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PREFACE TO T H E F I R S T EDITION

INApril 1 88 7 I was invited by the trustees of the Burnett
Fund to deliver three courses of lectures at Aberdeen, in
the three years from October 1 88 8 to October 1 89 1, on

" The primitive religions of the Senzitic peoples, viewed in
relation to other ancient religions, and to the spiritual
religion of the Old Testanlent and of Christianity." I gladly
accepted this invitation, for the subject proposed had
interested me for many years, and i t seemed to me possible
to treat it in a way that wonlcI4$b.t:b;! &interesting to the
members of my old University, in whose hall the Burnett
Lectures are deliverecl, ancl t o the wider public to whom
the gates of Marischal College are opened on the occasion.
I n years gone by, when I was called upon to clefelld
before the courts of illy Church the rights of historical
research, as applied to the Olcl Testament, I had reason to
acknowledge with gratitucle the fairness and inclepeaclence
of judgment whicli my fellow - towiismen of Aberdeen
brought to the discussion of questions which in most
countries are held to be reserved for the learnecl, ancl to
be nlerely disturbing to the piety of the ordinary layman;
and I was glad to have the opport~ulityof cornillending to
the notice of a public so inipartial ailcl so intelligent the
study of a branch of comparative religion which, as I
venture to think, is indispensable to the fntnre progress of
Biblical research.
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111 Scotland, at least, no words need be wasted to
prove that a right understancling of the religion of the
Old Testament is the only way to a right understanding
of the Christian faith; but it is not so fully recognised,
except in the circle of professecl scholars, that the doctrines
and ordinances of the Old Testanlent cannot be thoroughly
comprehended until they are put into coinparison with the
religions of the nations akin to the Israelites. The value
of comparative studies for the study of the religion of the
Bible was brought out very clearly, two hundred years ago,
by one of the greatest of English theologians, Dr. John
Spencer, Master of Corpus Christi College in Cambridge,
whose Latin work on the ritual laws of the Hebrews may
justly be said to have laid the fonndations of the science
of Comparative Religion, and in its special subject, in spite
of certain defects that coulcl hardly have been avoided at
the time when it was composecl, still remains by far the
most important book on the religions antiquities of the
Hebrews. But Spencer was so much before his time that
his work was not followed u p ; it is often ignorecl by
professed students of the Olcl Testament, and has hardly
exercised any influence on the current ideas which are
the common property of edncated men interested in the
Bible.
In nlodern times Comparative Religion has become in
sonie degree a popular subject, and in our own country
has beell treated from various points of view by men of
emineace who have the ear of the public; but nothing
considerable has been done since Spencer's time, either in
England or oil the Continent, whether i11 learnecl or in
popular form, towards a systematic comparison of the
religion of the Hebrews, as n whole, with the beliefs and
ritual practices of the other Seiliitic peoples. In matters
of detail valnable worlc has been done; but this worlc has
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been too special, aiid for the most part too technical, to
help the circle to whom the Burnett Lectures are addressed ;
which I take to be a circle of cultivated ancl thinliing men
and women who have no special accluaintance with Semitic
lore, but are interested in everything that throws light on
their own religion, and are prepared to follow a sustained
or even a severe argument, if the speali-er on his part will
remember that historical research can always be made
intelligible to thinking people, when it is set forth with
orderly method aiid in plain language.
There is a particular reason why sonie attempt in this
clirection should be made now. The first conditions of an
effective comparison of Hebrew religion, as a whole, with
the religion of the other Semites, were lacli-ing so long as
the historical order of the Old Testament documents, and
especially of the documents of which the Pentateuch is
made up, mias nnascertained or wrongly apprehended;
but, thanks to the l a b o ~ ~ rofs a series of scholars (of
whom it is sufficient to name Kuenen and Wellhausen,
as the men whose acumen and research have carried
this inquiry to a point where nothing of vital importance
for the historical study of the Old Testament religion
still remains uncertain), the growth of the Old Testament
religion can now be followed froni stage to stage, in a
way that is hardly possible with any other religion of
antiquity.
And so it is now not onIy possible, but
most necessary for further progress, to make a fair comparison betweell Hebrew religion in its various stages
and the religions of the races with which the Hebrews
were cognate by natural descent, and with which also they
were historically in constailt touch.
The plan which I have framed for my guidance in
carrying out the desires of the Burnett trustees is explained in the first lecture. I begin with the institutions

...
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of religion, and in the present series I discuss those
institutions which may be called funclainental, particularly
that of sacrifice, to which fully one half of the volume
is devoted. I t will readily be understood that, in the
course of the argument, I have found it convenient to
take up a good many things that are not fundamental, a t
the place where they coulcl most naturally be explainecl;
and, on the other hand, I claresay that students of the
subject may sometimes be disposed to regard as fnndamental certain matters which I have been compelled to
defer. But on the whole I trust that the present volume
will be found to justify its title, and to contain a fairly
adequate analysis of the first principles of Semitic worship.
I t would indeecl have been in some respects more satisfactory to myself to defer the publication of the first
series of lectures till I could conlplete the whole subject
of institutions, derivative as well as primary. But i t
seemed due to the hearers who may desire to attend the
second series of lectures, to let them have before then1 in
print the arguments and conclusions from which that
series must start ; and also, in a matter of this sort, when
one has put forth a coasidera,ble number of new ideas, the
value of which must be tested by criticism, one is anxious
to have the judgment of scholars on the first part of one's
work before going on to further developments.
I may explain that the lectures, as now printecl, are
considerably expanded from the form in which they were
delivered ; aild that only nine lectures of the eleven were
read in Aberdeen, the last two having beell added to
complete the discussion of sacrificial ritual.
I n dealing with the multiplicity of scattered evidences
on which the argument rests, I have derivecl great assistance from the researches of a number of scholars, to whom
acknowledgment is made in the proper places. For Arabia
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I have been able to refer throughout to my friend
Wellhausen's excellent volume, Reste arabischen Heidenthz~mes(Berl. 1887), in which the extant material for this
branch of Semitic heathenism is fully brought together.,
and criticised with the author's well-known acumen. For
the other parts of Semitic heathenism there is no standard
exposition of a systematic kind that can be referred to
in the same way. I n this country Movers's book on
Phceiiician religion is often regarded as a standard
authority for the heathenism of the Northern Semites;
but, with all its learning, it is a very unsafe guide, and
does not supersede even so old a book as Selden, De rliis
Sy~is.
I11 analysing the origiil of ritual institutions, I have
often had occasion to consult analogies in the usages of
early peoples beyoiicl the Semitic field. I n this part of
the work I have had invaluable assistance from my friend,
Mr. J. G. Frazer, who has given me free access to his
unpublished collections on the superstitions ancl religious
observances of primitive nations in all parts of the globe.
I have sometimes referred to him by name, in the course
of the book, but these references convey but an imperfect
idea of my obligations to his learning and intimate
familiarity with primitive habits of thought.
I n this
connection I would also desire to make special acknowledgment of the value, to students of Semitic ritual and
usage, of the coinparative studies of Dr. Wilken of Leyden;
which I mention in this place, because Dutch work is too
apt to be overlooked in England.
I n transcribing Oriental words, I have distinguished the
emphatic consonants, so far as seemed necessary to preclude
ambiguities, by the usual device of putting dots under the
English letters that come nearest to them in sound. But
instead of k (p) I write c, following a precedent set by

X
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einiilellt French Orientalists. I n Eastern words both c and
g are always to be pronounced hard. But where there is
a conventional English form for a worcl I retain i t ; thus
I write " Caaba," not " Ka'ba ;" " Caliph," not " Khalifa " ;
" Jehovah," not " Yul~veh" or " Iahwd." As regards the
references in the notes, it may be useful to mention that
CI#. means the Paris Corpus Inscription,em Senziticaraim,
and ZDMG. the Zeitsclz~iftof the German Oriental Society;
that when Wellhausell is cited, withont reference to the
title of a book, his work on Arabian Heathellism is meant;
and that I<i?zsJ~ipmeans my book on Kinship ccnd Ilfar~iage
in Early Arabia (Cambridge, University Press, 188 5).
Finally, I have to express my thanks to my friend, Mr.
J. S.Black, who has kindly read the whole book ill proof,
and inacle many valuable suggestions.

C H ~ I S T ' SCOLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE,
1st October 1 8 8 9 .

NOTE TO THE SECOND EDITION

THE failure of Professor Smith's health from 189 0 onwards
made it impossible for him to prepare for publication the
Second aud Third Series of Burnett Lectures, delivered in
March 189 0 and December 189 1 ; but the subject never
ceased to interest him, and the comparatively manageable
task of embodying in a new edition of the First Series the
results of further reading and reflection, as well as of
criticisms from other workers in the same field, was one of
his latest occupations. On March 1'7th, only a fortnight
before his lamented death, he handed over to my care the
annotated print, and also the manuscript volume of new
materials, with the remark that, apart from some adjustments in detail, which he hoped he might yet find strength
to make as the work passed through the press, he believed
the revision was practically complete. I n making the
adjustments referred to, it has been my endeavour to carry
out with absolute fidelity the author's wishes so far as I
knew or could divine them; and in the majority of
instances the task has not been difficult. My best thanks
are due to Mr. J. G. Frazer, and also to Professor Bevan
(both of Cambridge), for much valuable help in correcting
the proofs.
J. S. R.
EDINBURGH,
31.d October 1894.
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LECTURE I
INTRODUCTION: THE SUBJECT AND THE METHOD OF
ENQUIRY

THE subject before us is the religion of the Seinitic peoples,
that is, of the group of liiiidrecl nations, including the Arabs,
tlie Hebrews and Phceiiicians, the Arammans, the Babyloiiiaiis and Assyrians, which in ancient times occ~lpieclthe
great Arabian Peninsula, with the more fertile lancls of
Syria Mesopotamia and Jrac, froni the Mediterranean
coast to the base of tlie niountains of Iran and Armenia.
Among these peoples three of the great faiths of the
vorld had their origin, so that the Semites must always
have a peculiar interest for the student of the history of
religion. Our subject, however, is not the history of the
several religions that have a Seinitic origin, but Semitic
religion as a whole in its common features ancl general
type. Judaism, Christianity and Islam are positive religions,
that is, they did not grow up like the systems of ancient
heathenism, under the action of unconscious forces operating silently from age to age, bat trace their origin to the
teaching of great religious iniiovators, who spoke as the
organs of a divine revelalion, and deliberately departed
from the traditions of the past. Behind these positive
religioils lies the old unconscious religious tradition, the
I
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body of religious usage and belief which cannot be traced
to the influence of individual mincls, ancl was not propagated
on inclividnal authority, but formed part of that inheritance
from the past into which successive generations of the
Semitic race grew up as it were instinctively, taking it as
a matter of conrse that they should believe ancl act as their
fathers had clone before them.
The positive Semitic
religions had to establish theinselves on ground alreacly
occupiecl by these older beliefs and usages; they had to
displace what they could not assimilate, and whether they
rejected or absorbed the elements of the older religion,
they had a t every point to reckon with them and take up
a definite attitude towards them. No positive religion that
has moved men has been able to start with a tabz~larasa,
and express itself as if religion were beginiliilg for the first
time; in form, if not in suhstaace, the new systein must
be in contact all along the line with the older ideas ancl
practices which it finds in possession. A new scheme of
faith can find a hearing only by appealing to religions
instincts and susceptibilities that already exist in its
auclience, ancl it cannot reach these without taking acconnt
of the traditional forms in which all religious feeling is
embodied, and without speaking a language which men
accustomed to these old forms can understancl. Thus to
comprehend a system of positive religion thoroughly, to
understancl it in its historical origin ancl form as well as
in its abstract principles, we nlnst know the traditional
religion that preceded it. I t is from this point of view
that I invite you to take an interest in the ancient religion
of the Semitic peoples ; the matter is not one of mere
antiquarian curiosity, but has a direct and important bearing on the great problem of the origins of the spiritual
religion of the Bible. Let ine illustrate this by all example.
Yon know how large a part of the teaching of the New
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Testament and of all Christian theology turns on the ideas
of sacrifice and priesthood. I n what they have to say on
these heads the New Testament writers presuppose, as the
basis of their argument, the notion of sacrifice and priesthood current among the Jews and embodied in the
ordinances of the Temple. But, again, the ritual of the
Temple was not in its origin an entirely novel thing; the
precepts of the Pentateucl~did iiot create a priesthood and
a sacrificial service on an altogether independent basis, but
only reshaped and renioclelled, in accordance with a more
spiritual doctrine, institutions of an older type, which in
many particulars were coinmon to the Hebrews with their
heathen neighbours. Every one who yeads the Old Testament with attention is struck with the fact that the origin
and rationale of sacrifice are nowliere fully explainecl ; that
sacrifice is an essential part of religion is taken for granted,
as something which is not a doctrine peculiar to Israel
b ~ l tis universally admitted and actecl on without as well as
within the limits of the chosen people. Thus, when we
wish thoroughly to study the New Testament doctrine of
sacrifice, we are carried back step by step till we reach a
point where we have to ask what sacrifice meant, iiot to
the old Hebrews alone, but to the whole circle of nations
of which they formed a part. By considerations of this
sort we are led to the conclusioii that no one of the religions
of Semitic origin which still exercise so great an influence
on the lives of men can be conipletely ~~nderstoocl
without
enquiry into the older traditional religion of the Seniitic
race.
You observe that in this argument I take it for
granted that, when we go back to the most ancient
religious conceptions and usages of the Hebrews, we shall
find them to be the common property of a group of
kindred peoples, and not the exclusive possession of the
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tribes of Israel. The proof that this is so will appear
more clearly in the sequel; but, indeed, the thing will
hardly be denied by ally one who has read the Bible with
care. In the history of old Israel before the captivity,
nothing coines out more clearly than that the mass of the
people fo~uid the greatest clifficnlty in keeping theiy
national religion distinct froin that of the surrou~lcling
nations. Those who had no grasp of spiritual priaciples,
and knew the religion of Jehovah only as an affair of
inherited usage, were not conscious of any great difference
between thelxselves and their heatheii neighbonrs, and fell
into Canaanite and other foreign practices with the greatest
facility. The sigiiificalice of this fact is illanifest if we
consicler how deeply the niost alitutored religious seasibilities are shockecl by any lrincl of iimovation. Nothing
appeals so s troiigly as religion to the coilservative instincts ;
and coiiservatislii is the habitual attitude of Orientals.
The whole history of Israel is ~uliiitelligibleif we suppose
that the heathenisin against which the prophets contended
was a thing altogether alien to the religions traditions of
the Hebrews. I n principle there was all the cliffereilce ia
the world betweeii the faith of Isaiah a i d that of aa
idolater. But the difference in principle, which seenis so
clear to us, was not clear to the average Juclzaii, and the
reason of this was that it was obscurecl by the great
similarity in inany important points of religious tradition
and ritual practice. The conservatisni which refuses to
look at principles, and has an eye olily for tmditioii and
usage, was against the prophets, aiicl hacl no sympathy with
their efforts to clraw a sharp line betweeii the religioil of
Jehovah and that of the foreign gods. This is a proof
that what I niay call the natural basis of Israel's
worship was very closely akin to that of the neighbouriilg
cults.
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The conclusion on this point which is suggested by the
facts of Old Testament history, niay be accepted the more
readily because it is confirnled by p~esnniptivearguments
of another kiacl. Traditional religion is handed down from
father to child, and therefore is in great measure an affair
of race. Nations sprung froill a common stock will have
a coninion inlieritance of traclitional belief and usage in
things sacrecl as well as profane, and thus the evidence
that the Hebrews and their neiglibours had a large conlnlon
stoclc of religions tradition falls in with the evidence
which we liave from other sources, t l ~ a tin point of race
the people of Israel were nearly akin to the heathen
nations of Syria ancl Arabia. The popu1at;ions of this
whole region constitute a well-markecl etl~iiicunity, a fact
which is usually expressed by giving to them the common
name of Semites. The choice of this term was originally
suggested by the tenth chapter of Genesis, in which most
of the nations of the group with which we are concerned
are represented as clescended from Shem the son of Noah.
But though modern historians ancl ethnographers have
borrowed a name froin the book of Genesis, it must be
understood that they clo not clefine the Semitic group as
coextensive with the list of nations that are there recltoilecl
to the chilclreii of Shem. Most recent interpreters are
disposed to regard the classification of the families of
niankind given in Genesis x. as fonnded on principles
geographical or political rather than ethnographical; the
Phceniciaiis ancl other Canaanites, for example, are made
to be children of Ham ancl near co~lsiiisof the Egyptians.
This arrangement corresponds to historical facts, for, at a
period anterior to the Hebrew conquest, Canaan was for
centuries an Egyptian depeiiclency, ancl Yhcenician religion
ancl civilisation are permeated by Egyptian influence.
But ethnographically the Canaanites were akin to the
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Arabs and Syrians, and they spoke a language which is
hardly different from Hebrew. On the other hand, Elam
and Lud, that is Susiana and Lydia, are called children of
Shem, though there is no reason to think that in either
country the mass of the population belonged to the same
stock as the Syrians and Arabs. Accordingly i t must be
remembered that when nlodern scholars use the term
Semitic, they do not speak as interpreters of Scripture, but
include all peoples whose distinctive ethnical characters
assign them to the same group with the Hebrews, Syrians
and Arabs.
The scientific definition of an ethnographical group
depends on a variety of considerations ; for direct historical
evidence of an unimpeachable killd as to the original seats
and kindred of ancient peoples is not generally to be
had. The defects of historical tradition must therefore
be supplied by observation, partly of inherited physical
characteristics, and partly of mental characteristics, habits
and attainments such as are usually transniitted fronz
parent to chilcl. Ainong the indirect criteria of kinship
between nations, the illost obvious, and the one which has
hitherto been most carefully stuclied, is the criterion of
language ; for i t is observed that the languages of mankind forin a series of natural groups, and that within each
group it is possible to arrange the several languages which
it contains in what may be called a genealogical order,
according to degrees of kinship. Now it may not always
be true that people of the same or kindred speech are as
closely related by actual clesceilt as they seem to be from
the language they speak ; a Gaelic tribe, for example, may
forget their ancient speech, and learn to speak a Teutonic
dialect, without ceasing to be true Gaels by blood. But,
in general, large groups of inen do not readily change their
language, but go 011 fro111 generation to generation speaking
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the ancestral dialect, with such gradual modificatioil as the
lapse of time brings about. As a rule, therefore, the classification of mankind by language, at least when applied to
large masses, will approach pretty closely to a natural classification; anc1 in a large proportion of cases the language
of a mixed race will prove on examination to be that of
the stock whose blood is preclon~inant. Where this is iiot
the case, where a minority has imposed its speech on a
majority, we ]nay safely conclude that it has done so in
virtue of a natural pre-eminence, a power of shaping
lower races in its own mould, which is not confinecl to the
sphere of language, but extends to all parts of life. Where
we fiiicl unity of language, we can at least say with
certainty that we are dealing with a group of men who are
subject to comnion influences of the most subtle and farreaching kind; and where unity of speech has prevailed
for niany generations, we may be sure that the continued
action of these influences has produced great uniformity of
physical and mental type. When we come to deal with
groups which have long had separate histories, and whose
languages are therefore not identical but only cognate, the
case is iiot so strong ; but, oil the whole, i t reinains true
that the stock which is strong enough, whether by numbers
or by genius, to impress its language on a nation, must also
exercise a predominant influence on the natioiial type in
other respects; ailcl to this extent the classification of
races by language niust be called natural ancl not artificial.
Especially is this true for ancient times, when the absence
of literature, and particularly of religious books, lnacle it
much more difficult than it has been in recent ages for a
ncw laiiguage to establish itself in a race to which i t was
originally foreign. All Egypt now speaks Arabic-a
Semitic tongue-and
yet the populatioll is very far from
having assimilated itself to the Arabic type. But this
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could not have happened without the Coran ancl the
religion of the Coraii.
The Seiiiitic nations are classed together on the groruicl
of similarity of language; but we have every reason to
recogliise tlieir lil~guistickiiisllip as oiily one mailifestation
of a very niarked general unity of type. The uiiity is
not perfect; it wonld not, for example, be safe to make
generalisations about the Seiiiitic character from the
Arabiaii aonlads, and to apply them to the ailcielit
Babylonians. And for this there are probably two reasons.
011 the one hancl, the Semite of the Arabiaii desert aiid
the Seinite of the Babyloniaii alluvium lived under altogether different physical and moral conditions; the
clifference of environment is as complete as possible. Ancl,
on the other hand, it is pretty certain that the Arabs of
the desert have been from time inimemorial a race
l~ractically uiiniixed, while the Babylonians, aiid other
memlsers of the same family settled 011 the fringes of the
Seinitic lancl, were in all probability largely niinglecl wit11
the blood of other races, and underwelit a correspoiicling
iiioclificatioi~of type.
But when every allowance is made for demonstrable or
possible variations of type within the Semitic field, it still
reinains true that the Semites form a singularly well
markecl aiid relatively speaking a very homogeneous group.
So far as language goes the evidelice to this effect is particularly strong. The Semitic tongues are so much alike:
that their affinity is recognised even by the untrained
observer ; and modern scieiice has little difficulty i11 tracing
them back to a single primitive speech, and determining
in a general way what the features of that speech were.
On the other hand, the differences between these languages
aiid those spoken by other adjacent races are so fundaiiieiital ancl so wicle, that little or nothing call be affirniecl
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with certainty as to the relation of the Semitic tongues to
other linguistic stocks. Their nearest liinship seems to be
with the languages of North Africa, but even here the
common featnres are balanced by profound differences.
The evidence of language therefore telicls to show that the
periocl during which the original ancl comnion Seinitic
speecb existed apart, and developed its peculiar characters
at a distalice froiii languages of other stocks, must have
been very long i11 comparison with the subsequent period
during which the separate branches of the Semitic stock,
such as Hebrew Araiiiaic ancl Arabic, mere isolated from
one another and clevelopecl into separate dialects. Or, to
draw the historical inference from this, it would appear
that before the Hebrews, the Araiiizans, and the Arabs
spread themsel~res over wiclely distalit seats, ancl began
their course of separate iiational development, there must
Iiave been long ages in which the ancestors of all these
llations lived together aiid spoke with one tongue. And
as this was in the infancy of n~anliind,the periocl of human
history in wllich indivicluality went for nothing, aiid all
coinnion influences had a force which we iiioderns can with
difficnlty coilceive, the various swarms which ultiniately
hived off froin the common stocli ancl forinecl the Semitic
nations kilomn to history, niust have carried with them a
strongly nlarliecl race character, ancl iiiany comnlon possessions of custom and iclea, besides their coinnlon language.
And further, let us observe that the clispersion of the
Senlitic natioiis was never carried so far as the dispersion
of the Aryans. If we leave out of account settlements
made over the seas,-the
South Arabian colonies in East
Africa, and the Phccniciaii colonies on the coasts aiicl isles
of the Mediterranean,-we find that the region of Seniitic
occupation is coiitinuous and compact. Its great iinmovable centre is the vast Arabian peninsula, a region naturally
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isolated, ancl in virtue of its physical characters almost
exempt from immigration or change of inhabitants. From
this central stronghold, which the predominant opinion of
modern scholars designates as the probable starting-point
of the whole Semitic dispersion, the region of Senlitic
speech spreads out round the margin of the Syrian desert
till it strikes against great natural boundaries, the Mediterranean, Mount Taurus, and the mountains of Armenia and
Iran. From the earliest dawn of history all that lies
within these limits was fully occupied by Semitic tribes
speaking Semitic dialects, and the compactness of this
settlement must necessarily have tended to maintain uniformity of type. The several Semitic nations, when they
were not in direct contact with one another, were divided
not by alien populations, but only by the natural barriers
of mountain and desert. These natural barriers, indeed,
were numerous, and served to break up the race into a
number of small tribes or nations ; but, like the mountains
of Greece, they were not so formidable as to prevent the
separate states from maintaining a great deal of intercourse,
which, whether peaceful or warlike, tended to perpetuate
the original community of type. Nor was the operation
of these causes disturbed in ancient times by any great
foreign immigration. The early Egyptian invasioiis of Syria
were not followed by colonisation ; and while the so-called
Hittite monuments, which have given rise to so much
speculation, inay afford evidence that a lion-Semitic people
from Asia Minor a t one time pushed its way into Northern
Syria, it is pretty clear that the Hittites of the Bible, i.e.
the non-Aramaic colnniunities of Ccele-Syria, were a branch
of the Canaanite stock, though they niay for a time have
been dominated by a aon-Semitic aristocracy. At one
tinie it was not uncommoil to represent the Philistines as
s aon-Semitic people, but it is now generally recognised
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that the arguments for this view are inadequate, and that,
though they came into Palestine from across the sea, from
Caphtor, i.e. probably from Crete, they mere either iiiainly
of Semitic bloocl, or at least were already thoroughly Semitised a t the time of their imniigration, alilie i11 speech and
in religion.
Coming down to later times, we fiiicl that the Assyrian
Babylonian aiid Persian conquests niade no considerable
change in the general type of the population of the Seinitic
lands. National aiid tribal landmarks were removed, aiid
there were considerable shiftings of population within the
Semitic area, but 110 great incursion of new populations of
alien stocli. I11 the Greek and Roman periods, on the
contrary, a large foreign element was introduced into the
towns of Syria ; but as the immigration was practically
confined to the cities, hardly touching the rural districts, its
effects in modifying racial type were, it would seem, of a
very transitory character. For in Eastern cities the cleathrate habitually exceecls the birth-rate, and the urban
population is maintained oiily by constailt recruital from
the country, so that it is the bloocl of the peasantry which
ultimately determines the type of the population. Thus it
is to be explained that, after the Arab conquest of Syria,
the Greek element i11 the population rapidly disappeared.
Indeed, one of the most palpable proofs that the pop~~latioas
of all the olcl Seniitic lancls possessed a remarkable homogeneity of character, is the fact that in them, ancl in them
alone, the Arabs and Arab influence tooli permailelit root.
The Moslem conquests extended far beyolid these liiiiits;
but, except in the old Seiiiitic countries, Islam speedily took
new shapes, ancl the Arab doniinations sooii gave way before
the reaction of the mass of its foreign subjects.
Thus the whole course of history, from the earliest date
to which authentic knowledge extends down to the time of
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the clecay of the Caliphate, records no great permaileilt
disturbance of pol~ulatioa to affect the constancy of the
Semitic type within its original seats, apart froill the
temporary Hellenisation of the great cities already spoke11
of. Such clisturbances as did take place consisted partly
of mere local displacements among the settled Semites,
partly, and in a much greater degree, of the arrival ancl
establishment in the cultivated lailds of successive horcles
of Semitic noniads from the Arabian wilderness, whicll 011
their settlement found tlzemselves surrounded by populations so nearly of their own type that the complete
fusion of the olcl and new inhabitants was effected without
difficulty, ancl withont modification of the general character
of the race. If at any point in its settlements, excelst
along the frontiers, the Semitic bloocl was largely modified
by foreign admixture, this must have taken place in
prehistoric times, or by fusion with other races which
may have occnpiecl the country before the arrival of the
Semites. How far anything of this sort a c t ~ ~ a l happened
ly
can only be matter of conjecture, for the special hypotheses
which have solnetimes been put forth-as, for example, that
there was a considerable strain of pre-Seiilitic bloocl in the
Phceniciails and Canaanites-rest
011 presuniptioiis of no
conclusive sort. What is certain is that the Semitic
settlements in Asia were practically complete at the first
claw11 of history, ancl that the Semitic bloocl was constailtly
reinforced, froin very early times, by fresh imnligrations
from the desert. There is l~ardly another part of the
world where we have such good historical reasons for
presuming that linguistic affinity will prove a safe indication of affinity in race, and in general physical and mental
type. Ancl this presumption is not belied by the results
of nearer enquiry. Those who have busied themselves
with the history and literature of the Semitic peoples. bear
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uniform testimony to the close family likeiless that runs
through them all.
It is only natural that this homogeneity of type appears
to be inoclifiecl oil the frontiers of the Semitic field. To
the West, if me leave the transniarine coloiiies out of view,
natural conc1itioils clrew a sharp line of 1ocaI deniarcatioii
between the Semites aiid their alien neighbours. The Recl
Sea and the desert north of it formed a geographical barrier,
which was oftell crossed by the expansive force of the
Semitic race, but ~vllichappears to have effectually checked
the advance into Asia of African po1)ulatiolis. Rut on the
East, the fertile basin of the Euphrates and Tigris seems in
ancient as in niodern times to have been a ineetiag-place
of races. The preponclerating opiilion of Assyriologists is
to the effect that the civilisation of Assyria aiicl Babylonia
was not purely Semitic, and that the ancient population of
these parts contained a large pre-Semitic element, whose
influence is especially to be' rccogiiised in religion and in
the sacred literatnre of the cui~eiforinrecords.
If this be so, i t is plain that the cuiieiform material
must be used with caution in our enquiry into the type of
traditional religion characteristic of the ancient Semites.
That Babylonia is the best starting-poiiit for a coinparative study of the sacrecl beliefs and practices of the Semitic
peoples, is an idea which has lately had soiile vogue, and
which a t first sight appears plausible 011 account of the
great antiquity of the nion~unental evidence. But, in
inatters of this sort, ancient and primitive are not
syilonymous terrns ; ancI we must iiot look for the ~iiost
~riniitive form of Semitic faith in a region where society
was not prin~itive. I n Babylonia, it wonlcl seem, society
and religioil alilze were basecl on a fusion of two races, and
so were not priiliiti\re but complex. Moreover, the official
systenl of Babylonian and Assyrian religion, as i t is lzno-cvn
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to us from priestly texts and public inscriptions, bears clear
marks of being something more than a popular traditional
faith ; it has been artificially moulded by priestcraft and
statecraft in much the same way as the official religion of
Egypt ; that is to say, it is in great measure an artificial
combination, for imperial purposes, of elements drawn from
a number of local worships. I n all probability the actual
religion of the masses was always much simpler than the
official system ; and in later times it wonld seem that, both
in religion and in race, Assyria was little clifferent from the
adjacent Aramzan countries. These remarlis are not meant
to throw d o ~ ~ on
b t the great importance of cuneiform studies
for the history of Senlitic religion ; the monu~nentaldata
are valuable for comparison with what we know of the
faith ancl worship of other Senlitic peoples, and peculiarly
valuable because, ill religion as in other matters, the
civilisation of the Euphrates-Tigris valley exercised a great
historical influence on a large part of the Seiliitic field.
But the right point of departure for a general study of
Semitic religion must be sought in regions where, though
our linowledge begins a t a later date, it refers to a simpler
state of society, and where accorclingly the religious
phenoillena revealed to us are of an origin less doubtful ancl
a character less complicated. I n many respects the religion
of heathen Arabia, though we have little information concerning it that is not of post-Christian date, displays an
extremely primitive type, corresponcling to the priniitive
and ~uichanging character of nomadic life. With what
may be gathered from this source we must compare, above
all, the invaluable notices, preserved in the Old Testament,
of the religion of the small Palestinian states before their
conquest by the great empires of the East. For this
period, apart from the Assyrian monunlents and a few
precious fragments of other evidence froin inscriptions, we
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have no contemporary documents outside the Bible. At a
later date the evidence from moiinments is multiplied, and
Greek literature begins to give important aid; but by
this time also we have reached the period of religious
syncretism-the
period, that is, when different faiths aiid
worships began to react on one another, and produce
new and complex forms of religion. Here, therefore, we
have to use the same precautions that are called for in
dealing with the older syncretistic religion of Babylonia
and Assyria ; it is only by careful sifting and coniparison
that we can separate between ancient use and modern
inaovation, between the olcl religious inheritance of the
Seniites and things that came i11 from witho~~t.
Let it be understood froin the outset that we have
not the materials for anything like a complete comparative history of Seniitic religions, ancl that nothing of
tlze sort will be attenzpted in these Lectures. But a careful
study ancl coniparison of the various sources is sufficiel~t
to furnish a tolerably accurate view of a series of general
featnres, which recur with striliiiig uniformity in all parts
of the Semitic field, and govern the evolution of faith and
worship down to a late date. These widespread and
permanent features form the real interest of Semitic
religion to the philosophical student ; i t was i11 tliem,
ancl not in the things that vary from place to place and
from time to time, that the strength of Semitic religion
lay, aiid it is to them therefore that we must look for help
in the most important practical application of onr studies,
for light oil the great question of the relation of the
positive Semitic religions to the earlier faith of the race.
Before entering ~1po11the particulars of o~u.enquiry, I
must still detain you with a few words about the niethod
ancl order of investigation that seem to be prescribed by
the nature of the subject. To get a true and well-defined
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picture of the type of Semitic religion, we must not only
study the parts separately, but niust have clear views of
the place a i d proportion of each part in its relation to
the whole.
And here we shall go very far wrong if
we take it for grailtecl that what is the niost important
and promillent side of religion to us was equally inzportant
in the ailcient society with which we are to deal.
111
connectioil with every religion, whether ancieilt or modern,
we find oil the one hand certain beliefs, and 011 the other
certain institutions ritual practices ancl rules of conduct.
Our modern habit is to look a t religion froill the side of
belief rather than of practice ; !or, down to coniparatively
recent times, almost the only forms of religion seriously
studied i11 Europe have beell those of the various Christian
Churches, and all parts of Christeilclom are agreed that
ritual is impo~tant only in connectioii with its interpretation. Thus the study of religion has meant niaiilly
the study of Clhristiall beliefs, aiicl iiistructioil in religion
has habitually begun with the creed, religious duties
being presented to the learner as flowing from the
dogmatic truths he is taught to accept. All this seeins
to us so much a matter of course that, when we approach
some strange or antique religion, we naturally assume
that here also our first business is lo search for a creed,
ailcl find in it the key to ritual and practice. But the
antique religioils f ~ a dfor the nlost part 110 creed; they
consisted entirely of institutions and practices. No doubt
ineii will not habitnally follow certain practices without
attaching a nieaiiiiig to them; but as a rule we fiilcl that
while the practice mas rigoronsly fixed, the meaning
attached to it was extremely vague, and the sanie rite was
explaiilecl by different people in different ways, without
ally qnestioa of orthodoxy or heterodoxy arising in consequence. In ailcient Greece, for example, certain things
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were done a t a temple, and people were agreed that it
would be impious not to do them. Rut if you had asked
why tliey were done, you would probably have had several
mutually contradictory explanations from different persons,
and no one would have thought it a matter of the least
religious importance which of these you chose to adopt.
Indeed, the explanations offered would not have been of
a klllcl to stir any strong feeling ; for in most cases they
woulcl have been merely different stories as to the circumstances under which the rite first came to be established,
by the command or by the direct example of the god.
The rite, in short, was connected not with a dogma but
with a myth.
I n all the antique religions, niythology takes the place
of dogma; that is, the sacred lore of priests and people,
so far as it does not consist of mere rules for the performance of religious acts, assumes the form of stories about
the gods; and these stories afford the only explanation
that is offered of the precepts of religion and the prescribed rules of ritual.
But, strictly speaking, this
mythology was no essential part of ancient religion, for
i t had no sacred sanction and no binding force on the
worshippers. The myths coniiected with individual sanctuaries and ceremoiiies were merely part of the apparatus
of the worship; they served to excite the fancy and
sustain the interest of the worshipper; but he was often
offered a choice of several accounts of the same thing,
and, provided that he fulfilled the ritual with accuracy,
no one cared what he believed about its origin. Belief
in a certain series of myths was neither obligatory as a
part of true religion, nor was it supposed that, by believing,
a man acquired religions merit and conciliated the favour
of the gods. What was obligatory or meritorious was the
exact performance of certain sacred acts prescribed by
2
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religious tradition. This being so, it follows that niythology
onght not to take the prominent place that is too often
assigned to i t in the scientific study of ancient faiths. So
far as myths consist of explanations of ritual, their value
is altogether seconclary, and it may be affirmed with confidence that in almost every case the myth was derived
from the ritual, and not the ritual from the myth ; for the
ritual was fixed and the myth was variable, the ritual was
obligatory and faith i11 the myth was a t the discretion of
the worshipper. Now by far the largest part of the myths
of antique religions are connected with the ritual of particular shrines, or with the religious observances of particular tribes ancl districts. I n all such cases it is probable,
in most cases i t is certain, that the myth is merely the
explanation of a religious usage ; ancl ordinarily i t is such
an explanation as could not have arisen till the original
sense of the usage had inore or less fallen into oblivion.
As a rule the inyth is no explanation of the origin of the
ritual to any one who does not believe it to be a narrative
of real occurrences, and the boldest mythologist will not
believe that.
But if i t be not true, the myth itself
requires to be explained, and every principle of philosophy
and comnion sei~sedemands that the explanation be sought,
not in arbitrary allegorical theories, but in the actual facts
of ritual or religious custom to which the myth attaches.
The conclusioii is, that in the study of ancient religions we
mnst begin, not with myth, but with ritual aiid traditional
usage.
Nor can it be fairly set against this conclasion, that
there are certain niyths which are not mere explanations
of traditional practices, but exhibit the beginnings of larger
religious speculation, or of an attempt to systeinatise and
reduce to order the inotley variety of local worships aiid
beliefs. For in this case the secondary character of the
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-myths is still more clearly marked. They are either products of early philosophy, reflecting on the nature of the
universe ; or they are political in scope, being designed to
supply a thread of union between the various worships 01
groups, originally distinct, which have been united into
one social or political organism; or, finally, they are due
to the free play of epic imagination. But philosophy
politics and poetry are something more, or soniething less,
than religion pure and simple.
There can be no clo~tbt that, in the later stages of
ancient religions, n~ythologyacquired an increasecl importance. I n the struggle of heathenism with scepticism on
the one hand and Christianity on the other, the supporters
of the olcl traditional religion were driven to search for
ideas of a modern cast, which they could represent as the
true inner meaning of the traditional rites. To this end
they laid hold of the old myths, ancl applied to them an
allegorical system of interpretation. Myth interpreted by
the aid of allegory became the favourite means of infusing
a new significance into ancient forms. But the theories
thus developed are the falsest of false guides as to the
original meaning of the old reli,'aions.
On the other hand, the ancient myths taliell in their
natural sense, without allegorical gloss, are plainly of great
importance as testimonies to the views of the nature of the
gods that were prevalent when they were formed. For
though the mythical details had no dogmatic value and no
binding authority over faith, it is to be supposed that
nothing was put into a myth which people a t that time
were not prepared to believe without offence. But so far
as the way of thinking expressed in the myth was not
already expressed in the ritnal itself, it hacl no properly
religions sanction ; the myth apart from the ritual affords
only a cloubtft~land slippery kind of evidence. Before we
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can handle myths with any confidence, we must have some
definite hold of the ideas expressecl in the ritual tradition,
which embodied the only fixed and statutory elements of
the religion.
All this, I hope, will become clearer to us as we proceed with our enquiry, and learn by practical example the
use to be made of the different lines of evidence open to
us. But it is of the first importance to realise clearly
from the outset that ritual and practical usage were,
strictly speaking, the sum-total of ancient religions.
Religion in primitive times was not a system of belief
with practical applications ; it was a bocly of fixed traditional practices, to which every member of society coilformed as a matter of course. Men woulcl not be men if
they agreecl to do certain things withoat having a reason
for their action; but in ancient religion the reason was
not first formulated as a cloctrine and then expressed in
~ t
practice preceded cloctrinal theory.
practice, b ~ conversely,
Men form general rules of conduct before they begin to
express general principles in worcls ; political ilistitutions
are older than political theories, and in like manner
religious institutions are older than religious theories.
This analogy is not arbitrarily chosen, for in fact the
parallelism in ancient society between religious and
political institutions is complete.
In each sphere great
importance was attached to for111 aiicl precedent, but the
explanation why the prececlent was followed consisted
merely of a legend as to its first establishment. That
the precedent, once established, was authoritative did not
appear to require any proof. The rules of society were
based on precedent, and the continued existence of the
society was sufficient reason why a precedent once set
should continue to be followed.
Strictly speaking, incleed, I understate the case when
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I say that the oldest religious and political institutions
present a close analogy. I t would be more correct to
say that they were parts of one whole of social custom
Religion was a part of the organised social life into which
a man was born, and to which he conformed through life
in the same unconscious way in which nlen fall into any
habitual practice of the society in which they live. Men
took the gods and their worship for granted, just as they
took the other usages of the state for granted, and if they
reasoned or speculated about them, they did so on the
presupposition that the traditional usages were fixed things,
behind which their reasonings must not go, and which no
reasoning could be allowed to overturn. To us moderns
religion is above all a matter of individual conviction and
reasoned belief, but to the ancients i t was a part of the
citizen's public life, reduced to fixed forms, which he was
not bound to understand am1 was not a t liberty to criticise
or to neglect. Religious nonconformity was an offeilce
against the state; for if sacred tradition was tampered
and the favour
with the bases of society were ~~ndermined,
of the gods was forfeited. But so long as the prescribed
forms were duly observed, a man was recognised as truly
pious, and no one asked how his religion was rooted in his
heart or affected his reason. Like political duty, of which
indeed it was a part, religion was entirely comprehended
in the observance of certain fixed rules of outward conduct.
The conclusion from all this as to the method of our
investigation is obvious. When we study the political
structure of an early society, we do not begin by asking
what is recorded of the first legislators, or what theory
men advanced as to the reason of their institutions; we
try to understand whet @g-inst@u~onswere, and how
t b s h a p e-d men's lives. I n like maimer, in the study
of Semitic religion, we must not begin by asking what was
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told about the gods, but what the working religious
institutious were, and how they shaped the lives of the
worshippers. Our enquiry, therefore, will be directed to
the religious institutions which governed the lives of men
of Semitic race.
I n following out this plan, however, we shall do well
not to throw ourselves a t once upon the multitudiiious
details of rite and ceremony, but to clevote our attention
to certain broad features of the sacred institutions which
are sufficiently well marked to be realised a t once. If we
were called upon to exarliine the political institutions of
antiquity, we should find it convenient to carry with us
some general notion of the several types of government
under which the multifarious institutions of ancient states
arrange themselves. And in like manner it will be useful
for us, when we examine the religions iiistit~ztionsof the
Semites, to have first some general knowledge of the types
of divine governance, the various ruling conceptioils of the
relations of the gocls to man, which underlie the rites ancl
ordinances of religion in different places and at different
times. Such knowledge we call obtain in a provisional
form, before entering on a niass of ritual cletails, mainly by
consiclering the titles of honour by which men addressed
their gocls, and the language in which they expressed their
dependence on them. Froin these we can see at once, in a
broacl, general way, what place the gods helcl in the social
system of antiquity, and under what general categories
their relations to lheir worshippers fell.
The hroacl
results thus reached must then be cleveloped, and at the
same time controllecl and renderecl more precise, by an
examiliation in detail of the workiilg institutions of
religion.
The questioii of the metaphysical nature of the gods, as
clistinct from their social office and function, must be left
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in the background till this whole investigation is completed. I t is vain to ask what the gods are in themselves
till we have studied them in what I may call their public
life, that is, in the stated intercourse between them and
their worshippers which was kept up by means of the
prescribed forms of cultus. From the antique point of
view, indeed, the question what the gods are in thenlselves
is not a religious but a speculative one ; what is requisite
to religion is a practical acqnaintance with the rules on
which the deity acts and on which he expects his
worshippers to frame their conduct-what
in 2 Kings
xvii. 26 is called the "manner" or rather the " customary
law" (~nis11pat)of the god of the land. This is true
even of the religion of Israel. When the prophets
speak of the knowledge of God, they always meail a
practical knowledge of the laws and principles of His
government in Israel; and a summary expression for
religion as a whole is "the knowledge and fear of
Jehovah," i.e. the knowledge of what Jehovah prescribes,
combined with a reverent obedience. An extreme scepticism towards all religious speculation is recommended in
the Book of Ecclesiastes as the proper attitude of piety, for
no amount of discussion can carry a nlan beyond the plain
rule to " fear God and keep His comniandments."
This
counsel the author puts into the mouth of Solomon, and so
represents it, not unjustly, as summing up the old view of
religion, which in more modern clays had unfortunately
begun to be undermined.
The propriety of keeping bacli all metaphysical questions
as to the nature of the gods till we have studied the
practices of religion in detail, becomes very apparent if we
consider for a moment what befel the later philosophers
and theosophists of heathenism in their attempts to conSee especially Hosea, cliap. iv.

Isa. xi. 2.

Eccles. xii. 13.
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struct a theory of the traditional religion. None of these
thinkers succeeded in giving an account of the nature of
the gods from which all the received practices of worship
could be rationally deduced, and those who had any pretensions to orthodoxy had recourse to violent allegorical
interpretations ill order to bring the established ritual
into accordance with their the0ries.l The reason for this
is obvious. The traditional usages of religion had grown
up gradually in the course of many centuries, and reflected
habits of thought characteristic of very diverse stages of
man's intellectual and moral development. No one conception of the nature of the gods could possibly afford the
clue to all parts of that motley complex of rites and
ceremonies which the later paganism had received by
inheritance, from a series of ancestors in every state of
culture from pure savagery upwards. The record of the
religious thought of manliind, as it is embodied in religious
institutions, resembles the geologicrtl record of the history
of the earth's crust; the new and the old are preserved
side by side, or rather layer upon layer. The classification
of ritual formatiolls in their proper sequence is the first
step towards their explanation, and that explai~ationitself
must take the form, not of a speculative theory, but of a
rational life-history.
I have already explained that, in attempting such a lifehistory of religious institutions, we must begin by forming
some preliminary ideas of the practical relation in which
the gods of antiquity stood to their worshippers. I have
now to add, that we shall also find it necessary to have
before us from the outset some elementary notions of the
relations which early races of manl<iiicl conceived to
subsist between gods and men on the one hand, and the
material universe on the other. All acts of ancient
See, for example, Plutarch's Greek and Ilonzan Qziestio?zs.
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worship have a material embodiment, the form of which
is determined by the coilsideration that gods and men
alike stand in certain fixed relations to particnlar parts
or aspects of physical nature. Certain places, certain
things, even certain animal kinds are conceived as holy, i.e.
as standing in a near relation to the gods, and claiming
special reverence from men, and this conception plays
a very large part in the development of religious institutions. Here again we have a problem that cannot be
solved by b priori methods ; it is only as we move onward
from step to step in the analysis of the details of ritual
observance that we can hope to gain full insight into the
relations of the gods to physical nature. But there are
certain broad features in the ancient conception of the
universe, and of the relations of its parts to one another,
which can be grasped a t once, upon a merely preliminary
survey, and we shall find it profitable to give attention to
these a t an early stage of our discussion.
I propose, therefore, to devote my second lecture td
the nature of the antique religious community and the!
relations of the gods to their worshippers. Afber this we (
will proceed to consider the relations of the gods to physical
nature, not in a complete or exhaustive way, but in a
manner entirely preliminary and provisional, and only so
far as is necessary to enable us to understand the material
basis of ancient ritual. After these prelinliiiary enquiries
have furnished us with certain necessary points of view, we
shall be in a position to take up the institutions of worship
in an orderly manner, and make an attempt to work out
their life -history.
We shall find that the history of
religions institutions is the history of ancient religion
itself, as a practical force in the developnient of the humail
race, and that the articulate efforts of the antique iiltellect
to comprehend the meaning of religion, the nature of the
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gods, and the priilciples on which they deal with men, take
their point of departure from the unspoken ideas embodiecl
in the traditional forms of ritual praxis. Whether the conscious efforts of ancient religious thinkers took the shape
of nlythological invention or of speculative construction,
the raw material of thonght upon which they operated was
derived from the common traditional stock of religious
conceptions that was handed on from generation to generation, not in express words, but in the form of religious
custom.
I n accordance with the rules of the Barnett Trust,
three courses of lectures, to be delivered in successive
winters, are allowed me for the development of this great
subject. When the work was first entrusted to me, I
formed the plan of dividing my task into three distinct
parts. In the first course of lectures I hoped to cover the
whole field of practical religious institutions. I n the
second I proposed to myself to discuss the nature ancl
origin of the gods of Semitic heathenism, their relations
to one another, the myths that surronnd them, and the
whole subject of religious belief, so far as it is not directly
involved i11 the observances of claily religious life. The
third winter would thus have been left free for ail examination of the part which Semitic religion has played in
universal history, and its influence oil the general progress
of humanity, whether i11 virtue of the early contact of
Semitic faiths with other systems of antique religion, orwhat is more important-in
virtue of the influence, both
positive and negative, that the common type of Semitic
religion has exercised on the formulas and structure of the
great monotheistic faiths that have gone forth from the
Semitic lands. But the first division of the subject has
grown under my hancls, and I find that it will not be
possible in a single winter to cover the whole field of
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religions institutions in a way at all adequate to the
fundamental importance of this part of the enquiry.
It will therefore be necessary to allow the first branch
of the subject to run over into the second course, for
which I reserve, among other matters of interest, the
whole history of religious feasts and also that of the
Semitic priesthoods. I hope, however, to give the present
course a certain completeness in itself by carrying the
investigation to the end of the great subject of sacrifice.
The origin and meaning of sacrifice constitute the central
problem of ancient religion, and when this problenl has
been disposed of we may naturally feel that we have
reached a poiilt of rest at which both speaker and hearers
will be glad to make a pause.

LECTURE I1
TI-IE NATURE OF THE RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY, AND THE
RELATION OF THE GODS TO THEIR WORSHIPPERS

WE have seen that ancient faiths must be looked on as
matters of institution rather than of dogma or formulated
belief, and that the system of an antique religion was part
of the social order uncler which its adherents lived; so that
the word " system " must here be taken in a practical sense,
as when we speak of a political system, and not in the
sense of an organised body of ideas or theological opinions.
Broadly speaking, religion was made up of a series of acts
and observances, the correct performance of which was
necessary or desirable to secure the favour of the gods or
to avert their anger; and in these observances every
member of society had a share, marked out for him either
in virtue of his being born within a certain family and
community, or in virtue of the station, within the family
and community, that he had come to hold in the course of
his life. A man did not choose his religion or frame it for
himself; it came to him as part of the general scheme of
social obligations and ordinances laid upon him, as a matter
of course, by his position in the family and in the nation.
Individual men were more or less religious, as men now
are more or less patriotic; that is, they discharged their
religious duties with a greater or less degree of zeal according to their character and temperament ; but there was no
such thing as an absolutely irreligious man. A certain
28
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amount of religion was required of everybody ; for the due
performance of religious acts was a social obligation in
which every one had his appointed share. Of intolerance
in the modern sense of the word ancient society knew
nothing ; it never persecuted a man into particular beliefs
for the good of his own soul. Religion did not exist for
the saving of souls but for the preservation and welfare of
society, ancl in all that was necessary to this end every
man had to take his part, or break with the clomestic and
political community to which he belonged.
Perhaps the simplest way of putting the state of the
case is this. Every human being, without choice on his
own part, but simply in virtue of his birth and upbringing,
becomes a member of what we call a ?zatz~ralsociety. He
belongs, that is, to a certain family and a certain nation,
and this membership lays upon him definite obligations
and duties which he is called upon to fulfil as a matter
of course, and on pain of social penalties and clisabilities,
while at the same time it confers upon him certain social
rights and advantages. I n this respect the ancient and
modern worlds are alike; but there is this important
difference, that the tribal or national societies of the ancient
world were not strictly natnral in the modern sense of the
word, for the gods had their part and place in them equally
with men. The circle into which a man was born was not
simply a group of kinsfolk and fellow-citizens, but embraced
also certain divine beings, the gods of the family and of the
state, which to the ancient niind were as much a part of
the particular comniunity with which they stood connected
as the human members of the social circle. The relation
between the gods of antiquity and their worshippers was
expressed in the language of human relationship, and this
language was not talcen in a figurative sense but with strict
literality. If a god was spoken of as father and his wor-
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shippers as his offspring, the meaning was that the worshippers were literally of his stock, that he and they inade up
one natural family with reciprocal family duties to one
another. Or, again, if the god was addressed as king, and
the worshippers called themselves his servants, they meant
that the supreme guidance of the state was actually in his
hands, and accordingly the organisation of the state inclndecl provision for consulting his will and obtaining his
direction in all weighty matters, and also provision for
approaching him as king with dne homage and tribute.
Thus a man was born into a fixed relation to certain
gods as surely as he was born into relation to his fellowmen; and his religion, that is, the part of conduct which
was cleterniiiied by his relation to the gods, was sinlply
one side of the general scheme of conduct prescribed for
him by his position as a niember of society. There was no
separation between the spheres of religion and of ordinary
life. Every social act had a reference to the gods as well
as to men, for the social body was not made up of men
only, b ~ of~ gods
t and men.
This account of the position of religion in the social
system holds good, I believe, for all parts and races of the
ancient world in the earlier stages of their history. The
causes of so remarkable a uniformity lie hidden in the mists
of prehistoric tinie, but must plainly have been of a general
Bincl, operating on all parts of mankind withont distinction
of race and local eiivironment; ; for in every region of the
world, as soon as we find a nation or tribe emerging from
prehistoric darkness into the light of authentic history, we
find also that its religion conforms to the general type
which has jnst been indicated. As time rolls on and
society advances, niodifications take place. 111 religion as
in other matters the transition from the antique to the
modern type of life is not sucldeii and uiiprepared, but is
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gradually led up to by a continuous disintegration of the
old structure of society, accompanied by the growth of new
ideas and institutions. I n Greece, for example, the intimate connection of religion with the orgallisation of the
family and the state was modified and niade less exclusive,
a t a relatively early date, by the Pan-Hellenic conceptions
which fincl their theological expressions in Honler. If the
Homeric poems were the Bible of the Greelis, as has so often
been said, the trne nleailiilg of this phrase is that in these
poems utterance was given to ideas about the gods which
broke through the liinitations of local ancl tribal worship,
and held forth to all Greeks a certain common stoclc of
religious icleas and motives, not hampered by the exclusiveness which in the earlier stages of society allows of no
fellowship in religion that is not also a fellowship in the
interests of a single kill or a single political group. I n
Italy there never was anything corresponding to the PanHellenic icleas that operated in Greece, aild accordingly the
strict union of religion and the state, the solidarity of g ~ d s
and men as parts of a single society with conlmon interests
and common aims, was characteristically exhibited i11 the
institutioils of Rome down to quite a late date. But in
Greece as well as in Rome the orclinary traditional worli-aclay religion of the masses never greatly departed from the
primitive type. The final disintegration of antique reIigioil
in the countries of Grzco-Italian civilisation was the work
first of the philosophers aild then of Christianity. But
Christianity itself, in Southern Europe, has not altogether
obliterated the original features of the paganisin which it
clisplaced. The Spanish peasants who insult the Madonna
of the neighbouring village, ancl come to blows over the
merits of rival local saints, still do homage to the same
antique conception of religion which in Egypt animated the
feuds of Ombos and Tentyra, and made hatred for each
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other's gods the formula that summed up all the local
jealousies of the two towns.
The principle that the funclan~entalconception of ancient
religion is the soliclarity of the gods aiid their worshippers
as part of one organic society, carries with i t important
consequences, which I propose to examine in some detail,
with special reference to the group of religions that forms
the proper subject of these lectures. But though nzy
facts a i d illustrations will be drawn from the Semitic
sphere, a great part of wliat I shall have to say in the
present lecture might be applied, with very trifling niodifications, to the early religion of any other part of mankind.
The differences between Semitic and Aryan religion, for
example, are not so primitive or fnndainental as is often
imagined. Not only in niatters of worship, but in social
organisation generally-aacl
we have seen that ancient
religion is but a part of the general social order which
embraces gods and men alike-the two races, Aryans and
Semites, began on lines which are so niuch alike as to be
allnost indistinguishable, and the divergeilce between their
paths, which becomes more ancl more apparent in the
course of ages, was not altogether an affair of race and
innate tendency, but depeiiclecl in a great measure on the
operation of special local ancl historical causes.
I n both races the first steps of social ancl religious
clevelopnient took place in small communities, which at
the clawn of history hacl a political system based oil the
principle of kinship, and were mainly helcl together by the
tie of blood, the only social bond which then had absolute
aiid tuiclisputed strength, being enforcecl by the law of
bloocl revenge. As a rule, however, men of several clans
lived sicle by sicle, fornliilg coinm~ulities which did not
possess the absolute homogeneity of blood brotherhood,
and yet were united by conimon interests aiid the habit

LECT. 11.

NATURAL SOCIETY

33

of friendly association. The origin of such associations,
which are found all over the worlcl a t a very early stage
of society, need not occupy us now. I t is enough to note
the fact that they existed, and were not maintained by
the feeling of kindrecl, but by habit and community of
interests. These local communities of men of different
clans, who lived together on a footing of amity, ancl had
often to unite in common action, especially in war, but
also in affairs of polity ancl justice, were the origin of the
antique state. There is probably no case in ancient
history where a state was simply the development of a
single homogeneous clan or gens, although the several clans
which united to form a state often came in course of time
to suppose themselves to be only branches of one great
ancestral brotherhood, ancl were thus knit together in a
closer unity of sentiment and action. But in the beginning, the union of several clans for common political
action was not sustained either by an effective sentiment
of kinship (the law of bloocl revenge uniting only members
of the same clan) or by any close political organisation,
but was produced by the pressure of practical necessity,
ancl always tended towards dissolution when this practical
pressure was withdrawn.
The only organisation for
common action was that the leading men of the clans
consulted together in time of need, ancl their influence lecl
the masses with them. Out of these conferences arose the
senates of elders founcl in the ancient states of Semitic
ancl Aryan antiquity alike. The kingship, again, as we
find i t in most antique states, appears to have ordinarily
arisen in the way which is so well illustrated by the
history of Israel. I n time of war an inclividual leader is
inclispensable ; in a time of prolonged danger the temporary
authority of an approved captain easily passes into the
lifelong leadership at home as well as in the field, which
3
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was exercised by such a judge as Gideon; and a t length
the advantages of having a permanent head, both as a
leader of the army and as a restraint on the perennial
feuds and jealousies of clans that constantly threaten the
solidity of the state, are recognised in the institution of
the kingship, which again tends to become hereditary, aa
in the case of the house of David, simply because the
king's house naturally becomes greater and richer than
other houses, and so better able to sustain the burden of
power.
Up to this point the progress of society was much
alike in the East and in the West, aud the progress of
religion, as we shall see in the sequel, followed that of
society in general. But while in Greece and Rome the
early period of the kings lies in the far baclcground of
tradition, and only forms the starting-point of the long
clevelopment with which the historian of these countries
is mainly occupied, the independent evolution of Semitic
society was arrested at an early stage. I n the case of the
nomadic Arabs, shut up in their wildernesses of rock and
sand, Nature herself barred the way of progress. The life
of the desert does not furnish the material conditions for
permanent advance beyond the tribal system, and we find
that the religious developrnent of the Arabs was proportionally retarded, so that a t the advent of Islam the
ancient heathenism, like the ancient tribal structure of
society, had become effete without having ever ceased to'
be barbarous.
The northern Semites, on the other hand, whose progress up to the eighth century before Christ certainly did
not lag behind that of the Greeks, were deprived of political
inclependence, and so cut short in their natural development, by the advance from the Tigris to the Mediterranean
of the great Assyrian monarchs, who, drawing from the
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rich and broad alluviuni of the Two Rivers resources which
none of their neighbours coalcl rival, went on from conquest
to conquest till all the small states of Syria and Palestine
had gone down before them. The Assyriails were conquerors of the most brutal and destructive kind, and
wherever they came the whole strncture of ancient society
was dissolved. From this tiine onwards the difference
between the Syrian or Palestinian ancl the Greek was not
one of race alone; it mas the difference between a free
citizen and a slave of an Oriental despotism. Iteligion
as well as civil society was profoundly affected by the
catastrophe of the old free communities of the northern
Semitic lands; the society of one and the same religion
was no longer identical with the state, and the old
solidarity of civil and religious life continued to exist
only in a modified form. It is not therefore surprising
that from the eighth century onwards the history of
Semitic religion runs a very different course from that
which we observe on the other side of the Mediterranean.
The ancient Semitic communities were small, and were
separated from each other by incessant feuds. Hence,
on the principle of solidarity between gods and their
worshippers, the particularism characteristic of political
society could not but reappear in the sphere of religion.
I n the same measure as the god of a clan or town had
indisputable claim to the reverence and service of the
community to which he belonged, he was necessarily
an enemy to their enemies and a stranger to those to
whom they were strangers. Of this there are sufficient
evidences in the way in which the Old Testament speaks
about the relation of the nations to their gods. When
David in the bitterness of his heart complains of those
who "have driven him out from connection with the
heritage of Jehovah," he represents them as saying to
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him, " Go, serve other gods."l I11 driving him to seek
refnge in another land and another nationality, they
compel him to change his religion, for a inan's religion
is part of his political connection. " Thy sister," says
Naomi to Ruth, "is gone back unto her people and unto
her gocls" ; and Ruth replies, "Thy people shall be my
people, ancl thy God my God" : the change of nationality
involves a change of cult. Jeremiah, in the full consciousness of the falsehood of all religions except that of Israel,
remarks that no nation changes its gods althongh they be
no gods : 3 a nation's worship remains as constant as its
political identity. The Book of Deuteronomy, speaking in
Like manner from the standpoint of monotheism, reconciles
the sovereignty of Jehovah with the actual facts of
heathenism, by saying that He has " allotted" the various
objects of false worship "unto all nations under the whole
heaven."
The "allotment" of false gods among the
nations, as property is allotted, expresses with precision
the idea that each god had his own determinate circle of
worshippers, to whom he stood in a peculiar and exclusive
relation.
The exclusiveness of which I have just spoken naturally
finds its most pronounced expression in the share taken
by the gods in the feuds and wars of their worshippers.
The enemies of the god and the enelllies of his people are
identical; even in the Old Testament "the enemies of
Jehovah " are originally nothing else than the enemies
of 1 s r a e l . V n battle each god fights for his own people,
and to his aid success is ascribed ; Chemosh gives victory
to Moab, and Asshur to Assyria ;"11~1 often the divine
l 1 Sam. xxvi. 19.
Ruth i. 1 4 sgp.
Dent. iv. 19.
V e r . ii. 11.
5 1 Sam. xxx. 26, "the spoil of the elielnies of Jchovah" ; Jndg. v. 31.

See the illscription of King Yesha on the so-called Noabite
the Assyrian iliscriptions, pctssivz.
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image or synibol accompanies the host to battle. When
the ark was brought into the camp of Israel, the Philistines
said, " Gods are come into the camp ; who can deliver us
from the hand of these mighty gods ?"I They judged from
their own practice, for when Davicl defeated them a t Baalperazim, part of the booty consisted in their idols which
had been carried into the field.2 When the Carthaginians,
in their treaty with Philip of Macedon,3 speak of " the gods
that take part in the campaign," they doubtless refer to
the inmates of the sacred tent which was pitched in time
of war beside the tent of the general, and before which
an
prisoners were sacrificed after a victory."imilarly
Arabic poet says, " Yaghiith went forth with us against
Moriid "; that is, the image of the god Yaghiith was
carried into the fray. You observe how literal and
realistic was the conception of the part taken by the
deity in the wars of his worshippers.
When the gods of the several Semitic conlmunities
took part in this way in the ancestral feuds of their
worshippers, it was impossible for an individual to change ,
his religion without changing his natiohality, and a whole
community could hardly change its religion at all without
being absorbed into another stock or nation. Religious
like political ties were transmitted from father to son;
for a man could not choose a new god at will; the gods of
his fathers were the only deities on whom he could count
as friendly and ready to accept his homage, unless he
forswore his own kindred and was received into a new
-

2 Sam. v. 21.
1 Sam. iv. 7 sqq.
Diodorus, xx. 65.
Volybius, vii. 9.
YBcEt, iv. 1023. A survival of tlle same idea is seen ill the portable
[1886],
tabernacle of the Carmatllians (Ibn al-Jauzi, ap. De Goejc, Caw?zatl~es
pp. 180, 220 sq.), from which victory was believed to descend. De Goeje
compares the portable sanctuary of RIolcht~(Tahari, ii. 702 sqq.) and the
'otfa still used by Bedouin tribes (Bnrclchardt, Bed. and IVah, i. 145 ; Lady
Anne Blunt, B e d o ~ ~ iTn~ i b c s ii.
, 146 ; Doughty, i. 61, ii. 304).
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circle of civil as well as religious life. I n the old times
hardly any but outlaws changed their religion ; ceremonies
of initiation, by which a man was received into a new
religious circle, became important, as we shall see by and
by, only after the breaking up of the old political life of
the small Semitic commonwealths.
On the other hand, all social fusion between two
communities tended to bring about a religious fusion also.
This might take place in two ways. Sometimes two gods
were themselves fused into one, as when the mass of the
Israelites in their local worship of Jehovah identified Hinl
with the Baalim of the Canaanite high places, and carried
over into His worship the ritual of the Canaanite shrines,
not deeming that in so doing they were less truly Jehovahworshippers than before. This process was greatly facilitated by the extreme similarity in the attribntes ascribed
to different local or tribal gods, and the frequent identity
of the divine titles.1 One Baal hardly differed froin another,
except in being connected with a difl'erent kindred or a
different place, and when the killdreds were fused by
intermarriage, or lived together in one village on a footing
of social amity, there was nothing to keep their gods
permanently distinct. I n other cases, where the several
deities brought together by the union of their worshippers
into one state were too distinct to lose their individuality,
they continued to be worshipped side by side as allied
It will appear in the sequel that the worship of tho greater Sen~itic
deities was closely associated with the reverence which all primitive pastoral
tribes pay to their floclrs and herds. To a tribe whose herds consisted of
kine and oxen, the cow and the ox were sacred beings, wllicl~in the oldest
times were never killed or eaten except sacrificially. The tribal deities
themselves mere conceived as closely akin to the sacred species of domestic
animals, and their images mere often made in tho likeness of steers or heifers
in cow-lreepiag tribes, or of rams and ewes in shepherd tribes. It is easy to
see how this facilitatcd the fusion of tribal worships, and how deities
originally distinct might come to bc identified on accolu~tof tlie similarity
of their images and of the sacrifices offered to them.
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divine powers, and it is to this kind of process that we
must apparently ascribe the development of a Semitic
pantheon or polytheistic system. A pantheon, or organised
commonwealth of gods, such as we find in the state
religion of Egypt or in the Homeric poems, is not the
primitive type of heathenism, and little trace of such a
thing appears in the oldest documents of the religion
of the smaller Semitic comn~unities. The old Semites
believed in the existence of many gods, for they accepted
as real the gods of their enemies as well as their own, but
they dicl not worship the strange gods from whom they
had no favour to expect, and on whom their gifts and
offerings would have been thrown away. When every
small community was on terms of frequent hostility with
all its neighbours, the formation of a polytheistic system
was impossible. Each group had its own god, or perhaps
a god and a goddess, to whom the other gods bore no
relation whatever. I t was only as the small groups
coalesced into larger unities, that a society and kinship
of many gods began to be formed, on the model of the
alliance or fusion of their respective worshippers; ancl
indeed the chief part in the development of a systematic
hierarchy or conlmonwealth of Semitic deities is clue to
the Babylonians and Assyrians, aniong whom the labonrs
of statesmen to build up a consolidatecl ernpire out of a
multitude of local communities, originally independent, were
seconded by the efforts of the priests to give a corresponding unity of scheme to the multiplicity of local w0rships.l
Thus far we have looked only a t the general fact, that
in a Semitic community men ancl their gods formed a
social and political as well as a religious whole. But to
1 In the eighth century B.C. some of the Western Semitic states had a considerable pantheon, as appears most clearly from the notices of the "gods of
Ya'di" on the inscriptions recently foulid a t Zenjirli in North-West Syria,
s t the foot of Mount Amanus. Five of these gods are named.
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make our conceptions more concrete we must consider
what place in this whole was occupied by the divine
element of the social partnership. And here we find that
the two leading conceptions of the relation of the god to
his people are those of fatherhood and of kingship. We
have learned to look on Seniitic society as built up on two
bases-on kinship, which is the foundation of the systeni
of clans or gentes, and on the union of kills, living intermingled or side by side, and bouncl together by common
interests, which is the foundation of the state. We now see
that the clan and the state are both represented in religion :
as father the god belongs to the fainily or clan, as king
he belongs to the state; and in each sphere of the social
order he holds the position of highest dignity. Both these
conceptions deserve to be looked at and illustrated in some
detail.
The relation of a father to his cllildren has a moral as
well as a physical aspect, and each of these must be taken
into account in considering what the fatherhood of the
tribal deity meant in ancient religion. I n the physical
aspect the father is the being to \vhom the child owes his
life, and through whom he traces kinship with the other
members of his family or clan. The antique conception
of kinship is participation in one blood, which passes from
parent to child and circulates in the veins of every illember
of the family. The unity of the family or clan is viewed
as a physical unity, for the blood is the life,-an
idea
familiar to us from the Old Testanlent,l--and it is the same
Gen. ix. 4 ; Dent, xii. 23. Anlong the Arabs also nafs is used of the
life-blood. When a nlan dies a natural death his life departs through the
but when he is slain in battle "his life flows on
nostrils (wzZita Fatfa av1$7~i),
the spear point" (HamBsa, p. 52). Similarly lli 7~0fsaZa7~usailattcn means
Za dama Ia7~uynjri (Misblih, s.v.). To the use of lznfs in the sense of blood,
the Arabian philologists refer such expressioils as nzjZs, childbirth ; nafsa,
puerpera. The use of najsat or atcJsat in the sense of lllidat (Bolchbi,
i. 72, 1. 10) appears to justify their explanation.
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blood and therefore the same life that is shared by every
descendant of the common ancestor. The idea that the
race has a life of its own, of which individual lives are only
parts, is expressed even more clearly by picturing the race
as a tree, of which the ancestor is the root or stem and
the descendants the branches. This figure is used by all
the Semites, and is very common both in the Old Testament
and in the Arabian poets.
The moral aspect of fatherhood, again, lies ill the social
relations and obligations which flow from the physical
relationship-in
the sanctity of the tie of blood which
binds together the whole family, and in the particular
modification of this tie in the case of parent and child, the
parent protecting and nourishing the child, while the child
owes obedience and service to his parent.
I n Christianity, and already in the spiritual religion of
the Hebrews, the idea of divine fatherhood is entirely
dissociated from the physical basis of natural fatherhood.
Man was created in the image of God, but he was not
begotten; God-sonship is not a thing of nature but a thing
of grace. I n the Old Testament, Israel'is Jehovah's son,
and Jehovah is his father who created him ; l but this
creation is not a physical act, it refers to the series of
gracious deeds by which Israel was shaped into a nation.
And so, though it may be said of the Israelites as a whole,
" Ye are the children of Jehovah your God,"
this sonship
is national, not personal, and the individnal Israelite has
.
not the right to call himself Jehovah's son.
But in heathen religions the fatherhood of the gods is
physical fatherhood. Among the Greeks, for example, the
idea that the gods fashioned nien out of clay, as potters
fashion images, is relatively modern. The older coilception
is that the races of men have gods for their ancestors, or
Hos. xi. 1 ; Deut. xxxii. 6.

Deut. xiv. 1.
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are the children of the earth, the common mother of gods
and men, so that men are really of the stock or kin of the
gods.1 That the same conception was familiar to the older
Semites appears from the Bible. Jeremiah describes
idolaters as saying to a stock, Thou art my father; and to a
stone, Thou hast brought me forth.2 I n the ancient poem,
Num. xxi. 29, the Moabites are called the sons and
daughters of Chemosh, and at a much more recent date the
prophet Malachi calls a heathen woman "the daughter of
These phrases are doubtless accommodaa strange gocl."
tions to the language which the heathen neighbours of
Israel used about themselves ; they belong to an age when
society in Syria and Palestine was still mainly organised
on the tribal system, so that each clan, or even each complex
of clans forming a small independent people, traced back its
origin to a great first father; and they indicate that, just
as in Greece, this father or cF.pXryf'ryc.of the race was
commoi~lyidentified with the god of the race. With this
it accords that in the judgment of most nlodern enquirers
several names of deities appear in the olcl genealogies of
nations in the FooB of Genesis. Edom, for example, the
progenitor of the Edomites, was ideiltifiecl by the Hebrews
with Esau the bvother of Jacob, but to tlie heathen he was
a god, as aplsears from the theophorous proper name
Obededom, " worshipper of Ecloni."
The remains of such
See details and references in Preller-Robert, G~iechischeili'yt7~01. (1887)
i. 78 sqq.
Jer. ii. 2'7.
Mal. ii. 11.
Bathgen, Beitrgge z z c ~Senzitischen ReZigionsg. p. 10, objects that not
all names conlpounded with 'I2y are theophorous. And it is true that on
the Nabatzan inscriptions we fincl names of this form in which the second
element is the name of a Iring; but this is in a state of society where the
Iring was revered as at least quasi-divine, and where the apotheosis of dead
lrings was not unlrnown. Cf. Wellh. p. 2 sq.; Euting, hTn6at. Inschr. p.
32 sq. ; and especially Clermont-Ganaeau, Bee. cZ'Arcke'o1. Or. i. 39 sqq. It
must, however, be admitted that in questions of the history of religion,
arguments derived from names are apt to be somewhat ii~conclusive;i t is
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mythology are naturally few in records which have come
to us through the monotheistic Hebrews. On the other
hand, the extant fragments of Phcenician and Babylonian
cosmogonies date fro111 a time when tribal religion and the
connection of individual gods with particular kindreds was
forgotten or had fallen into the background. But i11 a
generalised form the notion that men are the offspring of
the gods still held its ground. I n the Phcenician cosnlogony
of Philo Byblius it does so in a confused shape, due to the
author's euhemerism, that is, to his theory that deities are
nothing more than deified men who had been great benefactors to their species. But euhemerism itself can arise,
as an explanation of popular religion, only where the old
gods are regarded as akin to men, and where, therefore, the
deification of hunian benefactors does not involve any such
patent absurdity as on our way of thinking. Again, in the
Chaldmn legend preserved by Berosus; the belief that
men are of the blood of the gods is expressed in a form too
crude not to be very ancient ; for animals as well as men
are said to have been formed out of clay nlinglecl with the
blood of a decapitated deity. Here we have a blood-kinship
possible, though surely very improbable, that the national name bl7K
(always written plene) means "men," Arabic anam, and is different from
the god-name Df K ; see Noldelre in ZDMG. xlii. 470.
As examples of god-names in the genealogies of Genesis, I have elsewhere
adduced Uz (Gen. xxii. 21, xxxvi. 28 ; LXX, nc, ng, n~ ; and in Job i. 1,
A;arvrr)='Au?. (ZCinshi~),261) and Yensh (Gen. xxxvi. 14)=Yaghfith. The
second of these identifications is accepted by ~bldelre,but rejected by
Lagarde, Mitth. ii. 77, Bilclz~~zg
clcr Nonzina, p. 124. The other has been
criticised by Noldelre, ZDAlC. xl. 184, but his remal-ks do not seem to me
to be conclusive. That the Arabian god is a mere persollification of Time is
a hard saying, and the view that 'nudo or 'auda i a the line of al-A'shB is
derived from the name of the god, which Noldelre finds to be "doch etmas
bizarr," has a t least the authority of Ibn al-Kalbi as cited by Janhari, and
more clearly in the LisiFn, A god jYp bearing the same name as the antediluvian Cainail (Gea. v. 9) appears in Himyaritic inscriptions : ZDMG.
xxxi. 86 ; CIS. iv. p. 20.
Miiller, E'r. Hist. Gr. ii. 497 sq.
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of gods men and beasts, a belief which has points of contact
with the lowest forms of savage religion.
I t is obvious that the idea of a physical affinity between
the gods and men in general is more modern than that of
affinity between particular gods and their worshippers ; and
the survival of the idea in a generalised form, after men's
religion had ceased to be strictly dependent on tribal connection, is in itself a proof that belief in their descent from
the blood of the gods was not confined to this or that clan,
but was a widespread feature in the old tribal religions of
the Semites, too deeply iilterwoveil with the whole system
of faith and practice to be altogether thrown aside when
the community of the same worship ceased to be purely
one of kinship.
That this was really the case will be seen more clearly
when we come to speak of the comnion features of Semitic
ritual, and especially of the ritual use of blood, which is
the primitive symbol of kinship. Meantime let us observe
that there is yet another form in which the idea of divine
descent survived the breaking up of the tribal system
among the northern Semites. When this took place, the
worshippers of one god, being now men of different
kindreds, united by political bonds instead of bonds of
blood, could not be all thought of as children of the god.
H e was no longer their father but their king. But as
the deities of a mixed comm~~nity
were in their origin the
old deities of the iiiore influential families, the inenibers of
these fanlilies might still trace their origin to the family
god, and find in this pedigree matter of aristocratic pride.
Thus royal and noble houses among the Greeks long continued to trace their steni back to a divine forefather, and
the same thing appears among the Seiiiites. We are told
s
that the royal house of Tyre
by Virgil ancl S i l i ~ ~Italicus,l
a n . i. 729 ; Pz~niua,i. 87.
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and the noblest families of Carthage claimed descent from
the Tyrian Baal; among the Aramzan sovereigns of
Damascus, mentioned in the Bible, we fincl more than one
Ben-haclad, "son of the god Hadad," and at Zenjirli the
king Bar-RKB seems from his name to claim descent from
the god RKB-EL.l Among the later Aranlzai~snames
like BarliihL, " son of God," Barba'shmin, " son of the Lorcl
of Heaven," Barate, " son of Ate," are not uncommon. At
Palmyra we have Barnebo, "son of Nebo," Barshamsh,
"son of the Sun-god "; and in Ezra ii. the eponym of a
family of temple slaves is Barkos, " son of the god Caus."
Whether any definite idea was attached to such narnes ia
later times is doubtful ; perhaps their diffusion was due to
the constant tendency of the masses to copy aristocratic
names, which is as prevalent in the East as anlong
For the god-sonship of Assyrian monarchs, see Tiele, Bc~bylonisc1~-Assy~.
GCSC~L.
p. 492.
Among the Hebrews and Phcenicians personal names of this type do
not appear; we have, however, the woman's name b ~ l n l "daughter
,
of
Baal," CIS. pt. i. Nos. 469, 727, etc. On the other hand, the worshipper is
called brother (that is, kinsman) or sister of the god in such names as
the Phconician 75nn, n$nn, a m ; +nnn, nainnn, n-lpknn, ninn,
n>nn, "sister of Tanith," and tho Hebrew 5~9n,;I'RK. A singular and
puzzling class of theophorons names are those which have the form of an
Arabic konya ; as Abibaal, "father of Baal." I t has heen common to
evade the difficulty by rendering "my father is Baal" ; but this view breaks
down before such a woman's name as IbfOKnK (CIS. No. 881), mother of the
god Eshmnn. See Noldeke in ZDl14G. xlii. (1888) p. 480, who seems disposed to believe that " father " has here some nletaphorical sense, comparirlg
Gen. xlv. 8. For my own part I hazard the conjecture that the konyn TTas
in practice used as equivalent to the patronymic ; the custoln of calling the
eldest son after the grandfather was so ridesp spread that &I,son of N, was
pretty sure to be known also as M, father of N, and the latter, as the more
polite form of address, migllt very me11 come to supersede the patronymic
altogether. I thinlr there are some traces of this in Arabic ; the poet 'Amr b.
Iiolthum addresses the king 'Amr b. EIind as Abn Hind (Moall. 1. 23). In
Hebrew the prehxes \2K, *RK, lrin are used in forming names of women as
well as men, and so in Phcenician Abibaal nlay be a woman's name (CIS.
No. 387), as 'iy2N, 7 5 ~ are
2 ~in Himyaritic (CIS. pt. iv. Nos. 6, 85) ;
1~1tfor this linguistic peculiarity Nolclelre has adduced satisfacto~yanalogies.
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The belief that all the members of a clan are sons and
daughters of its god, might naturally be expected to survive
longest in Arabia, where the tribe was never lost in the
state, and kinship contiriued down to the time of Mohammed
to be the one sacred bond of social unity. I n point of
fact many Arabian tribes bear the names of gods, or of
celestial bodies worshipped as gods, and their members are
styled " sons of Hobal," " sons of the Full Moon," and the
1ike.l There is no adequate reason for refusing to explain
these names, or a t least the older ones among them, on
the analogy of the similar clan-names found among the
northern Semites ; for Arabian ritual, as well as that of
Palestine and Syria, involves in its origin a belief in the
kinship of the god and his worshippers. I n the later ages
of Arabian heathenism, however, of which alone we have
any full accounts, religion hacl come to be very much dissociated from tribal feeling, mainly, it would seem, in
consequence of the extensive migrations which took place
in the first centuries of our era, and carried tribes far away
from the fixed sanctuaries of the gods of their father^.^
Men forgot their old worship, and as the names of gods
were also used as individual proper names, the divine
ancestor, even before Islam, had generally sunk to the rank
of a mere man. But though the later Arabs worshipped
gods that were not the gods of their fathers, a i d tribes of
alien bloocl were often found gathered together on festival
1 See KCnship, p. 205 sqq., and Wellhausen, Heidenthum, p. 4 sqp., who
explains all such names as due to omission of the prefix 'Abd or the like.
I n some cases this probably is so, but it must not be assumed that because
the same tribe is called (for example) 'Anf or 'Abd 'Anf indifferently, Banu
'Auf is a contraction of Banu 'Abd 'Auf. It is quite logical that the sons
of 'Auf form the collective body of his worshippers; cf. Rlal. iii. 17 ; and
p. 312, first verse. Personal names
for the collective use of 'abd cf. ~ffimdsffi,
indicating god-sonship are lacking in Arabia; see o n supposed Sahsan
examples ZDNG. xxxvii. 15.
See Wellhausen, ut supra, p. 182 sp., and compare 1Sam. xxvi. 19.
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occasions at the great pilgrim shrines, there are many
evidences that all Arabic deities were originally the gods
of particular liins, and that the bond of religion was
originally coexteilsive with the bond of blood.
A main proof of this lies in the fact that the duties of
blood were the oilly duties of absolute and indefeasible
sanctity. The Arab warrior in the ages immediately preceding Islam was very deficient in religioil in the ordinary
sense of the word ; he was little occupied with the things
of the gods and negligent in matters of ritual worship.
But he had a truly religious reverence for his clail, and a
kinsman's blood was to him a thing holy and inviolable.
This apparent paradox beconles at once intelligible when
we view it in the light of the antique conception, that the
god and his worshippers make up s society in which the
same character of sanctity is impressed on the relations of
the worshippers to one another as on their relations to
their god. The original religious society was the kindred
group, and all the duties of kinship were part of religion.
And so even when the clan-god had fallen into the background and was little remembered, the type of a clanreligion was still maintained in the enduring sanctity of
the kindred b0nd.l
Again, the primitive connection of religion with kindred
is attested by the existence of priesthoods confined to men
of one clan or family, which in many cases was of a
When the oracle a t Tabsla forbade tho poet Imraulcais to make war
on the slayers of his father, he broke the lot and dashed the pieces in the
face of the god, exclaiming with a gross and insulting expletive, "If i t
had been thy father that was killed, thou wouldst not have refused me
vengeance." The respect for the sanctity of blood overrides respect for a
god who, by taking n o interest in the poet's blood-feud, has shown that he
has no feeling of kindred for the murdered man and his son. Imranlcais's
act does not show that he was impious, but only that kinship was the
principle of his religion. That with such principles he consulted the oracle
of a strange god a t all, is perhaps to be explained by the fact that his army
was a miscellaneous band of hirelings and broken men of various tribes.
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different blood from the class of the worshippers. Cases
of this sort are common, not only among the Arabs: but
among the other Semites also, ancl generally throughout
the ancient world. I n such cases the priestly clan nlay
often represent the original kindred group which was once
in exclusive possession of the sacra of the god, and continued to administer them after worshippers from without
were admitted to the religion.
And further, it will appear when we come to the
subject of sacrifice, that when tribes of clifferelit blood
worshipped at the same sanctuary ancl aclored the same
god, they yet helcl themselves apart from one another and
did not engage in any common act that united them in
religious fellowship. The circle of worship was still the
kin, though the deity worshipped was not of the kin, and
the only way in which two kinclreds could form a religious
fusion was by a covenant ceremony, in which i t was
symbolically set forth that they were no longer twain, but
of one blood. I t is clear, therefore, that among the Arabs
the circle of religious solidarity was originally the group
of kinsmen, and it neecls no proof that, this being so, the
god himself must Iiave been conceived as united to his
worshippers by the boncl of blood, as their great kinsman,
or more specifically as their great ancestor.
I t is often said that the original Semitic conception
of the godhead was abstract and transcendental; that
while Aryan religion with its poetic mythology drew
the gods clown into the sphere of nature ancl of human
life, Semitic religion always showecl an opposite tendency,
that it sought to remove the gocls as far as possible from
man, and even contained within itself from the first the
seecls of an abstract cleism. According to this view, the
anthropomorpliisms of Semitic religion, that is, all expresWellhausen,

13.

129.
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sions which in their literal sense imply that the gods have
a physical nature cognate to that of man, are explained
away as mere allegory, and it is urged, in proof of the
fundamental distinction between the Aryan and Semitic
conceptions of the clivine natnre, that myths like those of
the Aryans, in which gods act like men, mingle with men,
and in fact live a common life with mankind, have little
or no place in Seniitic religion. But all this is mere
nilfounded assumption. I t is true that the remains of
ancient Semitic mythology are not very numerous ; but
mythology cannot be preserved without literature, and an
early literature of Semitic heathenism does not exist.
The one exception is the cuneiform literature of Babylonia,
and in it we find fragments of a copious mythology. I t is
true, also, that there is not much mythology in the poetry
of heathen Arabia ; but Arabian poetry has little to do
with religion at all: it dates from the extreme decadence
of the old heathenism, and is preserved to us only in the
collections formed by Mohammedan scholars, who were
careful to avoid or obliterate as far as possible the traces
of their fathers' idolatry. That the Semites never hacl a
mythological epic poetry coniparable to that of the Greeks
is adinittecl ; but the character of the Semitic genius, which
is deficient in plastic power and in the faculty of sustained
and orderly effort, is enough to account for the fact. We
cannot draw inferences for religion from the absence of
an elaborate inythology ; the question is whether there are
not traces, in however crude a form, of the mythological
point of view. And this question must be answered in
the affirmative. I must not turn aside now to speak a t
large of Semitic myths, but it is to the point to observe
that there do exist remains of myths, and not only of
myths but of sacred usages, involving a conception of the
clivine beings and their relation with inan which entirely
4
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justifies us in taking the kinship of men with gods in its
literal and physical sense, exactly as in Greece. I n Greece
the loves of the gods with the daughters of nien were
referred to remote antiquity, bnt in Babylon the god Be1
was still, in the time of Heroclotus, provided with a human
wife, who spent the night in his temple and with whom
he was believed to share his couch.l I n one of the few
fragments of old mythology which have been transplanted
unaltered into the Hebrew Scriptures, we read of the sons
of gods who took wives of the daughters of men, and became the fathers of the renowned heroes of ancient days.
Such a hero is the Izdubar of Babylo~lian myth, to whoni
the great goclcless Ishtar did not disdain to offer her hand.
Arabian traclition presents similar legends. The clan of
'Amr b. Yarbiic was descencled from a si'lat, or she-demon,
who became the wife of their human father, but suddenly
disappeared from him on seeing a flash of l i g h t ~ i n g . ~I n
this connection the distinction between gods and denii-gods
is immaterial ; the demi-gocls are of divine kind, though
they have not attainecl to the full positioli of deities with
a recognised circle of worshipper^.^
There is then a great variety of evidence to show that
the type of religion which is founded on kinship, and in
which the cleity and his worshippers make up a society
united by the bond of blood, was widely prevalent, and
Herod, i. 181 sq. This is not Inore realistic than the custom of providing the Hercules (Baal) of Sanbnlos 1vit11 a horse, on ~ ~ l l i che
h rode out
to huntby night (Tac. Awn. xii. 13 ; cf. Gnz. A~che'ol.1879, p. 178 sqq.).
Ibil Doreid, Kithb al-ishtieac, p. 139. It is implied that the demoniac
wife was of lightning kind. Elsewhere also the si'lilt seems to be a fiery
scorching being. In Ibn HishBm, 11. 27, 1. 14,the Abyssinian hosts resemble
Sa'Zli because they ravage the c o ~ u ~ t with
r y fire, and the green trees are
scorched up before them. See also Rasmussen, Addit. p. 71, 1. 19 of the
Ar. text.
3 Modenl legends of marriage or courtship between nlen and jilm,
Doughty, ii. 191 sq. ; ZDPK x. 84. Whether such marriages are lawfc~lis
solemnly discussed by Mohaminedan jurists.
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that at an early date, among all the Seniitic peoples. But
the force of the evidence goes further, and leaves no
reasonable doubt that among the Semites this was the
original type of religion, out of which all other types
grew. That it was so is particularly clear as regards
Arabia, where we have found the conception of the circle
of worship and the circle of kindred as identical to be
so deeply rooted that it dominated the practical side of
religion, even after men worshipped deities that were not
kindred gods. Bnt among the other branches of the
Semites also, the connection between religion and kinship
is often manifested in forms that cannot be explained
except by reference to a primitive stage of society, in
which the circle of bloocl relations was also the circle
of all religious and social unity.
Nations, as distinguished from mere clans, are not constructed on the
principle of kinship, and yet the Semitic nations
habitually feigned theniselves to be of one kin, and
their national religions are deeply imbued, both in
legend ancl i11 ritnal, with the idea that the god a i d
his worshippers are of one stocli. This, I apprehend,
is good evidence that the f~~nclainentallines of all
Semitic religion were laid down, long before the beginnings of authentic history, in that earliest stage of
society when kinship was the only recognised type of
permanent friendly relation between man and man, and
therefore the only type on which it was possible to
frame the conception of a permanent friendly re1at lon
'
between a group of men ancl a supernatural being.
That all human societies have been developed from
this stage is now generally recognised; and the evidence
shows that amongst the Semites the historical forms of
religion can be traced back to such a stage.
Recent researches into the history of the family render
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i t in the highest degree inlprobable that the physical
kinship between the god and his worshippers, of which
traces are found all over the Semitic area, was originally
conceived as fatherhood. I t was the mother's, not the
father's, blood which formed the original bond of kinship
among the Semites as among other early peoples, and in
this stage of society, if the tribal deity was thought of
as the parent of the stoclr, a goddess, not a god, would
necessariIy have been the object of worship. I11 point
of fact, goddesses play a great part in Semitic religion,
and that not merely in the subordinate ~ 6 1 eof wives of
the gods; it is also noticeable that in various parts of
the Semitic field we find deities originally female changing
their sex and becoming gods, as if with the change in the
rule of human kinship1 So long as kinship was traced
through the mother alone, a male deity of common stock
with his worshippers could only be their cousin, or, in the
language of that stage of society, their brother. This in
fact is the relationship between gods and men asserted by
Pindar, when he ascribes to both alike a common mother
Earth, and among the Semites a trace of the same point
of view may be seen in the class of proper names which
designate their bearers as "brother" or "sister" of a ~ l e i t y . ~
If this be so, we must distinguish the religious significance
belonging to the wider and older conception of kinship
between the deity and the race that worshipped him, from
the special and more advanced ideas, conformed to a higher
stage of social development, that were addecl when the
kindred god came to be revered as a father.
Some of the most notable and constant features of
all ancient heathenism, and indeed of a11 nature-religions,
See IZiq~ship,p. 292 sqq., note 8. I hope to r e t ~ ~ to
r nthis subject on a
future opportunity.
See above, 11. 45, note 2.
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from the totenlism of savages upward, find their sufficient
explanation in the physical kinship that unites the human
and wzperhnman members of the same religious and social
cowmunity, without reference to the special doctrine of
divine fatherhood. From this point of view the natural
solidarity of the god and his worshippers, which has been
already enlarged upon as characteristic of antique religion,
a t once becomes intelligible; the indissolnble bond that
unites men to their god is the same bond of blood-fellowship which in early society is the one binding link
between man and man, and the one sacred principle of
moral obligation. And thus we see that even in its
rudest forms religion was a moral force; the powers
that man reveres were on the side of social order and
tribal law; and the fear of the gods was a motive to
enforce the laws of society, which were also the laws of
morality.
But though the earliest nature - religion was fully
identified with the earliest morality, it was not fitted
to raise niorality towards higher ideals; and instead of
leading the way in social and ethical progress, it was often
content to follow or even to lag behind. Religious feeling
is naturally conservative, for it is bound up with old
custom and usage; and the gods, who are approached
only in traditional ritual, and invoked as giving sanction
to long-established principles of conduct, seem always to
be on the side of those who are averse to change. Among
the Semites, as among other races, religion often came to
work against a higher morality, not because it was in
its essence a power for evil, but because it clung to the
obsolete ethical stanclard of a bygone stage of society.
To our better judgment, for example, one of the most
offensive features in tribal religion is its particularism ;
a man is held answerable to his god for wrong done to
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a member of his own kindred or political community, but
he may deceive, rob, or kill an alien without offence to
religion ; the deity cares only for his own kinsfolk. This
is a very narrow morality, and we are tempted to call i t
sheer immorality. But such a judgment would be altogether false from an historical point of view. The larger
morality which enlbraces all mankind has its basis in
habits of loyalty, love, and self-sacrifice, which were
originally formed and grew strong in the narrower circle
of the family or the clan ; and the part which the religion
of kinship played in the development and maintenance
of these habits, is one of the greatest services it has
done to human progress. This service it was able to
render because the gods were themselves niembers of
the kin, and the man who was untrue to kindred duty
had to reckon with them as with his human clansmen.
An eloquent French writer has recently quoted with
approval, and applied to the beginnings of Semitic religion,
the words of Statius, Primz~s i n orbe deos fecit timer:
"Man fancied himself surrounded by enemies whom he
sought to appease." But however true i t is that savage
man feels himself to be environed by innumerable dangers
which he does not understand, and so personifies as invisible
or nlysterious enemies of more than human power, it is not
true that the attempt to appease these powers is the foundation of religion. From the earliest times, religion, as distinct
from magic or sorcery, addresses itself to kindred and
friendly beings, who may indeed be angry with their people
for a time, but are always placable except to the enenlies
of their worshippers or to renegade members of the community. I t is not with a vague fear of unknown powers,
but with a loving reverence for known gods who are knit
to their worshippers by strong bonds of kinship, that
Reaan, Hist. d'ls~nel,i. 29.
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religion in the only true sense of the word begins.
Religion in this sense is not the child of terror; and
the difference between it ancl the savage's dread of unseen foes is as absolute and fundamental in the earliest
as in the latest stages of development. It is only in
times of social dissolution, as in the last age of the
sniall Semitic states, when men and their gods were
alike powerless before the advance of the Assyrians, that
magical superstitions based on mere terror, or rites
designed to conciliate alien gods, invade the sphere of
tribal or national religion. I n better times the religion
of the tribe or state has nothing in common with the
private ancl foreign superstitions or magical rites that
savage terror may dictate to the individual. Religion
is not an arbitrary relation of the individual mail to a
supernatural power, i t is a relation of all the members
of a community to a power that has the goocl of the
community a t heart, and protects its law and moral
order.
This distinction seems to have escaped some
modern theorists, but it was plain enough to the common
sense of antiquity, in which private and magical superstitions were habitually regarcled as offences against morals
and the state. I t is not only in Israel that we find the
suppression of magical rites to be one of the first cares of
the founder of the kingdom, or see the introduction of
foreign worships treated as a heinous crime. I n both
respects the law of Israel is the law of every well-ordered
ancient community.
I n the historical stage of Semitic religion the kinship
of the deity with his or her people is specified as fatherhood or motherhood, the former conception predominating,
in accordance with the later rule that assigned the son to
his father's stock. Under the law of male kinship woinan
talies a subordinate place ; the father is the natural head
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of the family, and superior to the mother, and accordingly
the chief place in religion usually belongs, not to a mothergoddess, but to a father-god. At the same time the coiiception of the goddess-mother was not unknown, ancl seems
to be attached to cults which go back to the ages of
polyandry and female kinship. The Babylonian Ishtar i11
her olclest form is such a mother-goddess, unmarried, or
rather choosing her temporary partners at will, the queen
head and firstborn of all gods.' She is the mother of the
gods and also the mother of men, who, i11 the Chaldxan
flood-legends, mourns over the death of her offspring.
I
1
1 like manner the Carthaginians worshipped a " great
mother," who seems to be identical with Tanith-Artemis,
the "heavenly ~ i r g i n , " ~and the Arabian L i t was
worshipped by the Nabatxans as mother of the gods, and
must be identified with the virgin-mother, whose worship
at Petra is described by E p i p h a ~ i i ~ ~ s . ~
Tiele, BffibyZo?~isc7~-Assyrisch~e
Gescli. 1., 528.
n17 DK, CIS. Nos. 195, 3 8 0 ; cf. No. 177. The ideiltificatio~l of
Tallith with Arteniis appears from No. 116, where n > n l l y = ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ and
i2~pos,
is confirmed by the prominence of the virgo ea?lestis or nzL??ze?Lvirginale in
the later cults of Punic Africa. The idelltificatioll of the mothel. of the gods
with the heaveilly virgin, i.e. the unmarried goddess, is coilfirmed if not
absol~~tely
demanded by Aug. CGu. Dei, ii. 4. At Cartilage she seems also
to be identical with Dido, of whom as a goddess more in allother co~mectioa.
See Hoffmann, Ueb. einige Phcen. Inschrr. p. 32 sq. The foul type of worship
correslronding to the conception of the goddess as polyandrous prevailed at
Sicca Veneria, and Al~gustin speaks with indignation of the illcredible
obscenity of the songs that accompa~liedthe worship of the Cartllaginian
mother-goddess ; but perhaps this is not ~vhollyto be sot down as of Punic
origin, for the general laxity on the point of female chastity in mliich such a
type of worship originates has always boon characteristic of North Africa (see
Tissot, La Prov. d'rlfrique, i. 477).
Dc VogiiQ,Syr. Ceq~tr.Inscr. Nab. No. 8 ; Epiph., Pa?~al.-lzcwz51 (ii. 483,
Dind.), see ICinship, p. 292 sq. I am not able to follow the arg~unentby
which Wollh., pp. 40, 46, seelrs to invalidate the evidence as to the morship
of a mother-goddess by the Nabatreans. He supposes that the xaccpou, mhicll
Epiphanins represents as the virgin-mother of Dusares, is really nothing
more than the cippus, or betyl, out of which the god was wpposed to have
been born, i.e. the iniage of the god himself, not a distinct deity. But from
the time of Herodotus do~vnmards,al-L%twas vorsl~il>pedin these regions
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Originally, since men are of one stock with their gods,
the mother of the gods must also have been, lili-e Ishtar,
the mother of men ; but except in Babylonia and Assyria,
where the kings at least continued to speak of themselves
as the progeny of Ishtar, it is not clear that this idea was
present to the Semitic worshipper when he addressed his
goddess as the great mother. But if we may judge from
analogy, and even from such moclern analogies as are
supplied by the cult of the Virgin Mary, we call hardly
doubt that the use of a name appropriated to the tenderest
and truest of human relationships was associated in acts
of worship with feelings of peculiar warmth and trustful
devotion. "Can a woman forget her sucking child, that
she should not have compnssion on the son of her womb ?
Yea, they may forget, yet will I not forget thee."
That such thoughts were not wholly foreign to Semitic
heathenism appears, to give a single instance, from the
side by side with a god, and the evidence of De VogiiB's inscription and
that of Epiphanius agree in making Liit the mother and the god her
son. Epiphanius implies tliat the virgin-mother was worshipped also at
Elusa; and here Jerome, in his life of S. Hilarion, lcnows a temple of a
goddess whom he calls Venus, and who was worshipped "ob Luciferum,"
on account of her colnlection with the nlorning star. Wellhausen takes
this to mean that the goddess of Elusa mas identified with the morning star;
but that is impossible, for, in his comm. 011 Amos v., Jerome plainly indicates that the morning star was worshipped as a god, not as a goddess.
This is the old Semitic conceptiol~; see Isa. xiv. 12, "Lucifer, son of the
Dalvn" ; and in the Arabian poets, also, the planet Venus is n~asculine,as
'CVellhausen himself observes. I see no reas011 to believe that the Arabs of
Nilns worshipped the morning star as a goddess ; nor perhaps does the
worship of this planet as a goddess (Al-'Ozz~)appear anywhere in Arabia,
except among the Eastern tribes who came lulder the influence of the
Assyrian Ishtar-worship, as i t survived ainong the Aram~ans. This point
mas not clear to me when I wrote my lii~sshi21,and want of attention to
it has brought some confusion into the argument. That the goddess of
Elusa was Al-'Ozzii, as Wellh., p. 44, supposes, is thus very doubtful.
Whether, as Tnch thought, her local name was IChalaga is also doubtful, but
we mnst not reject the identification of Elusa wit11 the place still called
Ehalasa; see Palmer, D~serlof Ikc Exoclzcs, p. 423, compared with p. 550 spp.
Isa. xlix. 15.
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language in which Assurbanipal appeals to Ishtar in his
time of need, and in the oracle she sends to comfort
him.l
But in this, as in all its aspects, heathenism shows its
fundamental weakness, in its inability to separate the
ethical motives of religion from their source in a merely
naturalistic conception of the godhead and its relation to
man. Divine motherhood, like the kinship of men and
gods in general, was to the heathen Seiliites a physical
fact, and the development of the corresponding cults ancl
myths laid more stress on the physical than on the ethical
side of maternity, and gave a prominence to sexual ideas
which was never edifying, and often repulsive. Especially
was this the case when the change in the law of kinship
deprived the mother of her old pre-eminence in the family,
ancl transferred to the father the greater part of her
authority and dignity. This change, as we know, went
hand in hancl with the abolition of the old polyandry; and
as women lost the right to choose their own partners at
will, the wife became subject to her husband's lordship,
and her freedom of action was restrained by his jealousy,
a t the same time that her children became, for all purposes
of inheritance and all cluties of blood, members of his and
not of her kin. So far as religion kept pace with the
new laws of social morality due to this development,
the independent divine mother necessarily became the
subordinate partner of a male deity; and so the old
polyandrous Ishtar reappears in Canaan and elsewhere
as Astarte, the wife of the supreme Baal. Or if tlie
supremacy of the goddess was too well established to be
thus undermined, she might change her sex, as in Southern
Arabia, where Ishtar is transformed into the masculine
George Smith,
51 sqq.

