to offer a burnt-sacrifice to Jahveh in the name of the
community twice a day, in the morning and in the evening, is
also open to doubt.

We find this precept in Exod. xxix. 88-42 ; Num. xxviii.
3-8. The words “which was ordained in mount Sinai,” in
verse 6 of the latter law, seem to refer to the former, with which
it is elmost identical in tenor. If this be so, we must regard
Num. xxviil. 3-8 as a repetition of Exod. xxix. 38-42—included
in the list of the festive sacrifices for the sake of completeness.
But opposed to this course there arc the facts that this ordi-
nance respecting the daily burnt-sacrifices is really out of place
in Exod. xxv.-xxx1., and that the text in Exod. xxix. seems to
be less original and younger than that in Num. xxviii. Popper
(. ¢., pp. 190, sq.) infers from this that Num. xxviii. is tho
original, and that Exod. xxix. 88-42 was included in the
precepts relating to the tabernacle subsequently. For our
present purpose this point of dispute is of subordinate impor-
tance.

The daily burnt-offering is also alluded to in other passages
in the priestly legislation. Some of these allusions have pecu-
liarities which, in connection with other phenomena which
occur elsewhere, afford matter for reflection.

Lev. vi. 8-13 (Hebr. text, 1-6) is almost identical with the
two laws first-mentioned. It is prescribed there that the fire
on the altar is never to be put out. It appears from verse 9,
that the author of the law is already acquainted with the
evening burnt-offering. And as in verse 12 he talks of “ the
burnt-offering”” which must be arranged upon the wood ““every
morning,” it is at least probable that he has in view here—not
burnt-offerings in general, bat—the morning burnt-offering, to
be offered in the name of the community.

In Lev. iii. 5, the morning burnt-offering is again under-
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stood, but the evening burnt-offering is by no means excluded ;
the lawgiver had simply no occasion to mention it.

Lev. ix. 17. Aaron kindles a meat-offering “ beside the
burnt sacrifice of the morning.” The remark just made is
applicablo here as well.

In themselves these three passages present no sort of diffi-
culty. The difficulties come from without. For,

Ezekiel ordains, chap. xlvi. 13-15, with an eye to the future,
a daily offering, but only one, to be offered in the morning.
As in Exod. xxix. and Num, xxviii., it is a lamb of the first
year, and is accompanied with a meat- and a drink-offering.
But, according to Ezekiel, this additional gift consists of one-
sixth of an ephah of flour and onec-tenth of a hin of oil
according to the Pentateuch it consists of one-tenth {of an
ephah) of flour, one-fourth of a hin of oil and one-fourth of a
bin of wine. This difference is less remarkable, however, than
that mentioned first : the absoluto silence of the prophet with
regard to the evening burnt-offering—one of the many proofs
that he was unacquairited with the priestly law : how could he,
knowing that law, have passed over or abolished the continual
evening sacrifice ?  Compare Vol. II. pp. 115, sq.

This conclusion is most strikingly confirmed by 2 Kings xvi.
15—which passage proves that in the days of Ahaz, 741-725
B.C., (probably even in the days of the author, 7.e. about the
time of the Babylonish exile) o morning burnt-offering and an
cvening meat-offering were offered upon the great altar. This
evidence is indirectly confirmed by 1 Kings xviii. 86, where the
meat-offering is mentioned, quite in passing, as an (ordinary)
evening sacrifice.

At the same time, nothing more follows from these two pas-
sages than that the priestly ordinance respecting the fwo daily
burnt-offerings also did not exist before the exile—of which we
were already certain, upon the ground of our previous researches
with regard to other priestly laws. We are brought somewhat
further by two accounts from the time after the exile, namely
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Ezra ix. 4, where Ezra tells us that he sat ““until the evening
meat-offering”—the same expression as in 2 Kings xvi. 15.
What reason had Hzra for mentioning the meat-offering (the
manchah), if it was merely offered as an accessory to the burnt-
offering? Would he not necessarily have written “until the
evening burnt-offering,” if such a sacrifice had been customary
at that time P—and

Neh. x. 833. Here the Israelites, in the record of which we
have spoken before, bind themselves to bring every year one-
third of a shekel, for, among other things, “the continual
meat-offering and the continual burnt-offering.”” Thus these
two offerings are named here side by side, again exactly as in
2 Kings xvi. 15. No one would be likely to imagine from Neh.
x. 33 that they belong together, nay, form one indivisible whole.
But then surely we are not at liberty to explain the record of
the covenant by the priestly law, as it now runs, but must
rather admit that the double daily burnt-offering is of later
date than the year 444 B.c., or, in other words, was included in
the Law after Ezra’s time.