Assurbanipal, p.

117 sqq.; Records of the Past, ix.
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'Athtar. But not seldom religious tradition refused to
move forward with the progress of society; the goddess
retained her old character as a mother who was not a
wife bound to fidelity to her husband, and at her sanctuary
she protected, under the name of religion, the sexual
licence of savage society, or even demanded of the
daughters of her worshippers a shameful sacrifice of their
chastity, before they were permitted to bind themselves
for the rest of their lives to that conjugal fidelity which
their goddess despised.
The emotional side of Semitic heathenism was always
very much connected with the worship of female deities,
partly through the associations of maternity, which
appealed to the purest and tenderest feelings, and
partly through other associations connectecl with woman,
which too often appealed to the sensuality so strongly
developecl in the Semitic race. The feelings called forth
when the deity was conceived as a father were on the
whole of an austerer kind, for the clistinctive note of
fatherhoocl, as distinguished from kinship in general, lay
mainly in the parental authority, in the father's claim to
be honoured and served by his son. The honour which
the fifth commaiidnlent requires children to pay lo their
fathers is named in Mal. i. 6 along with that which a
servant owes to his master, and the same prophet (iii. 17)
speaks of the considerate regard which a father shows
for " the son that serveth him." To this day the grown-up
son in Arabia serves his father in much the same offices
as the domestic slave, and approaches him with much the
same degree of reverence and even of constraint. I t is
only with his little children that the father is eff~xsively
affectionate and on quite easy terills. On the other hand,
the father's authority had not a despotic character. H e
had no such power of life and death over his sons as
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Roman law recognised,l and indeed, after they passed
beyond childhood, had no means of enforcing his authority
if they refnsed to respect it. Paradoxical as this may
seem, it is quite in harmony with the general spirit of
Semitic institutions that authority shoulcl exist and be
generally acknowledged without having any force behind
it except the pressure of public opinion. The authority
of an Arab sheikh is in the same positioil; and when an
Arab judge pronounces sentence on a culprit, it is a t the
option of the latter wlzetl~erhe will pay the fine, which is
the invariable form of penalty, or continue ill feud with
his accuser.
Thus, while the conception of the tribal god as father
introduces into religion the idea of divine authority, of
reverence and service due from the worshipper to the
deity, it does not carry with it any idea of the strict and
rigid enforcement of divine con~mands by superiiatural
sanctions. The respect paid by the Semite to his father
is but the respect which he pays to kindred, focussed
upoil a single representative person, and the father's
authority is only special manifestatioll of the authority
of the kin, which call go no further than the whole kin is
prepared to back it. Thus, in the sphere of religioii, the
god, as father, stands by the majority of the tribe in
enforcing tribal law against refractory members : outlawry,
which is the only punishment ordinarily applicable to
a clansman, carries with it excommunication from religious
communion, and the mail who defies tribal law has to fear
See Deut. xxi. 18, where the word '' chastened " sllould rather be
"admonished." The powerlessliess of Jacob to restrain liis grown-up sons is
11ot related as a proof that he vas weal<, but shows that a father had no ineans
of enforcing his authority. The law of Deuteronomy call llarclly have been
carried into practice. I11 Prov, xxx. 17 disobedience to parents is cited as
a thing which brings a man to a bad end, not as a thing pnnished by law.
That an Arab father could do no more than argue with his son, and bring
tribal opinion to bear on him, appears from Agh. xix. 102 sq.
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the god as well as his fellow-men. But in all minor
matters, where outlawry is out of the question, the longsuffering tolerance which tribesmen in early society
habitually extend to the offences of their fellow-tribesmen
is ascribed also to the god; he does not willingly break
with any of his worshippers, and accordingly a bold and
wilful man does not hesitate to take considerable liberties
with the paternal deity. As regards his worshippers a t
large, it appears scarcely coaceivable, from the point of
view of tribal religion, that the god can be so much
displeased with anything they do that his anger can go
beyond a temporary estrangement, which is readily
terminated by their repentance, or even by a mere change
of humour on the part of the god, when his permanent
affection for his own gets the better of his momentary
displeasure, as i t is pretty sure to do if he sees thenz to
be in straits, 6.g. to be hard pressed by their and his
enemies. On the whole, men live on very easy terms
with their tribal god, and his paternal authority is neither
strict nor exacting.
This is a very characteristic feature of heathen religion,
and one which does not disappear when the god of the
community comes to be thought of as king rather than as
father. The inscription of King Mesha, for example, tells
us that Chemosh was angry with his people, and suffered
Israel to oppress Moab; and then again that Chenzosh
fought for Moab, and delivered i t from the foe. There is
no explanation offered of the god's change of mind; it
appears to be simply taken for granted that he was tired
of seeing his people put to the worse. I n like manner
the mass of the Hebrews before the exile received with
blank incredulity the prophetic teaching, that Jehovah was
ready to enforce His law of righteousness even by the
destruction of the sinful commonwea1l;h of Israel. To the
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prophets Jehovah's long-suffering meant the patience with
which H e offers repeated calls to repentance, and defers
punishment while there is hope of amendnient ; but to
the heathen, and to the heathenly-minded in Israel, the
long-suffering of the gocls meant a disposition to overlook
the offences of their worshippers.
To reconcile the forgiving goodness of God with His
absolute justice, is one of the highest problenis of spiritual
religion, which in Christianity is solved by the doctrine of
the atonement. It is important to realise that in heathenism this problem never arose in the form in which the
New Testament deals with it, not because the gods of the
heathen were not conceived as good and gracious, but
because they were not absolutely just. This laclr of strict
justice, however, is not to be taken as meaning that the
gods were in their nature unjust, when measured by the
existing standarcls of social righteousness; as a rule they
were conceived as sympathising with right conduct, but
not as rigidly enforcing it in every case. To us, who are
accustomed to take ail abstract view of the divine attributes, this is difficult to conceive, but it seenied perfectly
natural when the clivine sovereignty was conceived as a
kingship precisely similar to human kingship.
I11 its beginnings, human kingship was as little absolute
as the authority of the fathers ancl elders of the clan,
for it was not snpported by an executive organisation
sufficient to carry ont the king's sentence of justice or
constrain obedience to his decrees. The authority of the
prince was moral rather than physical; his business was
to guide rather than to dictate the conduct of his free
subjects, to cleclare what was just ath her than to enforce it.'
1

In Aramaic tllc root MLIC (from which the comlnoli Semitic word for

" Irillg " is

derived) means " to advise " ; ancl in Arabic the word Anttr,
"commander," "prince," also meails " adviser " ; 'Or~vab. al-Ward, i. 16,
and schol.
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Thus the limitations of royal power went on quite an
opposite principle from that which underlies a modern
limited monarchy. With us the king or his government
is armed with the fullest authority to enforce law and
justice, and the limitations of his power lie in the
independence of the legislature and the judicial courts.
The old Semitic king, on the contrary, was supreme judge,
and his decrees were laws, but neither his sentences nor
his decrees could take effect unless they were supported
by forces over which he had very imperfect control. H e
simply threw his weiglit into the scale, a weight which
was partly due to the moral effect of his sentence, and
partly to the material resources which he commanded, not
so much qzcd king as in the character of a great noble and
the head of a powerful circle of kinsfolk and clients. An
energetic sovereign, who had gained wealth and prestige
by successful wars, or inherited the resources accumulated by a line of kingly ancestors, might wield almost
despotic power, and in a stable dynasty the tendency was
towards the graclual establishment of absolute monarchy,
especially if the royal house was able to maintain a
standing army devoted to its interests.
But a pure
clespotism of the modern Eastern type probably had not
been reached by any of the small kingdoms that were
crushed by the Assyrian empire, and certainly the ideas
which underlay the conception of divine sovereignty date
from an age when the human kingship was still in a
rudimentary state, when its executive strength was very
limited, and the sovereign was in no way held responsible
for the constant maintenance of law and order in all parts
of his realm. I n most matters of internal order he was
not expected to interfere unless directly appealed to by
one or other party in a dispute, and even then it was not
certain that the party in whose favour he decided would
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not be left to make good his rights with the aid of his own
family connections. So loose a system of adniinistratioil
did not offer a pattern on which to frame the conception
of a constant unremitting divine providence, overlooking
no injustice and suffering no right to be crushed; the
national god might be good and just, but was not continually active or omnipresent in his activity. But we
are not to suppose that this remissness was felt to be a
clefect in the divine character. The Sen~iticnature is
impatient of control, and has no desire to be strictly
governed either by human or by divine authority. A god
who could be reached when he was wanted, but usually
left men pretty much to themselves, was far more acceptable than one whose ever watchful eye can neither be
avoided nor deceived. What the Semitic conimunities
asked, and believed themselves to receive, from their god as
king lay mainly in three things : help against their enemies,
counsel by oracles or soothsayers i11 niatters of national
difficnlty, and a sentence of justice when a case was too
hard for human decision. The valour, bhe wisdom, and
the justice of the nation looked to him as their head, and
were strengthened by his support in time of need. For
the rest it was not expected that he should always be busy
righting human affairs. I n ordinary matters it was men's
business to help themselves and their own kinsfolk, though
the sense that the god was always near, and could be
called upon a t need, was a moral force continually working
in some degree for the maintenance of social righteousness
and order. The strength of this moral force was indeed
very uncertain, for it was always possible for the evildoer to flatter himself that his offence would be overloolied;
but even so uncertain an iiifluence of religion over coiiduct
was of no little use in the slow and difficult process of the
consolidation of an orderly society out of barbarism.
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Bs a social ancl political force, in the earlier stages of
Semitic society, antique religion cannot be said to have
failed in its mission; but it was too closely modelled on
the traditional organisation of the family and the nation
to retain a healthful vitality when the social system was
violently shattered. Among the northern Semites the
age of Assyrian conquest provecl as critical for religious
as for civil history, for from that time forward the old
religion was quite O L I ~ of touch with the actualities of
social life, and became almost wholly mischievous. But
apart from the Assyrian catastrophe, there are good reasons
to think that in the eighth century B.G. the national
religion of the northern Semites had already passed its
prime, and was sinking into clecadence: The moral springs
of concluct which it tonchecl were mainly connectecl with
the first needs of a rude society, with the community's
instinct of self-preservation. Tlle enthusiasm of religion
was seen only in times of peril, when the nation, under
its divine heacl, was struggling for national existence. I n
times of peace and prosperity, religion hacl little force to
raise mall above sensuality ancl kindle him to right and
noble deeds. Except when the nation was in danger, it
called for no self-denial, and rather enconragecl an easy
sluggish indulgence in the good things that were enjoyed
under the protection of the national gocl. The evils that
slowly sap society, the vices that a t first sight seem too
private to be matters of national concern, the disorders
that accompany the increase and unequal distribution of
wealth, the relaxation of inoral fibre produced by luxury
and sensuality, were things that religion hardly touched
a t all, and that the easy, inclnlgent god could hardly be
deal with
thought to take note of. The Gocl who co~~ld.
snch evils was the God of the prophets, no mere Oriental
king raisecl to a throne in heaven, but the just and jealous
5
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God, whose eyes are in every place, beholding the evil and
the good, who is of purer eyes than to behold evil, and
cannot look upon iniquity.l
I n what precedes I have thought it convenient to
assume for the moment, without breaking the argument
by pansiilg to offer proof, that among the Semitic peoples
which got beyond the mere tribal stage and developed a
tolerably organised state, the supreme deity was habitually
thought of as king. The definitive proof that this was
really so must be sought in the details of religious practice,
to which we shall come by and by, and in which we shall
find indicated a most realistic conception of the divine
kingship. Meantime some proofs of a different character
may be briefly indicated. I n the Old Testament the kingship of Jehovah is often set forth as the glory of Israel, but
never in such terms as to suggest that the idea of divine
kingship was peculiar to the Hebrews. On the contrary,
In
other nations are " the kingdoms of the false gods."
two exceptional cases a pious judge or a prophet appears
to express the opinion that Jehovah's sovereignty is incoiisistent with human kingship: such as existed in the
surroundiilg ilations ; but this dificult,y was never felt by
the mass of the Israelites, nor even by the prophets in the
regal period, and it was certainly not felt by Israel's
neighbours. If a eon could be crowned in the lifetime of
his father, as was done in the case of Solomoii, or could act
for his father as Jotham acted for Uzziah: there was no
difficulty in looking on the human king as the viceroy of
the diviiie sovereign, who, as we have seen, was often
believed to be the father of the royal race, and so to lend
a certain sailctity to the dynasty. Accordingly we find
that the Tyrian Baal bears the title of Melcarth, " kiilg of
Prov. xv. 3 ; Hab. i. 13.
Judg. viii. 23 ; 1 Sam. xii. 12.

V s a . x. 10.

1 Icings i. 32 spp. ; 2 Eiags xv. 5.
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the city," or more fully, " our lord Melcarth, the Baal of
Tyre,"l and this sovereignty was acknowledged by the
Carthaginian colonists when they paid tithes at his temple
in the niother city ; for in the East tithes are the king's
Similarly the snpreme god of the Ammonites was
Milkom or Malkam, which is only a variation of Melek,
" king."
The familiar Moloch or Molech is the same thing
in a distorted pronunciation, due to the scruples of the
later Jews, who furnished the consonants of the word
MLK with the vowels of 6os7zetlz, " shameful thing," mhenever it was to be nnderstood as the title of a false god.
I n Babylonia and Assyria the application of royal titles to
deities is too common to call for special exemplification.
Again, we have Malalihbel, " King Bel," as the great god
of the Aramzeans of Palmyra; but in this and other
examples of later date it is perhaps open to suppose
that the kingship of the supreme deity means his sovereignty over other gods rather than over his worshippers.
On the other hand, a large mass of evidence can be
drawn from proper names of
significance, in
which the god of the worshipper is designated as king.
Such names were as common ainong the Phcenicians and
Assyrians as they were among the Israelites," and are
CIS. No. 122.
Diod. xx. 14 ; and for the payment of tithes to the king, 1 Sam. viii.
15, 17 ; Aristotle, Gco?z. ii. p. 1352 b of the Berlin ed., cf. p. 1345 b.
+DS;~K,CIS. No. 50, cf. jyl$;i~,No. 54 ; +nlnj King of Byblus,
NO. 1, cf. 5ynn9, NO. 69; ln925n, NOS.10, 16, etc., cf. 1n95y2,NO.78; Inraw?,
NO. 44; lSnily, NO.46, cf. T D K ~ ~ 1nvsizp,
Y,
etc.; +n~y,NOS. 189, 219,
386, cf. 5ylty, on a coin of Byblus, Head, p. 668. The title of n35~,
for Astarto is seen probably in n $ ~ n , n3knn (supla, p. 45,
note 2), and more certainly in n2ko-m, "handmaid of the queen," cf.
nmwynn, No. 83, and in n35ny3, " favour of the queen," NO. 41. For
Assyrian names of similar type see Schrader in ZDNG. xxvi. 140 spp.,
where also an Edomite king's name on a cylinder of Sennacherib is read
JlIalilr-ramn, "the (divine) Iring, is exalted."
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founcl even among the Arabs of the Syrian and Egyptian
frontier.=
Where the god is conceived as a king, he will naturally
be addressed as 10x1, ancl his worshippers will be spolren
of as his subjects, and so we find as divine titles Adon,
" lord " (whence Adonis = the god Tammuz), and Rabbath,
" lady " (as a title of Tanith), among the Phcenicians, with
corresponding phrases among other nations? while in all
parts of the Semitic field the worshipper calls himself the
servant or slave ('abd, 'ebecl) of his god, just as a subject
cloes in addressing his king. The designation " servant "
is much affected by worshippers, and forms the basis of a
large number of theophorous proper nanles-'Abd-Eshman,
'' servant of Eshmnn," 'Abd-Baal, 'Abd-Osir, etc. At first
sight this designation seems to point to a more rigid conception of divine kingship than I have presented, for it is
only uncler a strict despotism that the subject is bhe slave
of the monarch ; nay, it has been taken as a fundamental
distinction between Semitic religion and that of the Greelrs,
that in the one case the relation of inan to his god is
servile, while in the other it is not so. But this conclusion rests on the neglect of a nicety of language, a refinement of Semitic politeness. When a man adclresses any
superior he calls him "my lord," and speaks of himself and
others as "thy servants," ancl this form of politeness is
8.g. Korplr,ha~os,
'Explr,xaXos," Cos, El is king," Rev. A ~ c h .1870, pp.
115, 117 ; Sohrader, ICAT. 11. 257, reads Kauslnalalr as the name of an
Edomite king on an inscription of Tiglathpileser. For the god Caos, or
Cos, see Wellhausen, Heide?athum,g. 77 ; of. ZDMG. 1887, p. 714.
V . g . N a b a t a n Rab, "Lord," in the proper nalne 5~21
(Eating, 21. 3,
21. 14 ;JVadclington, 2152, 2189, 2298), and a t Gaza tlie god Marna, that is,
"our Lorcl," both 011 coins (Head, g. 680), ancl in M. Diaconus, Yita
Porpkyrii, § 19 ; also a t Keralr, Wadd. 2412 g.
This holds good for Hebrew and Aramaic ; also for Phcenician (SchrEder,
Pl~PliGw.Spr. p. 18, n. 5) ; and even in Arabia an old poet says : " I an1 tho
slave of my guest as long as he is with me, but save in this there is no
p. 727).
trace of tho slave in my nature " (gc~m&scc,
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naturally cZe riguez~rin presence of the king ; but where the
king is not adclressecl, his ('servants " mean his courtiers
that are in personal attenclnnce on him, or such of his
subjects as are actually engaged in his service, for example,
his soldiers. I n the Old Testament this usage is constant,
and the king's servants are often distinguished from the
people at large. And so the servants of Jehovah are
sometimes the prophets, who hold a special con~i~iission
from H i m ; at other tinies, as often in the Psahns, His
worshipping people assemblecl at the temple ; and at other
times, as in Deutero-Isaiah, His true servants as distinguished from the natural Israel, who are His subjects
only in name. I n short, both in the political and in the
religious sphere, the designation 'abcl, 'ebecl, " servant," is
strictly correlated with the verb 'abad, " to clo service,
homage, or religious worship," a word which, as we have
already seen, is suficiently elastic to cover the service
which a son does for his father, as well as that which n
master requires from his s1ave.l Thns, when a man is
named the servant of a gocl, the implication appears to be,
not merely that he beloilgs to the comnlunity of which the
gocl is king, but that he is specially devoted to his service
and worship. Like other theophorous names, compounds
with 'abd seein to have been originally most commoa in
royal and priestly families, whose members naturally
claimed a special interest in religion and a constant nearness to the god ; and i11 later times, when a man's particular
worship was not rigiclly clefined by his national connection,
they served to specify the cult to which he was particularly
attached, or the patron to whom his parents cledicated him.
That the use of such names was not connected with the
Sup~n,p. 60. Primarily 12Y is " t o worlr," and in Aramaic "to
make, to do." Ancient worship is viewed as work or service, because i t
consists in nlaterial operations (sacrifice). The same coilllection of ideas
~ in the Greek { t & ~ v diq.
appears in the root n 5 and
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idea of slavery to a divine despot is pretty clear from their
frequency among the Arabs, who had very loose ideas of
all authority, whether human or divine. Among the
Arabs, indeed, as among the old Hebrews, the relation of
the subject to his divine chief is often expressed by names
of another class. Of Xing Saul's sons two were named
Ishbaal and Meribaal, both meaning "man of Baal," i.e. of
Jehovah, who in these early days was called Baal withont
offence ; among the Arabs of the Syrian frontier we have
Amriel, " inan of El," Ainrishams, " man of the Sun-god,"
and others like then1 ; and in Arabia proper Imraulcais,
" the man
of Cais," Shaie al-LZt, " follower, comrade of
Lst," Anas al-LZt, all expressive of the relation of the free
warrior to his chief.
That the Arabs, like their northern congeners, thought
of deity as lordship or chieftainship is proved not; only by
such proper names, and by the titles rab, rabbi, " lord,"
" lady," given to their gods and goddesses, but especially
by the history of the fouiiclation of Islam. I n his quality
of prophet, Moha~nmed became a juclge, lawgiver, and
captain, not of his own initiative, but because the Arabs of
different clails were willing to refer to a divine authority
questions of right and precedence in which they would not
yield to one a n ~ t h e r . ~They brought their clificulties to
the prophet as the Israelites did to Moses, and his decisions
became the law of Islam, as those of Moses were the
foundation of the Hebrew Torah. But np to the time of
the prophet the practical develol~inentof the iclea of divine
kingship among the nomadic Arabs was very elementary
and inadequate, as was to be expected in a society which
had never taken kindly to the institution of human kingNGldelre, Sit%ungsh.Eerl. A7c. 1850, p. 765 ; Wellhausen, Beideqztht~?~~,
p. 3.
For the god as giver of decisioi~s,compare the name fc~~rkid,
borne by an
idol of the Sa'd al-'ashira (11111Sa'd, ed. Wellh. No. 124 b).
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ship. I n the prosperous days of Arabian commerce, when
the precious wares of the far East reached the Mediterranean chiefly by caravan from Southern Arabia, there were
settled kingdoms i11 several parts of the peninsula. But
after the sea-route to India was opened, these kingdoms
were broken up and almost the whole country fell back
into anarchy.
The nomads proper often felt the want
of a controlling authority that wonlcl put an end to the
incessant tribal and clan feuds, bat their pride and impatience of control never permitted them to he long faithful
to the authority of a stranger; while, on the other hand,
the exaggerated feeling for kindred made i t quite certain
that a chief chosen at home would not deal with an even
hand between his own kinsman and a person of different
blood. Thus, after the fall of the Yemenite and Nabatzan
kingdoms, which drew their strength from commerce, there
was no pernlanently successful attempt to consolidate a
body of several tribes into a homogeneons state, except
under Roman or Persian suzerainty. The decay of the
power of religion in the peniilsula in the last days of
Arab heathenism presents a natural parallel to this conclition of political disintegration. The wild tribesmen llacl
lost the feeling of kinship with their tribal gods, ancl had
not learned to yielcl steady submission and obedience to
any power clissociated from kinship. Their religion sat
as loose on then1 as their allegiance to this or that humail
king whom for a season they might find it convenient to
obey, and they were as ready to renounce their deities in a
moment of petulance a i d disgust as to transfer their service
from one petty sovereign to an0ther.l
Religion had more strength in towns like BIecca and TBif, where there
was a sanctuary, and the deity lived in the midst of his people, and m~ss
honoured by stated and frequent acts of worship. So under Islam, the
Bedouins have never talren lrindly to the laws of the Coran, and live in
entire neglect of the most simple ordinances of religion, while the townsmen
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Up to this point we have considerecl the conception, or
rather the institution, of divine sovereignty as based on
the fundamental type of Semitic liingship, when the nation
was still made up of free tribesmen, retaining their tribal
organisation and possessing the sense of personal dignity
and independence engendered by the tribal system, where
all clansmen are brothers, and where each inan feels that
his brethren need him and that he can count on the help
of his brethren. There is no principle so levelling as the
law of blood-revenge, which is the basis of the tribal
system, for here the law is man for man, whether in
defence or in offence, without respect of persons. I n such
a society the king is a guiding and moderating force rather
than an imperial power ; he is the leader under whom nlen
of several tribes unite for common action, and the arbiter
in cases of difficulty or of irreconcilable dispute between
two kindreds, when neither will humble itself before the
other. The kingship, and therefore the godhead, is not a
principle of absolute order and justice, but it is a principle
of higher order and more impartial justice than can be
realised where there is no other law than the obligation
of blood. As the king waxes stronger, and is better able
to enforce his will by active interference in his subjects'
quarrels, the standard of right is gradually raised above the
consideration which disputant has the strongest kin to back
him, for it is the glory of the sovereign to vindicate the
cause of the weak, if only because by so doing he shows
himself to be stronger than the strong. And as the god,
though not conceived as omnipotent, is at least conceived
as much stronger than man, he becomes in a special
measure the champion of right against might, the protector
are in their way very devout. Much of this religion is hypocrisy ; but so it
was, to judge by the accounts of the conversioil of the Thacif at TBif, even
in the time of Mohammed. Religioll mas a matter of custom, of keeping
up appearances.
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of the poor, the widow and the fatherless, of the mall who
has no helper on earth.
Now it is matter of constant observatio~iin early history
that the primitive equality of the tribal system tends in
progress of time to transform itself into an aristocracy of
the more powerful kins, or of the more powerful fanlilies
within one kin. That is, the smaller and weaker liins are
content to place themselves in a position of dependelice
on their more powerful neighbours in orcler to secure their
protection; or even within one and the same kin inen
distinguish between their nearer and Inore distant cousins,
and, as wealth begins to be unequally distributed, the great
man's distant and poor relation has to be content with a
distant ancl supercilious patronage, and sinks into a position
of inferiority. The kingship is the one social force that
works against this tendency, for it is the Iring's interest to
maintain a balance of power, and prevent the excessive
aggranclisement of noble families that might compete with
his own authority. Thus even for selfish reasons the
sovereign is more and more brought into the position of
the champion of the weak against the strong, of the masses
against the aristocracy. Generally speakiag, the struggle
between king and nobles to which these coilditions give
rise ended differently in the East and in the West. I n
Greece and Rome the kingship fell before the aristocracy ;
in Asia the kingship helcl its owa, till in the larger states
i t developed into despotism, or in the smaller ones it was
crushed by a foreign despotism. This diversity of political
fortune is reflected in the diversity of religious development. For as the national god did not at first supersede
tribal and family deities any more than the king superseded tribal and family institutioas, the tendency of the
West, where the kingship succumbed, was towards a
divine aristocracy of lliany gods, only modified by a weak
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reminiscence of the olcl kingship in the not very effective
sovereignty of Zeus, while i11 the East the national god
tended to acquire a really monarchic sway. What is
often described as the natural tenclency of Semitic religion
towards ethical monotheism, is in the main nothing more
than a consequence of the alliance of religion with
monarchy. For however corrupt the actual kingships of
the East became, the ideal of the kiilgshils as a source of
even-handed justice throughout the whole nation, without
respect of persons, was higher than the ideal of aristocracy,
in which each noble is expected to favour his own family
even a t the expense of the state or of justice ; aiicl it is on
the ideal, rather than on the actual, that religious conceptions are based, if not in ordinary minds, at least ill the
minds of more tihoughtful and pious men. At the same
time the idea of absolute and ever-watchful divine justice,
as we find it in the prophets, is no more natural to the
East than to the West, for even the ideal Semitic king is,
as we have seen, a very imperfect earthly providence, and
moreover he has a different stanclarcl of right for his own
people and for strangers. The prophetic iclea that Jehovah
will vindicate the right even in the clestruction of His ow11
people of Israel, involves an ethical standard as foreign to
Semitic as to Aryan tradition. Thus, as regards their
ethical tendency, the difference between Eastern a i d Western
religion is one of degree rather than of principle ; all that
we can say is that the East was better prepared to receive
the idea of a god of absolute righteo~zsness,because its
political institutions and history, and, not least, the enormous gulf between the ideal and the reality of human
sovereignty, directed men's minds to appreciate the need of
righteousness more strongly, and accustolned then1 to look
to a power of monarchic character as its necessary source.
A similar juclgnient must be passed on the snpposed mono-
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theistic tendency of the Semitic as opposed to the Hellenic
or Aryan system of religion. Neither system, in its natural
development, can fairly be said to have come near to
monotheism; the difference touched only the equality or
subordination of divine powers. But while in Greece the
idea of the unity of God was a philosophical speculation,
without any definite point of attachment to actual religion,
the monotheism of the Hebrew prophets kept touch with
the ideas and institutions of the Semitic race by conceiving
the one true God as the king of absolute justice, the
national God of Israel, who a t the same time was, or
rather was destined to become, the God of all the earth,
not merely because His power was world-wide, but because
as the perfect ruler H e could not fail to draw all nations
to do Him homage (Isa. ii. 2 sqp.).
When I speak of the way in which the prophets conceived of Jehovah's sovereignty, as destined to extend itself
beyond Israel and over all the earth, I touch on a feature
common to all Semitic religions, which must be explained
and defined before we can properly understalld wherein
the prophets transcended the common sphere of Semitic
thought, and which indeed is necessary to complete our
view of the ultimate clevelopnlent of the Semitic religions
as tribal and national institutions.
From a very early date the Semitic communities embraced, in addition to the free tribesmen of pure blood
(Heb. exrkh, Arab. sarzh) with their families and slaves, a
class of men who were personally free but had no political
rights, viz. the protected strangers (Heb. gzrzm, sing. ggr;
Arab. jzran, sing. jar), of whom mention is so ofteii made
both in the Old Testament and in early Arabic literature.
The gzr was a man of another tribe or district, who, coming
to sojourn in a place where he was not strengthened by
the presence of his own kin, put himself under the pro-
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tection of a clan or of a powerful chief. From the earliest
times of Semitic life the lawlessness of the desert, in which
every stranger is an enemy, has been tempered by the
principle that the guest is inviolable. A man is safe in
the midst of enemies as soon as he enters a tent or even
touches the tent rope? To harm a guest, or to refuse him
hospitality, is an offence against honour, which covers the
perpetrator with indelible shanie. The bond of hospitality
among the Arabs is temporary; the guest is entertained
for a night or at most for three days," and the protection
which the host owes to him expires after three days
But more permanent protection is seldom refused
to a stranger who asks for it: and when granted by any
tribesman it binds the whole tribe. The obligation thus
constituted is one of honour, and not enforced by any
human sanction except public opinion, for if the stranger
is wronged he has no kinsmen to fight for him. And for
this very reason it is a sacred obligation, which among the
old Arabs was often confirmecl by oath at a sanctuary, and
could not be renounced except by a fornlal act at the same
holy place: so that the god hiinself became the protector
of the stranger's cause. The protected stranger did not
necessarily give up his old worship any inore than he gave
up his old kindred, and in the earliest times it is not to be
supposed that he was admitted to full communion in the
religion of his protectors, for religioii went with political
rights. But it was natural that he should acknowledge i11
some degree the god of the land i11 which he lived, and
indeed, since the stated exercises of religion were confined
See further, Kil~s7~ip,
p. 41 sqg.
This is the space prescribed by tho traditions of the prophet, Hariri (De
Sacy's 2nd ed. p. 177 ; cf. Sharishi, i. 242). A viaticl~rn wfficient for a
day's journey should be added ; all beyond this is not duty but alms.
"~nrckhardt, Bedouins anc2 ?fi7~cibys,i. 336.
"urckhardt,
op, cit. i. 174.
Ibn Hishiini, p. 243 sgq.; I l i ~ z s l ~ i p11., 43.
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to certain fixecl sanctuaries, the man who was far from his
old home was also far from his own god, and sooner or
later could hardly fail to become a dependent adherent of
the cult of his patrons, though not with rights equal to
theirs. Sometimes, indeed, the god was the direct patron
of the ~ G Ta , thing easily understood when we consider
that a common motive for seeking foreign protection was
the fear of the avenger of blood, and that there was a
right of asylum a t sanctuaries. From a Phcenician inscription found near Larnaca, which gives the monthly accounts
of a temple, we learn that the gargrn formed a distinct
class in the person7zel of the sanctuary, and received certain
allowances,l just as we know from Ezek. xliv. that much
of the service of the first temple was done by uncircumcised foreigners. This notion of the temple-client, the man
who lives in the precincts of the sanctuary under the
special protection of the god, is used in a figurative sense
in Ps, xv., " Who shall sojourn (yczgzlr, i.e. live as a ~ G T )
in Thy tabernacle ? " and similarly the Arabs give the
title of j6r all& to one who resides in Mecca beside the
Caaba.
The importance of this occasional reception of strangers
was not great so long as the old national divisions remained
untouched, and the proportion of foreigners in any community was small. But the case became very different
when the boundaries of nations were changed by the
migration of tribes, or by the wholesale deportations that
were part of the policy of the Assyrians towards conquered
countries where their arms had met with streiiuous resistance. I n such circamstances it was natural for the newconlers to seek admission to the sanctuaries of the " god of
the land," which they were able to do by presenting
themselves as his clients. In such a case the clients of
1

C7S. No. 86.

2 IIiilgs xvii. 26.
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the god were not necessarily ill a position of political
dependence on his old worshippers, and the religious sense
of the term yay became detached from the idea of social
inferiority. Bnt the relation of the new worshippers to
the god was no longer the same as oil the old purely
national system. I t was more dependent and less permanent ; it was constituted, not by nature and inherited
privilege, but by submission on the worshipper's side and
free bounty on the side of the god ; and in every way it
tended to make the relation between illan and god more
distant, to make men fear the god more and throw more
servility into their homage, while at the same time the
higher feelings of clevotion were quickelled by the thought
that the protection and favour of the god was a thing of
free grace and not of national right. How iiliportant this
change was may be judged from the Old Testameit, where
the iclea that the Israelites are Jehovah's clients, sojourning
in a land where they have no rights of their own, but are
absolutely dependent on His bounty, is one of the most
characteristic notes of the new and more timid type of
piety that distingnishes post-exilic Judaism from the
religion of Old 1srael.l I n the old national religions a
mail felt sure of his standing with the national god, unless
he forfeited it by a distinct breach of social law; but the
client is accepted, so to speak, on his good behaviour, an
idea which precisely accords with the anxious legality of
Juclaism after the captivity.
I n Judaism the spirit of legality was alliecl with genuine
moral earnestness, as we see in the iioble description of the
character that befits Jehovah's ggy drawn in Ps. xv.; but
among the heathen Semites we find the same spirit of
legalism, the same timid uilcertainty as to a man's standing
Lev. xxv. 2 3 ; Ps. xxxix. 12 [Heb. 131; Ps. cxix. 19 ; 1 Chron.
xxix. 15.
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with the god whose protection he seeks, while the coilception of what is pleasing to the deity has not attained
the same ethical elevation. The extent to which, in the
disintegration of the old nationalities of the East and
the constant movements of population due to political
disturbance, men's religion detached itself from their local
and national connections, is seen by the prevalence of names
i11 which a man is designated the client of the god.
In
Phcenician inscriptions we find a whole series of men's
names compounded with Gar,-Germelkarth, Gerastart, and
so forth,-and
the same type recurs among the Arabs of
Syria in the name Gairelos or Gerelos, " clieilt of El."
I11
Arabia proper, where the relation of protector and protected
had a great development, and whole clans were wont to
attach themselves as dependants to a more powerful tribe,
the conception of god and worshipper as patron and client
appears to have been specially predominant, not merely
because dependent clans took up the religion of the patrons
with whom they took refuge, but because of the frequent
shiftings of the tribes. Wellhausen has noted that the
hereditary priesthoods of Arabian sanctuaries were often in
the hands of families that did not belong to the tribe of
the worshippers, but apparently were descended from older
inhabitants ; and in such cases the modern worshippers
were really only clients of a foreign god. So, in fact, a t
the great Sabzaii pilgrimage shrine of Riyam, the god
Ta'lab is adored as "patron," and his worshippers are called
his client^.^ To the same conception may be assigned the
proper name Salm, " submission," shortened from such
theophorous forms as the Palmyrene Saln~al-LZt, "subSee Noldeke, Si'tzz~ngsb.Bed. Ak. 1880, p. $65.
Wellha~~sell,
Hcideizthu?n, p. 129 ; cf. p. 183.
3 Mordtmann n. Miiller, Sab. Denkm. p. 22, No. 5, 1. 2 sq. ()bilbyV),
1.
8 sq. (lilnllK) etc. Cf. No. 13, 1. 12, ilnlK, the clients of the goddess
Shams.
2
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mission to Lat," and correspoilding to the religions use
of the verb istalanzcc, " h e made his peace," to designate the
ceremony of kissing, stroking, or embracing the sacred
stone at th'e Caaba; ancl perhaps also the numerous
names compounded with taim, which, if we may judge
by the profane use of the word motayycm, applied to a
deeply attached lover, seems to have some such sense as
"devotee."
But above all, the prevalence of religion
based on clientship and voluntary homage is seen in the
growth of the practice of pilgrimage to distant shrines,
which is so prominent a feature in later Semitic heathenism.
Almost all Arabia met at Mecca, and the shrine a t Hierapolis drew visitors from the whole Semitic world. These
pilgrims were the guests of the god, and were received
as such by the inhabitants of the holy places. They
approached the god as strangers, not with the old joyous
confidence of national worship, but with atoning cerenzonies
and rites of self-mortification, ancl their acts of worship
were carefully prescribed for them by qualified instructors,4
the prototypes of the modern Meccan Mo.tawwg. The
De VogiiB, No. 54.
Ibn Doraid, ICit. nl-isliticcic, p. 22. The same idea of a religion accepted
by voluntary submission is expressed in the name Islcln~. TlTe shall see later
that much the same idea underlies the designation of the Christia~lreligion
as a LLmystery."
3 Taint is generally taken to be a mere synonym of 'Abd ; but in Arabic
the word is quite obsolete, except as an element in old theophorous names,
and the other forms derived from the root give no clear insight into its
original sense. In the dialect of the Sinaitic inscriptions, where proper
names like Taimall&hi, Taiindhfisharii aTe common, taim seeins to occur as
a common noun in Enting, Si7anitische I.rzsck~z~te?z,
No. 431, where the editor
renders ;Inm by " scin linecht." But the Arabic uses of the root seem to
point to a some~vhatmore special sense, perhaps "captive," ~vhichmight
be figuratively apl~liedto a devotee, or, when the name coinpo~indedwith
t n i m is a clan-name, as is the usual Arabian case, to a subject tribe that
had adopted the worship of their conquerors. On the other hand, tima
is a sheep not sent forth to pasture, hut kept at the homestead to be millred,
and on this analogy taivz may mean do?nestic.
Lucian, De Dea A'y~icc,lvi.
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progress of heathenism towards universalism, as it is displayed in these usages, seemed only to widen the gulf
between the deity and man, to destroy the na'ive trustfulness of the old religion without substituting a better way
for man to be at one with his god, to weaken the moral ideas
of nationality without bringing in a higher morality of universal obligation, to transform the divine kingship into a
mere court pageant of priestly ceremonies without permanent influence oil the order of society and daily life. The
Hebrew ideal of a divine kingship that must one day draw
all men to do it homage offered better things than these,
not in virtue of any feature that it possessed in common with
the Semitic religions as a whole, but solely through the
unique conception of Jehovah as a God whose love for His
people was conditioned by a law of absolute righteousness.
111 other nations individual thinkers rose to lofty conceptions of a supreme cleity, but in Israel, and i11 Israel
alone, these conceptions were incorporated in the accepted
worship of the national god. And so of all the gods of
the nations Jehovah alone was fittecl to become the God of
the whole earth.

At the end of these remarks on the relations of the
gods to their worshippers, it may not be amiss to advert to
an objection to the whole course of our investigation that
will possibly occur to some readers. Most enquirers into
Semitic religion have made i t their first business to cliscnss
the nature of the gods, and with this view have sought to
determine a particular class of natural phenomena or moral
actions over which each deity presides. Persons trained in
this school may remark on reading the foregoing pages that
they are not a whit the better for knowing that the gods
G
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were conceived as parents kings or patrons, since these
relationships do not help us to understand what the gods
could do for their worshippers. The ancients prayed to
their gocls for rail1 and fruitful seasons, for children, for
health and long life, for the multiplication of their flocks
and herds, and for inany other things that no child asked
from his father, 110 subject from his king. Hence it inay
be argued that fathership and kingship in religion are mere
forms of words; the essence of the thing is to know why
the gods were deemed able to do for their worshippers
things that kings and fathers cannot do. So far as this
objection is a general challenge to the method of the
present volume, I innst leave the sequel to answer i t ; but
the point that the gods did for their worshippers things
that human fathers kings and patrons were not expected
to do, demands and may receive some elucidation at the
present point. And first I will remark that the help of
the gods was sought in all matters, without distinction,
that were objects of desire and could not certainly be
attained by the worshipper's unaided efforts. Further, it
appears that help in all these matters was sought by the
worshipper from whatever gocl he had a right to appeal
to. If a Semitic worshipper was sick he called upon his
national or tribal god, and the sanle god was addressed
if he desired rain or victory over enemies. The power of
a god was not conceived as unlimited, but i t was very
great, and applied to all sorts of things that men could
desire. So far as primitive Semitic heathenism is concerned, it is quite a mistake to suppose that a god to whom
men prayed for rain was necessarily a god of clouds, while
another deity was the god of flocks, and the proper recipient
of prayers for increase in the sheepfold. The gods had
their physical limitations, as we shall see in the next
lecture, but not in the sense that each deity presided over
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a distinct department of nature ; that is a conception much
too abstract for the primitive mind, and proper to an
advanced stage of polytheism which most of the Semitic
nations never fully reached. I n early heathenism the
really vital question is not what a god has power to do,
but whether I can get him to do it for me, and this
depends on the relation in which he stands to me. If I
have a god who is my king, I ask him for things that I do
not ask from a human chief, simply because he is able to do
them, and as his subject I have a claim to his help in all
matters where my welfare belongs to the welfare of the
state over which he presides. And in fact it is by no
means true that in asking the god for rain the Semites went
quite beyond what could be asked of a human king; for,
strange as it may seem to us, almost all primitive peoples
believe that rain-making is an art to which men can
attain, and some of them expect their kings to exercise
it.1 To peoples in this stage of development a rainmaker
is not a cosmical power, but merely a person, human or
divine, possessed of a certain art or charm. To say that
a god who can make rain is necessarily an elemental power
associated with the clouds and the sky, is as absurd as to
say that Hera was the goddess of Love when she borrowed
the girdle of Aphrodite. This is a very obvious remark,
but it knocks on the head a great deal that has been
written about Semitic religion.
Frazer, The Golden
this.

Bough, i.

13 spq. 44 sqg., gives sufficient proofs of

L E C T U R E I11
THE RELATIONS OF THE GODS TO NATURAL THINGSHOLY PLACES-THE

JINN

INthe last lecture I endeavoured to sketch in broad outline the general features of the religious institutions of the
Semites in so far as they rest on the idea that gods ancl
men, or rather the god and his own proper worshippers,
make LIP a single community, and that the place of the
god in the community is interpreted on the analogy of
human relationships.
We are now to follow out this
point of view through the details of sacred rite and
observance, and to consider how the various acts and
offices of religion stand related to the place assigned to the
deity in the community of his worshippers. But as soon
as we begin to enter on these details, we find i t necessary
to take account of a new series of relations connecting man
on the one hand, and his god on the other, with physical
nature and material objects. All acts of ancient worship
have a material embodiment, which is not left to the choice
of the worshipper but is limited by fixed rules. They must
be performed a t certain places and at certain times, with
the aid of certain niaterial appliances and accordillg to
certain mechanical forms. These rules import that the
intercourse between the deity and his worshippers is
subject to physical conditions of a definite kind, and this
84
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again inlplies that the relations between gods and men are
not independent of the material environment. The relations
of a man to his fellow-men are limited by physical coilditions, because man, on the side of his bodily organism, is
himself a part of the material universe ; and when we find
that the relations of a man to his god are limited in the
same way, we are lecl to conclude that the gods too are in
some sense conceivecl to be a part of the natural universe,
and that this is the reason why men can hold converse
with them only by the aid of certain material things. I t
is true that in some of the higher forms of antique religion
the material restrictions imposecl on the legitimate intercourse between gods and men were conceived to be not
natural but positive, that is they were not held to be
dependent on the nature of the gods, but were looked
upon as arbitrary rules laid down by the free will of the
deity. But in the ordinary forms of heathenism i t appears
quite plainly that the gods themselves are not exempt from
the general limitations of physical existence; indeed, we
have already seen that where the relation of the deity to
his worshippers is conceived as a relation of kinship, the
kinship is taken to have a physical as well as a moral
sense, so that the worshipped and the worshippers are
parts not only of one social community but of one physical
unity of life.
I t is important that we should realise to ourselves with
some definiteness the primitive view of the universe in
which this conception arose, and in which it has its
natural place. I t dates from a time when men had not
learned to draw sharp distinctions between the nature of
one thing and another. Savages, we know, are not only
incapable of separating in thought between phenomenal
and noumenal existence, but habitually ignore the distinctions, which to us seem obvious, between organic and
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inorganic nature, or within the former region between
animals and plants. Arguing altogether by analogy, and
concluding from the known to the unknown with the
freedom of men who do not know the difference between
the imagination and the reason, they ascribe to all material
objects a life analogous to that which their own self-consciousness reveals to them. They see that men are liker
to one another than beasts are to men, that men are liker
to beasts than they are to plants, and to plants than they
are to stones ; but all things appear to them to live, and
the more incomprehensible any form of life seems to them
the more wonderful and worthy of reverence do they take
i t to be. Now this attitude of savage man to the natural
things by which he is surrounded is the very attitude attested
to us for ancient times by some of the most salient features
of antique religion. Among races which have attained to
a certain degree of culture, the predominant conception of
the gods is anthropomorphic ; that is, they are supposed on
the whole to resemble men and .act like men, and the
artistic imagination, whether in poetry or in sculpture and
painting, draws them after the similitude of man. But a t
the same time the list of deities includes a variety of
natural objects of all kinds, the sun moon and stars, the
heavens and the earth, animals and trees, or even sacred
stones. And all these gods, without distinction of their
several natures, are conceived as entering into the same
Bind of relatioil to man, are approached in ritual of the
same type, and excite the same kind of hopes and fears i11
the breasts of their worshippers. I t is of course easy to
say that the gods were not identified with these natural
objects, that they were only supposed to inhabit them; but
for our present purpose this distinctioll is not valid. A
certain crude distinction between soul and body, combined
with the idea that the soul may act where the body is not,
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is suggested to the most savage races by familiar psychical
phenomena, particularly by those of dreams ; and the unbounded use of analogy cliaracteristic of pre-scientific
thought extends this conception to all parts of nature
which becomes to the savage mind full of spiritual forces,
more or less detached in their movements and action from
the material objects to which they are supposed properly
to belong. But the detachment of the invisible life from
its visible embodiment is never coniplete. A man after
all is not a ghost or phantom, a life or sou1 without a
body, but a body with its life, and in like manner the
unseen life that inhabits the plant, tree, or sacred stone
niakes the sacred object itself be conceived as a living
being. Ancl in ritual the sacred object was spoken of
and treated as the god himself; i t was not merely his
symbol but his embodiment, the permanent centre of his
activity in the same sense in which the human body is the
permanent centre of man's activity. I n short, the whole
conception belongs in its origin to a stage of thought in
which there was no more difficulty in ascribing living
powers and personality to a stone tree or animal, than to a
being of human or superhuman build.
The same lack of any sharp distinction between the
nature of different kinds of visible beings appears in the
oldest myths, in which all kinds of objects, animate and
inanimate, organic and inorganic, appear as cognate with
one another, with men, and with the gods. The kinship
between gods and nien which we have already discussed is
only one part of a larger kinship which embraces the
lower creation. I n the Babylonian legend beasts as well
as man are formed of earth miiiglecl with the life-blood of
a god; in Greece the stories of the descent of men from
gods stand side by side with ancient legends of men sprung
from trees or rocks, or of races whose mother was a tree
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and their father a god? Similar myths, connecting both
men and gods with animals plants and rocks, are found all
over the world, and were not lacking among the Semites.
To this day the legend of the country explains the name
of the Beni Sokhr tribe by makillg them the offspring of
the sandstone rocks about Madgin ,SZlih.z To the same
stage of thought belong the stories of transformations of
men into animals, which are not infrequent in Arabian
legend. Mohammed would not eat lizards because he
fancied them to be the offspring of a metamorphosed
clan of I ~ r a e l i t e s . ~ Macrizi relates of the Seicar in
Qadramaut that in time of drought part of the tribe
change themselves into ravening were-wolves. They have
a magical means of assuming and again casting off the
wolf shape.4 Other Hadramites changed themselves into
vultures or l ~ i t e s . ~In the Sinai Peninsula the hyrax and
the panther are believed to have been originally menG
Among the northern Semites transfornlation myths are
not uncommon, though they have generally been preserved
to us only in Greek forms. The pregnant mother of
Adonis was changed into a myrrh tree, and in the tenth
month the tree burst open and the infant god came forth?
The metamorphosis of Derceto into a fish was related both
at Ascalon and a t Bambyce, and so forth. I11 the same
spirit is conceived the Assyrian myth which includes
the lion, the eagle, and the war-horse among the lovers of
Odyssey, xviii. 163 ; Preller-Robert, i. 79 sq.
Doughty, Travels in Arabia, i. 17 ; see Ibil Doraid, 13. 329, 1. 20.
Conversely, many stones and rocks in Arabia were believed to be transfor~ned
men, but especially women. Dozy, Israelite?~to ikfelcka, p. 201, gives
examples. See also YBcfit, i. 123.
Wamiri, ii. 87 ; cf. Doughty, i. 326. A similar hudi'th about the
mouse, Damiri, ii. 218.
De valle NacZ7~rarnaut(Bonn 1866), p. 19 sq.
Ibid. p. 20. See also Ibn Moj%wirin Sprenger, Post-route?&,p. 142.
See Kins7~iz,,p. 203 sp., where I give other evideiices on the point.
Apollodorus, iii. 14. 3 ; Servius on A ' q z v. 72.
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Ishtar, while in the region of plastic art the absence of
any sharp line of distinction between gods and men on the
one hand and the lower creation on' the other is displayed
in the predilection for fantastic monsters, half human half
bestial, which began with the oldest Chaldzan engraved
cylinders, gave Phcenicia its cherubim griffins and sphinxes:
and continued to characterise the sacred art of the Babylonians down to the time of B e r o ~ u s . ~Of course most of
these things can be explained away as allegories, and are
so explained to this day by persons who shut their eyes to
the obvious difference between primitive thought, which
treats all nature as a kindred unity because it has not yet
differentiated things into their kinds, and modern inonistic
philosophy, in which the universe of things, after having
hecn realised in its nlultiplicity of kinds, is again brought
inio unity by a inetaphysical synthesis. But by what
process of allegory can we explain away the belief in werewolves ? When the same percson is believed to be now a
man ancl now a wolf, the difference which we recognise
between a man and a wild beast is certainly not yet
perceived. And such a belief as this cannot be a mere
isolated extravagance of the fancy ; it points to a view of
nature as a whole which is, in fact, the ordinary view of
savages in all parts of the world, and everywhere produces
just such a confusion between the several orders of natural
and supernatural beings as we find to have existed among
the early Semites.
The influence of these ideas on early systems of
religion may be considered under two aspects : (1) On the
one hand, the range of the supernatural is so wide that no
See Menant, Glyptique Orientab, vol. i.
Berosus (Fr. Hist. Gr. ii. 497) refers to the images at the temple of Be1
which preserved the forms of the strange monsters that lived in the time of
chaos. But the peculiar prevalence of such figures on the oldest gems shovs
that the chaos in question is only the chaotic imaginapn of early man.
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antique religion attempts to deal with all its manifestations.
The simplest proof of this is that magic and
sorcery, though they lay outside of religion and were
forbidden arts in all the civilised states of antiquity, were
yet never regarded as mere imposture. I t was not denied
that there were supernatural agencies a t work in the world
of which the public religion took no account. Religion
dealt only with the gods, i.e. with a definite circle of great
supernatural powers whose relations to man were established on a regular friendly basis and maintained by stated
rites and fixed institutions. Beyond the circle of gods
there lay a vast and undetermined mass of minor supernatural agencies, some of which were half-incorporated in
religion under the name of demi-gods, while others were
altogether ignored except in private popular superstition,
or by those who professed the art of constraining demoniac
powers to do them service and obey their commands.
(2) On the other hand, the gods proper were not sharply
marked off, as regards t7zeir nature, from the lower orders of
demoniac beings, or even from such physical objects as
were believed to possess demoniac attributes.
Their
distinctive mark lay in their relations with man, or, more
exactly, with a definite circle of men, their habitual worshippers. As these relations were known and stable, they
gave rise to an orderly and fixed series of religious institutions. But the forms of religious service were not determined merely by the fact that the god was considered in
one case as the father, in another as the king, in yet
another as the patron of his worshippers. I n determining
how the god was to be approached, and how his help could
be most fully realised, i t was necessary to take account of
the fact that he was not an omnipotent and omnipresent
being standing wholly outside of nature, but was himself
linked to the physical world by a series of affinities con-
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necting him not merely with mail but with beasts trees
and inanimate things. I n antique religion gods as well as
men have a physical environment, on and through which
they act, and bj which their activity is conditioned.
The influence of this idea on ancient religion is very
far-reaching and often difficult to analyse. But there is
one aspect of it that is both easily grasped and of fundamental importance; I mean the connection of particular
gods with particular places. The most general term to
express the relation of natural things to the gods which
our language affords is the word "holy"; thus when we
speak of holy places, holy things, holy persons, holy times,
we imply that the places things persons and times stand
in some special relation to the godhead or to its manifestation. But the word " holy " has had a long and complicated
history, and has various shades of meaning according to the
connection in which it is used. I t is not possible, by mere
analysis of the modern use of the word, to arrive a t a
single definite conception of the meaning of holiness ; nor
is it possible to fix on any one of the modern aspects of
the conception, and say that it represents the fundamental
idea from which all other modifications of the idea can be
deduced. The primitive conception of holiness, to which
the modern variations of the idea must be traced back,
belonged to a habit of thought with which we have lost
touch, and we cannot hope to understand it by the aid of
logical discussion, but only by studying it on its own
ground as it is exhibited in the actual working of early
religion. I t would be idle, therefore, at this stage to
attempt any general definition, or to seek for a comprehensive formula covering all the relations of the gods to
natural things. The problem must be attacked in detail,
and for many reasons the most suitable point of attack
will be found in the connection that ancient religion con-
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ceived to exist between particular deities and particular
" holy " places. This topic is of fundamental importance,
because all complete acts of ancient worship were necessarily performed a t a holy place, and thus the local connections of the gods are involved, explicitly or implicitly, in
every function of religion.
The local relations of the gods may be considered
under two heads. I n the first place the activity power
and dominion of the gods were conceived as bounded
by certain local limits, and in the second place they were
conceived as having their residences and homes a t certain
fixed sanctuaries. These two conceptions are not of course
independent, for generally speaking the region of divine
authority and influence surrounds the sanctuary which is
the god's principal seat; but for convenience of exposition
we shall look first a t the god's land and then a t his
sanctuary or dwelling-place.
Broadly speaking, the land of a god corresponds with
the land of his worshippers; Canaan is Jehovah's land as
Israel is Jehovah's peop1e.l I n like manner the land of
Assyria (Asshur) has its name from the god Asshur? and
in general the deities of the heathen are called indifferently
the gods of the nations and the gods of the lands.3 Our
natural impulse is to connect these expressions with the
divine kingship, which in modern states of feudal origin
is a sovereignty over land as well as men. But the older
Semitic kingdoms were not feudal, and before the captivity
we shall hardly find ail example of a Semitic sovereigiz
being called king of a land.4 I n fact the relations of
Hos. ix. 3 ; cf. Reland, Palastinn, vol. i. p. 16 sqp.
Wchrader, EAT. 2nd ed. p. 35 sqq.; cf. Micah v. 6 (Heb. 5 ) , where the
" l a ~ l dof Asshur " stands in parallelism with "land of Nimrod." Nimrod
is a god, see his article in Em. Brit.,9th ed., and Wellhausen, Hcmteuc71,
(2nd ed. 1889), p. 308 spy.
2 Kings xviii. 3 3 sqq.
The Hebrews say "lring of Asshur" (Assyria), Edom, Aram (Syria), etc.,

LECT. 111.

O F T H E GODS

93

a god to his land were not merely political, or dependent
on his relation to the inhabitants. The Aramzans and
Babylonians whom the king of Assyria planted in northern
Israel brought their own gods with them, but when they
were attacked by lions they felt that they must call in
the aid of " t h e god of the land," who, we must infer,
had in his own region power over beasts as well as m e a l
Similarly the A r a m ~ a n sof Damascus, after their defeat
in the hill-country of Samaria, argue that the gods of
Israel are gods of the hills and will have no power in
the plains; the power of the gods has physical and
local limitations.
So too the conception that a god
cannot be worshipped outside of his own land, which
we find applied even to the worship of Jehovah? does
not simply mean that there can be no worship of a
god where he has no sanctuary, but that the land of
a strange god is not a fit place to erect a sanctuary.
I n the language of the Old Testament foreign countries
are unclean? so that Naaman, when he desires to worship
the God of Israel a t Damascus, has to beg for two mules'
burden of the soil of Canaan, to make a sort of enclave
of Jehovah's land in his Aramzan dwelling-place.
I n Semitic religion the relation of the gods to particular
places which are special seats of their power is usually
expressed by the title Baal (pl. Baalim, fem. Buulatlz).
but these are names of nations, the countries being properly the " land of
Asshur," etc. The local desig~lationof a ltiilg is taken from his capital, or
royal seat. Thus the king of Israel is king of Samaria (1 Icings xxi. I),
Sihon, king.of the Amorites, is king of Heshbon (Deut. iii. 6). Hiram,
whom the Bible calls Icing of Tyre, appears on the oldest of Phcenician
inscriptions (CIS. No. 5) as king of the Sidonians, i.e, the Phmnicians (cf.
1 Iiiilgs xvi. 31), Nebnchadnezzar is lring of Babylon, and so forth. The
only exception to this rule in old Hebrew is, I think, Og, king of Bashall
(Deut. i. 4 ; 1 Kings iv. 19), who is a mythical figure, pres~unablyan old
god of the region.
V Sam. xxvi. 19 ; Hos. ix. 4.
2 Iii~igsxvii. 24 sqp.
"n~os vii. 17 ; Josh. xxii. 19.
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As applied to men baal means the master of a house, the
owner of a field cattle or the like; or in the plural the
baalim of a city are its freeholders and full citizens.l I n a
secondary sense, in which alone the word is ordinarily used
in Arabic, baal means husband; but it is not used of the
relation of a master to his slave, or of a snperior to his
inferior, and it is incorrect to regard it, when employed as
a divine title, as a mere syiionym of the titles implying
lordship over men which came before us in the last lecture.
When a god is simply called " the Baal," the meaning is
not "the lord of the worshipper" but the possessor of some
place or district, and each of the multitude of local Baalim
is distinguished by adding the name of his own place.2
Melcarth is the Baal of Tyre, Astarte the Baalath of
Byblus; there was a Baal of Lebanon: of Mount
Herman: of Mount Peor, and so forth. 111 Southern
Arabia Baal constantly occurs in similar local connections,
e.g. Dhfi Samiiwi is the Baal of the district Bkir, 'Athtar
the Baal of Gumdiin, and the sun-goddess the Baalath
of several places or regiomG
"0
often in the Old Testament, and also in Phcenician. Baalath is used
of a female citizen (CIS. No. 120).
Wf. Stade in ZATPV. 1886, p. 303.
CIS. Nos. 1, 122.
CIS. No. 5.
5 See Judg. iii. 3, where this inountain is called the nlountain of the Baal
of Hermon. Hermoll properly means a sacred place. 111the Old Testament
place-names like Baal-peor, Baal-meon are shortelled from Beth Baal Peor,
"house or sanctuary of the Baal of Mount Peor," etc.
Hence we read in the Himyaritic inscriptiol~sof sun-goddesses in the
plural (e.g. )bilDbWK, CIS. pt. iv. No. 46), as in Canaan we have a plurality
of local Baalim. Special forms of Baal occur which are defined not by the
name of a place or region bat in some other way, e.g, by the nanie of a sacred
object, as Baal-tamar, "lord of the palm-tree," preserved to us oiily in the
name of a tomn, Judg. xx. 33. So too Baal-l!aminLn, on the Carthaginiaii
Tanitli inscriptions, may be primarily "lord of the sun-pillar " ; yet con~pare
pn 5K, " the divinity of (the place) HarnrnGn " (CIS. No. 8, and the inscr.
of Ma'siih); see G. Hoffman11in the Abhalacllu?zgcnof the Gottingel1Academy,
vol. xxxvi. (4 May 1889). Baal-zebub, the god of Elcron, is "owner of flies,"
rather than BLah Mu;., the fly-god. 111 one or two cases the title of Baal
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As the heathen gods are never conceived as ubiquitous,
and can act only where they or their ministers are present,
the sphere of their permanent authority and influence is
ilaturally regarded as their residence. I t will be observed
that the local titles which I have cited are generally derived
either from towns where the god had a temple, or (as the
Semites say) a house, or else from mountains, which are
constanbly conceived as the dwelling-places of deities. The
notion of personal property in land is a thing that grows
up gradually in human society, and is first applied to a
man's homestead. Pasture land is common property> but
a man acquires rights in the soil by building a house, or by
" quickening " a waste place, i.e. bringing it nncler cultivaseems to be prefixed to the name of a god ; thns we have Baal-zephon as a
l~lace-nameon the frontiers of Egypt, and also a god ]QY (CIS. Nos. 108,
265). Similarly the second element in Baal-gad, a town at the foot of
Mount Hcrmon, is the name of an ancient Semitic god. The grammatical
explanation of these forms is not clear to me. Another peculiar form is
Baal-berith at Shechem, which in ordinary Hebrew simply means "possessor
of covenant," i.e. " covenallt ally," but may here signify the Baal who
presides over covenants, or rather over the special covenant by which the
neighbollring Israelites wore bo~uldto the Canaanite inhabitants of the city.
Peculiar also is the more modern Baal-marcod, xoipavos xwp;v (near BairAt),
lrnown from inscriptions (Wadd. Nos. 1855, 1856; Ganneau, Bee. #Arch. Or.
i. 95, 103). The Semitic form is supposed to be tPYn 5 ~ 2 ,c < lord of
dancing," 4.6, he t o ~ v h o ~dancing
n
is due as an act of homage ; cf. for the
construction, Prov. iii. 27. In later times Baal or Be1 became a proper
name, especially in connection with the cult of the Babylonian Bel, and
entered into compounds of a new Bind like tho Aglibol and Malalcllbel of
Palmyra. Baal Shamaim, "the lord of heaven," belongs to the class of
titles talten from the region of nature in which the god dwells or has sway.
u ~ i n5y3 (CIS No. 41) and n7-inn n$yl (ibid. No. 177) are of d o u b t f ~ ~ l
interpretation. In the Panamu inscription of Zenjirli, 1. 22, n*l$2 can
hardly mean "patron of the royal family," as Sachau takes it, but rather
designates RIIB-El as the local Baal of the sanctuary, or perhaps of the
royal city. On the whole there is ilothi~lgin these pecnliar forms to shalre
the general conclusion that Baal is primarily the title of a god as illhahitant
or owner of a place.
1 Common, that is, to a tribe, for the tribes are very jealous of encroachments on their pastures. But, as we have here to do with the personal
rights of the Baal within his own community, the question of intertribal
rights does not come in.
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tion. Originally, that is, private rights over land are a
mere consequence of rights over what is produced by
private labour upon the lanc1.l The ideas of building and
cultivation are closely connected-the Arabic 'knzara, like
the German baztefi, covers both-and the word for house or
homestead is extended to include the dependent fields or
territory. Thus in Syriac " the house of Antioch " is the
territory dependent on the town, and in the Old Testament
the land of Canaan is called not only Jehovah's land but
his house.2 If the relation of the Baal to his district is to
be judged on these analogies, the land is his, first because
he inhabits it, and then because he "quicl<ens" it, and
makes it procluctive.
That this is the true acco~nitof the relations of the
name Baal appears from what Hosea tells us of the
religious conceptions of his idolatrous contemporaries,
whose nominal Jehovah worship was merged in the
numerous local cults of the Canaanite Baalim. To the
Baalim they asmibed all the natural gifts of the land,
the corn the wine and the oil, the wool and the flas,
the vines and fig-trees: and we shall see by and by
that the whole ritual of feasts ancl sacrifices was imbued
with this conception. We can, however, go a step further,
and trace the idea to an earlier form, by the aid of a
fragment of old heathen phraseology which has survived
in the language of Jewish and Arabian agriculture. 111
the system of Mohammedan taxation land irrigated by the
water-wheel or other laborious methods pays five per cent.
of its produce in the name of charity-tax, whereas lancl
1 The law of Islanl is that land which has never been cultivated 01.
occupied by houses becomes private property by being "quiclre~led" (bizihtji). See Namawi, Mi?~lz&j,ed. Van dell Berg, ii. 171. This is in accordance with pre-Islamic custom. Cf. Wellhausen, HeicZe,athz~nz,p. 105.
2 Hos. viii. 1, ix. 15, colllparcd with ix. 3.
"0s.
ii. 8 spq.
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that does not require laborious irrigation pays a full tithe.
The latter, accorcling to Arabian jurists, is of various kinds,
which are designated by special names; but all these are
summed up in the general expression "what the sky
waters arid what the Ba'l waters." Similarly the Mishila
and Talmud draw a distinction between land artificially
irrigated aiid land naturally moist, calling the latter the
" honse of Baal " or " field of the honse of Baal." I t
must be remembered that in the East the success of
agriculture depends more on the supply of water than on
anything else, aiid the " quickening of dead ground " (ilzgti
al-mawtit), which, as we have seen, creates ownership, has
Accordingly what the
reference mainly to irrigati0n.l
husbandman irrigates is his own property, but what is
natnrally watered he regarcls as irrigated by a god and
as the field or property of this god, who is thns looked
upon as the Baal or owner of the spot.
I t has generally been assumed that Baal's land, in the
sense in which it is opposed to irrigated fields, means land
watered by the rains of heaven, " the waters of the sky"
as the Arabs call thern, and from this again it has been
inferred that the Baal who gives his name to land naturally
moist and fertile is the god of the sky (Bc~~l-s7zamaiw~),
who plays so great a part in later Semitic religion, and is
identified by Philo Byblius with the sun. But, strictly
regarded, this view, which is iiatural i11 our climate and
with our meteorological notions, appears to be inconsistent
with the conditions of vegetable growth in most parts of
the Semitic lands, where the rainfall is precarious or
confined to certain seasons, so that the face of the earth
is bare and lifeless for the greater part of the year except
where it is kept fresh by irrigation or by the natwal
See, for
1302, p. 37.
7

example,

Abti Yfisuf Ya'cfib, Kitab al-IChccrCj,Cairo, A.H.
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percolation of undergrouncl water. To us, of course, i t
is plain that all fertility is ultimately due to the rains
which feed the springs and watery bottoms, as well as
the broad corn-fields ; but this is a knowledge beyond the
science of the oldest Se1nites;l while on the other hand
the distii1ctioil between favoured spots that are always
green and fruitful and the less favoured fields that are
useless during the rainless season, is alike obvious and
essential to the most primitive systems of h.usbanclry.
I n Arabia the rainfall is all-important for pasture:
but except in the far south, which comes within the skirts
of the monsoon region, it is too irregular to form a basis
for agriculture. A11 occasional crop of gourds or melons
may be raised in certain places after copious showers ; and
on low-lying plains, where the rain sinks into a heavy soil
and cannot flow away, the palm-tree will sometimes live
and produce a dry tough fruit of little value.3 But on
the whole the contrast between land naturally productive
and land artificially fertilised, as it presents itself to the
Arabian husbandman, has no direct conllection with rainfall, but depends on the depth of the ground-water.
Where the roots of the date- palm can reach the subterranean flow, or where a fountain sends forth a stream
whose branches fertilise an oasis without the toil of the
1 Cf.

the remarks of Dillll~ailiiin his comin. on Gen. i. 6-8.
Ibn Sa'd, No. 80. Here Wellhausen introduces a referelice to agriculture, but in rendering jc~?zdbunii, our palin gardens," he departs from
the traditioilal interpretation. (See Lane.)
3 Such palms and the lai~clthey grow on are called 'idhy, pl. n'clkcl ; the
dates are sn@ or casb; so8 Al-Azhari's luminous account of the different
lrinds of date-palms in the Liscn, S.T. ba'l. In the traditions that require a
whole tithe to be paid on crops watered by rain tho 'idl~yseems to be mainly
contemplated ; for in I b ~ Sa'd,
i
No. 68, the prophet exacts no tithe on such
precarious crops as cucumbers raised on ground ~vateredby rain. I rode in
1880 through a desolate plain of heavy soil some miles to the S.-E. of Jlecca,
and was told that after good lain the ~vastewo~lldbe covered wit11 patches
of melons and the like.
2
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water-wheel, the ground is naturally fertile, and such land
is "watered by the Bacl." The best Arabian authorities
say expressly that ba'l palm-trees are such as drink by
their roots, without artificial irrigation and without rain,
"from the water which God has created beneath the
earthy1 and in an exact specification of what is liable
to the full tithe the ba'l ancl the sky are mentioned
together, not used interchangeabl~.~
1 Al-Asma'i and Al-Azhari in the Liscin, s.v. bn'l.
This article and the
materials collected in the Glossary to De Goeje's Belddhori give almost all
the evidence. I may add a ref. to Ibn Sa'd, No. 119, compared with No.
73, and Macrizi Khi$at, ii. 129, and in the next note I will cite son~eof the
leading traditions, whiclz are very inaccnrately given by Sprenger in ZD11IC.
xviii.
The fullest expressioils are, BolchBri, ii. 122 (BGlZc vocalised ed.),
"what is watered by the sky and the fountains or is 'athcc~i";Mowat(n
(Tunis ed.), p. 94, "what is watered by the slry and the fountains and the
bcL'Z"; ibicl. p. 95, "what is watered by the sky and the fountains or is bcc'l."
Shorter phrases are, BelucZ7~.11. 70, what is ~vateredby tlle ball and what is
watered by the slry," with sncll variants as ' I the surface flow [ghnil, sail&]
and the sky" (ib. p. 71), "the fountains ancl the slry" (B. Hish%n, 956),
"the rivers and the clouds" (Moslim, ed. of A.H. 1290, i. 268). These
variations are intelligible if we bear i11 mind the aspect of the cultivated
patches in such a valley as the Batn Marr. The valley is a great watercourse, but for the most part the water flows underpound, breaking out in
powerful springs where there is a sharp fa11 in the ground, and sometimes
flowing for a few hundred yards in a visible stream, which is so011 led off in
inany branches through the palms a ~ l dtiny corn-fields and presently disappears again nnder tho sand and stones. Where the hard bottonx is level
slid near the snrface, the palms can drink from their roots where there is no
visible stream ; but 1r11ere the bottoin lies deep (as in the neigl~bonrhoodof
THif) cultivation is possible only by the use of the wa.ter-nrlleel, and then the
tithe is reduced to 5 per cent. Where irrigation can be effected by gravitation through a pipe or channel, without pumping, the land is still regarded
as naturally fertile and pays full tithe ; see GI. Bel. and Ibn Sa'd, No. 119.
According to one interpretation, the obscure worcl 'atl~ari,whicl~I have not
niet with in any tradition except that cited above, means land watered by
.
may be a mere guess, for the oldest and
an artificial channel ( ' n t 7 ~ ~ r )This
of the word ;
best Arabian scholars seem to have llad no clear understa~idi~lg
but a t least it is preferable to the view which identifies 'cct7mri and 'iclhy.
For a coniparison of the traditions given above indicates that 'athari is
either a synonym for bn'Z or some species thereof; nioreover, the oasis in
TV. SirhBn which Guarnlani (p. 209) calls Etera, and Lady Anne Blunt
(Nejd, i. 89 sqq.) writes Itberi, can hardly be anything else than 'Athnri in a
modern pronunciation. (Hnber writes it with initial ulq, but his ortho-
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The Arabian evidence therefore leads us to associate
the life-giving operation of the Ba'l or Baal, not with the
rains of heaven, but with springs, streams and underground
flow. On the other hand it is clear (e.g. froni Hosea) that
among the agricultural peoples of Canaan the Baalim were
looked upon as the authors of all fertility, including the
corn crops, which are wholly dependent on rain in niost
parts of Palestine. And i t is here that we find the skyBaal (Baal-slzamaim) with such local forms as Marrla " the
lord of rains" at (2aza.I Thus the question arises whether
the original Semitic conception of the sphere of the Baal's
activity has been modified in Arabia to suit its special
climate, or whether, on the other hand, the notion of the
Baal as lord of rain is of later growth.
I t would be easier to answer this question if we lrnew
with certainty whether the use of Baal (Bacl) as a clivine
title is indigenous to Arabia or borrowed from the agricultural Semites beyond the peninsula. On the former
alternative, which is accepted by some of the first scholars
of our day, such as Wellhausen and Noldeke, Baal-worship
must be held to be older than the Seniitie dispersion, and
graphy, as the editors warn us, is not greatly to be trusted.) 'Athari, for
which some good authorities give also 'aththn~i(see Lisa?%),seems to mean
" belonging to Athtar," the S. Arabian god, who corresponds in name, but
not in sex, to the Babylonian Ishtar, the Phcenician Astarte, and the
Aramaic 'Attar or Athar. Athtar is one of the S. Arabian gods who preside
over irrigation (CIS. pt. 4 ; cf. ZDMG, xxxvii. 371) ; cf. also the place
'Aththar, described as a jungly haunt of lions (Bb7tnt So'cl.d, 46).
The mops dependent on rain are so uninlportallt in most parts of Arabia
that some of the prophet's decrees pass them by altogether, and simply say
that the saih, pays full tithe (Ibn S i d , No. 68). Thvls it is easy to unclerstand holr, in less precise speech, the term ba'l is applied d potiori to all crops
not artificially irrigated ; and so, when the empire of Islam was extended to
lands of more copions rain, coaf~~sion
arose and the true meaning of ba'l was
obscured. The corn crops of Palestine, which strictly spealcing are a'dhii
(Abnlf. ed. Reinand, p. 227), and those near Alexandria, which are sown on
the retiring of the Nile, are alike said by Mocaddasi to be "on the ba'l";
but this is not in accordance with the old classical usage.
1 Procopins of Gaza, iii. 19, in Galland, vol, ix.-"
dominns imbriam."
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to belong to an age when all the Semites were still
nomadic. And in that case it can hardly be doubted
that the Arabs, as the nearest representatives of ancient
Semitic life, held most closely to the original conception
of the Baal. Personally I think it most probable that
Baal as a divine title entered Arabia with the date-palm,
whose culture is certainly not indigenous to the peninsula.
There is direct proof from inscriptions of the worship of
" t h e Baal" among the Nabatxans of the Sinaitic desert
to the north, and among the Sabxans and Himyarites
i11 the south of the peninsula; but for central Arabia
Baal-worship is only an inference from certain points
of language, of which the most iniportant is the phrase
we have been c0nsidering.l Thus, to say the least, i t is
possible that Baal-worship was never know11 to the
except in so far as they came under
pastoral Bedo~~ias
the influence of the denizens of the agricultural oases,
who had borrowed their art from Syria or Irac, and,
according to all analogy, could not have failed to borrow
a t the same time so much of the foreign religion as was
cleemed necessary to secure the success of their husbandry.
But even on this hypothesis I conceive it to be in the
highest degree improbable that Baal 011 entering Arabia
was changed from a god of rain to a god of springs and
watery bottoms. We have here to do mainly with the
culture of the date-palm, and I find no evidence that this
tree was largely grown on land watered by rain alone in
any part of the Semitic area. And even in Palestine,
which is the typical case of a Semitic country dependent
on rain, there is so vast a difference between the procluctiveness of lands that are watered by rain alone and
those which enjoy natural or artificial irrigation, that we
can hardly conceive the idea of natural fertility, expressed
See Noldeke in ZDNG. xl. 174 ; and Wellhansea, p. 176.
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by the tern1 Baal's land, to have been originally connected
with the former. For my own part I have 110 doubt that
Semitic agriculture began, as it has always most flourished,
in places natnrally watered by springs ancl streams, and
that the language of agricultural religion was fixed by the
conditions prevailing in such places?
I see an important confirmation of this view in the
local character of the Baalim, which has always been a
hopeless puzzle to those who begin with the conception
of the Baal as a sky god, but is a t once intelligible if
the seats of the gods were originally sought in spots of
natnral fertility, by springs and river-banks, in the groves
and tangled thickets and green tree-shaded glades of
mountain hollows and deep watercourses. All the Semites,
as we shall presently see, attached a certain sanctity to
snch places quite apart from agriculture; and as agriculture
must have begun in naturally productive spots, it is
inevitable to infer that agricultural religion took its
starting - point from the sanctity already attaching to
waters groves and meadow^.^ The difficulty which we
A good conception of the material conditioi~sof Palestiniail agriculture
may be got from an article by Anderlind in ZDPY,ix. (1886). The following illustration from BelcT.dl~ori,p. 151, may be helpful. The district of
BBho (Baibalissns) was dependent on rain alone, and paid the usual tithes.
The inhabitants proposed to Maslama that he should male them an irrigation
canal from the Euphrates, and offered to pay liim one-third of their crops in
addition to the tithe.
In this argument I have not ventured to lay any weight on the Mishnic
use of the term, "Baal's field." In Palestine, many centuries before the
Mishna was composed, the Baalim were certainly regarded as fertilising the
corn crops, and must therefore have beell viewed as givers of rain ; thus i t is
only natural that Baal's land, as opposed to land artificially irrigated, should
iii. 1.
include corn-lands wholly dependent on rain, as i t plainly does in B. 6.
On the other hand, there are clear indications that even in Palestine the word
was sometimes used in a sense corresponding to the Arahic usage ; in other
words, that crops which cannot he raised in Palestiile except in spots
3 9i)d. This
naturally moist or artificially watered are divided into 5 ~ and
distinction, for example, is applied to such vegetable., as onions and cabbages
(Ter&oz. x. 11 ; Shebi. ii. 9), and in X z ~ c . iii. 3 x7t:read of a water-willow
(populus Ezq~l~raticn)
grown on the ba'l. illoreover, in J'lzebi. ii. 9 there is a
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feel in accepting this view arises mainly from the totally
different climate in which we live. When a man has
journeyed in the Arabian wilderness, traversing day after
day stony plateaus, blaclc volcanic fields, or arid sands
walled in by hot mountains of bare rock and relieved by
no other vegetation than a few grey and thorny acacias or
scality tufts of parched herbage, till suddenly, at a turn of
the road, he emerges on a Wady where the gronnd-water
rises to the surface, and passes as if by magic into a new
world, where the ground is carpeted with verdure, and a
grove of stately palm-trees spreads forth its canopy of shade
against the hot and angry heaven, he does not find it
difficult to realise that to early nian such a spot was
verily a garden and habitation of the gocls. I n Syria the
contrasts are less glaring than in the desert ; but only in
the spring time, aiid in many parts of the country not even
then, is the general fertility such that a fountain or a
marshy bottom with its greensward and thicket of natural
woocl can fail strongly to impress the imagination. Nor
are the religious associations of such a scene felt only by
heathen barbarians. " The trees of the Lord drink their
fill, the cedars of Lebanon which He hath planted : Where
the birds make their nests ; as for the stork, the fir-trees
are her house " (Ps. civ. 16). This niight pass for the
description of the natural sanctuary of the Baal of
Lebanon, but who does not feel its solemn grandeur ?
Or who will condemn the touch of primitive naturalisnl
clear statement that vegetables grown on the ba'l were irrigated, so that the
~ only be nlaiitained by supposing that the latter term,
contrast with 3 3 can
as is the case in Arabia, is restricted to laborious irrigation (6.g. by water
drawn from a cistern), and that vegetable gardens lying beneath a spring on
the hillside, such as still conlmoll in Palestine, were reclconed to the bd1.
The only vegetables that were and are commollly grown in Palestine on the
open field before the summer snn has dried up the ground are those of the
g o ~ ~ rand
d cucumber kind ; see Xlzebi. ii. 1 ; Klein in ZDPY. iv. 82, anrl
cf. Isa. i. 8.
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that colours the comparison in the first Psalm : " H e shall
be like a tree plaiited by watercourses, that bringeth forth
his fruit in his season ; his leaf also shall not wither, and
whatsoever he doeth shall prosper " (Ps. i. 3) ?
When the conception of Baal's land is thus narrowed to
its oldest form, and limited to certain favoured spots that
seem to be planted and watered by the hand of the gods:
we are on the point of passing from the idea of the land of
the god to that of his homestead and sanctuary. But
before we take this step it will be convenient for us to
glance rapidly a t the way in which the primitive idea was
widened and extended. Ultimately, as we see froin Hosea,
all agricultural produce was regarded as the gift of the
Eaalim, and all the worshippers who freqneilted a particular sanctuary brought a tribute of first-fruits to the
local god, whether their crops grew on land naturally moist
and fertile, or on land laboriously irrigated, or on fields
watered by the rain of heaveii. The god therefore had
acquired certain proprietary rights, or at least certain
rights of suzerainty, over the whole district inhabited by his
worshippers, far beyond the limits of the original Baal's land.
The first step in this process is easily ui~clerstooclfrom
the fundamelltal principles of Seinitic land-law. Property
in water is older and more important than property in
land. In nomadic Arabia there is no property, strictly so
called, in desert pastures, but certain families or tribes
hold the watering-places without which the right of pasture
is useless. Or, again, if a man digs a well he has a preferential right to water his camels at it before other camels
are admitted; and he has an absolute right to prevent
others from using the water for agricultural purposes
uiiless they buy it from him. This is Moslem law; but
To the same circle of ideas belongs tho conceptioil of the Garden of
Eden, planted by God, and watered not by rain but by rivers.
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i t is broadly in accordance with old Arabian cnstom, and
indeed with general Semitic custom, as appears from many
passages of the Old Testame11t.l On these principles it
is clear that even in the nomadic stage of society the god
of the waters may be held to exercise certain vague rights
over the acljoining pasture lands, the use of which depends
on access to the watering-places. And with the introduction of agriculture these rights beconze definite. All
irrigated lands are dependent on him for the water that
makes them fertile, and pay him first-fruits or tithes in
acknowledgnlent of his bounty. So far all is clear, and
in inany parts of the Semitic area-notably in the alluvium
of the Euphrates and Tigris, the granary of the ancient
East-agriculture
is so conipletely dependent on irrigation
that no more than this is needed to bring all habitable
land within the domain of the gods who send forth from
the storehouse of subterranean waters, fountains and
rivers to quicken the dead soil, and so are the authors of
all growth and fertility. Eut in Palestine the corn crops,
which form a chief source of agricultural wealth, are
mainly grown withont irrigation on land watered by rain
alone. Yet in Hosea's time the first-fruits of corn were
offerecl at the shrines of the Baalim, who had therefore
hecome, in Canaan, the givers of rain as well as the lords
of terrestrial waters. The explanation of this fact must
be sought in the uilcontrolled use of analogy characteristic
of early thought. The idea that the Eaalim were the
authors of all fertility can only have taken shape among
communities whose agriculture was essentially dependent
But a little consideration will convince
on irrigation.
Gen. xxi. 25 sqg., xxvi. 17 sqq. ; Judg. i. 15 ; joint ownership in a well,
Gen. xxix. 8 ; Ex. ii. 16. Traces of a water law stricter than that of Islam
appear i n Dent. ii. 6, 28 ; but the Arabian lam, t h a t the wayfarer and llis
beasts were allowed to driillr freely, but not to anticipate the owners of the
water, must always have been the general rule.
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us that even in Palestine the earliest agriculture was
necessarily of this type. Cultivation begins in the most
fertile spots, which in that climate means the spots watered
by streams and fountains. I n such places agricultural
villages must have existed, each with its worship of the
local Baal, while the broad plains of Sharoii or Esdraelon
were still abandoned to wandering herdsmen. As husbandry spread from these centres and gradually covered
the whole lancl, the worship of the Baalim spread with i t ;
the gods of the springs extended their domain over the
lands watered by the sky, and gradually aclcled to their
old attributes the new character of "lords of rain."
The physical iiotions of the early Semites lent theinselves
readily enough to this clevelopment. Men saw with their
own eyes that clouds rise from the sea (1 Kings xviii. 44)
or from " the ends of the earth," i.e. the distant horizoi~
(Jer. x. 13 ; Ps. cxxxv. 5')) and so they had no reason
to donbt that tlie rain came from the same storehouse
as the fountains and streams of the 13aalim.l I n the
olclest poetry of the Hebrews, when Jehovah rides over
His land in the thunderstorm, His starting-point is not
heaven but Mount Sinai; a natural conception, for in
mountaiiious regions storms gather rouncl the highest
snmnlits. And on this analogy we may infer that when
the rainclouds lay heavy on the upland glens and wooded
crown of Lebanon, where the great Baalim of Phenicia
had their most famous seats at the sources of sacred
I cannot follow Dillnlanli in regarding the cosmology of Gen. i., with
its twofold storehouse of water above and beneath the firluament, as more
primitive than the simpler coiiceptioli of rising clouds ( D ~ K ' W ~ ) .The cosmology of Gcn. i, is confined to post-exilic writings (for 2 ICings vii. 2, 19
is not to the point), and involves a certaili amount of abstract t l ~ o u g l ;~ t
while the other view merely represents tllings as they appear to the eye.
It is quite a mistake to find a doctrine of evapolation in passages like Jel.
x. 13 ; the epithet ~aesi'inzrefeis to the visible movements of the clouds ;
cf. such Arabic epithets as J~nbi," a cloud crouching on the horizon."
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streams, their worshippers would see a visible proof that
the gods of the fountains and rivers were also the givers
of rain. I n the latest stage of Phcenician religion, when
all deities were habitually thought of as heavenly or astral
beings, the holiest sanctuaries were still those of the primitive fountains and river gods, and both ritual and legend
continued to bear witness t;o the original character of these
deities. Many examples of this will come before us in
due course ; for the present, i t may suffice to cite the case
of Aphaca, where the Urania or heaven goddess was worshipped by casting gifts into the sacrecl pool, and where it
was fa,bled that once a year the goddess descended into the
waters in the shape of a falling star.l
Finally the life-giving power of the god was not limited
to vegetative nature, but to him also was ascribed the
increase of animal life, the multiplication of flocks and
herds, and, not least, of the human inhabitants of the
land.
For the increase of animate nature is obviously
conditioned, in the last resort, by the fertility of the soil,
and primitive races, which have not learned to differentiate
the various kinds of life with precision, think of animate
as well as vegetable life as rooted in the earth and sprung
from it. The earth is the great mother of all things in
most mythological philosophies, and the comparison of the
life of mankind, or of a stock of men, with the life of a
tree, which is so common in Semitic as in other primitive
poetry, is not in its origin a mere figure. Thus where
the growth of vegetation is ascribed to a particular divine
power, the same power receives the thanks aiid homage of
his worshippers for the increase of cattle aiid of men.
Firstlings as well as first-fruits were offered at the shrines
1 Soaomen, ii. 5 ; cf. the fallen star which Astarte is said to have
coilsecrated a t the holy isle of Tyre (Philo Byblius i n Fr. Kist.GT. iii.
569).
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of the Baalim: a i d one of the commonest classes of personal names given by parents to their sons or daughters
designates the child as the gift of the god.Z
I n this rapid sketch of the clevelopment of the idea of
the local Baalim I have left many things to be confirmed
or filled out in detail by subsequelit reference to the
particulars of their ritual, and I abstain altogether from
entering a t this stage into the influence which the conception of the Baalim as productive and reprodnctive
powers exercised on the development of a highly sensual
mythology, especially when the gods were divided into
sexes, and the Baal was conceived as the male principle
of reproduction, the husband of the land which he
fertilised? for this belongs rather to the discussion of the
nature of the gods.
We shall see as we proceed that the sacrifice of firstlings is older than
agricultural religion, and was not originally a tribute like the first-fruits.
But in religioiis of the Baal type firstlings and first-frnits were brought
under the same general conception.
2 To this class belong primarily the numerous Hebrew and Phceniciaii
names compou~ldedwith forms of the root jn3 or in', "to give " (Heb.
Jonathan, Phcen. Baaljathon ; Heb. Mattaniah, Phcen. M n t ~ ~ m b a[masc.
l
and fern.], etc.; Nabat~can,Cosliathan [Enting, No. 121) ; and Arabic names
formed by adding the god's name to Tlrahb, Zaid (perhaps also 8118), "gift
of." Cognate to these are the names in ml~icllthe birth of a son is recognised as a proof of the divine favour (Heb. Hananiah, J o h a n a ~;~Pliccn.
Hannibal, No'ammillcat [CIS. No. 411, @c. ; Edomite, Baal-Hanan [Gen.
xxxvi. 381; Ar. Napn2.v [Wadd. 21431, "favour of El," Auf-el, "[good]
a11gnl.g from El," OU~SBWAOS
[Wadd. 23721, "love of El "), or which express
tlie idea that he has helped the parents or heard their prayers (Heb. Azariah,
Shemaiah ; Phcen. Asdrnbd, Eshm~~nazar,
etc.) ; cf. Gen. xxix. xxx.,
1 Sam. i. Finally there is a long series of names such as Yehavbaal
(CIS. No. 60), ICemosliyel?i (De Vogiik, dfdlanyes, p. 89), "Baal, Chemosh
gives life." The great variety of gods referred to in Phcenician names of
these forms shows that tlie gift of children was asc,ribed to all Baalim, each
in his own sphere ; cf. Hosea, chap. i.
3 This coliceptioll appears in Hosea and uliderlies the figure in Isa. lxii. 4,
where married land (be'GlCh) is contrasted with milder~less; Wellhansen,
Heiclenti~zcn~,
p. 170. I t is a conceptio~iwhich might arise naturally enough
from the ideas above developed, but was no doubt favoured by tlie use of
bnnl to mean "husband."
How bnnl conles to luean husband is not
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You will observe also that the sequence of ideas which
I have proposed is applicable in its entirety only to
agricultural populations, such as those of Canaan, Syria,
and Irac on the one hand and of Yemen on the other.
I t is in fhese parts of the Semitic field that the conception of the local gods as Baalim is predominant, though
traces of Barl as a divine title are found i11 Central
Arabia in various forms.]
I n the central parts of Arabia agriculture was confined
to oases, and the vocabulary connectecl with it is mainly
borrowed from the northern S e m i t e ~ . ~ Many centuries
before the date of the oldest Arabic literature, when
the desert was the great highway of Eastern commerce,
colonies of the settled Semites, Yemenites, and Aramzans
occupied the oases and watering-places in the desert that
were suitable for commercial stations, and to these immigrants lnust be ascribed the introduction of agriculture
&d even of the clate-palm itself. The most developed
cults of Arabia belong not to the pure nomads, but to
these agricultural ancl trading settlements, which the
Bedouins visited only as pilgrims, not to pay stated
homage to the lord of the land from which they drew
their life, but in fnlfilnlent of vows. As most of our
knowledge about Arabian cults refers to pilgrimages and
the visits of the Bedouins, the impression is produced
that all offerings were vows, and that fixed tribute of the
fruits of the earth, such as was paid in the settled lands
perfectly clear; the name is certainly associated with monandry and the
approp~~ation
of the wife to her husband, but it does not imply a servile
relation, for the slave-girl does not call her master ba'b. Probably the lcey
is to be found in the notion that the ~vifeis her husband's tillage (Coran
ii. 233), in which case private rights over land were older than exclusive
marital rights.
1 For the evidence see Noldelre in ZDNG. vol. xl. (1886) p. 1 7 4 ; and
Wellhausen, HeicZe?zthum, p. 170.
"rinkel, Arccm. Frevzclww. p. 125.
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to local Baalim, was unknown ; but this iinpression is not
accurate. From the Coran (vi. 137) alld other sources we
have sufficient evidence that the settled Arabs paid to the
god a regular tribute from their fields, apparently by
marking off as his a certain portion of the irrigated and
cnltivated gr0nnd.l Thus as regards the settled Arabs
the parallelism with the other Semites is complete, and
the only question is whether cults of the Baal type and
the name of Baal itself were not borrowed, along with
agriculture, from the northern Semitic peoples.
This question I am disposed to answer in the affirmative ; for I find nothing in the Arabic use of the word bdl
and its derivatives which is incoilsistent with the view that
they had their origin in the cultivated oases, and illuch
that strongly favours such a view. The phrase "land
which the Baal waters" has no seiise till it is opposed to
" land which the hand of man waters," and irrigation is
certainly not older than agriculture. I t is questionable
whether the idea of the godhead as the perinanent or
immanent source of life and fertility-a
very different
1 All the evidence on this point has been confused by an early misunderstanding of the passage in the Coran : "They set apart for Allih a portion
of the tilth or the cattle he has created, and say, This is Allih's-as they
fancy-and this belongs to oar partners (idols); but what is assigned to
idols does not reach All%]], and what is assigned to All211 really goes to
the idols." I t is plain that the heathen said indifferently "this belongs to
AllZ11," meaning the local god (cf. Wellh. H~icl.p. lab), or this belongs to
such and stich a deity (naming him), and &Inhammed argues, exactly as
Hosea does in spealiing of the homage paid by his conteniporaries to local
Baalim, whom they identified with Jehovah, that whetl~er they say
Hobal," the real object of their homage is a false god. But
" Allah " or
the traditional interpretatioli of the text is that one part was set aside for
the snpreme Allah and another for the idols, and this distortion has
coloured all accounts of what the Arabs actually did, for of course historical
tradition must be corrected by tho Coran. Allowance being made for this
error, which made the second half of the verse say that Allall was habitually
cheated ont of his share in favour of the idols, the notices in Ibn Hishiin,
p. 53, Sprenger, Leb. i!!Ioh. iii. 358, Pococli, S~,eci??~ev,,p. 112, may be
accepted as based upon fact. I n Pococl<'s citation from the N a ~ maZ-clorr
i t appears that irrigated land is referred to.
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thing from the belief that the god is the ancestor of his
worshippers-hacl
any place in the old tribal religion of
the nomadic Arabs. To the nomad, who does not practise
irrigation, the source of life and fertility is the rain that
quicken$ the desert pastures, and there is no evidence that
rain was ascribed to tribal deities. The Arabs regard rail1
as depending on the constellations, i.e. on the seasons,
which affect all tribes alike within a wide range; and so
when the showers of heaven are ascribed to a god, that
god is Allah, the supreme and non-tribal deity.l I t is to
be noted also that among the Arabs the theophorous
proper naines that express religious ideas most akin to
those of the settled Semites are derived from deities
whose worship was widespread and not confined to the
nomads, Further it will appear in a later lecture that
the fundamental type of Arabian sacrifice does not take
the form of a tribute to the god, but is simply an act of
communion with him. The gift of firstlings, indeed, which
has so prominent a place in Canaanite religion, is not
unknown in Arabia. But this aspect of sacrifice has very
little prominence; we find no approach to the payment
of stated tribute to the gods, and the festal sacrifices at
fixed seasons, which are characteristic of religions that
regard the gods as the source of the annual renovation
of fertility in nature, seem to have been confined to the
great sanctuaries a t which the nomads appeared only as
pilgrims before a foreign god.2 I n these pilgriniages the
nomadic Arabs might learn the name of Baal, but they
1 Wellhansen, HeicZ. p. 175 ; cf. Ibn Sa'd, No. 80 ; Diw.IIoclodii., cxiii. 18.
Note also that rain is not one of the boons prayed for at 'Arafa (Agh. iii. 4 ;
cf. xix. 132. 6), though charms t o produce rain were used (Wellh. p. 157).
These evidences do not prove that the gods were never appealed to as rainmakers, but they render i t very inlprobable that they were habitually thought
of as such.
Cf. Wellhansen, p. 116.
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could not assimilate the conception of the god as a landowner and apply i t to their own tribal deities, for the
siniple reason that in the desert private property in land
was unknown and the right of water and of pasturage was
'common to every member of the tribe.I But in estimating
the influence on Arabian religion of agriculture and the
ideas connected with settled life, we must remeniber how
completely, in the centuries before Mohammed, the gods
of the i.nc~dar(" glebe," i.e. villagers ancl townsfolli) had
superseded the gods of the wabar ("hair," i.e. dwellers
in haircloth tents). Much the most important part of
the religious practices of the noniads consisted in pilgrimages to the great shrines of the town Arabs, and even
the minor sanctuaries, which were frequented only by
particular tribes, seem to have been often fixed at spots
where there was some conimencenient of settled life.
Where the god had a house or temple we recognise the
work of men who were 110 longer pure nomads, but had
begun to form fixed homes ; ancl indeed modern observation
shows that, when an Arab tribe begins to settle down, it
acquires the elements of husbandry before it gives up its
tents and learns to erect immovable houses. Again there
were sanctuaries without temples, but even a t these the
god had his treasnre in a cave, and a priest who took care
of his possessions, and there is no reason to think that the
priest was an isolated hermit. The presumption is that
We shall see in the next lecture that the institution of the (Lint6 or
sacred pasture-land is not based on the idea of property but on a principle
of taboo. A maill argument for the antiquity of Baal religion in Arabia
is drawn from the denominative verb bn'ila = nlilzn, which means "to be in
a state OF helpless panic and perplexity," literally "to be Baal-struck."
But such results are more naturally to be ascribed to the illfluence of an
alien god than of a tribal divinity, and the word may well be supposed to
have primarily expressed the confusion and inazcd perplexity of the nomad
when he finds himself a t some great feast at a pilgrim shrine, amidst tile
strange habits and worship of a settled population; cf. Bthiopic bdnb,
I' feast."
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almost every holy place at the time of Mohammed was a
little centre of settled agricultural life, and so also a centre
of ideas foreign to the purely nomaciic worshippers that
frequented it.l
Thw final result of this long cliscussion is that the
ioonception of the local god as Baal or lord of the land,
the source of its fertility and the giver of all the good
things of life enjoyed by its inhabitants, is intimately
bound up with the growth of agricultural society, ancl
involves a series of ideas unknown to the primitive life
of the savage huntsman or the pure pastoral nomad. But
we have also seen that the original idea of Baal's land was
limited to certain favoured spots that seem to be planted
and watered by the hand of the god, and to form, as it
were, his homestead. Thus in its beginnings the idea of
the land of the god appears to be only a cleveloprnent, in
life, of the more
accordance with the type of agricnlt~~ral
primitive idea that the god has a special home or haunt
on earth. Agricultural habits teach men to look on this
home as a garden of God, cultivated and fertilised by the
hand of deity, but it was not agriculture that created the
conception that certain places were the special haunts of
1 I n Arabia one section of a tribe is often nomadic while another is
agricultural, but in spite of their kinship tlie two sections feel themselves
very far apart in life and Tvays of thought, and a nomad girl often ref~ises
to stay with a village husband. In this connection the traditions of the
foreign origin of the cult a t Mecca deserve more attention thau is generally
paid to them, though not in the line of Dozy's speculations. To the tribes
of the desert the religion of the towns was foreign in spirit and contrasted
in many ways with their old nomadic habits ; moreover, as we have seen,
i t was probably coloured from the first by Syrian and Nabatwan influences.
Yet i t exercised a great attraction, mainly by appealing to the sensual part
of the Bedouin's nature ; the feasts were connected with the marlrets, and
at them there was much jollity and good cheer. They began to be looked
on as making up the sum of religion, and the cult of the gods came to be
allnost entirely dissociated from daily life, and from the customs associated
with the sanctity of kinship, wliich at one time made up the chief part of
nomad religion. Cf. Wellh., Heid. p. 182.
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superhuman powers. That the gods are not ubiquitous
but subject to limitations of time and space, and that they
can act only where they or their messengers are present,
is the universal idea of antiquity and needs no explanation.
I n no region of thought do men begin with transcendental
ideas and conceive of existences raised above space and
time. Thus whatever the nature of the gods, they were
doubtless conceived from the first as having their proper
homes or haunts, which they went forth from and returned
to, and where they were to be found by the worshippers
with whom they had fixed relations. We are not entitled
to say b prior; that this home would necessarily be a spot
on the surface of the earth, for, just as there are fowls of
the heaven and fish of the sea as well as beasts of the
field, there might be, and in fact were, celestial gods and
gods of the waters under the earth as well as gods
terrestrial. I11 later times celestial gods preclominate, as
we see from the prevalence of sacrifice by fire, in which
the homage of the worshipper is directed upwards in the
pillar of savoury smoke that rises from the altar towards
the seat of the godhead in the sky. But all sacrifices are
not made by fire. The Greeks, especially in older times,
buried the sacrifices devoted to gods of the underworld,
and threw into the water gifts destined for the gods of
seas and rivers. Both these forms of fireless ritual are
found also among the Semites; and indeed among the
Arabs sacrifices by fire were almost unknown, arid the gift
of the worshipper was conveyed to the deity simply by
being laid on sacred ground, hung on a sacred tree, or, in
the case of liquid offerings and sacrificial blo~d,poured over
a sacred stone. I n such cases we have the idea of locality
connected with the godhead in the simplest forill. There
is a fixed place on the earth's surface, marked by a
sacred tree or a sacred stone, where the god is wont to
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be found, and offerings deposited there have reached their
address.
I
1
1 later times the home or sanctuary of a god was a
temple, or, as the Semites call it, a " house " or " palace."
But as a rule the sanctuary is older than the house, and
the god did not take up his residence in a place because a
house had been provided for him, but, on the contrary,
when men had learned to build houses for themselves, they
also set up a house for their god in the place which was
already known as his home. Of course, as population increased and temples were multiplied, means were found to
evade this rule, and new sanctuaries were constituted in
the places most convenient for the worshippers ; but even
in such cases forms were observed which implied that a
temple could not fitly be erected except in a place affected
by the deity, and the greatest and holiest sanctuaries were
those which, according to undisputed tradition, he had been
known to frequent from time imn~emorial.
That the gods haunted certain spots, which in consequence of this were holy places and fit places of worship,
was to the ancients not a theory but a matter of fact,
handed down by tradition from one generation to another,
and accepted with unquestioning faith. Accordingly we
find that new sanctuaries can be formed and new altars
or temples erected, only where the godhead has given unmistakable evidence of his presence. All that is necessary
to constitute a Semitic sanctuary is a precedent; it is
assumed that where the god has once manifested himself
and shown favour to his worshippers he will do so again,
and when the precedent has been strengthened by frequent
repetition the holiness of the place is fully established.
Thus in the earlier parts of the Old Testament a theophany
is always talien to be a good reason for sacrificing oil the
spot. The deity has manifested himself either visibly or
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by some mighty deed, and therefore ail act of worship
cannot be ont of place. Saul builds an altar on the site
of his victory over the Philistiaes,l the patriarchs found
sanctuaries on the spot where the deity has appeared
to them: Gicleon and Manoah present an offering where
they have received a divine me~sage.~Even in the Hebrew
religion God is not equally near at all places and all times,
and when a mail is brought face to face with Him he
seizes the opportunity for an act of ritual homage. But
the ordinary practices of religion are not dependent on
extraordinary manifestations of the divine presence ; they
proceed on the assunlption that there are fixed places
where the deity has appeared i11 the past and may be
expectecl to appear again. When Jacob has his dream of
a divine apparition at Bethel, he concludes not merely that
Jehovah is present there a t the moment, but that the
place is " t h e house of God, the gate of heaven." And
accordingly Bethel continued to he regardecl as a sanctuary
of the first class down to the captivity. I n like manner
all the places where the patriarchs were recorded to have
worshipped or where God appeared to them, figure as
traditional holy places i11 the later history, and at least
one of them, that of Mainre, was a notable sanctuary
down to Christian times. We are entitled to use these
facts as illustrative of Semitic religion in general, and not
of the distinctive features of the spiritnal religion of the
Old Testament ; for the worship of Bethel, Shechem, Beersheba, and the other patriarchal holy places, was mingled
with Canaanite elements and is regarded as idolatrous by
the prophets; and the later ritual a t Mamre, which was
put down by the Christian emperors, was purely heathenisha4
1 Sam. xiv. 35.
Geil. xii. 7, xxii. 14, xxviii. 18 sqq. ; cf. Ex. xvii. 15.
Judg. vi. 20, xiii. 19.
4 The evidence is collected by Reland, Pffil~ststina,
11. 711 spq.
1
2
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This law of precedent as forming a safe rule for ritual
institutions is common to the Old Testament religion and
to the surrounding heathenism; the difference lies i11 the
interpretation put on it. And even in this respect all
parts of the Old Testament are not on the same level.
By a prophet like Isaiah the residence of Jehovah in Zion
is almost wholly dematerialisecl. Isaiah has not risen to
the full height of the New Testament conception that God,
who is spirit and is to be worshipped spiritually, inakes
no distinction of spot with regard to His worship, and is
equally near to receive men's prayers in every place ; but
he falls short of this view, not out of regard for ritual
tradition, but because, conceiving Jehovah as the king of
Israel, the supreme clirector of its national polity, he
necessarily conceives His kingly activity as going forth from
the capital of the nation. The ordinary conception of the
Old Testament, in the historical books and in the Law, is
not so subtle as this. Jehovah is not tied to one place
more than another, but He is not to be found except in
the places where " H e has set a memorial of His name,"
and in these H e " comes to His worshippers and blesses
them" (Ex. xx. 24). Even this view rises above the
current ideas of the older Hebrews in so far as it represents
the establishment of fixecl sanctuaries as an accommodation to the necessities of man. I t is obvious that i11 the
history of Jacob's vision the idea is not that Jehovah came
guided to the
to Jacob, but that Jacob was ~~nconsciously
place where there already was a ladder set between earth
and heaven, and where, therefore, the godhead was peculiarly
accessible. I'recisely similar to this is the old Hebrew
conception of Sinai or Horeb, " the Mount of God." I t is
clear that in Ex. iii. the grouncl about the burning bush
cloes not become holy because God has appeared to Moses.
On the contrary, the theophany takes place there because
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i t is holy ground, Jehovah's habitual dwelling-place. I n Ex.
xix. 4, when Jehovah a t Sinai says that H e has brought
the Israelites unto Himself, the meaning is that H e has
brought them to the Mount of God; and long after the
establishment of the Hebrews in Canaan, poets and prophets describe Jehovah, when H e comes to help His people,
as marching from Sinai in thundercloud and st0rm.l
This point of view, which i11 the Old Testament appears
only as an occasional survival of primitive thought, corresponds to the ordinary ideas of Semitic heathenism. The
local relations of the gods are natural relations; men
worship at a particular spot because it is the natural home
or haunt of the god. Holy places in this sense are older
than temples,and even older than the beginnings of settled
life. The nomad shepherd or the savage hunter has no
fixed home, and cannot think of his gocl as having one, but
he has a district or beat to which his wanderings are
usually confined, and within it again he has his favourite
lairs or camping-places. And on this analogy he can
imagine for liimself tracts of sacred ground habitually
frequented by the gods, and special points within these
tracts which the deity particularly affects. By and by,
under the influence of agriculture and settled life, the
sacred tract becomes the estate of the god, and the special
sacred points within it become his temples ; but originally
the former is only a mountain or glade i11 the unenclosed
wilderness, and the latter are merely spots in the desert
defined by some natural landmarli-,a cave, a rock, a fountain
or a tree.
We have seen that, when a sanctuary was once constituted, the mere force of tradition and precedent, the
Deut. xxxiii. 2 ; Judg, v. 4 sqq. ; Hab. iii. 3. That the sanctity of Sinai
is derived from the law-giving there is not the primitive idea. This appears
most clearly from the critical analysis of the Pentateuch, bnt is sufficiently
evident from the facts citcd above.
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continuous custom of worshipping at it, were sufficient
to maintain its character.
At the more developed
sanctuaries the temple, the image of the god, the whole
apparatus of ritual, the miraculous legends recounted by
the priests, and the marvels that were actually displayed
before the eyes of the worshippers, were to an uncritical
age sufficient confirnlation of the belief that the place
was indeed a house of God. But in the most primitive
sanctuaries there were no such artificial aids to faith, and
it is not so easy to realise the process by which the
traditional belief that a spot in the wilderness was the
sacred ground of a particular deity became firmly established. Ultimately, as we have seen, the proof that the
deity frequents a particular place lies i11 the fact that he
manifests himself there, and the proof is cumulative in
proportion to the frequency of the manifestations. The
clifficulty about this line of proof is not that which
naturally suggests itself to our minds. We find i t hard
to think of a visible manifestation of the godhead as an
actual occurrence, but all primitive peoples believe in
frequent theophanies, or at least in frequent occasions of
personal contact between men and superhuman powers.
When all nature is mysterious and full of unknown
activities, any natural object or occurrence which appeals
strongly to the imagination, or excites sentiments of awe
and reverence, is readily taken for a manifestation of
divine or demoniac life. But a supernatural being as such
is not a god, he becomes a god only when he enters into
stated relations with man, or rather with a community of
men. I n the belief of the heathen Arabs, for example,
nature is full of living beings of superhuman kind, the
Jim or dern0ns.l These jinn are not pure spirits but
For details as to the jinn in ancient times, see Wellhausen, Heidanthum,
The later form of the belief in such beings, much modified by

p. 135 spq.
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corporeal beings, more like beasts than men, for they are
ordinarily represented as hairy, or have some other animal
shape, as that of an ostrich or a snake. Their bodies are
not phantasms, for if a jinnZ is killed a solid carcase
remains; but they have certain mysterious powers of
appearing and disappearing, or even of changing their
aspect and temporarily assuming human form, and when
they are offended they can avenge themselves in a supernatural way, e.g. by sending disease or madness. Like the
wild beasts, they have, for the most part, no friendly or
stated relations with men, but are outside the pale of man's
society, and frequent savage and deserted places far froin
the wonted tread of men?
It appears from several
poetical passages of the Old Testament that the northern
Semites believed i11 cleinons of a precisely sinlilar kind,
hairy beings (si.'~r'im), nocturnal monsters (lil'ith), which
haunted waste and desolate places, in fellowship with
jackals and ostriches and other animals that shun the
abodes of man.2
I n Islam the gods of heathenism are degraded into
jinn, just as the gods of north Semitic heathenism are
called si.'%r%nz in Lev. xvii. 7, or as the gods of Greece
and Rome becanie devils to the early Christians. I n all
these cases the adherents of a higher faith were not
prepared to deny that the heathen gods really existed, and
Islam, is illustrated by Lane in Note 21 of the Introductioii to his version
of the Arabia~zNights. In the old translation of the Arabia~eNights they
are called Genii. See also Van Vlotell in Vienna Or. JOUT.
1893, p. 169 sqp.,
from Al-JBkiz.
Certain kinds of them, however, frequent trees and even humali
habitations, and these were identified with the serpents which appear and
disappear so mysterionsly about walls and the roots of trees. See Boldeke,
Ztschr. f. VoZker13sych. 1860, p. 412 sgp. ; Wellh. ut sup. 11. 137. For the
snake as the form of the jinn of trees, see Rasmussen, Addit. p. 71, compared
with Jauhari and the Listtn, s. m d . f i A ~ .
IS&.xiii. 21, xxxiv. 14 ; cf. Luke xi. 24.
"Hairy demons," E.V. "devils," but in Isa. xiii. 21 " satyrs."
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did the things recorded of them ; the difference between
gods and demons lies not in their nature and powerfor the heathen themselves did not rate the power of
in their relations to man.
their gods a t omnipotence-but
The jilzn would make very passable gods, for the cruder
forms of heathenism, if they only had a circle of human
dependants and worshippers ; and conversely a god who
loses his worshippers falls back into the ranks of the
demons, as a being of vague and indeterminate powers
who, having no fixed personal relations to men, is oil
the whole to be regarded as an enemy. The demons,
like the gods, have their particular haunts which are
regarded as awful and dangerous places. But the haunt
of the jinn differs from a sanctuary as the jinn themselves
differ from gods. The one is feared and avoided, the
other is approached, not indeed without awe, but yet with
hopeful confidence; for though there is no essential physical
distinction between demons and gods, there is the fundamental moral difference that the jinqz are strangers and
so, by the law of the desert, enemies, while the god, to
the worshippers who frequent his sanctuary, is a known
and friendly power. I n fact the earth may be said to be
parcelled out between demons and wild beasts on the one
hand, and gods and men on the 0ther.l To the former
belong the untrodden wilderness with all its unknowi~
perils, the wastes and jungles that lie outside the familiar
tracks and pasture grouilds of the tribe, a i d which only
the boldest men venture upoil without terror ; to the
latter belong the regions that man knows and habitually
frequents, and within which he has established relations,
not only with his human aeighbours, but with the superThe close association between demons and wild beasts is well brought
out in a scholion to Ibn Hishilm (ii. 9, 1. 20, 23), where mild beasts and
serpents swarm round a ruin, and every one who seeks to carry anything
away from it is stricken by the jirzvr.
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natural beings that have their haunts side by side with
him. And as man gradually encroaches oil the wilderness
and drives back the wild beasts before him, so the gods in
like manner drive out the demons, and spots that were
once feared, as the habitation of myste,rious and presumably malignant powers, lose their terrors and either
become common ground or are transformed into the seats
of friendly deities. From this point of view the recognition of certain spots as haunts of the gods is the religious
expression of the gradual subjugation of nature by man.
I n conquering the earth for himself primitive man has
to contend not only with material difficulties but with
superstitious terror of the unknown, paralysing his energies
and forbidding him freely to put forth his strength to
subdue nature to his use. Where the unknown demons
reign he is afraid to set his foot and make the good things
of nature his own. But where the god has his haunt he
is on friendly soil, and has a protector near a t hand; the
mysterious powers of nature are his allies instead of his
enemies, " he is in league with the stones of the field, and
the wild beasts of the field are a t peace with him." l
The triumph of the gods over the demons, like the
triumph of nian over wilcl beasts, must have been effected
very gradually, and may be regarded as finally sealed and
secured only in the agricultural stage, when the god of the
community became also the supreme lord of the land and
the author of all the good things therein. When this
stage was reached the demons-or
supernatural beings
that have no stated relations to their human neighbourswere either driven out into waste and untrodden places,
or were redncecl to insignificance as merely subordinate
Job v. 23. The allusion to the wild beasts is characteristic ; cf. Hos.
ii. 20 (18) ; 2 Icings xvii. 26. An Arabian parallel in Ibn Sa'd, No. 145,
with Wellhausen's note, Xkizxelt, iv. 194.
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beings of which private superstition might take account,
but with which public religion had nothing to do.
Within the region frequented by a community of men
the god of the community was supreme ; every phenomenon that seemed supernatural was ordinarily referred to
his initiative and regarded as a token of his personal
presence, or of the presence of his messengers and agents ;
and in consequence every place that had special supernatural associations was regarded, not as a haunt of
unknown demons, but as a holy place of the known god.
This is the point of view which prevailed among the
ancient Hebrews, and undoubtedly prevailed also among
their Canaanite neighbonrs. Up to a certain point the
process involved in all this is not difficult to follow. That
the powers that haunt a district in which men live and
prosper must be friendly powers is an obvious conclusion.
But it is not so easy to see how the vague idea of supernatural but friendly neighbours passes into the precise
conception of a definite local god, or how the local power
comes to be confidently identified with the tribal god of
the community. The tribal god, as we have seen, has very
definite and permanent relations to his worshippers, of a
kind quite different from the local relations which we
have just been speaking of; he is not merely their
friendly neighbour, but (at least in most cases) their
kinsman and the parent of their race. How does i t come
about that the parent of a race of men is identified with
the superhuman being that haunts a certain spot, and
manifests himself there by visible apparitions, or other
evidence of his presence satisfactory to the untutored
The importance of such an identification is
mind ?
enormous, for it makes a durable alliance between man
and certain parts of nature which are not subject to his
will and control, and so permanently raises his position in
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the scale of the universe, setting him free, within a certain
range, from the crushing sense of constant insecurity and
vague dread of the unknown powers that close him in on
every side. So great a step in the emancipation of man
from bondage to his natural surroundings cannot have
been easily made, and is not to be explained by any slight
26 yriori method.
The problem is not one to be solved offhand, but to be carefully kept in mind as we continue our
studies.
There is one thing, however, which it may be well to
note a t once. We have seen that through the local god,
who on the one hand has fixed relations to a race of men,
and on the other hand has fixed relations to a definite
sphere of nature, the worshipper is brought into stated and
permanent alliance with certain parts of his material
environment which are not subject to his will and control.
But within somewhat narrow limits exactly the same thing
is effected, in the very earliest stage of savage society, and
in a way that does not involve any belief in an individual
stock-god, through the institution of toternism. I n the
totem stage of society each kinship or ~ t o c kof savages
believes itself to be physically akin to some natural kind
of animate or inanimate things, most generally to some
bind of animal. Every animal of this Bind is looked upon
as a brother, is treated with the same respect as a human
clansman, and is believed to aid his human relations by a
variety of friendly services.l The importance of such a
permanent alliance, based on the iiidissoluble bond of
kinship, with a whole group of natural beings lying
outside the sphere of humanity, is not to be measured by
our knowledge of what animals can and cannot do. For
See J. G. Brazer, Toternism (Edinburgh : A. & C. Black, 1887), p. 20
sqq. This little volume is the most convenient summary of the main facts
about totemism.
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as their nature is imperfectly known, savage imagination
clothes them with a11 sort of marvellous attributes ; i t is
seen that their powers differ from those of man, and it is
supposed that they can do many things that are beyond
his scope. I n fact they are invested with gifts such
as we should call supernatural, and of the very same
kind which heathenism ascribes to the gods-for example
with the power of giving omens and oracles, of healing
diseases and the like.
The origin of totemism is as much a problem as the
origin of local gods. But it is highly inlprobable that
the two problems are independent; for in both cases the
thing to be explained is the emancipation of a society of
men from the dread of certain natural agencies, by the
establishment of the conception of a physical alliance and
affinity between the two parts. It is a strong thing to
suppose that a conception so remarkable as this, which is
found all over the world, and which among savage races
is invariably put in the totem form, had an altogether
distinct and independent origin among those races which
we know only in a state of society higher than savagery.
The belief in local nature-gods that are also clan-gods may
not be directly evolved out of an earlier totemism, but
there can be no reasonable doubt that it is evolvecl out of
ideas or usages which also find their expression in totemism,
and therefore must go back to the most primitive stage of
savage society. I t is important to bear this in mind, if
only that we may be constantly warned against explaining
primitive religious institutions by conceptions that belong
to a relatively advanced stage of human thought. But
the comparieon of totemisni can do more than this negative
service to our enquiry, for it calls our attention to certain
habits of very early thought which throw light on several
points in the conception of local sanctuaries.
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I n the system of toteinism men have relations not with
individual powers of nature, 4.e. with gods, but with certain
classes of natural agents. The idea is that nature, like
inanlrind, is divided into groups or societies of things,
analogous to the groups or kindreds of human society. As
life analogous to human life is imagined to permeate all
parts of the universe, the application of this idea may
readily be extended to inanimate as well as to animate
things. But the statistics of totemism show that the
natural kinds with which the savage mind was most
occupied were the various species of animals. I t is with
them especially that he has permanent relations of kinship
or hostility, and round them are gathered in a peculiar
degree his superstitious hopes and fears and observances.
Keeping these facts before us, let us look back for a
One difference between
moment a t the Arabian jinn,
gods and jinn we have already noted; the gods have
worshippers, and the jinn have not. But there is another
difference that now forces itself on our attention; the gods
have individuality, and the jinn have not. I n the Arabian
Nights we find jinn with individual names and distinctive
personalities, but in the old legends the individual j4n.n~
who may happen to appear to a man has no more a
distinct personality than a beast.l H e is only one of a
group of beings which to man are indistiilguishable from
1 This nlay be illustrated by reference to a point of gralnnlar which is of
some interest and is not made clear in the ordinary boolrs. The Arab says
' I the ghal appeared," not " a gkaZ appeared," just as David says "the lion
came and the bear" (1 Sam. xvii. 34 ; Amos iii. 12, v. 19). The definite
article is used because in such cases definition cannot be carried beyond the
indication of the species. The individuals are numerically different, but
qualitatively indistinguishable. This use of the article is sharply to be
distinguished from such a case as vrK;I in 1 Sam. ix. 9, where the article is
generic, and a general practice of men is spolreil of ; and also from cases like
&D;I
(Gen, xiv. 13), 3K;I, P7;I 5 ~ 3 ,etc., where the noun is really a
verbal acljcctive imlilyiilg an action, and the person is defined by the action
ascribed to him.
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one another, and which are regarded as making up a
nation or clan of superhuman beings: inhabiting a particular locality, and united together by bonds of kinship
and by the practice of the blood-feud, so that the whole
elan acts together in defending its haunts from intrusion
or in avenging on men any injury done to one of its
membem2 This conception of the communities of the jinn
is precisely identical with the savage conception of the
animal creation. Each kind of animal is regarded as an
organised kindred, held together by ties of blood and the
practice of blood revenge, and so presenting a united front
when it is assailed by men in the person of any of its
members. Alike in the Arabian superstitions about the
j k n and in savage superstitions about animals it is this
solidarity between all the members of one species, rather
than the strength of the individual jinnT or animal, that
makes it an object of superstitious terror.
These points of similarity between the families of the
ji7212 in Arabia and the families of animals among savages
are sufficiently striking, but they do not nearly exhanst the
case. W e have already seen that the jinn usnally appear
to men in animal form, though they can also take the
shape of men. This last feature, however, cannot be
regarded as constituting a fundamental distinction between
A curious local story about two clans of jinm, the B. Mnlilr and the
B. Shaisabin may be read in Yiciit, iii. 476 sqq. It is a genuine Bedouin
tale, but like most later stories of the lrind is not strictly mytllical, but a free
invention on the lines of current superstition. The oldest case of a clan of
the jinn which is defined by a patronymic and not merely by a local name is
perhaps that of the B. Ocaish, Nnbigha, xxix. 10 ; cf. B. Hish. p. 282.
But Tha'lab makes the B. Ocaish a human race, and the words of Ngbigha
are quite consistellt with this view. Jinn with personal names appear in
several traditions of the prophet, but only, so far as I can see, in such as are
manifestly "weak," i.e. spurious.
For the blood-feud of the jinn the classical example is that in Azraci,
p. 261 (see below). But see also Damiri, S.V. arcanz (vol. i. p. 23), where we
learn that the slayer of a serpent-demon was likely to die or go mad, and
this was held to be the revenge of the lriil of the slain.
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them and ordinary animals in the mind of the Arabs,
who believed that there were whole tribes of illen who
had the power of assnming animal form. On the whole
i t appears that the supernatural powers of the jinrz do not
differ from those which savages, in the totem stage, ascribe
to wild beasts. They appear and disappear mysteriously,
and are connected with supernatural voices and warnings,
with unexplained sickness or death, just as totem animals
are ; they occasionally enter into friendly relations or even
into marriages with men, but animals do the same in the
legends of savages ; finally, a maclman is possessed by the
jinn (rnajrzGn), but there are a hundred cxainples of the
soul of a beast being held to pass into a man.l The
accounts of the jinn which we possess have come to us
from an age when the Arabs were no longer pure savages,
and had ceased to ascribe demoniac attributes to most
animals; and our narrators, when they repeat tales about
animals endowed with speech or supernatural gifts, assume
as a matter of course that they are not ordinary animals
but a special class of beings. But the stories themselves
are just such as savages tell about real animals ; the bloodfeud between the Banu Sahm and the jinn of DBii Taw%is
simply a war between men and all creeping things, which,
as in the Old Testament, have a common name and are
regarded as a single species or kindred; and the "wild
beast of the wild beasts of the jinn," which Taabbata
Sharran slew in a night encounter and carried home under
his arm, was as concrete an animal as one can well
imagine.3 The proper form of the jinn seems to be
1 The widespread belief in this form of possession ought to be cited by
commentators on Dan. iv. 13.
"anasii=Heb.
YlV, WDl. For the story see Azraci, p. 261 sqq.;
Wellh. p. 138.
Agh. xviii. 210 sqq. Taabbata Sharrali is an historical person, anci the
incident also is probably a fact. Prom the verses in which he describes his
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always that of some kind of lower animal, or a monstrous
composition of animal forms, as appears even in later
times in the description of the fonr hundred and twenty
species that were marshalled before So1omon.l But the
tendency to give human shape to creatures that can reason
and speak is irresistible as soon as men pass beyond pure
savagery, and just as animal gods pass over into anthropomorphic gods, figured as riding on animals or otherwise
associated with them, the jinn begin to be conceived as
manlike in form, and the supernatural animals of the
original conception appear as the beasts on which they
ride.2 Ultimately the only animals directly and constantly
identified with the jiwz were snakes and other noxious
creeping things. The authority of certain utterances of
the prophet had a share in this limitation, but i t is
foe i t mould seen1 that the supposed g h a l was one of the feline carnivora. In
Damiri, ii. 212, last line, a ghGl appears in the form of a thieving cat.
Cazwini, i. 372 sq. Even when they appear in the guise of men they
have some animal attribute, e.g. a dog's hairy paw in place of a hancl,
Damiri, ii. 213, 1. 22.
"he stories in which the apparition takes this shape are obviously late.
When a demon appears riding on a wolf or an ostrich to give his opinioll on
the merits of the Arabian poets (Agh. viii. 78, ix. 163, cited by \ITellh. p.
137), we have to do with literary fiction rather than genuine belief; and
similarly the story of a g h a l who rides on an ostrich in Cazwini, i. 373 sg.,
is only an edifying Moslem tale. These stories stand in marlred contrast
with the genuine old story in MaidZni, i. 181, where the demon actually is
an ostrich. The transition to the anthropomorphic viev is seen in the story
of Taabbata Sharran, where the nlonster g7~tZlis called one of the wilcl beasts
of the jim, as if he were only their allinla1 emissary. The riding beasts of
the jinn are of many species ; they include the jackal, the gazelle, the
porcupine, and i t is mentioned as an exceptional thing that the hare is not
one of them ($ih$b, 8.w.; Rasmussen, Addit. p. 71, 1. 14), for which reason
amulets are made from parts of its body (cf. ZDMG. xxxix. 329). Prof. De
Goeje supplies me with an interesting quotation from Zamalrhshari, Ftiic, i.
71 : "Ignorant people think that wild beasts are the cattle of the jinn, a i d
that a man who meets a wild beast is affected by them with mental disorder."
The paralysing effect of terror is assigned to supernatural agency. Cf. Arist.
Jfir. Ausc. 145: I ' In Arabia there is said to be a kind of hyzna, which
when i t sees a beast first (i.e. before being seen, Plato, Rep. i, p. 336 D ;
Theocr. xiv. 22; Virgil, Eel. 9. 54) or treads on a man's shadow, renders i t
or him incapable of voice and moveme~~t."
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natural enough that these creatures, of which men everywhere have a peculiar horror and which continue to haunt
and molest men's habitations after wild beasts have beell
driven out into the desert, should be the last to be stripped
of their superiiatural character?
It appears then that even in rriodern accounts jinn
and various kinds of animals are closely associated, while
in the older legends they are practically identified, and
also that nothing is told of the j h n which savages do not
tell of animals. Under these circumstances i t requires s
very exaggerated scepticism to doubt that the jinn, with all
their mysterious powers, are mainly nothing else than more
or less modernised representatives of animal kinds, clothed
with the supernatural attributes inseparable from the
savage conception of animate nature. A species of jinn
allied by kinship with a tribe of men would be indistinguishable from a totem kind, and instead of calling the
jinn gods without worshippers, we may, with greater precision, speak of them as potential totems without humalm
kinsfolk. This view of the nature of the jinn helps us to
understand the principle on which particular spots were
viewed as their haunts. I n the vast solitudes of the
Arabian desert every strange sound is readily take11 to be
the murmuring of the jinn, and every strange sight to be
a demoniac apparition. But when certain spots were fixed
on as being pre-eminently haunted places, we must necessarily suppose thaf the sights and sounds that were deemed
supernatural really were more frequent there than elsewhere. Mere fancy might keep the supernatural reputation
of a place alive, but in its origin even the uiicontrolled
The snake is an object of superstition in all countries. For superstitions
connected with " creeping things " in general among the northern Semites,
see Ezek. viii. 10. An oath by all the cpeeping things (ha?zash)between the
two uarras appears in B. Hish. 10, 1. 14, Tab. i. 911. 20, in s spurious
imitation of the style of the heathen soothsayers.
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imagination of the savage must have some point of contact
with reality. Now the nocturnal sights and souilds that
affray the wayfarer in haunted regions, and the stories of
huntsmen who go up into a niountain of evil name and
are carried off by the ghal, point distinctly to haunted spots
being the places where evil beasts walk by night. Moreover, while the ,~i.nn.freqneilt waste and desert places in
geiieral, their special haunts are just those where wild
beasts gather most thiclily-not
the arid and lifeless
desert, but the mountain glades and passes, the aeighbourhood of trees and groves, especially the dense
untrodden thickets that occupy moist places in the
bottoms of the va1leys.l
These, it is true, are the places where the spontaneous
life of nature is most actively exhibited in all its phases,
and where therefore i t may seem self-eviclent that iiian will
be most apt to recognise the presence of divine or at least
of superhuman powers. But so general an explanation as
this is no explanation a t all. Primitive religion was not
a philosophical pantheism, and the priniitive deities were
not vague expressions for the principle of life in nature.
What we have to explain is that the places where the life
of nature is most intense-or rather some of these placesappeared to the primitive Semite to be the habitations, not
1 All

this, and especially the association of the jim with natural tl~iclrets,

is well brought out l ~ yWellhausen, Neidextliuna, p. 136, though he offers no
explanation of the reason why " the direct impression of divine life present
in nature" is associated with so bizarre a conception. In Southern Arabia
ilatural jungles are still avoided as the haunts of wild beasts ; no Arab,
according to Wrede, willingly spends a night in the Wady filarisha, because
its jungles are the h a ~ n ~of
t s niany species of dangerous carnivora (Wrede's
Boise in Hadhramuz~t,ed. Maltzan, p. 131). The lions of Al-Shar8 and of
the jungles of the Jordan valley (Zech. xi. 3) may be compared, and i t is to
be remembered that in savage life, when man's struggle with wild beasts is
one of life and death, the awe associated with such places is magnified tenfold. Even in the old Mohammedan literature no sharp line is drawn
between danger from wild beasts and danger from jinn ; see the scllolion
cited sz6pra, p. 121, note.
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of abstract divine powers, but of very concrete and tangible
beings, with the singular attributes which we have found
the jinn to possess, and that this belief did not rest on
Inere general impressions, but was supported by reference
to actual demoniac apparitions. The usual vague talk
about an instiilctive sense of the presence of the deity in
the manifestations of natural life does not carry us a whit
nearer the comprehension of these beliefs, but it is helpful
to note that spots of natnral fertility, untouchecl by man's
hand and seldom trodden by his foot, are the favoured
haunts of wild beasts, that all savages clothe wild beasts
and other animals with the very same supernatural
qualities which the Arabs ascribe to the jinn, and that the
Arabs speak of Baccar as a place famous for its demons in
exactly the same matter-of-fact way in which they speak
of Al-SharE and its famous lions.
While the most marked attributes of the jinn are
plainly derived from animals, it is to be remembered that
the savage imagination, which ascribes supernatural powers
to all parts of animate nature, extends the sphere of
animate life in a very liberal fashion. Totems are not
seldonl taken from trees, which appear to do everything
for their adherents that a totem animal could do. And
indeed that trees are animate, and have perceptions
passions and a reasonable soul, was argued even by the
early Greek philosophers on such evidence as their movements in the wind and the elasticity of their bra1iches.l
Thus while the supernatural associations of groves and
thickets may appear to be sufficiently explained by the fact
that these are the favourite lairs of wild beasts, it appears
probable that the association of certain liincls of jinn with
trees must in many cases be regarded as primary, the trees
themselves being conceived as aniillated demoniac beings.
l

Aristotle,

De plantis, i.

11.

815 ; Pluta~ch,Plac. Plbilos. v. 26.
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I n Hadramaut it is still clangerous to touch the sensitive
Mimosa, because the spirit that resides in the plant will
avenge the injury.I The same idea appears in the story
of Harb b. Omayya and Mirdiis b. Abi 'Amir, historical
persons who lived a generation before Mohammed. When
these two men set fire to an untrodden and tangled
thicket, with the design to bring it under cultivation, the
demons of the place flew away with doleful cries in the
shape of white serpents, and the intruders died soon afterwards. The j&zn it was believed slew them " because they
had set fire to their dwelling-place."
Here the spirits of
the trees take serpent form when they leave their natural
seats, and sinlilarly i11 Moslem superstition the ji?z?z of the
' O S ~ Y and the $am&,taare serpents which frequent trees of
these species. But primarily supernatural life and power
reside in the trees themselves, which are conceived as
animate and even as rational. Moslim b. 'Ocba heard in a
dream the voice of the glzarcad tree designing him to the
command of the army of Yazid against Medii~a.~ Or
again the value of the gum of the acacia (samora) as an
amulet is connected wth the idea that it is a clot of
menstruous blood (!zaig), i.e. that the tree is a woman.4
And similarly the old Hebrew fables of trees that speak:
and act like human beings5 have their original source in
the savage personification of vegetable species.
Wrede's Reise, ed. Maltzan, p. 131.
Aglh. i. 14.
Agh. vi. 92, xx. 135 sq.
New-born
Rasmusseli, Add. p. 71 ; Zamakhshari, Ascis, S.V. +.
children's heads were rubbed with the gum to lteep away the jinn, just as
they used to be daubed with the blood of the sacrifice called 'ncicn (see my
Ifinsl~ip,p. 152). The blood of menstruation has supernat~~ral
qualities
among all races, and the value of the hare's foot as an amulet was connected
with the belief that this animal menstruates (Rasm. z ~ tsup.). The same
thing was affirmed of the hywna, which has many magical qualities and
peculiar affinities to man (Kinskip, p. 199).
Jndg. ix. 8 sqq. ; 2 Kings xiv. 9.
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brief it is not uiljust to say that, wherever the
spontaneous life of nature was manifested in an emphatic
way, the ancient Semite saw something supernatural. But
this is only half the truth; the other half is that the
supernatural was conceived in genuinely savage fashion,
and identified with the quasi-human life ascribed to the
various species of animals or plants or even of inorganic
things.
For indeed certain phenomena of illorganic nature
directly suggest to the primitive mind the idea of living
force, and the presence of a living agent. Thus, to take a
trivial example: the m e d i ~ v a lArabs associate a definite
class of demons with sand-whirlwinds and apply the nanxe
xawdbic indifferently to these phenonlena ancl to the jirzrz
that accoinpany or cause the1n.l More importailt is the
widespread belief that the stars move because they are
alive, which uilderlies the planet and constellatioil worship
of the Semites as of other ancient nations. Volcanic
phenomena, in like manner, are talien for manifestatioils
of supernatural life, as we see in the Greek niyths of
Typhoeus and in the Moslem legend of the crater of
Barahfit in Fadramaut, whose rnrnblings are held to be
the groans of lost souls; probably also in the legend of
the " fire of Yemen " in the valley of Darawiin which in
heathen times is said to have served as an ordeal, devouring the guilty and sparing the innocent ; 3 and again,
I11

See the lexx. and also Jahiz as cited by Vloten, Yien. 01.. J. vii. 180.
In several Arabian legends the eccentric movemeilts of dust-whirlwinds are
taken to be the visible signs of a battle between two claiis of Jiiln (B. Hish.
ii. 42, Yaciit, iii. 478 ; cf. B. I-fish. 331 g.).
V e e YBcGt, i. 598 ; De Goeje, Hndm?nnut, p. 20 (Rev. Col. Intern.
1886). Does this belief rest on an early myth coiiiiected with the inme of
Hadramaut itself? See Olshansen in Rhoin. Mz~s.Ser. 3, vol. viii. 11. 322 ;
Sitzunqsb. cl. Berliner Ak. 1879, p. 571 sqq.
Ibii HishLm, p. 17, with the scholia ; Bcltri, 11. 621 ; YBcEt, iii. 470.
Yicfit describes the valley as accursed ; no plant grew therc, no nian conlrl
traverse it, and no bird fly across it.
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mephitic vapours rising from fissures in the earth are
taken to be potent spiritual inAuences.l But remote
phenomena like the movements of the stars, and exceptional
phenomena like volcanoes, influence the savage imagination
less than mundane and everyday things, which are not less
mysterious to him and touch his common life more closely.
I t seems to be a mistake to suppose that distant and exceptional things are those from which primitive man forms
his general views of the supernatural ; on the contrary he
interprets the remote by the near, and thinks of heavenly
bodies, for example, as men or animals, like the animate
denizens of earth.2 Of all inanimate things that which
has the best marked supernatural associations among the
Semites is flowing (or, as the Hebrews say, " living ") water,
I n one of the oldest fragments of Hebrew poetry3 the
fountain is addressed as a living being; and sacred wells
are among the olclest and most ineradicable objects of
reverence among all the Semites, and are credited with
oracular powers and a sort of volition by which they
receive or reject offerings. Of course these superstitions
often take the form of a belief that the sacred spring is the
dwelling-place of beings which from time to time emerge
from it in human or aninla1 form, but the fundamental
1 I t may be conjectured that the indignation of the j+z?a at the violation
of their haunts, as i t appears in the story of Harb and Mirdiis, would not
have been so firmly believed in but for the fact that places wch as tho jinn
were thought to frequent are also the haunts of ague, which is particularly
active when land is cultivated for the first time. According to a Mohammedan tradition, the Prophet assigned the uplands (jals) to the believing
jinn, and the deep lolvlands (ghaur) to the unbelieving. The latter are in
Arabia the homes of fever and plague (Damiri, i. 231).
See Lang, Myth, Ritual cmd Religio?~,chap. v. Among the Semites
the worship of sun, moon and stars does not appear to have had any
great vogue in the earliest times. Anlong the Hebrews there is little
trace of i t before Assyrian influence became potent, and in Arabia i t is
by no means so prominent as is sometimes supposed ; cf. Wellhausen, p.
173 sqq.
"urn.
xxi. 17, 18 : " Spring up, 0 well ! sing ye to it ! "
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idea is that the water itself is the living organism of a
demoniac life, not a mere dead organ?
If now we turn from the haunts of the demons to
sanctuaries proper, the seats of Imown and friendly powers
with whom men maintain stated relations, we find that in
their physical character the homes of the gods are precisely
and thickets,
similar to those of the jkn-mountains
fertile spots beside a spring or stream, or sometimes
points defined by the presence of a single notable tree.
As man encroaches on the wilderness, and brings these
spots within the range of his daily life and walk, they
lose their terror but not their supernatural associations,
and the friendly deity takes the place of the dreaded
demons. The conclusion to be drawn from this is obvious.
The physical characters that were held to mark out a
holy place are not to be explained by conjectures based
on the more developed type of heathenism, but must be
regarded as taken over from the primitive beliefs of savage
man. The nature of the god did not determine the place
of his sanctuary, but conversely the features of the
sanctuary had an importailt share i11 determining the
development of ideas as to the functions of the god.
How this was possible we have seen in the conception
of the local Baalim. The spontaneous luxuriance of
marshy lands already possessed supernatural associations
wheii there was no thought of bringing it under the
service of man by cultivation, and wheii the rich valley
bottoms were avoided with superstitious terror as the
haunts of formidable ilatural enemies. How this terror
was first brol<en through, and the traiisformation of
certain groups of hostile denlolls into friendly and liindred
powers was first effected, we cannot tell; we call only say
For the details as to sacred waters among the Semites, see below in
Lect. V.
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that the same transformatioil is already effected, by nieans
of totemism, in the most primitive societies of savages, and
that there is no record of a stage in human society in
which each coinmunity of inen did not claim kindred
and alliance with some group or species of the living
powers of nature. But if we take this decisive step for
granted, the subsequent development of the relation of the
gods to the land follows by a kind of moral necessity,
and the transformation of the vague friendly powers that
haunt the seats of spontaneous natural life into the
beneficent agricultural Baalim, the lords of the lalid
and its waters, the givers of life and fertility to all
that dwell on it, goes naturally hand in hand with the
development of agriculture ancl the laws of agricultural
society.
I have tried to put this argument in such a way as
may not commit us prematurely to the hypothesis that the
friendly powers of the Semites were originally totems, i.e.
that the relations of certain kindred commnilities of Illen
with certain groups of natural powers were established
before these natural powers had ceased to be directly
identified with species of plants and animals. But if niy
analysis of the nature of the 5n.n is correct, the conclusion
that the Semites did pass through the totem stage call be
avoided only by supposiilg them to be ail exception to the
universal rule, that even the most primitive savages have
not only enemies but permanent allies (which at so early a
stage in society necessarily means kinsfolk) anlollg the
non-human or superhuman animate kinds by which the
universe is peopled. And this supposition is so extravagant that no one is lilirely to adopt it. On the other hand,
i t may be argued with more plausibility that totemism, if
i t ever did exist, disappeared when the Semites emerged
from savagery, and that the religion of the race, in its
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higher stages, may have rested on altogether independent
bases. Whether this hypothesis is or is not admissible
must be determined by an actual examination of the
higher heathenism. If its rites usages and beliefs really
are independent of savage ideas, and of the purely savage
conception of nature of which totemism is only one aspect,
the hypothesis is legitimate ; but it is not legitimate if the
higher heathenism itself is permeated in all its parts by
savage ideas, and if its ritual and institutions are throughout in the closest contact with savage ritual and institutions of toteni type. That the latter is the true state of
the case will I believe become overwhelmingly clear as we
proceed with our survey of the phenomena of Semitic
religion ; and a very substantial step towards the proof that
i t is so has already been taken, when we have found that
the sanctuaries of the Semitic world are iclentical ill physical
character with the haunts of the jinn, so that as regards
their local associations the gods must be viewed as simply
replacing the plant and animal dem0ns.l If this is so we
can hardly avoid the conclusion that some of the Semitic
gods are of toterin origin, and we may expect to find the
most distinct traces of this origin at the oldest sanctuaries.
But we are not to suppose that every local deity will have
totem associations, for new gods as well as new sanctuaries
might doubtless spring up a t a later stage of human
progress than that of which totemism is characteristic.
Even holy places that had an old connection with the
demons may, i11 many instances, have come to be looked
upon as the abode of friendly powers ancl fit seats of
worship, after the demons had ceased to be directly
identified with species of plants and animals, and had
The complete development of this argument as i t bears on the nature of
the gods mnst be reserved for a later course of lectures ; but a provisional
discussion of some points on which a difficulty nlay arise will bc fo~uld
below : see Additionc~lNote A, Gocls, Demons, and Plants or Aninrals.
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acquired quasi-human forms like the nyniph and satyrs of
the Greeks. I t is one thing to say that the phenomena
of Semitic religion carry us back to totemism, and another
thing to say that they are all to be explained from
totemism.

LECTURE I V
HOLY PLACES IN THEIR RELATION TO MAN

I HAVE spoken hitherto of the physical characters of the
sanctuary, as the haunt of divine beings that prove, in the
last resort, to be themselves parts of the mundane universe,
and so have natural connections with sacred localities ; let
us now proceed to look a t the places of the gods in another
aspect, to wit in their relation to men, and the conduct
which men are called upon to observe a t and towards them.
The fundamental principle by which this is regulated is
that the sanctuary is holy, and must not be treated as a
common place. The distinction between what is 7zoly and
what is conzmon is one of the most important things in
ancient religion, but also one which it is very difficult to
grasp precisely, because its interpretation varied from age
to age with the general progress of religious thought. To
us holiness is an ethical idea. God, the perfect being, is
the type of holiness ; men are holy in proportion as their
lives and character are godlike; places and things can be
called holy only by a figure, on account of their associations with spiritual things. This conception of holiness
goes back to the Hebrew prophets, especially to Isaiah;
but i t is not the ordinary conception of antique religion,
uor does it correspond to the original sense of the Semitic
words that we translate by "holy." While it is not easy
to fix Ghe exact idea of holiness in ancient Semitic religion,
i t is quite certain that it has nothing to do with morality
140
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and purity of life. Holy persons were such, not in virtue
of their character but in virtue of their race, function, or
mere material consecration ; and a t the Canaanite shrines
the name of "holy" (masc. ctTdesh;im, fem. c5deshath) was
specially appropriated to a class of degraded wretches,
devoted to the most shameful practices of a corrupt
religion, whose life, apart from its connection with the
sanctuary, would have been disgraceful even from the
standpoint of heathenism.
But holiness in antique
religion is not mainly an attribute of persons. The gods
are holy: and their ministers of whatever kind or grade
are holy also, but holy seasons holy places ancl holy
things, that is, seasons places and things that stand in a
special relation to the godhead and are withdrawn by
divine sanction from some or all ordinary uses, are equally
to be considered in determining what holiness means.
Indeed the holiness of the gods is an expression to which
it is hardly possible to attach a definite sense apart from
the holiness of their physical surroundings; it shows
itself in the sanctity attached to the persons places
things and times through which the gods and men come
in contact with one another. The holiness of the sanctuary,
which is the matter immediately before us, seems also to
be on the whole the particular form of sanctity which
lends itself iiiost readily to independent investigation.
Holy persons things and times, as they are conceived in
antiquity, all presuppose the existence of holy places at
which the persons minister, the things are preserved, and
the times are celebrated. Nay the holiness of the godhead itself is manifest to men, not equally at all places,
but specially a t those places where the gods are immediately
present and from which their activity proceeds. I n fact
The Phcenicians spealc of the "holy gods " ( t l ~ l p i lt 3 3 5 ~ i l , CIS. No.
3, 1. 9, 22), as the Hebrews predicate holiness of Jehovah.
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the iclea of holiness comes into prominence wherever the
gods come into touch with men ; it is not so much a thing
that characterises the gods and divine things in themselves, as the most general notion that governs their
relations with humanity ; and, as these relations are concentrated at particular points of the earth's surface, it is
a t these points that we must expect to find the clearest
indications of what holiness means.
A t first sight the holiness of the sanctuary may seen1
to be only the expression of the idea that the sanctuary
belongs to the god, that the temple and its precincts are
his homestead and domain, reserved for his use and that
of his ministers, as a man's house and estate are reserved
for himself and his household. I n Arabia, for example,
where there were great tracts of sacred land, it was forbidden to cut fodder, fell trees, or hunt garne;l all the
Wellh., Heideq~tl~um,
p. 102, and refs. there given to the ordinances laid
down by Mohammed for the Haram of Mecca and the &i?izaof Wajj a t TEif.
I n both cases the ordinance was a confirmation of old usage, and similar rules
were laid down by Mohanimed for his new Harnm a t Medina (Belidhori, p.
7sq.). At Mecca the lam against killing or chasing animals did not apply to
certain noxious creatures. The usually received tradition (BokhEri, ii. 195, of
the BiilBo vocalised ed.) names the raven and the lrite, the rat, the scorpion and
the " biting dog," which is taken to cover the lion, panther, and wolf, and
other carnivora that attack man (Mowatta, ii. 198). The serpent also was
killed without scruple a t Minii, which is within the Haram (Bokh. ii. 196,
1. 1 sgg.). That the protection of the god is not extended to manslaying
a~limalsand to the birds of prey that molest the sacred doves is intelligible.
The permission to kill vermin is to be compared with the story of the war
between the Jinn and the B. Sahrn (supm, p. 128). Prom the law against
or lemon-grass) was
cutting plants the idhkhir (Andropdgon, sch@?~anti~us,
excepted by Mohammed with some hesitation, on the demand of Al:Abb%s,
who pointed out that i t was the custom to allow i t to be cut for certain
purposes. Here unfortunately our texts are obscure and vary greatly, but
the variations all depend on the reading of two words of which one is either
"smiths" or "graves" and the other "purification " or "roofs" of houses.
I n the Arabic the variations turn on small graphical points often left out
by scribes. I take i t that originally the two uses were either both practical, "for the smiths and the (thatching of) house-roofs," or both ceremonial, ' I for entombment and the purification of houses." As the lemon-grass
was valued in antiquity for its perfume, and the fragrant ( ~ m n nwas
l
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natural products of the holy soil were exempt from human
appropriation.
But i t would be rash to conclude that
what cannot be the private property of men is therefore
the private property of the gods, reserved for the exclusive
use of them or their ministers. The positive exercise of
legal rights of property on the part of the gods is only
possible where they have human representatives to act
for them, and no doubt i11 later times the priests a t the
greater Semitic sanctuaries did treat the holy reservations
as their own domain. But in early times there was no
privileged class of sacred persons to assert on their own
behalf the doctrine of divine proprietorship, and in these
times accordingly the prohibition of private encroachment;
was consistent with the existence of public or conlmunal
rights in holy places and things.
I n nomadic Arabia
sanctuaries are older than any doctrine of property that
could possibly be applied to a tract like the haranz at
Mecca or the 4inza of Tiiif. TO constitute private property, according to the ancient doctrine still preserved in
Moslem law, a man must build on the soil or cultivate
it ; there is no property in natural pastures. Every tribe
indeed has its own range of plains and valleys, and its
own watering-places, by which i t habitually encamps a t
certain seasons and from which it repels aliens by the
strong hand. But this does not constitute property, for
the boundaries of the tribal land are merely maintained
by force against enemies, and not only every tribesman
but every covenanted ally has equal and unrestricted right
to pitch his tent and drive his cattle where he will. This
is still the rule among nomadic tribes, but where there are
nsed in old Arabia to lay the dead in, and is still nsed to fumigate houses,
the second reading is the better. The lemon-grass might be cut for purposes of a religious or quasi.religious character. Mohammed probably
hesitated because these uses were connected with heathen superstition. Cf.
Muh. in Meclinn, p. 338.
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fixecl villages the inhabitants claim an exclusive right to a
certain circuit of pasture round the township. Claims of
this description are olcler than Islam, ancl are guaranteed
by Mohammed in several of his treaties with new converts,
in varying terms, which evidently follow the variations of
customary law in diflerent parts of the peninsula. I n
such cases we may legitimately speak of commu~alproperty in pasture-lancls, but p~ivute property in such has
never been known to Arabian 1aw.l
From this statement it is obvions that the Arabs
might indeed conceive the temple to be the personal property of the god, but could not bring the rules affecting
sacred pastures under the same category. On the analogies
that have just come before 11s we can readily understand
that the haunts of unfriendly demons woulcl be shunned
for fear of their enmity, but the friendly god could have
no exclnsive right to hold waste lands against his worshippers. At Mecca the Coraish built houses or clug wells
and enjoyed the full right of property in the worlc of
their hands, and the open Haram was free to every man's
cattle like an orclinary tribal or comm~xnalpasture-ground.
These rules are so obviously in accordance with the whole
spirit of ancient Arabian institntions that they can hardly
have been peculiar to Mecca. About other sacred tracts,
which lost their religious prerogative through the spread
of Islam, our information is too scanty to permit a positive
statement, yet it seems probable that a t most sanctuaries
embracing a stretch of pasture-ground, the right of grazing
was free to the community of the god, but not to outsiders.
It appears to me that this formula covers all the known
facts if we malie a reasonable allowance for local variations
See Ibn Sa'd, Nos. 21, 23, 121, with Wellhausen's refs. t o Doughty, ii.
245, and especially Ibil Hishim, p. 955. In two cases the reserved pasture
is called a &i?n@,,
and this is the term still used. Cf. on the law of pasture,
Abii Ycwf, Kit.al-ICl~ariij(BulBc, A.H. 1302), p. 58 sq.
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in the definition of outsiders. Where the sacred tract was
attached to the sanctuary of a town, it might be an open question whether the privileged religious community was limited
to the townsmen or included a wider circle of the surrounding
Bedouins who were accustomed to pay occasional homage a t
the shrine. On the other hand, a sanctuary that lay between
the waters of several tribes and was equally visited by all
would afford a common pasture-ground where enemies could
meet and feed their flocks in security under the peace of
the god. And finally, there seem to have been some
Arabian sanctuaries that were neither attached to a town
nor intertribal, but practically were in the hands of a single
family of hereditary priests. At such sanctuaries all worshippers were in some sense outsiders, and the priests might
claim the him6 as a qzcnsi-private domain for themselves
and the god. All these cases seem to find more or less
clear exemplification in the fragmentary details that have
come down to us. A t the him6 of Wajj, attached to the
sanctuary of al-Liit at ?$if, the rules are practically identical
with those at Mecca ; and when we observe that Mohammed
confirmed these rules, in the interest of the inhabitants:
a t the same time that he destroyed al-L5t and did away
with the ancient sanctity of the spot, i t is natural to infer
that in other cases also the hinzd which he allowed to subsist
as a communal pasture-ground round a village or tow11
was originally a sacred tract, protected from encroachment
by the fear of the god rather than by any civil authority.
I t is indeed plain that with such a property-law as has
been described, and in the absence of any intertribal
authority, religion was the only power, other thaii the high
According to Beltri, p. 838, the treaty of Mohammed with the Thacif,
or people of TLif, contained the clause tuathacEfum n&accz~'v~-vztissibiwcLjjin, so
that the confirmation of the old taboos was clearly meant to benefit them.
And so i t did ; for to cut down the wood is the rlnickest way to ruin a pastureground for camels. See the interesting remarlrs of Floyer in Jozcm. R.A. Soe.
I0
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hand, that could afford any security to a communal pasture,
and we are not without evidence as to how this security
was effected. The privileges of the Haram a t Mecca and
Medina are still placed under a religions sanction; on
those who violated the latter Mohaillmed invoked the
irrevocable curse of God and the ailgels and all men.l The
restrictions on the use of other himas have under Islam
only a civil sanction, but the punishments appointed by
Mohammed for those who violate them are manifestly
based on old religious custonis exactly parallel to the
taboos prevalent among savage nations whose notions of
property are still imperfectly developed. If a woodcutter intruded on the (zi?na of Wajj or Naci', he forfeited
his hatchet and his clothes ; if a man unlawfully grazed his
cattle on the hima of Jorash, the cattle were f ~ r f e i t . ~To
us these seem to be arbitrary penalties, attached by the
will of the lawgiver to a breach of civil law; but to the
Arabs, just emerged from heathenism, this was not so. We
shall presently see that the ancient Semites, like other
early races, deemed holiness to be propagated by physical
contagion, so that common things brought into the sanctuary
became holy and could not be safely withdrawn again to
common use. Thus the forfeiture of clothes in Islamic
law is only a continuation of the old rule, attested for
the sanctuary of Mecca, that common raiment worn in the
sacred place had to be cast off and left behind ; while the
forfeiture of cattle at Jorash follows .the rule recorded
for the sanctuary of Al-Jalsad, that cattle straying from
outside into the hint8 become sacred and cannot be reclaimed,
By students of primitive society these rules will a t once be
recognised as belonging to the sphere of taboo and not of
BelHdhori, p. 8.
Ibn Hishiim, p. 918 ; Beliidhori, p. 9 ; Ibn Hishim, p. 955.
3 For the details on this point see below, Additional Note B.
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property-law ; those who are not familiar with the subject
will find it further elucidated at the end of this vol~xmein
Additional Note B.
Hitherto we have been speaking of a type of sanctuary
older than the institution of property in land. But even
where the doctrine of property is fully developed, holy
places and holy things, except where they have been
appropriated to the use of Icings and priests, fall under
the head of public rather than of private estate. According to ancient conceptions, the interests of the god ancl
his community are too closely identified to adniit of a
sharp distinction between sacred purposes and public purposes, and as a rule nothing is claimed for the god i11
which his worshippers have not a right to share. Even
the holy dues presented at the sanctuary are not reserved
for the private use of the deity, but are used to furnish
forth sacrificial feasts in which all who are present partake.
So too the sanctuaries of ancient cities served the purpose
of public parks and public halls, and the treasures of the
gods, accumulated within them, were a kind of state
treasure, preserved by religious sanctions against peculation and individual encroachment, but available for public
objects in time of need. The Canaanites of Shechenl tooli
money from their temple to provide means for Abimelech's
enterprise, when they resolved to malie him their Icing; and
the sacred treasure of Jerusalem, originally derived from
the fruits of David's campaigns, was used by his successors
as a reserve fund available in great emergencies. On the
whole, then, i t is evident that the difference between holy
things and common things does not originally turn on
ownership, as if common things belonged to men and holy
things to the gods. Indeed there are many holy things
which are also private property, images, for example, and
the other appurtenances of domestic sanctuaries.
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Thus far i t would appear that the rights of the gods in
holy places and things fall short of ownership, because
they do not exclude a right of user or even of property
by man in the same things. But in other directions the
prerogatives of the gods, in respect of that which is holy,
go beyond what is involved in ownership. The approach to
ancient sanctuaries was surrouilded by restrictions which
cannot be regarded as designed to protect the property of
the gods, but rather fall under the notion that they will
not tolerate the vicinity of certain persons (e.g. such as
are physically unclean) ancl certain actions (e.y. the shedding of blood). Nay, in many cases the assertioil of a man's
undoubted rights as against a fugitive at the sanctuary
is regarded as an encroachment on its holiness; justice
cannot strike the criminal, and a master cannot recover his
runaway slave, who has found asylum on holy soil. I11
the Old Testament the legal right of asylum is limited to
the case of involuntary homicide ; l but the wording of the
law shows that this was a narrowing of ancient custom,
and many heathen sanctuaries of the Phcenicians ancl
Syrians retained even in Roman times what seems to have
been an ulilimited right of a s y l u n ~ . ~At
. certain Arabian
1 Ex. xxi. 13, 14.
Here the right of asylum beloilgs to all altars, but
it was afterwards limited, on the abolition of the local altars, to certain old
sanctuaries-the cities of refuge.
2 This follows especially from the account in Tacitus, A m . iii. 60 spp., of
the inquiry made by Tiberins into abuses of the right of asylum. Among
the holy places to which the right was confirmed after due illvestigation
were Paphos and Amathns, both of them Phcenician sanctuaries. The
asylum at the temple of Melcarth a t Tyre is mentioned by Diodorus, xvii.
41. 8. There mas also a right of asylum a t Ilaphne near Antioch (Strabo,
xvi. 2. 6 ; 2 Macc. iv. 33), aild many Phmnician and Syrian towns are
designated as asylums on their coins ; see Head, Greek Num., Index iv.,
under A a r A o B and IEPAB AB'TAOT. The Heracleum a t the fishcuring
station near the Canobic mouth of the Nile (Herod. ii. 113) may also be
cited, for its name and place leave little doubt that i t was a Phcenician
temple. Here the fugitive slave was dedicated by being tattooed with
sacred marks-a Semitic custom ; cf. Lucian, Dca Syria, lix., and AghiFni,
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sanctuaries the gocl gave shelter to all fugitives without
distinction, and even stray or stolen cattle that reached
the holy ground could not be reclaimed by their ow11ers.l
What was done with these animals is not stated ; possibly
they enjoyed the same liberty as the consecrated camels
which the Arabs, for various reasons, were accustomed to
release from service ancl suffer to roam at large. These camels
seem to be sometimes spoken of as the property of the deity?
but they were not used for his service. Their consecration
was simply a limitation of man's right to use t h e i ~ i . ~
We have here another indication that the relations of
holiness to the institution of property are mainly negative.
Holy places and things are not so much reserved for the
use of the god as surrounded by a network of restrictions
and disabilities which forbid them to be used by men
except in particular ways, and in certain cases forbid them
to be used at all. As a rule the restrictions are such as
to prevent the appropriation of holy things by men, and
vii. 110, 1. 26, where an Arab patron stamps his clients with his camel
mark. I owe the last reference to Prof. de Goeje.
Yiicfit, s.v. Jollsncl and Fals ; Wellhausen, pp. 48, 50.
See the verse from Ibii Hishim, p. 58, explaiiled by XTellh.11.103. The
grounds on ~vhicliWellhausen concludes that these consecrated camels formed
a sacred herd grazing on the holy pasture of the god we not quite satisfactory.
The story in Mofaddal, Anzt7~a2,p. 19, shows that sometimes at least they
remained with their old herd ; ancl this agrees best with the statenlent of
the Arabian philologists.
E.5 their milk might be drunk orlly by guests (Ibn HisliZm, 11. 58).
Similarly, coilsecration sometin~esmeant no more than that men might eat
the flesh but not women, or that only particular persons might eat of i t
(Snra, vi. 139 sq.). Above all, the consecrated camel might not he ridden,
wllence the name (zC?~zi. I t is recorded on the authority of Laitll (Lisin,
xix. 341) that in certain cases the back of the camel was so injured that
i t could not be ridden; but this certainly was not the universal rule, for
in an emergei~cya man mouilts a sacred camel to pnrsue robbers (Mofa$dal,
Amtknl, p. 19 ; Freytag, AT.Provv. i. 352). The inznzissio hir?cdiizzcrn i n
tergurn, Rasmnssen, A d d . p. 70 ; Wellhausen, p. 111, is only a corruption
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sometimes they cancel existing rights of property. But
they do so only by limiting the right of user, and in the
case of objects like idols, which no one would propose to
use except for sacred purposes, a thing may be holy ancl
still be private property.
From this point of view it
would appear that common things are such as nien have
licence to use freely at their own good pleasure without
fear of supernatural penalties, while holy things may be
used only in prescribed ways and under definite restrictions,
on pain of the anger of the gods. That holiness is essentially a restriction on the licence of man in the free use of
natural things, seems to be confirmed by the Semitic roots
used to express the iclea. No stress can be laid on the
root V13, which is that conimoilly used by the northern
Semites, for of this the original nleaiiing is very uacertain,
though there is some probability that it implies "separation"
or "withdrawal." But the root Bin, which is mainly employed in Arabic but runs through the whole Semitic fielcl,
undoubtedly conveys the notion of prohibition, so that a,
sacred thing is one which, whether absolutely or in certain
relations, is prohibited to human use.l The same idea of
prohibition or interdiction associated with that of protection
from encroachment is found in the root rnn, from which
is derived the word &ima,denoting a sacrecl enclosure or
terneno~.~

We have already found reason to think that in Arabia
In Hebrew this root is mainly applied to such consecration as implies
absolute separation from hmnan use and association, i.e. the total destrnctioii
of an accursed thing, or in more modern times excommunication. Soalewhat similar is the sense of (zarc7.min the Arabic form of oath " a m (~nm??%urn,
i?z
.," Agh. xix. 27. 18.
"ellee
perhaps the name of Halnath on the Orontes ; Lagardo, Bildz~ng
dcr Nmlzinn, p. 156. The primary sense of the root, as Noldelre has remarked, is "to watch over," whence in Palestinian Aramaic i t comes to be the
nsual word for "to see," while in Hebrew again the word ilD'rn, "a arall,"
is derived from it.
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the holiness of places is older than the institution of
property in land, and the view of holiness that has just
been set forth enables us to understand why it should be
so. We have found that from the earliest times of savagery
certain spots were dreaded and shunned as the haunts of
supernatural beings. These, however, are not holy places
any more than an enemy's ground is holy; they are riot
hedgecl round by definite restrictions, but altogether avoided
as full of indefinite dangers. But when men establish
relations with the powers that haunt a spot, it is at once
necessary that there should be rules of conduct towards
them and their surroundings. These rules moreover have
two aspects. On the one hand, the god and his worshippers
let us suppose, a
form a single community-primarily,
community of kinship-and
so all the social laws that
regulate men's concluct towards a clansman are applicable
to their relations to the god. But, on the other hand, the
god has natural relations to certain physical things, ancl
these must be respected also ; he has himself a natural life
and natural habits in which he must not be molested.
Moreover the mysterious superhuman powers of the godthe powers which we call supernatural-are
manifested,
according to primitive ideas, in and through his physical
life, so that every place and thing which has natural
associations with the god is regarded, if I may borrow a
metaphor from electricity, as charged with divine energy
and ready at any moment to discharge itself to the destrnction of the man who presumes to approach it unduly.
Hence in all their dealings with natural things men must
be on their gnarcl to respect the divine prerogative, and
this they are able to do by knowing and observing the
rules of holiness, which prescribe definite restrictions and
limitations in their dealings with the god and all natural
things that in any way pertain to the god. Thus we see
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that holiness is not necessarily limited to things that are
the property of the deity to the exclusion of men ; it
applies equally to things in which both gods and men have
an interest, and in the latter case the rules of holiness are
directed to regulate man's use of the holy thing in
such a way that the godhead may not be offended or
wronged.
Rules of holiness ill the sense just explained, i.e. a
system of restrictions on man's arbitrary use of natural
things, enforced by the dread of supernatural penalties: are
found among all primitive peoples. I t is convenient to
have a distinct name for this primitive institution, to mark
i t off from the later developments of the idea of holiness
in advanced religions, and for this purpose the Polynesiail
term taboo has been s e l e ~ t e d . ~The field covered by taboos
among savage and half-savage races is very wide, for there
is no part of life in which the savage does not feel himself
to be surroullded by mysterioas agencies and recognise the
need of walking warily. Moreover all taboos do not belong
to religion proper, that is, they are not always rules of
conduct for the regulatioil of man's contact with deities
that, when taken in the right way, may be counted on as
friendly, but rather appear in many cases to be precautions
against the approach of nlalignant enemies-against contact
with evil spirits and the like. Thus alongside of taboos
that exactly correspond to rules of holiness, protecting the
inviolalsility of idols and sanctuaries, priests and chiefs, ancl
generally of all persons and things pertaining to the gods
and their worship, we find another kind of taboo which in
Sometimes by civil penalties also. For in virtue of its solidarity the
wliole community is compromised by the impiety of any one of its members,
and is concerned to purge away the offence.
A good account of taboo, with referelices to the best sources of information on the subject, is given by Mr. J. G. Frazer in the 9th ed. of the &zcycl.
Gritan. vol. xxiii. 11. 15 sqq.
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the Semitic field has its parallel in rules of uncleanness.
Women after child-birth, men who have touched a dead
body ancl so forth, are temporarily taboo and separaled from
human society, just as the same persons are unclean in
Semitic religion. In these cases the person under taboo is
not regarcled as holy, for he is separated from approach to
the sanctuary as well as from contact with men ; but his
act or condition is somehow associated with supernatural
dangers, arising, according to the common savage explanation, from the presence of formidable spirits which are
shunned like an infectious disease. I n most savage societies
110 sharp line seems to be drawn between the two kinds of
taboo just indicated, and even in more advanced nations the
notions of holiness and uncleanness often touch. Anlong
the Syrians, for example, swine's flesh was taboo, but it was
an open question whether this was because the animal was
holy or because i t was nnc1ean.l But though not precise,
the distinction between what is holy and what is unclean
is real; in rules of holiness the motive is respect for the
gods, in rules of uncleanness it is primarily fear of an
unknown or hostile power, though ultimately, as we see in
the Levitical legislation, the law of clean and ullclean rliay
be brought within the sphere of divine ordiaanees, on the
view that uncleanl~ess is hateful to God and must be
avoided by all that have to do with Him.
The fact that all the Semites have rules of uncleanness
as well as rules of holiness, that the boundary between the
two is often vague, and that the former as well as the
latter present the nlost startling agreement in point of
detail with savage tnboos,2 leaves no reasonable doubt as
to the origin and ultimate relations of the idea of holiness.
L ~ ~ c i a Dea
n , Syy. liv. ; cf. Antiphanes, np. Athen. iii. p. 95 [Rleineke,

F7*.Corn. Gr. iii. 681.
See Additional Note B, Holi?zess, UncZealzwess, and Taboo.
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On the other hand, the fact that the Semites-or
at least
the northern Semites-distinguish between the holy and the
uncleaii, marks a real advance above savagery. All taboos
are inspired by awe of the supernatural, bnt there is a
great nioral difference between precautions against Ihe
invasion of mysterious hostile powers and precautions
founded on respect for the prerogative of a friendly gocl.
The former belong to magical superstition-the
barrenest
of all aberrations of the savage imagination-which, being
founcled only on fear, acts merely as a bar to progress and
an impediment to the free use of nature by human energy
and industry. But the restrictions on individual licence
which are clue to respect for a known and frienclly power
allied to man, however trivial and absurd they may appear
to us in their details, contain within them gerniinant
principles of social progress and moral order. To know
that one has the mysterious powers of nature on one's side
so long as one acts in conformity with certain rules, gives
a man strength and courage to pursue the task of the
subjugation of nature to his service. To restrain one's
individnal licence, not out of slavish fear, but from respect
for a higher and beneficent power, is a moral discipline of
which the value does not altogether clepend on the reasonableness of the sacred restrictions ; an English schoolboy is
subject to many unreasonable taboos, which are not without
value in the formation of character.
But finally, and
above all, the very association of the idea of holiness with
a beneficent deity, whose own interests are bound up with
the interests of the community, makes it inevitable that
the laws of social and inoral order, as well as mere external
precepts of physical observance, shall be placed under the
sanctioli of t l ~ egod of the community. Breaches of social
order are recognised as offences against the holiiiess of the
deity, ancl the development of law and morals is made
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possible, a t a stage when human sanctions are still wanting,
or too imperfectly administerecl to have much power, by
the belief that the restrictions on human licence which
are necessary to social well-being are conditions imposed
by the god for the maintenance of a good understanding
between himself and his worshippers.
As every sanctuary was protected by rigid taboos i t
was important that its site and limits should be clearly
marked. From the account already given of the origin of
holy places, it follows that in very many cases the natural
features of the spot were sufficient to distinguish it. A
fountain with its margin of rich vegetation, a covert of
jungle haunted by lions, a shaggy glade on the mountainside, a solitary eminence rising from the desert, where
toppling blocks of weather-beaten granite concealed the
dens of the hyzna and the bear, needed only the support
of tradition to bear witness for themselves to their own
sanctity. I n such cases it was natural to draw the border
of the holy ground somewhat widely, and to allow an
ample verge on all sides of the sacred centre. I n Arabia,
as we have seen, the him& sonletimes enclosed a great tract
of pasture land roughly marked off by pillars or cairns,
and the &aram or sacred territory of Mecca extends for
some hours' journey on almost every side of the city.
The whole mountain of Horeb was sacred ground, and so
probably was Mount Hermon, for its name means "holy,"
and the summit and slopes still bear the ruins of many
temp1es.l 111 like manner Renan conclndes from the
multitude of sacred remains along the course of the
Adonis, in the Lebanon, that the whole valley was a
kind of sacred territory of the god from whom the river
had its name.2 I11 a cultivated and thiclily-peopled land
For the sanctity of Herllloll see further Reland, Patmsti?za, p. 323.
Ronan, JIission de Plzdnicie (1864), p. 295.
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i t was difficult to maintain a rigid rule of saiictity over
a wicle area, and strict taboos were necessarily limited to
the temples and their immediate enclosures, while in a
looser sense the whole city or land of the god's worshippers was held to be the god's land and to participate
in his holiness. Yet some reniains of the old sanctity
of whole regions survived even in Syria to a late date.
Iamblichns, in the last days of heathenism, still speaks
of Mount Carmel as " sacred above all mountains and
forbidden of access to the vulgar," and here Vespasian
worshipped at the solitary altar, embowerecl in inviolable
thickets, to which ancient traclitioii forbade the adjuncts
of temple and image?
The taboos or restrictions applicable within the wicle
limits of these greater sacred tracts have already been
touched upon. The most universal of them was that men
were not allowed to interfere with the natural life of the
spot. No blood might be shed and no tree cut down; an
obvious rule whether these living things are regarded as
the protected associates of the god, or-which perhaps was
the earlier conception-as participating in the divine life.
was forbiclden,
I n some cases all access to the Arabian hi~nc~
as at the sacred tract marked off round the grave of Ibn
T ~ f a i l . ~For with the Arabs grave and sanctuary were
Iamhlicus, Fit. Pytl~,iii. (15) ; Tacitus, Hist. ii. 78. From 1 Icings
xviii. it would be clear, apart from the classical testimonies, that Carnlel
was a sacred mountain of the Phcenicians. I t had also an altar of Jehovah,
and this made i t the fit place for the contest between Jehovah-worship and
Baal-worship. Carmel is still clothed with thickets as i t was in Old Testament
times (Amos i. 2 ; Mic. vii. 14 ; Cant. vii. 5) ; and Amos ix. 3, Mic. vii. 14,
where its woods appear as a place of refuge, do not receive their full force till
me combine them with Iamblichus's notice that the mountain was an dpffimv,
where the floclrs, driven up into the forest in autumn to feed on the leaves
(as is still done, Thomson, Land and BooJc [1860], pp. 204 sq., 485), were
inviolable, and where the f~igitivefound a sure asylum. The sanctity of
Carmel is even now not extinct, and the scene at the Festival of Elijah,
described by Seetzen, ii. 96 sp., is exactly like an old Canaanite f e d .
A g 7 ~xv. 139 ; Wellh. p. 163. This is not the place to go into the
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kindred ideas, and famous chiefs and heroes were honoured
by the consecration of their resting-place. But an absolute
exclusion of human visitors, while not unintelligible a t a
tomb, could hardly be maintained a t a sanctuary which
contained a place of worship, and we have seen that some
himas were open pastures, while the F,aram at Mecca even
contained a large permanent popu1ation.l The tendency
was evidently to a gradual relaxation of burdensome restrictions, not necessarily because religious reverence declined,
but from an increasing confidence that the god was his
servants' well-wisher and did not press his prerogative
unduly.
Yet the "jealousy" of the deity-an
idea
familiar to ns from the Old Testament-was
never lost
sight of in Semitic worship. I n the higher forms of
religion this quality, which nearly corresponds to selfrespect and the sense of personal clignity in a man, readily
lent itself to an ethical interpretation, so that the jealousy
of the deity was mainly conceived to be indignation against
wrong-doing, as an offence against the honour of the
divine sovereign ; but in savage times the personal
general question of the worship of ancestors. See Wellhausen, ut st~pra;
Goldziher, Culte cles AncBtres chez les Arffibes(Paris, 1885), and MZI~L.
Stvdielz,
p. -229 sqg. ; and some remarks, perhaps too sceptical, in my KiltsJ~ip,
p. 18 sqq.
Yicttt, iii. 790 (cf. Wellh. p. 102), says that marks, called "scarecro~vs"(akhyila),were set up to show that a place was a @mi%,and must not
be approached. But to "approach" a forbidden thing (caribn) is the
general word for violating a taboo, so the expression ought not perhaps to
be pressed too closely. The Greelr 2 f i f f i ~ o vis also used simply in the sense of
inviolable (along with dauhar). It is notable, however, that in the saine
passage Yicttt tells us that two of the marks that defined the (~inzci,of Faid
were called "the twin sacrificial stones " (qhariydvz). He did not Bilom the
ritual meaning of gl~ariy, and may therefore include them among the
ak7~qilaby mere inadvertence. But if the place of sacrifice really stood on the
border of the sacred ground, the inevitable inference i? that the worshippers
were not allowed to enter the enclosure. This ~vooldbe parallel to the
sacrifice in Ex. xxiv. 4, where the altar is built outside the limits of
Sinai, and the people are not allowed to approach the mountain.
This, i t will be remembered, is the idea on which Anselm's theory of the
atonement is based.
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diginity of the god, like that of a great chief, asserts
itself mainly in punctilious insistence on a complicated
etiquette that surrounds his place and person. Naturally
the strictness of the etiquette admits of gradations.
When the god and his worshippers live side by side,
as in the case of Mecca, or still more in cases where
the idea of holiness has been extended to cover the
whole land of a particular religion, the general laws
of sacred observance, applicable i11 all parts of the holy
land, are modified by practical coiisiderations.
Strict
taboos are limited to the sanctuary (in the narrower
sense) or to special seasons and occasions, such as
religious festivals or the time of war; in ordinary life
necessary actioiis that constitute a breach of ceremonial
holiness merely involve temporary uncleanness and sonie
ceremonial act of purification, or else are condoned altogether provided they are done in a particular way. Thus
in Canaan, where the whole land was holy, the hunter was
allowed to kill game if he returned the life to the god by
pouring i t on the ground; or again the intercourse of the
sexes, which was strictly forbidden a t temples and to
warriors on an expedition, entailed in ordinary life only
a temporary impurity, purged by ablution or fumigation.1
But in all this care was taken not to presume on the
prerogative of the gods, or trench without permission on
the sanctity of their domain; and in particular, fresh
encroachments on untouched parts of nature-the
breaking
up of waste lands, the foundation of new cities, or even
the annual cutting down of corn or gathering in of the
vintage-were
not undertaken without special precautions
to propitiate the divine powers. I t was felt that such encroachments were not without grave danger, and it was
often thought necessary to acconlpany them with expiatory
1

See Additional Note C , Taboos om the I?~te?courseof the Sexes.
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ceremonies of the most solemn kind.l Within the god's
holy land all parts of life are regulated with constant
regarcl to his sanctity, and so arnong the settled Semites,
who live on Baal's ground, religion entered far more
deeply into common life than was the case among the Arabs,
where only special tracts were consecrated land and the wide
desert was as yet unclaimed either by gods or by men.

Some of the restrictions enforced at ancient sanctuaries
have already been touched upoil; but it will repay us to
look a t them again more closely under the new light which
falls upon the subject as soon as we recognise that all
such restrictions are ultimately of the nature of taboos.
The simplest and most universal of these taboos is that
which protects the trees of the temenos or (zimcl., and all
the natural life of the spot. I n the more advanced forms
of Semitic religion the natural wood of the sanctuary is
sometimes represented as planted by the god? which would
The details, so far as they are concerned with the yearly recurring ritual
of harvest and vintage, belong to the subject of Agricultural Feasts, and
must be reserved for a future course of lectures. The danger connected with
the breaking up of waste lands is illustrated for Arabia by the story of
Harb and Mirdits (szcpra, p. 133). Here the danger still comes from the
iinv, of the place, but even where the whole land already belongs to a
friendly deity, precautions are necessary when mall lays his hand for the
first time on any of the good things of nature. Tllus the EIebrews ate the
fruit of new trees only in the fifth year ; in the fourth year the fruit was
consecrated to Jehovah, but the produce of the first three years was "uncircumcised," i.e. taboo, and might not be eaten a t all (Lev, xix. 23 sqq.). A
similar idea underlies the Syrian traditions of human sacrifice a t the fonndation of cities (Malalas, Bonn ed. pp. 37, 200, 203), which are not the less
instructive that they are not historically true. In Arabia the local jinn or
earth-demons (ahl al-cird) are still propitiated by sprillkling the blood
of a sacrifice wllen ilev land is broken up, a new house built, or a new well
opened (Doughty, i. 136, ii. 100, 198). Krenier, Stz~dien,p. 48, cites a
passage from AbE 'Obaida, np. Damiri, i. 241, which shows that such
sacrifices to the jinn follow an ancient custom, forbidden by the prophet.
2 The cypresses a t Daphne were planted by Heracles (Malalas, p. 204) ;
cf. Ps. civ. 16.
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of course give him a right of property in it. But for the
most part the phenomena of tree and grove worship, of
which we shall learn more in Lect. V., point to a more
ancient conception, in which the vegetation of the sanctuary
is conceived as actually instinct with a particle of divine
life. Equally widespread, and to all appearance equally
primitive, is the rule exempting the birds, deer ancl other
game of the sanctuary from mo1estation.l These wilcl
creatures must have been regarded as the guests or clients
rather than the property of the god, for Semitic law
recognises no property in ferct: ncbtzcrm. But in the oldest
law the client is only an artificial kinsman, whose rights
are constitnted by a ceremony importing that he and his
patron are henceforth of one blood ; and thus it is probable
that, in the beginning, the beasts and birds of the
sanctuary, as well as its vegetation, were conceived as
holy because they partook of the pervasive divine life.
We may conceive the oldest sanctuaries as charged i11 all
their parts and pertinents with a certain supernatural
energy. This is the usual savage idea about things that
are taboo, ancl even in the higher religions the process of
snbsuming all taboos uncler the conception of the holiness
of the personal gocl is always slow and often imperfectly
carriecl out. I n particular there is one nlaiii element
in the doctrine of taboo, perfectly irrational from the
standpoint of any religioii that has clear views as to the
1 The cases of Mecca and Wajj have already been cited ; for the former
compare the verses in Ibn Hish%m,p. 74, 11. 10, 11. Birds found sanctuary
a t the temple of Jerusalem (Ps. lxxxiv. 3). At Curium i11 Cyprus, where
religion is full of Semitic elements, dogs did not venture to follow game into
the sacred grove, but stood outside barking (Aelian, N.'A. xi. 7), and the
same belief prevailed in the Middle Ages with regard to the mosqne and
tomb of Siddici (dl-Shajara) in the mountains E. of Siclon (Mocaddasi,
p. 188). In the sacred island of Icarus in the Persian Gulf the wild goats
and gazelles might be take11 for sacrifice only (Arrian, vii. 20) ; or, according
A. xi. 9), the huntsman had to ask permissioa of the goddess ;
to Aelian (3.
otherwise the hunt provecl vain and a penalty was incurred.
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personality of the gods, which was never eliminated from
the Semitic conception of holiness, and figures even in the
rit~lalparts of the Old Testament. Holiness, like taboo, is
conceived as infectious, propagating itself by physical contact. To avoid complicating the present argument by n
multitude of details, I reserve the full illustration of this
matter for a aote,l and confiiie myself to the observatioil
that even in Hebrew ritual common things brought into
contact with things very sacred are themselves " sanctified,"
so that they can be 1-10 longer used for common purposes,
I n some cases i t is provided that this inconvenient sanctity
inay be washed out and purged away by a ceremonial
process; in others the consecration is indelible, and the
thing has to be destroyecl. I n the Old Testament these
are mere fragmentary s~~rvivals
of old rules of sanctity ;
ancl the details are to sonie extent peculiar. The idea that
things which fall under a taboo, and so are withdrawn
from common use, mnst be destroyed, is far more prominent
among the Hebrews than among other Semites; but the
general principle applies to all Semitic religions, ancl a t
once explains most of the special taboos applicable to
sanctuaries, e.y. the right of asylum, the forfeiture of camels
that stray on holy ground, and the Meccan rule that
strangers who worship at the Caaba in their common dress
must leave it behind them a t the door of the saactuary.
All such rules are governed by the principle that common
things brought into contact with the holy place become
holy and inviolable, like the original pertinents of the
sanctuary.
Naturally this principle admits of many
varieties in detail. Holiness acquired by contact is not
so indelible as inborn sanctity. I n many rituals it can
be removed from clothes by washing them, and from the
person of a worshipper by ablution. As a rule the conSee Aclrlitio~zalNote B, Holiness, U?releffi?z.,zess,
n?zd Taboo.
II
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secration of persons by holy things is only temporary ; thus
the Syrian who touched a dove, the holiest of birds, was
taboo for a single day, and at most ancient asylums the
fugitive was no longer inviolable when he left the sacred
precincts (Num. xxxv. 2 6 sp.).
The ultimate sanction of these rules lay ill the intrinsic
power of holy things to vindicate themselves against encroachnlent ; or according to the higher heathenism in the
jealousy of the personal god, who resents all undue violation
of his environment. But when the rules were once established, they tended to maintain themselves without the
constant intervention of supernatural sanctions by the
action of ordinary social forces. A bold man might
~ ~ e n t u rtoe violate a taboo and take his risk of supernatural danger ; but if his comrades were not equally bold
they would immediately shun him lest the danger should
spread to them1 On this principle lnost ancient societies
attached the penalty of outlawry or death to impious
offences, such as the violation of holy things, without
waiting for the god to vindicate his own cause.2 The
argument of Joash, "If he be a god, let him plead for
himself, because one hath cast down his altar," does not
commend itself to a firm faith. The deity is not put to
such a proof till his power begins to be d ~ u b t e d . ~The
Cf. the case of Achan, Josh. vi. 18, vii. 1, 11 sp., where Achan's breach
of a taboo involves the whole host.
2 Cf. Lev. xx. 4, 5 ; if the people of the land do not slay the impious
person, Jehovah will destroy him and all his clan. In the Pentateuch i t is
sometimes difficult to decide whether the penalty involred on impious
offencesis civil or supernatural, e.g. Lev. xvii. 4, xix. 8.
3 Jndg. vi. 31.
An Arabian parallel in Ibn Hishim, p. 303 sq.'Amr's doniestic idol has been repeatedly defiled by unlrno~vnBloslems.
At length the owner girds the god v i t h a sword, and bids him defend himself if he is good for anything. Of course conversion follows. Similarly in
Yzciit, iii. 912 sg., a daring nlan reclaims a stolen camel from the sanctuary
of Al-Fals. A bystander exclaims, " Wait and see what will happen to hini
this very day ! "; when several days pass and nothing happens, he renounces
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principle that it is not safe to wait till the god vindicates
his own holiness, has enormous historical importance as
one of the chief bases of early criminal law. I n the oldest
type of society impious acts or breaches of taboo were the
only offences treated as crimes; e g . there is no such
crime as theft, but a man can save his property from
invasion by placing it under a taboo, when i t becomes an
act of impiety to touch it? Among the Hebrews such
taboos are created by means of a curse (Judg. xvii. 2), ancl
by the same means a king can give validity to the most
unreasonable decrees (1 Sam. xiv. 24 sqq.). But unreasonable taboos, as we see in the case of Saul and Jonathan,
are sure to be evaded in the long run because public
opinion goes against them, whereas taboos that make for
the general good and check wrong-doing are supported ancl
enforced by the community, and ultimately pass into laws
with a civil sanction. But no ancient society deemed its
good order to be sufficiently secured by civil sanctions
alone ; there was always a last recourse to the curse, the
ordeal, the oath of probation at the sanctuary-all of them
means to stamp an offender with the guilt of impiety ancl
idols and becomes a Christian. I suspect that in Judg. vi. the original
text expressed a similar belief that the god's vengeance must fall on the very
day of the offence. The cla~iselPl3 1 Y nDI* 15 l*7*7VK gives a very
unsuitable sense. But the true Septnagint text (which in this book is
better represented by A than by B) indicates a reading 73 for 7.3. Accepting
this and reading nln* (which. in the old orthography is not distillgnished
for nnv) we get good sense : "The man who strives with the Baal dies
before (the next) morning." The common belief was that supenlatural
judgments came s~viftlyon the offence, or not a t all. That Jehovah does
not overloolr sin because He is long-suffering and gives time for repentance
(Ex. xxxiv. 6, 7), is one of the distinctive points of 0. T. doctrine which the
prophets had special difficulty in impressing on their hearers.
1 I believe that in early society (ancl not merely in the very earliest) we
may safely affirm that every offence to which death or outlawry is attached
was primarily viewed as a breach of holiness ; e.g. murder mithin the lrin,
and incest, arc breaches of the holiness of tribal blood, which would be
supernaturally avenged if men overlooked them.
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bring him under the direct judgment of the supernatural
powers.
Very noteworthy, in this connection, is the representation in Deut. xxvii., Josh. ix. 30 spp., according to
which the Israelites, on their first entry into Canaan,
placed a number of the chief heads of public morality
under the protection of a solemn taboo by a great act of
public cursing. I use the word taboo deliberately as
implying a more mechanical sequence of sin and punishment than we associate with the idea of divine judgment;
see the description of the operatioil of the curse in
Zech. v. 1-4.l
Among the Arabs the operation of a curse is purely mechanical ; if a
Inan falls on his face i t may pass over him ; see Wellhausen, p. 126. For
the oath of purgation among the Arabs, see Ki?zship,pp. 53, 263 ; among the
Hebrews, Deut. xxi. 7 and Num. v. 11 sq., where the connection with very
primitive ideas of taboo is ~ulmistakable(cf. p. 180, infra). A late Syriac
survival of the use of a cnrse to protect (or perhaps to create) an exclusive
.
right of property (as in Judg. xvii. 2) is fonnd in Jacob of Edessa, Q ~ L47,
" concerning a priest who writes a curse and hangs i t on a tree that no man
may eat of the fruit." Various exanlplcs of the operation of a curse to
vindicate rights of property, etc., in the lawless society of Arabia before
Islarn are collected in Div.HocZh. No. 245, in the form of anecdotes of the
Tiines of Ignorance related to the Caliph'Olnar I. 'Omar observes that
God granted temporal judgments, in answer to prayer, when there was no
kno\vledge of a future state ; but in Islain divine retribution is reserved for
the day of judgment.

LECTURE V
SANCTUAIZIES,

NATURAL AND ARTIFICIAL.