Should any one think that it will not do to regard at all
events three pericopes of the priestly thorah (Exod. xxix.,
Num. xxviii., Lev. vi. 8-13) as later interpolations, he may,
necessarily, assume that the author of the record in Neh. x.
involuntarily bound the people, not to that which the law newly
introduced prescribed, but to the still existing custom which
that law endeavoured to modify. Such an hypothesis, however,
is not probable. Now that it is an ascertained fact that altera-
tions were made in the Thorah after Ezra’s time, we really have
no right to set arbitrary limits to them.

With respect to the subsequent introduction both of the
tithes of cattle and of the evening burnt-offering, I am unable,
as far as I know, to appeal to a single predecessor. But 1
unhesitatingly submit my views to the opinion of those qualified
to judge, although, as a matter of prudence, I have not in-
cluded them in the text of my History.
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Compare also upon the subject handled in this Note, my
essay on the priestly elements in the Pentateuch and Joshua,

in the Theol. Tijdschrift, vol. iv.

IT.—See p. 12, n. +.

The subject touched upon in the page cited above is also
much too wide to be thoroughly handled in a note such as this.
I shall therefore confine myself to a few hints.

I. The recollection that *the Sopherim” had permitted
themselves to make alterations in the text of the Old Testa-
ment survived in the Jewish schools. With regard to the
varions forms which that recollection assumed, Geiger, Urschrift
und Uebersctzungen, pp. 808, sqq., deserves to be consulted. It
gradually became the general conviction, that the ordinary
Masoretic text of the Old Testament contained etghteen of
those “corrections of the Sopherim” (Thikkiiné Sopherim),
which are therefore enumerated in the Masorah, e.g. Ochlah
w’ochlah, herausg. von D. S. TFrensdorff (Hannover, 1864),
p- 113, whero the ¢ correction” (Hebr. thakan) is attributed
to Hzra—proving that the Sopherim to whom it is usually
ascribed are the older Scribes or “the men of the Great
Synagogue.” Now a careful consideration of these eighteen
readings shows that they are by no means all of the same kind.
It will have to be granted to Geiger (L.c.) that the tradition
1s incomplete and also frequently represents obscurely or even
quite incorrectly the real meaning of the Sopherim. But this
much is certain, that here and thore tho Thikktiné Sopherim”’
betray a tendency to remove imaginary or real difficulties by
means of a slight modification in the text, This is true, in
my opinion, of

Gen. xviii, 22, Original reading: “and Jahveh stood yetb

before Abraham.” Correction: “and Abraham stood yet
before Jahvely,”’



NOTES ON CHAPTER IX. 59

Num. xii. 12. Original reading : “ Let us not be as one dead
(a still-born child) at whose issue from ousr mother’s womb our
flesh is half consumed.” Verse 11 shows, namely, that Aaron
looks upon Miriam’s leprosy as a punishment which affects him
as well ; they being brother and sister, it could well be said,
now that the sister was a leper, that alf the body of the one
born dead, of whom Aaron speaks, was consumed. The
Sopherim made three alterations here: “let ker mot be ;”
“from his mother’s womb ;” “his flesh.” The two latter are
expressly pointed out as “ thikkiné Sopherim ;” the first is
not. Comp. Geiger, L. c., pp. 384, sq.

Hab.i.12. Original reading: “ Art thou not from everlasting,
O Jahveh my God, mine holy one, who dieth not 2> Correction :
“ we shall not die.”

Other ¢ corrections ”” must be judged in the same way. But
it is unnecessary to enlarge upon them here. For our purpose
it is enough to know that, according to tradition itself, the
Sopherim sometimes acted as correctors.