TREES,

HOLY WATERS,

CAVES, AND STONES

WE have seen that holiness admits of degrees, and that
within a sacred land or tract it is natural to mark off an
inner circle of intenser holiness, where all ritual restrictions
are stringently enforced, and where man feels himself to be
nearer to his god than on other parts even of holy ground.
Such a spot of intenser holiness becomes the saiictuary or
place of sacrifice, where the worshipper approaches the god
with prayers and gifts, and seeks guidance for life from
the divine oracle. As holy tracts in general are the
regions haunted by divine powers, so the site of the
sanctuary par excellence, or place of worship, is a spot where
the god is constantly present in some visible embodiment,
or which has received a special consecratioii by some
extraordinary manifestation of deity. For the more
developed forms of cultus a mere vague himd does not
suffice; men require a special point a t which they inay
come together and do sacrifice with the assurance that
the god is present at the act. I n Arabia, indeed, i t seems
to be not incredible that certain sacrifices were simply
laid on sacred ground to be devoured by wilcl beasts.
But even in Arabia the hima usually, probably always,
contained a fixed point where the blood of the offering was
directly presented to the deity by being applied to sacred
stones, or where a sacred tree was hung with gifts. I11
165
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the ordinary forms of heathenism, a t ally rate, i t was
essential that the worshipper should bring his offering
into the actual presence of the god, or into contact with
the symbol of that prese11ce.l
The symbol or permanent visible object, at and through
which the worshipper canle into direct contact with the
god, was not lacking in any Semitic place of worship, but
had not always the same form, and was sometimes a
natural object, sometimes an artificial erection. The usual
natnral symbols are a fountain or a tree, while the
ordinary artificial symbol is a pillar or pile of stones;
but very often all three are found together, and this was
the rule in the more developed sanctuaries, particular
sacred observances being connected with each.
The choice of the natural symbols, the fountain and
the tree, is no doubt due in part to the fact that the
favourite haunts of animate life, to which a superstitious
reverence was attached, are mainly found beside wood a i d
running water. But besides this we have found evidence
of the direct ascription to trees and living waters of a life
analogous to man's, but iliysterious and therefore awful."
To us this may seem to be quite another point of view ;
in the one case the fountain or the tree merely marks
the spot which the deity frequents, in the other i t is
the visible embodiment of the divine presence. But
the primitive imagination has no difficulty in combining
different ideas about the same holy place or thing. The
gods are not tied to one form of embodiment or manifestation; for, as has already been observed,3 some sort
of distinction between life and the material embodiment
This rule is observed even wlleil the god is a heavenly body. The
sacrifices of the Saracens to the morning star, described by Nilus, wore celebrated ~vhenthat star rose, and coufd not be made after i t was lost to sight
on the rising of the sun (Nili op. qziadaln [Paris, 16391, pp. 28, 117).
Szc'p~a,p. 135 sqq.
Sup~a,pp. 86, 87.
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of life is suggested to the rudest peoples by phenomena
like those of dreams. Even men, i t is supposed, can
change their embodiment, and assume for a time the
shape of wolves or birds;l and of course the gods with
their superior powers have a still greater range, and the
same deity may quite well manifest himself in the life
of a tree or a spring, and yet emerge from time to time
in human or allinla1 form. All manifestations of life at
or about a holy place readily assume a divine character
and form a religious unity, contributing as they do to
create and nourish the same religious emotion ; and in all
of them the godhead is felt to be present in the same
direct way. The permanent manifestations of his presence,
however, the sacred fountain and the sacred tree, are likely
to hold the first place in acts of worship, simply because
they are permanent and so attach to themselves a fixed
sacred tradition. These considerations apply equally to
the sanctuaries of nomadic and of settled peoples, but among
the latter the religious importance of water and wood
could not fail to be greatly reinforced by the growth of
the ideas of Baal-worship, in which the deity as the giver
of life is specially connected with quickening waters and
vegetative growth.
With this i t agrees that sacred wells, in connection
with sanctuaries, are found in all parts of the Semitic area,
but are less prominent among the nomadic Arabs than
among the agricultural peoples of Syria and Palestine.
There is mention of fountains or streams at a good many
Arabian sanctuaries, but little direct evidence that these
waters were holy, or played any definite part in the ritual.
The clearest case is that of Mecca, where the holiness of
the well Zamzam is certainly pre-Islamic. I t would even
seem that in old time gifts were cast into it, as they were
Supra, pp. 87, 88.
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cast into the sacrecl wells of the northern Semites? Some
kind of ritual holiness seems also to have attached to the
pool beneath a waterfall at the Dausite sanctuary of
D u s a r e ~ . ~Again, as healing springs and sacred springs
are everywhere identified, i t is noteworthy that the south
Arabs regard medicinal waters as inhabited by jin.12, usually
of serpent form: and that the water of the sanctuary a t
the Palmetum was thought to be health-giving, and was
carried home by pilgrims as Zanlzam water now is. I n
like manner the custom of pilgrims carrying away water
from the well of 'Orwa is probably a relic of ancient
sanctity. Further, on the borders of the Arabian field, we
have the sacrecl fountain of Ephca at Palmyra, with which
a legend of a demon in serpent form is still connected.
This is a sulphurous spring, which had a guardian
So Wellhausen, p. 101, concludes with probability from the story that
when the well was rediscovered and cleaned out by the grandfather of
Mohammed, two golden gazelles and a number of swords were found in it.
Everything told of the propliet's ancestors must be received with caution,
but this does not look like invention. The two goldell gazelles are parallel
to the golden camels of Sabsan and Nabatrean inscriptions (ZDMG. xxxviii.
143 sq.).
Ibn HishBm, p. 253 ; Wellhausen, p. 45. A woman who adopts Isla111
breaks with the heathell god by "purifying herself" in this pool. This
implies that her act was a breach of the ritual of the spot ; presumably a
woman who required purification (viz. from her courses) was not admitted to
the sacred water ; cf. YacCIt, i. 657, 1. 2 sgg., iv. 651,l. 4 sgq. ; Ibn HishEm,
11. 15 ult. I n Tabari, i. 2 i l sq., we read that the water of Beersheba shrank
when a woman in her courses drew from it. Cf. also Benin:, C~~JLTO?L.
11. 246,
1. 8 spq. Under ordinary circumstances to bathe in the sacred spring would
be an act of homage to the heathen god : so a t least i t was in Syria.
Mordtmann in ZDJfG. xxxviii. 587, cites a modem instance from
p. 304, and others from Hamdsni's IkZXZ, ap.
Maltzan, Reise i7z Szlda~abia?~,
Muller, Bz~rqe?~,
i. 34. llZaltzanfsspring, the hot well of Msa'ide, has every
feature of an ancient sanctuary except that the serpent-god, who is invoked
as Msa'nd, and sends hot or cold water at the prayer of the worshipper; has
been degraded to the ranlr of a demon. There is an annual pilgrimage to
the spot in the month Rajab, the ancient sacred month of Arabia, which
is accompanied by festivities and lasts for several days.
Agatharchides, a13. Diod. Sic. iii. 43.
YicCit, i. 434; Cazwini, i. 200.
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appointed by the god Yarhibol, and on an inscription
is called the " blessed fountain." l Again, in the desert
beyond Bostra, we find the Stygian waters, where a great
cleft received a lofty cataract. The waters had the power
to swallow up or cast forth the gifts flung into them, as a
sign that the god was or was not propitious, and the oath
by the spot and its stream was the most horrible known
to the inhabitants of the r e g i ~ n . ~The last two cases
belong to a region iri which religion was not purely
Arabian in character, but the Stygian waters recall the
waterfall in the Dausite sanctuary of Dusares, and
Ptolemy twice mentions a Stygian fountain in Arabia
proper.
Among the northern Semites, the agricultural Canaanites and Syrians, sacred waters hold a much inore prominent
place. Where all grouncl watered by fountains and streams,
without the aid of man's hand, was regarded as the Baal's
land, a certain sanctity could hardly fail to be ascribed to
every source of living water; and where the divine
activity was looked upon as mainly displaying itself i11
the quickening of the soil, the waters which gave fertility
to the land, and so life to its inhabitants, would appear
to be the direct embodinlent of divine energies. Accordingly we find that Hanaibal, in his coveilant with Philip
of Macedon, when he swears before all the deities of
Carthage and of Hellas, includes among the divine powers
to which his oath appeals " t h e sun the moon and the
Thus when we
earth, rivers meadows (?) and waters."
find that temples were so often erected near springs and
Wadd., No. 2571 c; De Vog., No. 95. For the modern serpent myth
see Mordtmann, ut supra ; Blunt, Pilgr. to Nejd, ii. 67.
Darnasci~~s,
Vita Isiclo~i,5 199.
The word 'Lmeado~~,s"
is uncertain, resting on a
3 Polybit~s,vii. 9.
colijecture of Casauhon: hripo;vwv for 8aipLvwu. Reiske corijcctured h1pvo"v.
I n Palestiile to this day all sljrings are viewed as the seats of spirits, a i d the
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rivers, we must consider not only that such a position was
convenient, inasnluch as pure water was indispensable
for ablutions and other ritual purposes, but that the
presence of living water in itself gave consecration to
the p1ace.l The fountain or stream was not a mere
adjunct to the temple, but was itself one of the principal
sacra of the spot, to which special legends and a special
ritual were often attached, and to which the temple in
many instances owed its celebrity and even its name.
This is particularly the case with perennial streams and
their sources, which in a country like Palestine, where
rain is confined to the winter months, are not very
numerous, and form striking features in the topography
of the region. From Hannibal's oath we may conclude
that among the Phcenicians and Carthaginians all such
waters were helcl to be divine, and what we know in
detail of the waters of the Phcenician coast goes far to
confirm the concl~~sion.~Of the eminent sanctity of
certain rivers, such as the Belus and the Adonis, we have
direct evidence, and the grove and pool of Aphaca a t the
source of the latter stream was the most famous of all
Phcenician holy place^.^ These rivers are nanied from
gods, and so also, on the same coast, are the Asclepius,
near Sidon, the Ares (perhaps identical with the Lycus),
and presumably the K i ~ h o n . ~The river of Tripolis, which
descends from the famous cedars, is still called the Cadisha
peasant women, ~vl~ether
hfoslem or Christian, ask their permissior~before
drawing water (ZDPY.x. 180); cf. Nnm. xxi. 17.
For the choice of a place beside a pool as the site of a chapel, see
Waddington, No 2015, i;ar/3ks rdaos o ; ~ o s ;i'v P n ~ r a i vLyy;B, Xipvws.
"The authorities for, the details, so far as they are not cited below, will
be foulld in Baudissin, Stuclien, ii. 161.
Enseb., Vit. Cm~st.iii. 55 ; Sozomen, ii. 5.
River of Wi), Ar. Cais. Prof. De Goeje, referring to EIamdiini, p. 3,
1. 9, and perhaps p. 221, 1. 14, suggests to me by letter that Cais is a title,
" dominns. "
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or holy stream, and the grove a t its source is sacred to
Christians and Moslems a1ike.l
I n Hellenic and Roman times the source of the Jordan
a t Paneas with its grotto was sacred to Pan, and in ancient
days the great Israelite sanctuary of Dan occupied the
same site, or that of the twin source a t Tell al-CEdi. I t
is evident that Naaman's indignation when he was told
to bathe in the Jordan, and his confidence that the rivers
of Damascus were better than all the waters of Israel,
sprang from the idea that the Jordan was the sacred
healing stream of the Hebrews, as Abana and Pharpar
were the sacred rivers of the Syrians, and in this he
probably did no injustice to the belief of the mass of the
Israelites. The sanctity of the Barada, the chief river of
Damascus, was concentrated at its nominal source, the
fountain of El-Fiji, that is, q y a i . The river - gods
Chrysorrhoa and Pegai often appear on Damascene coins,
and evidently had a great part in the religion of the city.
That the thermal waters of Gadara were originally sacred
may be inferred from the peculiar ceremonies that were
still observed by the patients in the time of Antoninus
Martyr (De locis Sanctis, vii.). The baths were used by
night; there were lights and incense, and the patient
saw visions during the pernoctation. To this day a
patient a t the natural bath of Tiberias must not offend
the spirits by pronouncing the name of God (ZDPY.
x. 179).
The river of Ccele-Syria, the Orontes, was carved out,
according to local tradition, by a great dragon, which
disappeared in the earth a t its s o ~ r c e . ~The connection
Robinson, iii. 590. On Carthaginian soil, it is not impossible that the
Bagradas or Majerda, Macaros or Macros in MSS. of Polybius, bears the
name of the Tyrian Baal-Melcarth.
Strabo, xvi. 2. 7. Other sacred traditions about the Orontes are given
by Malalas, p. 38, from Pausanias of Damascus.
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of jinn in the forin of dragons or serpents with sacred
or healing springs has already come before us in Arabian
superstition, and the lake of Csdas near Emesa, which is
regarded as the source of the river (Yaciit, iii. 5 8 8 ) , bears
a name which implies its ancient sanctity. Among Syrian
waters those of the Euphrates played an important part in
the ritual of Hierapolis, and from them the great goddess
was thought to have been born; while the source of its
chief Mesopotamian tributary, the Aborrhas or Chaboras,
was reverenced as the place where Hera (Atargatis) bathed
after her marriage with Zeus (Bel). I t gave out a sweet
odour, and was full of tame, that is sacred, fishes.l
The sacredness of living waters was by no means
confined to such great streams and sources as have just
been spoken of.
But in cultivated districts fountains
could not ordinarily be reserved for purposes exclusively
sacred. Each town or village had as a rule its own well,
and its own high place or little temple, but in Canaan the
well was not generally within the precincts of the high
place. Towns were built on rising ground, and the well
lay outside the gate, usually below the town, while the
high place stood on the higher ground overlooking the
human habitation^.^ Thus any idea of sanctity that might
be connected with the fountain was dissociated from the
temple ritual, and would necessarily become vague and
a t t e n ~ a t e d . ~Sacred springs in the full sense of the word
Blian, flat.

An?&.xii. 30; Pliny, H. N. xxxi. 37, xxxii. 16.
Gen. xxiv. 11 ; 1 Sam. ix. 11; 2 Sam. ii. 13, xxiii. 16 ; 2 Icings ii. 21 ;
1 Kings xxi. 13, 19, compared with chap. xxii. 38.
"here are, however, indications that in some cases the original sanctuary
was at a well beneath the town. In 1 Kings i. 9, 38, the fountains of Enrogel, where Adonijah held his sacrificial feast, and of Gihon, where Solonion
was crowned, are plainly the original sanctuaries of Jcrusalem. The former
was by the "serpent's stone," and may perhaps be identified with the
" dragon well" of Sell. ii. 13.
Here again, as in Arabia and a t the Orontes,
the dragon or serpent has a sacred significance.
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are generally found, not at the ordinary local sanctuaries,
but at remote pilgrimage shrines like Aphaca, Beersheba,
Mamre, or within the enclosure of great and spacious
temples like that at Ascalon, where the pool of Atargatis
was shown and her sacred fishes were fed. Sometimes,
as at Daphne near Antioch, the water and its surrounding
groves formed a sort of public park near a city, where
religion and pleasure were combined in the characteristic
Syriac fashi0n.l
The myths attached to holy sources and streams, and
put forth to worshippers as accounting for their sanctity,
were of various types ; but the practical beliefs and ritual
usages connected with sacred waters were much the same
everywhere. The one general principle which runs through
all the varieties of the legends, and which also lies a t the
basis of the ritual, is that the sacred waters are instinct
with divine life and energy.
The legends explain this
in diverse ways, and bring the divine quality of the
waters into connection with various deities or supernatural
powers, but they all agree in this, that their main object
is to show how the fountain or stream comes to be impregnated, so to speak, with the vital energy of the deity
to which it is sacred.
Among the ancients blood is generally conceived as the
principle or vehicle of life, and so the account often given
of sacred waters is that the blood of the deity flows in
them. Thus as Milton writesSmooth Adonis from his native rock
Ran purple to the sea, supposed with blood
Of Than~muzyearly ~ o u n d e d . ~

A similar example, Wadd., No. 2370. A sacred fountain of Eshmun
in the mountain " seems to appear in CIS. No. 3, 1. 17 ; cf. G. Hoffmann,
U C ~ einige
E T Plicen. Inschrr. p. 52 sq.
Parudise Lost, i. 450, following Lucian, Dea Syria, viii.

"
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The ruddy colour which the swollen river derived from
the soil at a certain season1 was ascribed to the blood of
the god who received his death-wound in Lebanon a t that
time of the year, and lay buried beside the sacred s o u r ~ e . ~
Similarily a tawny fountain near Joppa was thought to
derive its colour from the blood of the sea-monster slain
by Perseus? and Philo Byblius says that the fountains and
rivers sacred to the heaven-god (Baalshamaim) were those
which received his blood when he was mutilated by his
son.* I11 another class of legends, specially connected
with the worship of Atargatis, the divine life of the waters
resides in the sacred fish that inhabit them. Atargatis
and her son, according to a legend common to Hierapolis
the first case
and Ascalon, plunged into the waters-in
the Euphrates, in the second the sacred pool at the temple
near the town-and were changed into f i ~ h e s . ~This is
only another form of the idea expressed in the first class
of legend, where a god dies, that is ceases to exist in
human form, but his life passes into the waters where he
is buried; and this again is merely a theory to bring the
divine water or the divine fish into harmony with anthro1 The reddening of the Adonis was observed by Maundrell on March $$,
169$, and by Renan early in February.
Melito in Cureton, Spic. Syr. p. 25, 1. 7. That the grave of Adonis
was also shown a t the mouth of the river has been inferred from Dea Syr.
vi. vii. The river Belns also had its Memllonion or Adonis tomb (Josephus,
6. J. ii. 10. 2.) I n modern Syria cisterns are always found beside the
waves of saints, and are believed to be inhabited by a sort of fairy. A
&ing child is thought to be a fairy changeling: and must be lowered into
the cistern. The fairy will then talre i t back, and the true child is drawn
n p in its room. This is in the region of Sidon (ZDPV. vol. vii. 11. 84 ; cf.
ib. p. 106).
Pa~~sanias,
iv. 35. 9.
"Euseb. Prcep. Ev. i. 10. 22 (Pr. Hist. G;,.. iii. 568). The fountain of
j.crhobaaro, belo~igsto the
the Chaboras, where Hera per& robs ydrous
same class.
5 Hyginus, Astr. ii. 30 ; Manilins, iv. 580 sqq.; Xanthus in Atheneus,
viii. 37. I have discussed these legends a t length in the Z?zgglisl~Hist.
.&view, April 1887, to which the reader is referred for details.
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pomorphic ic1eas.l The sarlie thing was sometimes effected
in another way by saying that the anthropomorphic deity
was born from the water, as Aphrodite sprang from the
sea-foam, or as Atargatis, in another form of the Euphrates
legend, given by the scholiast on Germanicus's Aratus, was
born of an egg which the sacred fishes found in the
Euphrates and pushed ashore. Here, we see, it was left
to the choice of the worshippers whether they would think
of the deity as arising from or disappearing in the water,
and in the ritual of the Syrian goddess at Hierapolis both
icleas were cornbilled a t the solemil feasts, when her image
was carried down to the river and back again to the
temple. Where the legend is so elastic we can hardly
doubt that the sacred waters and sacred fish were worshipped for their own sake before the anthropomorphic
goddess came into the religion, and in fact the sacred fish
at the source of the Chaboras are coilnected with an
altogether different myth.
Fish were taboo, and sacred
fish were found in rivers or in pools at sanctuaries, all
over Syria.2 This superstition has proved one of the
The idea that the godhead consecrates waters by descending into them
appears at Ayhaca in a peculiar form associated with the astral character
wliicll, at least in later times, was ascribed to the goddess Astarte. It was
believed that the goddess on a certain day of the year descended into the
river in the form of a fiery star from the top of Lebanon. So Sozomen,
H. E. ii. 4, 5. Zosin~us,i. 58, says only that fireballs appeared at the
temple and the places about it, on the occasion of solemn feasts, and does not
connect the apparition with the sacred waters. There is nothing improbable
in the frequent occurrence of striking electrical phenomena in a mountain
sanctuary. We shall presently find fiery apparitions connected also with
p. 193). " Thunders, lightnings and light flashing
sacred trees
in the heavens," appear as objects of veneration among the Syrians (Jacob
of Edessa, Qzc. 43) ; cf. also the fiery globe of the Heliopolitan Lion-god,
whose fall from heaven is described by Damascius, Tit.Is. § 203, and what
Pausanias of Damascus relates of the fireball that checlred the flood of the
Orontes (Malalas, p. 38).
2 Xenophon, Anab. i. 4. 9, who found such fish in the Chalus near
Aleppo, expressly says that they wore regarded as gods. Lucian, Dea S ~ T .
xlv., relates that at the lake of Atargatis a t Hierapolis the sacred fish

(i~m,
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most durable parts of ancient heathenism ; sacred fish are
still kept in pools at the mosques of Tripolis and Edessa.
At the latter place it is believed that death or other
evil consequences would befall the man who dared to eat
them.l
The living power that inhabits sacred waters and gives
them their miraculous or healing quality is very often held
to be a serpent, as in the Arabian ancl Hebrew cases which
have been already cited; or a huge dragon or water monster,
such as that which in the Antiochene legend hollowed out
the winding lsed of the Orontes alicl disappeared beneath
its s ~ u r c e . ~ I n such cases the serpei~ts are of course
supernatural serpents or jirzn,, ancl the dragon of Orolntes
was identified in the Greek period with Typhon, the enemy
of the gods.4 But the demon may also have other forms ;
thas at RiimallFth in Palestine there are two springs, of
which one is inhabited by a camel, the other by a bride ;
while the spring a t 'Artas is guardecl by a white and a
black ram.5
I n all their various forms the point of the legends is
that the sacred sonrce is either inhabited by a demoniac
being or imbued with demoniac life. The same notion
appears with great distinctness in the ritual of sacred
wore gold ornaments, as did also the eels a t the sanctuary of tho mar-god
Zeus, amidst the sacred plane-trees (Herod, v. 119) a t LabrawIda in Caria
(Pliny, H. AT. xxxii. 16, 17; Blian, AT. A, xii. 30). Carin mas thoroughly
permeated by Phcenician influence.
Sachan, Rcise, p. 197.
Vtcpra, p. 168 spq.
The Leviathan (]'??) of Scriptnre, like the Arabian tin?zia, is probably
a personification of the waterspout (Mas'iidi, i. 263, 266 ; Ps. exlviii. 7).
Thus we see how readily the Eastern imagination clothes aquatic l~henomena with an animal form.
Hence perhaps the modern name of the river Nahr al-'&i, "the rebel's
stream" ; the explanation in YBctit, iii. 588, does not co~nmenclitself. The
burial of the Typhonic dragon a t the source of the Orontes may be coml~ared
with the Moslem legend of the well at Babylon, where the rebel angels
H s ~ i i and
t
MZriit were entombed (Cazmini, i. 197).
ZUPY. x. 180 ; PZF. Qtb. S't. 1893, p. 204.
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waters. Though such waters are often associated with
temples, altars, and the usual apparatus of a cultus addressed
to heavenly deities, the service paid to the holy well retained a form which implies that the divine power addressed
was in the water. We have seen that at Mecca, and at the
Stygian waters in the Syrian desert, gifts were cast into the
holy source. But even at Aphaca, where, in the times to
which our accounts refer, the goddess of the spot was held
to be the Urania or celestial Astarte, the pilgrims cast
into the pool jewels of gold and silver, webs of linen and
byssus and other precious stuffs, and the obvious contradiction between the celestial character of the goddess and
the earthward clestination of the gifts was explained by
the fiction that at the season of the feast she descended
into the pool in the form of a fiery star. Similarly, at the
annual fair and feast of the Terebinth, or tree and well
of Abraham a t Mamre, the heathen visitors, who reverenced
the spot as a haunt of " angels," l not only offered sacrifices
beside the tree, but illuminated the well with lamps, and
cast into it libations of wine, cakes, coins, myrrh, and incense.2
On the other hand, at the sacred waters of Karwa and
Sawid in S. Arabia, described by Hamdiini in the IkZ21
(Miiller, Burgen, p. 69), offerings of bread, fruit or other
food were deposited beside the fountain. I n the former
case they were believed to be eaten by the serpent denizen
of the water, in the latter they were consumed by beasts
and birds. At Gaza bread is still thrown into the sea by
way of ~ffering.~
1 1.8. demons. Sozomen says "angels," and not " devils," because the
sanctity of the place was ackno\vledged by Christians also.
Sozomen, H. E. ii. 4.-As all "living waters" seem to have had a
certain sanctity in N. Semitic religion, the custom of throwing the ' ~ $ i v r S o r
x+or
into springs (Zenobins, Cent. i. 49) may probably belong to this
chapter.
PEP. Qu. St. 1893, p. 216.
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I n ancient religion offerings are the proper vehicle of
prayer and supplication, and the worshipper when he presents his gift looks for a visible indication whether his
A t Aphaca and at the Stygian
prayer is accepted.l
fountain the accepted gift sank into the depths, the
unacceptable offering was cast forth by the eddies. I t
was taken as an omen of the impending fall of Palmyra
that the gifts sent from that city at an annual festival
were cast up again in the following year.2 I n this
example we see that the holy well, by declaring the
favourable or unfavourable disposition of the divine power,
becomes a place of oracle and divination. I n Greece, also,
holy wells are connected with oracles, but mainly in the
form of a belief that the water gives prophetic inspiration
to those who drink of it. At the Semitic oracle of Aphaca
the method is more primitive, for the answer is given
directly by the water itself, but its range is limited to
what can be inferred from the acceptance or rejection of
the worshipper and his petition.
The oracle of Daphne near Antioch, which was obtained
by dipping a laurel leaf into the water, was presumably of
the same class, for we cannot take eeriously the statement
that the response appeared written on the leaf.3 The
choice of the laurel leaf as the offering cast into the
water must be due to Greek influence, but Daphne was a
sanctuary of Heracles, i.e. of the Semitic Baal, before the
temple of Apollo was built.4
Cf. Gen. iv. 4, 5.
Zosimus, i. 58. At Aphaca, as a t the Stygiaii fountain, the waters fall
down a cataract into a deep gorge.
3 Sozomen, v. 19. 11. Cf. the ordeal by casting a tablet into the water
a t Palici in Sicily. The tablet sank if what was written on i t was false
(Afir. Ausc. § 57).
A variant of this form of oracle occurs at Myra in
4 Malalas, p. 204.
Lycia, where the omen is from the sac~edfish accepting or rejecting the food
offered to them (Pliny, H. N. xxxii. 17 ; Blian, N. A . viii. 5 ; Athenens,
2
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An oracle that speaks by receiving or rejecting the
worshipper and his homage may very readily pass into an
ordeal, where the person who is accused of a crime, or is
suspected of having perjured himself in a suit, is presented
a t the sanctuary, to be accepted or rejected by the deity,
in accordance with the principle that no impious person
can come before God with impunity? A rude form of
this ordeal seems to survive even in modern times in
the widespread form of trial of witches by water. I n
Hadramaut, according to Macrizi,2 when a mall was injured by enchantment, he brought all the witches suspect
to the sea or to a deep pool, tied stones to their backs and
threw them into the water. She who did not sink was
the guilty person, the meaning evidently being that the
sacred element rejects the ~ r i m i n a l . ~ That an impure
person dare not approach sacred waters is a general
principle-whether
the impurity is moral or physical is
not a distinction made by ancient religion.
Thus in
Arabia we have found that a woman in her uncleanness
was afraid, for her children's sake, to bathe in the water
of Dusares ; and to this day among the Yezidis no one may
enter the valley of Sheik Adi, with its sacred fountain,
unless he has first purified his body and clothesS4 The
sacred oil-spring of the Carthaginian sanctuary, described
in the boolr of Wonde,rfz~lStories that passes under the
name of Aristotle; would not flow except for persons
ceremonially pure. An ordeal at a sacred spring based on
viii. 8, p. 333). How far Lyciail worship was influenced by the Semites is
not clear.
1 Cf. Job xiii. 16 ; Isa. xxxiii. 14.
De Yalle ~ a d h m m a z r tp.
, 26 sp.
3 The story about &Iojammi' and Al-Ahwas (Agh. iv. 48), cited by Wellhausen, Heid. p. 152, refers to this kind of ordeal, not to a form of magic.
A very cnrious story of the -water test for witches in India is told by Ibn
Batuta, iv. 37.
4 Layard, Nineveh, i. 280.
Mir. Atcsc. § 113.
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this principle might be worked in several ways: but the
usual Semitic method seenls to have been by drinking the
water. Evidently, if it is dangerous for the impious person
to come into contact with the holy element, the danger
must be intensified if he ventures to take i t into his system,
and i t was believed that in such a case the draught produced disease and death. At the Asbamzan lake arid
springs near Tyalla the water was sweet ancl kindly to
those that swore truly, but the perjured man was a t once
smitten in his eyes, feet and hands, seized with dropsy and
~ a s t i n g . ~I n like manner he who swore falsely by the
Stygian waters in the Syrian desert died of dropsy within
a year. I n the latter case it would seem that the oath
by the waters sufficed; but primarily, as we see in the
other case, the essential thing is the draught of water a t
the holy place, the oath simply taking the place of the
petition which ordinarily accompanies a ritual act. Among
the Hebrews this ordeal by drinking holy water is preserved
even in the pentateuchal legislation in the case of a woman
suspected of infidelity to her h u ~ b a n d . ~ Here also the
belief was that the holy water, which was mingled with
the dust of the sanctuary, and administered with an oath,
produced dropsy and wasting; and the antiquity of the
l See, for example, the Sicilian oracle of the Palic lake, where the oath of
the accused was written on a tablet and cast into the water to sink or swim
(Mir. Ausc. § 57).
31%. Ausc. 1 152 ; Philostr., Vit. Apollo?zii, i. 6. That the sanctuary
was Semitic I infer from its name ; see below, 13. 182.
Num. v. 11 sqq. I n Agh. i. 156, 1. 3 sqq., a suspected wife sweays
seventy oaths at the Caaha, to which she is conducted with circumstances
of ignominy-seated on a camel between two saclrs of dung. This mas
under Islam, but is evidently an old custom. In heathen Arabia the decision
in such a case was sometimes referred to a diviner, as we see from the story
of Hind bint 'Otba ('Icd, iii. 273 ; Agh. viii. 50). An ordeal for virgins
accused of unchastity existed a t the Stygian water near Ephosus. The
accused swore that she was innocent ; her oath was written and tied round
her neclr. She then entered the shallow pool, and if she was guilty the
water rose till i t covered the writing (Achilles Tatius, viii. 12).
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ceremony is evident not only from its whole character, but,
because the expression "holy water" (ver. 1'7)is unique in
the language of Hebrew ritual, and must be taken as an
isolated survival of an obsolete expression. Unique though
the expression be, it is not difficult to assign its original
meaning; the analogies already before us indicate that we
must think of water from a holy spring, and this conclusion
is certainly correct. Wellhausen has shown that the
oldest Hebrew tradition refers the origin of the Torah to
the divine sentences taught by Moses at the sanctuary of
Kadesh or Meribah: beside the holy fountain which in
Gen. xiv. 7 is also called " the fountain of judgment."
The principle underlying the administration of justice at
the sanctuary is that cases too hard for man are referred
to the decision of God. Among the Hebrews in Canaan
this was ordinarily done by an appeal to the sacred lot,
but the survival of even one case of ordeal by holy
water leaves no doubt as to the sense of the " fountain
of judgment " (En-Mishpat) or " waters of controversy "
(Meribah).
With this evidence before us as to the early importance
of holy waters among the Hebrews, we cannot but attach
significance to the fact that the two chief places of pilgrimage of the northern Israelites in the time of Amos were
Dan and Beersheba2 We have already seen that there
was a sacred fountain at Dan, and the sanctuary of Beersheba properly consisted of the " Seven Wells," which gave
the place its name. I t is notable that among the Semites
a special sanctity was attached to groups of seven ~vells.~
I n the canons of Jacob of Edessa (Qu. 43) we read of
nominally Christian Syrians who bewail their diseases to
1

Prolegomena, viii. 3 (Eng. trans. p. 343).
Amos viii. 1 4 ; cf. 1 Kings xii. 30.
See Noldelre in Litt. Ce?~tmlblatt,
22 Mar.

18i9, p. 363.
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the stars, OF turn for help to a solitary tree or a fousltaisl
Ainong the
or seven s p ~ i n g sor water of the sea, etc.
Maudzans, also, we read of mysteries performed at seven
wells, and anlong the Arabs a place called "the seven
wells " is mentioned by Strabo, xvi. 4. 24.1 The name of
the Asbanizan waters seems also to mean " seven waters "
(Syr. shabc&?nay&); the spot is a lake where a number of
sources bubble up above the surface of the water. Seven
is a sacred number among the Semites, particularly affected
in matters of ritual, and the Hebrew verb " t o swear"
means literally " to come under the influence of seven
things." Thus seven ewe lambs figure in the oath between
Abraham and Abimelech at Beersheba, and in the Arabian
oath of covenant described by Herodotus (iii. 8), seven
stones are smeared with blood. The oath of purgation ah
seven wells would therefore have peculiar force.2
I t is the part of a divine power to grant to his
worshippers not only oracles and judgment, but help in
trouble and blessing in daily life. The kind of blessing
which it is most obvious to expect from a sacred spring is
the quickening and fertilisation of the soil and all that
depends on it. That fruitful seasons were the chief object
of petition at the sacred springs requires no special proof,
for this object holds the first place in all the great religious
occasions of the settled Semites, and everywhere we find
that the festal cycle is regulated by the seasons of the
l Cf. also the seven marvellous wells a t Tiberias (Cazwini, i. 193), and
the ThorayyB or "Pleiad waters" at Dariya (YBciit, i. 924, iii. 588 ; Bekri,
214, 627); also the modern Syrian custom of making a sick child that is
thought to be bewitched drinlr from seven wells or cisterns (ZBPV.
vii. 106).
In Amos viii. 14 there is mention of an oath by the way (ritual ?) of
Beerslleba. The pilgrims at Manlre would not drink of the water of the
well. Sozomen supposes that the gifts cast in made i t undrinkable ; but
at all Oriental market, where every bargain is accompanied by false oaths
and ~xotestatio~~s,
the precaution is rather to be explained by fear of the
d iviile ordeal.
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agricultural year.l Beyond doubt the first and best gift
of the sacred spring to the worshipper was its own lifegiving water, and the first object of the religion addressed
to it was to encourage its benignant flow.2 But the lifegiving power of the holy stream was by no means confined
to the quickening of vegetation. Sacred waters are also
healing waters, as we have already seen in various examples,
particularly in that of the Syrians, who sought to them for
help in disease. I may here add one instance which, though
i t lies a little outside of the proper Semitic region, is connected with a holy river of the Syrians. I n the Middle
Ages i t was still believed that he who bathed in the springtime in the source of the Euphrates would be free from
sickness for the whole year.3 This healing power was not
confined to the water itself, but extended to the vegetation
it. By the sacred river Belus grew the
that surro~~nded
colocasium plants by which Heracles was healed after his
conflict with the Hydra, and the roots continued to be used
as a cure for bad sores.4 A t Paneas an herb that healed
all diseases grew a t the base of a statue which was
supposed to represent Christ, evidently a relic of the olcl
heathenism of the place.5 Thus when Ezekiel describes
A myth of the connection of sacred waters with the origin of agrieultnre
seems to survive in modernised form in the medieval legend of 'Ain albacar, "the oxen's well," at Acre. I t was visited by Christian, Jewish and
Moslem pilgrims, because the oxen with which Adam ploughed issued from
i t (Cazwini, YBcfit). There was a nznshhed, or sacred tomb, beside it,
perhaps the modern representative of the ancient Memnoninm.
In Num, xxi. 17 1ve find a song addressed to the well exhorting i t to
rise, which in its origin is hardly a mere poetic figure. We niay compare
what Cazwini, i. 189, records of the well of Ilibistiin. When the water
failed, a feast was held a t the source, with music and dancing, to induce
i t t o flow again. See also the modern Palestinian usage cited above, p.
169, n. 3.
Wazwini, i. 194. I may also cite the numerous fables of amulets, to be
found in the Tigris and other rivers, which protected their wearers against
wild beasts, demons and other dangers ( J f i ~ Ausc.
.
5 159 sq.).
Claudius Iolaus, ap. Steph. Byz. s.v. "Ax?.
Theophanes, quoted by Reland, ii. 922.
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the sacred waters that issue from the New Jerusalem as
giving life wherever they come, and the leaves of the
trees on their banks as supplying medicine, his imagery
is in full touch with conlmon Semitic ideas (Ezek. xlvii.
9, 12).
The healing power of sacred water is closely connected
with its purifying and consecrating power, for the primary
conception of uncleanness is that of a dangerous infection.
TVashings and purifications play a great part in Semitic
ritual, and were performed with living water, which was as
such sacred in some degree. Whether specially sacred
springs were used for purification, and if so under what
restrictions I cannot make out; in most cases, I apprehend,
they were deemed too holy to be approached by a person
technically impure. I t appears, however, from Ephrzem
Syrus that the practice of bathing in fountains was one
of the heathen customs to which the Syrians of his time
were much addicted, and he seems to regard this as a sort
of heathen c0nsecration.l Unfortunately the rhetoric of
the Syrian fathers seldom condescends to precise details on
such matters.
From this account of the ritual of sacred wells it will,
I think, be clear that the usages and ceremonies are all
intelligible on general principles, without reference to particular legends or the worship of the particular deities
associated with special waters. The fountain is treated as
a living thing, those properties of its waters which we call
natural are regarded as manifestations of a divine life, and
the source itself is honoured as a divine being, I had
almost said a divine animal. When religion takes a forill
decidedly anthropomorphic or astral, myths are devised to
reconcile the new point of view with the old usage, but the
substance of the ritual remains unchanged.
0pp. iii. 670 sq.; H. et S.,ed. Lamy, ii. 395, 411.
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Let us now pass on from the worship of sacred waters
to the cults connected with sacred trees.l
That the conception of trees as demoniac beings was
familiar to the Semites has been already shown by many
examples,2 and there is also abundant evidence that in
all parts of the Semitic area trees were adored as
divine.
Tree worship pure aiid simple, where the tree is in all
respects treated as a god, is attested for Arabia (but not
011 the best authority) in the case of the sacred date-palm
at NejrZnU3 I t was adored a t an annual feast, when it was
all hung with fine clothes aiid women's ornaments. A
similar tree, to which the people of Mecca resorted
annually, and hung upon it weapons, garments, ostrich
eggs and other gifts, is spoken of in the traditions of the
prophet under the vague name of a dkat a?zzudt, or "tree
to hang things on." I t seeins to be identical with the
sacred acacia a t Nakhla in which the goddess Al-'Ozz- was
believed to reside.* The tree at Hodaibiya, mentioned in
Sura xlviii. 18, was frequented by pilgrims who thought
to derive a blessing from it, till it was cut down by the
Caliph 'Oinar lest it should be worshipped like Al-LZt and
AI-'OZZZ.~ By the modern Arabs sacred trees are called
?~zan&hil,places where angels or jinn descend and are
heard dancing ancl singing. I t is deadly danger to pluck
On sacred trees anlong the Semites, see Baudissin, Sttcclien, ii. 184 sqq. ;
for Arabia, Wellhausen, Heid. p. 101. Compare Botticher, Bnt~nzcultzcsd e ~
Hellencn (Berl. 1856), and Xannllardt, PVald- tend FeM-Culte (Berl. 1875, 77).
Stcpm, p. 133.
Tabari, i. 922 (Noldelre's trans. p. 181) ; B. Hish. 22. The authority
is Wahb b. &Ionabbih, ~110,I fear, was little better than a plausible liar.
T'iTeTellhauseli,p. 30 sgy., 11. 36.
YBcllt, iii. 261. At Hodaibiya there was also a ell whose waters were
niiracnlo~~slp
increased by the propliet (B. Hish. 742 ; Mob, i n Bed. 247).
I suspect that the sanctity of tree and well are older than Mohammed, for
the place is reclconed to the Haram but juts out beyond the line of its border
(Yilcf~t,ii. 222).
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so much as a bough from such a tree ; they are honoured
with sacrifices, and parts of the flesh are hung on them,
as well as shreds of calico, beads, etc. The sick man who
sleeps under them receives counsel in a dream for the
restoration of his hea1th.l
Among the heathen Syrians tree worship must have
had a large place, for this is one of the superstitions which
Christianity itself was powerless to eradicate. We have
already met with nominal Christians of Syria who in their
sicknesses turned for help to a solitary tree, while zealous
Christians were at pains to hew down the " trees of the
demons."
As regards the Ph~niciaiisand Canaanites we
have the testimony of Philo Byblius that the plallts of
the earth were in ancient times esteemed as gods and
honoured with libations and sacrifices, because from them
the successive generations of men drew the support of their
life. To this day the traveller in Palestine frecluently
meets with holy trees hung like an Arabian dhat nnzoa(
with rags as tokens of homage.
What place the cult of trees held in the more
developed forms of Semitic religion it is not easy to
determine. I n later times the groves at the greater
sanctuaries do not seem to have been direct objects of
worship, though they shared in the inviolability that
belonged to all the surroundings of the deity, and were
sometimes-like
the ancient cypresses of Heracles at
Daphne-believed
to have been planted by the god
hirn~elf.~I t was not at the great sanctuaries of cities
but in the open field, where the rural population had
continued from age to age to practise primitive rites
without modification, that the worship of " solitary
Doughty, A ~ a b i aDcserta, i. 448 sqq.
See the citations in Iiayser, Jacob v. Zdessa, p. 141.
Siniilarly the tanlarisk at Beersheba was believed to have been planted
by Abraham (Gen. xxi. 33).
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trees" survived the fall of the great gods of Semitic
heatheni~m.~
There is no reason to think that any of the greater
Semitic cults was developed out of tree worship. I11 all
of them the main place is give11 to altar service, and we
shall see by and by that the beginnings of this form of
worship, so far as they can be traced back to a time when
the gods were not yet anthropomorphic, point to the cult of
animals rather than of trees. That trees are habitually
found a t sanctuaries is by no means inconsistent with this
view, for where the tree is merely conceived as planted
by the god or as marking his favourite haunt, it receives
no direct homage.
When, however, we fiiicl that no Canaanite high place
was complete without its sacred tree standing beside the
altar, and when we take along with this the undoubted
fact that the direct cult of trees was familiar to all the
Semites, i t is hardly possible to avoid the conclusion that
some elements of tree worship entered into the ritual
even of such deities as in their origin were not tree-gods.
The local sanctuaries of the Hebrews, which the prophets
regard as ~ u r e l yheathenish, and which certainly were
modelled in all points on Canaanite usage, were altarsanctuaries.
But the altars were habitually set up
"under green trees," and, what is more, the altar was
incomplete unless an nslzera stood beside it. The meaning
of this word, which the Authorised Version wrongly renders
"grove," has given rise to a good deal of controversy.
What kind of object the aslzern was appears from Deut.
xvi. 2 1 : " Thou shalt not plant an nslzera of any kind of
The solitary tree inay in certain cases be t21e last relic of a ruined
heathen sanctuary. What Mocaclclasi relates about tlie place called
Al-Shajara ("the Tree "; supra, p. 160) points to something of this kind ;
for here there was an annual .feast or fair. At the Terebinth of Mamre in
lilre manner an alta,r at least can hardly have been lackirig in heathen times.
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wood (or, an ashera, any kind of tree) beside the altar of
Jehovah " ; it must therefore have been either a living
tree or a tree-like post, and in all probability either form
was origiilally admissible. The oldest altars, as me gather
from the accounts of patriarchal sanctuaries, stood under
actual trees; but this rule could not always be followed,
and in the period of the kings it would seem that the
place of the living tree was taken by a dead post or pole;
planted in the ground like an English Maypo1e.l The
aslzera undoubtedly was an object of worship; for the
prophets put it on the same line with other sacred
symbols, images cippi and Baal-pillars (Isa. xvii. 9; Micah
v. 1 2 sqq.), and the Phcenician illscription of Mafiib
speaks of " t h e Astarte in the Ashera of the divinity of
Hammon." The aslzera therefore is a sacrecl symbol, the
seat of the deity, and perhaps the name itself, as G.
Hoffrnann has suggested, means nothing more than the
" mark"
of the divine presence. But the opinion that
there was a Canaanite goddess called Ashera, and that
the trees or poles of the same name were her particular
symbols, is not tenable; every altar had its c~slzera,even
such altars as in the popular, pre-prophetic forms of
Hebrew religion were dedicated to Jehoval~.~ This is
I t is a thing made by man's hands; Isa. xvii. 8, cf. 1 Icings xvi. 33,
etc. 1112 Icings xxi. 7 (cf. xxiii. 6 j we read of tho Ashera-image. Similarly
i n 1 Kiligs xv. 1 3 there is mention of a "grisly object" which Queen IvIaacah
made for an Ashera. These expressions may imply that the sacred pole
was sometimes carved into a lrind of image. That t h e sacled tree should
degenerate first into a mere &Iaypole, and then into a rude wooden idol, is
i n accordance with analogies found elsewhere, e.y. in Greece ; but i t seems
quite as likely that the a s h e m is described as a lrind of idol simply because
i t was used in idolatrous cultus. An Assyrian monument from KhorsZbFtd,
figured by Botta and Layard, and reproduced i n Rawlinson, Jfonarchies,
ii. 37, and Stade, Gesci~.Is?.i. 461, shows an orllameiltal pole planted beside a
portable altar. Priests stand before i t engagecl in an act of n-orship, and touch
t h e pole with their hands, or perhaps m~ointit v i t h some liquid substance.
The prohibition in Dent. xvi. 21 is good cvidence of thc previous
practice of the thing prohibited. See also 2 Icings xiii. 6.
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not consistent with the idea that the sacred pole was the
symbol of a distinct divinity; it ,seems rather to show
that in early times tree worship had such a vogue in
Canaan that the sacred tree, or the pole its surrogate,
had come to be viewed as a general symbol of deity which
might fittingly stand beside the altar of any god.]
If a god and a goddess were worshipped together a t the same sanctuary,
as was the case, for example, a t Aphaca and Hierapolis, and if the two sacred
sylnbols a t the sanctuary were a pole and a pillar of stone, i t might naturally
enough come about that the pole was identified with the goddess and the
pillar with the god. The worship of Tammuz or Adonis was lcnown a t
Jerusalem in the time of Ezekiel (viii. 14), and with Adonis the goddess
Astarte must also have been worshipped, probably as the "queen of heaven"
(Jer. vii., xliv.; cf. on this worship ICuenen in the Verslngen, etc., of the
Royal Acad. of A~llsterdan~,
1888). I t is not therefore surprising that in
one or two late passages, written at a time when all the worship of tho high
places mas regarded as entirely foreign to the religion of Jehovah, the
Asherim seem to be regarded as the female partners of the Baalim ; i.e.
that the nshe~ais talren as a symbol of Astarte (Judg. iii. 7). The yropliets
of the ashern in 1 ITings xviii. 19, who appear along with the prophets of
the Tyrian Baal as ministers of the foreign religion introduced by Jezebel,
must have been prophets of Astarte. They form part of the Tyrian queen's
court, and eat of her table, so that they have nothing to do wit11 Hebrew
religion. And conversely the old Hebrew sacred poles can have had nothing
to do with the Tyrian goddess, for Jehu left the asl~eraat Samaria standing
when he abolished all trace of Tyrian worship (2 ITings xiii. 6). There is
no evidence of the wo~shipof a divilie pair among the older Hebrews ; in
the time of Solomon Astarte worship was a foreign religion (1Icings xi. 5),
and i t is plain from Jer. ii. 27 that in ordinary Hebrew idolatry the tree
or stocl~was the symbol not of a goddess but of a god. Even among the
Phceliicians tllc association of sacred trees with goddesses rather than ~ ~ i t h
gods is not so clear as is often supposed. Prom all this i t follows that the
" prophets of the Ashera" in 1 Kings, LC.,are very misty personages, and
that the mention of them implies a confusion between Astarte and the
Ashera, which no Israelite in Elijah's time, or indeed so long as the
northern kingdom stood, could have fallen into. In fact they do not
reappear either in ver. 22 or in ver. 40, and the mention of them seems to be
due to a late interpolation (Wellh., Hezatcz~ch,2nd ed. (1889), p. 281).
The evidence offered by Assyriologists that Ashrat = Ashera was a
goddess (see Schrader in Zeitschr. f.Assyriologie, iii. 363 sg.) cannot overrule the plain sense of the Hebrew texts. Whether i t suffices to show that
in some places the general symbol of deity had become a special goddess is a
question on which I do not offer an opinion ; bnt see G. Hoffmann, Ueber
eiqzige Pl~mn.lizschrr. (1889), p. 26 sqq., whose Tvhole remarlrs are noteworthy. In Cit. 51 (ZDilfG. xxxv. 424) the goddess seems to be called the
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The general adoption of tree symbols at Canaanite
sanctuaries must be connected with the fact that all
Canaanite Baalim, whatever their original character, were
associated with naturally fertile spots (Baal's land), and
were worshipped as the givers of vegetable increase. We
have seen already in the case of sacred streams how the
life-blood of the god was conceived as diffused through
the sacred waters, which thus became themselves impregnated with divine life and energy. And it was an easy
extension of this idea to suppose that the tree which
overshadowed the sacred fountain, and drew perennial
strength and freshness from the moisture a t its roots, was
itself instinct with a particle of divine life. With the
ancients the conception of life, whether divine or human,
was not so much individualised as it is with us ; thus, for
example, all the members of one kin were conceived as
having a common life embodied in the common blood
which flowed through their veins. Similarly one and the
same divine life might be shared by a number of objects,
if all of them were nourished from a common vital
source, and the elasticity of this conception made it very
easy to bring natural holy things of different kinds into
the cult of one and the same god. Elements of water
tree and animal worship could all be combined in the
ritual of a single anthropomorphic deity, by the simple
supposition that the life of the god flowed in the sacred
waters and fed the sacred tree.
As regards the conilection of holy waters and holy
trees, it must be remembered that in most Semitic lands
self-sown wood can flourish only where there is underground water, and where therefore springs or wells exist
beside the trees. Hence the idea that the same life is
mother of the sacred pole (n7WK;I DK), but tlie editors of the CIS. (No.
13) read n7TK;I
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manifested in the water and in the surrounding vegetation
could hardly fail to suggest itself, ancl, broadly speaking,
the holiness of fountains and that of trees, a t least among
the northern Semites, appear to be parts of the same
religious conception, for it is only in exceptional cases that
the one is found apart from the 0ther.l
Where a tree was worshippecl as the symbol of an
anthropomorphic god we sometimes find a transformation
legend directly connecting the life of the god with the
vegetative life of the tree. This kind of myth, in which
a god is transformed into a tree or a tree springs from the
blood of a god, plays a large part in the sacred lore of
Phrygia, where tree worship had peculiar prominence, and
is also common in Greece. The Semitic examples are not
numerous, and are neither so early nor so well attested as
to inspire confidence that they are g e n ~ ~ i nold
e legends
independent of Greek i n f l ~ e n c e . ~The most important of
them is the myth told at Byblus in the time of Plutarch,
of the sacred ericn which was worshipped in the temple
of Isis, and was said to have grown round the dead body
of Osiris. At Byblus, Isis and Osiris are really Astarte
ancl Adonis, so this may possibly be an original Semitic
legend of a holy tree growing froin the grave of a
An interesting example of the combination may here be added to those
cited above. The Syriac text of Epiphanius, Depond. et me7zs. § 62 (Lagarde,
V. T. Frqyrn. p. 65 ; Xy?n.inicta,ii. 203), tells us that Atad of Gen. 1. I 1 was
identified with the spring and thorn-bush of Beth-hag12 near Jericho, and
the explanation offered of the name Beth-hag12 seems to be based on a local
tradition of a ritual procession round the sacred objects. See also the
Ov,o?nastica, s . ~ .Area Atath. In Greece also i t is an exception to find a
sacred tree without its fountain ; Botticher, 13. 47.
Cf. Baudissin, op. cit. p. 214.
V l u t . Is. et 0s. $§ 16, 16. One or two features in the story are noteworthy. The sacred erica was a lnere dead stump, for i t was cut down by
Isis and presented to the Byblians wrapped in a linen cloth and anointed
with myrrh like a corpse. I t therefor: represented the dead god. But as
a Inere stump i t also resembles the Heb~ewashern. Can i t be that the rite
of draping and anointing a sacred stump supplies the answer to the unsolved
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I apprehend, however, that the physical link between
trees and anthropomorphic gods was generally sought in
the sacred water from which the trees drew their life.
This is probable froni the use of the term bdl to denote
trees that need neither rain nor irrigation, and indeed
from the whole circle of ideas coilnected with Baal's
land. A tree belonged to a particular deity, not because
it was of a particular species, but simply because it was
the natural wood of the place where the god was
worshipped and sent forth his quickening streams to
fertilise the earth. The sacred trees of the Semites
include every prominent species of natural wood-the
pines and cedars of Lebanon, the evergreen oaks of the
Palestinian hills, the tamarisks of the Syrian jungles, the
acacias of the Arabian wadies, and so f0rth.l So far as
these natural woods are concerned, the attempts that
have been made to connect individual species of trees
with the worship of a single cleity break down altogether;
it cannot, for example, be said that the cypress belongs
to Astarte more than to Melcarth, who planted the
cypress trees at Daphne.
Cultivated trees, on the other hand, such as the palm,
the olive and the vine, might c
i priori be expectecl, among
the Semites as among the Greeks, to be connected with
the special worship of the deity of the spot from which
their culture was diffused ; for religion and agricultural
question of the nature of the ritual practices colli~ectedwith the Ashera 1
Some sort of drapery for the askera is spoke11 of in 2 Kings xxiii. 7, and the
Assyrian representation cited on p. 188, note 1, perhaps represeilts the
anointing of the sacred pole.
In modern Palestine the carob tree is peculiarly demoniac, the reddish
hue of the mood suggesting blood (ZDPY. x. 181). Accordiilg to PEE QZL.
St. 1893, p. 203 sp., fig, carob and sycamore trees are liauilted by devils, and
i t is dangerous to sleep under them, whereas the lotus tree ( s i d ~and
) the
tamarisk appear to be inhabited by a wely (saint). But a tree of any
species may be sacred if it grows at a Maciim or sacred spot.
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arts spread together and the one carried the other with it.
Yet even of this there is little evidence ; the palm was a
familiar symbol of Astarte, but we also find a "Baal of
the palm-tree " (Baal-tamar) in a place-name in Judg. xx.
33. The only clear Semitic case of the association of a
particular deity with a fruit tree is, I believe, that of the
Nabatsan Dusares, who was the god of the vine. But the
vine came to the Nabatzans only in the period of Hellenic
culture> and Dusares as the wine-god seems simply to
have borrowed the traits of Dionysus.
A t Aphaca at the annual feast the goddess appeared
in the form of a fiery meteor, which descended from the
mountain-top and plunged into the water, while according
to another account fire played about the temple, presumably,
since an electrical phenomenon must have lain at the
foundation of this belief, in the tree-tops of the sacred
grove.2 Similarly it was believed that fire played about
the branches of the sacred olive tree between the Ambrosia11
rocks a t Tyre, without scorching its leave^.^ I n like
manner Jehovah appeared to Moses in the bush in flames
of fire, so that the bush seemed to burn yet not to be
consumed. The same phenomenon, according to Africanus
and Eustathius? was seen a t the terebiiith of Mamre ; the
whole tree seemed to be aflame, but when the fire sank
again remained unharmed. As lights were set by the
well under the tree, and the festival was a nocturnal one,
this was probably nothing more than an optical delusion
exaggerated by the superstitious imagination, a mere
artificial contrivance to keep up an ancient belief which
must once have had wide currency in conilection with
Supra, p. 175, note 1.
Diodorus, xix. 94. 3.
"chilles
Tatius, ii. 1 4 ; Nonnus, xl. 474 ; cf. the representation
coin of Gordian 111. figured in Pietschmaml, PJ~a?zizier,I>.295.
4 Georg. Syncellus, Bo1111 ed. g. 202.
Cited by Reland, p. 712.
I3
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sacred trees, and is remarkable because i t shows how a
tree might become holy apart from all relation to agriculture and fertility. Jehovah, " who dwells in the bush"
(Dent. xxxiii. 16), in the arid desert of Sinai, was the God
of the Hebrews while they were still nomads ignorant of
agriculture; and indeed the original seat of a conception
like the burning bush, which must have its physical basis
in electrical phenomena, must probably. be sought in the
clear dry air of the desert or of lofty mountains. The
apparition of Jehovah in the burning bush belongs to the
same circle of ideas as His apparition in the thunders and
lightnings of Sinai.
When the divine manifestation takes such a form as
the flames in the bush, the conneclion between the god and
the material symbol is evidently much looser than in the
Baal type of religion, where the divine life is immanent in
the life of the tree; and the transition is comparatively
easy from the conception of Deut. xxxiii. 1 6 , where
Jehovah inhabits (not visits) the bush, as elsewhere He is
said to inhabit the temple, to the view prevalent in most
parts of the Old Testament, that the tree or the pillar at
a sanctuary is merely a memorial of the divine name, the
marl< of a place where 1Ie has been found in the past and
may be found again.
The separation between Jehovah
and physical nature, which is so sharply drawn by the
prophets and constitutes one of the chief points of
distinction between their faith and that of the masses,
whose Jehovah worship had all the characters of Baal
worship, may be justly considered as a development of the
older type of Hebrew religion. It has sometimes been
supposed that the conception of a God immanent in nature
is Aryan, and that of a transcendental God Semitic; but
the former view is quite as characteristic of the Baal
worship of the agricultural Semites as of the early faiths
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of the agricultural Aryans. I t is true that the higher
developments of Semitic religion took a different line, but
they did not grow out of Baal worship.
As regards the special forms of cultus addressed to
sacred trees, I can add nothing certain to the very scanty
indications that have already come before 11s. Prayers
were addressed to them, particularly for help in siclmess,
but doubtless also for fertile seasons and the like, and they
were hung with votive gifts, especially garments and
ornaments, perhaps also anointed with unguents as if
they had been real persons. More could be said about
the use of branches, leaves or other parts of sacred trees
in lustrations, as medicine, and for other ritual purposes.
But these things clo not di~ectlyconcern us at present;
they are simply to be noted as supplying additional
evidence, if such be necessary, that a sacred energy, that
is, a divine life, resided even in the parts of holy trees.
The only other aspect of the subject which seems to
call for notice at the present stage is the connection of
sacred trees with oracles and divination.
Oracles and
omens from trees and at tree sanctuaries are of the commonest among all races: and are derived in very various
ways, either froin observation of phenomena connected
with the trees themselves, and interpreted as manifestations of divine life, or from ordinary processes of
divination performed in the presence of the sacred object.
Sometimes the tree is believed to speak with an articulate
~
voice, as the gka~cad did in a dream to M ~ s l i m ;but
except in a dream it is obvious that the voice of the
tree can only be some rustling sound, as of wind in the
branches, like that which was given to David as a tolcen
Cf. Botticher, op. cit, chap. xi.
V u p r a , p. 133. The same belief in trees from which a spirit speaks
oracles occurs in a rnoderli legend given by Doughty, AT. Des. ii. 209.
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of the right moment to attack the Philistines: and requires
a soothsayer to interpret it. The famous holy tree near
Shechem, called the tree of soothsayers in Judg. ix. 37':
and the " tree of the revealer " in Gen. xii. 6, must have
been the seat of a Canaanite tree ~ r a c l e . ~W e have no
hint as to the nature of the physical indications that
guicled the soothsayers, nor have I founcl any other case
of a Semitic tree oracle where the mode of procedure is
described. But the belief in trees as places of divine
revelation must have been widespreacl in Canaan. The
prophetess Deborah gave her responses under a palm near
Bethel, .cvhich according to sacred tradition marked the
grave of the nurse of R e I ~ k a h . ~That the artificial sacred
tree or askern was used in divination would follow from
1 Kings xviii. 19, were it not that there are good grouncls
for holding that in this passage the prophets of the
ashern are simply the prophets of the Tyrian Astarte.
Bnt in Hos. iv. 1 2 the " stock" of which the prophet's
coatempo~ariessought counsel can hardly be anything else
who draw their inspiration
than the aslzera."oothsayers
' 2 Sam. v. 24.
A.V. "plain of Meonenim."
I t was perhaps only one tree of a sacred grove, for Dent, xi. 30 speaks
of the "trees of the revealer " in the plural.
Gen. xxxv. 8. There indeed the tree is called an alla?~a word
generally re~lderedoak. But alldlz, like ZlBk and Z18n, seems to be a name
applicable to any sacred tree, perhaps to any great tree. Stade, Gesch. Is.
i. 455, would even connect these words with el, god, and the Phcenician
alonim.
As the next clause says, ('and their rod declaretll to them," it is
cornrllonly supposed that rhabdornancy is alluded to, i.e. the use of divining
rods. And no doubt tlle divining rod, in ~vhicha spirit of life is supposecl
to reside, so that it moves and gives indications apart from the wilI of the
man who holds it, is a superstition cognate to the Lelief in sacred trees ; but
wlleien " their rod " occurs in parallelisnl with "their stock " or tree, i t lies
nearer to cite Philo Byblius, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev,i. 10. 11, who speaks of
rods and pillars consecrated by the Phcenicia~~s
and worshipped by annual
feasts. On this view the rod is only a smaller ashern. Drusius therefore
seems to hit the mark in comparing Festns's note on delzcbrzcn~,where the
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from plants are found in Semitic legend even in the
Middle Ages.l
To the two great natural marks of a place of worship,
the fountain and the tree, ought perhaps to be added
grottoes and caves of the earth. A t the present day
almost every sacred site in Palestine has its grotto, and
that this is no new thing is plain from the numerous
symbols of Astarte worship found on the walls of caves
in Phcenicia. There can be little doubt that the oldest
Phcenician temples were natural or artificial grottoes, and
that the sacred as well as the profane monuments of
Phcenicia, with their marked preference for monolithic
forms, point to the rock-hewn cavern as the original type
that dominated the architecture of the r e g i ~ n . ~But if
this be so, the use of grottoes as temples in later times
does not prove that caverns as such had any primitive
religious significance. Religious practice is always conservative, and roclc-hewn temples would naturally be used
after men had ceased to live like troglodytes in caves and
holes of the earth.
Moreover, ancient temples are in
most instances not so much houses where the gods live, as
storehouses for the vessels and treasures of the sanctuary.
The altar, the sacred tree, and the other divine symbols to
which acts of worship are addressed, stand outside in front
of the temple, and the whole service is carried on in the
open air. Now all over the Semitic world caves and pits
are the primitive storehouses, and we know that in Arabia
Romans are said to have worshipped pillcd rods as gods. See more on rod
worship in Botticher, op. cit. xvi. 5. Was the omen derived from the rod
flourishing or withering? We have such an omen in Aaron's rod (Num.
xvii.) ; and Adonis rods, set as slips to grow or mither, seem to be referred
to in Isa. xvii. 10 sqq., a passage which would certainly gain force if the
withering of the slips was an ill omen. Divination from the flonrisliing
and withering of sacred trees is very common in antiquity (Bbtticher,
chap. xi.).
Renan, PI~hicie,p. 822 sq.
Chwolsohn, Xsabiev, ii. 914.
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a, pit called the yhabylzab, in which the sacred treasure was
stored, was a usual adjunct to sanctuaries? But there
are weighty reasons for doubting whether this is the whole
explanation of cave sacrifices. I n other parts of the world,
e.g. in Greece, there are many examples of caves associatecl
with the worship of chthonic deities, and also with the
oracles of gods like Apollo who are not usually regardecl
as chthonic or subterranean; and the acts performed in
these caves imply that they were regarded as the peculiar
seats of divine energy. The common opinion seems to be
that Semitic gods were never chthonic, in the sense that
their seats and the source of their influence were sought
underground. But we know that all branches of the
Semites believed in chthonic demons, the Hebrew iib, the
Syrian xa7~lcGiira,the Arabian a721 al-ar+ or " earth-folk,"2
with whom wizards hold fellowship. Again, the ordinary
usages of Semitic religion have many points of contact
with the chthonic rites of the Greeks. The Arabian
yhabglzab is not a mere treasury, for the victim is said to be
brought to it, and the sacrificial blood flows into the pit.3
Similarly the annual hunlaii sacrifice at D u m ~ t h a(Duma)
was buried under the altar-idol4 As regards the northern
Semites the chthonic associations of the Baalini as gods of
the subterranean waters are unquestionable, particularly a t
sanctuaries like Aphaca, where the tomb of the Baal was
shown beside his sacred stream ; for a buried god is a god
that dwells underground. The whole N. Semitic area was
dotted over with sacred tombs, Memnonia, Semiramis
Wellhausen, p. 100.
For the db see especially Isa. xxix. 4 ; for tho zakkh7, Jtcliafios, ed.
Hoffmann, p. 247, and ZDMG, xxviii. 666. For the ah1 al-art) the oldest
passage I ltnow is Ibn Hishim, p. 258, 1. 19, where these clemons appear
in connection with witchcraft, exactly like the fib and the zo;kkli~K
3 Yilciit, iii. 772 ap.; B. Hishim, p. 55, 1. 18 ; cf. Wellhanscn, zct stcpra,
Porphyry, De Abst. ii. 56.
Supvn, p. 174, note.
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mounds and t,he like, and at every such spot a god or
demigod had his s~tbterranean ab0de.l No part of old
Semitic belief was more deeply graven on the popular
imagination than this, which still holds its ground among
the peasantry, in spite of Christianity and Islam, with the
merely nominal modificatioil that the ancient god has been
transformed into a wonder-worlring sheiklz or wely. I n
view of these facts it can hardly be doubted that reniarliable caves or passages, leading into the bowels of the earth,
were as likely to be clothed with supernatural associations
among the Semites as among the Greeks. And there is a t
least one great Semitic temple whose legends distinctly
indicate that the original sanctuary was a chasm in the
ground. According to Lucian, this chasm swallowed up
the waters of the Flood (Deucalion's flood, as the Hellenisecl
form of the legend has it), and the temple with its altars
and special ritual of pouring water into the gulf was
erected in commemoration of this deli~erance.~According
to the Christian Melito, the chasn~,or " well," as he calls it,
was haunted by a demon and the water-pouring was
clesignecl to prevent him from coming up to injure men.3
Here the primitive sanctity of the chasm is the one fixed
point amidst the variations and distortions of later
legend; ancl on this analogy I am disposed to conjecture
that in other cases also a cavern or cleft in the earth may
have been chosen as a primzval sanctuary because it marked
the spot where a chthonic god went up and down between
the outer world and his subterranean home, and where he
1 That the Seiniramis mounds mere really tomb-sanctuaries appears from
the testimony of Ctesias cited by Syncellus, i. 119 (Bonn), and John of
Antioch (Fr. Hist. &. iv. 589), compared with Langlois, C7~ron.de LVficheZ
le G1.and (Venice, 1868), p. 40. See also m y article on "Ctesias and the
Selniramis legend " in El~g.Hist. Reu. April 1881.
De Dea Syria, § 13, cf. § 48.
Melito, S'pic. Syr. p. 25.
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could be best approached with prayers arid offerings.
What seems particularly to strengthen this conjecture is
that the adytum, or dark inner chamber, found in many
temples both among the Semites and in Greece, was almost
certainly in its origin a cave ; indeed in Greece it was
often wholly or partially subterranean and is called
pkyapov-a
word which in this application can hardly
be true Greek, and mean "hall," but is rather to be
identified with the Semitic n y D , ( ( a cave." The adytunl
is not a constant feature in Greek temples, and the name
pSyapov seems to indicate that it was borrowed from the
Semites.l Where i t does exist i t is a place of oracle, as
the Holy of Holies was at ~ernsalem,and therefore cannot
be looked upon in any other light than as the part of the
sanctuary where the god is most immediately present.
From this obscure topic we pass at once into clearer
light when we turn to consider the ordinary artificial
mark of a Semitic sanctuary, viz. the sacrificial pillar,
cairn or rude altar. The sacred fountain and the sacred
tree are common symbols at sanctuaries, but they are not
invariably found, and in most cases they have but a
secondary relation to the ordinary ritual. I n the more
advanced type of sanctuary the real meeting-place between
man and his god is the altar. The altar in its developed
form is a raised structure upon which sacrifices are presented to the god. Most commonly the sacrifices are fireofferings, and the altar is the place where they are burned ;
but in another type of ritual, of which the Roman lectisternium and the Hebrew oblation of shewbread are familiar
examples, the altar is simply a table on which a meal is
spread before the deity. Whether fire is used or not is a
The possibility of this can hardly be disputed when we think of the
temple of Apollo a t Delos, where the holy cave is the original sanctuary.
For this was a place of worship which the Greeks took over from the
Phcenicians.
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detail in the mode of presentation and does not affect the
essence of the sacrificial act. I n either case the offering
consists of foocl, " the bread of God" as it is called in the
Hebrew ritual: and there is no real difference between a
table ancl altar. Indeed the Hebrew altar of buratoffering is called the table of the Lord, while conversely
the table of shewbread is called an altar.2
The table is not a very primitive article of funliture,"
and this circuinstance alone is enough to lead us to suspect
that the altar was not originally a raised platform 011
which a sacrificial meal could be set forth. I n Arabia,
where sacrifice by fire is almost unknown, we find no
proper altar, but in its place a rude pillar or heap of
stones, beside which the victim is slain, the blood being
poured out over the stone or at its base? This ritual of
the blood is the essence of the offering; no part of the
flesh falls as a rule to the god, but the whole is distributecl
among the men who assist at the sacrifice. The sacrecl
stones, which are already mentioned by Herodotus, are
called nqzsab (sing. nosh), i.e. stones set np, pillars. We
also find the name gha~;iy," blood-bedaubed," with reference
to the ritual just described. The meailing of this ritnal
will occupy us later; meantime the thing to be noterl
is that the altar is only a modification of the .~zosb,ancl
that the rncle Arabian usage is the primitive type out
of which all the elaborate altar ceremonies of the more
cultivated Semites grew. Whatever else was done in
connection with a sacrifice, the primitive rite of sprinkling
Lev. xxi. 8, 17, etc.; cf. Lev. iii. 11.
Mal. i. 7, 1 2 ; Ezek, xli. 22 ; cf. Wellhausen, Prolcgon~i~a,
p. 69.
The same word (lyy) is used of setting a table and disposing the pieces of
the sacrifice on the fire-altar.
"he
old Arabian sofm, is merely a skin spread on the groluld, not a
raised table.
\Vellhansei~,Heid. p. 113 ; cf. ibid. pp. 39 sq. 99.
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or dashing the blood against the altar, or allowing it to
flow down on the ground at its base, was hardly ever
omitted;l and this practice was not peculiar to the
Semites, but was equally the rule with the Greeks
and Romans, and indeed with the ancieiit iiations
generally.
As regards fire sacrifices, we shall find reason to doubt
whether the hearth on which the sacred flesh was consumed was originally identical with the sacred stone or
cairn over which the sacrificial blood was allowed to flow.
I t seems probable, for reasons that cannot be stated a t
this point, that the more modern form of altar, which
could be used both for the ritual of the blood and as a
sacred hearth, was reached by combining two operations
which originally took place apart. But in any case it is
certain that the original altar among the northern Semites,
as well as among the Arabs, was a great stone or cairn
at which the blood of the victim was shed. At Jacob's
covenant with Laban no other altar appears than the
cairn of stones beside which the parties to the compact
ate together; in the ancient law of Ex. xx. 24, 25, it is
prescribed that the altar must be of earth or of unhewrl
stone; and that a single stone sufficed appears from
1 Sam. xiv. 32 sqp., where the first altar built by Saul is
simply the great stone which he caused to be rolled unto
him after the battle of Michmash, that the people might
slay their booty of sheep and cattle at it, and not eat the
flesh with the blood. The simple shedding of the blood by
There were indeed altars a t which no animal sacrifices were presented.
Such are, among the Hebrews, the altar of incense and the table of shewbread, and among the Phoenicians the altar at Paphos (Tac., IT&. ii. 3) ;
perhaps also the "altar of the pions " at Delos (Porph., De A bst. ii. 28) was
of Phoenician origin. In later times certain exceptional sacrifices \vert:
burned alive or slain without efl'usion of blood, but this does not touch the
general principle.
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the stone or altar consecrated the slaughter and made it a
legitimate sacrifice. Here, therefore, there is no difference
between bhe Hebrew altar and the Arabian nosh or gkar~y.
Monolithic pillars or cairns of stone are frequently
mentioned in the more ancient parts of the Old Testament
as standing at sanctuaries; generally in connection with
a sacred legend about the occasion on which they were
set up by some fanlous patriarch or hero. I n the biblical
story they usually appear as mere memorial structures
without any definite ritual significance; but the pentateuchal law looks on the use of sacred pillars (rnassebath) as
idolatrou~.~This is the best evidence that such pillars
had an important place among the appurtenances of
Canaanite temples, and as Hosea (iii. 4) speaks of the
masszba as an indispensable feature in the sanctuaries
of northern Israel in his time, we may be sure that by
the mass of the Hebrews the pillars of Shechem, Bethel,
Gilgal ancl other shrines were looked upon not as mere
memorials of historical events, but as necessary parts
of the ritual apparatus of a place of worship. That the
special ritual acts connected with the Canaanite rnasseba
were essentially the same as in the case of the Arabian
nosh may be gathered from Philo Byblius, who, in his
pseudo-historical manner, speaks of a certain Usous who
consecrated two pillars to fire and wind, and paid worship
to them, pouring out libations to them of the blood of
beasts taken in hunting.3 From these evidences, and
especially from the fact that libations of the same kind
At Shechem, Josh. xxiv. 26 ; Bethel, Gen. xxviii. 18 spq.; Gilead,
(Ramoth-gilead), Gen. xxxi. 45 sgq.; Gilgal, Josh. iv. 5 ; Mizpeh, 1 Sam.
vii. 12 ; Gibeon, 2 Sam. xx. 8 ; En-rogel, 1 Rings i. 9.
Ex. xxxiv. 13 ; Dent. xii. 3 ; cf. Mic. v, 13 (12). For pillars A.B.
generally gives, incorrectly, " images."
3 Euseb. Pmp. Ev. i. 10. 10. Libations of blood are mentioned as s
heathenish rite in Ps. xvi. 4.
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are applied to both, it seems clear that the altar is a
differentiated form of the primitive rude stone pillar, the
no$ or r n a ~ a b a . ~Bnt the sacred stone is inore than an altar,
for in Hebrew and Canaanite sanctuaries the altar, in its
developed form as a table or hearth, does not supersede
the pillar; the two are found side by side at the same
sanctuary, the altar as a piece of sacrificial apparatus, and
the pillar as a visible symbol or embodiment of the presence
of the deity, which in process of time comes to be fashioned
and carved in various ways, till ultimately it becomes a
statue or anthropomorphic idol of stone, just as the sacred
tree or post was ultimately developed into an image of
wood.2
It has been disputed whether the sacred stone at
Semitic sanctuaries was from the first an object of
worship, a sort of rude idol in which the divinity was
somehow supposed to be present. I t is urged that i11
the narratives of Genesis the rnassaba is a mere mark
without intrinsic religious significance. But the original
significance of the patriarchal syn~bolscannot be concluded
from the sense put on them by writers who lived many
centuries after those ancient sanctuaries were first founded;
and at the time when the oldest of the pentateuchal
narratives were svritten, the Canaanites and the great
mass of the Hebrews certainly treated the massaba as a
sort of idol or embodiment of the divine presence. Moreover Jacob's pillar is more than a mere landmarl<, for it
is anointed, just as idols were in antiquity, and the
pillar itself, not the spot on which it stood, is called
Nosb and massgba are derived from the same root (NSB, " sot up ").
Another name for the pillar or cairn is >'Yj, which occurs in place-names,
both in Canaan and among the Aramzeans (Nisibis, "the pillars").
V r o m this point of view the prohibition of a graven image ( ~ D Din
) the
second comnlandment stands on one line with the prohibition of an altar of
hewn stone (Ex. xx. 25).
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"the house of God," l as if the deity were conceived
actually to dwell in the stone, or manifest himself therein
to his worshippers. And this is the conception which
appears to have been associated with sacred stones everywhere. When the Arab daubed blood on the nogb his
object was to bring the offering into direct contact with
the deity, and in lilie manner the practice of stroking the
sacred stone with the hand is identical with the practice
of touching or stroliing the garments or beard of a man
in acts of supplication before him.2 Here, therefore, the
sacred stone is altar and idol in one; and so Porphyry
(De Abst. ii. 56) in his account of the worship of Duma
in Arabia expressly speaks of " the altar which they use as
an idol."3 The same conception must have prevailed aniong
the Canaanites before altas and pillar were differentiated
froin one another, otherwise the pillar would have been
sinlply changed into the more convenient forrn of an altar,
and there could have been no reason for retaining both.
So far as the evidence from tradition and ritual goes, we
can only think of the sacred stone as consecrated by the
actual presence of the godhead, so that whatever touched
it was brought into immediate contact with the deity.
How such a conception first obtained currency is a matter
for which no direct evidence is available, and which if
settled at all can be settled only by inference ancl coiljectnre. At the present stage of our inquiry it is not
possible to touch on this subject except in a provisional
Gen. xxviii. 22.
Wellhausen, p. 105 ; ibid. p. 52. Conversely a holy person conveys a blessing by the touch of his hand (Ibn Sa'd, Nos. 90, 130), or even
by touching something which others touch after him (B. Hisham, 338.
15).
So i n the well-lrnown line of A l - A ' s h ~the god to whom the sacred stone
belongs is llimsclf said to be m,nan.;ikb, "set u p " (B. His11. 256, 8 ; Afo~g.
Forsch. p. 258). The Arabian gods are expressly called "gods of stone" in
a verse cited by Ibn Sa'd, No. 118.
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way. But some things may be said which will at least
tend to malie the problem more definite.
Let us note then that there are two distinct points to
be considered-(1) how men came to look on an artificial
structure as the symbol or abocle of the god, (2) why the
particular artificial structure is a stone or a cairn of stones.
(1.) I n tree worship and in the worship of fountains
adoration is paid to a thing which man clid not make,
which has an independent life, and properties such as to
the savage imagination niay well appear to be divine.
On the same analogy one can understand how natural
rocks and boulders, suited by their size aiid aspect to affect
the savage imagination, have acquired in various parts of
the world the reputation of being animated objects with
power to help and hurt man, and so have conie to receive
religious worship. But the worship of artificial pillars
and cairns of stones, chosen at random aiid set up by man's
hand, is a very different thing from this. Of course not
the rudest savage believes that in setting up a sacred stone
he is making a new god ; what he does believe is that the
god comes into the stone, dwells in it or animates it, so
that for practical purposes the stone is thenceforth an
embodiment of the god, and may be spoken of and dealt
with as if it were the god himself. But there is an
enormous difference between worshipping the god in his
natural embodiment, such as a tree or some notable rock,
and persuading him to come and take for his embodiment
a structure set up for him by the worshipper. From the
nietaphysical point of view, which we are always tempted
to apply to ancient religioii, the worship of stocks and
stones prepared by man's hand seems to be a much cruder
thing than the worship of natural life as displayed in a
fountain or a secular tree; but practically the iclea that
the godhead consents to be present in a structure set for
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him by his worshippers implies a degree of intinlacy and
permanency in the relations between man and the being
he adores which marks an advance on the worship of
natural objects. It is true that the rule of Semitic
worship is that the artificial symbol can only be set up
in a place already consecrated by tokens of the divine
presence ; but the sacred stone is not merely a token that
the place is frequented by a god, i t is also a permanent
pledge that in this place he consents to enter into stated
relations with men and accept their service.
(2.) That deities like those of ancient heathenism, which
were not supposed to be omnipresent, and which were
conimonly thought of as having some sort of corporeal
nature, could enter into a stone for the convenience of
their worshippers, seems to us a fundamental difficulty,
but was hardly a difficulty that would be felt by primitive
man, who has most elastic conceptions of what is possible.
When we speak of an idol we generally think of an image
presenting a likeness of the god, because our knowledge of
heathenisni is mainly drawn from races which had made
some advance in the plastic arts, and used idols shapecl in
such a way as to suggest the appearance and attributes
which legend ascribed to each particular deity. But there
is no reason in the nature of things why the physical
embodiment which the deity assumes for the convenience
of his worshipper should be a copy of his proper form, and
in the earliest tinles to which the worship of sacred stones
goes back there was evidently no attempt to make the
idol a simnlacrum. A cairn or rude stone pillar is not a
portrait of anything, and I take it that we shall go on
altogether false lines if we try to explain its selection as a
divine symbol by any consideration of what i t looks like.
Even when the arts had made considerable progress the
Semites felt no need to fashion their sacred symbols into
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likenesses of the gods. Melcarth was worshipped at Tyre
in the form of two pillars: and at the great temple of
Paphos, down to Roman times, the idol was not ail
anthropomorphic image of Astarte, but a conical s t o i ~ e . ~
These antique forms were not retained from want of
plastic skill, or because there were not well-known types
on which images of the various gods could be and often
were constructed; for we see from the second commandineilt that likenesses of things celestial terrestrial ancl
aquatic were objects of worship in Canaan from a very
early date. I t was siniply not thought necessary that the
symbol in which the divinity was present shoulcl be like
the god.
Phcenician votive cippi were often aclornecl with rude
figures of men, animals and the like, as may be seen in the
series of such monuments cledicated to Tanith and Baal
Haxnmiin which are depicted in the C'orpus Inscr. Sew.
These figures, which are often little better than hieroglyphics, served, like the accompanyiilg inscriptions, to indicate
the meaning of the cippus ancl the deity to which it was
devoted. An image in like manner declares its own
meaning better than a mere pillar, but the chief idol of a
great sanctuary did not require to be explained in this
way; its position showecl what it was without either figure
or inscription. It is probable that anlong the Phcenicians
and Hebrews, as among the Arabs at the time of Mohammed,
portrait images, such as are spoken of i11 the second com1 Herod. ii. 44.
Twin pillars stood also before the temples of Paphos
and Hierapolis, and Solomon set up two brazen pillars hefore his teniple a t
Jerusalem (1 Kings vii. 15, 21). As he named them '<The stablislier" and
"In him is strength," they were doubtless symbols of Jehovah.
V a c . , Hist, ii. 2. Other examples are the cone of Elagabalus at Enlesa
(Herodian, v. 3. 5) and that of Zeus Casius. More in Zoega, De obeliscis,
p. 203. The cone at E~nesawas believed to have fallen from heaven,
like the idol of Artemis a t Ephesns and other ancient and very sacred
iclols.
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mandment, were mainly small gods for private use? For
public sanctuaries the second pillar or ashera sufficed.
The worship of sacred stones is often spoken of as
if i t belonged to a distinctly lower type of religion than
the worship of images. It is called fetichism-a
merely
popular term, which conveys no precise idea, but is vaguely
supposed to mean something very savage and contemptible.
And no doubt the worship of unshapen blocks is from the
artistic point of view a very poor thing, but from a purely
religious point of view its inferiority to image worship is
not so evident. The host in the mass is artistically as
much inferior to the Venus of Milo as a Semitic rnasaba
was, but no one will say that medizval Christianity is
a lower form of religion than Aphrodite worship. What
seems to be implied when sacred stones are spoken of as
fetiches is that they date from a time when stones were
regarded as the natural embodiment and proper form of
the gods, not merely as the embodiment which they took
up in order to receive the homage of their worshippers.
Such a view, I venture to think, is entirely without
foundation. Sacred stones are found in all parts of the
world and in the worship of gods of the most various kinds,
so that their use must rest on some cause which was
operative in all primitive religions. But that all or most
ancient gods were originally gods of stones, inhabiting
natural rocks or boulders, and that artificial cairns or
pillars are imitations of these natural objects, is against
evidence and quite incredible. Among the Semites the
sacred pillar is universal, but the instances of the
worship of rocks and stones in situ are neither numerous
Of the common use of such gods every museum supplies evidence, in
the shape of portable idols and amulets mitli pictured carving. Compare
2 Macc. xii. 40, mhere we read that many of the army of Jndas MaccabeusJews fighting against heathenism-wore under their shirts irpLpffi.rarw"v oia)
'1ffipvc;as~1Gh~wv.
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nor prominent, ancl the idea of founding a theory of the
origin of sacred stones in general upon them could hardly
occur to any one, except on the perfectly gratuitous
supposition that the idol or symbol must necessarily be
like the g0d.l
The notion that the sacred stone is a simulacrum of
the god seems also to be excluded by the observation that
several pillars may stand together a,s representatives of a
single deity. Here, indeed, the evidence must be sifted
with some care, for a god and a goddess were often
worshipped together, and then each would have a pillar.2
But this kind of explanation does not cover all the cases.
I n the Arabian rite described in Herod. iii. 8, two deities
are involred, but seven sacred stones are anointed with
The stone of al-Lst a t TBif, in which the goddess was supposed to dwell,
is identified by local tradition with a mass which seems to be a nattural bloclr
in situ, though not one of unusual size or form. See my Iiinship, p. 293,
and Doughty, ii. 515. At 'OkSz the sacred circle was performed round
rocks (sokha~,YHctit, iii. 705), presumably the remarkable group which I
described in 1880 in a letter to the Xeots?~~an
newspaper. "In the S.E.
corner of the small plain, which is barely two miles across, rises a hill of
loose granite blocks, crowlied by an enormous pillar standing quite erect and
flanked by lower masses. I do not think that this pillar can be less than
50 or 60 feet in heigl~t,and its extraordinary aspect, standing between two
lesser guards on either side, is the first thing that strilres the eye on nearing
the plain." The rock of Dnsares, referred to by Steph. Byz., is perhaps the
cliff with a waterfall which has been already mentioned (supra, p. 168), and
so may be compared with the roclr at Kadesh from which the fountain
gushed. The sanctity of rocks from which water flows, or of rocks that
form a sacred grotto, plainly cannot be used to explain the origin of sacred
cairns and pillars which have neither water xior caveni.
That the phrase " Roclr of Israel," applied to Jehovah, has anything to
do with stone worship may legitimately be doubted. The use of baetylia,
or small portable stones to which magical life was ascribed, hardly belongs
t o the preseilt argument. The idol Abnil a t Nisibis is simply "the cippus
of El" (Assen). i. 27).
Cf. Kinship, p. 293 sqq. p. 262. Whether the two ghari at Hira and
Faid (Wellh. p. 40) belong to a pair of gods, or are a double image of one
deity, like the twin pillars of Heracles-Melcarth a t Tyre, cannot be decided.
Wellhausen inclines to the latter view, citing Hamma, 190. 15. But in
Arabic idiom the two 'Ozzis may mean al-'OzzB and her companion goddess
al-LBt. Mr. C. Lyall suggests the reading ghariyniai.
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blood, and a plurality of sacred stones round which the
worshippers circled in a single act of worship are frequently
spoken of in Arabian poet;ry.l Siniilarly in Canaan the
place-name Anathoth means images of 'Aiiath in the
plural; and a t Gilgal there were twelve sacred pillars
according to the number of the twelve tribes: as at Sinai
twelve pillars were erected a t the covenant sacrifi~e.~
Twin pillars of Melcarth have already been noticed at
Tyre, and are familiar to us as the "pillars of Hercules"
in connection with the Straits of Gibraltar.
Another view taken of sacred pillars and cippi is that
they are images, not of the deity, but of bodily organs
taken as emblems of particular powers or attributes of
deity, espeeially of life-giving and reproductive power.
I will say soinething of this theory in a note ; but as an
explanation of the origin of sacred stones it has not even
a show of plausibility. Men did not begin by worshipping
emblems of divine powers, they brought their homage and
offerings to the god himself. If the god was already
conceived as present in the stone, i t was a natural
exercise of the artistic faculty to put something on the
stoiie to indicate the fact; and this something, if the
god was anthropomorphically conceived, might either be
a human figure, or merely an indication of important
parts of the hnman figure. At Tab& in Arabia, for
Wellh., Zleid. 11. 99. The poets often seem to identify the godwith one
of the stones, as al-'Ozzii was identified with one of the three trees at Nakhla.
The an@ stand beside the god (Taj, iii. 560, 1. 1) or round him, which
probably means that the idol proper stood in the midst. In the verse of
al-Farazdac, Agh. 3, xix. 1. 30, to which Wellhausen calls attention, the Oxford
~ I& tu&~it
MS. of the Naciiid and that of the late Spitta-Bey read, ' a l (zini
'Z-bam%tzcwa-id7~hz~mfi'tskti,fun 'a18 'I-a~zstibihawla 'I-?nudawwari,and the
scholia explain al-mt~dnzumaras sanam yadiiriilta (~awla7~u.I t is impossible
to believe that this distinction between one stone and the rest is primitive,
Josh. iv. 20. These stones are probably identical with the stone-idols
'A.V. "quarries") of Jndg. iii. 19, 26.
Ex. xxiv. 4.
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instance, a sort of crown was sculptured on the stone
of al-Lat to mark her head. I n like manner other parts
of the body may be rudely designated, particularly such
as distinguish sex. But that the sacred cippus, as such,
is not a sexual emblem, is plain from the fact that exactly
the. same kind of pillar or cone is used to represent gods
and goddesses indifferently?
On a review of all these theories it seems most
probable that the choice of a pillar or cairn as the
primitive idol was not dictated by any other consideration than convenience for ritual purposes.
The stone
or stone-heap was a convenient mark of the proper place
of sacrifice, and at the same time, if the deity consented
to be present a t it, provided the means for carrying out
the ritual of the sacrificial blood. Further than this it
does not seem possible to go, till we know why it was
thought so essential to bring the blood into immediate
contact with the god adored. This question belongs to
the subject of sacrifice, which I propose to commence in
the next l e c t ~ r e . ~
See Additional Note D, Phallic Syntbols.
One or two isolated statements about sacred stones, not sufficiently
important or well attested to be mentioned in the text, may deserve citation
in a note. Pliny, H. N. xxxvii. 161, speaks of an ordeal a t the temple of
Melcarth a t Tyre by sitting on a stone seat, ex qua pii facile surgebant.YBciit, iii. 760, has a very curious account of a stone like a landmarl< near
Aleppo. When i t was thrown down the women of the adjoining villages
mere seized by a shaniefill frenzy, which ceased when i t was sot up again.
YBcfit had this by very formal written attestation from persons he names ;
but failed to obtain confirmatioil of the story on making personal inquiry a t
Aleppo.

LECTURE V I
SACRIFICE-PRELIMINARY

SURVEY

WE have seen in the course of the last lecture that the
practices of ancient religion required a fixed meeting-place
between the worshippers and their god. The choice of
such a place is determined in the first instance by the
consideration that certain spots are the natural haunts of
a deity, and therefore holy ground. But for most rituals
i t is not sufficient that the worshipper should present his
service on holy ground: it is necessary that he should
come into contact with the god himself, and this he
believes himself to do when he directs his homage to a
natural object, like a tree or a sacred fountain, which
is believed to be the actual seat of the god and embodiment of a divine life, or when he draws near to an
artificial mark of the immediate presence of the deity.
I n the oldest forms of Semitic religion this mark is a
sacred stone, which is a t once idol and altar; in later
times the idol and the altar stand side by sicle, and the
original functions of the sacred stone are divided between
them ; the idol represents the presence of the god, and the
altar serves to receive the gifts of the worshipper. Both
are necessary to constitute a complete sanctuary, because
a complete act of worship implies not merely that the
worshipper comes into the presence of his god with gestures
of homage and words of prayer, but also that he lays before
the deity some material oblation. I n antiquity an act of
213
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worship was a formal operatioil in which certain prescribecl
rites and ceremonies must be duly observed. And among
these the oblation a t the altar had so central a place that
a
among the Greeks and Romans the words i ~ p o u p . y ~and
sacrificium, which in their primary application denote
any action within the sphere of things sacred to the gods,
and so cover the whole field of ritual, were habitually used,
like our English word sacrifice, of those oblations at the
altar ronnd which all other parts of ritual turned. I n
English idiom there is a further tendency to narrow the
word sacrifice to such oblations as involve the slaughter
of a victim. I n the Authorisecl Version of the Bible
"sacrifice ancl offering" is the usual translation of the
Hebrew xdba[l, umi~z$a,that is, "bloody and bloodless
oblations." For the purposes of the present Cliscussion,
however, it seems best to illclude both kinds of oblation
under the term " sacrifice " ; for a comprehensive term is
necessary, and the word "offering," which naturally suggests itself as an alternative, is somewhat too wide, as it
may properly include not only sacrifices but votive offerings,
of treasure images and the like, which forin a distinct
class from offerings at the altar.
Why sacrifice is the typical form of all complete acts
of worship in the antique religions, and what the sacrificial
act means, is an involved ancl d%cult problem. The
problem does not belong to any one religion, for sacrifice
is equally important among all early peoples in all parts
of the world where religious ritual has reached any considerable development. Here, therefore, we have to deal
with an institution that must have been shaped by the
action of general causes, operating very widely and under
conditions that were cornmoil ill primitive times to all
races of mankind. To construct a theory of sacrifice
exclusively on the Semitic evidence would be unscientific
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and misleading, but for the present purpose it is right to
put the facts attested for the Semitic peoples in the foreground, and to call in the sacrifices of other nations to
confirm or modify the conclusions to which we are led.
For some of the main aspects of the subject the Semitic
evidence is very full and clear, for others it is fragmentary
and unintelligible without help from what is known about
other rituals.
Unfortunately the only system of Semitic sacrifice of
which we possess a full account is that of the second
temple at Jerusalem ; and though the ritual of Jerusalem
as described in the Book of Leviticus is undoubtedly based
on very ancient tradition, going back to a time when there
was no substantial difference, in point of form, between
Hebrew sacrifices and those of the surrounding nations, the
system as we have it dates from a time when sacrifice was
no longer the sum and substance of worship. I n the long
years of Babylonian exile the Israelites who remained true
to the faith of Jehovah had learned to draw nigh to their
God without the aid of sacrifice and offering, and, when
they retnrned to Canaan, they did not return to the old
The detailed ritaal laws of the Pentateuch belong to the post-exilic
document conlmonly called the Priestly Code, which was adopted as the
law of Israel's religion at Ezra's reformation (444 B.c.). To the Priestly
Code belong the Book of Leviticus, together with the cognate parts of the
adjacent Books, Ex. xxv.-xxxi., xxxv.-xl., and Num. i.-x., xv.-xix.,
xxv.-xxxvi. (with some inconsiderable exceptions). With the Code is
associated an account of the sacred history from Adam to Joshua, and some
ritual matter is found in the historical sections of the work, especially in
Ex. xii., where the law of the Passover is mainly priestly, and represents
post-exilic usage. The law of Deuteronomy (seventh cent. B.c.) and the
older codes of Ex. xx.-xxiii., xxxiv., have little to say about the rules of
ritual, which in old times were matters of priestly tradition and not incorporated in a law-book. A just view of the sequence and dates of the several
parts of Qe Pentateuch is essential to the historical study of Hebrew religion.
Readers to whom this subject is new may refer to 'CVellhausen's Prolegomena
(Eng. trans., Edin. 1883), to the article "Pentateuch," EncyeZ. Brit., 9th
ed., to my Old Test. in the Jewish Chz~rch(2nd ed. 1892), or to Professor
Driver's Introduction.
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type of religion. They built an altar, indeed, and restored
its ritual on the lines of old tradition, so far as these could
be reconciled with the teaching of the prophets and the
Deuteronomic law-especially with the principle that there
was but one sanctuary a t which sacrifice could be acceptably offered.
But this principle itself was entirely
destructive of the old importance of sacrifice, as the stated
means of converse between God and man. I n the old
time every town had its altar, and a visit to the local
sanctuary was the easy and obvious way of consecrating
every important act of life. No such interweaving of
sacrificial service with evqryday religion was possible
under the new law, nor was anything of the kind attempted. The worship of the second temple was an
antiquarian resuscitation of forms which had lost their
intimate connection with the national life, and therefore
had lost the greater part of their original significance.
The Book of Leviticus, with all its fulness of ritual detail,
does not furnish any clear idea of the place which each
kind of altar service held in the old religion, when all
worship took the form of sacrifice. And in some particulars there is reason to believe that the desire to avoid
all heathenism, the necessity for giving expression to new
religious ideas, and the growing tendency to keep the
people as far as possible from the altar and make sacrifice
the business of a priestly caste, had introduced into the
ritual features unknown to more ancient practice.
The three main types of sacrifice recognised by the
Levitical law are the whole burnt-offering ('iila), the
sacrifice followed by a meal of which the flesh of the victim
formed the staple (shdlenz, zdbal~), and the sin-offering
(ha.tt&th), with an obscure variety of the last named called
asham (A.V. " trespass-offering "). Of these 'ala and xdba[z
are frequently mentioned in the older literature, and they
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are often spoken of together, as if all animal sacrifices
fell under one or the other head. The use of sacrifice as
an atonement for sin is also recognised in the old literature,
especially in the case of the burnt-offering, but there is
little or no trace of a special kind of offering appropriated
for this purpose before the time of Ezekiel1 The formal
distinctions with regard to Hebrew sacrifices that can be
clearly made out from the pre-exilic literature are(1) The distinction between animal and vegetable
oblations, x&bn$,and mimha).
(2) The distinction between offerings that were consumed
by fire and such as were merely set forth on the sacred
table (the shewbread).
(3) The distinction between sacrifices in which the
consecrated gift is wholly made over to the god, to be
consumed on the altar or otherwise disposed of in his
service, and those at which the god and his worshippers
partake together in the consecrated thing. To the latter
class belong the zeba&;inz,or ordinary animal sacrifices, in
which a victim is slain, its blood poured out at the altar,
and the fat of the intestines with certain other pieces
burned, while the greater part of the flesh is left to the
offerer to form the inaterial of a sacrificial banquet.
These three distinctions, which are undoubtedly ancient,
and applicable to the sacrifices of other Semitic nations,
suggest three heads under which a preliminary survey of
the subject may be conveniently arranged. But not till
we reach the third head shall we find ourselves brought
face to face with the deeper aspects of the probleni of the
origin and significance of sacrificial worship.
The Hebrew designations of
1 See Wellhausen, Prolego?,~ena,chap. ii.
the species of sacrifices are to be compared with those on the Carthaginiali
tables of fees paid to priests for the various kinds of offerings, CLS'. Nos.
165, 164 sqq., hat the information given in these is so fragnlentary that i t is
difficnlt to make much of it. See below, p. 237 n.
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1. TIbe ~naterial01'sacrt$ce. The divisioil of sacrifices
into aninlal and vegetable offerings involves the principle
that sacrifices-as distinct from votive offerings of garments,
weapons, treasure and the like-are
drawn from edible
substances, and indeed from such substances as form the
ordinary staple of human food. The last statement is
strictly true of the Levitical ritual; but, so far as the
flesh of animals is concerned, it was subject, even in the
later heathen rituals, to certain rare but important exeeptions, uncleai~or sacred animals, whose flesh was ordinarily
forbidden to men, being offered and eaten sacramentally on
very solemn occasions. We shall see by and by that in
the earliest times these extraordinary sacrifices had a very
great importance in ritual, and that on them depends the
tlieory of the oldest sacrificial meals ; but, as regards later
times, the Hebrew sacrifices are sufficiently typical of the
ordinary usage of the Semites generally. The four-footed
aninials from which the Levitical law allows victims to be
selected are the ox the sheep and the goat, that is, the
" clean " domestic quadrupeds which men were allowed to
eat. The same quadrupeds are named upon the Carthaginian inscriptions that give the tariff of sacrificial fees to
be paid at the temple: and in Lucian's account of the
Syrian ritual at H i e r a p ~ l i s . ~The Israelites neither ate nor
sacrificed camels, but among the Arabs the camel was
common food and a common offering. The swine, on the
other hand, which was commonly sacrificed and eaten in
Greece, was forbidden food to all the Semites: and occurs
as a sacrifice only in certain exceptional rites of the kind
already alluded to. Deer, gazelles ancl other kinds of
game were eaten by the Hebrews, but not sacrificed, and
from Deut. xii. 1 6 we mlty conclude that this was an
CIS. Nos. 165, 167.

V e a Syria, liv.

:'Lucian, Z L SUP.
~
(Syrians) ; Sozomen, vi. 38 (all Sasacens).

LECT. VI.

O F SACRIFICE

219

ancient rule. Among the Arabs, in like manner, a gazelle
was regarded as an imperfect oblation, a shabby substitute
for a sheep.l As regards birds, the Levitical law admits
pigeons and turtle-doves, but only as holocausts and in
certain purificatory ceren~onies.~Birds seem also to be
mentioned in the Carthaginian sacrificial lists ; what is
said of them is very obscure, bnt it would appear that they
might be usecl either for ordinary sacrifices (sheleqn kalJ)
or for special purposes piacular and oracular. That the
quail was sacrificed to the Tyrian Baal appears from
Athenzus, ix. 47, p. 392cl.
Fish were eaten by the Israelites, but not sacrificed;
among their heathen neighbours, on the contrary, fish-or
certain kinds of fish-were forbidden food, and were sacrificed only ill exceptional cases.3
Anlong the Hebrew offerings from the vegetable kingdom, meal wine and oil take the chief place: and these were
also the chief vegetable constituents of man's daily
Wellh. p. 112 ; Hzrith, ~lfo'ao'all.69 ; especially Liscin, vi. 211. The
reason of this rule, and certain exceptions, will appear in the sequel.
"ev.
i. 14, xii. 6, 8, xiv. 22, XI.. 14, 29 ; Nuin. vi. 10. Two birds,
of which one is slain and its blood used for lustration, appear also in the
ritual for cleansing a leper, or a house that has been affected with leprosy
(Lev. xiv. 4 sq., 49 sq.). Further, the turtle-dove and nestling (pigeon)
appear in an ancient covenant ceremony (Gen. xv. 9 sqq.). The fact that
the dove was not used by the Hebrens for any oirlinary sacrifice, involving a
sacrificial meal, can hardly be, in its origin, independent of the saclosanct
character ascribed to this bird in the religion of the heathen Semites. The
Syrialls would not eat doves, and their very touch made a man uilclean for
a day (Dea Syria, liv.). In Palestine also the dove was sacred nit11 the
P h ~ i ~ i c i a and
n s Philistines, and on this superstition is based the conlmon
Jewish accusation against the Samaritans, that they weie worshipl~ersof the
dove (see for all this Bochart, Hierozoicon, 11. i. 1). Nay, sacred doves that
may not be harmed are fo~uildeven a t Mecca. I n legal times the dove was
of course a "clean" bird to the Hebrews, but i t is somewhat remarkable
that we never read of i t in the Old Testament as an article of diet-not even
in 1 Kings v. 2 sqq. (A.V. iv. 22 sqq.)-though it is now one of the
commonest table-birds all over the East.
V e e below, p. 292 sq.
Cf. Mic. vi. 7 with Lev. ii. 1 sqq.
V s . civ. 1 4 sp.
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I n the lands of the olive, oil takes the place that butter
and other animal fats hold among northern nations, and
accordingly among the Hebrews, and seemingly also
among the Phcenicians,l i t was customary to mingle oil
with the cereal oblation before it was placed upoil the
altar, in conforniity with the usage at ordinary meals.
I n like manner no cereal offering was coniplete without
salt: which, for physiological reasons, is a necessary of life
to all who use a cereal diet, though among ilations that
live exclusively on flesh and milk it is not illdispensable
and is often dispensed with. Wine, which as Jotham's
parable has it, "cheereth gods and men," was added to
whole b~~nlt-offeriagsa i d to the oblatioil of victims of
whose flesh the worshippers p a r t ~ o k . ~The sacrificial use
of wine, without which no feast was complete, seems to have
been well-nigh universal wherever the grape was known,5
and even penetrated to Arabia, where kine was a scarce
and costly luxury imported from abroad. Milk, on the
other hand, though one of the commoilest articles of food
among the Israelites, has no place i11 Hebrew sacrifice, but
libations of milk were offered by the Arabs, and also at
Carthage.'j Their absence among the Hebrews may
perhaps be explaiiled by the rule of Ex. xxiii. 18, Lev.
ii. 11, which excludes all ferments from presentation a t
the altar; for in hot climates milk ferments rapidly and
is generally eaten
The same principle covers the
In CIS. No. 165, 1. 14, tho $53 is to be interpreted by the aid of
Lev, vii. 10, and understood of bread or nieal lnoiste~ledwith oil.
"~udg. ix. 13.
Nuin. xv. 5.
Lev. ii. 13.
For some exceptions see Aesch., Etc77z. 107 ; Soph., Oed. Col. 100, with
Schol. ; Pans. ii. 11. 4 ; v. 15. 10 (Greek libations to the Eumeilides and to
the Nymphs) ; and Athen. xv. 48 (libations to the sun at Emesa).
Wellh. p. 111 sq.; CIS. No. 165, 1. 14 ; No. 167, 1. 10.
The rule against offering fermented things on the altar was not observed
in northern Israel in all forms of sacrifice (Amos iv. 5), and trace? of greater
freedom in this respect appear also in Lev. vii. 13, xxiii. 17. I t sccms
strange t l ~ a xine
t
should be admitted in sacrifice and leaveil excluded, for
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prohibition of " honey," l which term, like the modern
Arabic dibs, appears to include fruit juice inspissated by
boiling-a
very important article of food in moderi~ and
presumably in ancient Palestine. Fruit in its natural
state, however, was offered a t Carthage? and was probably
admitted by the Hebrews in ailcieilt times.3 Among the
leaven is a product of vinous fermentation, and leavened bread equally with
wine is to the nomad a foreign luxury (al-7c7~amrwal-khanzir, Agh. xix. 25),
so that both alilre must have been wanting in the oldest type of Hebrew
sacrifices. Thus the continued prohibition of leaveil in sacrifice, after
mine mas admitted, can hardly be regarded as a mere piece of religious
conservatism, but must bave some further sigl~ificanee. I t is possible that in
its oldest form the legal prohibition of leaven applied only to the Passover,
to which Ex. xxiii. 18, xxxiv. 25, specially refer. In this connection the
prohibition of leaven is closely associated mith the rnle that the fat and
flesh mnst not remain over till the morning. For me shall find by and by
that a similar rnle applied to certain Saracen sacrifices nearly akin to the
Passover, which were even eaten raw, and had to be entirely consumed
before the sun rose. I11 this case the idea was that the efficacy of the
sacrifice lay in the living flesh and blood of the victim. Everything of the
nature of pntrefaction was therefore to be avoided, and the connection
between leaven and putrefaction is obvious.
The only positive law against the sacrificial nse of inillr is that in Ex.
xxiii. 19, xxxiv. 26 : "Thou shalt not seethe a lrid in its mother's milk."
Mother's milk is siml~lygoat's milk, which was that generally used (Prov.
xxvii. 27), and flesh seethed in nlilk is still a common Arabian dish ; sour
milk is specified as the lriilcl employed in PER Qu. St. 1888, 11. 188.
Tlie context of the passages in Exodus shows that sonic ancient forin of
sacrifice is referred to; cf. Jndg. vi. 19, where we have a l~olocanstof sodden
flesh. A sacrificial gift sodden in sour nlilk mould evidently be of the
nature of fermented food ; but I do not feel sure that this goes to the root of
the matter, Many primitive peoples regard millr as a lrind of equivalent for
blood, and thus to eat a lrid seethed in its mother's 111ilk might be taken as
equivalent to eating "with the blood," and be forbidden to the Hebrews
along with the bloody sacraments of the heathen, of which more hereafter.
CIS. No. 166.
Lev. ii. 11.
"he
term hill ill in^, applied in Lev. xix. 24 t o the consecrated fruit
borne by a new tree in its fourth year, is applied in Judg. ix. 27 to the
Canaanite vintage feast a t the sanctuary. The Carthaginian fruit-offering
consisted of a branch bearing fruit, like the " ethrog " of the modern Jewish
feast of Tabernacles. The use of "goodly fruits " at this festival is ordained
in Lev. xxiii. 40, but their destinatioll is not specified. In Carthage,
though the inscription that speaks of the rite is fragmentary, i t seems t o
be clear that the fruit was offered a t the altar, for inccnse is mentioned
with i t ; and this, no donbt, is the original sense of the Hebrew rite also.
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Hebrews vegetable or cereal oblations were sometimes
presented by themselves, especially in the form of
first-fruits, but the commonest use of them was as an
accompaniment to an animal sacrifice. When the Hebrew
ate flesh, he ate bread with it and drank wine, and when
he offered flesh on the table of his God, it was natural that
he should add to it the same concomitants which were
necessary to make up a comfortable and generous meal.
Of these various oblations animal sacrifices are by far
the most important in all the Semitic countries. They
are in fact the typical sacrifice, so that among the
Phcenicians the word xe'bulz, which properly means a
slaughtered victim, is applied even to offerings of bread
and oil?
That cereal offerings have but a secoildary
place in ritual is not u~lintelligible in connection with
the history of the Semitic race. For all the Semites
mere origiilally nomadic, and the ritual of the nomad
Arabs and the settled Canaanites has so many points ill
conlmon that there can be 110 question that the main
lines of sacrificial worship were fixed before any part of
the Semitic stock had learned agriculture and adopted
cereal food as its ordinary diet. I t must be observed,
however, that animal food-or
at least the flesh of domestic
animals, which are the only class of victims admitted
among the Semites as ordinary and regular sacrificeswas not a common article of diet even among the
nomad Arabs. The everyday food of the nomad consisted of milk, of game, when he could get it, and to a
limited extent of dates and nieal-the
latter for the most
part being attainable only by purchase or robbery. Flesh
Cf. the raisin-cakes (A.V. "flagons of wine"), Hos. iii. 1, which from the
context appear to be connected with the worship of the Baalim.
CIX. No. 165, 1. 12 ; 167, 1. 9. I11 the contest 7 Y can hardly Incall
game, but must be taken, as in Josh, ix. 11 spq., of cereal food, the ordinary
"provision " of agricultural peoples.
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of domestic animals was eaten only as a luxury or in
times of famine.I If therefore the sole priiiciple that
governed the choice of the material of sacrifices had been
that they must consist of human food, illilk and not flesh
would have had the leading place in nomad ritual, whereas
its real place is exceedingly subordinate. To remove this
difficulty i t may be urged that, as sacrifice is food offered
to the gods, it ought naturally to b'e of the best and most
luxurious kind that can be attained ; but on this principle
it is not easy to see why game should be excluded, for a
gazelle is not worse food than an old c a n ~ e l . ~The true
solution of the matter lies in another direction. Among
the Hebrews no sacrificial meal was provided for the
worshippers unless a victiiil was sacrificed ; if the oblation
was purely cereal it was wholly consumed either on the
altar or by the priests, in the holy place, i.e. by the
representatives of the deity.3 I n like manner the only
Arabian meal-offering about which we have particulars,
that of the god Ocaisir,4 was laid before the idol in
handfuls. The poor, however, were allowed to partake
of it, being viewed no doubt as the guests of the deity.
See the old narratives, passim, and compare Doughty, i. 325 sq. The
statement of Prankel, Prcind?*.Srter, p. 31, that tlie Arabs lived mainly on
flesh, overlooks the importai~ceof milk as an article of diet among all tlie
pastoral tribes, and must also be talren with the qualification that the flesh used
as ordinary food was that of wild beasts talcen in hunting. On this poilit
the evidence is clear ; Pliny, H. N. vi. 161, "nomadas lacte et ferina carlie
uesci" ; Agatharchides, ap. Diod. Sic. iii. 44. 2 ; Ammianus, xiv. 4, 6,
" uictus uuiuersis caro ferina est lactisque a b u n d a ~ coopia
~ s qua sustelitantur " ;
Nilns, p. 27. Ry these express statements we must interpret the vaguer
utterances of Diodorus (xix. 94. 9) and Agat,harchides (a2~.Diod. iii. 43. 5)
about the ancient diet of the Nabatzans : the " nourisl~meiitsupplied by
their herds" was mainly milk. Certain Arab tril~es,like the modern Sleyh,
had no herds and lived wholly by hunting, and these perhaps are referred
to in what Agatharchides says of the Banizomenes, and in the Syriac life
of Simeon Stylites (Assemani, Mart. ii. 345), where, a t any rate, hesrii
d'!laiw&th&means game.
Lev. ii. 3, v. 11, vi. 16 (E.TT. 22).
a Cf. Ben. xxvii. 7.
4 YBctit, s.v. ; Wellh. 11. 58 sq.
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The cereal offering therefore has strictly the character of
a tribute paid by the worshipper to his god, as indeed is
expressed by the name rninlza, whereas when an animal
is sacrificed, the sacrificer and the deity feast together, part
of the victim going to each. The predominance assigned in
ancient ritual to animal sacrifice corresponds to the predominance of the type of sacrifice which is not a mere payment
of tribute but an act of social fellowship between the
deity and his worshippers. Why this social meal always
includes the flesh of a victim will be considered in a subsequent lecture.
All sacrifices laid upon the altar were taken by the
ancients as being literally the food of the gods.
The
Homeric deities " feast on hecatombs," nay, particular
Greek gods have special epithets designating then1 as the
goat-eater, the ram-eater, the bull-eater, even "the cannibal,"
with allnsiori to human sacrifice^.^ Among the Hebrews
the conceptioil that Jehovah eats the flesh of bulls and
drinks the blood of goats, against which the author of
Ps. 1. protests so strongly, was never eliminated from
t,he ancient technical language of the priestly ritual, in
which the sacrifices are called P+;I$JK nns, " the food of the
deity." I n its origin this phrase must belong to the same
circle of ideas as Jotham's " wine which cheereth gods and
men." But in the higher forms of heathenism the crass
materialism of this conception was modified, in the case of
fire-offerings, by the doctrine that man's food must be
etherealised or sublimated into fragrant smoke before the
gods partake of it. This observation brings us to the
second of the points which we have noted in connectioll
with Hebrew sacrifice, viz, the distinction between sacrifices
that are merely set forth on the sacred table before the
deity, and such as are consumed by fire upon Ihe altar.
Iliad, ix. 531.

aiyopdyos,
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2. The table of shewbread has its closest parallel in
the lcctisterlzicc of ancient heathenism, when a table laden
with meats was spread beside the idol. Such tables were
set in the great temple of Be1 at Babylon,l and, if any
weight is to be given to the apocryphal story of Be1 and
the Dragon in the Greeli: Book of Daniel, it was popularly
believed that the god actually consunled the meal provided
for him: a superstition that might easily hold its ground
by priestly connivance where the table was spread inside
a temple. A more primitive form of the same kind of
offering appears in Arabia, where the meal-offering to
Ocaisir is cast by handfuls at the foot of the idol mingled
with the hair of the worshipper," and milk is poured over
the sacred stones. A narrative of somewhat apocryphal
colour, given without reference to his authority by Sprenger?
has it that in the worship of 'Amm-anas in Southern
Arabia, whole hecatombs were slaughtered and left to be
devoured by wild beasts. Apart from the exaggeration,
there may be something in this ; for the idea that sacred
animals are the guests or clients of the god is not alien
to Arabian thougllt,5 and to feed then1 is an act of religion
Herod. i. 181, 183 ; Diod. Sic. ii. 9. 7.
The story, so far as i t has a basis in actual superstition, is probably
drawn from Egyptian beliefs ; but in such matters Egypt and Babylon were
much alike ; Herod. i. 182.
3 The same thing probably applies to other Arabian meal-offerings, e.gthe wheat and barley offered to Al-Kholasa (Azrlci, p. 78). As the dove
was the sacred bird a t Mecca, the epithet Jfo$i?n nZ-$air,"he who feeds the
birds," applied to the idol that stood upon Mar~va(ibid.),seems to point t o
siinilar meal-offerings rather than to animal victims left lying before the
god. The "idol" made of hnis, i.e. a mass of dates lrileaded up with
butter and sour millr, which the B. Hanifa ate up i11 time of famine (see
the Lezz. s.u. is\@ ; Ibn Coteiba, ed. Wust. p. 299 ; Biriini, C~LIJLTO~L..
p. 210),
probably belonged to the midespread class of cereal offerings, shaped as
rude idols and eaten sacrame~itally(Liebrecht, Zur Volkskuncle, p. 436 ;
ZDMG. xxx. 539).
4 Lab. Noh. iii. 457.
5 See above, p. 142 sqg., and the god-name Mot'im al-$air in the last
1

2
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in many heathen systems, especially where, as in Egypt:
the gods themselves are totem-deities, i.e. personifications
or individual representations of the sacred character and
attributes which, in the purely totem stage of religion,
were ascribed without distinction to all animals of the
holy kind. Thus at Cynopolis in Egypt, where dogs were
honoured and fed with sacred food, the local deity was the
divine dog Anubis, and similarly in Greece, a t the sanctuary
of the Wolf Apollo (Apollo Lycius) of Sicyon, an old tradition preserved-though in a distorted form-the menlory of
a time when flesh used to be set forth for the ~ o l v e s . ~I t
is by no means impossible that something of the same sort
took place a t certain Arabian shrines, for we have already
learned how closely the gods were related to the jim and
the jinn to wilcl animals, a i d the list of Arabian deities
includes a Lion-god (Yaghftth) and a Vulture-god (Nasr)?
to whose worship rites like those described by Sprenger
would be altogether appropriate.
Bnt while it cannot be thought impossible that sacrificial victims were presented on holy ground and left to be
devoured by wild beasts as the guests or congeiiers of the
gods, I confess that there seems to me to be no sufficient
evidence that such a practice had any considerable place
in Arabian ritual. The leading idea in the animal sacrifices
of the Semites, as we shall see by and by, was not that of
a gift made over to the god, but of an act of communion,
note but one ; also HaindZni's account of the offeriilgs at SZmid, szyva,
p. 177.
Strabo, xvii. 1. 39 sq. (p. 812).
The later rationalism which changed the Wolf-god
2 Pausanias, ii. 9. 7.
into a ~ o l k s l a y e rgave the story a corresponciing twist by relating that the
flesh was poisoned, under the god's dil-eotions,with the leaves of a tree whose
trunk was preserved in the temple, like the sacred erica a t Byhlns.
3 See ICi?zski~~,
pp. 192, 309 ; Noldeke, ZDJfG. 1586. p. 186. sek also,
for the Himyarite Vulture-god, ZDJIG. n i x . 600, and compare the eagle
standard of Morra, Nzbigha, iv. 7, Ahlm. =sxi. 7, Der.
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in which the god and his worshippers unite by partaking
together of the flesh and blood of a sacred victim. It
is true that in the case of certain very solemn sacrifices,
especially of piaculu, to which class the sacrifices cited by
Sprenger appear to belong, the victim sometimes came to
be regarded as so sacred that the worshippers did not
venture to eat of it at all, but that the flesh was burned
or buried or otherwise disposed of in a way that secured it
from profanation ; and anlong the Arabs, who did not use
burning except in the case of hnmaii sacrifices, we call
quite well understand that one way of disposing of holy
flesh might be to leave it to be eaten by the sacred animals
of the god. Or again, when a sacrifice is expressly offered
as a ransom, as in the case of the hundred camels with
which 'Abcl-al-Mottalib redeemed his vow to sacrifice his
son, it is intelligible that the offerer reserves no part of
the flesh, but leaves it to anyone who chooses to help
himself; or even (according to another reading) leaves it
free to man and beast.l On the whole, however, all the
well-authenticated accounts of Arabian sacrifice seem to
indicate that the original principle, that the worshippers
must actually eat of the sacred flesh, was very rigorously
held
Wellhausen indeed is disposed to think that the
practice of slaughtering animals and leaving them beside
the altar to be devoured by wild beasts was not confined
to certain exceptional cults, but prevailed generally in the
case of the 'atd'ir (sing. 'atxm) or annual sacrifices presented by the Arabs in the month Rajab, which originally
corresponded to the Hebrew Passover-month (Abib, N i ~ a n ) . ~
B. Hish. p. 100, 1. 7 ; Tabari, i. 1078, 1. 4.
"he
evidence of Nilus is very important in this connection; for the
interval between his time and that of the oldest native traditions is scarcely
sufficient to allow for the development of an extensive system of sacrifice
without a sacrificial meal ; inf~a,p. 338.
3 Cf. Wellhausen, p. 94 sq. To complete the parallelism of the Passover
1
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It is remarkable," says Wellhausen, " how often we hear

of the 'at6'lr lying round the altar-idol, and sometimes in
poetical comparisons the slain are said to be left lying on
the battlefield like ' a t ~ i r . " But on the Arabian method
of sacrifice the carcases of the victims naturally lie on
the ground, beside the sacred stone, till the blood, which is
the god's portion, has drained into the ghabghnb, or pit, a t
its foot, and till all the other ritual prescriptions have
been fulfilled. Thus at a great feast when many victims
were offered together, the scene would resemble a battlefield; indeed, i t is impossible to imagine a more disgusting
scene of carnage than is still presented every year at
MinZ on the great day of sacrifice, when the ground is
literally covered with innumerable carcases.
I t is not
therefore necessary to suppose that the 'utaiir at Rajab
were left to the hyzna and the vulture ; and, as the name
'at;ira seems to be also used in a more general sense of
any victim whose blood is applied to the sacred stones at
the sanctuary, it is hardly to be thought that there was
anything very exceptional in the form of the Rajab,
ceremony.
In the higher forms of Seillitic heathenism offerings of
the shewbread type are not very conspicuous ; in truth the
idea that the gods actually consume the solid food deposited
with the Rajab offerings, Wellhausen desiderates evidence connecting the
'atazr of Rajab with the sacrifice of firstlings. The traditionists, 8.g.
Bokhiri, vi. 207 (at the close of the Zit. al-'acica), distinguish between
firstlings (fara') and 'atira, but the line of distinction is not sharp. The
lexicons apply the name fara', not only to firstlings saclificed while their
flesh was still like glue (Lisan, x. 120), but also to the sacrifice of one beast
in a hundred, which is what the scholiast on Harith's Moall. 69 understands
by the 'atira. Conversely the Listin, vi. 210, defines the 'atira as a firstling (awwal ma yuntaj) which mas sacrificed to the gods. If we could
accept this statement without reserve, in the general confusion of the later
Arabs on the subject, i t would wpply what Wellhausen desiderates.
1 Wellh. p. 115 ; cf. the verses cited ibid. pp. 16, 56 ; and, for the poetical
comparisons, Ibn Hishim, 534. 4 ; Alcama, vi. 3, Soc.
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a t their shrines is too crude to subsist without modification beyoncl the savage state of society; the ritual may
survive, but the sacrificial gifts, which the god is evidently
unable to dispose of himself, will come to be the perquisite
of the priests, as in the case of the shewbread, or of the
poor, as in the meal sacrifice to Ocaisir. I n such cases
the actual eating is done by the guests of the deity, but
the god himself may still be supposed to partake of food
in a subtle and supersensuous way. It is interesting to
note the gradations of ritual that correspond to this modification of the original idea.
I n the more primitive forms of Semitic religion the
difficulty of conceiving that the gods actually partake of
food is partly got over by a predominant use of liquid
oblations ; for fluid substances, which sink in and disappear,
are more easily believed to be consumed by the deity than
obstinate masses of solid matter.
The libation, which holds quite a secondary place in the
more advanced Semitic rituals, and is generally a mere
accessory to a fire offering, has great prominence among the
Arabs, to whom sacrifices by fire were practically unknown
except, as we shall see by and by, in the case of human
sacrifice. Its typical form is the libation of blood, the
subtle vehicle of the life of the sacrifice ; but milk, which
was used in ritual both by the Arabs and by the Phenicians, is also no doubt a very ancient Semitic libation. I11
ordinary Arabian sacrifices the blood which was pourecl
over the sacred stone was all that fell to the god's part, the
whole flesh being consnmed by the worshippers and their
guests ; and the early prevalence of this kind of oblation
appears from the fact that the word 1 ~ 3 ,"to pour," which
in Hebrew means to pour out a drink-offering, is in Arabic
the general term for an act of worship.
I n the North Semitic ritual the most notable feature in
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the libation, which ordinarily coilsisted of wine, is that it
was not consumed by fire, even when i t went with a fireoffering. The Greeks and Romans poured the sacrificial
wine over the flesh, but the Hebrews treated it like the
blood, pouring it out a t the base of the a1tar.l I n Ecclesiasticus the wine so treated is even called "the blood of
the grape," from which one is tempted to conclude that
here also blood is the typical form of libation, ancl that
wine is a surrogate for it, as fruit-juice seems to have
been in certain Arabian rites.3 I t is true that the blood
of the sacrifice is not called a libation i11 Hebrew ritual,
and in Ps. xvi. 4 " drink-offerings of bloocl " are spoke11
of as something heathenish. But this proves that such
libations were linown ; ancl that the Hebrew altar ritual of
the bloocl is essentially a drink-offering appears from Ps.
1. 13, where Jehovah asks, " Will I eat the flesh of bulls
or drink the blood of goats 2" ancl also from 2 Sam.
xxiii. 17, where David pours out as a drink-offering the
water from the well of Bethlehem, refusing to drink " the
blood of the men that fetched it i11 jeopardy of their lives."
Putting all this together, and noting also that libations
were retained as a chief part of ritual in the domestic
heathenism of the Hebrew women in the time of Jeremiah:
and that private service is often more conservative than
Ecclus. 1. 15 ; Jos. Antt. iii. 9. 4. Num. xv. 7 is so~netimcscited as
proving that in older times the wine was poured over the sacrificial flesh,
but see against this interpretation Nnm. xxviii. 7.
The term a+a ,00~p6wv occurs in the Tyrian legend of the invention of
wine, Ach. Tatius, ii. 2, and may possibly be the translation of an old
Phcenician phrase.
Kinship, p. 261 sg.; Wellh, p. 121.
Jer. xix. 13, xxxii. 29, xliv. 17, IS. Wit11 this worship on the housetops, cf. what Strabo, xvi. 4. 26, tells of the daily offerings of libations and
incense presented to the st111 by the Nabatcans at an altar erected on thc
house-tops. The sacrificial act must be done in the presence of the deity (cf.
Nilus, pp. 30, 117), and if the smi or the queen of heaven is worshipped, s
place ope11 to the sky must be chosen.
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public worship, we are led to conclude (1) that the
libation of blood is a common Semitic practice, older than
fire-sacrifices,and (2) that the libation of wine is in some
sense an imitation of, and a surrogate for, the primitive
blood-offering.
Whether libations of water can properly be reckoned
among the drink-offerings of the Semites is very doubtful.
David's libation is plainly exceptional, and in the Levitical
ritnal offerings of water have no place. I n the actual
practice of later Judaism, however, water drawn from the
fountain of Siloam, and carried into the Temple anliclst the
blare of trumpets, was solemnly poured out upon the altar
on seven days of the Feast of Tabernac1es.l According
to the Rabbins, the object of this ceremony was to secure
fertilising rains in the following year. The explanation
is doubtless correct, for it is a comnlon belief all over the
world that pouring out water is a potent rain - charm.2
This being so: we can well understand that the rite derives
no countenance from the law; in truth it does not belong
to the sphere of religion a t all, but falls under the category of synlpathetic magic in which natural phenomena
are thought to be produced by imitating them on a small
scale. I n some forms of this charm thunder is imitated
as well as rain ; and perhaps the trumpet-blowing at the
Temple is to be explained in this way.
The closest parallel to the water-pouring of the Feast
See Sz~cca,iv. 9 ; Lightfoot on John vii. 37 ; Reland, Ant. Heb. p.
448 sq., with the refs. there given. The water was poured into a special
channel in the altar.
T ~ u e r o ~ o uexamples
s
are given by Frazer, Coldez Bough, i. 13 sqq., to
which I may add the annual " water-pouring " at Ispahan (Biriini, Chron.
p. 228 sqq. ; Cazlirini, i. 84).
j Frazer, ut supra ; a very curious Arabian rain-oharm, where cattle (or
perhaps antelopes) are driven into the mo~n~tains
with firebrands attached to
their tails, seems to be an imitation of lightning. See Wellhausen, p. 157 ;
Lisfile, v. 140 ; RZghib, i. 94.
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of Tabernacles is found in the rite of Hierapolis, described
by Lucian? Twice a year a great concourse of worshippels
assembled at the Teniple bearing water from "the sec"
(4.e. the Euphrates 2), which was poured out in the Temple
and flowed away into a cleft which, according to traditbn,
absorbed the waters of Deucalion's flood, and so gave occasion to the erectioll of a sanctuary, with commemorative
services on the spot.3
I n Hebrew ritual oil is not a libation, but when used
in sacrifice, serves to moisten and enrich a cereal offering.
The ancient custom of pouring oil on sacred stones4 .#as
presumably maintained at Bethel according to the precedent
set by Jacob ; and even in the fourth Christian century the
Bordeaux pilgrim speaks of the " lapis pertusus " at Jsrusalem "ad quem ueniunt Iuclzi singnlis annis et ungunt
enm "; but, as oil by itself was not an article of food, the
natural analogy to this act of ritual is to be sought in the
application of unguents to the hair and skin. The use of
unguents was a luxury proper to feasts and gala days, when
men wore their best clothes and made merry; and from
Ps. slv. 8 (E.V. 7) comparecl with Isa. Ixi. 3, we may coilDea Syria, § 13, cf. $ 48. The same rite is alluded to by Melito in
Cureton, Spic. Syr. p. 25.
To the dwellers in blesopotamia the Euphrates was ' I the sea" ; Philostratus, Vita Apullo~~ii,
i. 20.
The ritual of pouring water into the cleft has its parallel in the modern
lxactice at the fountain of water before the gates of Tyre, mhen in September
the water becomes red and troubled, and the natives gathey for a great feast
and restore its limpidity by pouring a pitcher of sea-water into the source
(Volney, &tat pol. de la Syria, chap. viii. ; Mariti, ii. 269). Here the
ceremony takes place a t the end of the dry season when the water is low,
and nlay therefore be compared with the legend that Mohammed made
the empty well of Hoclaibiya to overflow by causing i t to be stirred with
one of his arrows after a pitcher of water had been poured into i t (ilfoh.
in Mod. p. 247). As a rule the pouring out of water in early superstition
is, as we have already seen, a rain-char~n,and possibly the rite of Hierapolis
Ivas really designed to procure rain, but only in due measure.
'' Gen. xxviii. 18, xxxv. 14.
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elude that the anointing of kings a t their coronation is part
of the ceremony of investing them in the festal dress ai~cl
ornaments appropriate to their dignity on that joyous day
(cf. Cant. iii. 11). To anoint the head of a guest was a
hospitable act and a sign of honour ; it was the completion
of the toilet appropriate to a feast. Thus the sacred stone
or rude idol described by Pausanias (x. 24. 6) had oil poured
on it daily, and was crowned with wool a t every feast.
We have seen that the Semites on festal occasions dressed
up their sacred poles, and they did the same with their
ido1s.l With all this the ritual of anointing goes quite
naturally ; thus at Medina in the last days of heathenism
we find a man washing his domestic idol, which had been
defiled by Moslems, and then anointing it.2 But aparl
from this, the very act of appIying ointment to the sacred
symbol had a religious significance. The Hebrew word
meaning to anoint (masha$) means properly to wipe or
stroke with the hand, which was used to spread the ungaent
over the skin. Thus the anointing of the sacred symbol
is associated with the simpler forin of homage cornmon in
Arabia, in which the hand was passed over the idol
tam as so?^). I n the oath described by Ibn Hisham, p. 85,
the parties dip their hands in unguent and then wipe then1
on the Caaba. The ultimate source of the use of unguents
in religion will be discussed by and by in connection with
animal sacrifice.
The sacrificial use of blood, as we shall see hereafter,
is connected with a series of very important ritual ideas,
turning on the conception that the blood is a special seat of
the life. But primarily, when the blood is offered a t the
altar, it is conceived to be drunk by the deity. Apart from
Ps. 1. 13 the direct evidence for this is somewhat scanty,
so far as the Semites are concerned ; the authority usually
Ezek. xvi. 18.

Ibn HishBm, p. 303.
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appealed to is Maimonicles, who states that the Sab'lans
looked on blood as the nourishment of the gods. So late
a witness would have little value if he stoocl alone, but
the expression in the Psalm cannot be mere rhetoric, and
the same belief appears among early nations in all parts
of the g1obe.l Nor does this oblation form an exception
to the rule that the offerings of, the gods coilsist of hnnian
food, for many savages drink fresh bloocl by way of
nourishment, and esteem it a special delicacy.2
Among the Arabs, down to the age of Mohammed, blood
drawn from the veins of a living camel was eaten-in
a kind of blood pudding-in
seasons of hunger, ancl
perhaps also a t other times.3 We shall find, however, as
we proceed, that sacrificial blood, which contained the life,
gradually came to be considered as something too sacred
to be eatea, and that in most sacrifices it was entirely
made over to the god at the altar. As all slaughter of
domestic animals for food was origi~iallysacrificial among
the Arabs as well as among the Hebrews, this carried with
it the disuse of blood as an article of ordinary food; and

'

Sec Tylor, Phmitive Cicltu~e,ii. 346. The story told by YBciit, ii. 882,
of the demon at the temple of Rijm to whom bowls of sacrificial blood were
presented, of ~vhichhe paltool<, seems to have a Jewish origin. According
to one version this demon had the form of a blaclr dog (cf. B. Hisli, p. 18,
1. 3).
See, for America, Bancroft, ilTative Races, i. 55, 492, ii. 344. In Afiica
fresh blood is held ns a dainty by all the negroes of the White Nile (Marno,
Beise, p. 79) ; i t is largely drunk by blasai ~ ~ a r r i o(Thomson,
rs
p. 430) ; and
also by the Gallas, as various travellers attest. Among the Hottentots t h e
pure blood of beasts is forbidden to women but not to men ; Kolben, State
qf the Cape, i. 205, cf. 203. In the last case we see that the blood is sacred
food. For blood-drinking among the Tartars, see Yule's N a ~ c oPolo, i. 254,
and the editor's note. Where lnilicral salt is not used for food, the drinking of
blood supplies, as Thomson remarks, an important constituent to the system.
.
107. 20,
Maidini, ii. 119 ; Eamdsa, p. 645, last verse. From A g l ~ xvi.
one is led t o doubt whether the practice was confined to seasons of famine,
or whether this kind of food was used more regula~ly,as was done, on the
other side of the Red Sea, by the Troglodytes (Agatharchides in Fr. Gag.
.
f a p d a , 'ilhix, bajja, ~nu~a7riwad.
&. i. 153). See further the L ~ N z S.W.
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even when slaughter ceased to involve a formal sacrifice,
it was still thought necessary to slay the victim in
the name of a god and pour the blood on the gr0nnd.l
Among the Hebrews this practice soon gave rise to an
absolute prohibition of blood-eating; among the Arabs
the rule was made absolute only by Mohammecl's
legislati~n.~
The idea that the gods partake only of the liquid parts
of the sacrifice appears, as has been already said, to indicate
a modification of the most crassly materialistic conception
of the divine nature. The direction which this modification took may, I think, be judged of by comparing the
sacrifices of the gods with the oblations offered to the
clead. I n the fanlous vC~cv~a
of the Odyssey the ghosts
drink greedily of the sacrificial blood, and libations of
gore form a special feature in Greek offerings to heroes.
Among the Arabs, too, the dead are thirsty rather than
h~ulgry;water and wine are pou~eclupon their grave^.^
Thirst is a subtler appetite than hunger, and therefore
more appropriate to the disembodied shades, just as it is
from thirst rather than from hnnger that the Hebrews
and many other nations borrow nietaphors for spiritual
longings and intellectual desires. T ~ L I the
S idea that the
gods drink, but do not eat, seems to mark the feeling that
they must be thought of as having a less solid material
nature than men.
Wellh. p. 114. I n an Arab encan~pmentslaves sleep beside ' ' t l ~ eblood
and the dung " (Aqh. viii. 74. 29) ; cf. 1 Sam. ii. 8.
Whether the blood of game was prohibited to the Hebrews before the
law of Lev. xvii. 13 is not quite clear ; Dent. xii. 16 is ambiguous. I n
IslSni as in Judaism the prohibition of blood-eating and tlie rule that carrion
must not be eaten go together (Lev. xvii. 15 ; B. Hish. p. 206, 1. 7).
Bk, xi.; cf. Pindar, 01. i. 90, where the word aipaaoupiar is explained
by Hesychins as r $ ivay;apara r w " v r,arorXopfvwv ; Pansan. v. 13, 3 2 ; Plut.,
Aristides, 21.
~Wellhansen,p. 161.
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A farther step in the same direction is associated with
Ihe introduction of fire sacrifices; for, though there are
valid reasons for thinking that the practice of burning
the flesh or fat of victims originated in a different line
of thought (as we shall by and by see), the fire ritual
readily lent itself to the idea that the burnt flesh is simply
a food-offering etherealised into fragrant smoke, and that
the gods regale themselves on the odour instead of the
substance of the sacrifice. Here again the analogy of gifts
to the dead helps us to comprehend the point of view;
among the Greeks of the seventh century B.C. it was, as
we learn from the story of Periander and Melissa, a new
idea that the dead could malie no use of the gifts buried
with them, unless they were etherealised by fire.l A
similar notion seems to have attached itself to the custom
of sacrifice by fire, combined probably at an early date
with the idea that the gods, as ethereal beings, lived in the
upper air, towards which the sacrificial smoke ascended in
savoury clouds. Thus the prevalence among the settled
Semites of fire sacrifices, which were interpreted as offerings of fragrant smoke, marks the firm establishment of a
conception of the divine nature which, though not purely
spiritual, is a t least stripped of the crassest aspects of
materialism.
3. The distinction between sacrifices which are wholly
made over to the god and sacrifices of which the god and
the worshipper partake together requires carefnl handling.
I n the later form of Hebrew ritual laid clown in the
Levitical law, the distinction is clearly marked. To the
former class belong all cereal oblations (Heb. miqzl~a;A.V.
" offering " or " meat-offering "), which so far as they are not
Burned on the altar are assigned to the priests, and anlong
Herodotus, v. 92 ; cf. Joanlies Lydns, &fens. iii. 27, where the object of
burning the dead is said to be to etherealise the body along wit11 the sonl.
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animal sacrifices the sin-offering and the burnt-offering or
holocaust. Most sin-offerings were not holocausts, but the
part of the flesh that was not burned fell to the priests.
To the latter class, again, belong the xebah~mor shelamzm
(sing. xdba!~, shdlem, Amos v. 2 2 ) , that is, all the ordinary
festal sacrifices, vows and freewill offerings, of which the
share of the deity was the blood and the fat of the
intestines, the rest of the carcase (subject to the payment
of certain dues to the officiating priest) being left to the
worshipper to form a social feast.l In judging of the
original scope and meaning of these two classes of sacrifice,
it will be convenient, in the first instance, to confine our
attention to the simplest and most common forms of
offering. I n the last days of the kingdoni of Judah, and
still more after the Exile, piacular sacrifices and holocansts
acquired a proniinence which they did not possess in
ancient times. The old history knows nothing of the
Levitical sin-offering; the atoning function of sacrifice is
not confined to a particular class of oblation, but belongs to
1 In the English Bible aebu[~im
is rendered "sacrifices," and shelan~tm
peace-offerings." The latter rendering is not plausible, and the term
sltelnmim can hardly be separated from the verb shillem, to pay or discharge,
e.g. a vow. Zdbai;, is the more general word, including (lilre the Arabic
dhibh) all animals slain for food, agreeably wit11 the fact that in old times all
slaughter was sacrificial. In later times, when slaughter and sacrifice mere
no longer identical, zdba!~was not precise enough to be used as a technical
term of ritual, and so the term siielami7n came to be Inore largely used than
in the earlier literature.
On the sacrificial lists of the Carthaginians the terms corresponding to
and nlT seem to be $53 and nylY. The former is the old Hebrew $153
(Deut. xxxiii. 10 ; 1 Sam. vii. S), the latter is etymologically quite obscure.
I n the Carthaginian burnt - sacrifice a certain weight of the flesh wab
apparently not consumed on the altar, but given to the priests (CIS. 165),
as in the case of the Hebrev sin-offering, which was probably a nlodification
of the holocaust. The 553 D ~ Vwhich
,
appears along with $53 and n y j y
in CIS. 165 (but not in CIS. 167), is hardly a third co-ordinate species of
sacrifice. The editors of the Corpus regard i t as a variety of the holocaust
(hol. euchnristicun~),
which is not easily reconciled with their own restitution
of 1.11 or with the Hebrew sense of &v. Perhaps i t is an ordinary sacrifice
accompanyi~~g
a holocaust.
"
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all sacrifice^.^ The holocaust, again, although ancient, is
not in ancient times a con~monform of sacrifice, and unless
on very exceptioilal occasioils occurs only in great public
feasts and in association with xebn!zzm. The distressful
times that preceded the end of Hebrew independence drove
men to seek exceptional religious means to conciliate the
favour of a deity who seemed to have turned his baclc on
his people. Piacular rites and costly holocausts became,
therefore, more usual, and after the abolition of the local
high places this new importance was still further accentuated by contrast with the decline of the more conlirlon
forms of sacrifice. When each local community had its
own high place, i t was the rule that every animal slain for
food should be presented at the altar, and every meal a t
which flesh was served had the character of a sacrificial
feast.2 As men ordinarily lived on bread fruit and milk,
and ate flesh only on feast days and holidays, this rule was
easily observed as long as the local sanctuaries stood.
But when there was 110 altar left except at Jerusalem, the
identity of slaughter and sacrifice could no longer be maintained, and accordingly the law of Deuteronomy allows
men to slay and eat domestic animals everywhere, provided
only that the blood-the
ancient share of the god-is
poured out upon the groui~d.~When this new rule came
into force men ceased to feel that the eating of flesh was
essentially a sacred act, ancl though strictly religious i~leals
were still maintained a t Jerusalem on the great feast days,
the sacrificial meal necessarily lost much of its old signifiTo adbn& and ?~~?L(cG,
1 Sam. iii. 14, xxvi. 19, and still inore to the
holocaust, Mic. vi. 6, 7.
Hos, ix. 4.
Deut. xii. 15, 1 6 ; cf. Lev. xvii. 10 sp. The fat of the intestines was
also from ancient times resewed for the deity (1 Sam. ii. 16), and therefore
i t also was forbidden food (Lev. iii. 17). The prollibitioll did not extend to
the fat distributed through other parts of the body.
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cance, and the holocaust seemed to have a more purely
sacred character than the xdbcclz, in which men ate and
drank just as they might do at home.
But in a,ncient times the preponderance was all the
other way, and the xdbalz was not only mnch more frequent
than the holocaust, but much more intimately bound up
with the prevailing religious ideas and feelings of the
Hebrews. On this point the evidence of the older literature is decisive ; xdba!z and nzin.(zn, sacrifices slain to provide
a religious feast, and vegetable oblations presented at the
altar, make up the sum of the ordinary religious practices
of the older Hebrews, and we must try to understancl these
ordinary rites before we attack the harder problem of
exceptional forms of sacrifice.
Now, if we put aside the piacula and whole burntofferings, it appears that, according to the Levitical ritual,
the distinction between oblations in which the worshipper
shared, and oblations which were wholly given over to the
deity to be eonsnmed on the altar or by the priests, corresponds to the distinction between animal and vegetable
offerings. The animal victim was presented at the altar
and devoted by the imposition of hands, but the greater
part of the flesh was returned to the worshipper, to be
eaten by him under special rules. I t could be eaten only
by persons ceremonially clean, 4.e. fit to approach the
deity; and if the food was not consumed on the same day,
or in certain cases within two days, the remainder had to
be burned? The plain meaning of these rules is that the
flesh is not common but holy,%nd that the act; of eating
it is a part of the service, which is to be completed before
men break up from the ~ a n c t u a r y . ~The xbu(z, therefore, is
Lev, vii. 15 sqq., xix. 6, xxii. 30.
Hag. ii. 12 ; cf. Jer. xi. 15, LXX.
3 The old sacrificial feasts occupy l ~ u at single day (1Saul. ix.), or at most
two days (1Sam. xx. 27).
2
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not a mere attenuated offering, in which man grudges to
give up the whole victim to his God. On the contrary, the
central significance of the rite lies in the act of communion:
between God and man, when the worshipper is admitted to
eat of the same holy flesh of which a part is laid upon the
altar as " the food of the deity." But with the minF,a
nothing of this kind occurs ; the whole consecrated offering
is retained by the deity, and the worshipper's part in the
service is completed as soon as he has made over his gift.
I n short, while the x&a& turns on an act of conlmunion
between the deity and his worshippers, the minha (as its
name denotes) is simply a tribute.
I will not undertake to say that the distinction so
clearly laid down in the Levitical law was observed before
the Exile in all cases of cereal sacrifices. Probably i t was
not, for in most ancient religions we find that cereal
offerings come to be accepted in certain cases as substitutes for animal sacrifices, and that in this way the
difference between the two liinds of offering gradually gets
to be ob1iterated.l But in such matters great weight is to
be attached to priestly tradition, such as underlies the
Levitical ritual. The priests were not liliely to invent a
distinction of the kind which has been described, and in
point of fact there is good evidence that they did not
invent it. For there is no doubt that in ancient times
the ordinary source of the mimha was the offering of firstfruits-this is, of a small but choice portion of the annual
produce of the ground, which in fact is the only cereal
oblation prescribed in the oldest laws.2 So far as can be
seen, the first-fruits were always a tribute wholly made
So at Rome models in wax or dough often took the place of animals.
The same thing toolr place a t Athens : Hesychius, S.W. p o J s and ZpBopo:
par: ; cf. Thucyd. i. 126 and schol. At Carthage we have found the name
zdbah applied to vegetable offerings.
Ex. xxii. 29, xxiii. 19, xxxiv. 26.
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over to the deity at the sanctuary. They were brought by
the peasant in a basket and deposited a t the altar; and so
far as they were not actually burned on the altar, they
were assigned to the priests 2 - - n o t to the ministrant as a
reward for his service, but to the priests as a body, as t,he
household of the sai~ctuary.~
Among the Hebrews, as among many other agricultural
peoples, the offering of first-fruits was connected with the
idea that i t is not lawful or safe to eat of the new fruit
until the god has received his due.4 The offering makes
the whole crop lawful foocl, but it does not inalie it holy
food; nothing is consecrated except the small portion
offered at the altar, and of the remaining store clean
persons and unclean eat alike throughout the year. This,
therefore, is quite a different thing from the consecration
of animal sacrifices, for in the latter case the whole flesh
is holy, and only those who are clean call eat of it.5
I n old Israel all slaughter was sacrifice," and a illan
could never eat beef or mutton except as a religious act,
but cereal food had no such sacred associations; as soon
as God had receivecl His due of first-fruits, the whole
domestic store was common. The clifference between
cereal and animal food was therefore cleeply marked, and
though bread was of course brought to the sanctuary to be
Dent. xxvi. 1 sgp.
"ev.
xxiii. 17 ; Dent. xviii. 4. For the purpose of this argument i t is
not necessary to advert to the distinction recognised by post- Biblical
tradition between rZsl~ithand bikkfirinz, on which see Wellh., P~olcgo?nc~zn,
3rd ed., p. 161 sp.
This follows from 2 Icings xxiii. 9. The tribute was sometimes paid to
a man of God (2 Icings iv. 42), which is another way of insking i t over to
the deity. I n tlie Levitical law also the milaha belongs to the priests as a
whole (Lev. vii. 10). This is an important point. What the millistrant
receives as a fee comes from the worshipper, what the priests as a whole
receive is given them by thc deity.
"Lev. xxiii. 14 ; cf. Pliny, H. N. xviii. 8.
Hos. ix. 4 refers only to animal food.
The same thing is true of Old Arabia ; Wellh. p. 114.
I6
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eaten with the zebn&ii~z,it had not and could not have the
same religious meaning as the holy flesh. I t appears from
Amos iv. 4 that it was the custom in northern Israel to
lay a portion of the worshipper's provision of ordinary
leavened bread on the altar with the sacrificial flesh, and
this custom was natural enough ; for why should not the
deity's share of the sacrificial meal have the same cereal
accompaniments as man's share ? But there is no indication that this oblation consecrated the part of the breacl
retained by the worshipper and made i t holy bread. The
only holy breacl of which we read is such as belonged to
the priests, not to the 0fferer.l In Lev. vii. 14, Num. vi.
15, the cake of common bread is given to the priest
instead of being laid on the altar, but it is carefully
distinguished from the .inim(za. I n old times the priests
had no altar dues of this kind. They had only the firstfruits and a claim to a piece of the sacrificial flesh; from
which it may be presumed that the custom of offering
bread with the zt?ba& was not primitive. Indeed Amos
seems to mention it with some surprise as a thing not
familiar to Judzaii practice. At all events no sacrificial
meal could consist of bread alone. All through the old
history it is taken for granted that a religions feast
necessarily implies a victim slainq3
Dent. xviii. 3, 4 ; 1 Sam. ii. 13 sqg.
1 Sam. xxi. 4.
"hat
has been said above of the coiltrast between cereal sacrificial gifts
and the sacrificial feast seems to me to hold good also for Greece and Rome,
with some modificatiol~in the case of domestic meals, which among the
Semites had no religions character, but a t Rome were consecrated by a
portion being offered to the household gods. This, hornever, has nothing to do
wit11 public religion, in \vhich the law holds good that there is no sacred feast
without a victim, and that consecrated aparchm are wholly given over to
the sanctuary. The same thing holds good for many other peoples, and
seems, so far as IIIY reading goes, to be the general rule. But there arc
exceptions. My friend Mr. J. G. Prazer, to whoso \vide reading I n e v e ~
appeal without profit, refers me to Wilken's AZfoeren van het cihnd Beroe,
11. 26, where a true sacrificial fenst is made of the first-fruits of rice. This
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The distiiiction which we are thus led to draw between
the cereal oblation, in which the dominant idea is that of
a tribute paid to the god, and animal sacrifices, which are
essentially acts of communioll between the god and his
worshippers, deserves to be followed out in more detail.
But this task must be reserved for another lecture.
is called " eating the soul of the rice," so that the rice is vielved as a living
creature. In such a case i t is not ul~reasonableto say that the rice niay
be regarded as really an animate victim. Agricultural religioils seem often
t o have borrowed ideas from the older cults of pastoral times.

LECTURE V I I
FIRST-FRUITS, TITHES,

AND

SACRIFICIAL MEALS

IT became apparent to us towards the close of the last
lecture that the Levitical distinction between ?n=i.i~&a
and
xe'bah, or cereal oblation and animal sacrifice, rests upoil
an ancient principle; that the idea of communion with
the deity in a sacrificial meal of holy food was primarily
confined to the xdbaF, or animal victim, and that the proper
significance of the cereal offering is that of a tribute paid
by the worshipper from the produce of the soil. Now we
have already seen that the conception of the national
deity as the Baal, or lord of the land, was developed in
connection with the growth of agrict~ltureand agricultural
law. Spots of natural fertility were the Baal's lancl,
because they were productive without the labour of man's
hands, which, according to Eastern ideas, is the only basis
of private property in the soil; and land which required
irrigation was also liable to the payment of a sacred
tribute, because it was fertilised by streams which belonged
to the god or even were conceived as instinct with divine
energy. This whole circle of ideas belongs to a condition
of society in which agriculture and the laws that regulate
i t have made considerable progress, and is foreign to the
sphere of thought in which the purely nomadic Semites
moved.
That the .mi?z[~ais not so ancient a form of
sacrifice as the x8ba(~will not be doubted, for nomadic life
is older than agriculture. But if the foregoing argument
244
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is correct, we can say more than this ; we can affirm that
the idea of the sacrificial meal as an act of communion is
older than sacrifice in the sense of tribute, and that the
latter notion grew up with the development of agricultural
life and the conception of the deity as Baal of the land.
Among the nomadic Arabs the idea of sacrificial tribute
has little or no place ; all sacrifices are free-will offerings,
and except in some rare forms of piacular oblationparticularly human sacrifice-and
perhaps in some very
simple offerings such as the libation of milk, the object
of the sacrifice is to provide the material for an act of
sacrificial communion with the god.'
I n most ancient i~ationsthe idea of sacrificial tribute is
most clearly marked in the institution of the sacred tithe,
which was paid to the gods from the produce of the soil,
and sometimes also from other sources of r e v e n ~ e . ~I11
antiquity tithe and tribute are practically identical, nor is
the name of tithe strictly limited to tributes of one-tenth,
the term being used to cover any impost paid in kind
upon a fixed scale. Such taxes play a great part in the
revenues of Eastern sovereigns, and have done so from a
very early date. The Babylonian kings drew a tithe from
imports: and the tithe of the fruits of the soil had the
first place among the revenues of the Persian satrapsS4
The Hebrew kings in like manner took tithes of their
subjects, and the tribute in kind which Solomon drew
from the provinces for the support of his household may
1 Some poiilts connected with this statement which invite attention, but
cannot be fully discussed at the present stage of the argument, will bc
considered in Adclitio?zalNote E, Sacred Tribute i?z Arabia.
2 See the instances collected by Spencer, Lib. iii. cap. 10, § 1 ; Hermann,
Gottesdienstliche dltertlc. cl. Grieekeqz, 2nd ed., § 20, note 4 ; Wyttenbach in
the index to his edition of Plutarc11's Mo~alia,S.V. 'Hpaxh;js.
Aristotle, Gco?&.p. 13523 of the Berlin edition. A tithe on imports
is found also at Mecca (Azraci, p. 107 ; B. Hish. p. 72).
Aristotle, CEcovz. p. 13456.
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be regarded as an impost of this s0rt.l Thus the institution
of a sacred tithe corresponds to the conceptioiz of the
national god as a king, and so a t Tyre tithes were paid to
Melcarth, " the king of the city." The Carthaginians, as
Diodorus tells us, sent the tithe of prodnce to Tyre
annually from the time of the foundation of their city.
This is the earliest example of a Semitic sacred tithe of
which we have any exact account, and it is to be noted
that it is as much a political as a religious tribute ; for the
temple of Melcarth was the state treasury of Tyre, and it
is impossible to draw a distinction between the sacrecl
tithe paid by the Carthaginians and the political tribute
paid by other colonies, such as U t i ~ a . ~
The oldest Hebrew laws require the payment of firstfruits, but know nothing of a tithe due at the sanctuary.
And indeed the Hebrew sanctuaries in old time had not
such a spleildid establishiilent as called for the imposition
of sacrecl tribntes on a large scale. When Solomon erected
his temple, in emulation of Hiram's great buildings at
Tyre, a more lavish ritual expenditure became necessary ;
but, as the temple a t Jerusalem was attached to the palace,
this was part of the householcl expenditure of the sovereign,
and cloubtless was met out of the imposts in natzwa levied
for the maintenance of the court.4 I n other words, the
maintenance of the royal sanctuary was a charge on the
king's tithes; and so we find that a tenth directly paid
to the sanctuary forms no part of the temple revenues
1 Sam. viii. 15, 17 ; 1 Icings iv. 7 q p . The ''Iring's nlomings" (Amos
vii. 1)belong to the same class of imposts, being a tribute in kind levied
on the spring herbage to feed the liorses of the Iring (cf. 1 Icings xviii. 5).
Similarly the Romans in Syria levied a tax on pasture-land in the month
Nisan for the food of their horses : see Brnns and Sachan, Syrisel~-Ro?,z.
Ilechtsbuek, Text L, S 121 ; and Wright, Notz~lceSyriacce (1887), p. 6.
Lib. xx. cap. 14.
Vos., Alztt. viii. 5. 3, as read by Niese after Gutschinid.
Cf. 2 Icings xvi. 15 ; Ezek. xlv. 9 sqq.

"

LECT.

VII.

OLD ISRAEL

247

referred to in 2 Kings xii. 4. I11 northern Israel the
royal sanctuaries, of which Bethel was the chief: were
origii~ally maintained, in the same way, by the king
himself; but as Bethel was not the ordinary seat of the
court, so that the usnal stated sacrifices there could not
be combinecl with the maintenance of the king's table,
some special provision must have been made for them.
As the new and elaborate type of sanctuary was due to
Phcenician influence, it was Phcenicia, where the religious
tithe was an ancient institution, which would ilatnrally
suggest the source from which a more splendid worship
should be defrayed; the service of the god of the land
ought to be a burden on the land. Ancl the general
analogy of fiscal arrangements in the East makes if;
probable that this would be done by assigning to the
sanctuary the taxes in kind levied on the surrounding
district; it is therefore noteworthy that the only preDeuteronomic references to a tithe paicl at the sanctuary
refer to the ('royal chapel" of Bethela3
The tithes paid to ancient sanctnaries were spent in
various ways, and were by no means, what the Hebrew
tithes ultimately became under the hierocracy, a revenue
appropriated to the maintenance of the priests ; thus in
South Arabia we find tithes devoted to the erection of
~ of the chief objects, however,
sacred m o n ~ ~ m e n t s .One
for which they were expended was the maintenance of
feasts ancl sacrifices of a public character, at which the
worshippers were entertained free of ~ h a r g e . ~This element
Amos vii. 13.
W f . the grant of tlie village of R ~ t o c ~ cfor
e the maintenance of the
sanctuary of the place, Waddington, No. 2720a.
W e n . xxviii. 22 ; Amos iv. 4.
Mordtm. und Muller, Snb. D~nlcnz.No. 11.
"en.,
A~zab.v. 3. 9 ; Waddington, z ~ tsupra. Similarly the tithes of
incense paid to the priests a t Sabota in South Arabia were spent on the feast
which the god spread for his guests for a certain number of days (Pliny,
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cannot have been lacking at the royal sanctuaries of the
Hebrews, for a splendid hospitality to all and sundry who
assembled at the great religions feasts was recognised as
the duty of the king even in the time of David1 And
so we find that Amos enumerates the tithe a t Bethel as
one of the chief elements that contributed to the jovial
luxurious worship maintained a t that holy place.
If this account of the matter is correct, the tithes
collected at Bethel were strictly of the nature of a tribute
gathered from certain lands, and payment of them was
doubtless enforced by royal authority.
They were not
used by each man to make a private religious feast for
himself and his family, but were devoted to the maintenance of the public or royal sacrifices. This, it ought to
be said, is not the view commorily taken by modern critics.
The old festivities at Hebrew sanctuaries before the regal
period were maintained, not out of any public revenue, but
by each man bringing up to the sanctuary his own victim
and all else that was necessary to malie up a hearty feast,
with the sacrificial flesh as its pibce de re~istance.~It is
generally assumed that this description was still applicable
to the feasts at Bethel in Amos's time, and that the tithes
were the provision that ea,ch farmer brought; with him to
feast his domestic circle and friends. At first sight this
view looks plausible enough, especially when we find that
the Eook of Deuteronomy, written a century after Amos
prophesied, actually prescribes that the annual tithes should
be used by each householder to furnish forth a family
feast before Jehovah. But it is not safe to argue back
from the reforming ordinances of Deuteronomy to the
practices of the northern sanctuaries, without checking the
H. N. xii. 63). If. R. Duval (Bev. d'Assy~ioZogie, etc., 1888, p. 1 sq.)
argues that a t Taims, in N. Arabia, there u7as a tithe on palm trees from
which grants were made to the priest. But this is very doubtful.
1 Sam. i. 21, 24, x. 3.
2 Sam. vi. 19.
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inference at every point. The connection between tithe
and tribute is too close and too ancient to allow us to
admit without hesitation that the Deuteronomic annual
tithe, which retains nothing of the character of a tribute,
is the primitive type of the institution. And this difficulty
is not diminished when we observe that the Book of
Deuteronomy recognises also another tithe, payable once
in three years, which really is of the nature of a sacred
tribute, although it is devoted not to the altar but to
charity. I t is arbitrary to say that the first tithe of
Deuteronomy corresponds to ancient usage, and that the
second is an innovation of the author ; indeed, some indications of the Book of Deuteronomy itself point all the
other way. I n Deut. xxvi. 12, the third year, in which
the charity tithe is to be paid, is called par excellence
" the year of tithing," and in the following verse the
charity tithe is reckoned in the list of " holy things,"
while the annual tithe, to be spent on family festivities
a t the sanctuary, is not so reckoned. I n the face of lhese
difficulties i t is not safe to assume that either of the
Deuteronornic tithes exactly corresponds to old usage.
And if we look a t Amos's account of the worship at
Bethel as a whole, a feature which cannot fail to strike us
is that the luxurious feasts beside the altars which he
describes are entirely different in kind from the old rustic
festivities a t Shiloh described in 1 Samuel. They are not
simple agricultural merry-makings of a popular character,
but mainly feasts of the rich, enjoying themselves a t the
expense of the poor. The keynote struck in chap. ii. 7, 8,
where the sanctuary itself is designated as the seat of
oppression and extortion, is re-echoed all t$rough the book;
Amos's charge against the nobles is not merely that they
are professedly religious and yet oppressors, but that their
luxurious religion is founded on oppression, on the gains of
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corruption a t the sacred tribunal and other forms of extortion. This is not the association in which we can look
for the idyllic simplicity of the Deuteronomic family feast
of tithes. But it is the very association in which one
expects to find the tithe as I have supposed it to be ; the
revenues of the state religion, originally designed to maintain a public hospitality a t the altar, and enable rich and
poor alike to rejoice before their God, were moizopolisecl by
a privileged class.
This being understood, the innovations in the law of
tithes proposed in the Book of Deuteronomy become
snfficiently intelligible. I n the kingclonl of Judah there
was no royal sanctuary except that at Jerusalem, the
maintenance of which was part of the king's household
charges, and it is hardly probable that any part of the
royal tithes was assigned to the nlaintenance of the local
sanctuaries. But as early as the tinie of Samuel we fincl
religious feasts of clans or of towns, which are not a mere
agglomeration of private sacrifices, and so must have been
clefrayed out of communal funds; from this germ, as
religion became more luxurious, a fixed impost on land
for the maintenance of the public services, such as was
collected among the Phcenicians, would naturally grow.
Such an impost would be in the hands, not of the priests,
but of the heads of clans and communes, i.e. of the rich,
and would necessarily be liable to the same abuses as
prevailed in the northern kingdom. The remedy which
Deuteronomy proposes for these abuses is to leave each
farmer to spend his own tithes as he pleases at the central
sanctuary. But this provision, if it had stood alone, would
have amounted to the total abolition of a communal fund,
which, however much abused in practice, was theoretically
designed for the maintenance of a public table, where
every one had a right to claim a portion, and which was
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doubtless of some service to the landless proletariate,
however hardly its collection might press on the poorer
farmer.l This difficulty was met by the triennial tithe
devoted to charity, to the landless poor and to the landless
Levite. Strictly speaking, this triennial due was the only
real tithe left-the
only impost for a religious purpose
which a man was actually bound to pay away-and
to
it the whole subseqnent history of Hebrew tithes attaches
itself. The other tithe, which was not a due but of a
inere voluntary character, disappears altogether in the
Levitical legislation.
If this account of the Hebrew tithe is correct, that
institution is of relatively modern origin-as
indeed is
indicated by the silence of the most ancient laws-ancl
throws very little light on the original principles of
Semitic sacrifice. The principle that the god of the lancl
claims a tribute on the increase of the soil was originally
expressed in the offering of first-fruits, at a time whei~
sanctuaries and their service were too simple to need ally
elaborate provision for their support. The tithe originated
when worship became more complex and ritual more
splendid, so that a fixed tribute was necessary for its
maintenance. The tribute took the shape of an impost 0x1
the produce of land, partly because this was an ordinary
source of revenue for all public purposes, partly because
such an impost could be justified from the religious point
of view, as agreeing in principle with the oblation of firstfruits, and constituting a tribute to the god froill the
agricultural blessings he bestowed. But here the similarity
between tithes and first-fruits ends. The first-fruits constitutecl a private sacrifice of the worshipper, who brought
The same principle was aclcnowledged in Greece, b& s;v ;ap& y i p 0;
on Aristoph. Plzctus, 596, in Rer~llal~n
o p cit. § 15, note
16). So too in the Arabian meal-offering to Ocaisir ( s z y ~ np., 223).
. n . r w ~ o ; $w"rrv (Schol.
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them himself to the altar and was answerable for the payment only to God and his own conscience. The tithe, on
the contrary, was a public burden enforced by the community for the maintenance of public religion. I n principle
there was no reason why i t should not be employed for any
purpose, connected with the public exercises of religion,
for which money or money's worth was required ; the way
in which it should be spent depended not on the individual
tithe-payer but on the sovereign or the commune. I n
later times, after the exile, it was entirely appropriated to
the support of the clergy. But in old Israel it seems to
have been mainly, if not exclusively, used to furnish forth
public feasts at the sanctuary. I11 this respect it entirely
differed from the first-fruits, which rnight be, and generally
were, offered at a public festival, but did not supply any
part of the matsrial of the feast. The sacred feast, at
which men and their god ate together, was originally quite
unconnected with the cereal oblations paid in tribute to
the deity, and its staple was the xQbn4-the sacrificial
victim. We shall see by and by that in its origin the
xdbn?~was not the private offering of an individual householder but the sacrifice of a clan, and so the sacrificial
meal had pre-eminently the character of a public feast.
Now when public feasts are organised on a considerable
scale, and furnished not merely with store of sacrificial
flesh, but-as was the wont in Israel under the kingswith all manner of luxurious accessories, they collie to be
costly affairs, which can only be defrayecl out of public
moneys. The Israel of the time of the Icings was not a
simple society of peasants, all living in the same way, who
could simply club together to maintain a rustic feast by
what each man brought to the sanctuary from his own
farm. Splendid festivals like those of Bethel were evidently not furnished in this way, but were mainly banquets
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of the upper classes in which the poor had a very subordinate share. The source of these festivals was the tithe,
but it was not the poor tithe-payer who figured as host at
the banquet. The organisation of the feast was in the
hands of the ruling classes, who received the tithes and
spent them on the service in a way that gave the lion's
share of the good things to themselves ; though no doubt,
as in other ancient countries, the principle of a public feast
was not wholly ignored, and every one present had something to eat and drink, so that the whole populace was kept
in good hum0ur.l Of course it is not to be supposed that
the whole service was of this public character. Private
persons still brought up their own vows and free-will
offerings, arid arranged their own family parties.
But
these, I conceive, were quite independent of the tithes,
which were a public tax devoted to what was regarded
as the public part of religion. On the whole, therefore, the
tithe system has nothing to do with primitive Hebrew
religion ; the only point about it which casts a light backwards on the earlier stages of worship is that i t coulcl
hardly have sprung up except in connection with the idea
that the maintenance of sacrifice was a public duty, and
that the sacrificial feast had essentially a public character.
This point, however, is of the highest importance, and must
be kept clearly before us as we proceed.
Long before any public revenue was set apart for the
maintenance of sacrificial ritual, the ordinary type of
Hebrew worship was essentially social, for in antiquity all
religion was the affair of the community rather than of the
The only way of escapc from this collclusio~lis to suppose that tho rich
nobles paid out of their own poclrets for the more expensive parts of the
public sacrifices ; and 110 one who knows the East and reads the Boob of
Amos will believe that. Nathan's parable abont the poor man's one lamb,
which his rich ncighbour toolr to make a feast (necessarily a t that date
sacrificial), is an apposite illustration.
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individual. A sacrifice was a public ceremony of a township or of a clan: and private householders were aceustonled
to reserve their offerings for the annual feasts, satisfying
their religious feelings in the interval by vows to be discharged when the festal season came round.2 Then the
crowds streamed into the sanctuary from all sides, dressed
in their gayest attire," marching joyfully to the sound of
music: and bearing with them not only the victims
appointed for sacrifice, but store of bread and wine to set
forth the feast.5 The law of the feast was open-handed
hospitality ; no sacrifice was complete without guests, and
portions were freely distributed to rich ancl poor within
the circle of a man's acq~aintance.~Universal hilarity
prevailed, men ate drank and here merry together, rejoicing before their God.
The picture which I have drawn of the dominant
type of Hebrew worship contains nothing peculiar to the
religion of Jehovah. I t is clear from the Old Testament
that the ritual observances at a Hebrew and at a Canaanite
sanctuary were so similar that to the mass of the people
Jehovah worship and Baal worship were not separated by
any well-marked line, and that in both cases the prevailing
1 Sam. ix. 12, xx. 6. I n the latter passage " family" means "clan,"
not "domestic circle." See below, p. 276, note.
Hos. ii. 15 (E.V. 13).
Sam. i. 3, 21.
1 Sam. x. 3.
Isa. xxx. 29.
1 Sam. ix. 13 ; 2 Sam. vi. 19, xv. 11 ; Neh. viii. 10. The guests of
the sacrifice supply a figure to the prophets (Ezelr. xxxix. 17 sgg.; Zeph.
i. 7). Nabal's refusal to allow David to share in his slievp-shearing feast
was not only churlisll but a breach of religions customj,dom Amos iv. 5 i t
would appear that with a free-will offering there was a free invitation to all
to come and partake. For the Arabian usuage in like cases, see Wellhausen,
p. 114 sq. A banqueting hall for the comn~unalsacrifice is mentioned as
early as 1 Sam. ix. 22, a ~ l dthe name given to i t (lishka) seems to be identical
with the Greelr h;tXvr from ~ t h i c hi t may be gathercd that the Phmnicians
had similar halls from an early date ; cf. Judg. ix. 27, xvi. 23 s g . For
tho commuiial feasts of the Syrians in later times, see Posidon. Apam. ap.
Athen. xii. 527 (Fr. Hist. Gr. iii. 258).

"

LECT.

VII.

FESTIVALS

2 55

tone and temper of the worshippers were determined by
the festive character of the service. Nor is the prevalence of the sacrificial feast, as the established type of
ordinary religion, confined to the Semitic peoples; the
same kind of worship rnled in ancient Greece and Italy,
and seems to be the universal type of the local cults of
the small agricultural comn~uilities out of which all the
nations of aiicient civilisation grew. Everywhere we find
that a sacrifice ordinarily involves a feast, and that a feast
cannot be provided withont a sacrifice. For a feast is not
complete without flesh, and in early times the rule that
all slaughter is sacrifice was not confined to the Semites.1
The identity of religious occasions and festal seasons may
indeed be taken as the determining characteristic of the
type of ancient religion generally; when men meet their
god they feast and are glad together, and whenever they
feast and are glad they clesire that the god should be of
the party. This view is proper to religions in which the
habitual temper of the worshippers is one of joyous confidence in their god, untroubled by any habitual sense of
human guilt, and resting on the firm conviction that they
and the deity they adore are good friends, who understand
each other perfectly and are united by bonds not easily
broken. The basis of this confidence lies of course in the
view that the gods are part and parcel of the same natural
community with their worshippers. The divine father or
king claims the same kiiicl of respect and service as a
human father or king, and practical religion is simply a
branch of social duty, an understood part of the coilduct
It is Indian (Manu, v. 31 sqp.) and Persian (Sprenger, Erw~iscl~e
Altertlh. iii. 578 ; cf. Herod. i. 132 ; Strabo, xv. 3. 13, p. 732). Among
the Romans and the older Greeks there was something sacrificial about every
feast, or even about every social meal ; in the latter case the Romans paid
tribute to the household gods. On the identity of feast and sacrifice in
Greece, see Athensens, v. 19 ; Rnchholz, Ifom. Iiealien, 11. ii. 202, 213 sqp.

25 6

MEANING O F

LECT. VII.

of daily life, governed by fixed rules to which every one
has been trained from his infancy. No man who is a good
citizen, living up to the ordinary standard of civil morality
in his dealings with his neighbours, and accurately following
the ritual tradition in his worship of the gods, is oppressed
with the fear that the deity may set a higher standard
of conduct and find him wanting. Civil and religious
morality have one and the same measure, and the conduct
which suffices to secure the esteem of men suffices also to
make a man perfectly easy as to his standing with the
gods. I t must be remembered that all antique morality
is an affair of social custom and customary law, and that
in the more primitive forms of ancient life the force of
custom is so strong that there is hardly any middle course
between living well up to the standard of social duty
which it prescribes, and falling altogether outside the
pale of the civil and religious community. A man who
deliberately sets himself against the rules of the society
in which he lives must expect to be outlawed ; but minor
offences are readily condoned as mere mistakes, which may
expose the offender to a fine but do not permanently lower
his social status or his self-respect. So too a man may
offend his god, ancl be called upon to make reparation to
him. But in such a case he knows, or can learn from a
competent priestly authority, exactly what he ought to do
to set matters right, and then everything goes on as before.
I n a religion of this kind there is no room for an abiding
sense of sin and'unworthiness, or for acts of worship that
express the struggle after an unattained righteousness, the
Ionging for uncertain forgiveness. I t is only when the old
religions begin to break down that these feelings come in.
The older national and tribal religions work with the
smoothness of a machine. Men are satisfied with their
gods, and they feel that the gods are satisfied with them.
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Or if at ally time fanline, pestilence or disaster iiz war
appears to shew that the gods are angry, this casts no
doulst 011 the aclequacy of the religious system as such,
but is inerely held to prove that a grave fault has beell
committed by some one for whom the conlmunity is
responsible, and that they are bound to put it right by an
appropriate reparation. That they can put it right, and
stand as well with the god as they ever did, is not doubted ;
and when rain falls, or the pestilence is checked, or the
defeat is retrieved, they a t once recover their old easy
confidence, aiid go 011 eating and drinking and rejoicing
before their god with the assurance that he and they are
on the best of jovial good terms.
The kiild of religion which finds its proper zsthetic
expressioil in the inerry sacrificial feast implies a habit of
mind, a way of taking the world as well as a way of
regarding the gods, which we have some difficulty in
realising.
Huillail life is never perfectly happy and
satisfactory, yet ailcieilt religioil assullies that through
the help of the gods it is so happy a i d satisfactory that
ordiilary acts of worship are all brightness and hilarity,
expressing 110 other idea than that the worshippers are
well coilteilt with themselves and with their divine
a power
sovereign. This implies a measure of i.i~sov,cic~nce,
of casting off the past and living in the impressioll of the
moment, which beloilgs to the childhood of humanity, and
call exist only along with a childish uilcoizsciousiless of the
inexorable laws that connect the present and the future
with the past. Accordiilgly the inore developed nations
of antiquity, in proportion as they emerged from natioilal
childhood, began to find the old religious forms inadequate,
and either became less concerned to associate all their
happiness with the worship of the gods, and, in a word,
less religious, or else were unable to think of the divine
=7
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powers as habitaally well pleased ancl favourable, and so
were driven to look on the anger of the gods as much
more frequent and pernlanent than their fathers had
supposecl, ancl to give to atoning rites a stated ancl
important place in ritaal, which went far to change the
whole attitude characteristic of early worship, and snbstitute for the old joyous confidence a painful and
scrupnlous anxiety in all approach to the gods. Among
the Semites the Arabs furnish an example of the general
decay of religion, while the nations of Palestine in the
seventh century e.c. afford an excellent illustration of
the development of a gloonlier type of worship under the
pressure of accumulatecl political disasters. On the whole,
however, what strikes the moclern thinker as surprising is
not that the olcl joyous type of worship ultimately broke
down, b ~ that
~ t it lasted so long as it dicl, or even that i t
ever attained a paramount place among nations so aclvancecl
as the Greeks ancl the Syrians. This is a matter which
well deserves attentive consideration.
First of all, then, it is to be observed that the frame
of mind in which men are well pleased with themselves,
with their gods, and with the world, could not have
dolviilatecl antique religion as it dicl, ~ ~ n l e sreligion
s
hacl
been essentially the affair of the community rather than
of individuals. It was not the business of the gods of
heathenism to watch, by a series of special proviclences,
over the welfare of every inclividua1. I t is trne that
individuals laic1 their private affairs before the gods, ancl
asked with prayers and vows for strictly personal blessings.
But they did this just as they niight crave a personal
boon from a king, or as n son craves a boon from a father,
without expecting to get all that was aslrecl. What the
gods niight do in this way was clone as a matter of
personal favour, and was no part of their proper f~ulction
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as heads of the community. The benefits which were
expected from the gods were of a public character, affecting the whole community, especially fruitful seasons,
increase of floclcs and hercls, ancl success in war. So loiig
as the community flourished the fact that an individual
was miserable reflected no discredit on divine proviclence,
but was rather taken to prove that the sufferer was an
evil-doer, justly hateful to the gods. Such a man was ont
of place among the happy and prosperous crowcl that
assemblecl on feast clays before the altar; even in Israel,
Hannah, with her sad face and silent petition, was a strange
figure at the sanctnary of Shiloh, and the unhappy leper,
in his Lifelong affliction, was shut out from the exercises
of religion as well as from the privileges of social life.
So too the mourner was unclean, and his food was not
brought into the house of God ; the very occasions of life
in which spiritual things are nearest to the Christian, aiicl
the comfort of religion is most fervently songht, were in
the ancient world the times when a man was forbidden
to approach the seat of Gocl's presence. To us, whose
habit i t is to look at religion in its influence on the life
and happiness of indivicluals, this seems a cruel law ; nay,
our sense of justice is offendeel by a system in which
misfortunes set up a barrier between a man and his God.
But whether in civil or in profane matters, the habit of
the old world svas to thiiili mach of the comnluiiity and
little of the iiicliviclual life, and no one felt this to be
unjust even though it bore hardly on himself. The god
was the god of the nation or of the tribe, and he knew
and carecl for the incliviclaal only as a member of the
community. Why, then, shoulcl private misfort~n~e
be
allowed to mar by its ill-omened presence the public
gladness of the sanctuary ?
Accordingly the air of habitual satisfaction with them-
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selves, their gods and the world, which characterises the
worship of ancient communities, must be explained without
reference to the vicissitudes of individual life. And so far
as the thing requires any other explanation than the
general i.nsouciance and absorption in the feelings of the
moment characteristic of the childhood of society, I apprehend that the key to the joyful character of the antique
religions known to us lies in the fact that they took their
shape in coinmunities that were progressive and on the
whole prosperous. If we realise to ourselves the conditions
of early society, whether in Europe or in Asia, at the
first daybreak of history, we cannot fail to see that a tribe
or nation that could not hold its own and make headway
must soon have been crushed out of existence in the
incessant feuds i t had to wage with all its neighbours.
The communities of ancient civilisation were formed by
the survival of the fittest, and they had all the selfconfidence and elasticity that are engendered by success
in the struggle for life. These characters, therefore, are
reflected i11 the religious system that grew up with the
growth of the state, and the type of worship that corresponded to them was not felt to be inadequate till the
political system was undermined from within or shattered
by blows from without.
These considerations sufficiently account for the
development of the habitually joyous temper of ancient
sacrificial worship. But it is also to be observed that
when the type was once formed it would not at once
disappear, even when a change in social conditions
made it no longer an adequate expression of the habitual
tone of national life. The most important functions of
ancient worship were reserved for public occasions, when
the whole community was stirred by a common emotion ;
and among agricultural nations the stated occasions of
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sacrifice were the natural seasons of festivity, at harvest
and vintage. At such times every one was ready to cast
off his cares ancl rejoice before his god, and so the
coincidence of religious ancl agricultural gladness helped
to keep the old form of worship alive, long after i t had
ceased to be in full harmony with men's permanent view
of the world. Moreover it niust be remembered that the
spirit of boisterous niirth which characterisecl the oldest
religious festivals was nourished by the act of worship
itself. The sacrificial feast was not only an expression of
gladness but a means of driving away care, for it was set
forth with every circumstance of gaiety, with garlands,
perfumes and music, as well as with store of meat and
wine. The sensuous Oriental nature responds to such
physical stiniulus with a readiness foreign to our more
sluggish temperament; to the Arab it is an excitement
and a delight of the highest order merely to have flesh t o
eat.l From the earliest times, therefore, the religious
gladness of the Semites tended to assume an orgiastic
character and become a sort of intoxication of the senses,
in which anxiety and sorrow were drowned for the monient.
This is apparent in the old Canaanite festivals, such as the
vintage feast at Shechem described in Jnclg. ix. 27, and not
less in the service of the Hebrew high places, as it is characterised by the prophets. Even at Jerusalem the worship
must have been boisterous indeed, when Lam. ii. 7 compares
the shouts of the storming party of the Chald~aiisin the
courts of the temple with the noise of a solemn feast.
Among the N a b a t ~ a n sand elsewhere the orgiastic character of the worship often led in later times to the
identification of Semitic gods, especially of Dnsares, with
A current Arabic saying, which I have somewhere seen ascribed to
TaBbbata Sharran, reelroils the eating of flesh as one of the three great
delights of life. I n Ivlaidiini, ii. 22, flesh and wine are classed together as
sodnetive lusnries.
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the Greek Dionysus. I t is plain that a religion of this
sort would not necessarily cease to be powerful when i t
ceased to express a habitually joyous view of the world
and the divine governance; in evil times, when men's
thoughts were habitually sombre, they betooli- themselves
to the physical excitement of religion, as men now take
refuge in wine. That this is not a fancy picture is clear
froin Isaiah's clescription of the conduct of his contemporaries during the approach of the Assyrians to Jerusalem;
when the multiplied sacrifices that were offered to avert
the disaster degenerated into a drunken carnival-" Let
us eat and drinli, for to-morrow we die." And so in
general when an act of Semitic worship began with
sorrow and lamentation-as
in the inourning for Adonis,
or in the great atoning ceremonies which becanie common
in later times-a
swift revulsion of feeling followed, and
the gloomy part of the service was presently succeeded by
a burst of hilarious revelry, which, in later times at least,
was not a purely spontaneous expression of the conviction
that man is reconciled with the powers that govern his life
and rule the universe, but in great measure a inere orgiastic
excitement. The nerves were strung to the utmost tension
i11 the sombre part of the ceremony, and the natural reaction
was fed by the physical stimulus of the revelry that followed.
This, however, is not a picture of what Semitic religion
was from the first, and in its ordinary exercises, but of the
shape it tended to assume in extraordinary times of national
calamity, and still more under the habitual pressure of
grinding despotism, when the general tone of social life
was no longer bright and hopeful, but stood in painful
contrast to the joyous temper proper to the traditional
forms of worship. Ancient heathenism was not made for
such times, but for seasons of national prosperity, when its
Isa. xxii. 12, 13, compared with i. 11 sqg.

LECT.

VII.

RELIGION

263

joyous rites were the appropriate expression for the happy
fellowship that united the god and his worshippers to
the satisfaction of both parties. Then the enthusiasm of
the worshipping throng was genuine. Men came to the
sanctuary to give free vent to habitual feelings of thankful
confidence in their god, and warmed themselves into excitement in a perfectly natural way by feasting together, as
people still do when they rejoice together.
I n acts of worship we expect to find the religious ideal
expressed in its purest form, and we cannot easily think
well of a type of religion whose ritual culminates in a
jovial feast. I t seems that such a faith sought nothing
higher than a condition of physical bien &re, and in one
sense this judgment is just. The good things desired of
the gods were the blessings of earthly life, not spiritual
but carnal things. But Senlitic heathenism was redeemed
from mere materialisin by the fact that religion was not
the affair of the individual but of the community. The
ideal was earthly, but it was not selfish. I n rejoicing
before his god a man rejoiced with and for the welfare
of his kindred, his neighbours and his country, and, in
renewing by a solemn act of worship the bond that united
hinl to his god, he also renewed the bonds of family social
and national obligation. We have seen that the compact
between the god and the coinrnunity of his worshippers
was not held to pledge the deity to make the private cares
of each member of the comnlunity his own. The gods had
their favourites no doubt, for whom they were prepared to
do many things that they were not bound to do ; but no
man could approach his god in a purely personal matter
with that spirit of absolute confidence which I have
described as characteristic of antique religions ; it was the
community, and not the individual, that was sure of the
permanent and unfailing help of its deity. It was 9
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national not a personal providence that was taught by
ancient religion. So much was this the case that in purely
personal concerns the ancients were very apt to turn, not
to the recognised religion of the family or of the state, bnt
to magical superstitions. The gods watched over a man's
civic life, they gave hiin his share in public benefits, the
annual largess of the harvest ancl the vintage, national
peace or victory over enemies, and so forth, but they were
not sure helpers in every private need, ancl ahove all they
would not help him in matters that were against the
interests of the community as n whole. There was therefore a whole region of possible needs and desires for which
religion could and woulcl clo nothing ; ancl if s-t~pernatnral
help was sought in such things it had to be sought through
magical ceremonies, designed to purchase or constrain the
favour of demoniac powers with which the public religion
had nothing to do. Not only did these niagical superstitions lie outside religion, but in all well-ordered states they
were regarded as illicit. A man had no right to enter
into private relations with snpernatnral powers that might
help hini a t the expense of the comn~unityto which he
belonged. I n his relations to the anseen he was bound
always to think and act with ancl for the community, ancl
not for himself alone.
With this it accords that every complete act of worship
-for
a mere vow was not a complete act till it was
fnlfilled by presenting a sacrifice-had a public or quasipublic character. Most sacrifices were offered on fixed
occasions, a t the great comm~uial or national feasts, but
even a private offering was not complete without guests,
and the surplus of sacrificial flesh was not sold but
clistributed with an open hand.l
Thus every act of
for

See above, p. 254.
x. 25).

sale (1 Cor.

In Greece, in later times, sacrificial flesh was exposed
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worship expressed the idea that man does not live
for himself only but for liis fellows, and that this partnership of social interests is the sphere over which the
gods preside and on which they bestow their assured
blessing.
The ethical significance which thus appertains to the
sacrificial meal, viewecl as a social act, received particular
emphasis from certain ancient customs and ideas connected
with eating and drinking. According to antique ideas,
those who eat and driiilr together are by this very act tied
to one another by a bond of friendship and mutual
obligation. Hence when we find that in ancient religions
all the ordinary functions of worship are summed up in
the sacrificial meal, and that the ordinary intercourse
between gods and men has no other form, we are to
remember that the act of eating and drinking together is
the solemn and stated expression of the fact that all
who share the nieal are brethren, and that the duties of
friendship and brotherhood are implicitly acl<nowleclged in
their common act. By admitting man to his table the god
admits him to his friendship ; but this favour is extended
to no man in his mere private capacity ; he is received as
one of a community, to eat and drink along with his
fellows, and in the same measure as the act of worship
cements the bond between him and his god, it cements also
the bond between hiin and his brethren in the common
faith.
We have now reached a point in our discussion at
which it is possible to form some general estimate of the
ethical value of the type of religion which has been
described. The power of religion over life is twofold,
lying partly in its association with particular precepts of
conduct, to which it srrpplies a supernatural sanction, but
mainly in its influeace on the general tone and temper
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of nzea's mincls, which it elevates to higher courage and
purpose, and raises above a brutal servitude to the
physical wants of the moment, by teaching nzen that their
lives ancl happiness are not the mere sport of the blind
forces of nature, but are watched over and cared for by
a higher power. As a spring of action this influence is
more potent than the fear of supernatural sanctions, for
i t is stimulative, while the other is only regulative. But
to produce a moral effect on life the two must go together;
a man's actions must be not only supported by the feeling
that the divine help is with him, but regulated by the
conviction that that help will not accompany him except
011 the right path.
I n ancient religion, as it appears
among the Semites, the confident assurance of divine help
belongs, not to each man in his private concerns, but to
the conlrnunity in its public functions and public ainis ; and
it is this assurance that is expressed in public acts of
worship, where all the members of the community meet
together to eat and drink at the table of their god, and
so renew the sense that he and they are altogether at one.
Now, if we look at the whole cominunity of worshippers
as absolutely one, personify them and think of them as a
single individual, it is plain that the effect of this type
of religion must be regarded as merely stiinulative and
not regulative. When the community is at one with
itself and at one with its god, it may, for anything that
religion has to say, do exactly what i t pleases towards
all who are outside it. Its friends are the god's friends,
its enemies the god's enemies ; it takes its god with it in
whatever it chooses to do. As the ancient coinnlunities
of religion are tribes or nations, this is as much. as to say
that, properly speaking, ancient religion has no influence
on intertribal or international morality-in
such matters
the god simply goes with his own nation or his own tribe.
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So long as we consider the tribe or nation of common
religion as a single subject, the influence of religion is
limited to an increase of the national self-confidence-a
quality very useful in the continual strnggle for life that
was waged between ancient communities, but which beyond
this has no moral value.
But the case is very different when we look at the
religious community as made up of a multitude of
individuals, each of whom has private as well as public
purposes and desires. I n this aspect it is the regulative
influence of ancient religion that is predominant, for the
good things which religion holds forth are promised to the
individual only in so far as he lives in and for the community. The conception of man's chief good set forth
in the social act of sacrificial worship is the happiness
of the individual in the happiness of the community, and
thus the whole force of ancient religion is directed, so far
as the individual is concerned, to maintain the civil virtues
of loyalty and devotion to a man's fellow-s at a pitch of
confident enthusiasm, to teach him to set his highest good
in the prosperity of the society of which he is a member,
not doubting that in so doing he has the divine power on
his side and has given his life to a cause that cannot fail.
This devotion to the common weal was, as every one knows,
the mainspring of ancient morality and the source of all
the heroic virtues of which ancient history presents so
many illustrious examples. I n ancient society, therefore,
the religious ideal expressed in the act of social worship
and the ethical ideal which governed the conduct of daily
life were wholly at one, and all morality-as
morality was
then understood-was consecrated and enforced by religious
motives and sanctions.
These observations are fully applicable only to the
typical form of ancient religion, when it was still strictly
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tribal or national. When nationality ancl religion began
to fall apart, certain worshilss assumed a character more
or less cosmopolitan. Even in heathenism, therefore, in
its more advanced forms, the gods, or at least certain gods,
are in some measure the guardians of universal morality,
and not merely of communal loyalty. But what was thus
gained in comprehensiveness was lost in intensity ancl
strength of religious feeling: and the advance towarcls
ethical universalism, which was made with feeble and
uncertain steps, was never sufficient to make up for the
decline of the old heroic virtues that were fostered by the
narrower type of national faith.