II. Now it lies in the nature of the case that of these “ cor-
rections ” only a few were openly acknowledged and were
handed down by tradition. By far the most of them were
made secretly and must now be inferred by us from the lan-
guage and the context, sometimes too with the help of the old
translations. Geiger, in the work guoted above and in other of
his writings, has devoted great acumen to this subject. I am
convinced that he goes much too far, when he ascribes almost

all differences of reading to the love of correcting, and hardly
notices the other causes from which those differences result—
the involuntary errors of the transcribers, with their un-
avoidable consequences. But if he has been guilty of exagge-
ration, his theory is not on that account less true. Phenomena
occur in the text of the Old Testament which scarcely admit
any other explanation. I will give a few instances here, partly
borrowed from Geiger and partly the result of my own obser-
vations — the preference being given to those which speak
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plainly, and, according to the old translations, plead for modifi-
cations of the text in the period of “the Great Synagogue.”
As is the case sub I, a few are taken from the Pentateuch,
which fared no better than the other books in this respect.

Exod. xx. 24. Original reading : ““ In all places where thou
shalt praise my name” (Hebr. thazkir). Correction : “in all
places where I record my name.” Comp. Vol. IL pp. 81, sq.
and the treatise by Geiger cited there.

Exod. xxxii. 4. Original reading (preserved in Neh.ix.18.):
“ This is thy god, O Israel, that brought thee up out of Egypt.”
Correction : “ These be thy gods, O Israel, which brought thee
up out of Hgypt.” According to the narrator, the golden calf
is an image of Jahveh (comp. verse 5); the Sopherim hold it
to be an image of a false god. Comp. Geiger, l.c., pp. 285, sq.

1 Sam, ii. 22b (comp. Exod. xxxviii. 8). See Godyg. Bijdr. of
1864, p. 472.

1 Sam. iv. 4; 2 Sam. vi. 2. See Vol. I. p. 259 with regard
to the alterations made here.

1 Sam. vi. 15. ““The Levites” certainly did not occur in
the original text; they were introduced in order to bring the
narrative at any rate into some sort of harmony with the
(younger) legal precepts respecting the handling of the ark.
Comp. Vol. IL p. 302.

1 Kings viii. 4. It has already been observed above (Vol. IT.
p. 301) that the original text ran: ‘“and the Levitical
priests brought it up.” By the addition of and this was
turned into : ““and the priests and the Levites brought it up.”
This may be an accident, but still the hypothesis is more pro-
bable that we have here a deliberate alteration, intended to
introduce into the narrative the distinction between priests and
Levites, which men took from the Thorah and did not like to
miss here.

1 Kings ix. 25. The original text ran: “ And three times
in a year did Solomon offer . . .. unto Jahveh and burnt
incense before Jahvel.””  These last words were utterly opposed



NOTES ON CHAPTER IX. 61

to the later notions concerning the exclusive fitness of the
priests to perform such acts. To remove the offence, one of the
Sopherim inserted: “he that was with him > (Hebr. aschéir
ittho), so that the text now ran: “and he that was with him
(namely, the priest) burnt incense before Jahveh.” Subse-
quently, when the meaning of this interpolation was not under-
stood, the two inserted words were transposed, and thus the
present text, which is utterly unintelligible, originated.

But I have said enough to illustrate my meaning. To the
above we must now add

IIIL. that the Sopherim, although they allowed themselves to
make such slight alterations as these here and there—and
perhaps, if Geiger’s opinion is confirmed by further research,
sometimes undertook larger interpolations in the text of the
prophetic and historical writings—yet upon the whole handed
down that text faithfully. The “Ueberarbeitung” which Geiger
ascribes to them was not in any case such a working-up as to
touch and make unrecognisable the original character of.the
books. The conclusive proof of the truth of this proposition
lies in this, that we are able, with the help of the prophetic
and historical books, to bring to light the younger origin of
the priestly portions of the Thorah. Starting from the irre-
fragable testimony borne by the prophets and historians con-
cerning their own time, its convictions and usages, we show
that they were unacquainted with the Law—which the Sopherim
took as their highest authority. 'We could not possibly suc-
ceed in doing this, had not the writings of those men come
down to us upon the whole in the form in which they themselves
left them. The truth of this remark may be further confirmed,
as far as the historical hooks are concerned, by comparing their
contents with those of the Chronicles. We shall revert to this
directly, in the beginning of Chapter X. We shall then sece
clearly that the author of the Chronicles has as it were revised
and corrected throughout the statements of his predecessors,
to bring them into barmony with his conception of the course
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of divine revelation to Israel. Nothing less than such a re-
casting could render the older description of Israel’s history
available in the century in which the Chronicler lived. Had
the Sopherim felt at liberty, or considered it their duty, to make
the prophetic histories agree thoroughly and entirely with the
views of their day, the difference between those books and the
Chronicles, which is now obvious to the most superﬁmal ob-
server, would not exist.