LECTURE V I I I
THE ORIGINAL SIGNIFICANCE OF ANIMAL SACRIFICE

ENOUGH
has been said as to the significance of the sacrificial feast as we find it among ancient nations no longer
barbarous. But to understand the matter fully we must
trace it back to its origin in a state of society nluch
more primitive than that of the agricultural Senlites or
Greeks.
The sacrificial meal was an appropriate expression of the
antique ideal of religious life, not merely because it was a
social act and an act in which the god and his worshippers
were conceived as partaking together, but because, as has
already been said, the very act of eating and drinking
with a man was a symbol and a confirmation of fellowship
and mutual social obligations. The one thing directly
expressed in the sacrificial meal is that the god and his
worshippers are commensals, but every other point in their
mutual relations is included in what this involves. Those
who sit at meat together are united for all social effects;
those who do not eat together are aliens to one another,
without fellowship in religion and without reciprocal social
duties. The extent to which this view prevailed among
the ancient Semites, and still prevails among the Arabs,
may be brought out most clearly by reference to the law of
hospitality. Among the Arabs every stranger whom one
meets in the desert is a natural enemy, and has no protection against violence except his own strong hand or the fear
269
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that his tribe will avenge him if his blood be spi1t.l But
if I have eaten the smallest morsel of foocl with a man,
I have nothing further to fear from him; "there is salt
between us," and he is bound not only to do me no harm,
but to help and defencl me as if I were his b r ~ t h e r . ~So
far was this principle carried by the olcl Arabs, that Zaid
a1-Khail, a famous warrior in the clays of Mohammed,
refused to slay a vagabond who carried off his camels,
because the thief hacl surreptitiously drunk from his
father's milk bowl before committing the thefL3 I t does
not indeed follow as a matter of course that because I have
eaten once with a man I am permanently his frieiicl, for
the bond of union is coiiceivecl in a very realistic way, ancl
strictly speaking lasts no longer than the food may be
supposed to remain in my ~ y s t e m . ~But the teniporary
bond is confirmed by repetition: and reaclily passes into a
permanent
tie confirmed by an oath. " There was a sworn
alliance between the Libyan and the Mostalic, they were
Cain is " driven out from the
1 This is the n~eaningof Gen. iv. 14 sp.
face of the cultivated land" into the desert, wlierc his only protection is
the law of blood revenge.
The ?nilha,or bond of salt, is not dependent on the actual use of mineral
salt vitll the food by which the bond is constituted. bfillr, for example,
will serve the purpose. CC Bnrclrhardt, Beclotsins n?zd Wcbhnbys, i. 329, and
Kgmil, p. 284, especially the verse of Abu '1-Tamahan there cited, where salt
is interpreted to meall '' milk."
3 Aqh. xvi. 51 ; cf. I<i?bskip, p. 149 sq.
4 Burton, Pilg~i?naga,
iii. 84 (1st ed.), says that some tribes "require t o
renew the bond every twenty-four hours," as othcmise, to use their omn
phrase, "the salt is not in their stomachs " (almost the same phrase is used
in the verse of Abu '1-Tamahan referred to above). But usually the protection extended to a guest lasts three days and a third after his clepartme
(Burclrhardt, 02) cit. i. 136) ; or, according to Doughty, i. 228, two nights
and the day between. A curious example of the degree to which these
notions might be pushed is given in the Avzthc%l of &fofa{dal al-pabbi,
Const. A. H. 1300, p. 46, whorc a man claims and obtains the help of AlHgrith in recovering his stolen camels, because the water that mas still in
their stomachs when they were talcen from him had been drawn nit11 the
help of a rope bornowed from Al-1;IZrith's herdsmen.
" 0 enemy of God, wilt thou slay this J e w ? Much of the fat on thy
paunch is of his snbstance" (Ibn Hisham, p. 553 ST.).
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wont to eat aiicl drink together." l This phrase of an Arab
narrator supplies exactly what is wanted to define the
significance of the sacrificial meal. The gocl and his
worshippers are wont to eat and drink together, and by
this tolcen their fellowship is declared ancl eeaiecl.
The ethical significance of the comnlon meal can be
most adequately illustratecl from Arabian usage, but it was
not confined to the Arabs. The Old Testament records
many cases where a covenant was sealed by the parties
eating ancl drinking together. I n most of these indeed the
meal is sacrificial, so that it is not at once clear that two
men are bound to each other merely by partaking of the
same dish, unless the deity is taken in as a third party to
the covenant. The value of the Arabian evidence is that
it supplies proof that the bond of food is valid of itself,
that religion may be called in to confirm ancl strengthen it,
but that the essence of the thing lies in the physical act of
eating together. That this was also the case among the
Hebrews and Canaanites n ~ a ybe safely concluded from
analogy, ancl appears to receive direct confirnlation from
Josh, ix. 14, where the Israelites enter into alliance with
the Gibeonites by taking of their victuals, without consulting Jehovah. A formal league confirmed by an oath
follows, bnt by accepting the proffered food the Israelites
are alreacly conlmittecl to the alliance.
Bnt we have not yet got to the root of the matter.
G h a t is the ultimate nature of the fellowship which is
constitutecl or declared when men eat and drink together ?
I n our complicated society fellowship has many types and
many degrees ; nien may be united by bonds of duty ancl
honour for certain purposes, and stancl quite apart in all
1 Diw.Hoclh. No. 87 (Kosegarten's ed. 11. 170). In Snklrari's acco~ultof
the battle of CoshZwa (%'right, Arabic IZeadi7ig Book, p. 21) a captive refuses
to eat the food of his captor who has slain his son, and thus apparently lreeps
his right of blood revenge alive.
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example, in the
other things. Even in ancient times-for
Old Testament-we
find the sacrameilt of a common meal
introduced to seal eng3gements of various kincls. But i11
every case the eilgagement is absolute and inviolable; it
constitutes what in the language of ethics is called a duty
of perfect obligation. Now in the most primitive society
there is only one kind of fellowship which is absolute and
inviolable. To the primitive man all other inen fall under
two classes, those to whom his life is sacred and those to
whom i t is not sacred. The former are his fellows; the
latter are strangers and potential foemen, with whom it is
absurd to think of forming any inviolable tie unless they
are first brought into the circle within which each man's
life is sacred to all his comrades.
But that circle again corresponds to the circle of
kinship, for the practical test of kinship is that the
whole kin is answerable for the life of each of its
members. By the rules of early society, if I slay my
kinsman, whether voluntarily or involuntarily, the act
is murder, and is punished by expulsion from the kin ;l
if my kinsman is slain by an outsider I and every other
member of my kin are bound to avenge his death by
killing the manslayer or some member of his Icin. I t
is obvious that under such a system there call be no
inviolable fellowship except between inen of the same
blood. For the duty of blood revenge is paramount, ancl
every other obligation is dissolved as soon as it comes into
conflict with the claims of blood. I cannot bind myself
absolutely to a man, even for a temporary purpose, unless
during the time of our engagement he is put into a
kinsman's place. And this is as much as to say that a
Even in Homeric society no bloodwit can be accepted for slaugllter
within the kill ; a point which is commonly overlooked, e.g, by Buohholz,
Horn. Beal. 11. i. 76.
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stranger cannot become bound to me, unless a t the same
time he becomes bound to all my kinsmen in exactly the
same way. Such is, in fact, the law of the desert ; when
any member of a clan receives an outsider through the
bond of salt, the whole clan is bound by his act, and must,
while the engagement lasts, receive the stranger as one of
themse1ves.l
The idea that kinship is not purely an affair of birth,
but may be acquired, has quite fallen out of our circle
of ideas; but so, for that mat,ter, has the primitive conception of kindred itself. To us kinship has no absolute
value, but is measured by degrees, and means much or
little, or nothing at all, according to its degree and other
circumstances. In ancient times, on the contrary, the
fundamental obligations of kinship had nothing to do
with degrees of relationship, but rested with absolute
and identical force on every member of the clan. To
know that a man's life was sacred to me, and that every
blood-feud that touched him involved me also, i t was not
necessary for me to count cousinship with him by reckoning up to our common ancestor; it was enough that we
belonged to the same clan and bore the same clan-name.
What was my clan was determined by customary law,
which was not the same in all stages of society; in the
earliest Semitic communities a man was of his mother's
clan, in later times he belonged to the clan of his father.
But the essential idea of kinship was independent of the
particular form of the law. A kin was a group of persons
whose lives were so bound up together, in what must be
called a physical unity, that they could be treated as parts
1 This of course is to be understood only of the fundamental rights and
duties which turn on the sanctity of kindred blood. The secondary
privileges of kinship, in matters of inheritance and the like, lie outside of
the present argument, and with regard to then1 the covenanted ally had not
the full rights of a kinsman (Kinship, p. 47).
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of one common life. The members of one kindred looked
on themselves as one living whole, a single animated mass
of blood, flesh and bones, of which no member could he
touched without all the members suffering. This point
of view is expressed in the Semitic tongues in many
familiar forms of speech. I n a case of homicide Arabian
tribesmen do not say, "The blood of M. or N. has been
spilt," naming the man; they say, "Our blood has been
spilt."
I n Hebrew the phrase by which one claims
kinship is " I am your bone and your flesh."l Both in
Hebrew and in Arabic " flesh " is synonymous with "clan "
or kindred group.2 To us all this seems mere metaphor,
from which no practical consequences can follow. But
in early thought there is no sharp line between the metaphorical and the literal, between the way of expressing a
thing and the way of conceiving i t ; phrases and symbols
are treated as realities. Now, if kinship means participation in a common mass of flesh blood and bones, i t is
natural that it should be regarded as dependent, not
merely on the fact that a man was born of his mother's
body, and so was from his birth a part of her flesh, but
also on the not less significant fact that he was nourished
by her milk. And so we find that among the Arabs there
is a tie of milk, as well as of blood, which unites the
foster-child to his foster-mother and her kin. Again,
after the child is weaned, his flesh and blood continue to
be nourished and renewed by the food which he shares
with his commensals, so that commensality can be thought
of (1) as confirming or even (2) as constituting kinship in
a very real sense.3
1 Jndg, ix. 2 ; 2 Sam. v. 1. Conversely ill acknowledging kinship the
phrase is " Thou art my bone and my flesh " (Gen. xxix. 14 ; 2 Sam. xix. 12) ;
of. Gen. xxxvii. 27, "our brother and om flesh."
2 Lev. xxv. 49 ; Kinship, p. 149.
Cf. Rimship, p. 149 s44.
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As regards their bearing on the doctrine of sacrifice
i t will conduce to clearness if we keep these two points
distinct. Primarily the circle oE common religion and of
common social duties was identical with that of natural
kinship: and the god himself was conceived as a being of
the same stock with his worshippers. I t was natural,
therefore, that the kinsmen and their kindred god should
seal and strengthen their fellowship by meeting together
from time to time to nourish their common life by a
common meal, to which those outside the kin were not
admitted. A good example of this kind of clan sacrifice,
in which a whole kinship periodically joins, is afforded by
the Roman sacra gentilicia. As in primitive society no
man can belong to more than one kindred, so among the
Ronians no one could share in the sacra of two gentesto do so was to confound the ritual and contaminate the
purity of the gens. The sacra consisted in common anniversary sacrifices, in which the clansmen honoured the
gods of the clan and after them the " demons" of their
ancestors, so that the whole kin living and dead were
brought together in the ~ e r v i c e . ~That the earliest sacrificial feasts among the Semites were of the nature of sacra
gentilicia is matter of inference rather than of direct
evidence, but is not on that account less certain. For
that the Semites form no exception to the general rule
that the circle of religion and of kinship were originally
identical, has been shown in Lecture 11. The only thing,
therefore, for which additional proof is needed is that the
sacrificial ritual of the Semites already existed in this
primitive form of society. That this was so is morally
certain on general grounds; for an institution like the
Supra, p. 50.
For proofs and further details see the evidence collected by Marqnardt,
Rom. Xtaatsverwaltw~q, 2nd ed., iii. 130 sq.
1
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sacrificial meal, which occurs with the same general
features all over the world, and is found among the most
primitive peoples, must, in the nature of things, date
from the earliest stage of social organisation. And the
general argument is confirmed by the fact that after several
clans had begun to frequent the same sanctuary and
worship the same god, the worshippers still grouped themselves for sacrificial purposes on the principle of kinship.
I n the days of Saul and David all the tribes of Israel
had long been united in the worship of Jehovah, yet the
clans still maintained their annual gentile sacrifice, a t
which every member of the group was bound to be
present.l But evidence inore decisive comes to us from
Arabia, where, as we have seen, men would not eat
together at all unless they were united by kinship or by
a covenant that had the same effect as natural kinship.
Under such a rule the sacrificial feast must have beell
confined to kinsmen, and the clan was the largest circle
that could unite in a sacrificial act. And so, though the
great sanctuaries of heathen Arabia were frequented a t
the pilgrimage feasts by men of different tribes, who met
peaceably for a season under the protection of the truce
of God, we find that their participation in the worship of
the same holy place did not bind alien clans together in
any religious unity; they worshipped side by side, but
not together. It is only under Islam that the pilgrimage
1 1 Sam. xx. 6, 29.
The word rnishpnk, which the English Bible here
and elsewhere renders "family," denotes not a honsehold but a clan. In
verse 29 the true reading is indicated by the Septuagint, and has been re?$? u?). It was not David's brother, but
stored by Wellhausen ???
his brethren, that is his clansmen, that enjoined his presence. The antlnal
festivity, the duty of all clansmen to attend, the expectation that this
sacred duty would be accepted as a valid excuse for absence from court
even a t the king's new-moon sacrifice, are so many points of correspondence
with the Roman gentile worship ;of. Gellius, xvi. 4. 3, and the other passages
2nd ed., iii. 132, note 4.
cited by Narquardt, Rom. Staffitsve~wffiltu~g,
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becomes a bond of religious fellowship, whereas in the
times of heathenism it was the correct usage that the
different tribes, before they broke up from the feast, should
engage in a rivalry of self-exaltation and mutual abuse,
which sent them home with all their old jealousies freshly
inflamed.I
That the sacrificial meal was originally a feast of kinsmen, is apt to suggest to modern minds the idea that its
primitive type is to be sought in the household circle, and
that public sacrifices, in which the whole clan united, are
merely an extension of such an act of domestic worship
as in ancient Rome accompanied every family meal. The
Roman family never rose from supper till a portion of food
had been laid on the burning hearth as an offering to the
Lares, and the current opinion, which regards the gens as
nothing more than an enlarged house'hold, naturally looks
on the gentile sacrifice as an enlargement of this domestic
rite. But the notion that the clan is only a larger household is not consistent with the results of modern research.
Kinship is an older thing than family life, and in the
most primitive societies known to us the family or household group was not s subdivision of the clan, but contained
members of more than one kindred. As a rule the savage
The prayer and exhortation of the
1 See Goldziher, Muh. Stud. i. 56.
leader of the procession of tribes from 'Arafa (Agh, iii. 4 ; Wellh. p. 191)
seems to me to be meant for his own tribe alone. The prayer for "peace
among our women, a continuous range of pasture occupied by our herdsmen,
wealth placed in the hands of our most generous men," asks only blessings
for the tribe, and indeed occurs elsewhere as a form of blessing addressed to
a tribe (Agh. xix. 132. 6). And the admonition to observe treaties, honour
clients, and be hospitable to guests, contains nothing that was not a
point of tribal morality. The ijcza, or right to give the signal for dissolving the worshipping assembly, belonged to a particular tribe ; it was
the right to start first. The man who gave the sign to this tribe closed
the service for them by a prayer and admonition. This is all that I can
gather from the passage, and i t does not prove that the tribes had any
other religious communion than was involved in their being in one place
a t one time.
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man may not marry a clanswoman, and the children are of
the mother's kin, and therefore have no communion of
blood religion with their father. I n such a society there
is hardly any family life, and there can be no sacrecl
household meal. Before the family meal can acquire the
religious significance that i t possessed in Rome, one of two
things must take place : either the primitive association
of religion with kinship must be dissolved, or means must
have been found to make the whole household of one
blood, as was done in Rome by the rule that the wife
upon her marriage was adopted into her husband's gem1
The rudest nations have religious rules about food, based
on the principle of kinship, viz. that a man may not eat the
totem animal of his clan ; and they generally have some
rites of the nature of the sacrificial feast of kinsmen ; but
i t is not the custom of savages to take their ordinary daily
food in a social way, in regular domestic meals. Their
habit is to eat irregularly and apart, and this habit is
strengthened by the religious rules, which often forbid to
one member of a household the food which is permitted to
another.
We have no direct evidence as to the rules and habits
of the Semites in the state of primitive savagery, though
there is ample proof of an indirect kind that they originally
reckoned kinship through the mother, and that men often,
if not always, took their wives from strange kins. I t is
to be presumed that a t this stage of soc,iety the Semite did
not eat with his wife and children, and it is certain that if
he did so the meal could not have had a religious character,
as an acknowledgment and seal of kinship and adherence
In Greece, according to the testimony of Theophrastus, ap. Porpll., De
Abst. ii. 20 (Bernays, p. 68), i t was customary to pay to the gods an aparde
of every meal. The term &lrclpXrrBar seems to place this offering under the
head of gifts rather than of sacrificial communion, and the gods to mhom the
offering was made were not, as a t Rome, family gods.
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to a kindrecl god. But in fact the family meal never
became a fixed institution among the Semites generally.
I n Egypt, down to the present day, many persons hardly
ever eat with their wives and children: and, among the
Arabs, boys who are not of full age do not presume to eat
in the presence of their parents, but take their meals
separately or with the women of the house.2 No doubt
the seclusion of women has retarded the development
of family life in Mohammedan countries; but for most
purposes this seclusion has never taken much hold on the
desert, and yet in northern Arabia no woman will eat
before men.3 I apprehend that these customs were
originally formed a t a time when a man and his wife and
family were not usually of one kin, and when only Binsmen
would eat t ~ g e t h e r . ~ But be this as it may, the fact
remains that in Arabia the daily family meal has never
been an established institution with such a religious
significance as attaches to the Roman ~ u p p e r . ~
The sacrificial feast, therefore, cannot be traced back to
the domestic meal, but must be considered as having been
Lane, Mod. Egyptians, 5th ed., i. 179 ; cf. Arabian NigWts, chap. ii.
note 17.
Burckhardt, Bed. and W a k . i. 355 ; Doughty, ii. 142.
Burclrhardt, op. cit. i. 349. Conversely Ibn Afoj&wir,ap. Sprenger,
Postrouto&,p. 151, tells of southern Arabs who would rather die than accept
food a t the hand of a woman.
I n Arabia, even in historical times, the wife was not adopted into her
husband's kin. The children in historical times were generally reckoned to
the father's stock ; but there is much reason to think that this new rule of
kinship, when i t first came in, did not mean that the infant was born into
his father's clan, bat that he was adopted into i t by a formal act, which did
not always take place in infancy. We find that young children follow their
mother (Kinship, p. 114), and that the law of blood revenge did not prevent
fathers from killing their young daughters (ibid. p. 277 sqq.). Of this
lllore hereafter.
5 The naming of God, by which every meal is consecrated according to
BIohammed's precept, seems i n ancient times to have been practised only
when a victim was slaughtered ; cf. Wellh. p. 114. Here the tahlil
corresponds to the blessing of the sacrifice, 1 Sam. ix. 13.
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from the first a public feast of clansmen. That this is
true not only for Arabia but for the Semites as a whole
might be inferred on general grounds, inasmuch as all
Semitic worship manifestly springs from a commoil origin,
and the inference is confirmed by the observatioil that
even among the agricultural Semites there is no trace of a
sacrificial character being attached to ordinary household
meals. The donlestic hearth among the Semites was not
an altar as it was a t R0me.l
Almost all varieties of human food were offered to the
gods, and any kind of food suffices, according to the laws
of Arabian hospitality, to establish that bond between two
men which in the last resort rests on the principle that
only kinsmen eat together. I t may seem, therefore, that
in the abstract any sort of meal publicly partaken of by a
company of kinsmen nlay constitute a sacrificial feast. The
distinction between the feast and an ordinary ineal lies,
it may seem, not in the material or the copiousness of
the repast, but in its public character. When nlen eat
alone they do not invite the god to share their food, but
when the clan eats together as a kindred unity the kindred
god must also be of the party.
Practically, however, there is no sacrificial feast according to Semitic usage except where a victim is slaughtered.
The rule of the Levitical law, that a cereal oblation, when
offered alone, belongs wholly to the god and gives no
occasion for a feast of the worshippers, agrees with the
older history, in which we never find a sacrificial ineal of
which flesh does not form part. Among the Arabs the
usage is the same ; a religious banquet implies a victim.
I t appears, therefore, to look at the matter from its merely
human side, that the slaughter of a victim must have been
The passover became a sort of household sacrifice after the exile, but
was not so originally. See Wellhausen, Prolegonzena, chap. iii.
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in early times the only thing that brought the clan together
for a stated meal. Conversely, every slaughter was a clan
sacrifice, that is, a domestic animal was not slain except to
procure the material for a public meal of kinsmen. This
last proposition seems startling, but it is confirmed by the
direct evidence of Nilus as to the habits of the Arabs of
the Sinaitic desert towards the close of the fourth Christian
century. The ordinary sustenance of these Saracens was
derived from pillage or from hunting, to which, no doubt,
inust be added, as a main element, the milk of their herds.
When these supplies failed they fell back on the flesh
of their camels, one of which was slain for each clan
(ouyykus~a) or for each group which habitually pitched
their tents together (avaicrlvla)-which
according to
known Arab usage would always be a fraction of a
clan-and
the flesh was hastily devoured by the kinsmen
in dog-like fashion, half raw and merely softened over
the fire.1
To grasp the force of this evidence we must reillember
that, beyond questioii, there was at this time among the
Saracens private property in camels, and that therefore, so
far as the law of property went, there could be no reason
why a man should not kill a beast for the use of his own
family. And though a whole camel might be too much
for a single household to eat fresh, the Arabs knew aiid
practised the art of preserving flesh by cutting i t into strips
aiid drying them in the sun. Under these circumstances
private slanghter could not have failed to be customary,
unless i t was absolutely forbidden by tribal usage. I n
short, it appears that while milk, game, the fruits of pillage
were private food which might be eaten in any way, the
i%Zi ope.ra qzemdnnt ?to?~clt~?n
edits (Paris, 1639), p. 27.-The uvyylvr~a
answers to the Arabic bntqz, the avmnvia to the Arabic ( ~ a y y in
, the sense of
encampment.
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camel was not allowed to be killed and eaten except in a
public rite, a t which all the kinsmen assisted.
This evidence is all the more remarkable because,
among the Saracens of whom Nilus speaks, the slaughter
of a camel in times of hunger does not seem to have been
considered as a sacrifice to the gods. For a couple of pages
later he speaks expressly of the sacrifices which these
Arabs offered to the morning star, the sole deity that they
acknowledged. These could be performed oilly when the
star was visible, and the whole victim-flesh,
skin and
bones-had
to be devoured before the sun rose upon it, and
the day-star disappeared. As this form of sacrifice was
necessarily confined to seasons when the planet Venus was
a morning star, while the necessity for slaughtering a
camel as food might arise a t any season, it is to be inferred
that in the latter case the victim was not recognised as
having a sacrificial character. The Saracens, in fact, had
outlived the stage in which no necessity can justify
slaughter that is not sacrificial. The principle that the
god claims his share in every slaughter has its origin in the
religion of kinship, and dates from a time when the tribal
god was himself a member of the tribal stock, so that his
participation in the sacrificial feast was only one aspect
of the rule that 110 kinsman must be excluded from a
share in the victim. But the Saracens of Nilus, like the
Arabs generally in the last ages of heathenism, had ceased
to do sacrifice to the tribal or clan gods with whose
worship the feast of kinsmen was originally connected.
The planet Venus, or Lucifer, was not a tribal deity, but,
as we know from a variety of sources, was worshipped by
all the northern Arabs, to whatever kin they belonged.
It is not therefore surprising that in case of necessity
we should meet with a slaughter in which the non-tribal
deity had no part; but it is noteworthy that, after the
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victim had lost its sacrificial character, it was still deemed
necessary that the slaughter should be the affair of the
whole kindred.
That this was so, while among the
Hebrews, on the other hand, the rule that all legitimate
slaughter is sacrifice survived long after householders were
permitted to make private sacrifices on their own account,
is characteristic of the peculiar development of Arabia,
where, as Wellhausen has justly remarked, religious feeling
was quite put in the shade by the feeling for the sanctity
of kindred blood. Elsewhere among the Semites we see
the old religion surviving the tribal system on which i t
was based, and accommodating itself to the new forms of
national life ; but in Arabia the rules and customs of the
kin retained the sanctity which they originally derived
from their connection with the religion of the kin, long
after the kindred god had been forgotten or had sunk into
quite a subordinate place. I take it, however, that the
eating of camels' flesh continued to be regarded by the
Arabs as in some sense a religious act, even when it was
no longer associated with a formal act of sacrifice ; for
abstinence from the flesh of camels and wild asses was
prescribed by Symeon Stylites to his Saracen converts,l
and traces of an idolatrous significance in feasts of camels'
flesh appear in Mohammedan t r a d i t i ~ n . ~
The persistence among the Arabs of the scruple against
private slaughter for a man's own personal use may, I
think, be traced in a modified form in other parts of Arabia
and long after the time of Nilus. Even in modern times,
Theodoret, ed. NosseIt, iii. 1274 sq.
Wellh. p. 114; Kinslitp, p. 262. These traces are the more worthy
of notice because me also find indications that, down to the time of the
prophet, or even later, the idea prevailed that camels, or a t all events
certain breeds of camels, were of demoniac origin; see Cazwini, ii. 42,
and other authorities cited by Vloten in the Yienncc Orie?ztal Jounzal,
vii. 239.
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when a sheep or camel is slain in honour of a guest, the
good old custom is that the host keeps open house for his
neighbours, or a t least distributes portions of the flesh as
far as it will go. To do otherwise is still deemed churlish,
though not illegal, and the old Arabic literature leaves the
impression that in ancient times this feeling was still
stronger than it is now, and that the whole encampment
was considered when a beast was slain for f0od.l But be
this as it may, it is highly significant to find that, even in
one branch of the Arabian race, the doctrine that hunger
itself does not justify slaughter, except as the act of the
clan, was so deeply rooted as to survive the doctrine that
all slaughter is sacrifice. This fact is sufficient to remove
the last doubt as to the proposition that all sacrifice was
originally clan sacrifice, and a t the same time it puts the
slaughter of a victim in a new light, by classing it among
the acts which, in primitive society, are illegal to an
individual, and can only be justified when the whole clan
shares the responsibility of the deed. So far as I know,
there is only one class of actions recognised by early nations
to which this description applies, viz. actions which involve
an invasion of the sanctity of the tribal blood. I n fact, a
life which no single tribesman is allowed to invade, and
which can be sacrificed only by the consent and common
action of the kin, stands on the same footing with the life
of the fellow-tribesman. Neither may be taken away by
private violence, but only by the consent of the kindred
Compare especially the story of Miiwia's conrtship (AghiFni, xvi. 104 ;
Caussin de Perceval, ii. 613). The beggar's claim to a share in the feast is
donbtless ultimately based on religious and tribal usage rather than on
personal generosity. Cf. Deut. xxvi. 13. Similarly among the Zulus,
"when a man kills a c ~ \ ~ - \ ~ h i c hhovever,
,
is seldom and reluctantly done,
unless i t happens to be stolen property-the whole population of the hamlet
assemble to eat it without invitation ; and people living at a distance of ten
miles will also come to partake of the feast" (Shaw, Zenzoriccls of Sozcth
Africa, p. 59).
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and the kindred god. And the parallelism between the
two cases is curiously marked in detail by what I may call
a similarity between the ritual of sacrifice and of the
execution of a tribesman. I n both eases it is required
that, as far as possible, every member of the kindred
should be not only a consenting party but a partaker in
the act, so that whatever responsibility it involves may be
equally distributed over the whole clan. This is the meaning of the ancient Hebrew form of execution, where the
culprit is stoned by the whole congregation.
The idea that the life of a brute animal may be protected by the same kind of religious scruple as the life of
a fellow-man is one which we have a difficulty in grasping,
or which at any rate we are apt to regard as more proper
to a late and sentimental age than to the rude life of
primitive times. But this difficulty mainly comes from
our taking up a false point of view. Early man had
certainly no conception of the sacredness of animal life
as such, but neither had he any conception of the sacredness of human life as such. The life of his clansman was
sacred to him, not because he was a man, but because he
was a kinsman ; and, in like manner, the life of an animal
of his totem kind is sacred to the savage, not because it is
animate, but because he and it are sprung from the same
stock and are cousins to one another.
I t is clear that the scruple of Nilus's Saracens about
killing the camel was of this restricted kind ; for they had
no objection to kill and eat game. But the camel they
would not kill except under the same circumstances as
make it lawful for many savages to kill their totem, i.e.
under the pressure of hunger or in connection with
exceptional religious rites.l The parallelism between the
Arabian custom and totemism is therefore complete except
Frazer, Totemism, pp. 19, 48.
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in one point. There is no direct evidence that the scruple
against the private slaughter of a camel had its origin in
feelings of kinship. But, as we have seen, there is this
indirect evidence, that the consent and participation of
the clan, which was required to make the slaughter of a
camel legitimate, is the very thing that is needed to make
the death of a kinsman legitimate. And direct evidence
we cannot expect to find, for it is most improbable that
the Arabs of Nilus's time retained any clear ideas about
the original significance of rules inherited by tradition
from a more primitive state of society.
The presumption thus created that the regard paid by
the Saracens for the life of the camel sprang from the
same principle of kinship between men and certain kinds
of animals which is the prime factor in totemism, would
not be worth much if i t rested only on an isolated statement about a particular branch of the Arab race. But it
is to be observed that the same kind of restriction on the
private slaughter of animals must have existed in ancient
times among all the Semites. We have found reason to
believe that among the early Semites generally no slaughter
was legitimate except for sacrifice, and we have also found
reason, apart from Nilus's evidence, for believing that all
Semitic sacrifice was originally the act of the community.
If these two propositions are true, it follows that all the
Semites at one time protected the lives of animals proper
for sacrifice, and forbade them to be slain except by the
act of the clan, that is, except under such circumstances
as would justify or excuse the death of a kinsman. Now,
if i t thus appears that the scruple against private slaughter
of an animal proper for sacrifice was no mere individual
peculiarity of Nilus's Saracens, but must a t an early period
have extended to all the Semites, it is obvious that the
conjecture which connects the scruple with a feeling of
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kinship between the worshippers and the victim gains
greatly in plausibility. For the origin of the scruple
must now be sought in some widespread and very primitive habit of thought, and i t is therefore apposite to point
out that among primitive peoples there are no binding
precepts of conduct except those that rest on the principle
of kinship.l This is the general rule which is found in
operation wherever we have an opportunity of observing
rude societies, and that it prevailed among the early
Semites is not to be doubted. Indeed among the Arabs
the rule held good without substantial modification down
to the time of Mohammed. No life and no obligation
was sacred unless it was brought within the charmed
circle of the kindred blood.
Thus the prima facie presumption, that the scruple in
question had to do with the notion that certain animals
were akin to men, becomes very strong indeed, and can
hardly be set aside unless those who reject it are prepared
to show that the idea of kinship between men and beasts,
as it is found in most primitive nations, was altogether
foreign to Semitic thought, or at least had no substantial
place in the ancient religious ideas of that race. But I
do not propose to throw the burden of proof on the
antagonist.
I have already had occasion in another connection to
shew by a variety of evidences that the earliest Semites,
like primitive men of other races, drew no sharp line of
distinction between the nature of gods, of men, and of
beasts, and had no difficulty in admitting a real kinship
between ( a ) gods and men, (b) gods and sacred animals,
(c) families of men and families of beast^.^ As regards
In religions based on kinsflip, where the god and his worshippers are
of one stock, precepts of sanctity are, of course, covered by the principle of
kinship.
Xupra, pp. 41 sqq. 85 sgg.
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the third of these points, the direct evidence is fragmentary and sporadic ; it is sufficient to prove that the idea of
kinship between races of men and races of beasts was not
foreign to the Semites, but it is not sufficient to prove
that such a belief was widely prevalent, or to justify us
in taking it as one of the fundamental principles on which
Semitic ritual was founded. But it niust be remembered
that the three points are so connected that if any two of
them are established, the third ilecessarily follows. Now,
as regards (a),it is not disputed that the kinship of gods
with their worshippers is a fundamental doctrine of Semitic
religion; it appears so widely and in so many forms and
applications, that we cannot look upon i t otherwise than
as one of the first and most universal principles of ancient
faith. Again, as regards (b), a belief in sacred animals,
which are treated with the reverence due to divine beings,
is an essential element in the most widespread and
important Semitic cults. All the great deities of the
northern Semites had their sacred animals, and were
themselves worshipped in animal form, or i11 association
with animal symbols, down to a late date; and that this
association implied a veritable unity of kind between
animals and gods is placed beyond doubt, on the one hand,
by the fact that the sacred animals, e.y. the doves and
fish of Atargatis, were reverenced with divine hoilours ;
and, on the other hand, by theogonic myths, such as that
which makes the dove-goddess be born from an egg, and
transformation myths, such as that of Bambyce, where
it was believed that the fish-goddess and her son had
actually been transformed into fish.l
Examples of the evidence on this head have been given above ; a fuller
account of i t will fall to be given in a future course of lectures. Neantime
the reader may refer to Kinship, chap. vii. I may here, however, add a
general argument which seems to deserve attention. We have seen (suyra,
p. 142 spq.) that holiness is not hased on the idea of property. Holy
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Now if kinship between the gods and their worshippers,
on the one hand, and kinship between the gods ancl certain
kinds of animals, on the other, are deep-seated principles
of Semitic religion, ~lianifesting themselves in all parts
of the sacred institutions of the race, we must necessarily
conclude that kinship between families of men and animal
kinds was an idea equally deep-seated, and we shall expect
to find that sacred animals, wherever they occur, will be
treated with the regard which men pay to their kinsfolk.
Indeed in a religion based on kinship, where the god
and his worshippers are of one stock, the principle of
sanctity and that of kinship are identical. The sanctity
of a kinsman's life and the sanctity of the godhead are not
two things, but one; for ultimately the only thing that
is sacred is the commoil tribal life, or the common blood
which is identified with the life. Whatever being partakes
in this life is holy, and its holiness may be described
indifferently, as participation in the divine life and natnre,
or as participation in the kindred blood.
Thus the conjectnre that sacrificial animals were
originally treated as kinsmen, is simply eq~uvalentto the
conjecture that sacrifices were drawn from animals of a
holy kind, whose lives were ordinarily protected by
religious scruples and sanctions; and in support of this
position a great mass of evidence can be addnced, not
merely for Semitic sacrifice, but for ancient sacrifice
generally.
I n the later days of heathenism, when animal foocl
animals, and holy tlliags generally, are priinarily conceived, not as belonging
to the deity, but as being tllemselves instinct with divine power or life.
Thus a holy animal is one which has a divine life ; and if it be holy to a
particular god, the meaning mnst be that its life and his are somehow bound
up together. From what is lrnown of primitive ways of thought we may
infer that this means that the sacred animal is akin to the god, for all ralid
and permanent relation between individnals is conceived as lrinship.
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was commonly eaten, and the rule that all legitimate
slaughter must be sacrificial was no longer insisted on,
sacrifices were divided into two classes ; ordinary sacrifices,
where the victims were sheep, oxen or other beasts
habitually used for food, and extraordinary sacrifices,
where the victims were animals whose flesh was regarded
as forbidden meat. The Emperor Julianl tells us that
in the cities of the Roman Empire such extraordinary
sacrifices were celebrated once or twice a year in nlystical
ceremonies, and he gives as aa example the sacrifice of
the dog to Hecate. I n this case the victinl was the sacred
animal of the goddess to which it was offered; Hecate is
represented in mythology as accompaniecl by clemolliac
dogs, and in her worship she loved to be addressed by
the name of Dog.2 Here, therefore, the victilll is not
only a sacred animal, but an animal kindred to the deity
to which it is sacrificed. The same principle seems to
lie a t the root of all exceptional sacrifices of ~ulclean
animals, i.e. animals that were not ordinarily eaten, for
we have already seen that the idea of uncleanness ancl
holiness meet in the primitive conception of taboo. I
leave it to classical scholars to follow this out in its
application to Greek and Roman sacrifice ; but as regards
the Semites it is worth while to establish the point by
going in detail through the sacrifices of ~ulclean beasts
that are known to us.
1. The swine. According to Al-Nadim the heathen
Harranians sacrificed the swine and ate swine's flesh
once a year.3 This ceremony is ancient, for it appears
in Cyprus in connection with the worship of the Semitic
Aphrodite and Adonis.
I n the ordinary worship of
O T C ~V.
~ .p. 176.
Porph., Dc Abst. iii. 17, iv. 16. Mr. Bury has suggested that
etymologically ' E x a ~ n= Hnnd, houad, as : l i . , a ~ o v = hundert, hundred.
Fih~ist,p. 326,l. 3 sy.

LECT. VIII.

SACRIFICES

2 91

Aphrodite swine were not admitted, but in Cyprus wild
boars were sacrificed once a year on April 2.l The
same sacrifice is alluded to in the Book of Isaiah as a
heathen abomination: with which the prophet associates
the sacrifice of two other unclean animals, the dog and
the mouse. We know from Lucian that the swine was
esteemed sacrosanct by the Syrians: and that it was
specially sacred to Aphrodite or Astarte is affirniecl by
Antiphanes, a , . Athen. iii. 49.4
2. The dog. This sacrifice, as we have seen, is nzentioned in the Book of Isaiah, and it seems also to be
alluded to as a Punic rite in Justin, xviii. 1. 10, where
we read that Darius sent a message to the Carthaginians
forbidding them to sacrifice human victims and to eat the
flesh of dogs : in the connection a religious meal must be
understood. I n this case the accounts do not coiinect the
rite with any particular deity to whom the dog was sacred:
but we know from Al-Nadim that the dog was sacred
among the Harranians. They offered sacrificial gifts to
it, and in certain mysteries dogs were solemnly declared
to be the brothers of the my st^.^ A hint as to the
identity of the god to whom the dog was sacred inay
perhaps be got from Jacob of Sarug, who melitions "the
Lord with the clogs" as one of the deities of Carrhz.7
This god again may be compared with the h u n t s n ~ a i ~
1 Lydus, Dc ilfensibzu, Bonn ed., p. 80. Exceptional sacrifices of swine
to Aphrodite also took place a t Argos (Athen. iii. 49) and in Pamphylin
(Strabo, ix. 5. 17), bnt the Semitic origin of these rites is not so certain as
in the case of the Cyprian goddess. The sacrifice of a sow is represented on
the rock sculptures of J'rapta (Renan, Phh. pl. 31 ; cf. Pietschmann, p.
219).
"sa. lxv. 4, lxvi. 3, 17.
Dea Syria, liv.
In a modern Syrian superstition we find that a demoniac swine hannts
houses w h e ~ ethero is a marriageable maiden, ZDPG. vii. 107.
"overs,
P7menizicr,i. 404, is quite unsatisfactory.
6 Fihrist,p. 326, 1. 27 ; cf, p. 323, 1. 28 ; 11. 324, 1. 2.
7 ZDJirc, xxix. 110; cf. vol. xlii. p. 473.
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Heracles of the Assyrians mentioned by Tacitus.l The
Tyrian Heracles or Melcarth also appears accoinpanied
by a dog in the legend of the invention of the purple
dye preserved by Pollux (i. 46) and Malalas (p. 32).2
I n Mohammedan tradition a demoiliac character is ascribed
to black dogs, which probably implies that in heathenisnl
they had a certain ~ a n c t i t y . ~
3. .Fish,or at least certain species of fish, were sacred
to Atargatis and forbidden food to all the Syrians, her
if
worshippers, who believed-as
totem peoples do-that
they ate the sacred flesh they would be visited by ~ l c e r s . ~
god accompanied by a dog is figured
Tacitus, A1~72.xii. 13. A llunts~na~l
on cylinders (Gazette Arche'ol. 1879, p. 178 sqq.), but Assyriologists see111 not
.to be agreed as to his identity. There were probably more divine huntsmen
than one.
2 Whether the Sicilia11 god Adranas, whose sacred dogs are ~nentionecl
by Blian, Nat. A%. xi. 20 (coilfirmed by monnnlental evidence ; Ganneau,
Hec. de Arch. Or. i. 236) is of Semitic origin is very uncertain. He is
h
(the Adranlmelech of tho Bible) ; see Holm,
generally identified ~ 6 t Adar
Gesch. Sic. i. 95, 377. But the very existence of an Assyrian god Adar is
problematical, and the Hadran of Melito (Si,ic. Syr. p. 25), wllo is talcen by
others as the Senlitic equivalent of Admnus, is a figure eclnally obscure.
If the conjecture that the Heracles morshipped by the vL8oi in the
Cynosarges a t Athens was really the Phcenician Horacles can be made out,
the connection of this deity with the dog mill receive further confirlllation.
For Cynosarges means "the dog's yarcl" (Wachsmuth, Athew. i. 461).
Steph. Byz. s.v. explains the name by a legend that while Dio~uosmas
sacrificing to I-Ieracles, a white dog snatched the sacrificial pieces and laid
them down on the spot where the sanctuary afterwards stood. The dog is
here the sacred nlessenger who declares the will of the god, like the eagle of
Zeus in Malalas, p. 199; cf. Steph. Byz. s.v. yahsj~ccr. The sanctity of the
dog among the Phcenicians seems also to be confirmed by the proper names
~153,~95~152,
and by the existellee of a class of sacred ministers called
L ' d o g ~(CIS.
"
No. 86, cf. Dent. xxiii. 1 8 [19]). Reinach and G. Hoffnlann,
op. cit. p. 17, are hardly right in tllinlcing of literal dogs ; but in any case
that wonld only strengthen the argument.
3 Damid, ii. 223 ; Vloten in Vienna Or. Joz~rn.vii. 240. See also the
legend of the dog-demon of Rinm, B. Hish. 11. 18. In Moslenl countries
dogs are still regarded with a curious mixture of respect and contempt.
They are unclean, but i t is an act of piety to feed them, and especially to
give them drinlr (&loslim, ii. 196, ed. of A. H. 1290); and to kill a dog, as I
have observed at Jeddah, is an act that excites a good deal of feeling. See
also ZDP Y. vii. 93.
See the evidence collected by Selden, de Diis Syris, S y ~ ii.
t cap. 3.
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Yet Mnaseas (cq. Athen. viii. 3 7 ) tells us that fish were
daily cooked and presented on the table of the goddess,
being afterwards consumed by the priests ; and Assyrian
cylinders display the fish laid on the altar or presented
before it, while, in one example, a figure which stands by
in an attitude of adoratioii is clothed, or rather disguised,
in a gigantic fish s1cin.l The meaning of such a disguise
is well known froin many savage rituals ; it implies that
the worshipper presents himself as a fish, i.e. as a being
kindred to his sacrifice, and doubtless also to the deity to
which it is consecrated.
4. Tl~e v~ozcse appears as an abominable sacrifice in
Isa. Ixvi. 17,along with the swine and the " abomination "
( v ) . The last word is applied in the Levitical law to
creeping vermin generally ( y ~ =
v Arab. (zanash), a term
which includecl the mouse and other such small quadrupeds
as we' also call vermin. All such creatures were unclean in
an intense degree, and had the power to communicate uncleaniless to whatever they touched. So strict a taboo is
hardly to be explained except by supposing that, like the
Arabian lzcmaslz," they had supernatural and demoniac qualities. And in fact, in Ezek. viii. 10, we find them as objects
of superstitions acloration. On what authority Maimonides
says that the Harranians sacrificed field-mice I do not know,4
but the biblical evidence is sufficient for our purpose.
5. l'lze horse was sacred to the Sun-god, for 2 Kings
xxiii. 11 speaks of the horses which the kings of Judah
had consecrated to this deity-a
superstition to which
Josiah put an end. At Rhodes, where religion is throughout of a Semitic type, four horses were cast into the sea
as a sacrifice at the annual feast of the sun.5 The
3 Stqxrn, 13. 129.
Lev. xi. 41.
Menant, Gl2~21tiyzce,ii. 53.
-' Ed. BIualr, vol. iii. p. 64, or Chwolsohn, Ssnbier, ii. 456.
Festus, s.v. '' October equus" ; cf. Pausanias, iii. 20. 4 (sacrifice of horses
to the Snn at Taygetns); Kinship, p. 205 sq.
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winged horse (Pegasus) is a sacred symbol of the Carthaginians.
6. TJbe dove, which the Semites would neither eat nor
touch, was sacrificed by the Romaiis to Venus ; and as the
Roman Venus-worship of later times was largely derived
from the Phcenician sanctuary of Eryx, where the dove had
peculiar honour as the companion of Astarte; it is very
possible that this was a Semitic rite, though I have not
found any conclusive evidence that it was so. It must
certainly have been a very rare sacrifice; for the dove
among the Semites had a quite peculiar sanctity, and
Al-Nadim says expressly that i t was not sacrificed by
the Harraniaas.3 I t was, however, offered by the Hebrews,
in sacrifices which we shall by and by see reason to regard
as closely analogous to mystical rites ; and in Juvenal, vi.
45 9 spq., the superstitious matrons of Rome are represented
as calling in an Armenian or Syrian (Commageaian)
harnspex to perform the sacrifice of a dove, a chicken,
a dog, or even a child. I n this associatibn an exceptional
and mystic sacrifice is necessarily implied.4
The evidence of these examples is unambiguous. When
an unclean animal is sacrificed it is also a sacred animal.
If the deity to which i t is devoted is named, i t is the
deity which ordinarily protects the sanctity of the victim,
and, in some cases, the worshippers either in words or by
symbolic disguise claim kinship with the victim and the
god. Further, the sacrifice is generally limited to certain
solemn occasions, usually annual, and so has the character
of a public celebration. I n several cases the worshippers
partake of the sacred flesh, which a t other times it would
Blian, ilTat. An. iv. 2.
Propertius, iv. 5. 62.
V i h r i s t , p. 319, 1. 21.
Cf. the nrn, CIS. No. 165, 1. 11. Some other sacrifices of wild
animals, which present ailalogies to these mystic rites, will be considered in
Aclditio?zal Note F , Sacri3ces of Scccred Ani7lzals.
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be impious to touch. All this is exactly what we find
among totem peoples. Here also the sacred animal is
forbidden foocl, it is akin to the men who acl<nowledge
its sanctity, and if there is a god it is akin to the god.
And, finally, the totein is sometiines sacrificed a t an annual
feast, with special and solemn ritual. I n such cases the
flesh may be buried or cast into a river, as the horses of
the sun were cast into the sea: but at other times it is
eaten as a mystic sacramei~t.~These points of contact
with the most primitive superstition cannot be accidental ;
they show that the mystical sacrifices, as Julian calls
them, the sacrifices of aniinals not ordinarily eaten, are not
the invention of later times, but have preserved with great
accuracy the features of a sacrificial ritual of extreme
antiquity.
To a superficial view the ordinary sacrifices of clornestic
animals, such as were commonly used for food, seem to
stand on quite another footing; yet we have been led,
by an independent line of reasoning, based on the
evidence that all sacrifice was originally the act of the
Bancroft, iii. 168 ; Brazer, Totemisna, p. 48.
Tho proof of this has to be put together out of the fragmentary evidence
which is generally all that me possess on such matters. As regards America
the most conclusive evidence comes fro111 Mexico, where the gods, though
certainly of totem origin, l ~ a dbecome antl~ropomorphic,and the victim, who
was regarded as the represeiltative of the god, was hunlan. At other times
paste idols of the god ve1.e eaten sacramentally. But that the ruder
Ai~lericansattached a sacramental virtue to the eating of the toten1 appears
from what is related of the Bear clan of the Ouataoualcs (LettPcs ddif. et cur.
vi. 171), who when tlicy kill a bear make him a feast of his own flesh, and
tell him not to resent being killed ; " t n as de l'esprit, tu vois que nos
enfants souffrent la faim, ils t'aiment, ils venlent te faire entrer dans Ieur
corps, n'est il pas glorienx d'btre mangk par des cnfans de Captaine ? " The
bear feast of the Ainos of Jape11 (frilly described by Sclleube in Xtth.
Deutscl~ Gesellsch. 8.ZL~LCZ S. 0. Asiens, No. 22, p. 44 sy.) is a sacrificial
feast on the flesh of the bear, which. is l~onouredas divine, and slain
with many apologies to the gods, on the pretext of necessity. The
eating of the totem as medicine (Brazer, p. 23) belongs to the same circle
of ideas. See also i n f ~ a ,p. 314.
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clan, to surmise that they also in their origin were
rare ancl solemn offerii~gs of victims whose lives were
ordinarily deemed sacred, because, like the unclean sacred
animals, they were of the kin of the worshippers and of
their g0d.I
And in point of fact precisely this kind of respect ancl
reverence is paid to domestic animals among many pastoral
peoples in various parts of the globe. They are regarded
on the one hand as the friends and kinsmen of men, and
on the other hand as sacred beings of a nature akin to the
gods; their slaughter is permitted only under exceptional
circumstances, and in such cases is never usecl to provide
a private meal, but necessarily forms the occasion of a
public feast, if not of a public sacrifice. The clearest case
is that of Africa. Agatharchicles? clescribing the Troglodyte
nomads of East' Africa, a primitive pastoral people in the
polyandrous stage of society, tells ns that their whole
sustenance was derived from their flocks ancl herds. When
'pasture abounded, after the rainy season, they lived on
milk mingled with blood (drawn apparently, as in Arabia,
from the living animal), and in the dry season they hacl
recourse to the flesh of agecl or weakly beasts. But the
butchers were regarclecl as unclean. Further, " they gave
the name of parent to no humail being, but only to the ox
and cow, the ram and ewe, from whom they had their
nourishment." 3 Here we have dl the features which onr'
theory requires : the beasts are sacred and kindred beings,
Strictly speaking the thing is nluch more than a surmise, even on the
evidence already before us. Bnt I prefer to understate rather than overstate
the case in a matter of such complexity.
The extracts of Photius aild Diodorus are printed together ill FY. Geogl.
GT. i. 153. The former has some points which the latter omits. See also
Artemidoras, c y . Stral~o,xvi. 4. 17.
This reminds us of the peculiar f o ~ n of
i covenant among the Gallas, in
which a sheep is introduced as the mother of the parties (Lobo in Pinkerton's
Collectio~z; Africa, i. 8).
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for they are the source of human life and subsistence.
They are killed only in time of need, and the butchers are
unclean, which implies that the slaughter was an impious
act.
Similar institutions are founcl among all the purely
pastoral African peoples, and have persisted with more or
less modification or attenuatioiz clown to our owl1 timeel
The cornmoil food of these races is milk or game ; cattle
are seldoin killed for food, aiicl only on exceptional
occasions, such as the proclamatioil of a war, the circumcision of a youth, or a wedding: or in order to obtain a
skin for clothing, or because the creature is niaimed or old.4
I n such cases the feast is public, as aniong Nilus's
Saracens: all blood relations and even all neighbours having
a right to partake. Fnrther, the herd ancl its members
are objects of affectionate and personal regarc1,G and are
surronnded by sacred scruples and taboos. Among the
Caffres the cattle liraal is sacred; women may not enter
For the evidence of the sanctity of cattle among modern rude peoples, I
am largely indebted to Mr. Frazer.
Sallust, J z ~ y ~ r t h89
a , (Nnmidians) ; Alberti, De Kaffe~s
(Amst. 1810),
p. 37 ; Lichtenstein, Reisen, i. 144. Out of a multit~tdeof proofs I cite
these, as being rlravn from tlie parts of the continent most remote from one
another.
SOainoi1g the Caffres (Fleming, souther?^ Af~iea,p. 260 ; Lichtenstein,
Raiselr, i. 442). The Dinkas hardly lrill cattle except for a f ~ n ~ e r feast
al
(Stanley, Darkest Africa, i. 424).
Alberti, p. 163 (Caffres) ; cf. Gen. iii. 21, and Herod. iv. 189. The
religions significance of tlie dress of slrin, which appears in the last cited
passage, will occupy us later.
5 SO among the Zulus (stcjwa, 1). 284, note) and ainong tlie Caffres
(Alberti, z ~ supru).
t
See in particular the general remarlrs of 311tnzinger on the pastoral
peoples of East Africa, Ostaf~.Sttcdien (2nd ed., 1883), p. 547 : "The nomad
values his cow above all things, aiirl moeps for its deatli as for that of a
child." Again : "They have an incredible attachment to the old breed of
cattle, which they have inherited from father ancl grandfather, and keep a
record of their descent "-a trace of the feeling of kinship between the herd
and the tribe, as in Agatharcliides. See also Schneinfurth, Heart of Africa,
i. 59 (3rd ed., 18i8), and compare 2 Sam. xii. 3.
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it; a i d to defile it is a capital offen~e.~ Finally, the
notion that cattle are the parents of men, which we
find in Agatharchides, survives in the Zulu myth that
men, especially great chiefs, " were belched up by a cow."
These installees inay suffice to show how universally
the attitude towards clonlestic animals, described by
Agatharchides, is diffused among the pastoral peoples of
Africa. But I must still notice one peculiar variation
of the view that the life of cattle is sacred, which occurs
both in Africa and among the Semites. Herodotus tells
ns that the Libyans, though they ate oxen, would not touch
the flesh of the cow. I n the circle of ideas which we
have found to prevail throughout Africa, this distinctioil
must be connected, on the one hand, with the prevaleilce
of kinship through women, which necessarily macle the
cow more sacred than the ox, and, on the other, with the
fact that it is the cow that fosters man with her milk.
The same rule prevailed in Egypt, where the cow was
sacred to Hathor-Isis, and also among the Phcenicians,
who both ate ailcl sacrificed bulls, but would as soon have
eaten human flesh as that of the
The importance of this evidence for our enquiry is all
the greater because there is a growing dispositioa among
scholars to recogilise an etl~nological conilection of a
somewhat close kiud between the Semitic and African races.
But the ideas which I have attempted to nnfold are not
Fleming, 1). 214.
%ichtenstein, i. 479, who adds that the pnnishment r i l l not seem severe
if we consider how holy their cattle are to them.
Lang, Ilfyth, Ritual, etc. i. 179.
Blc. iv. chap. 186.
See Porphyry, De Abst. ii. 11, for both nations ; and, for the Egyptians,
Herod. ii. 41. The Phcenician usage can hardly be ascribed to Egyptian
influence, for a t least a preference for male victims is found among the
Semites generally, even where the deity is a goddess. See what Chwolsohn,
Ssabie~,ii. 77 syp., adduces in illustration of the statement of the Fz'lvrist, that
the Harranians sacrificed only male victims.
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the property of a single race. How far the ancient
holiness of cattle, ancl especially of the cow, among the
Iranians, presents details analogous to those which have
come before us, is a question which I must leave to the
professed stuclents of a very obscure literature; i t seems
at least to be admitted that the thing is not an innovation
of Zoroastrianism, but comnion to the Iranians with their
India11 cousins, so that the origin of the sacred regard
paid to the cow must be sought in the primitive nonladic
life of the Indo-European race. But to show that exactly
such notions as we have founcl i11 Africa appear among
pastoral peoples of quite different race, I will cite the case
of the Todas of South India. Here the domestic animal,
the milk-giver and the main source of subsistence, is the
buffalo. (' The buffalo is treatecl with great kindness,
even with a degree of adoration," l and certain cows, the
descendants from mother to daughter of some remote
sacred ancestor, are hung with ancient cattle bells and
iiivokeci as divinitie~.~ Further, "there is good reason
for believing the Todas' assertion that they have never
at any time eaten the flesh of the female buFalo," and
the male they eat only once a year, when all the adult
males in the village join in the ceremony of killing and
eating a young bull calf, which is killed with special
ceremonies and roasted by a sacred fire. Venison, on the
other hand, they eat with p l e a ~ u r e . ~At a funeral one
or two buffaloes are killed : " as each animal falls, men,
Marshall, Tracels nnzong the Todccs (1873), p. 130.
Ibicl. p. 131.
I b i d . p. 81. The sacrifice is eaten only by males. So alrioag the
Caffres certain holy parts of an ox must not be eaten hy womeli; and in
Hebrew la17 the cluty of festal worship was confined to males, though women
were not excluded. Among the Todas men and women habitually eat
apart, as the Spartans d i d ; and the Spartan blood-broth may be compared
v i t h the Toda animal sacrifice.
Ibicl. p. 176.
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women ancl children group themselves ro1uicl its head,
and fondle, caress, and kiss its face, then sitting in groups
of pairs . . . give way to wailing and lamentation." These
victims are not eaten, but left on the ground.
These examples may suffice to show the wide diffusion
among rude pastoral peoples of a way of regarding sacrecl
aninials with which the Semitic facts and the iiiferences
I have drawn from them exactly correspond ; let us now
enquire how far similar ideas can be shown to have
prevailed among the higher races of antiquity. In this
connection I would first of all direct your attention to
the wide prevalence among all these nations of a belief
that the habit of slaughtering animals ancl eating flesh
is a departure from the laws of primitive piety. Except
in certain ascetic circles, priestly or philosophical, this
opinion bore no practical fruit; men ate flesh freely
when they coulcl obtain it, but in their legeiicls of the
Golden Age it was told how in the earliest and happiest
days of the race, when man was a t peace with the gods
and with nature, and the hard struggle of daily toil had
not begun, animal food was unknown, and all man's wants
were supplied by the spontaneous produce of the bounteous
earth. This, of course, is not true, for even on ailatoniical
grounds it is certain that our remote ancestors were carnivorous, ancl it is matter of observation that primitive
nations do not eschew the use of animal food in general,
though certain kinds of flesh are forbidden on grounds
of piety. But, on the other hand, the idea of the Golden
Age cannot be a mere abstract speculation without any
basis in tradition. The legend in which it is embodied
is part of the ancient folk-lore of bhe Greeks; and the
practical application of the idea in the form of a
Hesiod, FYorks nncl Days, 109 sqq.
for the other literature of the subject.

Cf. Preller-Robert, I. i.

13.

87 sqq.,
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precept of abstinence froin flesh, as a rule of perfection
or of ceremonial holiness, is first found, not ainong innovating and speculative philosophers, but in priestly
lore is entirely
circles, e.g, i11 Egypt ancl India-whose
based on tradition, or in such philosophic schools as
that of Pythagoras, all whose ideas are characterised by
an extraorclinary regarcl for ancient usage and superstition.
I n the case of the Egyptian priests the facts set forth
by Porphyry in his book Be Abstinentia, iv. 6 syq., on the
authority of Ch~remon,lenable us to make out distinctly the
connection between the abstinence imposed on the priests
and the primitive beliefs and practice of the mass of the
people.
From ancient times every Egyptian had, according to
the nome he lived in, his own particular kind of forbiclden
flesh, venerating a particular species of sacred aiiinial,
exactly as totemistic savages still do.
The priests
extended this precept, being i11 fact the ministers of a
national religion, which gathered into one system the
worships of the various nomes; but only some of then1
went so far as to eat no flesh a t all, while others, who
were attaehecl to particular cults, ordinarily observecl
abstinence only from certain, kinds of flesh, though
they were obliged to confine themselves to a strictly
vegetable cliet a t certain religious seasons, when they were
specially engaged in holy functions. I t is, however,
obvious that the multitude of local prohibitions could not
have resulted in a general doctrine of the superior piety of
vegetarianism, unless the list of animals which were sacrecl
in one or other part of the country had included those
domestic animals which in a highly cultivated country like
Egypt must always form the chief source of animal food.
The authority is good ; see Beriiays, Thco~~hrastos'
Xck@ft Ueber Frii??zqnigkeit (Ereslau, 1866), p. 21.
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I n Egypt this was the case, and indeed the greatest and
most widely recognised deities were those that hacl associations with domesticated animals. I n this respect Egyptian
civilisation declares its affinity to the primitive usages
and superstitions of the pastoral populations of Africa
generally; the Calf-god Apis, who was supposed to be
incarnate in an actual calf at Memphis, and the Cowgoddess Isis-Hathor, who is either represented ill the form
CS a COW,
or at least wears a cow's horns, directly connect
the domillant cults of Egypt with the sanctity ascribed to
the boviile species by the ruder races of Eastern Africa,
with whom the ox is the most important clomestic animal;
and it is not therefore surprising to learn that even in later
times the eating of cow's flesh seemed to the Egyptians
a practice as horrible as cannibalism. Cows were never
sacrificed ; and though bulls were offered on the altar, and
part of the flesh eaten in a sacrificial feast, the sacrifice
was only permitted as a ~~iaczclzcnz,was preceded by a
solemn fast, and was accompanied by public lanleiltation
as at the cleat11 of a kinsman.l I n like manner, at tlie
annual sacrifice a t Thebes to the Ram-god Amen, the
worshippers bewailed the victim, thus declaring its kinship with themselves ; while, on the other haad, its liiilship
or identity with the god was expressed in a twofold way,
for the image of Amen was draped in the skill of the
sacrifice, while the body was buried in a sacred cof'liii.2
I n Egypt, the doctrine that the highest degree of holiness can only be attained by abstinence froin all animal
food, was the result of the political fusion of a ilunlber of
local cults in one national religion, with a natioilal priesthood that represented imperial icleas. Nothing of this sort
took place in Greece or in most of the Semitic lands: ancl
2

Herod. ii. 30 sq.
Babyloaia is perhaps a n excel~tion.

"erod.

ii. 42.
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in these accordingly we find no developed doctrine of
priestly asceticism in the matter of food.]
Among the Greeks and Semites, therefore, the idea of
a Golden Age, and the trait that in that age man was
vegetarian in his diet, must be of popular not of priestly
origin. Now in itself the notion that ancient times were
better than modern, that the earth was more productive,
men more pious and their lives less vexed with toil and
sickness, needs no special explanation; i t is the iiaturai
result of psychological laws which apply e q ~ ~ a l lto
y the
memory of individuals and the memory of nations. But
the particular trait of primitive vegetarianism, as a
characteristic feature of the good olcl times, does not fall
under this general explaiiation, and can only have arisen
at a time when there was still some active feeling of
pious scruple about killing and eating flesh. This scruple
cannot have applied to all kinds of flesh, eg. to game, but
it must have covered the very kinds of flesh that were
ordinarily eaten in the agricultural stage of society, to
which the origin of the legend of the Golden Age undoubtedly belongs. Flesh, therefore, in the legend means
the flesh of domestic animals, and the legend expresses
a feeling of respect for the lives of these animals, and an
idea that their slaughter for food was an innovation not
consistent with pristine piety.
When we look into the details of the traditions which
later writers cite in support of the doctrine of priinzeval
vegetarianism, we see that in effect this, and no more than
On the supposed case of the Essenes see Lncills's hoolrs oil the Essenes
and Therapeutrc, and Schiirer, Gesclz. des Jud. Yolkes, ii. 478. The Therapeutze, whether Jems or Christian monks, appear in Egypt, ancl nlost
probably they were Egyptiail Christians. Later developn~elltsof Semitic
asceticism almost certail~lystoocl under foreign influences, arnoiig which
Buddhism seeins to have had a larger and earlier share than i t has been
s i?Iosusual to admit. I n old Semitic practice, as among the moderll J ~ m and
lems, religions fasting meant abstinence from all food, not lnerely from flesh.

3 04

THE BUPHONLA

LECT. VIII.

this, is coiltained i11 them. The general statement that
early man respected all animal life is illere inference, but
popular tradition and ancient ritual alike bore testimoily
that the life of the swine and the sheep; bat above all of
the ox? was of old regarded as sacred, and might not be
taken away except for religions purposes, and even then
only with special precautions to clear the worshippers from
the guilt of murder.
To make this quite plain, it may be well to go i11 some
clettzil into the most important case of all, that of the ox.
That it was once a capital offence to kill an ox, both in
Attica and in the Peloponnesus, is attested by V a r r ~ . ~So
far as Athens is coac,ernecl, this statement seeins to be
drawn froin the legend that was tolcl in connection with
the annual sacrifice of the Diipolia, where the victim was a
bull, ailcl its death was followed by a soleinn enquiry as to
who was responsible for the act.4 In this trial every one
who had anything to do with the slaughter was called as a
party : the maidens who drew water to sharpen the axe
ancl knife threw the blame on the sharpeners, they put
it on the man who hanclecl the axe, he on the man who
struck down the victim, and he again on the one who cut
its throat, who finally fixed the responsibility on the knife,
which was accordingly found guilty of murder and cast
into the sea. According to the legend, this act was a mere
dramatic imitation of a piacular sacrifice devised to expiate
the offence of one Sopatros, who killed an ox that he saw
eating the cereal gifts from the table of the gocls. This
inlpious offence was followed by famine, but the oracle
P o r ~ h . ,De Abst. ii. 9.
B i d . ii. 10, 29 sq.; Plato, Legcs, vi. p. 782 ; Pansanias, viii. 2. 1 spp.
compared wit11 i. 28. 10 (bloodloss sacrifices under Cccrops, sacrifice of an
ox in the time of Erechtheus).
R. A. ii. 5.
4 Pausanias, i. 24. 4 ; Theophrastus, a?). Porph., Be Absf. ii. 30.
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declared that the guilt might be expiated if the slayer
were punished and the victim raised np again in connection
with the same sacrifice in which it died, and that it would
then go well with them if they tasted of the flesh and did
not hold back. Sopatros himself, who had fled to Crete,
undertook to return and devise a means of carrying out
these injunctioas, provided that the whole city would share
the responsibility of the murder that weighed on his
conscience ; and so the ceremonial was devised, which continued to be observed down to a late date.l Of course the
legend as such has no value ; it is derived from the ritual,
and not vice versd ; but the ritual itself shows clearly that
the slaughter was viewed as a murder, and that it was felt
to be necessary, not only to go through the form of throwing the guilt on the knife, but to distribute the responsibility
as widely as possible, by enlploying a number of sacrificial
ministers-who,
it inay be observed, were chosen from
different kindreds-and
making it a public duty to taste
of the flesh. Here, therefore, we have a well-marked case
of the principle that sacrifice is not to be excused except
by the participation of the whole ~omrnunity.~This rite
does not stand alone. At Tenedos the priest who offered
~ attacked
a bull - calf to Dionysus a ' v 0 p o ~ o p p a k r . r ~was
with stones and had to flee for his life ; and at Corinth, in
the annual sacrifice of a goat to Hera Acrza, care was
taken to shift the responsibility of the death off the
shoulders of the comrnunity by employing hirelings as
Aristophanes alludes to i t as a very old-world rite (Nt~hcs,
985), but the
observance was still kept up in the days of Theophrastus in all its old
quaintness. I n Pausanias's time i t had undergone some simplification,
unless his account is inaccurate.
The further feature that the ox chooses itself as victim, by approaching
the altar and eating the gifts laid on it, is noticeable, both because a similar
rite recurs a t Eryx, as will be mentioned presently, and because in this way
the victim eats of the table of the gods, i.e. is acknomledged as divine.
3 Blian, Nnt. An. xii. 34.
20
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ministers. Even they did no more than hide the knife in
such a way that the goat, scraping with its feet, procured
its own death? But indeed the idea that the slaughter
of a bull was properly a murder, and only to be justified
on exceptional sacrificial occasions, must once have been
general in Greece; for pov+6v~a (pov+ozieZv, @ov+dvoq) or
"ox-murder," which in Athens was the name of the
peculiar sacrifice of the Diipolia, is in older Greek a
general term for the slaughter of oxen for a sacrificial feast.2
And that the " ox-murder" must be taken quite literally
appears in the sacrifice at Tenedos, where the bull-calf
wears the cothurnus and its dam is treated like a woman
in childbed. Here the kinship of the victim with man is
clearly expressed, but so also is his kinship with the
" man-slaying " god to whom the sacrifice is offered, for
the cothurnus is proper to Bacchus, and that god was often
represented and invoked as a bull.3
The same combination of ideas appears in the Hebrew
and Phcenician traditions of primitive abstinence from flesh
and of the origin of sacrifice. The evidence in this case
requires to be handled with some caution, for the Phcenician traditions come to us from late authors, who are
gravely suspected of tampering with the legends they
record, and the Hebrew records in the Book of Genesis,
though they are ~xndoubtedly based on ancient popular
lore, have been recast under the influence of a higher faith,
and purged of such elements as were manifestly inconsistent
l Hesychius, S.V. ai'g a+;
Zenobius on the same proverb ; SchoZ. on Eurip.,
Meclecc.
See Iliad, vii. 466 ; the Homeric hymn to &lercury, 436, in a story ~vhich
seems to be one of the many legends about the origin of sacrifice ; Bscil.,
Prom. 530.
See especially l'lutarcli, Qu. GT. 36. Another example to the sanle
effect is that of the goat dressed up as a maiden, ~ ~ h i cwas
h offered to
Artemis 3Iunyohia (Pccrcemiogr. Gr. i. 402, and Ellstathius as there cited by
the editors).
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with Old Testament monotheism. As regards the Hebrew
accounts, a distinction must be drawn between the earlier
Jahvistic story and the post-exile narrative of the priestly
historian. I n the older account, just as in the Greek fable
of the Golden Age, man, in his pristine state of innocence,
lived at peace with all animals> eating the spontaneous
fruits of the earth; but after the Fall he was sentenced
to earn his bread by agricultural toil. At the same time
his war with hurtful creatures (the serpent) began, and
domestic animals began to be slain sacrificially, and their
skins used for c l ~ t h i n g . ~I n the priestly history, on the
other hand, man's doniiiiion over animals, and seemingly
also the agricultural life, in which anin~alsserve mall in
the work of tillage, are instituted at the creatioi~.~I n this
narrative there is no Garden of Eden, and no Fall, except
the growing corruption that precedes the Flood. After the
Flood man receives the right to kill and eat animals, if
their blood is poured upon the ground: but sacrifice begins
only with tho Mosaic dispensation. Now, as sacrifice and
r;langhter were never separated, in the case of domestic
mimals, till the time of Deuteronomy, this form of the
story cannot be ancient ; it rests on the post-Deuteronomic
law of sacrifice, and especially on Lev. xvii. 1 0 sp. The
original Hebrew tradition is that of the Jahvistic story,
which agrees with Greek legend in connecting the sacrifice
of domestic animals with a fall froni the state of pristine
innocence.5 This, of course, is not the main feature in the
Cf. Isa. xi. 6 sq.
Gen. ii. 16 sqq., iii. 15, 21, iv. 4. I am disposed to agree with Unddc
(BiFi61. Urgeschichte, p. 83), that the words of ii. 15, "to dress i t and to keep
it," are by a later hand. They agree wit11 Gen. i. 26 sqq. (priestly), but not
with iii. 17 (Jahvistic).
W e n . i. 28, 29, where the use of corn as well as of the fruit of trees is
implied.
Gen. ix. 1 sq.
5 The Greek legend in the W o ~ k s
and Days agrees with the Jahvistic
1

2
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biblical story of the Fall, nor is it one on which the narrator
lays stress, or to which he seems to attach any special
significance. But for that very reason it is to be presumed
that this feature in the story is primitive, and that it must
be explained, like the corresponding Greek legend, not by
the aid of principles peculiar to the Old Testament revelation, but by considerations of a more general kind. There
are other features in the story of the Garden of Edenespecially the tree of life-which
prove that the original
basis of the narrative is derived from the common stock of
North Semitic folk-lore ; and that this common stock included the idea of primitive vegetarianism is confirmed by
Philo Bylolius,l whose legend of the primitive men, who
lived only on the fruits of the soil and paid divine honour
to these, has too peculiar a form to be regarded as a mere
transcript either from the Bible or from Greek literature.
I t is highly improbable that among the ancient Semites
the story of a Golden Age of primitive fruit-eating can have
had its rise in any other class of ideas than those which
led to the formation of a precisely similar legend in Greece
The Greeks concluded that primitive man did not eat the
flesh of domestic animals, because their sacrificial ritual
regarded the death of a victim as a kind of murder, only to
be justified under special circnmstances, and when it was
accompanied by special precautions, for which a definite
historical origin was assigned. And just in the same way
the Cypro-Phcenician legend which Porphyry quotes from
Asclepiades, to prove that the early Phcenicians did not eat
story also in ascribing the Fall to the fault of a woman. But this trait does
not seem to appear in all forms of the Greek story (see Preller-Robert, i. 94
sp.), and the estrangement between gods and men is sometimes ascribed to
Prometheus, who is also regarded as the inventor of fire and of animal
sacrifice.
Ap. Ens., Pr. Ev. i. 106 (Fr. Hist. GT. iii. 565).
De Abst. iv. 15.
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flesh, turns on the idea that the death of a victim was
originally a surrogate for human sacrifice, ancl that the
first man who dared to taste flesh was punished with death.
The details of this story, which exactly agree with Lamb's
humorous account of the cliscovery of the merits of roast
sucking pig, are puerile and cannot be regarded as part of
an ancient tradition, but the main idea does not seem to
be mere invention. We have already seen that the Phcenicians would no more eat cow-beef than lluman flesh; it
can hardly, therefore, be qnestioned that in aiicieiit times
the whole bovine race had such a measure of sanctity as
would give even to the sacrifice of a bull the very character
that our theory requires. And when Asclepiades states
that every victim was originally regarded as a surrogate
for a human sacrifice, he is confirmed in a remarkable way
by the Elohistic account of the origin of burnt-sacrifice in
Gen. xxii., where a ram is accepted in lieu of Isaac. This
narrative presents another remarkable point of contact
with Phcenician belief. Abraham says that God Himself
will provide the sacrifice (ver. 8), and at ver. 13 the ram
presents itself unsought as an offering. Exactly this principle was observed down to late times at the great Astarte
temple at Eryx; where the victims were clrawn from the
sacred herds nourished at the sanctuary, ancl were believed
to offer themselves spontaneously at the a1tar.l This is
quite analogous to the usage at the Diipolia, where a
number of cattle were driver1 round the sacred table, and
the bull was selected for slaughter that approached it and ate
of the sacred po23ccna, and must be regarded as one of the
many forms and fictions adopted to free the worshippers

'

Xlian, Nnt. An. x. 50 ; cf. Isa. liii. 7 ; Jer. xi. 1 9 (R.V.) ; bni especially 1 Sam. vi. 14, where thc kine halt a t the sacrificial stone (Diog. Laert. i.
10. 3) ; also B. Hisham, p. 293,l. 14. That the victim prescnts itself spontaneously or comes to the altar willingly is a feature in many worships
(Alir. Az~sc.137 ; Porph., De Abst. i. 25).
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of responsibility for the death of the victim. All this
goes to show that the animal sacrifices of the Phceilicians
were regarded as quasi-human. But that the sacrificial
kinds were also viewed as kindred to the gods may be concluded from the way in which the gods were represented.
The idolatrous Israelites worshipped Jehovah under the
form of a steer, and the second commandment implies that
idols were made in the shape of many animals. So too
the bull of Europa, Zeus Asterius, is, as his epithet implies,
the male counterpart of Astarte, with whom Europa was
identified at Sid0n.l Astarte herself was figured crowned
with a bull's head: and the place name Ashteroth Karnaim
is probably derived from the sanctuary of a horned Astarte.
I t may indeed be questioned whether this last is identical
with the cow-Astarte of Sidon, or is rather a sheepgoddess ; for in Deut. vii. 1 3 the produce of the flock
antique
is called the " Ashtaroth of the sheep "-an
expression that must have a religious origin. This sheepAphrodite was specially worshipped in Cyprus, where
her annual mystic or piacular sacrifice was a sheep,
and was presented by worshippers clad in sheepskins, thus
declaring their kinship at once with the victim and with
the deity.4
I t is well to observe that in the most ancient nomadic
De Bea Syria, iv. ; Kinship, 11. 306.
Philo Byb., fr. 24 (Fr. Hist. Gr. iii. 569).
Gen. xiv. 5. Kuenen, in his paper on De Jfelecheth cles IIentels, p. 37,
thinks i t possible that the true reading is " Ashteroth and Iiarnaim."
But the identity of the later Carnain or Carliion with Ashtaroth or 31nWy2,
" the temple of Astarte" (Josh. xxi. 27), is confirmed by the fact that there
was a .riprvos or sacred enclosure there (1Macc, v. 43). See further ZDMG.
xxix. 431, note 1. The ancient sanctity of the Astarte-shrine has been
transferred to the sepulchre ot Job ; cf. S. Silvia Peregri~zutio(Rome, 1887),
56 sqq. A Punic Baal-Carnaim has lately beell discovered in the sanctuary
of S a t u r n ~ Balcarailensis
~s
on Jebel BB Curnein near Tunis. This, however,
may probably be a local designation derived from the ancient name of tlle
double-topped mountain (didlun,gesd'Arche'oZ. etc., Rome, 1892, p. 1sq.).
See Additional Note G, The Sacri$ce of cc Sheep to the C y ~ ~ r i Apl~rodite.
ffi?~
l
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times, to which the sanctity of domestic animals must be
referred, the same clan or community will not generally
be found to breed more than one Bind of domestic animal.
Thus i11 Arabia, though the lines of separation are not
so sharp as we must suppose them to have formerly
been, there is still a broad distinction between the
camel - breeding tribes of the upland plains and the
shepherd tribes of the mountains ; and in like manner
sheep and goats are the flocks appropriate to the steppes
of Eastern Palestine, while kine and oxen are more
suitable for the well-watered Phcenician mountains. Thus
in the one place tve may expect to find a sheep-Astarte,
and in another a cow-goddess, and the Hebrew idiom
in Deut. vii. 1 3 agrees with the fact that before the
conquest of agricultural Palestine, the Hebrews, like their
kinsmen of Moab, must have been mainly shepherds, not
c0wherds.l
I have now, I think, said enough about the sanctity of
domestic animals ; the application to the doctrine of sacrifice must be left for another lecture.
The great ancestress of the house of Joseph is Rachel, "the ewe."

the Moabites see 2 Icings iii. 4.

For

THE

SACRAMENTAL

EFFICACY OF
OF

ANIhfAL

SACRIFICE,

AND

RITUAL - THE BLOOD COSTENANT

COGNATE

ACTS

-BLOOD

AND HAIR OFFERINGS

INthe course of the last lecture we were led to look with
some exactiless into the distinction drawn in the later ages
of ancient paganism between ordinary sacrifices, where the
victim is one of the animals commonly used for human
food, and extraordinary or mystical sacrifices, where the
significance of the rite lies in an exceptional act of communion with the godhead, by participation in holy flesh
which is ordinarily forbidden to man. Analysing this distinction, and carrying back our examination of the evidence
to the primitive stage of society in which sacrificial ritual
first took shape, we were led to conclude that in the most
ancient times all sacrificial animals had a sacrosanct character, and that no kind of beast was offered to the gods
which was not too holy to be slain and eaten without a
religious purpose, and without the consent and active participation of the whole clan.
For the most primitive times, therefore, the distinction
drawn by later paganism between ordinary and extraordinary sacrifices disappears. I n both cases the sacred
function is the act of the whole community, which is
conceived as a circle of brethren, united with one another
and with their god by participation in one life or life-blood.
The same blood is supposed to flow also in the veins of the
312
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victim, so that its death is at once a shedding of the tribal
blood and a violation of the sanctity of the divine life that
is transfused through every member, human or irrational,
of the sacred circle. Nevertheless the slaughter of such
a victim is permitted or required on solemn occasions, and
all the tribesmen partalie of its flesh, that they may
thereby cement and seal their niystic unity with one
another and with their god. I n later tinies we find the
conception current that any food which two nien partake
of together, so that the same substance enters into their
flesh and blood, is enough to establish some sacred unity
of life between them ; but in ancient times this significance
seems to be always attached to participation in the flesh of
a sacrosanct victim, and the solemn mystery of its death
is justified by the consideration that only in this way can
the sacred cement be procured which creates or Beeps alive
a living bond of union between the worshippers and their
god. This cement is nothing else than the actual life of
the sacred and kindred animal, which is conceived as
residing in its flesh, but especially in its blood, and so, in
the sacred meal, is actually distributed arnong all the
participants, each of whom incorporates a particle of it
with his own individual life.
The notion that, by eating the flesh, or particularly by
drinking the blood, of another living being, a man absorbs
its nature or life into his own, is one which appears
among primitive peoples in many forms. I t lies a t the
root of the widespread practice of drinking the fresh blood
of enemies--a practice which was familiar to certain
tribes of the Arabs before Mohammed, and which tradition
still ascribes to the wild race of Cal?tiin l-and also of the
See the evidence in I!i~~.ship,
11. 284 ; and cf. Doughty, ii. 41, where the
better accounts seem to limit the drinlriilg of human blood by tlie Ca!l$Bu
t o the blood covenant.
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habit observed by many savage huntsmen of eating some
part (e.g. the liver) of dangerous carnivora, in order
that the courage of the animal may pass into them.
And in some parts of the world, where men have the
privilege of choosing a special kind of sacred animal
either in lieu of, or in addition to, the clan totem,
we find that the compact between the man and the
species that he is thenceforth to regard as sacred is
sealed by killing and eating an animal of the species,
which from that time forth becomes forbidden food to
him.=
But the most notable application of the idea is in the
rite of blood brotherhood, exarnples of which are found all
over the world.2 I n the simplest form of this rite, two
Inen beconie brothers by opening their veins and sucking
one another's blood. Thenceforth their lives are not two
but one. This form of covenant is still known in the
Lebanon3 and in some parts of A r a l ~ i a . ~ I n ancient
Arabic literatnre there are many references to the blood
covenant, but instead of human blood that of a victim slain
at the sanctuary is employed. The ritual in this case is
that all who share in the conipact must dip their hands
into the gore, which at the same time is applied to the
sacred stone that symbolises the deity, or is poured forth
a t its base. The dippiiig of the hands into the dish
Frazer (Totenzism, p. 54) has collected evidence of the killing, hut not
of the eating. For the latter he refers me to Cruiclcshanl<, Gold Coast
(1853), p. 133 sp.
V e e the collection of evide~lcein Tr~ul~nbnll,
Tile Bloocl Covcqzant (Nev
Youlr, 1885) ; and compare, for the Arabs, IZi?~sl~ip,
pp. 48 sqq., 261 ; Wellhansen, p. 120 ; Goldziher, Literaturbl. J OT. Phil. 1886, p. 24, Jfuh. Stqicl.
p. 67. In what follovvs I do not quote examples in detail for things
sufficiently exemplified in the book-s just cited.
Tr~lmbl~ll,
p. 5 sq.
Doughty, ii. 41. The value of the evidence is quite iildepe~ldentof the
accuracy of the statement that the Ca!~t%n still practise the rite; a t least
the traditioi~of such a rite subsists. See also Trumbull, p. 9.
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implies communion in an act of eating: and so the
There
members of the boncl are called " blood-lickers."
seems to be no exaniple in the old histories and poems of
a covenant in which the parties lick one another's blood.
But we have seen that even in modern times the use of
human blood in covenants is not unlinown to the Semites,
and the same thing appears for very early times from
Herodotus's account of the form of covenant used by the
Blood was drawn with
Arabs on the borders of E g ~ p t . ~
a sharp stone from the thumbs of each party, and smeared
on seven sacred stones with invocations of the gods. The
smearing malies the gocls parties to the covenant, but
evidently the symbolical act is not complete unless a t the
same time the hulnan parties taste each other's blood. It
is probable that this was actually done, though Herodotus
cloes not say so. But it is also possible that in course of
time the ritual had been so far modified that it was deemed
sufficient that the two bloods should meet on the sacred
stone.3 The rite described by Herodotus has for its object
the admission of an individnal stranger to fellowship with
an Arab clansman and his kin ; the compact is primarily
between two individuals, but the obligation contracted by
the single clansman is bincling on all his "frieads," i.e.
on the other members of the kin. The reason why it is so
binding is that he who has drunk a clansman's blood is no
longer a stranger but a brother, and included in the mystic
circle of those who have a share in the life-blood that is
common to all the clan. Prinlarily the covenant is not a
Herod. iii. 8.
Matt, xxvi. 23.
"ome further remarks on the various modifications of covenant cerenlonies among the Semites mill be found in Additional Note 11.
"he ceremony might also take place between an Arab and his "towns,
I apprehend, must meail another Arab, but one of a
man" ( P u T ~ s ) which,
different clan. For if a special contract between two clansnlcn were meant,
there would be no meaning in the introduction to the "friends " who agree
to share the covenant obligation.
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special engagement to this or that particular effect, bnt a
bond of troth and life-fellowship to all the effects for which
kinsmen are permaneiltly bound together. And this being
so, it is a matter of course that the engagement has a
religious side as well as a social, for there can be iio
brotherhood without community of sac~a,and the sanction
of brotherhood is the jealousy of the tribal deity, who
sedulously protects the holiiiess of kindred blood. This
thought is expressed symbolically by the smearing of the
two bloods, which have now become one, upon the sacrecl
stones, which is as much as to say that the god himself is
a third blood-licker, and a member of the bond of brotherhood? I t is transparent that in ancient times the deity
so brought into the compact must have been the kindred
god of the elail to which the stranger was admitted; but
even in the days of Herodotus the old clan religion had
already been in great measure broken down ; all the Arabs
of the Egyptian frontier, whatever their clan, worshipped
the same pair of deities, Orotal and Alilat (Al-bit), and
these were the gods invoked in the covenant ceremony.
If, therefore, both the contracting parties were Arabs, of
different clans but of the same religion, neither could feel
that the covenant introduced him to the s a c m of a iiew
god, and the meaning of the cerenioily would simply be
that the gods whom both adored took the compact under
their protection. This is the ordinary sense of covenant
with sacrifice in later times, e.y. anlong the Hebrews, but
also among the Arabs, where the deity invoked is ordinarily
Allah at the Caaba or some other great deity of more
than tribal consideration. But that the appeal to a god
already acl<nowledged by both parties is a departure from
Compare the blood covenant which a Mosquito Iildiail used to for111with
the animal Biild he cllose as his protectors; Baacroft, i. 740 sq. (Frazer,
p. 55).
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the original sense of the rite, is apparent from the application of the blood, not only to the human contmctors, but
to the altar or sacred stone, which continued to be an invariable feature i11 covenant sacrifice ; for this part of the
rite has its full and natural meaning only in a ceremony
of initiation, where the new tribesman has to be introduced
to the god for the first time and brought into life-fellowship
with him, or else in a periodical clan sacrifice held for the
purpose of refreshing and renewing a bond between the
tribesmen and their god, which by lapse of time may seem
to have been worn out.
I n Herodotus thc blood of the covenant is that of the
human parties ; in the cases known from Arabic literature
it is the blood of an animal sacrifice. At first sight this
seems to imply a progress in refinement and an aversion
to taste human blood.
But it may well be doubted
whether such an assumption is justified by the social
history of the Arabs: and we have already seen that the
primitive form of the blood covenant has survived into
modern times. Rather, I think, we ought to consider that
the cerenlony described by Herodotus is a covenant between
individuals, without that direct participation of the whole
kin, which, even in the time of Nilus, many centuries later,
was essential in those parts of Arabia to an act of sacrifice
involving the death of a victim. The covenants made by
sacrifice are generally if not always compacts between
whole kins, so that here sacrifice was appropriate, while at
the same time a larger supply of blood was necessary than
could well be obtained without slaughter. That the blood
of an animal was accepted in lieu of the tribesmen's own
blood, is generally passed over by modern writers without
explanation. But an explanation is certainly required,
See the examples of can~libalisn~
and tlie drinking of human blood
cited in Kinship, 11. 284 sq.
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and is fully supplied only by the consideration that, the
victim being itself included in the sacred circle of the kin,
whose life was to be communicated to the new-comers, its
blood served quite the same purpose as man's blood. On
this view the rationale of covenant sacrifice is perfectly clear.
I do not, however, believe that the origin of sacrifice
can possibly be sought in the covenant between whole
kins-a
kiild of compact which in the natnre of things
cannot have become common till the tribal system was
weak, and which in primitive times was probably unknown. Even the adoption of individuals into a new
clan, so that they renounced their old kin and sncya, is
held by the most exact students of early legal custoin to
be, comparatively speaking, a modern innovation on the
rigid rules of the ancient blood-fellowship ; nluch inore,
then, must this be true of the adoption or fusion of whole
clans. I apprehend, therefore, that the use of blood drawn
from a living man for the initiation of an individual into
new sacra, and the use of the blood of a victim for the
similar initiation of a whole clan, must both rest in the
last resort on practices that were originally observed
within the bosom of a single kin.
To such sacrifice the idea of a covenant, whether between the worshippers mutually or between the worshippers
and their god, is not applicable, for a covenant means
artificial brotherhood, and has no place where the n a t ~ ~ r a l
brotherhood of which it is an imitation already subsists.
The Hebrews, indeed, who had risen above the conception
that the relation between Jehovah and Israel was that
of natural kinship, thought of the national religion as
constituted by a formal covenant-sacrifice at Mount Sinai,
where the blood of the victims was applied to the altar
on the one hand, and to the people on thc other,l or even
Ex. xxiv. 4 sqg.
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by a still earlier covei~antrite in which the parties mere
Jehovah and Abrahan1.l And by a further developnlent
of the same idea, every sacrifice is regarded in Ps. 1. 5
as a covenant between God and the ors shipper.^ But in
purely natural religions, where the god and his commuiiity
are looli-ecl upon as forming a physical unity, the idea that
religion rests on a compact is out of place, and acts of
religious communioil can only be directed to quicken and
confirm the life-bond that already subsists between the
parties. Some provisiori of this sort may well seem to be
necessary where kinship is eoncei\~ed ii1 the very realistic
way of which we have had so many illustratioiis. Physical
unity of life, regarded as an actual participation in one
common mass of flesh and blood, is obviously subject to
modification by every accident that affects the physical
system, and especially by anything that concerns the
nourishment of the body and the blood. On this ground
alone it might well seem reasonable to reinforce the sacred
life from time to time by a physical process. Aiid this
merely material line of thought naturally combines itself
with considerations of aiiother kind, which contain the
germ of an ethical idea. If the physical oneness of the
Gcn. xv. 8 sqq.
That Jehovah's relation to Israel is not natural but ethical, is the doctrine of the propl~ets,and is emphasised, in depelldence on tlleir teaching,
in the Boolr of Deuteronomy. But the passages cited show that the idea
has its fo~lndationill pre-prophetic times ; and indeed the prophets, thougli
they give i t fresh and powerful application, plainly do not regard the coaception as an innovation. In fact, a nation like Israel is not a natural unity
like a clan, and Jehovah as the national God was, from the time of Moses
downward, no mere natural clan god, but the god of a confederation, so that
here the idea of a covei~antreligion is entirely justified. The worship of
Jehovah throughout all the tribes of Israel and Judah is probably older
than the genealogical system that derives all thc Hebrews from one
natural parent; cf. Kiash+, p. 257. Mohammed's conception of heathen
religion as resting on alliance (Wellh. p. 123) is also to be explained by
the fact that the great gods of Arabia in his time were not the gods of
single clans.
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cleity and his community is iiilpaired or attenuated, the
help of the god can no longer be confidently looked for.
And conversely, when famine, plague or other disaster
shows that the god is no longer active on behalf of his
own, it is natural to infer that the bond of kinship with
him has been broken or relaxed, and that i t is necessary
to retie it by a solenin ceremony, in which the sacred life
is again distributed to every member of the community.
Froin this point of view the sacramental rite is also an
atoning rite, whicl~ brings the community again into
harmony with its alienated god, and the idea of sacrificial
communion includes within i t the rudimentary conception
of a piacular ceremony. I n all the older forms of Semitic
ritual the notions of communion and atonement are bound
up together, atonement being simply an act of communion designed to wipe out all memory of previons
estrangement.
The aclual working of these ideas may be seen in two
different groups of ritual observance. Where the whole
communily is involved, the act of communion and atonement takes the shape of sacrifice. But, besides this
comm~~nal
act, we find what may be called private acts
of worship, in which an individual seeks to establish a
physical link of union between himself and the deity,
apart from the sacrifice of a victim, either by the use of
his own blood in a rite analogous to the blood covenant
between private individuals, or by other acts involving
an identical principle.
Observances of this kind are
peculiarly instructive, because they exhibit in a simple
form the same ideas that lie at the root of the coniplex
system of ancient sacrifice ; and it will be profitable to
devote some attention to them before we proceed further
with the subject of sacrifice proper. By so doing we shall
indeed be carried into a considerable digression, but I hope
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that we shall return to our main subject with a firmer
grasp of the fundamental principles involved?
I n the ritual of the Semites and other nations, both
ancient and modern, we find many cases in which the
worshipper sheds his own blood a t the altar, as a means
of recommending himself and his prayers to the deity.2 A
classical instance is that of the priests of Baal at the
contest between the god of Tyre and the God of Israel
(1 Kings xviii. 28). Similarly a t the feast of the Syrian
goddess a t Mabbog, the Galli and devotees made gashes in
their arms, or offered their backs to one another to beat:
exactly as is now done by Persian devotees a t the annual
commemoration of the martyrdom of Hasan and H ~ s a i n . ~
I have elsewhere argued that the general diffusion of
this usage among the Aramceans is attested by the Syriac
word ethkaslzs7zaph, " make supplication," literally " cut
oneself."
The current view about such rites in modern as in
ancient times has been that the effusion of blood without
taking away life is a substitute for human sacrifice,6 an
explanation which recommends itself by its simplicity, and
probably hits the truth with regard to certain cases. But,
For the subject discussed in the following paragraphs, compare especially
the copious collection of materials by Dr. G. A. Willren, Ueber das
Haaroyfer, etc., Amsterdam, 1886-7.
Cf. Spencer, Leg. Bit. Heb. ii. 13. 2.
Den Syria, 1.
This seems to be a modern survival of the old rites of Anaitis-worship,
for the similar observances in the worship of Bellona a t Rome under the
empire were borrowed from Cappadocia, and apparently from a form of the
cult of Anaitis (see the refs, in Roscher, s.v.). The latter, again, was closely
akin to the worship of the Syrian goddess, and appears to have been
developed to a great extent under Semitic influence. See my paper on
" Ctesias and the Semiranlis Legend," Englis7~Hist. Rev., April 1887.
Journ. P7~il.xiv. 125 ; cf. Noldeke in ZDMG. xl. 723.
See Pausanias, iii. 16. 10, where this is the account given of the bloody
flagellation of the Spartan ephebi a t the altar of Artemis Orthia. Similal4y
Euripides, Iyh. Taur. 1458syp.; cf. also Bourke, Snake Dame of t7cc Moopzeis
of Arizcvna, p. 196 ; and especially Willren, op. cit. p. 68spp.
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as a general explanation of the offering of his own blood
by a suppliant, it is not quite satisfactory.
Humail
sacrifice is offered, not on behoof of the victim, but at the
expense of the victim on behoof of the sacrificing community, while the shedding of one's own blood is in many
cases a means of recommending oneself to the godhead.
Further, there is an extensive class of rites prevalent
among savage and barbarous peoples in which bloodshedding forms part of an initiatory ceremony, by which
youths, at or after the age of puberty, are admitted to
the status of a man, and to a full share in the social
privileges and sacra of the community. I n both cases
the object of the ceremony must be to tie, or to confirm,
a blood-bond between the worshipper ancl the god by a
means more potent than the ordinary forms of stroking,
embracing or kissing the sacred stone. To this effect the
blood of the Inan is shed at the altar, or applied to the
image of the god, and has exactly the same efficacy as in
the forms of bloocl covenant that have been already
discussed.l And that this is so receives strong confirmation from the identical practices observed among so many
nations in mourning for deceased kinsmen. The Hebrew
law forbade mourners to gash or puncture theillselves in
holiour of the dead: evicleiltly associatiiig this practice,
which nevertheless was common down to the close of the
old kingdom: with heathenish rites. Among the Arabs
That the blood must fall on the altar, or a t its foot, is expressly attested
in certain cases, e.g. in the Slnrtan worship of Artemis Orthia, and in various
Mexican rites of the same Irind ; see Sahagun, NouveZle Espng7z~(French Ti-.,
1880), p. 185. I n Tibullus's account of Bellona worship (Lib, i. El. 6, vr.
45 sqq.) the blood is sprinlrled on the idol ; the church-fathers add that those
~vhoshared in the rite dranlr one another's blood.
Lev. xix. 28, xxi. 5 ; Dent. xiv. 1.
Jer. xvi. 6. The funeral feast ~vhiehJeremiah nlentio~lsin the following verse (see the Revised Version, and compare Hos. ix. 4), and which has
for its object to comfort the mourners, is, I apprehend, in its origin a feast
L T26
E , sqq. This
of communion with the dead ; cf. Tylor, Pvimitive C ? L ~ ~ Z ii.
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in like manner, as among the Greeks and other ancient
nations, it was customary in mourning to scratch the face
to the effusion of b1ood.l The original meaning of this
practice appears in the form which it has retained among
certain rude nations. I n New South Wales, "several
men stand by the open grave and cut each other's heads
with a boomerang, and hold their heads over the grave
so that the blood from the wound falls on the c ~ r p s e . " ~
Similarly in Otaheite the blood as well as the tears
shed in mourning were received on pieces of linen,
which were thrown on the bier.3 Here the application
of blood and tears to the dead is a pledge of enduring
affection; and in Australia the ceremony is completed
by cutting a piece of flesh from the corpse, which is dried,
cut up and distributed among the relatives and friends of
the deceased; some suck their portion " to get strength
and courage." The twosided nature of the rite in this
case puts it beyond question that the object is to make an
enduring covenant with the dead.
Among the Hebrews and Arabs, ancl indeed among
many other peoples both ancient and modern, the laceration of the flesh in mourning is associated with the practice
of shaving the head or cutting off part of the hair and
act of communion consoles the survivors ; but in the oldest tinies the conor draught that
solation has a physical basis ; thus the Arabian solzc:cT../~,
malres the mourner forget his grief, collsists of water with which is mingled
dust from the grave (Wellh. p. 142), a form of communion precisely similar
in principle to the Australian usage of eating a small piece of the corpse.
There is a tendency a t present, in one school of anthropologists, to explai~l
all death customs as due to fear of ghosts. But among the Semites, a t any
rate, almost all death customs, from the kissing of the corpse (Gen. 1. 1)
onwards, are dictated by an affection that eildures beyond the grave.
Wellh. p. 160, gives the necessary citations. Cf. on the rites of
mourning in general, Bokhsri, ii. 75 sq., and Freytng in his Latin versio~l
of the HamiEsa, i. 430 sq.
F. Bonney in Jotcnz. Anthrop. Inst. xiii. (1884) p. 134. For this and
the following reference I am indebted to Mr. Frazer.
Cook's First Voyage, Blr. i, chap. 19.
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depositing it in the tomb or on the fnneral pyre.l Here
also a comparison of the usage of more primitive races
shows that the rite was originally two-sided, and had
exactly the same sense as the offering of the mourner's
blood. For among the Australians it is permitted to
pull some hair from the corpse in lieu of a part of
its flesh. The hair, in fact, is regarded by primitive
peoples as a living and important part of the body, and
as such is the object of many taboos and superstition^.^
See for the Arabs (among u,hom the practice was confined to women)
the authorities referred to above; also Krehl, Rel. der Araber, p. 33, and
Goldziher, Mtch. Stud. i. 248 ; note also the epithet Wnltic = h,aliec~,
"death."
For the Hebrews-whose custom was not to shave the whole
head but only the front of it-see Jer. xvi. 6 ; Amos viii. 10 ; Ezelr. vii. 18 ;
and the legal prohibitions, Lev. xix. 27 ; Dent, xiv. 1 ; cf. also Lev. xxi. 5;
Ezek. xliv. 20. In the Hebrew case i t is not expressly said that the hair
was laid on the tomb, but in Arabia this was done in the times of heathenism,
and is still done by some Bedouin tribes, according to the testimony of
modern travellers. A notable feature in the Arabian custom is that after
shaving her head the mourner wrapped it in the sicnb, a cloth stained with
her own blood. See the verse ascribed to the poetess Al-Khans2 in Tag',S.V.
Eric. BTit. article ' I Taboo." Willren (op. cit. 11. 78 sqq., and ('De
Simsonsage," Gids, 1888, No. 5) has collected many instances to show that
the hair is often regarded as the special seat of life and strength. I t may
be conjectured that this idea is connected with the fact that the hair coatinues to grow, and so to manifest life, even in mature age, and this conjecture
is supported by the fact that the nails are among many peoples the object of
similar superstitious regard. The practice of cutting off the hair of the head,
or a part of it, is pretty widely diffused ; see Wilken, Haaropfer, p. $4, and
for the Arabs an isolated statement of a MahEby Arab in Doughty, i. 450,
to which Mr. Doughty does not appear to attach much weight. Yet i t seems
to me that a custom of cutting off the hair of the dead is implied when we
read that the Belrrites before the desperate battle of Cidda shaved their
heads as devoting themselves to death (Hav,,z.253, 1. 17), and perhaps also
in B. Hishiim, p. 254, 1. 16sq., where a man dreams that his head is shaven
and accepts this as an omen of death. Willren supposes that the hair was
originally cut away from the corpse, or from the dying man, to facilitate the
escape of the soul froni the body. This notion might very well reconlmend
itself to the savage mind, inasmuch as the hair continues to grow for some
time after death. But when we find the hair of tho dead used as a nlcans of
divination, or as a charm, as is done among many peoples (Willren, Haaropfcr,
Anh. ii.), we are led to think that the main object in cutting i t off must
be to preserve i t as a means of continued connection with the dead. The
possession of hair from a man's head or of a shaving from his nails is, in

LECT. IS.

OF HAIR

325

Thus, when the hair of the living is deposited with the
dead, and the hair of the dead remains with the living,
a permanent bond of connection unites the two.
Now among the Semites and other ancient peoples the
hair-offering is common, not only in mourning but in the
worship of the gods, and the details of the ritual in the
two cases are so exactly similar that we cannot doubt that
a single principle is involved in both. The hair of Achilles
was dedicated to the river-god Spercheus, in whose honour
i t was to be shorn on his safe return from Troy; but,
knowing that he should never return, the hero transferred
the off'ering to the dead Patroclus, and laid his yellow
locks in the hand of the corpse. Arab women laid their
hair on the tomb of the dead; young men and maidens
in Syria cut off their flowing tresses and deposited them
in caskets of gold and silver in the temp1es.l The
Hebrews shaved the fore part of the head in mourning;
the drabs of Herodotus habitually adopted a like tonsure
in honour of their god Orotal, who was supposed to wear
his hair in the same way.2 To argue from these parallels
primitive magic, a potent means of getting and retaining a hold over him.
This, I suppose, is the reason why an Arab before releasing a captive cut off
his hair and put it in his quiver; see the authorities cited hy Wilken, p.
111, and add Rasmussen, Addit. p. 70sq., Agh. xii. 128. 1. On the same
principle Mohan~med'shair was preserved by his followers and worn on their
persons (M~LJL.
i n Med. 429, Agh. xv. 12. 13). One such hair is the famous
relic in the mosque of the Companion at Cairawin.
1 Dea Syria, Ix., where modern editors, by a totally inadmissible conjecture, make i t appear that maidens offered their locks, and youths only
their beard. Cf. Ephraem Syrns, Op. Syr. i. 246; the Syriac version of
Lev. xix. 27 renders "ye shall not let your hair grow long," and Ephraem
explains that i t was the ouston1 of the heathen to let their hair grow for a
certain time, and then on a fixed day to shave the head in a temple or beside
a sacred fountain.
2 The peculiar Arab tonsure is already referred to in Jer. xxv. 23, R.V.
It is found elsewhere in antiquity, e.g. in Eubcea and in some parts of Asia
Minor (IZind, ii. 542 ; Plut. Thes. 5 ; Strabo, x. 3. 6 ; Chcerilus, up. Jos.,
c. Ap. i. 2 2 ; Pollux, ii. 28). At Delphi, where Greek ephebi were wont to
offer the long hair of their childhood, this peculiar cut was called Bwnk, for
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between customs of mourning and of religion that the
worship of the gods is based on the cult of the dead,
would be to go beyond the evidence; what does appear
is that the same means which were deemed efficacious
to maintain an enduring covenant between the living
and the dead were used to serve the religious purpose
of binding together in close union the worshipper ancl
his god.
Starting from this general principle, we can explain
without difficulty the two main varieties of the hairoffering as it occurs in religion.
I n its nature the
offering is a personal one, made on behalf of an individual,
not of a community. I t does not therefore naturally find
a place in the stated and periodical exercises of local or
tribal religion, where a group of men is gathered together
in an ordinary act of communal worship. Its proper
object is to create or to emphasise the relation between
an individual and a god, ancl so it is in place either
in cerelnonjes of initiation, by which a new member is
incorporated into the circle of a particular religion, or
in connection with special vows and special acts of devotion, by which a worshipper seeks to knit more closely
the bond between himself and his god. Thus in Greek
religion the hair-offering occurs either at the moment when
a youth enters on manhood, and so takes up a full share
in the religious as well as the political responsibilities of
a citizen, or else in fulfilment of a vow made at some
moment when a man is in special need of divine succour.
The same thing is true of Semitic religion, but to make
this clear requires some explanation.
Theseus was said to have shorn only his front locks at the temple. Among
the Curetes this was the way in whirh warriors more their hair ; presnn~ably,
therefore, children let the front loclrs grow long, and sacrificed them on
entering manhood, just as among the Arabs the two side loclrs are the
distinguishing mark of an immature lad.
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I n early societies a man is destined by his birth to
become a member of a particular political and social circle,
which is a t the same time a distinct religious community.
But in many cases this destination has to be confirmed by
a formal act of admission to the community. The child
or immature stripling has not yet full civil privileges and
responsibilities, and in general, on the principle that civil
and religious status are inseparable, he has no full part
either in the rights or in the duties of the communal
religion. H e is excluded from many religious ceremonies,
and conversely he can do without offence things which
on religious grounds are strictly forbidden to the full
tribesman.
Among rude nations the transition from
civil and religious immaturity to maturity is frequently
preceded by certain probationary tests of courage and
endurance ; for the full tribesman must above all things
be a warrior. I n any case the step from childhood to
manhood is too important to take place without a formal
ceremony and public rites of initiation, importing the full
and final incorporation of the neophyte into the civil and
religious fellowship of his tribe or community? I t is clear
from what has already been said, that the application of the
blood of the youth to the sacred symbol, or the depositing
of his hair a t the shrine of his people's god, might form a
significant feature in such a ritual ; and among very many
rude peoples one or other of these ceremonies is actually
bbserved in connection with the rites which every young
man must pass through before he attains the position of a
warrior, and is allowed to marry and exercise the other
prerogatives of perfect manhood. Among wholly barbarous races these initiation ceremonies have great importance,
I n some cases the rite seems to be connected with the transference of
the lad from the mother's to the father's kin. But for the present argument it is not necessary to discuss this aspect of the matter.
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and are often extremely repulsive in character. The bloodoffering in particular frequently takes a form which makes
it a severe test of the neophyte's courage-as in the cruel
flagellation of Spartan ephebi a t the altar of Artemis
Orthia, or in the frightful ordeal which takes the place of
simple circumcision in some of the wilder mountain tribes
of Arabia.l As manners become less fierce, and society
ceases to be organised mainly for war, the ferocity of
primitive ritual is naturally softened, and the initiation
ceremony gradually loses importance, till a t last i t becomes
a mere domestic celebration, which in its social aspect
may be compared to the private festivities of a modern
family when a son comes of age, and in its religious aspect
to the first communion of a youthful Catholic. When the
rite loses political significance, and becomes purely religions,
it is not necessary that it should be deferred to the age of
full manhood ; indeed, the natural tendency of pious parents
will be to dedicate their child as early as possible to the
god who is to be his protector through life. Thus circumcision, which was originally a preliminary to marriage, and
so a ceremony of introduction to the full prerogative of
manhood, is now generally undergone by Mohammedan
boys before they reach maturity, while, among the
Hebrews, infants were circumcised on the eighth day from
birth. Similar variations of usage apply to the Semitic
hair-offering. Among the Arabs in the time of Mohammed
it was common to sacrifice a sheep on the birth of a child,
and then to shave the head of the infant and daub the
scalp with the blood of the victim. This ceremonycallek 'acxca, or " the cutting off of the hair "-was
designed
to "avert evil from the child," and was evidently an act of
dedication by which the infant was brought under the
The connection between circumcision and the initiatory blood-offering
will be considered more fully in another place.
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protection of the god of the community.l Among Lucian's
Syrians, on the other hand, the hair of boys and girls was
allowed to grow unshorn as a consecrated thing from birth
to adolescence, and was cut off and dedicated a t the
In
sanctuary as a necessary preliminary to marriage.
other words, the hair -offering of youths and maidens
was a ceremony of religious initiation, through which
they had to pass before they were admitted to the
status of social maturity. The same thing appears to
have occurred, a t least i11 the case of maidens, a t
Phcenician sanctuaries ; for the female worshippers a t
the Adonis feast of Byblus, who, according to the author
just cited, were required to sacrifice either their hair or
their chastity: appear from other accounts to have been
generally maidens, of whom this act of devotion was
exacted as a preliminary to marriage.3 I apprehend that
That the hair was regarded as an offering appears from the Moslem
practice, referred by tradition to the example of FBtima, of bestowing in
alms its weight of silver. Alms are a religious oblation, and in the similar
custom which Herod. ii. 65, Diod, i. 83, attest for ancient Egypt, the silver
was paid to the sanctuary. See for further details Kinship, p. 152 sqq.,
where I have dwelt on the way in which such a ceremony would facilitate
the change of the child's kin, when the rule that the son follolved the
father and not the mother began to be established. I still think that
this point is worthy of notice, and that the desire to fix the child's
religion, and with i t his tribal connection, a t the earliest possible moment,
nlay have been one cause for performing the ceremony in infancy. But
Noldelre's remarks in ZlidlC. xl. 184, and a fuller consideration of the
whole subject of the hair-offering, have convinced me that the name 'acica
is not connected with the idea of cltange of kin, but is derived fyom the
cutting away of the first hair. In this, however, I see a confirn~ationof the
view that among the Arabs, as among the Syrians, the old usage was to
defer the cutting of the first hair till adolescence, for 'acca is a very strong
term to apply to the shaving of the scanty hair of a new-born infant, while
i t is quite appropriate to the sacrifice of the long locks characteristic of boyhood. Cf. also the use of the same verb in the phrases 'occat tanzimatzchu
(Kdwoil, 405, 1. 19), 'acca 'I-shabdbzctan~imati(T@,s.v.), used of the cutting
away, when manhood was reached, of the amulet worn during childhood.
I n modern Syria (Sidon district) a child's hair must not be cut till i t is a
year old (ZDPY.vii. 85).
Den Syria, vi.
Sozomen, v. 10. 7. Cf. Socrates, i. 18, and the similar usage in
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among the Arabs, in like malmer, the 'ac;icn was originally
a ceremony of initiation into manhood, and that the
transference of the ceremony to infancy was a later
innovation, for among the Arabs, as among the Syrians,
young lads let their hair grow loiig, ancl the sign of
immaturity was the retention of the sicle locks, which
adult warriors did not wear.l The cutting of the side
locks was therefore a formal mark of adniissioii into
manhood, and in Lhe time of Herodotus it must also
have been a formal initiation into the worship of Orotal,
for otherwise the religious significance which the Greek
historian attaches to the shorn forehead of the Arabs is
unintelligible. At that time, therefore, we must conclude
that a hair-offering, precisely equivalent to the 'aczcn, took
place upon entry into manhood, and thereafter the front
hair was habitually worn short as a permanent memorial
of this dedicatory sacrifice. I t is by no means clear
that even in later times the initiatory ceremony was
invariably performed in infancy, for the name 'actca, which
in Arabic denotes the first hair as well as the religious
ceremony of cutting i t off, is sometimes applied to the
ruddy locks of a lad approaching man hood^ and figuratively to the plumage of a swift young ostrich or the
tufts of an ass's hair, neither of which has much resemblance to the scanty down on the heacl of a new-born
babee3
It would seem, therefore, that the oldest Semitic usage,
both in Arabia and in Syria, was to sacrifice the hair of
Babylon, Herod. i. 199. We are not to suppose that participation in these
rites was confined to maidens before marriage (Euseb. Tit. Const. iii. 58. I),
but i t appears that i t was obligatory on them.
See Wellh., Heid. p. 119.
Imraulcais, 3. 1 : see also LisZn, xii. 129, 1. 18, and Dozy, s.v.
"ohair,
1. 17 ; Diw. Hodk. 232. 9. The sense of "down," vliich
Noldeke, z ~ supra,
t
gives to the word in these passages, is hardly appropriate.
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childhood upon admission to the religious and social status
of manhood.
The bond between the worshipper and his god which
was established by means of the hair -offering had an
enduring character, but it was natural to renew it from
time to time, when there was any reason to fear that the
interest of the deity in his votary might have been relaxed.
Thus it was customary for the inhabitants of TZif in Arabia
to shave their heads at the sanctuary of the town whenever
they returned from a j0urney.l Here the idea seems to be
that absence from the holy place might have loosened the
religious tie, and that it was proper to bind it fast again.
I n like manner the hair-offering formed part of the ritual
in every Arabian pilgrimage: and also at the great feasts
of Byblus and Bambyce,3 which were not mere local
celebrations, but drew worshippers from distant parts.
The worshipper in these cases desired to attach himself
as firmly as possible to a deity and a shrine with which
he could not hope to keep up frequent and regular connection, and thus it was fitting that, when he went forth
from the holy place, he should leave part of himself
behind, as a permanent link of union with the temple
and the god that inhabited it.
The Arabian and Syrian pilgrimages with which the
hair-offering was associated were exceptional services ; in
many cases their object was to place the worshipper under
the protection of a foreign god, whose cult had no place in
the pilgrim's local and natural religion, and in any case
Muh. i n Med. p. 381.
Wellh. p. 117 ; Goldziher, op. cit. p. 249.

That the hair was shaved
as an offering appears most clearly in the worship of Ocaisir, where i t nras
mixed with an oblation of meal.
3 Dea Syria, vi., lv.
In the latter ease the eyebrows also were shaved,
and the sacrifice of hair from the eyebrow reappears in Peru, in the laws of
the Incas. On the painted inscription of Citium (CIS. No. 86) barbers
(~253)
are enumerated among the stated ministers of the temple.
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the service was not part of a man's ordinary religious
duties, but was spontaneously undertaken as a work of
special piety, or under the pressure of circumstances that
made the pilgrim feel the need of coming into closer
touch with the divine powers. Among the Hebrews, a t
least in later times, when stated pilgrimages to Jerusalem
were among the ordinary and imperative exercises of
every man's religion, the pilgrimage did not involve a hairoffering, nor is it probable that in any part of antiquity
this form of service was required in connection with
ordinary visits to one's own local temple. The Pentateuchal law recognises the hair-offering only in the case
of the peculiar vow of the Nazarite, the ritual of which
is described in Num. vi. The details there given do
not help us to understand what part the Nazirate held
in the actual religious life of the Jews under the law,
but from Josephus we gather that the vow was generally
taken in times of sickness or other trouble, and that it
was therefore exactly parallel to the ordinary Greek vow
to offer the hair on deliverance from urgent danger. From
the antique point of view, the fact that a man is in straits
or peril is a proof that the divine powers on which his life
is dependent are estranged or indifferent, and a warning to
bring himself into closer relation with the god from whom
he is estranged. The hair-offering affords the natural
means towards this end, and, if the offering cannot be
accomplished a t the moment, it ought to be made the
subject of a vow, for a vow is the recognised way of
antedating a future act of service and making its efficacy
begin at once. A vow of this kind, aiming at the redintegration of normal relations with the deity, is naturally
more than a bare promise; it is a promise for the performance of which one a t once begins to make active
B. J. ii. 15. 1.

LECT. IX.

IN VOWS

333

preparation, so that the life of the votary from the time
when he assumes the engagement is taken out of the
ordinary sphere of secular existence, and becomes one
continuous act of re1igion.l As soon as a man takes
the vow to poll his locks a t the sanctuary, the hair is a
consecrated thing, and as such, inviolable till the moment
for discharging the vow arrives ; and so the flowing locks
of the Hebrew Nazarite or of a Greek votary like Achilles
are the visible marks of his consecration. I n like manner
the Arabian pilgrim, whose resolution to visit a distant
shrine was practically a vow; was not allowed to poll
or even to comb and wash his locks till the pilgrimage
was accomplished ; and on the same principle the whole
course of his journey, froin the day when he first set his
face towards the temple with the resolution to do homage
there, was a period of consecration (i$ram),3 during which
he was subject to a number of other ceremonial restrictions
or taboos, of the same kind with those imposed by actual
presence in the sanctuary.
The taboos connected with piIgrimages and other vows
require some further elucidation, but to go into the matter
now would carry us too far from the point immediately
before us. I will therefore reserve what I have still to say
on this subject for an additional note.4 What has been
said already covers all the main examples of the hair-offering among the Semites? They present considerable variety
Of course, if the vow is conditional on something to happen in the future,
the engagement does not necessarily come into force till the condition is
fulfilled.
In Mohammedan law it is expressly reckoned as a vow.
3 Under Islam the consecration of the pilgrim need not begin till h e
reaches the boundaries of the sacred territory. But i t is pemlitted, and
on leaving
according to many authorities preferable, to assume the i(~r&?~z
one's home ; and this was the ancient practice.
4 See Additional Note I, The Ta6oosilzcidemt to Pilgrimages am1 Vows.
Quite distinct from the hair-offering are the cases in which the hair is
shaved off (but not consecrated) as a means of purificatioi~after pollution ;

OFFERINGS O F

LECT. IS.
/

of aspect, but the result of our discussion is that they can
be referred to a single principle. I n their origin the hairoffering and the offering of one's own blood are precisely
similar in meaning. But the blood - offering, while it
presents the idea of life-union with the god in the strongest
possible form, is too barbarous to be long retained as ail
ordinary act of religion. I t continned to be practised
among the civilised Senlites, by certain priesthoods and
societies of devotees; but in the habitual worship of laymen it either fell out of use or was retained in a very
attenuated form, in the custom of tatooing the flesh with
punctures in honour of the deity.l The hair-offering, on
the other hand, which involved nothing offensive to civilised
6.g. Lev. xiv. 9 (purification of leper) ; Den A b ~ i a ,liii. (after defilement by
the dead) ; Deut. xxi. 12. In sncli cases the hair is cut off because defilement is specially lilrely to cling to it.
For the u ~ i ~ , u on
u ~ the
a wrists slid llecks OF the heathen Syrians the
c1:~ssicalpassage is D e a A'yrin, lix. ; compare for further evidence the discussion in Spencer, L e g . Rit. Heb. ii. 14; and see also Iii7aship, p. 213 sgq.
The tattooed marks were the sign that the worshipper belonged to the god ;
thus a t the temple of Heracles at the Canobic mouth of the Nile, the fugitive
slave who had been marked with the sacred stigmata could not be reclaimed
by his master (I-Ierod. ii. 113). The practice therefore stands on one line
with the branding or tattooing of cattle, slaves and prisoners of war. But in
Lev, xix. 28, where tattooing is condemned as a heathellish practice, i t is
immediately associated with incisions in the flesh made in m o ~ ~ r n i norg in
honour of the dead, and this suggests that in their ultimate origill the
stignzc~tnare nothing more than the permallent scars of punctures made to
draw blood for a ceremony of self-dedication to the deity. Arnollg the Arabs
I find no direct evidence of a religious significance attached to tattooing, and
the practice appears to have been collfilled to women, as was also the habitual
use of amulets in mature life. The prcsulnption is that this coincidelice is
not accidental, but that the tattooed marks were originally sacred stigmata
like those of tllr: Syrians, and so were conceived to have the force of a charm.
Pietro dellaValle (ed. 1843), i. 395, describes the Arabia11 tattooing, and says
that i t is practised all over the East by men as well as by women. But so
far as I have observed, i t is only Christian men that tattoo in Syria, and
with them the pattern chosen is a sacred symbol, which has bee11 show11 t o
me as a proof that a man was exempt from the military service to which
Moslems are liable. In Barazdac, ed. Boucher, p. 232,l. 9, a tattooed hand
is the mark of a foreigner. In Egypt men of the peasant class are sometimes tattooed.
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feelings, continued to play an important part in religion to
the close of paganism, and even entered into Christian ritual
in the tonsure of priests and nuns.'
Closely allied to the practice of leaving part of oneself
-whether
blood or hair-in
contact with the god a t the
sanctuary, are offerings of part of one's clothes or other
things that one has worn, such as ornaments or weapons.
I n the Iliad, Glaucus and Diomede exchange armour in
token of their ancestral friendship ; and when Jonathan
makes a covenant of love and brotherhood with David, he
invests him with his garments, even to his sword, his bow,
and his girdle.' Among the Arabs, he who seeks protection lays hold of the garments of the man to whom
he appeals, or more formally ties a knot in the headshawl of his p r ~ t e c t o r . ~I n the old literature, "pluck
away my garments from thine" means " put an end to our
attachment.jJ4 The clothes are so far part of a man that
they can serve as a vehicle of personal connection. Hence
the religious significance of suspending on an idol or
Dhiit AYLWE~,
not only weapons, ornaments and complete
garments, but mere shreds from one's raiment. These
rag - offerings are still to be seen hanging on the sacred

'

The latter was practised in Jerome's time in the monasteries of Egypt
and Syria (Zp. 147 ad Sabinianum).
1 Sam. xviii. 3 sp. I presume that by ancient law Saul was bound to
acl<nowledge the formal covenant thus made between David and his son, and
that this ought to be talren illto account in judging of the s~ibseqtient
relations between the three.
Wellhausen, Heide~zthum,p. 105, note 3 ; Burolrhardt, Bed. and Wah.
i. 130 sp. ; Blunt, Bedouin Tribes of the Euph~ntes,i. 42. The knot, says
Bnrckhardt, is tied that the protector may loolr out for witnesses to prove
the act, and " the same custom is observed when any transaction is to be
witnessed." But primarily, I apprehend, the knot is the syinbolic sign of
the engagement that the witnesses are called to prove, and I was told in the
HijBz that the suppliant gets a fragmeat of the fringe of thc shawl to keep
as his tolren of the transaction. In the covenant sacrifice, Herod. iii. 8, the
blood is applied to the sawed stones with threads from the garnlents of the
two contracting parties.
Imraulc., MoaZl. 1. 21.
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trees of Syria and on the tombs of Mohammedan saints ;
they are not gifts in the ordinary sense, but pledges of
attachment.' It is possible that the rending of garments
in mourning was originally designed to procure such an
offering for the dead, just as the tearing of the hair on the
like occasion is not a natural sign of mourning, but a relic
of the hair-offering. Natural signs of mourning must not
be postulated lightly; in all such matters habit is a second
nat~re.~
Finally, I may note in a single word that the counterpart of the custom of leaving part of oneself or of one's
clothes with the deity at the sanctuary, is the custom of
wearing sacred relics as charms, so that something belonging
to the god remains always in contact with one's p e r ~ o n . ~
The peculiar instructiveness of the series of usages
which we have been considering, and the justification for
the long digression from the subject of sacrifice into which
they have led us, is that the ceremonies designed to
establish a life-bond between the worshipper and his god
are here dissociated from the death of a victim and from
every idea of penal satisfaction to the deity. They have
A masterful man, in the early days of Islam, reserves a water for his
own use by hanging pieces of fringe of his red blanket on a tree beside it, or
by throwing them into the pool; Farazdac, p. 195, Agh. viii. 159. 10 spy.
2 I t is to be noted that most of the standing methods of expressing
sorrow and distress are derived from the formal usages employed in primitive
times in mourning for the dead. These usages, however, are not all to be
derived from one principle. While the rudest nations seek to keep up their
connection with the beloved dead, they also believe that very dangerous
influences hover round death-beds, corpses, and graves, and many funeral
ceremonies are observed as safeguards agzzinst these, as has been well shown
by Mr. Frazer, Jourqz. Alzthr. Azst. xv. 64 sgq. ; though I thinlr he has not
sufficiently allowed for another principle that underlies many such customs,
namely, the affectionate desire of even the rudest peoples to keep up a friendly
intercourse with their dead friends and relations. Compare below, p. 370.
Thus in Palestine, a t the present time, the man who hangs a rag on a
sacred tree takes wit11 him in return, as a preservative against evil, one of
the rags that have been sanctified by hanging there for some time before
(PEP. Q26. St. 1893, p. 204).
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indeed an atoning force, whenever they are used to renew
relations with a god who is temporarily estranged, but
this is merely a consequence of the conception that the
physical link which they establish between the divine and
human parties in the rite binds the god to the man as
well as the man to the god. Even in the case of the
blood-offering there is no reason to hold that the pain
of the self-inflicted wounds had originally any significant
place in the ceremony. But no doubt, as time went on,
the barbarous and painful sacrifice of one's own blood
came to be regarded as more efficacious than the simpler
and commoner hair-offering; for in religion what is unusual always appears to be more potent, and more fitted to
reconcile an offended deity.
The use of the Syriac word ethkashslzaph seems to show
that the sacrifice of one's own blood was mainly associated
among the Aramzans with deprecation or supplication to
an angry god, and though I cannot point among the Semites
to any formal atoning ceremony devised on this principle,
the idea involved can be well illustrated by a rite still
sometimes practised in Arabia, as a means of making atonement to a man for offences short of murder. With bare
and shaven head the offender appears at the door of the
injured person, holding a knife in each hand, and, reciting a
formula provided for the purpose, strikes his head several
times with the sharp blades. Then, drawing his hands over
his bloody scalp, he wipes them on the doorpost. The
other must then come out and cover the suppliant's head
with a shawl, after which he kills a sheep, and they sit
down together at a feast of reconciliation. The characteristic point in this rite is the application of the blood to the
doorpost, which, as in the passover service, is equivalent
to applying it to the person of the inmates. Here, therefore, we still see the old idea a t work, that the reconciling
22
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value of the rite lies, not in the self-inflicted wounds, but
in the application of the blood to make a life-bond between
the two parties.
On the same analogy, when we turn to those bloodrites in which a whole community takes part, and in which
therefore a victim has to be slaughtered to provide the
material for the ceremony, we may expect to find that,
a t least in old times, the significant part of the ceremony
does not lie in the death of the victim, but in the application of its life or life-blood ; and in this expectation we
shall not be disappointed.
Of all Semitic sacrifices thoseof the Arabs have the rudest
and most visibly primitive character; and among the Arabs,
where there was no complicated fire-ceremony at the altar,
the sacramental meal stands out in full relief as the very
essence of the ritual. Now, in the oldest known form of
Arabian sacrifice, as described by Nilus, the camel chosen
as the victim is bound upon a rude altar of stones piled
together, and when the leader of the band has thrice led
the worshippers round the altar in a solemn procession
accompanied with chants, he inflicts the first wound, while
the last words of the hymn are still upon the lips of the
congregation, and in all haste drinks of the blood that
gushes forth. Forthwith the whole company fall on the
victim with their swords, hacking off pieces of the quivering flesh and devouring them raw with such wild haste,
that in the short interval between the rise of the day star
which marlied the hour for the service to begin, and the
disappearance of its rays before the rising sun, the entire
camel, body and bones, skin, blood and entrails, is wholly
devoured.1 The plain meaning of this is that the victim was
This must not be regarded as incredible. According to Artemidorus,
up. Strabo, xvi. 4. 17, the Troglodytes ate the bones and skin as well as the
flesh of cattle.
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devoured before its life had left the still warm blood and
flesh,-raw flesh is called " living " flesh in Hebrew and
Syriac,-and that thus in the most literal way all those who
shared in the ceremony absorbed part of the victim's life
into themselves. One sees how much more forcibly than
any ordinary meal such a rite expresses the establishment
or confirmation of a bond of common life between the
worshippers, and also, since the blood is shed upon the
altar itself, between the worshippers and their god.
I n this sacrifice, then, the significant factors are two : the
conveyance of the living blood to the godhead, and the
absorption of the living flesh and blood into the flesh and
blood of the worshippers. Each of these is effected in the
simplest and most direct manner, so that the meaning
of the ritual is perfectly transparent. I n Iater Arabian
sacrifices, and still more in the sacrifices of the more
civilised Semitic nations, the primitive crudity of the
ceremonial was modified, and the meaning of the act is
therefore more or less disguised, but the essential type of
the ritual remains the same.
I n all Arabian sacrifices except the holocaust-which
godward
occurs only in the case of human victims-the
side of the ritual is summed up in the shedding of the
victim's blood, so that it flows over the sacred symbol, or
gathers in a pit (ghabghab) a t the foot of the altar idol.
An application of the blood to the summit of the sacrecl
stone may be added, but that is a1l.l What enters the
ghabghab is held to be conveyed to the deity; thus a t
certain Arabian shrines the pit under the altar was the
place where votive treasures were deposited. A pit to
receive the blood existed also at Jerusalem under the
altar of burnt-offering, and similarly in certain Syrian
sacrifices the blood was collected in a hollow, which
Zohair, x. 24.
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apparently bore the name of mashkan, and thus was
designated as the habitation of the g0dhead.l
I n Arabia, accordingly, the most solemn act in the ritual
is the shedding of the blood, which in Nilus's narrative
takes place at the moment when the sacred chant comes
to an end. This, therefore, is the crisis of the service, to
which the choral procession round the altar leads up.2
I n later Arabia, the taw&J or act of circling the sacred
stone, was still a principal part of religion; but even
before Mohammed's time it had begun to be dissociated
from sacrifice, and become a meaningless ceremony.
Again, the original significance of the wocaf, or " standing,"
which in the ritual of the post-Mohammedan pilgrimage
has in like manner become an unmeaning ceremony, is
doubtless correctly explained by Wellhauseii, who compares
i t with the scene described by more than one old poet,
where the worshippers stand round the altar idol, at a
respectful distance, gazing with rapt attention, while the
slaughtered victims lie stretched on the ground. The
moment of this act of adoration must be that when the
slaughter of the victims is just over, or still in progress,
and their blood is draining into the ghabghab, or being
applied by the priest to the head of the n0sb.3
I n the developed forms of North Semitic worship,
where fire -sacrifices prevail, the slaughter of the victim
loses its importance as the critical point in the ritual.
See the text published by Dozy and De Goeje in the Actes of the
Leyden Congress of Orientalists, 1883, vol. iii. pp. 337, 363. For the
ghnbghab, see p. 198 supra, and Wellhausen, p. 100. Compare also the
Persian ritual, Strabo, xv. 3. 14, and that of certain Greek sacrifices,
Plutarch, Aristides, xxi. : ro'v ~ f f i u p o v8;s T ~ aYu p & a9iZa;ocs.
The festal song of praise ($53, tnhlil) properly goes with the dance
round the altar (of. Ps. xxvi. 6 sg.), for in primitive times song and dance
are inseparable.
Wellh. p. 56 sq. ; Yzciit, iii. 94, 1. 13 sq. (cf. Noldelre in ZDJZG. 1887,
p. 721); ibid. p. 182, 1. 2 sq. (supra, p. 228).
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The altar is above all things a hearth, and the burning of
the sacrificial fat is the most solemn part of the service.
This, however, is certainly not primitive; for even in
the period of fire -sacrifice the Hebrew altar is called
nm, that is, "the place of slaughter," l ancl in ancient
times the victim was slain on or beside the altar, just as
among the Arabs, as appears from the account of the
sacrifice of Isaac, and from 1 Sam. xiv. 34.2 The
latter passage proves that in the time of Saul the Hebrews
still knew a form of sacrifice in which the offering was
completed in the oblation of the blood. And even in
the case of fire-sacrifice the blood was not cast upon the
flames, but dashed against the sides of the altar or pourecl
out at its foot; the new ritual was not able wholly to
displace the old. Nay, the sprinkling of the blood continued to be regarded as the principal point of the ritual
down to the last days of Jewish ritual; for on it the
atoning efficacy of the sacrifice depei~ded.~
AS regards the manward part of the ritual, the revolting details given by Nilns have naturally no complete
parallel in the worship of the more civilised Semites, or
even of the later Arabs. I11 lieu of the scramble described
by Nilus-the mild rush to cut gobbets of flesh from the
still quivering victim-we
find among the later Arabs a
partition of the sacrificial flesh among all who are present
at the ceremony. Yet it seems possible that the ;jGxa, or
" permission," that is, the word of command that terminates
the zoociif, was originally the permission to fall upon the
Aram. maclba$, Arab. maclhbnfb: the latter means also a trench in the
ground, which is intelligible from ~ v h a has
t been said about the gi~abgl~ab.
Sz~pm,p. 202. In Ps. cxviii. 27 the festal victim is b c ~ m dwith
cords to the horns of the altar, a relic of ancient usage whic11 was no
longer intelligible to the Septuagint trallslators or to the Jewish traditional
expositors. Cf, the sacrificial stake t o which the victim is bound in Vedic
sacrifices.
Heb. ix. 22 ; Reland, Ant. He6. p. 300.
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slaughtered victim. I n the Meccan pilgrimage the @&xu
which terminates the wocfif at 'Arafa was the signal for
a hot race to the neighbouring sanctuary of Mozdalifa,
where the sacred fire of the god Cozah burned ; i t was, in
fact, not so much the permission to leave 'Arafa as to draw
near to Cozah. The race itself is called z&i&u, which may
mean either " dispersion " or " distribution." It cannot
well mean the former, for 'Arafa is not holy ground, but
merely the point of assemblage, just outside the Haram,
at which the ceremonies began, and the station a t 'Arafa
is only the preparation for the vigil a t Mozdalifa. On
the other hand, if the meaning is " distribution," the ;fci;&a
answers to the rush of Nilus's Saracens to partake of the
sacrifice. The only difference is that a t Mozdalifa the
crowd is not allowed to assemble close to the altar, but
has to watch the performance of the solemn rites from
afar ; corhpare Ex. xix. 10-1 3.l
The substitution of an orderly division of the victim
for the scramble described by Nilus does not touch the
meaning of the ceremonial. Much more important, from
its effect in disguising an essential feature in the ritual,
is the modification by which, in most Semitic sacrifices, the
flesh is not eaten " alive " or raw, but sodden or roasted.
It is obvious that this change could not fail to establish
itself with the progress of civilisation; but it was still
possible to express the idea of communioii in the actual
life of the victim by eating its flesh "with the blood."
It may be noted that the ceremonies at Mozdalifa lay wholly between
sunset and sunrise, and that there mas apparently one saorifice just a t or
after sunset and another before sunrise,-another point of contact with the
ritual described by Nilus. The woezif corresponding to the morning sacrifice
was of course held a t Mozdalifa within tlie garam, for the pilgrims were
already consecrated by the previous service. NHbigl~ain two places speaks
of a race of pilgrims to a place,called 1151. If the reference is to the Meccan
!hajj, 1151 must be Mozdalifa, not, as the geographers suppose, a place at
'Arafa.
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That bloody morsels were consumed by the heathen in
Palestine, and also by the less orthodox Israelites, is
apparent from Zech. ix. 7 ; Ezek. xxxiii. 25 ; Lev. xix. 2 6 ;
and the context of these passages, with the penalty of
excommunication attached to the eating of blood in Lev.
vii. 27, justify us in assuming that this practice had a
directly religious significance, and occurred in connection
with sacrifice. That it was in fact an act of communion
with heathen deities, is affirmed by Maimonides, not as a
mere inference from the biblical texts, but on the basis of
Arabic accounts of thexreligion of the Harranians.2 I t
would seem, however, that in the northern Semitic lands
the ritual of blood-eating must already have been rare in
the times to which our oldest documents belong; presumably, indeed, it was confined to certain mystic initiations,
and did not extend to ordinary sacrifice^.^
I cannot comprehend why Cornill corrects Ezelr. xxxiii. 25 by Ezek.
xviii. 6, xxii. 9, and not conversely; cf. LXX, on Lev. xix. 26, where the
same mistake occurs.
"Dnlat aZ-&i'irin, iii. 46, vol. iii. p. 104 of Munk's ed. (Paris, 1866)
and p. 371 of his translation. That Maimonides had actual accounts of the
Harranians to go on appears by comparing the passage with that quoted
above from an Arabic source in the Actes of the Leyden Congress; but
there may be a doubt whether his authorities attested blood-eating among
the Harranians, or only supplied hints by which he interpreted the biblical
evidence.
3 For the mystic sacrifices of the heathen Semites, see above, p. 290 sqq.
That these sacrifices were eaten with the blood appears from s comparison
of Isa. lxv. 4, lxvi. 3, 17. All these passages refer to the same circle of
rites, in which the victims chosen were such animals as were strictly
taboo in ordinary life-the swine, the dog, the mouse and vermin (Ypw)
generally. To such sacrifices, as we learn from lxvi. 17, a peculiar consecrating and purifying efficacy was attached, which must be ascribed to
the sacramental participation in the sacrosanct flesh. The flesh was eaten
in the form of broth, which in lxv. 4 is called broth of piggalinz, i.e. of
carrion, or flesh so killed as to retain the blood in i t (Ezelr. iv. 14 ; cf. Zech.
ix. 7). We are to think, therefore, of a broth made with the blood, like
the black broth of tlle Spartans, which seems also to have been originally a
sacred food, reserved for warriors. The dog-sacrifice in lxvi. 3 is killed by
breaking its neclt, which agrees with this conclusion. Similarly in the
mysteries of the Ainos, the sacred bear, which forms the sacrifice, is killed
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I n the legal sacrifices of the Hebrews blood was never
eaten, but in the covenant sacrifice of Ex. xxiv. it is
sprinkled on the worshippers, which, as we have already
learned by a comparison of the various forms of the blood
covenant between men, has the same meaning. I n later
forms of sacrifice this feature disappears, and the communion between god and man, which is still the main
thing in ordinary sacrifices, is expressed by burning part
of the flesh on the altar, while the rest is cooked and
eaten by the worshippers. But the application of the
living blood to the worshipper is retained in certain special
cases-at the consecration of priests and the purification
of the leper I--where i t is proper to express in the strongest
way the establishment of a special bond between the god
and his servant; or the restitution of one who has been
cut off from religious fellowship with the deity and the
community of his worshippers. I n like manner, in the
forms of sin-offering described in Lev. iv., it is at least
required that the priest should dip his finger in the blood
of the victim; and in this kind of ritual, as is expressly
stated in Lev. x. 1'7,the priest acts as the representative
of the sinner or bears his sin. Again, the blood of the
Paschal lamb is applied to the doorposts, and so extends
its efficacy to all within the dwelling-the
"house " in all
the Semitic languages standing for the household or family.3
without effusion of blood ; cf. the Indian rite, Strabo, xv. 1. 54 (Satapatha
Brahmana, tr. Eggeling, ii. 190), and the Cappadocian, ibid. xv. 3. 15 ;
also the Finnish sacrifice, Mannhardt, Ant. Wffild-u. Feldkulte, 11. 160, and
other cases of the same kind, Jozsrn. 8.Geog. Soe, vol. iii. 13. 283, vol. xl.
T ~Acts xv. 20.
p. 171. Spencer compares the T V ~ Z of
Lev. viii. 23, xiv. 6, 14.
The relation between God and His priests rests on a covenant (Deut.
xxxiii. 9 ; Mal. ii. 4 spq.).
In modern Arabia " i t is the custom to slaughter at the tent door and
sprinkle the camels with the blood" (Blunt, Nejd, i. 203 ; also Doughty, i. 499).
This protects the camels from sickness. Also the live booty from a foray is
sprinkled with sacrificial bloocl-presumably to incorporate i t with the tribal
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The express provision that the flesh of the lamb must not
be eaten raw seems to be directed against a practice similar
to what Nilus describes ; and so also the precept that the
passover must be eaten in haste, in ordinary outdoor attire,
and that no part of it must remain till the morning, becomes intelligible if we regard i t as having come down
from a time when the living flesh was hastily devoured
beside the altar before the sun r0se.l From all this it
is apparent that the ritual described by Nilus is by no
means an isolated invention of the religions fancy, in one
of the most barbarous corners of the Semitic world, but
a very typical embodiment of the main ideas that underlie
the sacrifices of the Semites generally. Even in its
details it probably comes nearer to the primitive form
of Semitic worship than any other sacrifice of which we
have a description.
We may now take it as made out that, throughout the
Semitic field, the fundamental idea of sacrifice is not that
of a sacred tribute, but of communion between the god and
his worshippers by joint participation in the living flesh
and blood of a sacred victim. We see, however, that in
the more advanced forms of ritual this idea becomes
attenuated and tends to disappear, a t least in the commoner
kinds of sacrifice. When men cease to eat raw or living
flesh, the blood, to the exclusion of the solid parts of the
body, comes to be regarded as the vehicle of life and the
true res sacramemti. And the nature of the sacrifice as a
sacramental act is still further disguised when-for reasons
cattle (tiled) ; Doughty, i. 452. An obscure reference to the smearing of a
camel with blood is found in Azraci, p. 53,l. 13, Agk. xiii. 110, 1. 6, but the
variations between the two texts make i t hazardous to attempt an explanation.
Cp. on the whole subject of blood-sprinkling, Icremer, Studien, p. 45 spq.
There is so much that is antique about the Paschal ritual, that one is
tempted to think that the law of Ex. xii. 46, "neither shall ye break a
bone thereof," may be a prohibition of some usage descended from the rule,
given by Nilus, that the bones as well as the flesh must be consumed.
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that will by and by appear more clearly-the sacramental
blood is no longer drunk by the worshippers but only
sprinkled on their persons, or finally finds no manward
application at all, but is wholly poured out at the altar,
so that i t becomes the proper share of the deity, while the
flesh is left to be eaten by man. This is the common
form of Arabian sacrifice, and among the Hebrews the
same form is attested by 1 Sam. xiv. 34. At this stage,
a t least among the Hebrews, the original sanctity of the
life of domestic animals is still recognised in a modified
form, inasmuch as it is held unlawful to use their flesh for
food except; in a sacrificial meal. But this rule is not
strict enough to prevent flesh from becoming a familiar
luxury. Sacrifices are n~ultiplied on trivial occasions of
religious gladness or social festivity, and the rite of eating
at the sanctuary loses the character of an exceptional
sacrament, and means no more than that men are invited
to feast and be merry at the table of their god, or that no
feast is complete in which the god has not his share.
This stage in the evolution of ritual is represented by
the worship of the Hebrew high places, or, beyond the
Semitic field, by the religion of the agricultural communities
of Greece. Historically, therefore, it coincides with the
stage of religious development in which the deity is conceived as the king of his people and the lord of the land,
and as such is habitually approached with gifts and tribute.
It was the rule of antiquity, and still is the rule in the
East, that the inferior must not present himself before his
superior without a gift " t o smooth his face" and make
him graci0us.l The same phrase is habitually applied in
the Old Testament to acts of sacrificial worship, and in Ex.
193D 3>n, Prov. xix. 6 ; Ps. xlv. 13 (129,E.V., "intreat his favour."
In the Old Testament the phrase is much oftener used of acts of worship
addressed to the deity, c.g. 1 Sam. xiii. 12, of the burnt-offering.
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xxiii. 1 5 the rule is formulated that no one shall appear
before Jehovah empty-handed. ADpa Beak ~elees,6Dp'
ai8olovq paashGa~.
As the commonest gifts in a simple agricultural state
of society necessarily consisted of grain, fruits and cattle,
which served to maintain the open hospitality that prevailed at the courts of kings and great chiefs, it was natural
that animal sacrifices, as soon as their sacramental significance fell into the background, should be mainly regarded
as gifts of homage presented at the court of the divine
king, out of which he maintained a public table for his
worshippers. I n part they were summed up along with
the cereal oblations of first-fruits as stated tributes, which
everyone who desired to retain the favour of the god was
expected to present a t fixed seasons; in part they were
special offerings with which the worshipper associated
special petitions, or with which he approached the deity to
present his excuses for a fault and request f0rgiveness.l
I n the case where it is the business of the worshipper to
make satisfaction for an offence, the gift may assume
rather the character of a fine payable at the sanctuary;
for in the oldest free communities personal chastisement
is reserved for slaves, and the offences of freemen are
habitually wiped out by the payment of an amercementi2 But in the older Hebrew custom the fines paid
to the sanctuary do not appear to have taken the form
of victims for sacrifice, but rather of payments in money
to the priest: and the atoning effect ascribed to gifts
1 Sam, xxvi. 19 : " If Jehovah hath stirred thee up against me, let Him
be gratified by an oblation."
"he reason of this is that not even a chief can strike or mutilate a freeman without exposing himself to retaliation. This is still the case among
the Bedouins, and so it was also in ancient Israel ; see The Old Testament
i n the Jewish Churck, 2nd ed., p. 368.
" 2 Kings xii. 16 ; cf. Amos ii. 8 ; Hos. iv. 8.

348

HOLOCAUSTS AND

LECT.

IX.

and sacrifices of all kinds seems simply to rest on the
general principle that a gift smooths the face and pacifies
anger.
I t has sometimes been supposed that this is the oldest
form of the idea of atoning sacrifice, and that the elaborate
piacula, which begin to take the chief place in the altar
ritual of the Semites from the seventh century onwards,
are all developed out of it. The chief argument that
appears to support this view is that the whole burntoffering, which is entirely made over to the deity, the
worshipper retaining no part for his own use, is prominent
among piacular sacrifices, and may even be regarded as
the piacular sacrifice par excellence. I n the later forms
of Syrian heathenism the sacrificial meal practically
disappears, and almost the whole altar service consists of
piacular holocausts,l and among the Jews the highest sinofferings, whose blood was brought into the inner sanctuary,
were wholly consumed, but not upon the altar: while the
flesh of other sin-offerings was at least withdrawn from the
offerer and eaten by the priests.
We have seen, however, that a different and profonnder
conception of atonement, as the creation of a life-bond
between the worshipper and his god, appears in the most
primitive type of Semitic sacrifices, and that traces of i t
can still be found in many parts of the later ritual. Forms
of consecration and atonement in which the blood of the
victim is applied to the worshipper, or the blood of the
worshipper conveyed to the syinbol of godhead, occur in all
stages of heathen religion, not only among the Semites but
among the Greeks and other races; and even on h yriori
grounds it seems probable that when the Northern Semites,
That the Harranians never ate sacrificial flesh seems to be an exaggeration, but one based on the prevalent character of their ritual ; see Chwolsohn,
ii. 89 sq.
%Lev,vi. 23 (30),xvi. 27, iv. 11, 20.
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in the distress and terror produced by the political convulsions of the seventh century, began to cast about for
rites of extraordinary potency to conjure the anger of the
gods, they were guided by the principle that ancient and
half obsolete forms of ritual are more efficacious than the
everyday practices of religion.
Further, it is to be observed that in the Hebrew ritual
both of the holocaust and of the sin-offering, the victim
is slain at the altar " before Jehovah," a phrase which is
wanting in the rule about ordinary sacrifices, and implies
that the act of slaughter and the effusion of the blood
beside the altar have a special significance, as in the
ancient Arabian ritual. Moreover, in the sin - offering
there is still-although
in a very attenuated form-a
trace of the manward application of the blood, when
the priest dips his finger in it, and so applies it to the
horns of the altar, instead of merely dashing it against
the sides of the altar from a bowl ; and also, as regards
the destination of the flesh, which is eaten by the priests
in the holy place, it is clear from Lev. x. 1 7 that the
flesh is given to the priests because they minister as the
representatives of the sinful people, and that the act of
eating it is an essential part of the ceremony, exactly as in
the old ritual of communion. I n fact the law expressly
recognises that the flesh and blood of the sin-offering is a
sanctifying medium of extraordinary potency; whosoever
touches the flesh becomes holy, the garment on which the
blood falls must be washed in a holy place, and even the
vessel in which the flesh is sodden must be broken or
scoured to remove the infection of its ~ a n c t i t y . ~ That
this is the reason why none but the priests are allowed
1 Lev. iv. 6, 17, 34, compared with chap. iii. 2.
dash from the bowl, i)llD.
Lev. vi. 20 (27).

i)lt is to sprinkle or
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to eat of it has been rightly discerned by Ewa1d;l the
flesh, like the sacramental cup in the Roman Catholic
Church, was too sacred to be touched by the laity. Thus
the Levitical sin-offering is essentially identical with the
ancient sacrament of communion in a sacred life; only
the communion is restricted to the priests, in accordance
with the general principle of the priestly legislation,
which surrounds the holy things of Israel by fence within
fence, and makes all access to God pass through the
mediation of the priesthood.
I am not aware that anything quite parallel to the
ordinary Hebrew sin - offering occurs among the other
Semites; and indeed no other Semitic religion appears
to have developed to the same extent the doctrine of
the consuming holiness of God, and the consequent neecl
for priestly intervention between the laity and the most
holy things. But among the Romans the flesh of certain
pia.cula was eaten by the priests, and in the piacular
sacrifice of the Arval Brothers the ministrants also partook
of the blood.2 Among the Greeks, again, piacular victinls
-like
the highest forms of the Hebrew sin-offeringwere not eaten a t all, but either burned, or buried, or
cast into the sea, or carried up into some desert mountain
far from the foot of man.3 I t is comnionly supposed
that this was done because they were unclean, being
laden with the sins of the guilty worshippers; but this
explanation is excluded, not only by the analogy of the
Hebrew sin-offering, which is a eddesh codaslz~m,or holy
thing of the first class, but by various indications in Greek
myth and ritual. For to the Greeks earth and sea are
not impure but holy, and at Trcezen a sacred laurel was
Alterthiinaer, 3rd ed., p. 87 ST. ; cf. the Syrian fish-sacrifices of ~~rhich
only the priests partoolc, supra, p. 293.
Marquardt, Sneralwesen, p. 185 ; Servins on E n . iii. 231.
Hippocrates, ed. Littrk, vi. 362.
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believed to have grown from the buried carcase of the
victim used in the atonement for 0restes.l Further, the
favourite piacular victims were sacred animals, e.g. the
swine of Demeter and the dog of Hecate, and the
essential part of the lustration consisted in the applicatioii
of the blood of the offering to the guilty person, which is
only intelligible if the victim was a holy sacrament. The
blood was indeed too holy to be left in permanent contact
with a man who was presently to return to common
life, and therefore it was washed off again with water.2
According to Porphyry, the man who touched a sacrifice
designed to avert the anger of the gods was required
to bathe and wash his clothes in running water before
entering the city or his house? an ordinance which
recurs in the case of such Hebrew sin-offerings as were
not eaten, and of the red heifer whose ashes were used in
lustrations. These were burnt "without the camp," and
both the ministrant priest and the man who disposed of
the body had to bathe and wash their clothes exactly as
i11 the Greek rituaL4
From all this i t would appear that the sin-offering and
other forms of piacula, including the holocaust, ia which
there is no sacrificial meal of which the sacrificer himself
partakes, are yet lineally descended from the ancient ritual
of sacrificial communion between the worshippers and
their god, and at bottom rest on the same principle with
those ordinary sacrifices in which the sacrificial meal played
a chief part. But the development of this part of our
Pansanias, ii. 31. 8.
"poll.
Rhod., Argon. iv. 702 spp. Cf. Schoemann, G+. AZterth. 11.
v. 13.
De Abst. ii. 44.
Lev. xvi. 24, 28 ; Num. xix. 7-10. In the Pihrist, p. 319, 1. 12, after
it has been explained that the sacrifices of the Harranians were not eaten
but burned, i t is added, "and the temple is not entered on that day."

"
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subject must be reserved for another lecture, in which I
will try to explain how the original form of sacrifice came
to be differentiated into two distinct types of worship, and
gave rise on the one hand to the " honorific " or ordinary,
and on the other to the " piacular " or exceptional sacrifices
of later times.

LECTURE X
THE DEVELOPMENT OF SACRIFICIAL RITUALFIRE-SACRIFICES AND PIACULA

WE have come to see that the sin-offering as well as the
ordinary sacrificial meal is lineally descended from the
primitive sacrifice of communion, in which the victim is a
sacred animal that may not ordinarily be killed or used
for food. But while in the one case the notion of the
special holiness and inviolable character of the victim has
gradually faded away, in the other this aspect of the
sacrifice has been intensified, till even a religions participation in the flesh is regarded as an impiety. Each of these
opposite processes can to a certain extent be traced from
stage to stage. As regards the sacrificial meal, we find,
both in the case of Nilus's Saracens and in that of AQrican
peoples, with whoni the ox has a sanctity similar to that
which the Arabs ascribed to the camel, that the sacramental flesh begins to be eaten as food uncler the pressure
of necessity ; and when this is done, it also begins to be
cooked like other food. Then we have the stage, represented by the early Hebrew religion, in which domestic
animals are freely eaten, but only on condition that they
are presented as sacrifices at the altar and cons~uned in a
sacred feast. And, finally, a stage is reached in which, as
111 Greece in the time of the Apostle Paul, sacrificial meat
is freely sold in the shambles, or, as in Arabia before
Mohammed, nothing more is required than that the beast
23
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designed for food shall be slain in the name of a god. I n
piacular sacrifices, 011 the other hand, we find, in a variety
of expressions, a struggle between the feeling that the
victim is too holy to be eaten or even touched, and the
principle that its atoning efficacy depends on the participation of the worshippers in its life, flesh and blood. I n
one rite the flesh may be eaten, or the blood drunk, but
only by consecrated priests ; in another, the flesh is burned,
but the blood is poured on the hands or body of the sinner ;
in another, the Iustration is effected with the ashes of the
victim (the red heifer of the Jewish law) ; or, finally, it is
enough that the worshipper should lay his hands on the
head of the victim before its slaughter, and that then its
life-blood should be presented a t the altar.
The reasons for the gradual degradation of ordinary
sacrifice are not far to seek ; they are to be found, on the
one hand, in the general causes which make it impossible
for men above the state of savagery to retain a literal faith
in the consanguinity of animal kinds with gods and men,
and, on the other hand, in the pressure of hunger, and
afterwards in the taste for animal food, which in a settled
country could not generally be gratified except by eating
domestic animals. But it is not so easy to understand,
first, why in spite of these influences certain sacrifices retained their old sacrosanct character, and in many cases
became so holy that men were forbidden to touch or eat
of them a t all; and, second, why i t is to this particular
class of sacrifices that a special piacular efficacy is assigned.
I n looking further into this matter, we must distinguish
between the sacred domestic animals of pastoral tribesthe milk-givers, whose kinship with men rests on the
principle of fosterage-and
those other sacred animals of
wild or half-domesticated kinds, such as the dove and the
swine, which even in the later days of Semitic heathenism
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were surrounded by strict taboos, and looked upon as in
some sense partakers of a clivine nature. The latter are
'undoubtedly the older class of sacred beings ; for observation of savage life ill all parts of the world shows that the
belief in sacred animals, akin to fanlilies of men, attains its
highest development in tribes which have not yet learned
to breed cattle and live on their milk. Totemism pure and
simple has its home among races like the Australians
and the North American Indians, and seems always to
lose ground after the introduction of pastoral life. It
would appear that the notion of kinship with milk-giving
animals through fosterage has been one of the most
powerful agencies in breaking up the old totem-religions,
just as a systematic practice of adoption between men was
a potent agency in breaking up the old exclusive system
of clans. As the various totem clans began to breed
cattle and live on their milk, they transferred to their
herds the notions of sanctity and kinship which formerly
belonged to species of wild animals, and thus the way was
a t once opened for the formation of religious and political
coinmunities larger than the old totem kills. I n almost
all ancient nations in the pastoral and agricultural stage,
the chief associations of the great deities are with the
milk-giving animals ; and it is these animals, the ox, the
sheep, the goat, or in Arabia the camel, that appear as
victims in the public and national worship. But experience shows that primitive religious beliefs are practically
indestructible, except by the destruction of the race in
which they are ingrained, and thus we find that the new
ideas of what I may call pastoral religion overlaid the old
notions, but did not extinguish them. For example, the
Astarte of the Northern Semites is essentially a goddess
of flocks and herds, whose symbol and sacred animal is
the cow, or (among the sheep-rearing tribes of the Syroi
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Arabian desert) the ewe.l But this pastoral worship
appears to have come on the top of certain older faiths,
in which the goddess of one kindred of men was associated
with fish, and that of another kindrecl with the dove.
These creatures, accordingly, though no longer prominent
in ritual, were still held sacred and surrounded by taboos,
implying that they were of divine nature and akin to
the goddess herself. The very fact that they were not
regularly sacrificed, and therefore not regularly eaten even
in religious feasts, tended to preserve their antique sanctity
long after the sacrificial flesh of beeves and sheep had
sunk almost to the rank of ordinary food; and thus, as
we have seen in considering the case of the mystic sacrifices of the Roman Empire, the rare and exceptional rites,
in which the victim was chosen from a class of animals
ordinarily tabooed as human food, retained even in later
paganism a sacramental significance, almost absolutely
identical with that which belonged to the oldest sacrifices.
I t was still felt that the victim was of a divine kind, and
that, in partalcing of its flesh and blood, the worshippers
enjoyed a veritable communion with the divine life. That
to snch sacrifices there was ascribed a special cathartic
and consecrating virtue requires no explanation, for how
can the impu~ity of sin be better expelled than by a
draught of sacred life ? and how can man be brought
nearer to his god than by physically absorbing a particle
of the divine nature ?
I t is, however, to be noted that piacula of this kind, in
which atonement is effected by the use of a11 exceptional
victim of sacred kind, do not rise into prominence till the
national religions of the Semites fall into decay. The
public piacular sacrifices of the independent Semitic
states appear, so far as our scanty inforniation goes, to
Supra, p. 310.
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have been mainly drawn from the same kinds of domestic
animals as supplied the ordinary sacrifices, except where
an exceptional emergency demanded a human victim.
Among the Hebrews, in particular, there is no trace of
anything answering to the later mystic sacrifices up to the
time of the captivity. At this epoch, when the national
religion appeared to have utterly broken down, and the
judgment of those who were not upheld by the faith of
the prophets was that " Jehovah had forsaken His land,"
all lllailner of strange sacrifices of unclean creatures-the
swine, the dog, the mouse and other vermin-began
to
become popular, and were deemed to have a peculiar
purifying and consecrating power.2 The creatures chosen
for these sacrifices are such as were unclean in the first
degree, and surrounded by strong taboos of the kind which
in heathenism imply that the animal is regarded as divine ;
and in fact the sacrifices of vermin described in the Book
of Isaiah have their counterpart in the contemporary
worship of all kinds of vermin described by Ezekiel.3
Both rites are evidently part of a single superstition,
the sacrifice being a mystical communion in the body
and blood of a divine aniinal. Here, therefore, we have
a clear case of the re-emergence into the light of day of
a cult of the most primitive totem type, which had been
banished for ceilturies from public religion, but must have
been kept alive in obscure circles of private or local
superstition, and sprang up again on the ruins of the
national faith, like some noxious weed ill the courts of
a deserted temple. But while the ritual and its interpretation are still quite primitive, the resuscitated totem
mysteries have this great difference from their ancient
Ezelc. viii. 12.
Vsa. Ixv. 3 spp.,
"Eze.

viii. 10.

Ixvi. 3, 17 ; see above, p.

291 sq., p. 343, note 3.
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models, that they are no longer the exclusive possession
of particular kins, but are practised, by men who desert
the religion of their birth, as means of initiation into a
new religious brotherhood, no longer based on natural
kinship, but on mystical participation in the divine life held
forth in the sacramental sacrifice. From this point of view
the obscure rites described by the prophets have a vastly
greater importance than has been commonly recognised;
they mark the first appearance in Semitic history of the
tendency to found religious societies on voluntary association and mystic initiation, instead of natural kinship and
nationality.
This tendency was not confined to the
Hebrews, nor did it reach its chief development among
them. The causes which produced a resuscitation of obsolete
mysteries among the Jews were a t work a t the same period
among all the Northern Semites; for everywhere the old
national deities had shown themselves powerless to resist
the gods of Assyria and Babylon.
And among these
nations the tendency to fall back for help on primitive
superstitions was not held in check, as it was among the
Hebrews, by the counter-influence of the Prophets and
the Law. From this period, therefore, we may date with
great probability the first rise of the mystical cults which
played so large a part in the later developnlents of
ancient paganism, and spread their influence over the
whole Grzco-Iioman world. Most of these cults appear
to have begun among the Northern Semites, or in the
parts of Asia Minor that fell under the empire of the
Assyrians and Babylonians. The leading feature that
distinguishes them from the old public cults, with which
they entered into competition, is that they were not based
on the principle of nationality, but sought recruits from
men of every race who were willing to accept initiatioii
through the mystic sacraments; and in pursuance of this
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object they carried on a missionary propaganda in all parts
of the Roman Empire, in a way quite alien to the spirit
of national religion. The nature of their sacramental sacrifices, so far as it is known to ns, indicates that they were
of a like origin with the Hebrew superstitions described
by Isaiah ; they used strange victims, invoked the gods by
animal names, and taught the initiated to aclinowledge
kinship with the same anima1s.l To pursue this subject
further would carry us beyond the limits of our present
task; for a full discussion of mystical sacrifices cannot
be confined to the Semitic field. These sacrifices, as we
have seen, lie aside from the main development of the
national religions of the Semites, and they acquire public
importance only after the collapse of the national systems.
I n later times they were much sought after, and were
held to have a peculiar efficacy in purging away sin, and
bringing man into living union with the gods.
But
their atoning efficacy proceeds on quite different lines
from that of the recognised piacular rites of national
religion. I n the latter the sinner seeks reconciliation
with the national god whom he has offended, but in
mystic religion he takes refuge from the divine wrath
by incorporating himself in a new religious community.
Something of the same kind takes place in more primitive
society, when an outlaw, who has been banished from the
social and religious fellowship of his clan for shedding
kindred blood, is received by the covenant of adoption
into another clan. Here also the act of adoption, which
is a religious as well as a civil rite, is in so far an act
of atonement, that the outlaw has again a god to receive
his worship and his prayers; but he is not reconciled to
the god of his former worship, for it is only in a somewhat advanced stage of polytheisni that acceptance by one
Porph., Dc Abst. iv. 16, compared with Pihrist, p. 326, 1. 25 sq.
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god puts a mail right with the gods as a whole. Among
the Greeks, where the gods formed a sort of family circle,
and were accessible to one another's influence, the outlaw,
like Orestes, wanderg about in exile, till he can find a god
willing to receive him and act as his sponsor with the
other deities ; and here, therefore, as in the mystical rites
of the Semites, the ceremony of purification from bloodshed is essentially a ceremony of initiation into the cult
some god who, like the Apollo of Trezen, makes it
his business to receive suppliants. But among the older
Seinites there was no kinship or friendship between the
gods of adjacent tribes or nations, and there was no way
of reconciliatioil with the national god through the mediation of a third party, so that all atoning sacrifices were
necessarily offered to the national god himself, and drawn,
like ordinary sacrifices, from the class of donzestic animals
appropriated to his worship.
In the oldest stage of pastoral religion, when the tribal
herd possessed illviolate sanctity, and every sheep or camel
-according as the tribe consisted of shepherds or camelherds-was
regarded as a kinsman, there was no occasion
and 110 place for a special class of atoning sacrifices. The
relations between the god and his worshippers were
naturally as good and intimate as possible, for they were
based on the strongest of all ties, the tie of liinship.
To secure that this natural good understanding should
continue unimpaired, it was only ~lecessary that the
congenital bond of kinship should not wear out, but
continue strong and fresh. And this was provided for
by periodical sacrifices, of the type described by Nilus,
in which a particle of the sacred life of the tribe was
distributed, between the god and his worshippers, in the
sacramental flesh and blood of an animal of the holy
stock of the clan. To make the sacrifice effective, it
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was only necessary that the victim should be perfect
and without fault-a
point which is strongly insisted
that the sacred life
upon in all ancient sacrifice-i.e.,
should be conlpletely and normally embodied in it. I n
the later ages of axtiquity there was a very general
belief -the origin of which will be explained as we
proceed-that
in strictness the oldest rituals demanded
a, human victim, and that animal sacrifices were substitutes for the life of a man. But in the oldest times
there could be no reason for thinking a man's life
better than that of a camel or a sheep as a vehicle of
sacramental commuilion; indeed, if we may judge from
modern examples of that primitive habit of thought
which lies a t the root of Semitic sacrifice, the animal
life would probably be deemed purer and more perfect
than that of man.
On the other Iiand, there is every reason to think that
even at this early stage certain impious crimes, notably
murder within the kin, were expiated by the death of the
offender. But the death of such a criminal cannot with
any justice be called a sacrifice. Its object was simply
to eliminate the inlpious person from the society whose
sanctity he had violated, and outlawry was accepted as
an alternative to execution.
As time went on, the idea of the full kinship of men
with their cattle began to break down. The Saracens of
Nilus killed and ate their camels in time of hunger, but
we may be sure that they would not in similar circumstances have eaten one another. Thus even in a society
where the flesh of the tribal camel was not ordinary food,
and where private slaughter was forbidden, a camel's life
was no longer as sacred as that of a man ; it had begun to
be recognised that human life, or rather the life of a tribesman, was a thing of unique sanctity. At the same time
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the old forms of sacrifice were retained, and the tradition
of their old meaning cannot have been lost, for the ritual
forms were too plainly significallt to be misinterpreted.
I n short, the life of a camel, which no longer had the full
value of a tribesman's life for ordinary purposes, was
treated as a tribesman's life when it was presented a t the
altar ; so that here we have already a beginning of the idea
that the victim pud victim possesses a sacrosanct character
which does not belong to it merely in virtue of its natural
~
also, let i t be noted, it is expressly attested
kind. B L I now
that the sacrificial camel is regarded as the substitute for
a human victim. The favourite victims of the Saracens
were young and beautiful captives: but if these were not
to be had they contented themselves with a white and
faultless camel. As to the veracity of this account there
is no question : Nilus's own soil, Theodulus, when a captive
in the hands of these barbarians, escaped being sacrificed
only by the accident that, on the appointed morning, his
captors did not awake till the sun rose, and the lawful hour
for the rite was past; and there are well-authenticated
instances of the sacrifice of captives to Al-'Ozzs by the
Lakhmite king of Al-Yira a t least a century
I t is true that in these cases the victims are aliens
and not tribesmen, as in stricti~essthe sense of the ritual
requires ; but the older Semites, when they had recourse to
human sacrifice, were more strictly logical, and held with
rigour to the fundamental principle that the life of the
victi~nmust be a kindred life.3 The n~odificationaccepted
The sacrifice of choice captives occurs also among the Carthaginians
(Diod. xx. 6R), and perhaps a trace of the same thing appears among the
Hebrews i n the slaying of Ageg "before the LORD,a t the sanctuary of Gilgal"
(1Sam. xv. 33).
Noldelre's Tubnri, p. 171 (Procop., Pers. ii. 28; Land, Alzecd. iii. 247) ;
Isaac of Antioch, i. 220.
See, for the Hebrews, Gen. xxii. ; 2 Icings xxi. 6 ; Micah vi. 7 : for tho
Moabites, 2 Iii~lgsiii. 27 : for the Pl~cenioians,Pllilo Byblius i n Fr. Hist.
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by the Saracens was one for which there was the strongest
motive, and accordingly all over the world we find cases
of human sacrifice in which an alien is substituted for a
tribesman. This was not done in accorclance with any
change in the meaning of the ritual, for originally the
substitution was felt to be a fraud on the deity; thus
Diodorus tells us that the Carthaginians, in a time of
trouble, felt that their god was angry because slave boys
had 'been privily substituted for the children of their best
families; and elsewhere we find that it is considered
necessary to make believe that the victim is a tribesman,
or even, as in the human sacrifices of the Mexicans, to
dress arid treat him as the representative of the deity
to whom he is to be offered. Perhaps something of
this kind was in the mind of Nilus's Saracens when
they drank with prisoners destined to death, and so
admitted them t o boon fellowship?
Gr. iii. 570 (Eus., A.. Ev. 156 D ) ; Porph., De Abst. ii. 56 : for tlle Carthaginians, Porph., ibicl. ii. 27 ; Uiodoras, xx. 14 ; Plutarch, Dc Superst. 13:
for the Syrians, Dea Syr. lviii. ; Lampridius, Vita Heliog. 8, I ' pueri nobiles
et decori . . . patrimi etmatrimi ": for the Babylonians, 2 Icings xvii. 31. For
the Arabs the well-1~no.ivnstory of 'Abd al-$Io$talib's vow (B. Hish. p. 97),
though of doubtful authenticity, may probably be accepted as based on
actual custom. Another example of a volv to sacrifice a son is given in
M%1ilr1sMowatta, Tunis ed., p. 176 (Krcmer, Stz~d.z. veryl. Cz~Zturg.11. 44).
Nilus, 11. 66, where, however, the slaughter is not formally a sacrifice.
The narrative represents the offer of drink as mere mockery, but i t is
difficult to reconcile this with lrnolvn Arabian custom; see above, p. 270.
A more serious attempt to adopt Theodnlus into the Xalacen community
seems to have been made after his providential escape from death ; he was
invited to eat unclean things and sport with the women (1). 117). The
combination is significant, and as p r w p o q a r r i v must refer to the eating of
idolatrous meats, presumably camel's flesh,-which Symeon Stylites forbade
to his Arab converts,-the question arises whetller ruvtcig; ~ p o u ? i c c ~ ~ i has
r v not
also a reference to some religious practice, and whether Wellhausen, p. 40,
has not been too hasty in supposing that the orgies of the Alabian Venus
renounced by the converts just nientioned are nierr rl~etoiicalorgies ; cf.
Kinship, 11. 295.
It has been suggested to me by an eminent scl~olarthat the sacrifice of
choice captives after a victory may be a forill of ?~aci'aand properly a thanlroffering from the spoil ; cf. the slaying of Agag. Tliis is not impossible, for
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From a purely abstract point of view it seems plausible
enough that the Saracens, who accepted an alien as a
substitute for a tribesman, might also accept a canlel as
a substitute for a man. The plan of substituting an
offering which can be more readily procured or better
spared, for the more costly victim which traditional
ritual demai~ds,was largely applied throughout antiquity,
and belongs to the general system of make-believe by
which early nations, while entirely governed by regard
for precedeats, habitually get over difficulties in the
fitrict carrying out of traditional rules.
If a Roman
rite called for a stag as victim, and a stag could not
be had, a sheep was substituted and feigned to be a stag
(ce?*v-vnriccovis), and so forth. The thing was really a fraud,
but one to which the gods were polite enough to shut
their eyes rather than see the whole ceremony fail. But
in the particular case before us it is difficult to believr.
that the camel was suhstitntecl for a man, and ultiniately
for a tribesman. I n that case the ritual of the camelsacrifice would have been copied froin human sacrifice,
but in reality this was not so. The camel was eaten,
but the human victim was burned, after the blood had
been poured out as a libation: and there can be no
different ideas often find their embodiment in identical ceren~onies; but the
case of Jepl~tliah'sdaughter and the express testimony of Diodorns appear to
me to weigh strongly against such a viem.
This appears from what me read of the preparations for the sacrifice of
Tl~eod~~lus,
among \vhic11 are ~neiltioacclfrankincense (the aocompailiment of
fire-offerings) and a bowl for the libation, p. 110 ; and, a t p. 113, Theodulus
prays : " Let not nly blood be made a libation to demons, nor let unclean
spirits be made glad with the sweet smolre of my flesh." See Wellhausen,
p. 113, who conjccturcs that in Arabia human sacrifices mere generally
burned, citing Yacft, iv. 425, who tells that every clan of Rabi'a gave a son
to tho god Mol~arric,"the burner," at Salniiin (in 'Irac, on the pilgrim road
from Cnfa). Noldeke, in ZDiIfG. xli. 712, doubts whether the reforence is
to human sacrifice; for Yaclit ( i . e . Ibn al-Il'albi) presently cites examples
of lncn of different clans called "sol~sof iNol~arrio,"whicli may imply that
the sons were not sacrificecl, but consecrated as children of the gocl. This,
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question that the former is the more primitive rite. I
apprehend, therefore, that human sacrifice is not more
ancient than the sacrifice of sacred animals, and that
the prevalent belief of ancient heathenism, that animal
victims are an imperfect substitute for a human life,
arose by a false inference from traditional forms of
ritual that hacl ceased to be understood. I n the oldest
rituals the victim's life is manifestly treated as sacred,
and in some rites, as we have seen in our examination
of the Attic klzqhonia, the idea that the slaughter is
really a murder, i.e. a shedding of kindred blood, was
expressed down to quite a late clate. When the full
kinship of animals with me11 was 110 longer recognisecl
in ordinary life, all this became unintelligible, and was
explained by the doctrine that at the altar the victim
took the place of a man.
This doctrine appears all over the ancient world in
connection with atoning sacrifices, and indeed the false
inference on whicli it rests was one that could not fail
to be drawn wherever the old forms of sacrifice had been
shaped at a time when cattle were revered as kindred
however, is so peculiar an institution for Arabia that i t still remains probable
that the consecration mas a substitute for sacrifice. At SalmBn, in the
neighbourl~oodof Al-Hira, we are in the region of the human sacrifices of the
Lakhmite kings. And these were probably bnrnt-offerings ; of. the legend
of the holocaust of one hundred prisoners by 'Amr b. Hilid, IGmiZ, p. 97 ;
Agh. xix. 129. Hence this king is said to have been called Mol?arric, or,
according to another tradition, because he burned Yemsma (Mofa(jda1
al-pabbi, A~nthal,p. 68) ; but, as Noldelce observes (Glznssa?~.
Furstclz [1887],
p. 7), lfoi~arricvithout the article is hardly a more epithet (lamb), and I
apprehend that the Lalchmite family was called "the family of Moharric "
after their god, presumably Lucifor, the morning star, who afterwards
became feminine as al-'OzzB (stcpm, p. 56, note 3). The Ghassanid princes
of the house of Jafila were also callcd "the family of Mol.~arric,"Ibu Cot.
1). 314 ; Ibn Dor. p. 259, and here the tradition is that their ancestor was
the first Arab ~vlloburned his e~~emics
in their encampment. This, howevel;
is obviously a form of hdrenz, and must, I take it, be a religious act. For
the "family" (&I) of a god, as meaning his ~vorshippers,see I<i?zship,11.
58.
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beings. And this appears to have been the case in the
beginnings of every pastoral society. Accordingly, to
cite but a few instances, the notion that animal sacrifice
is accepted in lieu of an older sacrifice of the life of a
man appears among the Hebrews, in the story of Isaac's
sacrifice; among the Phcenicians,2 among the Egyptians,
where the victim was marked with a seal bearing the
image of a man bound, and with a sword a t his throat;
and also among the Greeks, the Romans, and many other
nation^.^ As soon, however, as it came to be held that
cattle were merely substitutes, and that the full sense of
the sacrifice was not brought out without an actual human
victim, it was naturally inferred that the original form
of offering was more potent, and was indicated on all
occasions of special gravity.
Wherever we find the
doctrine of substitution of animal life for that of man,
we find also examples of actual human sacrifice, sometimes confined to seasons of extreme peril, and sometimes
practised periodically a t solemn annual rites.5
1 Gen.

xxii. 13 ; cf. Lev. xvii. 11.
Porph., De Abst. iv. 15.
Plut., Is. et 0s. xxxi. According to Wiedemann, Herodots Zweites
BZLC~L,
p. 182, these symbols are simply the hieroglyphic determinant of the
word semn, "slay."
See the examples in Porph., De Abst. ii. 54sqq., and for the Romans,
had
e before us Greelr rites where the victim
Ovid, Fnsti, vi. 162. We h a ~ ~
is disgoised as a man ; but conversely humail sacrifices are often clressed up
as animals, or said to represent animals : an example, from the worship a t
Hierapolis-Bambyce, is found in Dea Xyria, Iviii., where fathers sacrificii~g
their children say that they are not children but beeves.
Examples of human sacrifices, many of which subsisted within the
Roman Empire down to the time of Hadrian, are collected by Porphyry,
ut supra, on whom Ensebius, Prffip.Ev. iv. 16, L a u s Comt. xiii. 7, depends.
See also Clem. Alex., C o l ~acl Gentes, p. 27 (p. 36, Potter) ; cf. Hermann,
G . A t . i i 27. In what follows I confine myself to the Semites ; i t may
therefore be noted that, in antiquity generally, human victims were buried,
bmned, or cast into the sea or into a river (cf. Mannhardt's essay on the
Lityerses legend). Yet indications survive that they were originally
sacrifices of communion, and as such were tasted by the worshippers :
notably in the most famous case of all, the human sacrifice offered in
Arcadia to Zeus Lycseus-the wolf-god-whore a fragment of the exta was
3
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I apprehend that this is the point from which the
special development of piacular sacrifices, and the distinction between them and ordinary sacrifices, takes its start.
I t was impossible that the sacrificial customs should continue unmodified where the victim was held to represent
a man and a tribesman, for even savages commonly refuse
to eat their own kinsfolk, and to growing civilisation the
idea that the gods had ordained meals of human flesh, or
of flesh that was as sacred as that of a man, was too
repulsive to be long retained. But when I say " repulsive,"
I put the matter rather in the light in which it appears to
us, than in that wherein it presented itself to the first men
who had scruples about cannibalism. Primarily the horror
of eating human flesh was no doubt superstitious; it was
felt to be dangerous to eat so sacrosanct a thing, even with
all the precautions of religious ceremonial. Accordingly,
in human sacrifices, and also in such other offerings as
continued to be performed with a ritual simulating human
sacrifice, the sacrificial meal tended to fall out of use ;
while, on the other hand, where the sacrificial meal was
retained, the tendency was to drop such features in the
ritual as suggested the disgusting idea of canniba1ism.l
And so the apparent paradox is explained, that precisely in
those sacrifices in which the victim most fully retained its
original theanthropic character, and was therefore most
efficacious as a vehicle of atonement, the primitive idea of
placed among the portions of sacrificial flesh derived from other victims
that were offered along with the human sacrifice, and the man who tasted
i t was believed t o become a were-wolf (Plato, REP. viii. 15, 11. 565 D ;
Pausanias, viii. 2).
Of the human sacrifices of rude peoples those of the Mexicans are perhaps
the most instructive, for in them the theanthropic character of the victi111
comes ont most clearly.
1 Of course neither tendency was consistently carried out in every detail
of ritual ; there remains eiiough that is common to honorific and piacular
sacrifice to enable us to trace them baclr to a common source.
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atonement by communion in the sacred flesh and blood
was most completely disguised. The modifications in the
form of ritual that ensued when sacrifices of a certain
class were no longer eaten, can be best observed by
taking the case of actual human sacrifice and noting
how other sacrifices of equivalent significance follo~vits
model.
Whether the custom of actually eating the flesh survived
in historical times in any case of human sacrifice is more
than doubtful: and even in the case of animal piaculaapart from those of mystic type, in which the iclea of
initiation into a new religion was involvecl-the
sacrificial
meal is generally wanting or confined to the priests. The
custom of drinking the blood, or a t least of sprinkling it
on the worshippers, may have been kept up longer ; there
is soine probability that it was observecl in the human
sacrifices of Nilus's Saracens ; ancl the comriion Arabian
According to Mohammedan acco~ults,the Harranians in the Middle Ages
annually sacrificed an infant, and, boiling down its flesh, balied i t into calres,
of which only freeborn inen were allowed to partake (Fil~rist,
p. 323,l. 6 q y . ;
cf. Chwolsohn's Ezcurs?is on Hunznlz Sacri$cc, vol. ii, p. 142). Bnt in regard
to the secret mysteries of a forbidden religion, such as Syrian heathei~isni
vas in Arabian times, i t is always doubtful how far we can trust 8 hostile
narrator, who, even if he did not merely reproduce popular fictions, might
easily take for a real hnman sacrifice what was only the mystic offering of a
theanthropic animal. The new-born infant corresl~ontlsto the Arabian fnra',
offered ~vliileits flesh was still like glue, and to the Hebrew piaculum of a
sucking lamb in 1 Sam. vii. 9.
2 The reason for thinkii~g
this is that on the Bra1)ian mode of sacrifice a
bowl was not required to convey the blood to the deity, while i t would he
l c the worshil~persor sprinliled upon tliem.
necessary if the blood was d r ~ u ~by
I t is true that the narrative spealis also of the preparation of a libation,whether of water or of wine does not appear,-but this in the Arabian ritual
call hardly be more than a vehicle for the more poteilt blood, just as tho
blood was mixed with water in Greek sacrifices to heroes. Water as, a
vehicle for sacrificial ashes appears in the Hebrew ritual of the red heifer
(Num. six. 9), and is prescribed as a vehicle for the blood of lustration in
Lev. xiv. 5 ST. I n the legends cited in the next note we find the notion
that if the blood of a human victim touches the ground, vengeance mill be
talcen for it. That the drinking of hnman blood, e.9. fkom an enemy slain
in battle, was a Saracen practice, is attestecl hy Blnlnian~sand Procopius
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belief that the blood of kings, and perhaps also of other men
of noble descent, is a cure for hydrophobia and demoniacal
possession, seems to be a reminiscence of blood-drinking
in connection with human sacrifice, for the Greeks in like
manner, who ascribed epilepsy to demoniacal possession,
sought to cure it by piacular offerings and purifications
with b1ood.l
When the sacrosanct victim ceased to be eaten, i t was
necessary to find pome other way of disposing of its flesh.
I t will be remembered that, in the sacrificial meals of
Nilus's Saracens, it was a point of religion that the whole
carcase should be consumed before the sun rose ; the victim
was so holy that 110 part of it could be treated as mere
waste. The problem of disposing of the sacred carcase
was in fact analogous to that which occurs whenever a
kinsman dies. Here, too, the point is to find a way of
dealing with the body consistent with the respect due to
the dead-a
respect which does not rest on sentimental
grounds, but on the belief that the corpse is taboo, a source
(see Ifinship, p. 284 sqq.); and the anecdote given by TVellh. p. 120, from
Agh. xii. 144, where a husband, unable to save his wife from the enemy,
lrills her, anoints himself with her blood, and fights till he is slain, illustrates
the significance which the Arabs attached to human blood as a vehicle of
communion.
Hippccrates, ed. LittrB, vi. 362. The evidence for this Arabian superstition is collected by Freytag in his notes to the m d s a , ii. 583, and by
Wallh. p. 142. It consists in poetical and proverbial allusions, to which may
be added a verse in Mas'iidi, iii. 193, and in a legend from the mythical
story of Queen ZabbB (Agh. xiv. 74 ; Tabari, i. 760 ; MaidEni, i. 205 sqq.),
where a Iring is slain by opening the veins of his anns, and the blood, to be
used as a magical medicine, is gathered in a bowl. Not a drop must fall
on the ground, otherwise there will be blood-revenge for it. I cannot but
suspect that the legend is based on an old form of sacrifice applied to captive
chiefs (cf. the case of Agag) ; it is described as the habitual way of Irilling
kings; cf. Agh. xv. 75. 4, where 'Abd Yaghiith is killed by opening his
veins. The rule that not a drop of the blood must fall on the ground appears
also in Caffre sacrifice ; Maclean, CffifveLffizus,p. 81. According to later
authorities, cited in the T d j al-'Arzis (i. 3. 181 of the old edition), i t was
enough for this cure to draw a drop of blood from the finger of a noble, and
drinlr i t mixed with water.
24
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of very dangerous supernatural influences of an infectious
kind. I n later times this infectiousness is expressed as
uncleanness; but in the primitive taboo, as we know,
sanctity and uncleanness meet and are indistinguishable.
Now, as regards the kindred dead generally, we find a great
range of funeral customs, all directed to make sure that
the corpse is properly disposed of, and can no loiiger be a
source of danger to the living, but rather of b1essing.l I n
certain cases i t is the duty of the survivors to edt up their
dead, just as in Nilus's sacrifice. This was the use of the
Issedones, according to Herodotus (iv. 26). At other times
the dead are thrown outside the kraal, to be eaten by wild
beasts (Masai land), or are deposited in a desert place
which men must not approach; but more commonly the
body is buried or burned. All these practices reappear in
the case of such sacrifices as may not be eaten. Mere
exposure on the soil of the sanctuary was perhaps the use
in certain Arabian cults ; but this, i t is plain, could not
suffice unless the sacrecl e.nclosure was an aclyton forbidden
to the foot of man. Hence a t Duma the annual human
victim is buried a t the foot of the altar idol: and elsewhere,
perhaps, the corpse is hung up between earth and heaven
before the deity.4 Or else the sacrosanct flesh is carried
This subject has beon fully handled by Mr. J. 8. Frazer i11 Jown.
Anthrop. Inst. xv. 64 s g . , to which I refer for details. I thinlc Mr. Frazer
goes too far in supposing that mere fear of ghosts roles in all these observances. Not seldom we find also a desire for continued fellowship with
the dead, under such co~lditionsas make the fellowship free from danger.
In the language of physics, sanctity is a polar force, it both attracts and
repels.
Supm, p. 225 sqg.
Porph., Be Abst. ii. 56. I n old Arabia little girls were often buried
alive by their fathers, apparently as sacrifices to the goddesses ; see Icinship,
p. 281. A similar form of human sacrifice probably lies at the root of the
legend about the tombs of the lovers whom Semiramis bnried alive (Syncellus,
i. 119, from John of Antioch), for though these lovers are gods, all myths of
the death of gods seem to be derived from sacrifices of theantl~ropicvictims.
Dent. xxi. 21 ; cf. 1 Sam. xxxi. 10. The execution of criminals con-
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away into a desert place in the mountains, as was done in
the Greek piacula of which Hippocrates speaks, or is
simply flung down (a precipice) from the vestibule of the
temple, as was the use of Hierapo1is.l Among the Hebrews,
on the same principle, the heifer offered in atonement
for an untraced murder was sacrificed by breaking (or,
perhaps, severing) its neck in a barren r a ~ i n e . ~
Most comnionly, however, human sacrifices, and in
general all such sacrifices as were not eaten, were burned ;
and this usage is found not only among the Hebrews ancl
Phcenicians, with whom fire-sacrifices were common, but
among the Arabs, who seem to have admitted the fireoffering in no other case. I n the more advanced rituals
the use of fire corresponds with the conception of the gods
as subtle beings, moving in the air, whose proper nourishment is the fragrant smoke of the burning flesh, so that
the burnt-offering, like the fat of the vitals in ordinary
victims, is the food of the gods, and falls under the head of
sacrificial gifts. But in the Levitical ritual this explanation is sedulously exclucled in the case of the sin-offering ;
the fat is burned on the altar, but the rest of the flesh, so
far as it is not eaten by the priests, is burned outside the
camp, i.e. outside the walls of Jerusalem, so that in fact
the burning is merely an additional precautioil added to
stantly assumes sacrificial forms, for the tribesman's life is sacred even if lie
be a criminal, and he must not be killed in a common way. This principle
is finally extended to all religious executions, in which, as the Hebrews and
Ifoabites say, the victim is devoted, as a herem, to the god (Stele of Mesha,
1. 17). I11 one peculiar sacrifice a t Hierapolis (Dea Syr. xlix.) the victims
were suspended alive from trees, and the trees were then set on fire. The
fire is perhaps a later addition, and the original rite may have consisted in
suspension alone. The story of a human victim hung up in the temple
a t Carrhz by the Emperor Jnliaa (Thcod., ZI. E. iii. 21), and the similar
stories in the Syriac Juliaa-romances (ed. Hoffm. p. 247, etc.), are too
apocryphal to be used, though they probably reflect some obsolete popular
superstition.
"cut. xxi. 4.
Den Syria, lviii.
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the older rule that the sacred flesh must not be left
exposed to human contact. Now the Levitical sin-offering
is only a special developrneilt of the old piacular holocaust,
and thus the question at once suggests itself whether in its
first origin the holocaust was a subtle way of conveying a
gift of food to the god; or whether rather the victim was
burned, because i t was too sacred to be eaten and yet must
not be left undisposed of. I n the case of the Arabian
holocaust, which is confined to human victims, this is
certaiilly the easiest explanation; and even among the
Hebrews and their neighbours i t would seem that humail
sacrifices were not ordinarily burned on the altar or even
within the precincts of the sanctuary, but rather outside
the city. I t is plain from varions passages of the prophets,
that the sacrifices of children among the Jews before the
captivity, which are commonly known as sacrifices to
Moloch, were regarded by the worshippers as oblations to
Jehovah, under the title of king: yet they were not presented a t the temple, but consumed outside the town at
the Tophet in the ravine below the temple.2 From Isa.
xxx. 3 3 i t appears that Tophet means a pyre, such as is
prepared for a king. But the Hebrews themselves did not
burn their dead, unless in very exceptional cases: and
Jer. vii. 31, xix. 5, xxxii. 35 ; Ezek, xxiii. 39 ; Mic. vi. 7. The form
Moloch (LXX.), or rather Molech (Heb.), is nothing but illelech, "king,"
read with the vowels of bosheth, " shameful thing " ; see Hoffmann in
Stade's Zeitsc7~. iii. (1883) p. 124. In Jer. xix. 5 delete 5 ~ 2 . 5 nlsp
with LXX.
2 The valley of Hinilon1 is the Tyropceon ; see Eqze. B ~ i t . ,arts. ' I Jerusalem " and " Temple."
3 Saul's body was burned (1 Sam. xxxi. 12), possibly to save i t from tlle
risk of exhumation by the Philistines, but perhaps rather wit11 a religious
intention, and almost as an act of worship, since his bones were buried under
tile sacred tamarisk at Jabesh. In Amos vi. 10 the victims of a plague are
burned, which is to be understood by comparing Lev. xx. 14, xxi. 9 ; Amos
ii. 1, and remembering that plague was a special marl< of divine wrath
(2 Sam. xxiv.), so that its victims might well be regarded as illtensely
taboo.
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burial was equally the rule among their Phcenician neighbours, as is plain from researches in their cemeteries:
and apparently among all the Semites. Thus, when the
prophet describes the deep and wide pyre "prepared for
the king," he does not draw his figure from ordinary life,
nor is i t conceivable that he is thinking of the human
sacrifices in the valley of Hinnom, a reference which wonld
bring an utterly discordant strain into the imagery. What
he does refer to is a rite well known to Semitic religion,
which was practised a t Tarsns dowii to the time of Dio
Chrysostom, and the inemory of which survives in the
Greek legend of Heracles -Melcarth,2 in the story of
Sardanapalus, and in the myth of Queen Dido. At Tarsus
there was an annual feast at which a very fair pyre was
erected, and the local Heracles or Baal burned on it in
effigy.3 This annual comrnenioration of the death of the
gocl in fire must have its origin in an older rite, in which
the victim was not a mere effigy but a theanthropic sacrifice, i.e. an actual inan or sacred animal, whose life, according
to the antique conception now familiar to us, was an
embodiment of the divine-human life.
The significance of the cleath of the god in Semitic
religioii is a subject on which I must not enter in this
connection ; we are here conceriied with it only in so far
as the details, scenic or mythical, of the death of the god
throw light on the ritual of human sacrifice. And for
This is true also of Carthage ; Tissot, La Prov. d'Afrigue, i. 612 ;
Justin, xix. 1. But at Hadrumetum in the second century B.C. the dead
were burned ; see Berger in Revzm nrchdol., Jnillet-Dkcembre, 1889, p. 375.
For the burning of the Tyrian Heracles, cf. Clem. Reeog. x. 24, where
we read that the sepulchre of the god was shown "apud Tyrnm, ubi igni
crematns est." It is a plausible co~~jecture,
very generally accepted, that in
Herod. vii. 167 the legelid of the self-immolation of illelearth has got mixe6
UP v i t h the story of the death of Hamilcar.
See 0. Miiller, 'LSandon und Sardanapal," in Rhein. Nus., Ser. i.
Bd. iii.
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this purpose it is well to cite also the legend of the death
of Dido as it is related by Timzeus; where the pyre is
erected outside the walls of the palace, i.e. of the temple
of the goddess, and she leaps into it from the height of
the edifice. According to Justin, the pyre stood " at the
end of the town " ; in fact the sanctuary of Ccelestis, which
seems to represent the temple of Dido, stood a little way
outside the citadel or origil~alcity of Carthage, on lower
ground, and, at the beginning of the fourth century of our
era, was surrounded by a thorny jungle, which the popular
imagination pictured as inhabited by asps and dragons, the
guardians of the ~ a n c t u a r y . ~I t can hardly be doubted
that the spot at which legend placed the self-sacrifice of
Dido to her husband Sicharbas was that at which the later
Carthaginian human sacrifices were perf~rmed.~
We have therefore a series of examples all pointing
to human sacrifice beneath and outside the city. A t
Hierapolis the victims are cast down from the temple, but
we do not read that they are burned ; at Jerusalem they
are burned in the ravine below the temple, but not cast
down. At Carthage the two rites meet, the sacrifice is
outside the city and outside the walls of the temple ; but
the divine victim leaps into the pyre, and later victims, as
Diodorus tells us: were allowed to roll into a fiery pit
from a sort of scaffold in the shape of an image of the god
with outstretched arms. I n this last shape of the rite the
object plainly is to free the worshippers from the guilt of
Fr. Hist. Gr. i. 197 ; cf. Justin, xviii. 6. On Dido as identical wit11
Tanith (Tent), 6 Bai,wv ~4%~a~~dBo'vos,
see the illgenious conjectures of G.
Hoffmann, Phmn. Ifzschr. p. 32 sp.
Tissot, i. 653. Silius Ital., i. 81 spq., also describes the temple of Dido
as enclosed in a thick grove, and surro~uldedby awful mystery.
" ,commenloration of Baal," is not a
The name Sichar-bas, 5 ~ 1 - 1 3 ~
divine title, but is to be understood from Ex. xx. 24. 1 3 D is the Phcenician
form of Heb. 137.
Diod. xx. 14.
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bloodshed; the child was delivered alive to the god, and
he committed it to the flames. For the same reason, at
the so-called sacrifice of the pyre at Hierapolis, the holocausts were burned alive; and so was the Harranian sacrifice of a bull to the planet Saturn described by Dima~hci.~
This last sacrifice is the lineal descendant of the older
human sacrifices of which we have been speaking ; for
the Carthaginian Baal or Moloch was identified with Saturn,
and at Hierapolis the sacrificed children are called oxen.
But in the more ancient Hebrew rite the children offered
to Moloch were slaughtered before they were burnede3
And that the burning is secondary, and was not the
original substance of the rite, appears also from the use of
Hierapolis, where the sacrifice is simply flung from the
temple. So, too, although Dido ill Timats flings herself
into the fire, there are other forms of the legend of the
sacrifice of a Semite goddess, in which she simply casts
herself down into water.4
When the burning came to be the esseilce of the rite,
the spot outside the city where it was performed might
naturally become itself a sanctuary, though it is plain
from the descriptions of the temple of Dido that the
sanctuary was of a very peculiar and awful Bind, and
separated from contact with man in a way not usual in
the shrines of ordinary worship. And when this is so,
the deity of this awful sanctuary naturally comes to be
regarded as a separate divinity, rejoicing in a cult which
Dea Syria,xlix.

Ed. Mehren, p. 40 (Br. trans. p. 42).
Ezek. xvi, 20, xxiii. 89 ; Gen. xxii. 10. The inscriptions in Gesenius,
Mon. Phwn. p. 448 sq., which have sometimes been cited in this connection,
are now known to have nothing to do with human sacrifice.
The Semiramis legend at Hierapolis and Ascalon ; the legend of the
death of Astarte at Aphaca (Aleliton), which must be identified with the
falling of the star into the water at the annual feast, just as in another
legend Aphrodite after the death of Adonis throws herself from the
Leucadian promontory (Ptol., ATov. Hist. vii. p. 198, West.).
3
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the other gods abhor. But originally, we see, the human
sacrifice is offered to the ordinary god of the community,
only it is not consumed on the altar in the sanctuary, but
cast down into a ravine outside, or burned outside. This
rule appears to be universal, and I may note one or two
other instances that confirn~it. Mesha burns his son as a
holocaust to Chemosh, not at the temple of Chemosh, but
on the wall of his beleaguered city ; being under blockade,
he could not go outside the wall. Again, at Amathus the
human sacrifices offered to Jupiter Hospes were sacrificed
" before the gates," and here the Jupiter Hospes of the
Roman narrator can be none other than the Amathusiaa
Heracles or Malika, whose name, preserved by Hesychins,
identifies hini with the Tyrian Melcarth.
Or, again,
Malalas tells us that the 22nd of May was kept as the
anniversary of a virgin sacrificed a t the foundation of
Antioch, at sunrise, " half-way between the city and the
river," and afterwards worshipped like Dido as the Fortune
of the town.
All this is so closely parallel to the burning of the flesh
of the Hebrew sin-offerings outside the camp, that it seems
hardly doubtful that originally, as in the Hebrew sinoffering, the true sacrifice, i.e. the shedding of the blood,
took place at the temple, and the burning was a distinct
act. An intermediate stage is exhibited in the sacrifice
of the red heifer, where the whole ceremony takes place
outside the camp, but the blood is sprinkled in the direction
of the sanctuary (Num. xix. 4). And in support of this
view let me press one more point that has come out in
our evidence. The human holocaust is not burned on an
altar, but on a pyre or fire-pit constructed for the occasion.
This appears both in the myths of Dido and Heracles and
3

2 Kings iii. 27.
P. 200 of the Bonn ed.

Ovid, Afetaph. x.