The Chronicler teaches us at the same time, why the Sopherim
were able to abstain from a complete redaction of the older
historical books. The freedom with which he handles them,
supplements and alters their accounts, would be altogether
inexplicable, had divine authority been attributed to those
books in his days. But if this was not the case, then the
Sopherim too were not obliged to alter the testimony of those
writings as much as was necessary to confirm their conviction.
They could then value those historians’ support, but could, if
need be, do without it. We have every reason to rejoice that
at first they felt so independent of those witnesses of a former
day, that they could hand down their statements inviolate to a
later generation.



CHAPTER X.

JupAisM IN PALESTINE UNDER THE GREEK DOMINION AND

THE ASMONEAN PRINCES.

A xEwW epoch dawns upon Palestine and upon the whole of
the Hast in the last years of the fourth century before the
Christian era. More than two centuries had then clapsed since
the founder of the Persian empire had incorporated the Greek
colonies on the coast of Asia Minor into his monarchy, and
had come into contact with the Greeks themselves for the first
time (548 B.c.). His successors Darius Hystaspis and Xerxes
bhad thrown themselves upon Hellas with all their might, but
in the fields of Marathon (490), at Thermopyle, and in the
waters of Salamis (480 B.c.), it had appeared that the small
armies of free Greece could do more than the servile hordes
which the eastern despot drove before him. The struggle had
been continued at intervals since that time, without leading to
any decisive result. In Greece itself important changes had
taken place. Weakened by mutual quarrels, the cities of Hellas
had been forced to submit to Philip of Macedon, in order to
carry on war with Persia under his lead (337 B.c.). It was his
son Alexander, not unjustly called the Great, who prosecuted
his father’s design, went to attack the Persians on their own
territory (334 B.c.), and in a fow years shattered the proud
fabric of their dominion.

Part of Alexander’s work perished at his death (323 B.c.).
The great world-monarchy which he had founded did not sur-
vive him, and all attempts to re-establish it were unavailing.
Buat that which gives his undertaking its real importance in
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the history of the world remained in existence. The Hellenic
spirit was not driven out again from Asia. The triumph of
the West over the Bast was decided. Regarded from this
point of view, the Roman dominion was rather the continuation
than the overthrow of Alexander’s work.

Judeea, incorporated into the youthful conqueror's empire
after his first victories (332 B.c.), remained also after his death
a subdivision of a Greek kingdom. For some time it was unde-
cided to which of Alexander’s successors the Jews should be
subject, and more than once they even changed masters. But
it was Hellenic princes who fought for possession of the small
land, or really of Coele-Syria and the whole of Palestine, and,
whatever was the result of that struggle, the Jews remained
continuously exposed to the mighty influence of the Greek
spirit. It will astonish no one, that a fresh chapter of the
history of their religion begins with their inclusion in Alex-
ander’s empire.

It is not so easy to determine what should be the end of the
survey which we have just begun. Every one knows that
Antiochus Epiphanes, in 167 s.c., tried by violence to compel
the adherents of the Jewish religion to worship the Greek gods,
and thereby caused a rebellion which, in the year 188 p.c., was
crowned with the recognition of the independence of the Jews.
These events undoubtedly open a new epoch in the political
history of the Jews. But, how important soever they may be to
the history of Judaism, they do not afford us a suitable resting-
point in our examination of it. Rather does it seem advisable
to treat the history of Judaism in Palestine as one whole to
the end of the rule of the independent Jewish princes, 4. e. to
the beginning of the reign of Herod the Great (37 B.c.). We
shall then sce clearly, both how the way had been prepared for
the cvents which occurred under Antiochus Epiphanes by all
that preceded them, and what weighty consequences directly
resulted from them. Thus the preponderating importance of
the Syrian tyrant’s undertaking will be self-evident, without
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our drawing a line of demarcation where history does not point
one out.

The title of this chapter shows further that we shall at first
confine ourselves to Judaism in Palestine. In the Persian
period there were already many Jews settled out of Palestine,
especially in Babylonia, and we have more than once referred
to their fortunes and influence. With the beginning of the
Greek period the spread of the Jews beyond their native land
increased largely. In particular, many of them, still in the
4th century, migrated both under compulsion and voluntarily
to Egypt, and especially to Alexandria. Their development,
in many respects peculiar, of course will not escape our atten-
tion. But it differs so very much from that of the Jews in
the mother-country, that it requires separate treatment, and it
exercised at first so little influence upon the course of events
in Judea, that a knowledge of it is not necessary to follow
those events. It is for these reasons that the chapter upon
Judaism abroad does not precede the present one, but follows
it. There were no preponderant reasons for stopping in that
chapter also at the year 37 B.c.; it will thus exhaust its subject
as much as possible and run parallel with Chapter XII (*‘ The
last century of the Jewish state”), as well as with Chapter X.

Let us first survey the political history of the Jews to the
reign of Antiochus Epiphanes, at least in its external outlines.
We possess a review of it—remarkably enough—in the Old
Testament itself, which does not, it is true, bring to light any
unknown facts, but still can teach us what events made most
impression wpen the Jews themselves.*

While Alexander the Great was besieging Tyre, he invited
the Jews to submit to him. Their high-priest at that time,
Jaddua, refused, upon the ground of the oath sworn to Darius.
It was related in after times that Alexander, when he was pre-

* Dan. xi. 3-20. The passage has the form of a prediction, but was written, as
well as the whole book, in 165 B.c. We shall revert to this further on.

3 F
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paring to take revenge for that resistance, upon seeing Jaddua,
who went to meet him at the head of the priests, repented,
because he recognized in him the man who had appeared to
thim in Macedonia in a dream.* The probability is, that the
submission of the Jews which followed shortly afterwards
caused their former hesitation to be forgotten, if indeed the
latter needed pardon, and did not rather, precisely on account
of the contrast with the servile conduct of the Samaritans and
other tribes, serve to commend the Jews in the eyes of the
conqueror. He was at all events not unfavourably disposed
towards them, and he even granted them some privileges and
induced many of them to settle in the city of Alexandria which
he had founded in Egypt.

The death of Alexander falls in the year 323 B.c. ; then “his
kingdom was broken and divided towards the four winds of
heaven.”t+ Ptolemeus the son of Lagus, one of his generals,
soon made himself master of Palestine, scized Jerusalem on a
sabbath day, and carried away many Jews captives to Egypt
(320 B.c.). In the subsequent wars he was unable to retain
possession of these conquests, but after the battle of Ipsus
(301 B.c.) they were again assigned to him. From that time
forward, therefore, Judwa, with the rest of Palestine and Coele-
Syria, formed a portion of the Hgyptian kingdom, the realm
of the Lagide. So it remained for nearly a century, until
203 B.c. More than once during this time the Lagidae fought
for the possession of Palestine with the Seleucidee, the rulers
of the Babylonish-Syrian kingdom. The remembrance of the
wars between Ptolemaeus II Philadelphus and Antiochus II
Theos (256-249 B.c.), and between Ptolemzus IV Philopator
and Antiochus III the Great (220 B.c. and subsequently), has
also been preserved in the book of Daniel.f No wonder, in
truth! It was a more than doubtful privilege, to be coveted

© Fla'vius ‘Josephus, Jud. Ant. xi. 8. Henceforward the archzological work of
the Jewish historian will be indicated for the sake of brevity by Ant., his work on
the Jewish war by B. J. 1 Dan. xi. 4. I Dan. xi. 6, seq., 11, seq.




UNDER THE GREEK DOMINION. 67

both by ‘“the king of the south” (Egypt) and “the king of
the north” (Syria) ; but too often the disputed provinces them-
selves had to bear the costs of the struggle for their posses-
sion* The Jews seem usually not to have sided with either
party and to have passively awaited their fate. But Ptolemeaus
Philopator estranged them from him—how, we do not know,
for the statements concerning him in the 8rd book of the
Maccabees are worthy of no creditt—so that incorporation
into the kingdom of the Secleucidee was desired by a party
which gradually increased in strength. It was accomplished,
as we have already noticed, in the year 203 p.c. It is truc,
Antiochus the Great, ten years afterwards, promised that he
would give Palestine and Coele-Syria as a dowry to his daughter
Cleopatra, who was betrothed to Ptolemeeus V, but he did not
keep that promise: the two countries remained Syrian pro-
vinces, and thus, after the death of Antiochus, came under the
sceptre of his son Seleucus IV Philopator (187-175 B.c.). Of
him we readf that he ‘““made a treasurer pass through the
glory of his kingdom,” 4.e. through Judsa, of which mission
some particulars are also given us elsewhere, among other
things the “treasurer’s” name, Heliodorus ;§ and further, that
“after a few days he was destroyed, neither by violence nor in
battle”’—but by assassination: most historians place this to
the account of the Heliodorus just mentioned, but afterwards,
when a younger son of Antiochus III had reaped the fruits of
that deed and had succeeded his brother Seleucus, there were
some among the Jews who held him, Antiochus 1V Epiphanes,
to be the real murderer.|| But when this suspicion arose, the
new king, by the measures which shall be described at length
hereafter, had already incurred the hatred of a large portion of
the Jewish nation. ‘

* Perhaps the wish, “Scatter thou the people that delight in war,” Ps. Ixviii.
31 b, (30 Au. Ver.) was uttered during one of these two periods, and thus v. 31 a,
(30 Au. Ver.) embraces a symbolical indication of Egypt and Syria. Comp. my
HE. 0. iii. 313. + As shall be shown in Chapter XT. 1 Dan. xi. 20.

§ 2 Mace. iii. || Dan. vii. 7, 8, 24.

r2
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During the century and a half which ended in the accession
of Antiochus Epiphanes, the High-priest stood at the head of
the Jewish State, as before. We now for the first time find
mention, in addition to him, of a council of elders (Gerousia),*
which therefore was presumably constituted at this period,
after custom had long required the High-priest, in the exercise
of his political authority, to consult the men of distinction,
priests as well as laity : it will therefore have been from these
that the Gerousio was formed ; at any rate it does not appear
that the scribes, as such, had seats in it.—The names of the
High-priests have been saved from oblivion; we can deter-
mine, at all events approximately, the time of their office.t
With regard to most of them we are without any details.
Stmeon the son of Onias, of whose priestly and political labours
Jesus the son of Sirach gives us a poetical description,} and
who was named by his contemporaries the Just, must certainly
have outshone his predecessors and those who succeeded him :
probably he was Simeon I, who filled the office at the close of
the 3rd and the beginning of the 2nd century before our era.§
On the other hand, the father of this Simeon, Onias II, is
known for his avarice; his negligence in paying the tribute
due would perhaps have been fatal to the land, if one of his
relations, Joseph ben Tobiah, had not warded off the danger
and offered to farm the state revenues: the marrative of his
doings and of the fortunecs of his family, which is given by
Flavins Josephus, || deserves to be weighed by every one who
wishes to become acquainted with the course of events in
Judaa at this time.

We have not to do, however, with the political life of the
Jews, but with the history of their religion. Now on this

* Ant. xii. 3 § 3.

.1' They are Onias I (till 300 B.c, or thereabouts), Simeon I (till + 285), Eleazar
(t11‘1 =+ 265), Manasseh (till 4 240), Onias IT (till + 225), Simeon IT (till 4 195),
Onias III (till 170 B.c.). Comp. Ierzfeld, L. c., ii: 374, sqq. 1 In Ch. L.

§ Comp. Thef?l. Tijdschrift, iil. 507, sq., where Herzfeld's opinion upon Simeon
the Just (L. ¢, ii: 377, sq.) is upheld. I Ant. xii. 4.
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subject we do not find a single word in the historians whom
we are able to consult. Nothing indeed happened in this
domain. Not a single event required to be written down.
But of course it does not follow from this that we can pass
over the whole of this period in silence. Its literary produc-
tions, viewed in the light of the occurrences under Antiochus
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