224 ; cf. Movers,

i. 408 sg.
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in actual usage. At Tarsus a very fair pyre is erected
yearly for the burning of Heracles ; in the Carthaginian
sacrifice of boys the victims fall into a pit of flame, and
in the Harrania~lox-sacrifice the victim is fastened to a
grating placed over a vault filled with burning fuel ; finally,
Isaiah's Tophet is a broacl and deep excavation filled with
wood exactly like the fiery trench in which, according to
Arabic tradition, the victims of 'Amr b. Hind and the
martyrs of Nejran foulid their end.l A11 these arrangements are totally unlike the old Semitic altar or sacred
stone, and are mere clevelopments of the primitive fireplace,
made by scooping a hollow in the groundQ2 I t appears,
then, that in the ritual of human sacrifice, and therefore
by necessary inference in the ritual of the holocaust generally, the burning was originally no integral part of the
ceremony, and did not take place on the altar or eve11
within the sanctuary, but in a place apart, away from the
habitations of man. For humail sacrifices and for solemn
A g h g n i , xix. 1 2 9 ; B. Hishzm, p. 24 (Tab. i. 925; SBra, 85, 4 sgq.).
I t seems to me that nPn is properly an Aramaic name for a fireplace, or
for the framework set on the fire to support the victim, which appears in the
Harranian sacrifice and, in a modified fonn, at Carthage. For we are not to
think of the brazen Saturn as a shapely statue, but as a development of the
dogs of a primitive fireplace. I figure i t to myself as a pillar or cone with a
rude head and arms, something like the divine symbol so often figured on
Carthaginian Tanith cippi. Now the name for the stones on which a pot
L"

is set, and then for any stand or tripod set upon a fire, is in Arabic

Ld,

&dt

Othfiya, in Syriac
Tfgyii, of which we might, according to known
analogies, have a variant tfiEth. The corresponding Hebrew word is
n $.r -j ~(for s7y%t7c), which nleans an aslipit or dunghill, but primarily must
have denoted the fireplace, since the dellollominative verb nav is "to set on
a pot." I n nomad life the fireplace of one day is the ash-heap of the next.
NOW,a t the time when the word nPn first appears in Hebrew, the chief
foreign influence in Judzean religion was that of Damascus (2 Icings xvi.),
and there is therefore no improbability in the hypothesis that nail is an
Aramaic word. The pronunciation tofeth is quite precarious, for LXX. has
r a Q ~ dand
,
the Massorets seem to have given the loathsome thillg the points
of bosheth.
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piacnla this rule continuecl to be observed even to a late
date, but for ordinary animal holocausts the custom of
burning the flesh i11 the court of the sanctuary must have
established itself pretty early.
Thus, as regards the
Hebrews, both the early narrators of the Pentateuch (the
Jahvist and the Elohist) presuppose the custom of burning
holocausts and other sacrifices on the altar: so that the
fusion is already complete between the sacred stone to
receive the blood, and the hearth on which the flesh was
burned. Bnt the oldest history still preserves traces of
a different custom. The burnt-sacrifices of Gideoli and
Manoah are not offered on an altar, but on the bare rock ;
and even at the opening of Solomon's temple the fireofferings were not burned on the altar, but in the middle
of the court in front of the naos, as was done inany cellturies later at Hierapolis on the day of the Pyre-sacrifice.
I t is true that in 1 Kings viii. 64 this is said to have
been done only because " t h e brazen altar that was before
the Lord " was not large enough for so great an occasion ;
but, according to 1 Kings ix. 2 5, the holocausts and ordinary
sacrifices which Solomon offered three times in the year
were in like manner offered (not on the brazen altar, but)
on an altar " built " by the king, i.e. a structure of stones ;
and indeed we have no unambiguous notice of a permanent
altar of burnt-offering in the temple of Jerusalem till the
reign of Ahaz, who had one constructed on the model of
the altar of Damascus. This altar, and not the brazen
altar, was again the model for the altar of the second
temple, which was of stone, not of brass, and it is plain
from the narrative of 2 Kings xvi., especially in the form
of the text which has been preserved by the Septuagint,
Gea. viii. 20, xxii. 9. Ex. xx. 24 makes the holocaust be slanghtered
on the altar, but does not expressly say that i t was burlied on it.
Judg. vi. 20, xiii. 19 ; Judg. vi. 26, the more modern story of Gideon's
offering, gives the modern ritual.
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that Ahaz's innovation was not merely the introduction of
a new architectural pattern, but involved a modification of
the whole ritua1.l
We may now pass on to the case of ordinary fireofferings, in which only the fat of the vitals is consumed
on the altar. It is easy to see that when nien began to
shrink from the eating of sacrificial flesh, they would not
necessarily at once take refuge in entire abstinence. The
alternative was to abstain from partaking of those parts
in which the sacred life especially centred. Accordingly
we find that in ordiiiary Hebrew sacrifices the whole blood
is ponrecl out a t the altar as a thing too sacred to be
eaten.2 Again, the head is by many nations regarcled as
a special seat of the soul, and so, in Egyptian sacrifice, the
head was not eaten, but thrown into the Nile: while
anlong the Iranians the head of the victim was dedicated
to Haoina, that the ilnniortal part of the animal might
return to him.
But a not less important seat of life,
according to Semitic ideas, lay in the viscera, especially in
the kidneys and the liver, which in the Semitic dialects
are continually named as the seats of emotion, or more
broadly in the fat of the omentum and the organs that
lie in and near it.4 Now it is precisely this part of the
See Additional Note Ii, The Altar at Jerusalem. I may add t l ~ a t ,in
1 Kings xviii., Elijah's altar does not seem to be a raised structure, but
simply a circle marked out by twelve standing stones and a trench.
"mong
the Hottentots blood is allowed to men but not to women;
the female sex being among savages excluded from many holy privileges.
Similarly the flesh of the Hebrew sin-offering must be eaten only by males
(Lev, vi. 22 [29]), and among the Caffres the head, breast and heart are
man's part (Lichtenstein, p. 451).
Herod. ii. 39. The objection to eating the head is very widely spread ;
e.g., in Bavaria, as late as the fifteenth century (Usener, Religio7~sgeseh.
U?ztersz~chz~~zgew,
ii. 84). Some Arabs objected to eating the heart (Wustenfeld, Ileg. p. 407).
The Arabic K 7 ~ i l b (Heb. a,!
Syr. helbd) primarily denotes the
omentum or midriff, but includes the fat or suet connected therewith ; see
Lev. iii. 3. An Arab says of a woman who has inspired him with passion,

.
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victim, the fat of the onzentum with the liidneys and
the lobe of the liver, which the Hebrews were forbidden to eat, and, in the case of sacrifice, burned on
the altar.
The ideas connected with the kidney fat and its appurtenances may be illustrated by the usages of primitive
peoples in modern times. When the Australians kill an
enemy in lsloocl revenge, " they always abstract the kidney
fat, and also take off a piece of the skin of the thigh" [or
a piece of the flank1.l " These are carried home as trophies.
. . . The caul fat is carefully kept by the assassin, and
used to lubricate himself"; he thinks, we are told, that
thus the strength of the victim enters into him.2 When
the Basutos offer a sacrifice to heal the sick, as soon as
the victim is dead, " they hasten to take the epipIoon or
intestinal covering, which is considered the most sacred
So
" she has overtumecl my heart and torn my midriff" (Lane, p. 782).
in Ps. xvi. 10 the sense is not " they have closed their fat (unfeeling)
heart," but "they have shut up their midriff," and thus are insensible to pity.
From this complex of fat parts the fat of the kidneys is partic~ilarlyselected
by the Arabs, and by most savages, as the special seat of life. One says,
" I found him with his kidney fat," meaning I found hill1 brisk and all
alive (Lane, p. 1513). In Egypt, according to Bnrckhardt (AT.A o w . NO.
301), "when a sheep is killed by a private person, some of the bystander5
often take away the liidaeys, or a t least the fat that incloses them, as due
to the public from him who slaughters the sheep." This, I take it, is a relic
of old sacrificial usage; what used to be given to the god is no\$, given in
charity. For Greek ideas about thelridney fat see Mr. Platt's note on Iliad,
9. 204, in Journ. Pi~il.xix. (1890) 46.
The thigh is a seat of life and especially of procreative power, as
appears very clearly in the idiom of the Semites (Kinski11,p. 34). From
this may be explained the sacredness of the mevvus isc1~icc.dzcusamong the
Hebrews (Gen. xxxii. 33), and similar superstitio~lsamong other nations.
Is this also the reason why the "fat thigh bones" are an altar-portion
among the Greelrs ? The nature of the lameness produced by injury to the
sinew of the thigh ssclret is explained by the Arabic lexx., s.v. &
,L ;
the man can only walk on the tips of his toes. This seems to have been a
common affection, for poetical metaphors are talren from it.
Brough Smyth, ii. 289, i. 102 ; cF. Lunlholtz, Among Culz~ribals(Lond.
1889)) p. 272.
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part, and put it round the patient's neck. . . . The gall
is then poured on the heacl of the patient. After a sacrifice the gall bladder is invariably fastened to the hair of
the individual for whom the victim has been slain, and
becomes a sign of purification." l
The importance attached by various nations to these
vital parts of the body is very ancient, and extends to
regions where sacrifice by fire is unknown. The point
of view from which we are to regard the reluctance to eat
of them is that, being more vital, they are more holy
than other parts, and therefore a t once more potent ancl
more dangerous. All sacrificial flesh is charged with ail
awful virtue, and all sacra are dangerous to the unclean
or to those who are not duly prepared ; but these are so
holy and so awful that they are not eaten at all, but dealt
with in special ways, and in particular are used as powerful
charm^.^
We see from the case of the Basuto sacrifice that it is
by no means true that all that man does not eat must be
given to the god, ancl the same thing appears in other
examples. The Hebrews pour out the blood at the altar,
but the Greeks use it for lustration and the old Arabs as
a cure for madness. The Persians restore the head and
with it the life to Haoma, while the Tauri, according to
Herodotus (iv. 103), in their human sacrifices, bury the
body or cast it down from the cliff on which the temple
stands, but fix t h e head on a pole above their houses as
a sacred guardian. Among the Semites, too, the magical
use of a dried head had great vogue. This sort of charm
Wasalis, p. 250.
This may be illustrated by the case of the blood of sacrificial victims.
Among the Greeks bull's blood was regarded as a poison ; but for this belief
there is no physiological basis: the danger lay in its sacred nature. But
conversely i t was used under divine direction as a medicine ; a l i a n , N. A.
xxviii. 43, xxvi. 8 ;
xi. 35. On blood as a medicine see also Pliny, H.
and Adams's Pffit~ZusBgineta, iii. 25 sg.

382

USE OF THE

LECT. X.

is mentioned by Jacob of Edessa? and hares' heads were
worn as amulets by Arab women.2 So, too, when we find
bones, and especially dead men's bones, used as charms?
we must think primarily of the bones of sacrifices.
Nilus's Saracens a t least broke up the bones and ate the
marrow, but the solid osseons tissue must from the first
have defied most teeth unless it was pounded, and so i t
mas particularly likely to be kept and used as a charm.
Of course the sacred bones may have been often buried,
and when fire was introduced they were likely to be burned,
as is the rule with the Caffre~.~As the sacrifices of the
Caffres are not fire-sacrifices, it is clear that in this case
the bones are burned to dispose of the holy substaace, not
to provide food for the gods. But even when the bones
or the whole carcase of a sacrosanct victim are burned, the
sacred virtue is not necessarily destroyed. The ashes of
sacrifice are used, like the blood, for lustrations of various
kinds, as we see in the case of the red heifer among the
Hebrews ; and in agricultural religions such ashes are very
commonly used to give fertility Go the land. That is, the
sacred elements, after they cease to be eaten, are still used
in varied forms as a means of communicating the divine
life and life-giving or protective virtue to the worshippers,
their houses, their lands, and all things connected with them.
I n the later fire-rituals, the fat of the victim, with its
blood, is quite specially the altar food of the gods. But
between the practice which this view represents and the
Qu. 43 ; see more examples in Kayser's notes, p. 142, and in a paper by
Jahn, Be?. cl. sachs-Ges. cl. Piss. 1854, p. 48. For the magical human head,
of which ure read so much ir, the latest forms of Semitic heathenism, see
Chwolsohn, ii. 150 sqp., and the Actes of the Leyden Congress, ii. 365 sp.
Diw. Hud7~.clxxx. 9 ; ZDMG. xxxix. 329.
Examples, ilzfrcc, AcZditio?znZ Note B, p. 448. The very dung of cattle
was a charm in Syria (Jacob of Edessa, Qn. 42), to which many parallels exist,
not only in Africa, but an~ongthe Aryans of Iadia.
Maclean, p. 81.
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primitive practice, in which the whole body was eaten, we
must, I think, in accordance with what has just been said,
insert an intermediate stage, which can still be seen and
studied in the usage of primitive peoples. Among the
Damaras the fat of partic,ular animals "is supposed to
possess certain virtues, and is carefully collected and kept
in vessels of a particular kind. A small portion dissolved
in water is given to persons who return home safely after
a lengthened absence; . . . the chief makes use of i t as
an ungnent for his body." l So too " dried flesh and fat "
are used as amulets by the N a m a q u a ~ . ~Among the
Bechuanas lubrication with grease is part of the ceremony
of admission of girls into womanhood, and among the
Hottentots young men on their initiation into inailhood are
daubed with fat and s00t.3 Grease is the usual unguent
all over Africa, and from these examples we see that its
use is not merely hygienic, but has a sacred meaning.
Indeed, the use of various kiilds of fat, especially human
fat, as a charm, is common all over the world, and we learn
from the Australian superstition, quoted above, that the
reason of this is that the fat, as a special seat of life, is a
vehicle of the living virtue of the being from which i t
is talcen. Now we have seen, in speaking of the use of
unguellts in Semitic religion: that this particnlar medium
has in some way an equivalent valne to blood, for which it
may be substituted in the covenant ceremony, and also in
the ceremony of bedaubing the sacred stone as an act of
homage. If, now, we remember that the oldest unguents
are animal fats, and that vegetable oil was unknown to
the Semitic noniads,5 we are plainly led to the conclusion
Anderson, Lake flqagnrrzi, p. 223.
Bid. p. 330. The dried flesh renlilids us of the Arabian custom of
drying strips of sacrificial flesh on the days of Min%(Wellh. p. 79).
"upra, p. 233.
Ibid. p. 465 ; Kolben, i. 121.
"rinkel, FremdwLMer, p. 147.
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that unction is primarily an application of the sacrificial fat,
with its living virtues, to the persons of the worshippers.
On this view the anointing of kings, and the use of
unguents on visiting the sanctuary, are a t once inte1ligible.l
The agricultural Semites anointed themselves with olive
oil, and burned the sacrificial fat on the altar. This could
be done without any fundamental modification of the old
type of sacred stone or altar pillar, simply by making a
hollow on the top to receive-the grease ; and there is some
reason to think that fire-altars of this simple kind, which
in certain Phcenician types are developed into altar candlesticks, are older than the broad platform-altar proper for
receiving a burnt-~ffering.~ Rut there are evidences even
in the Old Testament that it was only gradually that the
burning of the fat came to be an integral part of the altar
ritual. I n 1 Sam. ii. 1 5 we find a controversy between
the priests and the people on this very topic. The
worshippers maintain that the priest has no claim to his
fee of flesh till the fat is burned ; but the priests assert their
right to have a share of raw flesh a t once. I t is assumed
in the argument that if' the priests held back their claim
till they had burned the fat, the flesh would be already
cooked-so
the worshippers a t least did not wait to see
the fat burned. And probably the priests had precedenton their side, for the old law of Ex. xxiii. 18 only
requires that the fat of a festal sacrifice shall be burned
before daybreak-the sacrifice itself having taken place in
the evening.
I fear that these details may seem tedious, but the
cumulative evidence which they afford that the burning of
The use of unguents by witches when they desire to transform themselves into animal shape,-as we find it, for example, in Apnleius's novel,:
belongs to the same region of superstition, and to that most primitive form
of the superstition which turns on the kinship of men with animals.
See below, Additional Note K.
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the flesh or fat held quite a secondary place in ancient
sacrifice, and was originally no integral part of the oblation
a t the altar, is of the greatest importance for the history of
sacrificial ideas. They show how impossible i t is to regard
animal sacrifices as primarily consisting in a gift of food to
the gods, and how long i t was before this notion superseded
the original notion of communion between men and their
gods in the life of the sacrifice.
I do not suppose that i t is possible, on the basis of the
evidences that have come before us, to reconstruct from
step to step the whole history of the development of firesacrifices. But we can a t least see in a general way how the
chief modifications of sacrificial ritual and idea came in.
Originally neither the flesh nor the life of the victim
as something
could be regarded as a gift or tribute-ie.
which belonged to the worshipper, and of which he
divested himself in order to make it over to the object of
his worship. I t is probable that sacrifice is older than
the idea of private property, and i t is certain that its
beginnings go back to a time when the owner of a sheep,
an ox, or a camel had no right to dispose of its life
according to his own good pleasure.
Such an animal
could only be slain in order that its life might be distributed between all the kin and the kindred god. At this
stage the details of the ritual are shaped by the rule that
no part of the life niust be lost, and that therefore the
whole body, which is the vehicle of the life, must be
distributed and used up in the holy ritual. I n the first
instance, therefore, everything must be eaten up, and eaten
while it is still alive-fresh
and raw. Gradually this
rule is modified, partly because it is difficult to insist,
in the face of growing civilisation, on the rule that
even bones, skin and offal must be devoured, and partly
because there is increasing reluctance to partake of the
25
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holy life. This reluctance again is connected with the
growth of the distinction between degrees of holiness.
Not every man is holy enough to partake of the most
sacred sacraments without danger. What is safe for a
consecrated chief or priest is not safe for the inass of the
people. Or even it is better that the most sacred parts of
the victim should not be eaten a t all ; the blood and the
fat are medicines too powerful to be taken interl~ally,but
they may be sprinkled or daubed on the worshippers, while
the sacrificial meal is confined to the parts of the flesh in
which the sacred life is less intensely present. Or, finally,
i t is most seemly and most safe to withdraw the holiest
things from man's use altogether, to pour out the whole
blood a t the altar, and to burn the fat. All this applies
to ordinary sacrifices, in which the gradual concentratioii
of the holiness of the victim in its fat and bloocl tends to
make the rest of the flesh appear less and less holy, till
ultimately it becomes almost a common thing. But, on
special occasions, where the old ritual is naturally observed
with antique rigidity, and where, therefore, the victim is
treated at the altar as if it were a tribesman, the feeling
of sacred horror against too close an approach to things
most holy extends to the whole flesh, and develops itself,
especially in connection with actual human sacrifice, into
the rule that no part of such victims may be eaten, but
that the whole must be reverently burned.
If we may generalise from the case of Arabia, where
the holocaust was confined to human victims and the fat
of ordinary sacrifices was not burned, i t woulcl appear that
it was human sacrifice that first gave rise to the use of fire
as a safe means of disposing of the bodies of the holiest
victims. From this practice that of burning the fat in
common sacrifices may very well have been derived. But
the evidence is not sufficient to justify a positive con-
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clusion on the matter, and it is quite possible that the use
of fire began among the Northern Semites in connection
with ordinary sacrifices, simply as a means of dealing with
such parts of the victim as were not or could not be eaten,
and yet were too holy to be left undisposed of. The
Hebrew ritual of ordinary sacrifices is careful to prescribe
that what is not eaten on the first or second day shall be
burned.l This is evidently a mere softening of the old
rule that the flesh of the victim must be consumed without
delay, while it is still alive and quivering, into the rule
that i t must not be allowed to putrefy and decompose;
and this again, since the close connection between putrefaction and fermentation is patent even to the unscientific
observer, seems also to be the principle on which ferments
are excluded from the altar. The use of fire in sacrifice,
as the most complete and thorough means of avoiding
pntrefaction in whatever part of the victim cannot or may
not be eaten, must have suggested itself so naturally
wherever fire was known, that no other reason is necessary
to explain its wide adoption. The burial of the sacrificial
flesh, of which we have found one or two examples, does
not appear to have met with so much favour, and indeed
was not so satisfactory from the point of view indicated by
the rules of Hebrew ritual2
The use of fire in this sense does not involve any
fundamental modification in the ideas connected with
sacrifice. The critical point in the development is when
the fat of ordinary victims, or still more, the whole flesh
of the holocaust, is burned within the sanctuary or on the
altar, and is regarded as being thus made over to the deity.
This point claims to be examined more fully, and must be
reserved for consideration at our next meeting.
Lev. vii. 15 sgp.

See Additional Note L, High Places.

LECTURE X I
SACRIFICIAL G1li"rS AND PIACULAR SACRIFICES-THE

SPECIAL

IDEAS INVOLVED IN THE LATTER

IN connection with the later Semitic sacrifices, fire is
employed for two purposes, apparently quite independent
of one another. I t s ordinary use is upon the altar, where
it serves to sublimate, and so to convey to deities of an
ethereal nature, gifts of solid flesh, which are regarded as
the food of the gods. But in certain Hebrew piacula the
sacrificial flesh is burned without the camp, and is not
regarded as the food of the gods. The parts of the victim
which in the highest form of piacula are burned outside
the camp are the same which in lower forms of the sinoffering were eaten by the priests as representatives of the
worshippers, or which in ordinary sacrifices would have
been eaten by the worshippers themselves. Here, therefore, the fire seems to play the same part that is assigned
to it under the rule that, if an ordinary sacrifice is not
eaten up within one or two days, the remnant must be
burned. All sacrificial flesh is holy, and must be dealt
with according to fixed ritual rules, one of which is that
it must not be allowed to putrefy. Ordinary sacrificial
flesh may be either eaten or burned, but sin-offerings are
too holy to be eaten except by the priests, and in certain
cases are too holy to be eaten even by them, and therefore
must be burned, not as a way of conveying them to the
deity, but simply as a way of fitly disposing of them.
388
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I t is commoiily supposed that the first use of fire was
upon the altar, and that the burning outside the camp is
a later invention, expressing the idea that, in the case of a
sacrifice for sin, the deity does not desire a material gift,
but only the death of the offender. The ritual of the
Hebrew sin-offering lends itself to such an interpretation
readily enough, but it is impossible to believe that its
origin is to be explained on any such view. If the sinoffering is merely a symbolical representation of a penal
execution, why is the flesh of the victim holy in the first
degree ? and why are the blood and fat offered upon the
altar? But it is uiinecessary to press these minor objections
to the common view, which is refuted more conclusively
by a series of facts that have come before us in the course
of the last lecture. There is a variety of evidence that
fire was applied to sacrifices, or to parts of sacrifices, as an
alternative to their consumption by the worshippers, before
the altar became a hearth, and before it came to be thought
that what was burned was conveyed, as etherealised food,
to the deity. The Hebrew piacula that were burned outside the camp represent an older form of ritual than the
holocaust on the altar, and the thing that really needs
explanation is the origin of the latter.
Originally all sacrifices were eaten up by the
worshippers. By and by certain portions of ordinary
sacrifices, and the whole flesh of extraordinary sacrifices,
ceased to be eaten. What was not eaten was burned,
and in process of time i t came to be burned on the altar
and regarded as made over to the god. Exactly the same
change took place with the sacrificial blood, except that
here there is no use of fire. I n the oldest sacrifices the
blood was drunk by the worshippers, and after it ceased
to be drunk it was all poured out at the altar. The
tendency evidently was to convey directly to the godhead
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every portion of a sacrifice that was not consumed by the
worshipper ; but how did this tendency arise ?
I daresay that some of you will be inclined to say that
I am making a difficulty of a matter that needs no explanation. Is it not obvious that a sacrifice is a consecrated
thing, that consecrated things belong to the god, and that
the altar is their proper place ? No doubt this seems to
be obvious, but it is precisely the things that seem obvious
which in a subject like ours require the most careful
scrutiny. You say that coilsecrated things belong to the
god, but we saw long ago that this is not the primitive
idea of holiness. A holy thing is taboo, i.e. man's contact
with i t and use of i t are subject to certain restrictions, but
this idea does not in early society rest on the belief that it
is the property'of the gods. Again, you say that a sacrifice
is a consecrated thing, but what do you mean by this? If
you mean that the victim became holy by being selected
for sacrifice and presented at the altar, you have not
correctly apprehended the nature of the oldest rites. For
in them the victim was naturally holy, not in virtue of its
sacrificial destination, but because it was an animal of holy
kind. So long as the natural holiness of certain animal
species was a living element in popular faith, it was by no
means obvious that holy things belong to the god, and
should find their ultimate destination at the altar.
I n later heathenism the conception of holy kinds and
the old ideas of taboo generally had become obsolete, and
the ritual observances founded upon them were no longer
understood. And, on the other hand, the comparatively
modern idea of property had taken shape, and began to
play a leading part both in religion and in social life. The
victim was no longer a naturally sacred thing, over which
man had very limited rights, and which he was required to
treat as a useful friend rather than a chattel, but was
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drawn from the absolute property of the worshipper, of
which he had a right to dispose as he pleased. Before its
presentation the victim was a comrnon thing, and it was
only by being selected for sacrifice that i t became holy.
If, therefore, by presenting his sheep or ox at the altar, the
owner lost the right to eat or sell its flesh, the explanation
could no longer be sought in ally other way than by the
assumption that he had surrendered his right of property
to another party, viz. to the god. Consecration was interpreted to nleaii a gift of man's property to the god, and
everything that was withdrawn by consecration from the
free use of man was conceived to have changed its owner.
The blood and fat of ordinary sacrifices, or the whole Aesll
in the case of the holocaust;, were withdrawn from human
use; it was held, therefore, that they had become the
property of the god, and were reserved for his use. This
being so, it was inevitable that the burning of the fiesh
and fat should come to be regarded as a method of conveying them to the god; and as soon as this conclusion was
drawn, the way was open for the introduction of the
modern practice, in which the burning took place on the
altar. The transformation of the altar into the hearth, on
which the sacrificial flesh was consumed, marks the final
establishment of a new view of holiness, based 011 the
doctrine of property, in which the inviolability of holy
things is no longer niade to rest on their intrinsic supernatural quality, but upon their appropriation to the use
and service of the gods. The success of this new view is
not surprising, for in every department of early society
we find that as soon as the notion of property, and of
transfers of property from one person to another, gets firm
footing, i t begins to swallow up all earlier formulas for the
relations of persons and things. But the adaptation of
old institutions to new ideas can seldom be effected without
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leaving internal contradictions between the old and the
new, which ultimately bring about the complete dissolution of the incongruous system. The new wine bursts
the old bottles, and the new patch tears the old garment
asunder.
I n the case of ordinary sacrifices, the theory that holy
things are the property of the deity, and that the consecration of things naturally common implies a gift from man
to his god, was carried out with little difficulty. I t was
understood that at the altar the whole victim is made
over to the deity and accepted by him, but that the
main part of the flesh is returned to the worshipper, to
be eaten sacrificially as a holy thing at the table of the
god. This explanation went well enough with the conception of the deity as a king or great lord, whose temple
was the court at which he sat to ~eceivethe homage of
his subjects and tenants, and to entertain them with
princely hospitality. But it did not satisfactorily accouilt
for the most characteristic feature in sacrifice, the application of the blood to the altar, and the burning of the fat
on the sacred hearth. For these, according to the received
interpretation, were the food of the deity; and so it
appeared that the god was dependent on man for his
daily nourishment, although, on the other hand, all the
good things that man enjoyed he owed to the gift and
favour of his god. This is the weak point in the current
view of sacrifice which roused the indignation of the author
of Psalm l., and afforded so much merriment to later
satirists like Lucian. The difficulty might be explained
away by a spiritualising interpretation, which treated the
material altar gift as a mere symbol, and urged that the
true value of the offering lay in the homage of the
worshipper's heart, expressed in the traditional oblation.
But the religion of the masses never took so subtle a
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view as this, and to the majority of the worshippers even
in Israel, before the exile, the dominant idea in the
ritual was that the material oblation afforded a physical
satisfaction to the god, and that copious offerings were
an infallible means of keeping him in good humour. So
long as sacrifice was exclusively or mainly a social service,
performed by the community, the crassness of this conception found its counterpoise in the ideas of religious
fellowship that have been expounded in Lecture VI1.l
But in private sacrifice there was little or nothing to
raise the transaction above the level of a Inere bargain,
in which no ethical consideration was involved, but the
good understanding between the worshipper and his god
was maintained by reciprocal friendly ofices of a purely
material kind. This superficial view of religion served
very well in times of prosperity, but it could not stand
the strain of serions and prolonged adversity, when
it became plain that religion had to reclton with the
sustained displeasure of the gods. I n such circumstances
men were forced to conclude that it was useless to attempt
to appease the divine wrath by gifts of things which the
gods, as lords of the earth, already possessed in abundance.
It was not only Jehovah who could say, " I will take no
bullock out of thy honse, nor he-goats from thy folds;
for every beast of the forest is Mine, and the cattle on a
thousand hills." The Baalim too were in their way lords
of nature, and even from the standpoint of heathenism
i t was absurd to suppose that they were really dependent
on the tribute of their worshippers. I n short, the gifttheory of sacrifice was not enough to account for the rule
that sacrifice is the sole and sufficient form of every act
of worship, even in religions which had not realised, with
the Hebrew prophets, that what the true God requires of
Xupra, 11. 263 spq.
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His worshippers is not a material oblation, but "to do
justice, and love mercy, and walk humbly with thy God."
If the theory of sacrifice as a gift or tribute, taken
from man's property and conveyed to the deity, was
inadequate even as applied to ordinary oblations, it was'
evidently still more inadequate as applied to the holocaust,
and especially to human sacrifice. It is commonly supposed
that the holocaust was more powerful than ordinary sacrifices, because the gift to the god was greater. But even
in ordinary sacrifices the whole victim was consecrated and
made over to the god; only in the holocaust the god kept
everything to himself, while in ordinary sacrifices he
invited the worshipper to dine with him. I t does not
appear that there is any good reason, on the doctrine of
sacrificial tribute, why this difference should be to the
advantage of the holocaust. In the case of human saerifices the gift-theory led to results which were not only
absurd but revolting-absurd,
since it does not follow
that because a man's firstborn son is dearer to himself
than all his wealth, the life of that son is the most
valuable gift that he can offer to his god; and revolting,
when it came to be supposed that the sacrifice of children
as fire-offerings was a gift of food to a deity who delighted
in human flesh.1 So detestable a view of the nature of
the gods cannot fairly be said to correspond to the general
character of the old Semitic religions, which ought to be
judged of by the ordinary forms of worship and not by
exceptional rites. If the gods had been habitually conceived as cannibal monsters, the general type of ritual
would have been gloomy and timorous, whereas really it
was full of joyous and even careless confidence.
I
conclude, therefore, that the child-devouring King of the
later Moloch-worship owes his cannibal attributes, not to
Ezek. xvi. 20, xxiii. 37.

LECT. XI.

OF

SACRIFICE

395

the fundamental principles of Semitic religion, but to false
logic, straining the gift-theory of sacrifice to cover rites
to which it had no legitimate application. And this
conclusion is justified when we find that, though human
sacrifices were not unknown in older times, the ancient
ritual was to burn them without the camp-a clear proof
that their flesh was not originally regarded as a foodoffering to the deity.l
On the whole, then, the introduction of ideas of
property into the relations between men and their gods
seems to have been one of the most fatal aberrations in
the development of ancient religion. I n the beginnings
of human thought, the natural and the supernatural, the
material and the spiritual, were confounded, and this
confusion gave rise to the old notion of holiness, which
turned on the idea that supernatural influences emanated,
like an infection, from certain material things. It was
necessary to human progress that this crude conception
should be superseded, and at first sight we are disposed to
see nothing but good in the introduction of the notion
that holy things are forbidden to man because they are
reserved for the use of the gods, and that the danger
associated with illegitimate invasion of them is not due to
any deadly supernatural influence, directly proceeding from
the holy object, but to the wrath of a personal god, who
will not suffer his property to be tampered with. I n one
direction this modification was undoubtedly beneficial, for
the vague dread of the unknown supernatural, which in
savage society is so strong that it paralyses progress of
every kind, and turns man aside from his legitimate task
of subduing nature to his use, receives a fatal blow as soon
as all supernatural processes are referred to the will and
Compare the remarks on the sacrifice of

Note E.

the firstborn, infra, Additional
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powers of known deities, wllose converse with nian is
guided by fixed laws. But it was in the last degree
unfortunate that these fixed laws were talren to be largely
based on the principle of property; for the notion of
property materialises everything that it touches, and its
introduction into religion rilade it impossible to rise to
spiritual conceptions of the deity and his rclatious to man
on the basis of traditional religion. On the other hand,
thc more ancient idea of living communion between tlie
god and his worshippers, which fell more and more into
the background under the theory of sacrificial gifts,
contained an element of permanent truth wrapped up in
a very crude embodiment, and to it therefore all the
efforts of ancient heatlienism towards a better way of
converse with the divine powers attach themselves,
taking hold of those forms and features of sacrifice
which evidently involved something more thali the mere
presentation to the deity of a material tribute. And as
the need for something more than the ordinary altar gifts
supplied was not habitually present to men's minds, but
forced itself upon them in grave crises of life, and particularly in times of danger, when the god seemed to be angry
with his people, or when a t any rate it was of importance
to make sure that he was not angry, all the aspects of
worship that go beyond the payment of gifts and tribute
came to be loolred upon as having a special atoning
character, that is, as being directed not so much to
maintain a good understanding with the deity, as to
renew it when it wits interrupted.
When tlie idea of atonement is taken in this very
general form, there is obviously no sharp line between
atoning and ordinary sacrifices ; for in ordinary life the
means that are used to keep a man in good humour will
often suffice to restore him to good humour, if tltey are
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sedulously employed.
On this anr~logy a mere gift,
presented a t a suitable moment, or of greater value than
usual, was often thought sufficient to appease the divine
wrath; a general atoning force was ascribed to all sacrifices, and the value of special piacula was often estinlated
simply by the consideration that they cost the worshipper
more than an everyday offering. We have seen that even
human sacrifices were sometimes considered from this
point of view ; and in general the idea that every offence
against the deity can be appraised, and made good by a
p y m e n t of a certain value, was not inconsistent with the
principles of ancient law, which deals with ofr'ences against
persons or, the doctrine of retaliation, but admits to an
allnost unlimited extent the doctrine that the injured
p r t y may waive his right of retaliation in consideration
of a pay~uentby the offender. But it is not the doctrine
of ancient law that an injured party can be con~pelledto
accept material co~npensationfor ail offence; and therefore,
even on ordinary human analogies, no religious system
could be regarded as complete which had not more
powerful means of conjuring the divine displeasure than
were afforded by the mere offer of a gift or payment.
I n point of fact, all ancient religions had sacrificial
ceren~onies of this more powerful kind, in which the
notion of pleasing the god by a gift either found no
expression a t all, or evidently did not exhaust the signi.
ficance of the ritual; and these are the sacrifices to which
the distinctive name of piacula is properly applied.
I t is sometimes supposed that special piacula did not
exist in the older Semitic religions, and were invented for
the first tinie when the gift-theory of sacrifice began to
break down. But this supposition is incredible in itself,
and is not consistent with the historical evidence. I t is
incredible that a gift should have been the oldest known
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way of reconciling an offended god, for in ordinary life
atonement by fine came in a t a relatively late date, and
never entirely superseded the Zex talionis; and it is
certain, from what we have learned by observing the old
form of piacular holocausts, that these sacrifices were not
originally regarded as payments to the god, but arose on
quite different lines, as an independent development of the
primitive sacrifice of communion, whose atoning efficacy
rested on the persuasion that those in whose veins the
same life-blood circulates cannot be other than friends,
bound to serve each other in all the offices of brotherhood.
It has appeared in the course of our inquiry that two
kinds of sacrifice, which present features inconsistent with
the gift-theory, continued to be practised by the ancient
Semites; and to both kinds there was ascribed a special
efficacy in persuading or constraining the favour of the
gods. The first kind is the mystic sacrifice, represented by
a small class of exceptional rites, in which the victim was
drawn from some species of animals that retained even in
modern times their ancient repute of natural holiness.
Sacrifices of this sort could never fall under the gift-theory,
for creatures naturally holy are not man's property, but, so
far as they have an owner at all, are the property of the
god. The significance attached to these sacrifices and the
nature of their peculiar efficacy, has already received
sufticient attention. The other kind of offering which was
thought of as something more than a mere gift, consisted
of holocausts, and other sacrifices, whose flesh was not conveyed to the god and eaten a t his table, but burned without
the camp, or buried, or cast away in a desert place. This
kind of service we have already studied from a formal
point of view, considering the way in which its ritual was
differentiated from the old communion sacrifice, and also
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the way in which most sacrifices of the kind were ultimately brought under the class of sacrificial gifts, by the
introduction of the practice of burning the flesh on the
altar or burying it in the ghabghab ; but we have not yet
considered how these successive moclifications of ritual
were interpreted and made to fit into the general progress
of social institutions and ideas. Some notice of this side
of the subject is necessary to complete our study of the
principles of ancient sacrifice, and to i t the remainder of
the present lecture will be devoted.
I t must, however, be remembered that in ancient religion
there was no authoritative interpretation of ritual. I t was
imperative that certain things should be done, but every
man was free to put his own meaning on what was done.
Now the more complicated ritual prestations, to which
the elaborate piacular services of later times must be
recl~oned,were not forms invented, once for all, to express a
definite system of ideas, but natural growths, which were
slowly developed through many centuries, and in their
final form bore the imprint of a variety of influences, to
which they had been subjected from age to age under the
changing conditions of human life and social order. Every
rite therefore lent itself to more than one interpretation,
according as this or that aspect of it was seized upon as
the key to its meaning. Under such circumstances we
must not attempt to fix a definite interpretation on any of
the developments of ancient ritual; all that we can hope
to do is to trace in the ceremonial the influence of successive phases of thought, the presence of which is attested
to us by other movements in the structnre of ancient society,
or conversely to show how features in ritual, of which the
historical origin had been forgotten, were accounted for on
inore nlodern principles, and used to give support to new
ideas that were struggling for practical recognition.
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From the analysis of the ritual of holocausts and other
piacula given in the last two lectures, it appears that
through all the varieties of atoning ceremony there runs
a common principle: the victim is sacrosanct, and the
peculiar value of the ceremony lies in the operation performed on its life, whether that life is merely conveyed to
the god on the altar, or is also applied to the worshippers
by the sprinkling of the blood, or some other lustral
ceremony. Both these features are nothing more than
inheritances from the most primitive form of sacramental
communion ; and in the oldest sacrifices their meaning
is perfectly transparent and unambiguous, for the ritual
exactly correspoilds with the primitive ideas, that holiness
means kinship to the worshippers and their god, that
all sacred relations and all moral obligations depend on
physical unity of life, and that unity of physical life can
be created or reinforced by common participation in living
flesh and blood. At this earliest stage the atoning force
of sacrifice is purely physical, and consists in the redintegration of the congenital physical bond of kinship, on
which the good understanding between the god and his
worshippers ultimately rests. But in the later stage of
religion, in which sacrifices of sacrosanct victims and
purificatory offerings are exceptional rites, these antique
ideas were no longer intelligible ; and in ordinary sacrifices
those features of the old ritual were dropped or modified
which gave expression to obsolete notions, and implied
a physical transfer of holy life from the victim to the
worshippers. Here, therefore, the question arises why
that which had ceased to be intelligible was still preserved in a peculiar class of sacrifices.
The obvious
answer is that it was preserved by the force of use and
precedent.
I t is common, in discussions of the significance of
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piacular ritual, to begin with the consideration that piacula
are atonements for sin, and to assume that the ritual was
devised with a view to the purchase of divine forgiveness.
But this is to take the thing by the wrong handle. The
characteristic features in piacular sacrifice are not the
invention of a later age, in which the sense of sin and
divine wrath was strong, but are features carried over
from a very primitive type of religion, in which the sense
of sin, in any proper sense of the word, did not exist a t
all, and the whole object of ritual was to maintain the
bond of physical holiness that kept the religious community
together. What we have to explain is not the origin of
the sacrificial forms that later ages called piacular, but the
way in which the old type of sacrifice came to branch off'
into two distinct types. And here we must consider that,
even in tolerably advanced societies, the distinction between
piacular and ordinary offerings long continued to be mainly
one of ritual, and that the former were not so much
sacrifices for sin, as sacrifices in which the ceremonial
forms, observed a t the altar, continued to express the
original idea that the victim's life was sacrosanct, and
in some way cognate to the life of the god and his
worshippers. Thus, among the Hebrews of the preprophetic period, it certainly appears that a peculiar potency
was assigned to holocausts and other exceptional sacrifices,
as a means of conjuring the divine displeasure; but a,
certain atoning force was ascribed to all sacrifices; and,
on the other hand, sacrifices of piacular form and force
were offered on many occasions when we cannot suppose
the sense of sin or of divine anger to have been present in
any extraordinary degree. For example, it was the custom
to open a campaign with a burnt-offering, which in old
Israel was the most solemn piaculum; but this did not
imply any feeling that war was a divine judgment aiicl a
26
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sign of the anger of Jehovah.' I t appears rather that the
sacrifice was properly the consecration of the warriors ; for
the Hebrew phrase for opening war is " to consecrate war "
(;lnn5n V T ~ )and
,
warriors are consecrated persons, subject
to special taboo^.^ Here, therefore, it lies near at hand to
suppose that the holocaust is simply the modification, on
lines which have been already explained, of an ancient
forin of sacramental cornmuni~n.~The Greeks in like
manner commenced their wars with piacular sacrifices of
the most solemn kind; indeed, according to Phylarchus)
a human victim was at one time customary, which is
certainly not true for historical times; but I have no
doubt that the statement of Phylarchus corresponds to a
wide-spread tradition such as might easily arise if the
offerings made on occasion of war were of the exceptional
and sacrosanct character with which legends of actual
human sacrifice are so frequeiltly as~ociated.~Olle illusThe burnt-offering a t the opening of a campaign appears in Jndg. vi. 20
(cf. ver. 26), xx. 26 ; 1 Sam. vii. 9, xiii. 10. I11 Judg. xi. 31 n e have,
instead of a sacrifice before the war, a vow to offer a holocanst on its successful termination. The view taken by the last redactor of the historical
boolrs (Judg., Sam., Kings), that the wars of Israel with its neighbours
were always chastisements for sin, is not ancient ; cf. Gen. xxvii. 29, xlix. 8 ;
Num. xxiv. 24; Deut. xxxiii. 29.
Isa. xiii. 3 ; Jer. vi. 4, li. 28 ; Joel iv. [iii.] 9 ; Mic. iii. 5. See sz~z~rn,
p. 158, and Additioq~nlNote C.
I conjecture that the form of gathering warriors together by sending
round portions of a victim that has been hewn illto pieces (1Sam. xi. 7 ;
of. Judg. xix. 29) had originally a sacramental sense, similar to that
expressed by the covenant form in which the victim is cut in twain ; cf.
Additional Note H, and the Scythian custom noticed by Lucian, Toxaris,
§ 48. A covenant by hewing an ox into small pieces mas also in use among
the Molossians ; Zenobins, ii. 83.
4 Ap. Porph., De Abst. ii. 56.
5 Even in the palmy days of EIellellic civilisatioii we find evidence of a
deeply-rooted belief in the potency of human sacrifice to ensure victory in
war. So late as the tinie of Pelopidas, the propriety of such sacrifice was
formally discussed, and upheld by historical as well as mythical precedents
(Plutarch, Pelopidns, 21). But the historical precedents reduce tl~einselves,
on closer examination, to the single and wholly exceptional case of the
sacrifice of three captives before the battle of Salamis. On the other hand,
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tration of Phylarchus's statement will occur to everyone,
viz. the sacrifice of Iphigenia; and here it is to be noted
that, while all forms of the legend are agreed that
Agamemnon must have committed some deadly sin before
so terrible an offering was required of him, there is no
agreement as to what his sin was. I t is not therefore
unreasonable to think that in the original story the
piaculum was simply the ordinary preliminary to a campaign, and that later ages could not understand why such
a sacrifice should be made, except to atone for mortal
guilt?
If, now, it be asked why the ordinary preliminary to a
campaign was a sacrifice of the exceptionally solemn kind
which in later times was deemed to have a special reference
to sin, the answer must be that the ritual was fixed by
immemorial precedent, going back to the time when all
sacrifices were of the sacramental type, and involved the
shedding of a sacrosaiict life. At that time every sacrifice
was an awful mystery, and not to be performed except oil
great occasions, when it was most necessary that the bond
of kindred obligation between every member of the community, divine and human, should be as strong and fresh
as possible. The outbreak of war was plainly such an
occasion, and it is no hazardous conjecture that the rule
of commencing a campaign with sacrifice dates from the
most primitive times.2 Accordingly the ceremonial to be
observed in sacrifice on such an occasion would be protected by well-established tradition, and the victim would
additions might easily be made to the list of legendary precedents, e.g. the
case of Bombus (Zenobius, ii. 84).
The opening of a campaign appears also in Africa as one of the rare
occasions that justify the slaughter of a victim from the tribal herds ; see
above, p. 297.
"here is also some reason to think that in very ancient times a sacrifice
was appointed to be offered after a victory. See Additional Note M, Sacri$ce
by Victorious W a ~ r i o r s .
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continue to be treated at the altar with all the old ritual
forms which implied that its blood was holy and akin to
man's, long after the general sanctity of all animals of
sacrificial kind had ceased to be acknowledged in daily
life. And in the same way sacrifices of exceptional form,
in which the victim was treated as a human being, or its
blood was applied in a primitive ceremonial to the persons
of the worshippers, or its flesh was regarded as too sacred
to be eaten, would continue to be offered on all occasions
which were marked out as demanding a sacrifice, by some
very ancient rule, dating from the time when the natural
sanctity of sacrificial kinds was still recognised. I n such
cases the ancient ceremonial would be protected by immemorial custom ; while, on the other hand, there would
be nothing to prevent a more modern type of ritual from
coming into use on occasions for which there was no
ancient sacrificial precedent, e.g. on such occasions as arose
for the first time under the conditions of agricultural life,
when the old sanctity of domestic animals was very much
broken down. Sacrifices were vastly more frequent with
the agricultural than with the pastoral nations of antiquity,
but, among the older agricultural Semites, the occasions
that called for sacrifices of exceptional or piacular form
were not numerous, and may fairly be regarded as corresponding in the maill to the rare occasions for which the
death of a victim was already prescribed by the rules of
their nomadic ancestors.
This, it may be said, is no more than a hypothesis, but
i t satisfies the conditions of a legitimate hypothesis, by
postulating the operation of no unknown or uncertain
cause, but only of that force of precedent which in all
times has been so strong to keep alive religious forms of
which the original meaning is lost. And in certain cases,
a t any rate, it is very evident that rites of exceptional
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form, which later ages generally connected with ideas of
sin and atonement, were merely the modern representatives
of primitive sacraments, kept up through sheer force of
habit, without any deeper meaning corresponding to the
peculiar solemnity of their form. Thus the annual piacula
that were celebrated, with exceptional rites, by most nations
of antiquity, are not necessarily to be regarded as having
their first origin in a growing sense of sin or fear of divine
wrath,-although
these reasons operated in later times to
multiply such acts of service and increase the importance
attached to them,-but
are often nothing more than survivals of ancient annual sacrifices of communion in the
body and blood of a sacred animal. For in some of these
rites, as we have seen in Lecture V1II.t the form of communion in flesh too holy to be eaten except in a sacred
mystery is retained ; and where this is not the case, there
is at least some feature in the annual piaculum which
reveals its connection with the oldest type of sacrifice.
It is a mistake to suppose that annual religious feasts date
only from the beginnings of agricultural life, with its
yearly round of seed-time and harvest; for in all parts of
the world annual sacraments are found, and that not
merely among pastoral races, but even in rude hunting
tribes that have not emerged from the totem stage.2 And
though some of these totem sacraments involve actual communion in the flesh and blood of the sacred animal, the
commoner case, even in this primitive stage of society,
is that the theanthropic victim is deemed too holy to be
eaten, and therefore, as in the majority of Semitic piacula,
is burned, buried, or cast into a ~ t r e a m . ~I t is certainly
Supra, p. 290 spq.
For examples of allilual sacra~neiitsby sacrifice of the totem, see Frazer,
Toternism, p. 48, and supra, p. 295, note 2.
I apprehend that in most climates the vicissitudes of the seasons are
certainly not less iinportant to the savage huntsman or to the pastoral
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illegitimate to connect these very primitive piacula with
any explicit ideas of sin and forgiveness ; they have their
origin in a purely naturalistic conception of holiness, and
mean nothing more than that the mystic unity of life in
the religions community is liable to wear out, and must be
revived and strengthened from time to time.
Among the annual piacula of the more advanced
Semites which, though they are not mystical sacrifices of
an " unclean " animal, yet bear on their face the marks of
extreme antiquity, the first place belongs to the Hebrew
Passover, held in the spring month Nisan, where the
primitive character of the offering appears not only from
the details of the ritual: but from the coincidence of its
season with that of the Arabian sacrifices in the month
Rajab. Similarly in Cyprus, on the first of April, a sheep
was offered to Astarte (Aphrodite) with ritual of a character evidently p i a c ~ l a r . ~At Hierapolis, in like manner,
the chief feast of the year was the vernal ceremony of the
Pyre, in which animals were burned alive-an
antique
ritual which has been illustrated in the last lecture. And
again, among the Harranians, the first half of Nisan was
barbarian than to the more civilised tiller of the soil. From Doughty's
account of the pastoral tribes of the Arabian desert, and also from what
Agatharchides tells us of the herdsmen by the Red Sea, we perceive that
in the pmely pastoral life the seasons when pasture fails are annual periods
of semi-starvation for man and beast, Among still ruder races, like the
Australians, who have no domestic animals, the difference of the seasons is
yet more painfi~llyfelt ; so much so, indeed, that in some parts of Australia
children are not born except at one season of the year ; the annual changes
of nature have impressed themselves on the life of man to a degree hardly
conceivable to us. In pastoral Arabia domestic cattle habitually yean in
the brief season of the spring pasture (Doughty, i. 429), ancl this would
serve to fix an annual season of sacrifice. Camels calve in February and
early March ; Blunt, Bed. Tribes, ii. 166.
Supra, p. 344. Note also that the head and the inwards have to be
eaten, i.e. the special seats of life (Ex. xii. 9).
Lydus, De Mms. iv. 45 ; cf. Additional Note G. The xl8rov marks
r
xut;?
the sacrifice as piacular, whether my conjecture xu>;? i u x r ~ a u ~ l v afor
iaxinaupLclvov is accepted or not.
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marlred by a series of exceptional sacrifices of piacular
colour?
So remarkable a concurrence in the season of the great
annual piacular rites of Semitic communities leaves little
doubt as to the extreme antiquity of the institution.
Otherwise the season of the annual piacula is not material
to our present purpose, except in so far as its coincidence
with the yeaning time appears to be connected with the
frequent use of sucking lambs and other very young
animals as piacular victims. This point, however, seems
to be of some importance as an indirect evidence of the
antiquity of annual piacula. The reason often given for
the sacrifice of very young animals, that a man thus got
rid of a sacred obligation a t the very cheapest rate, is not
one that can be seriously maintained ; while, on the other
hand, the analogy of infanticide, which in many savage
countries is not regarded as murder if it be performed
immediately after birth, makes i t very intelligible that, in
those primitive times when a domestic animal had a life
as sacred as that of a tribesman, new-born calves or lambs
should be selected for sacrifice. The selection of an annual
season of sacrifice coincident with the yeaning-time may
therefore be plausibly referred to the time when sacrificial
slaughter was still a rare and awful event, involving
responsibilities which the worshippers were anxious to
reduce, by every device, within the narrowest possible
limits.
The point which I took a little time ago, that sacrifices
of piacular form are not necessarily associated with a sense
of sin, comes out very clearly i11 the case of annual piacula.
Among the Hebrews, under the Law, the annual expiation
l Fih~ist,p. 322. Traces of the sacredness of the month Nisan are found
also at Palmyra (Enc. Brit. xviii. 199, note 2), and among the Nabatwans,
as Berger has inferred from a study of the inscriptions of MadBn-SBlih.
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on the great Day of Atonement was directed to cleanse
the people from all their sins: i.e. according to the Mishnic
interpretation, to purge away the guilt of all sins, committed
during the year, that had not been already expiated by
penitence, or by the special piacula appointed for,. particular
offence^;^ but there is little trace of any such view
in connection with the annual piacula of the heathen
Semites ; and even in the Old Testament this interpretation appears to be modern. The Day of Atonement is a
much less ancient institution than the Passover; and in
the Passover, though the sprinkled blood has a protecting
efficacy, the law prescribes no forms of humiliation and
contrition, such as are enjoined for the more modern rite.
Again, the prophet Ezekiel, whose sketch of a legislation
for Israel, on its restoration from captivity, is older than
the law of Leviticus, does indeed provide for two aniiual
atoning ceremonies, in the first and in the seventh
month ; but the point of these ceremonies lies i11 an
elaborate application of the blood to various parts of the
temple, with the object of "reconciling the house." This
reference of the sacrifice reappears also in Lev. xvi.;
the sprinkling of the blood on the great Day of Atonement " cleanses the altar, and makes it holy from all the
uncleanness of the children of I ~ r a e l . " ~Here an older
and merely physical conception of the ritual breaks through,
which has nothing to do with the forgiveness of sin; for
uncleanness in the Levitical ritual is not an ethical conception. I t seems that the holiness of the altar is liable to
be impaired, and requires to be annually refreshed by an
application of holy blood-a conception which it would be
hard to justify froni the higher teaching of the Old TestaLev. xvi. 30.
Yoma, viii. 8, 9.
"zek. xlv. 19, 20 (LXX.).
Lev. xvi. 19 ; cf. ver. 33, where the atoilemellt extends to the whole
sanctuary.
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ment, but which is perfectly intelligible as an inheritance
from primitive ideas about sacrifice, in which the altaridol on its part, as well as the worshippers on theirs, is
periodically reconsecratecl by the sprinkling of holy (i.e.
kindred) blood, in orcler that the life-bond between the
god it represents and his kindred worshippers may be kept
fresh. This is the ultimate meaning of the yearly sprinkling
with a tribesman's blood, which, as Theophrastus tells us,
was demanded by so many altars of antiquity,l and also of
the yearly sprinkling where the victim was not a man, but
a sacrosanct or theanthropic animal.
Of all this, however, the later ages of antique religion
understood no more than that ancient tradition prescribed
certain annual rites of, peculiar and sometimes of awful
character as indispensable to the maintenance of normal
relations between the gods and the worshipping community.
The neglect of these rites, it was believed,
entailed the wrath of the gods ; the Carthaginians, for
example, in their distress in the war with Agathocles,
believed that Cronus was angry because slaves had beell
substituted for the noble boys that were his proper victims.
But it does not appear that they looked behind this and
concluded that the god could not demand periodical sacrifices of such price except as an atonemelit for the everrecurring sins of the nation. Ancient religion was so
entirely ruled by precedent, that men did not deem i t
necessary to have an adequate moral explanation even of
the most exorbitant demands of traditional ritual; they
were content to explain them by some legend that told
how the ritual first came to be set up. Thus Diodorus,
Examples of annual human sacrifice in the Semitic field a t Carthage,
Porph., De Abst. ii. 27 (from Theophrastus), Pliny, H. nil xxxvi. 29 ; at
Dumetha, or Duma, in Arabia, ~ e ' ~ b sii.t . 56. At Laodicea in Syria the
annual sacrifice of a deer was held to be a substitute for the more ancient
sacrifice of a virgin. (See below, Additiolznl Note G.)
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when he mentions the Carthaginian human sacrifices, suggests the probability that they preserve the memory of
Cronus devouring his children ;l and the Phcenicians
themselves appear, from the fragments of Philo Byblius,
to have traced back the custom of sacrificing children to
a precedent set by the God El, whom the Greeks identify
with C r o n ~ s . ~
Indeed, among the Semites the most current view of
annual piacula seems to have been that they commemorate
a divine tragedy-the death of some god or god~less.~The
origin of such myths is easily explained from the nature
of the ritual. Originally the death of the god was nothing
else than the death of the theanthropic victim ; but when
this ceased to be understood it was thought that the
piacular sacrifice represented an historical tragedy in
which the god was killed. Thus at Laodicea the annual
sacrifice of a deer in lieu of a maiden, which was off'ered
to the goddess of the city, is associated with a legend that
the goddess was a maiden who had been sacrificed to
consecrate the foundation of the town, and was thenceforth worshipped as its Fortune, like Dido a t Carthage; it
was therefore the death of the goddess herself that was
annually renewed in the piacular rite. The same explanation applies to such scenic representations as were
spoken of in the last lecture; where the deity is annually
burned in effigy, since the substitution of an effigy for a
Diod. xx. 14.
Euseb., Prmp. Eu. i. 10. 21, 33. Thus i t would seem that even the
unenlightened Israelites addressed in Mic. vi. 7 had a profounder sense of
sin than was current among the heathen Semites.
I have not noted any Semitic example of another type of explanatory
legend of which there are various instances in Greece, viz. that the annual
piaculum was appointed as the punishment of an ancient cri~nefor which
satisfaction had to be made from generation to generation : Pausan. ix. 8. 2
(at Potniw), vii. 19 sq. (at P a t r e in Achaia). I n both cases, according t o
the legend, the sacrifice was originally human.
Supra, p. 364 sqq.
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hunian sacrifice, or for a victim representing a god, is very
common in antique and barbarous religions? And in like
manner the annual mourning for Tammuz or Adonis, which
supplies the closest parallel in point of form to the fasting and humiliation on the Hebrew Day of Atonement, is
the scenic commemoration of a divine tragedy in which
the worshippers take part with appropriate wailing and
lamentation. That the rites of the Semitic Adonia were
connected with a great sacrificial act, may safely be inferred
on general principles ; and that the sacrifice was piacular in
form, follows from Lucian's account of the ritual of Byblus :
"When they have done wailing they first burn a sacrifice
to Adonis as to one dead "-the
offering therefore was a
holocaust as in other annual piacula, and probably corresponds to the annual sacrifice of swine on April 2, at Cyprus,
which Joannes Lydus connects with the Adonis legend.4
The Adonia therefore seem to me to be only a special
form of annual piaculum, in which the sacrifice has come
to be overshadowed by its popular and dramatic accompanim e n t ~ . ~The legend, the exhibition of the dead god in
effigy: the formal act of wailing, which filled all the streets
Thus the llomans substituted puppets of rushes or wool for human
offerings in the Argea and the worship of Mania. In Mexico, again, human
victims were habitually regarded as incarnations of the deity, but also paste
images of the gods were made and eaten sacramentally.
I use this word as a convenient general term describing a particulal*
type of ritual, without committing myself to the opinion that all rites of the
type were in connection with the worship of the same god. It is not even
certain that there was a god Adonis. What the Greeks took for a proper
name is perhaps no more than a title, Adola, "lord," applicable to various
deities, CIL. viii. 1211.
K a ~ a ~ ; b o u r;r for the sense of the word compare Lucian, De Luctu, 19.
Supra, p. 290 sq. If this be so, the Cyprian Adonis was originally the
Swine-god, and in this as in Inany other cases the sacred victim has been
changed by false interpretation into the enemy of the god. Cf. Frazer,
TJzc Golden Bough, ii. 50.
In Greece, where the Adonia were no part of the State religion, the
celebration seems to have been limited to these.
6 This is part of the genuine Semitic ritual, not merely Greek or
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and was not confined to the sanctuary, took much greater
hold of the imagination than the antique piaculum at the
temple, and became one of the most deeply rooted parts
of popular re1igion.l Late in the Middle Ages, in A.D.
1 0 6 4 and again in 1204, the Arabic historian Ibn alAthir "ecords
sporadic revivals, on a great scale, of the
ancient lament for the dead god. I n the former case a
mysterious threat was circulated from Armenia to Chuzistaii,
that every town which did not lament the dead " king of
the Jinn " should utterly perish ; in the latter a fatal disease
raged in the parts of Mosul and Irao, "and it was divulged
that a woman of the Jinn called Umm 'Unciid (Mother of
the Grape-cluster) had lost her son, and that everyone who
would not make lamentation for him would fall a victim
to the epidemic." I n this case the form of the lamentation
is recorded : " 0 Umm 'Unciid, excuse us, 'Unciid is dead,
we knew it not."
I t seems to me that one characteristic feature i11 these
late observances is entirely true to the spirit of the old
Semitic heathenism. The mourning is not a spontaneous
expression of sympathy with the divine tragedy, but obligatory and enforced by fear of supernatural anger. And
a chief object of the mourners is to disclaim responsibility
for the god's death-a point which has already come before
us in connection with theanthropic sacrifices, such as the
" ox-murder a t Athens."
When the original meaning of the theanthropic ritual
was forgotten, and the death of the god was explained by
Alexandrian ; see Lampridius, Hdliog. vii. : " Salambonam, etiam omni
planctu et iactatione Syriaci cultus exhibuit." As i t is not disputed that
Salambo or Salambas = $93.b $ ~ "the
,
image of Baal," i t is strange that
scholars should have been misled by Hesychius and the E t y n ~ Nagn.
.
into
making Salambo a name of the Oriental Aphrodite.
Dea Syria, 6 (Byblus) ; Ammianns, xx. 9. 15 (Antioch).
Ed. Tornberg, x. 27 ; cf. Bar H e b r ~ u s , Chron. Syr. ed. Bedjan,
p. 242.
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legendary history as a thing of the far past, the obligatory
mourning at the annual piaculum was continued by force
of usage, and presumably gave rise to various speculations
which call only be matter of conjecture to us. But it is
reasonable to suppose that ceremonies which were currently
interpreted as the commemoration of a mythical tragedy
could not suggest to the mass of the worshippers any
ethical ideas transcending those embodied in the myth.
The legends of the deaths of Semitic gods that have come
down to us are singularly devoid of moral significance, and
it is difficult to believe that they could excite any deeper
feeling than a vague sentimental sympathy, or a melancholy
conviction that the gods themselves were not exempt from
the universal law of suffering and death. And with the
common crowd I apprehend that the main feeling involved
was generally that which we have seen to survive in the
latest manifestations of heathen sentiment-the
feeling
that a bereaved deity is an angry deity, who may strike
blindly all round at those who are not careful to free
themselves from the suspicion of blame.
Among the agricultural Semites, where the Baal was
mainly worshipped as the giver of vegetative increase and
the quickening spirit of vegetative life, the annual mourning for the dead god seems often to have been brought
into relation to agriculture and the cycle of agricultural
feasts. I n the Baal religion all agricultural operations,
but particularly the harvest and vintage, are necessarily
viewed as in some degree trenching on the holy things of
the god, and must be conducted with special religious prec a u t i o n ~ . ~Thus among the Hebrews the spring piaculum
of the Passover, which in its origin belongs to the preagricultural stage of Semitic society, was connected in the
Peiitatenchal system with the opening of the corn-harvest,
Supra, p. 158.
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and in like manner the great Day of Atonement precedes
the vintage feast. Mr. Frazer has brought together a goocl
deal of evidence connecting the Adonia-or
rather certaiil
forms of the Adonia I---with the corn-harvest ; the death of
the god being held to be annually repeated in the cutting
of the divine graine2 Similarly the wailing for 'Uncfid, the
divine Grape-cluster, seems to be the last survival of an old
vintage piaculum. I can only touch on this point here,
since the developments of religion connected with agriculture
lie beyond the scope of the present volume. The dread of
the worshippers, that the neglect of the usual ritual would
be followed by disaster, is particularly intelligible if they
regarded the necessary operations of agriculture as involving
the violent extinction of a particle of divine life. Here,
in fact, the horror attending the service is much the same
as in the case of the original theanthropic sacrifice, oi~ly
i t is a holy fruit that suffers instead of a holy animal.
I n the brighter days of Semitic heathenism, the annual
celebration of the god's death hardly suggested any serious
thought that was not presently drowned in an outburst of
mirth saluting the resurrectioil of the Baal on the following
morning ; and in more distressful times, when the gloomier
aspects of religion were those most in sympathy with the
times
prevailing hopelessness of a decadent nation,-such
as those in which Ezekiel found the women of Jerusalem
The rites of Byblus callnot be connected either with vintage or harvest,
for both of these fall ill the dry season, and the Bybliail god died when his
sacred river was swollen with rain. Here the pre-agricultural springpiacull~ln
seems to have retained its old place in the yearly religious cycle.
The Golden Bough, chap. iii. § 4. The evidence adduced by hlr.
Frazer is not all applicable without limitation to the Semitic AdoniaGreelr and Alexandrian forms of the mourning were probably colonred by
Greek and Egyptian influence. The Semitic evidence points to Babylonia
as the source of the Semitic corn piaculurn ; i t is therefore worth noting
that Bezold finds Tamn~uzand the following month Ab designated as the
harvest months of N. Babylonia in the fifteenth century B.C. (Tell dlAmarr~aTablets, Brit. Mus. 1892, p. xxix.).
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mourning for Tarnmuz,-the idea that the gods themselves
were not exempt from the universal law of death, and had
ordered this truth to be commemorated in their temples
by bloody, or even human sacrifices, could only favour the
belief that religion was as cruel as the relentless march of
adverse fate, and that man's life was ruled by powers that
were not to be touched by love or pity, but, if they could
be moved at all, would only be satisfied by the sacrifice of
man's happiness and the surrender of his dearest treasures.
The close psychological connection between sensuality and
cruelty, which is familiar to students of the human mind,
displays itself in ghastly fashion in the sterner aspects of
Semitic heathenism; and the same sanctuaries which, in
prosperous times, resounded with licentions mirth and
carnal gaiety, were filled in times of distress with the
cowardly lamentations of worshippers, who to save their
own lives were ready to give up everything they held dear,
even to the sacrifice of a firstborn or only child.
On the whole the annual piacula of Semitic heathenism
appear theatrical and unreal, when they are not cruel and
repulsive. The stated 06currence of gloomy rites at fixecl
seasons, and without any direct relation to h~xmanconduct,
gave the whole ceremony a mechanical character, ancl so
made it inevitable that it should be either accepted as a
mere scenic tragedy, whose meaning was summed up in a
myth, or interpreted as a proof that the divine powers
were never thoroughly reconciled to man, and only tolerated
their worshippers in consideration of costly atonements
constantly renewed. I apprehend that even in Israel the
annual piacula, which were observed from an early date,
had little or no share in the development of the higher
sense of sin and responsibility which characterises the
religion of the Old Testament. The Passover is a rite of
the most primzval antiquity; and in the local cults,
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aniiual mournings, like the lamentation for Jephthah's
daughter, - which undoubtedly was connected with an
annual sacrifice, like that which a t Laodicea commemorated
the mythical death of the virgin goddess,-had been yearly
repeated from very ancient times. Yet, only after the
exile, and then only by a sort of afterthought, which does
not override the priestly idea that the annual atonemeizt is
above all a reconsecration of the altar and the sanctuary,
do we find'the annual piaculum of the Day of Atonement
interpreted as a general atonement for the sins of Israel
during the past year. I n the older literature, when
exceptional and piacular rites are interpreted as satisfactions for sin, the offence is always a definite one, and
the piacular rite has not a stated and periodical character,
but is directly addressed to the atonement of a particular
sin or course of sinful life.
The conception of piacular rites as a satisfaction for sin
appears to have arisen after the original sense of the
theanthropic sacrifice of a kindred animal was forgotten,
and mainly in connection with the view that the life of the
victim was the equivalent of the life of a human member
of the religious community. We have seen that when the
victim was no longer regarded as naturally holy, and
equally akin to the god and his worshippers, the ceremony
of its death was still performed with solemn circumstances,
not appropriate to the slaughter of a mere common beast.
I t was thus inevitable that the victim should be regarded
either as a representative of the god, or as the representative of a tribesman, whose life was sacred to his fellows.
The former interpretation predominated in the annual
piacula of the Baal religions, but the latter was that
naturally indicated in such atoning sacrifices as were
offered on special emergencies and did not lend themselves to a mythical interpretation. For in old times
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the circumstances of the slaughter were those of a death
which could only be justified by the consent, and even
by the active participation, of the whole community, i.e.
of the judicial execution of a kinsman.l I n later times
this rule was modified, and in ordinary sacrifices the
victim was slain either by the offerer, or by professional
slaughterers, who formed a class of inferior ministers at
the greater ~anctuaries.~But communal holocausts and
piacula continued to be slain by the chief priests, or by
the heads of the community or by their chosen representatives, so that the slaughter retained the character of a
solemn public act.3 Again, the feeling that the slaying
involves a grave responsibility, and must be justified by
divine permission, was expressed by the Arabs, even in
ordinary slaughter, by the use of the bismillah, i.e. by the
slaughterer striking the victim in the name of his
But in many piacula this feeling was carried much further,
and care was taken to slay the victim without bloodshed,
or to make believe that it had killed i t ~ e l f . ~ Certain
J'upm, p. 284 sq.
In CIS. No. 86, the ministers of the temple include a class of
slaughterers (nnzi), and so i t was at Hierapolis (Dea Syria, xliii ). Among
the Jews, a t the second temple, the Levites often acted as slaughterers; but
before the captivity the temple slaughterers were uncircumcised foreigners
(Ezek. xliv. 6 sqq. ; cf. O.T.in J. Ch. 2nd ed., p. 260 sqp.).
3 Thus in the Old Testament we find young men as sacrificers in Ex.
xxiv. 5 ; the elders in Lev. iv. 15, Deut. xxi. 4 ; Aaron in Lev. xvi. 15 ;
cf. I7oma, iv. 3. All sacrifices, except the last named, might, according t o
the Rabbins, be killed by any Israelite.
The choice of "young men," or rather "lads," as sacrificers in Ex. xxiv.
is curiously analogous to the choice of lads as executioners. Juclg. viii. 20
is not an isolated case, for Nilns also (p. 67) says that the Saracens charged
lads with the execution of their captives.
* The same feeling is expressed in Lev. xvii. 11; Gen. viii. 3 sqq.
5 The blood that calls for vengeance is blood that falls on the ground
(Gen. iv. 10). Hence blood to which vengeance is refused is said to be
trodden under foot (Ibn HishBm, p. 79, ult., p. 861, 1. 5), and forgotten
blood is covered by the earth (Job xvi. 18). And so we often find the idea
that a death in which no blood is shed, or none falls upon the ground, does
not call for vengeance ; while, on the other hancl, a simple blow calls for
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hoiocausts, like those of the Pyre-festival at Hierapolis,
were burned alive; and other piacula were simply pushed
over a height, so that they might seem to kill themselves
by their fall. This was done at Hierapolis, both with
animals and with human victims; and, according to the
Mishna, the Hebrew scapegoat was not allowed to go free
in the wilderness, but was killed by being pushed over a
precipice.l The same kind of sacrifice occurs in Egypt, in
a rite which is possibly of Semitic origin: and in Greece,
in more than one case where the victims were human.3
All such forms of sacrifice are precisely parallel to
those which were employed in sacred executions, i.e. in
the judicial slaying of members of the community. The
criminal in ancient times was either stoned by the whole
congregation, as was the usual form of the execution among
the ancient Hebrews ; or strangled, as was commonly done
among the later Jews ; or drowned, as in the Roman punishment for parricide, where the kin in the narrower sense
is called on to execute justice on one of its own members ;
or otherwise disposed of in some way which either avoids
bloodshed or prevents the guilt of blood from being fixed
on an individual. These coincidences between the ritual
of sacrifice and of execution are not accidental; in each
case they had their origin in the scruple against shedding
blood-revenge, if i t happens to draw blood through the accident of its falling
on a sore (Moffaddal al-Dabbi, Amtkal, p. 10, ed. Constant. AH. 1300).
Infanticide in Arabia was effected by burying the child alive ; captive kings
were slain by bleeding them into a cup, and if one drop touched the ground
i t was thought that their death would be revenged (supra, p. 369, note 1).
Applications of this principle to sacrifices of sacrosanct and kindred animals
are frequent ; they are strangled or killed with a bl~nltinstrument (supra,
p. 343 ; note also the club or mallet that appears in sacrificial scenes on
ancient Chaldean cylinders, Ifenant, Glyptiquc, i. 151), or a t least no drop
of their blood must fall on the ground (Bancroft, iii. 168).
Dea Syria, lviii. ; Yonza, vi. 6.
Plutarch, Is, et 0s. 130; cf. Additional ATote F.
At the Thargelia, and in the Leucadian ceremony.
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kindred blood; and, when the old ideas of the kinship
of man and beast became unintelligible, they helped to
establish the view that the victim whose life was treated
as equivalent to that of a man was a sacrifice to justice,
accepted in atonement for the guilt of the worshippers.
The parallelism between piacular sacrifice and execution
came out with particular clearness where the victim was
wholly burnt, or where i t was cast down a precipice ; for
burning was the punishment appointed among the Hebrews
and other ancient nations for impious offences: and casting
from a cliff is one of the commonest forms of e x e c u t i ~ n . ~
The idea originally connected with the execution of
a tribesman is not exactly penal in our sense of the
word; the object is not to punish the offender, but to
rid the community of an impious member-ordinarily
a
man who has shed the sacred tribal blood. Murder and
incest, or offences of a like kind against the sacred laws
of blood, are in primitive society the only crimes of which
the community as such takes cognisance; the offences of
man against man are matters of private law, to be settled
between the parties on the principle of retaliation or by
the payment of damages. But murder, to which as the
typical form of crime we may confine our attention, is an
inexpiable offence, for which no compensation can be
taken; the man who has killed his kinsman or his
covenant ally, whether of design or by chance, is impious,
Gen. xxxviii. 2 4 ; Lev. xx. 14, xxi. 9 ; Josh. vii. 15.
TheTa~peianrock a t Rome will occur to everyone. Among the EIebrews
we find captives so killed (2 Chron. xxv. 12), and in our own days tho Sinai
Arabs killed Prof. Palmer by making him leap from a roclr ; cf. also 2 ILings
viii. 12, Hos. x. 14, from which i t would seem that this was the usual may
of killing non-combatants. I apprehend that the obscure form of execution
"before the Lord," mentioned in 2 Sam. xxi. 9 (and also Num. xxv. 4), is
of the same sort, for the victims fall and are killed ; yp\;l will alisver t o

,

c

, Note that this religious execution talres place

Paschal piaculum.

a t the season of the
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and must be cut off from his comnlunity by death or
outlawry. And in such a case the execution or banishment of the culprit is a religious duty, for if it is not
performed the anger of the deity rests on the whole kin
or community of the murderers.
I n the oldest state of society the punishment of a
murderer is not on all fours with a case of blood-revenge.
Blood-revenge applies to manslaughter, i.e. to the killing of
a stranger. And in that case the dead man's kin make no
effort to discover and punish the individual slayer; they
hold his whole kin responsible for his act, and take
vengeance on the first of them on whom they can lay
hands. In the case of murder, on the other hand, the
point is to rid the kin of an impious person, who has
violated the sanctity of the tribal blood, and here therefore it is important to discover and punish the criminal
himself. But if he cannot be discovered, some other means
must be taken to blot out the impiety and restore the
harmony between the community and its god, and for this
purpose a sacramental sacrifice is obviously indicated, such
as Deut. xxi. provides for the purging of the community
from the guilt of ail untraced murder.l I n such a case i t
was inevitable that the sacrifice, performed as it was with
circumstances closely akin to those of an execution, should
come to be regarded as a surrogate for the death of the
true culprit. And this interpretation was all the more
readily established because, from an early date, the alliance
of different kins had begun to give rise to cases of homicide in which the line of distinction was no longer clear
between murder and manslaughter, between the case where
the culprit himself must die, and the case where any life
1 Here the resl~oasihilityfor the bloodshed falls on the nearest town
(ver. 2) ; cf. Agh. ix. 178, 1. 26 sg., where the blood-wit for a man slain is
charged to the nearest homestead.
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kindred to his may suffice. Thus in the time of David1
the Israelites admit that a crime calling for expiation was
committed by Saul when he slew the Gibeonites, who were
the sworn allies of Israel. But, od the other hand, the
Gibeonites claim satisfaction under the law of bloodrevenge, and ask that in lieu of Saul himself certain
members of his house shall be given up to them. And in
this way the idea of substitution is brought in, even in a
case which is, strictly speaking, one of murder.
In all discussion of the doctrine of snbstitution as
applied to sacrifice, it must be remembered that private
sacrifice is a younger thing than clan sacrifice, and that
private piacula offered by an individual for his own sins
are of comparatively modern institution. The mortal sin
of an individual-and
it is only mortal sin that has to be
considered in this connection-was
a thing that affected
the whole community, or the whole kin of the offender.
Thus the inexpiable sin of the sons of Eli is visited on
his whole clan from generation to generation ; the sin of
Achan is the sin of Israel, and as such is punished by the
defeat of the national army; and the sin of Saul and
" his bloody house " (i.e. the house involved in the bloodshed) leads to a three years' famine. Accordingly it is
the business of the community to narrow the responsibility
for the crime, and to free itself of the contagions taint by
fixing the guilt either on a single individual, or at least on
his immediate kin, as in the case of Achan, who was stoned
and then buried with his whole family. Hence, when a
tribesman is executed for an impious offence, he dies on
behalf of the community, to restore normal relations
between them and their god; so that the analogy with
sacrifice is very close in purpose as well as in form. And
so the cases in which the anger of the god can be traced
1

2 Sam. xxi.

"

Sam. ii. 27 sqp.

Jo5h. vii. 1, 11.
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to the crime of a particular individual, and atoned for by his
death, are very naturally seized upon to explain the cases in
which the sin of the community cannot be thus individualised,
but where, nevertheless, according to ancient custom, reconciliation is sought through the sacrifice of a theanthropic
victim. The old explanation, that the life of the sacrosanct
animal ie used to retie the life-bond between the god and his
worshippers, fell out of date when the kinship of races of
men with animal kinds was forgotten. A new explanation
had to be sought ; and none lay nearer than that the sin
of the community was concentrated on the victim, and
that its death was accepted as a sacrifice to divine justice.
This explanation was natural, and appears to have been
widely adopted, though it hardly became a formal dogma,
for ancient religion had 110 official dogmas, but contented
itself with continuing to practise antique rites, and letting
everyone interpret them as he would. Even in the
Levitical law the imposition of hands on the head of the
victim is not formally interpreted as a laying of the sins of
the people on its head, except in the case of the scape-goat?
And here the carrying away of the people's guilt to an
isolated and desert region (nil1 yiu) has its nearest
analogies, not in ordinary atoning sacrifices, but in those
physical methods of getting rid of an infectious taboo
which characterise the lowest forms of superstition. The
same form of disinfection recurs in the Levitical legislation, where a live bird is made to fly away with the
contagion of leprosy: and in Arabian custom, when a
widow before remarriage makes a bird fly away with
the uncleanness of her w i d o ~ h o o d . ~I11 ordinary burnt-

= Lev, xvi. 21.

Lev. xiv. 7, 53 ; cf. Zech. v. 5 sqq.
W

4,

TGj al-'Art%, s.v.
VIII. (Lane, s.v.; 0. T. in J. Oh., 1st ed.,
p. 439 ; Wellh. p. 156). An Assyrian parallel in Eecords of ~ ? L EPast, ix.
151. It is indeed probable that in the oldest times the outlawry of a
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offerings and sin-offerings the imposition of hands is not
officially interpreted by the Law as a trassference of sin
to the victim, but rather has the same sense as in acts of
blessing or consecration,l where the idea no donbt is that
the physical contact between the parties serves to identify
them, but not specially to transfer guilt from the one to
the other.
I n the Levitical ritual, all piacula, both public and
private, refer only to sins committed unwittingly. As
regards the sin-offering for the people this is quite intelligible, in accordance with what has just been said ; for if the
national sin can be brought home to an individual, he of
course must be punished for it. But the private sinofferings presented by an individual, for sins committed
unwittingly, and subsequently brought to his knowledge,
appear to be a modern innovation; before the exile the
private offences for which satisfaction had to be made a t
the sanctuary were not mortal sins, and gave no room for
the application of the doctrine of life for life, but were
atoned for by a money payment, on the analogy of the
satisfaction given by payment of a fine for the offences of
man against man (2 Kings xii. 16). And, on the whole,
while there can be no doubt that public piacula were often
regarded as surrogates for the execution of an offender,
who either was not known or whom the community
hesitated to bring to justice, I very much doubt whether
private offerings were often viewed in this light; even the
sacrifice of a child, as we have already seen, was conceived
rather as the greatest and most exorbitant gift that a
man can offer.2 The very idea of an execution implies a
criminal meant nothing more than freeing the community, just in this way,
from a deadly contagion.
Gen. xlviii. 1 4 ; Num. viii. 10 ; Deut. xxxiv. 9 ; cf. 2 Icings ii. 13 sgq.
The Greek piacula for murder were certainly not regarded as executions,
but as cathartic rites.
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public function, and not a private prestation, and so I
apprehend that the conception of a satisfaction paid to
divine justice could not well be connected with any but
public piacula. I n these the death of the victim might
very well pass for the scenic representation of an execution,
and so represent the community as exonerating itself from
all complicity in the crime to be atoned for. Looked at in
this view, atoning rites no doubt served in some measure
to keep alive a sense of divine justice and of the imperative
duty of righteousness within the community. But the
moral value of such scenic representation was probably
not very great; and where an actual human victim was
offered, so that the sacrifice practically became an execution, and was interpreted as a punishment laid on the community by its god, the ceremony was so wholly deficient in
distributive justice that it was calculated to perplex, rather
than to educate, the growing sense of morality.
Christian theologians, looking on the sacrifices of the
Old Testament as a type of the sacrifice on the cross, and
interpreting the latter as a satisfaction to divine justice,
have undoubtedly over - estimated the ethical lessons
embodied in the Jewish sacrificial system; as may be
inferred even from the fact that, for many centuries, the
official theology of the Church was content to interpret
the death of Christ as a ransom for mankind paid to the
devil, or as a satisfaction to the divine honour (Anselm),
rather than as a recognition of the sovereignty of the
moral law of justice. If Christian theology shows such
variations in the interpretation of the doctrine of substitution, it is obviously absurd to expect to find a consistent
doctrine on this head in connection with ancient sacrifice;l
Jewish theology has a great deal to say about the acceptance of the
merits of the righteous on behalf of the wicked, hut very little about atonement through sacrifice.
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and it may safely be affirmed that the influence of piacular
sacrifices, in keeping the idea of divine justice before the
minds of ancient nations, was very slight compared with
the influence of the vastly more important idea that the
gods, primarily as the vindicators of the duties of kinship,
and then also of the wider morality which ultimately grew
up on the basis of kinship, preside over the public exercise
of justice, give oracles for the detection of hidden offences,
and sanction or clemand the execution of guilty tribesmen.
Of these very real functions of divine justice the piacular
sacrifice, when interpreted as a scenic execution, is at best
only an empty shadow.
Another interpretation of piacular sacrifice, which has
great prominence in antiquity, is that it purges away
guilt. The cleansing effect of piacula is mainly associated
with the application to the persons of the worshippers of
sacrificial blood or ashes, or of holy water and other things
of sacred virtue, including holy herbs and even the fragrant
smoke of incense. This is a topic which it would be easy
co iIlustrate at great length and with a variety of curious
particulars ; but the principle involved is so simple that
little would be gained by the enurneratioil of all the
different substances to which a cathartic value was
ascribed, either by themselves or as accessories to an
atoning sacrifice. A main point to be noted is that
ritual purity has in principle nothing to do with physical
cleanliness, though such a connection was ultimately
established by the common use of water as a means of
lustration. Primarily, purification means the application
to the person of some medium which removes a taboo,
and enables the person purified to mingle freely in the
ordinary life of his fellows. I t is not therefore identical
with consecration, for the latter often brings special taboos
with it. And so we find that the ancients used purifica-
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tory rites after as well as before holy functions? But as
the normal life of the member of a religious community
is in a broad sense a holy life, lived in accordance with
certain standing precepts of sanctity, and in a constant
relation to the deity of the community, the main use of
purificatory rites is not to tone- down, to the level of
ordinary life, the excessive holiness conveyed by contact
with sacrosanct things, but rather to impart to one who
has lost it the measure of sanctity that puts him on the
level of ordinary social life. So much indeed does this
view of the matter predominate, that among the Hebrews
all purifications are ordinarily reckoned as purification
from uncleanness ; thus the man who has burned the red
heifer or carried its ashes, becomes ceremonially unclean,
though in reality the thing that he has been in contact
with was not impure but most holy;2 and similarly the
handling of the Scriptures, according to the Rabbins,
defiles the hands, i.e. entails a ceremonial washing. Purifications, therefore, are performed by the use of any of
the physical nzeans that re-establish normal relations with
the deity and the congregation of his worshippers-in
short, by contact with something that contains and can
impart a divine virtue. For ordinary purposes the use
of living water may suffice, for, as we know, there is a
sacred principle in such water. But the most powerful
cleansing media are necessarily derived from the body and
blood of sacrosanct victims, and the forms of purification
embrace such rites as the sprinkling of sacrificial blood
or ashes on the person, anointing with holy unguents, or
fumigation with the smoke of incense, which from early
times was a favourite accessory to saorifices. I t seems
probable, however, that the religious value of incense was
\

See i@m, Aclclitional Note B, p. 446 sq., and supm, p. 351 sq.

Num. xix. 8. 10.
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originally independent of animal sacrifice, for frankincense
was the gum of a very holy species of tree, which was
collected with religious precauti0ns.l Whether, therefore,
the sacred odour was used in unguents or burned like an
altar sacrifice, it appears to have owed its virtue, like the
gum of the samora tree: to the idea that it was the blood
of an animate and divine plant.
It is easy to understand that cathartic media, like
holiness itself, were of various degrees of intensity, and
were sometimes used, one after another, in an ascending
scale. All contact with holy things has a dangerous side ;
and so, before a man ventures to approach the holiest
sacraments, he prepares himself by ablutions and other less
potent cathartic applications. On this principle ancient
religions developed very complicated schemes of purificatory
ceremonial, but in all grave cases these culminated in
piacular sacrifice ; " without shedding of blood there is no
remissioii of sin."
I11 the most primitive form of the sacrificial idea the
blood of the sacrifice is not employed to wash away an
impurity, but to convey to the worshipper a particle of
holy life. The conception
of piacular media as purificatory, however, involves the notion that the holy medium
not only adds something to the worshipper's life, and
refreshes its sanctity, but expels from him something that
is impure. The two views are obviously not inconsistent,
if we conceive impurity as the wrong kind of life, which
is dispossessed by inoculation with the right kind. Some
idea of this sort is, in fact, that which savages associate
with the uncleanness of taboo, which they commonly
Pliny, xii. 54. The right even to see the trees was reserved to
certain holy families, who, when 'engaged in harvesting the gum, had
to abstain from all contact with women a i d from participation in
funerals.
"eb.
ix. 22.
Supra, p. 133,
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ascribe to the presence, in or about the man, of " spirits " or
living agencies ; and the same idea occurs in much higher
forms of religion, as when, in medieval Christianity, exorcisms to expel devils from the catechumen are regarded as
a necessary preliminary to baptism.
Among the Semites the impurities which were thought
of as cleaving to a man, and making him unfit to mingle
freely in the social and religious life of his community,
were of very various kinds, and often of a nature that
we should regard as merely physical, e.y. uncleanness from
contact with the dead, from leprosy, from eating forbidden
food, and so forth. All these are mere survivals of savage
taboos, and present nothing instructive for the higher
developments of Semitic religion. They were dealt with,
where the uncleanness was of a mild form, mainly by
ablutions ; or where the uncleanness was more intense, by
more elaborate ceremonies involving the use of sacrificial
blood: of sacrificial ashes: or the like. Sometimes, as we
have seen, the Hebrews and Arabs conveyed the impurity
to a bird, and allowed it to fly away with it.3
There is, however, one form of impurity, viz. that of
bloodshed, with which important ethical ideas connected
themselves. Here also the impurity is primarily a physical
one ; i t is the actual blood of the murdered man, staining
the hands of the slayer, or lying unatonecl ancl unburied
on the ground, that defiles the murderer and his whole
community, and has to be cleansed away. VTe have
Lev. xiv. 17, 51.

Nuni. xix. li.

Qupra, p. 422. I n the Arabian case the wonla11 also threw away a piece
of camel's dung, which m11st also be supposed to have become the receptacle
for her impurity ; or she cnt her nails or pluclred out part of her hair (cf.
Deut. xxi. 12), in which, as specially important parts of the body (supra, p.
324, note 2), the imp~irelife might be supposed to be concentrated ; or she
anointed herself with perfume, i.e. with a holy medium, or rnbbed herself
against a n ass, sheep or goat, pres~nnablyin order to transfer her uncleanness to the animal.
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already seen that the Semitic religions provide no atonement for the murderer himself, that can restore him to his
original place in his tribe, and this principle survives in
the Hebrew law, which does not admit piacula for mortal
sins. The ritual idea of cleansing from the guilt of blood
is only applicable to the community, which disavows the
act of its impious member, and seeks the restoration of
its injured holiness by a public sacrificial act. Thus
in Semitic antiquity .the whole ritual conception of the
purging away of sin is bound up with the notion of the
solidarity of the body of worshippers-the
same notion
which makes the pious Hebrews confess and lament not
only their own sins, but the sins of their fathers.3 When
the conception that the community, as such, is responsible
for the maintenance of holiness in all its parts, is combined
with the thought that holiness is specially compromised by
crime,-for in early society bloodshed within the kin is the
typical form, to the analogy of which all other crimes are
referred,-a solid basis is laid for the conception of the
religious cominunity as a kingdom of righteousness, which
lies a t the root of the spiritual teaching of the Hebrew
prophets. The stricter view of divine righteousness which
distinguishes Hebrew religion from that of the Greeks even
before the prophetic period, is mainly connected with the
idea that, so far as individuals are concerned, there is no
atonement for mortal sin.3 This principle indeed is
common to all races in the earliest stages of law and
religion ; but among the Greeks it was early broken
down, for reasons that have been already explained: while
among the Hebrews it subsisted, without change, till a date
when the conception of sin was sufficiently developed to
Supm, pp. 359 sg., 423.
Hos. x. 9 ; Jer. iii. 25 ; Ezra is. 7 ; Ps. cvi. 6.
"x.
xxi. 14.
Supm, 11. 360.
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permit of its being interpreted, as was done by the
prophets, in a way that raised the religion of Israel
altogether out of the region of physical ideas with which
primitive conceptions of holiness are bound up.
We had occasion a moment ago to glance at the
subject of confession of sin and lamentation over it. The
connection of this part of religion with piacular sacrifice
is important enough to deserve a separate consideration.
Among the Jews the great Day of Expiation was a
day of humiliation and penitent sorrow for sin, for which
a strict fast and all the outward signs of deep mourning
were prescribed.l Similar forms of grief were observed
in all solemn supplications at the sanctuary, not only by
the Hebrews: but by their neighboum3 On such occasions,
where the mourners assemble at a temple or high place,
we must, according to the standing rules of ancient
religion, assume that a piacular sacrifice formed the culminating point of the service ; and conversely it appears
probable that forms of mourning, lllore or less accentuated,
habitually went with piacular rites, not only when they
were called for by some great public calamity, but on
other occasions too. For we have already seen that in
the annual piacula of the Baal religion there was also a
formal act of mourning, which, however, was not an expression of penitence for sin, but a lament over the dead
god. I n this last case the origin and primary significance
of the obligatory lamentation is sufficiently transparent ;
for the death of the god is originally nothing else than
According to Yoma, viii. 1, washing, unguents, and the use of shoes
were folbidden.
Sam. vii. 6 ; Isa. xxxvii. 1 ; Joel ii. 1 2 spy.
Isa. xv. 2 syq.
'' In Hos. vii. 1 4 the mourners who howl npon their beds are engaged in
a religious function. And as ordinary mourners lie on the ground, I take i t
that the beds are the couches on which inen reclined a t a sacrificial banquet
(Amos ii. 8, vi. 4), which here has the character, llot of a joyous feast, hut
of a11 atoning rite.

"
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the death of the theanthropic victim, which is bewailed by
those who assist a t the ceremony, exactly as the Todas
bewail the slaughter of the sacred buffa1o.l On the same
principle the Egyptians of Thebes bewailed the death of
the ram that was annually sacrificed to the god Amen,
and then clothed the idol in its skin and buried the
carcase in a sacred ~ o f f i n . ~Here the mourning is for the
death of the sacrosanct victim, which, as the use of the
skin indicates, represents the god himself. But an act
of lamentation was not less appropriate in cases where
the victim was thought of rather as representing a man
of the kindred of the worshippers; and primarily, as we
know, the theanthropic victim was equally akin to the
god and to the sacrificers.
I think it can be made probable that a form of
lamentation over the victim was part of the oldest
sacrificial ritual, and that this is the explanation of such
rites as the howling (dhoXvy.lj) which accompanied Greek
sacrifices, and in which, as in acts of mourning for the
dead, women took the chief part. Herodotus (iv. 189)
was struck with the resemblance between the Greek
practice and that of the Libyans, a race among whom
the sacredness of domestic animals was very marked.
The Libyans killed their sacrifices without bloodshed,
by throwing them over their huts3 and then twisting
their necks. Where bloodshed is avoided in a sacrifice,
we may be sure that the life of the victim is regarded
as human or theanthropic, and the howling can be nothing
else than an act of mourning. Among the Semites, in like
manner, the shouting (lzallel, Zalzliil) that accompanied
S,upra, p. 299 sp.
itll
Werod. ii. 42. In Egypt an act of mourning went also ~ ~ ~ other
sacrifices, notably in the great feast a t Busiris ; Herod. ii. 40, 61.
3 This is analogous to the Paschal sprinlrlil~gof blood on the lintel ancl
doorposts.

sacrifice may probably, in its oldest shape, have been a
wail over the death of the victim, though it ultimately
took the form of a chant of praise (Hallelujah), or, among
the Arabs, degenerated into a meaningless repetition of the
word labbailca. For it is scarcely legitimate to separate
the Semitic tahlzl from the Greek and Libyan dXoXvyrj,
and indeed the roots $n and 5 5 9 (Ar. JA), "to chant
praises" and " to howl," are closely con11ected.l
Another rite which admits of a twofold interpretation
is the sacrificial dance. Dancing is a common expressioil
of religious joy, as appears from many passages of the Old
Testament, but the limping dance of the priests of Baal in
1 Kings xviii. 26 is associated with forms of nlourrlful
supplication, and in Syriac the same verb, in different
conjugations, means " to dance " and " to mourn."
I n ordinary sacrificial service, the ancient attitude of
awe at the death of the victim was transformed into one
of gladness, and the shouting underwent a corresponding change of meanii~g.~But piacular rites continued
On this topic consult, but ~vit11caution, Movers, PJ~oen.i. 246 sg. The
Arabic nhalln, tahlil, is primarily connected with the slaughter of the victim
(szpra, p. 340). Meat that has been killed in the name of an idol is md
okilla ligl~airi 'Zlah, and the tffil~lililleludes (1) the bismilklh, of the
sacrificer, ( 2 ) the shouts of the congregation accompanying this act, (3) by
a natural extension, all religions shouting. If, now, we note that the
bisnzilltih is the form by which the sacrificer excuses his bold act, and that
tahlil also means "shrinking hack in terror" (see Noldeke in ZDMG.
xli. 723), we call hardly doubt that the shouting was originally not joyous,
*

&\

Jb,

but an expression of awe and anguish. The derivation of
from
the new moon (Lagarde, Orie?~talia,ii. 19 ; Snouck-Hurgronje, Het 97~~72kan?rsch@Feest, 11. 7 5 ) , is tempting, but must be given up. Con~pareon the
whole matter, Wellh. p. 107 syp.
This transition was probably much easier than i t seems to us; for
shouting in mourning and shouting in joy seem both to be primarily
directed to drive away evil influences. Of course, men, like children, are
noisy when they are glad, but the conventional shrill cries of women ill the
East (zagl~arit)are not natural expressions of joy, and do not differ materially from the sound made in wailing. The Hebrew word r i w ~ ais used
both of shouts of joy and of the cry of suppliants a t a religions fast (Jer.
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to be conducted with signs of mourning, which were
interpreted, as we have seen, sometimes as a lamentation for the death of the god, and sometimes as
forms of penitent supplication, and deprecation of divine
wrath.
That feelings of contrition find an expression in acts
of mourning, is an idea so familiar to us that at first sight
it seems to need no explanation ; but a little reflection will
correct this impression, and make it appear by no means
unreasonable to suppose that the forms of nlourning
observed in supplicatory rites were not primarily expressions of sorrow for sin, or lamentable appeals to the compassion of the deity, but simply the obligatory wailing for
the death of a kindred victim. The forms prescribed are
identical with those used in mourning for the dead; and
if it be urged that this is merely an expression of the
most pungent grief, I reply that we have already found
reason to be chary in assuming that certain acts are
natural expressions of sorrow, and to recognise that the
customs observed in lamentation for the dead had origiiially
a very definite meaning, and could not become general expressions of grief till that meaning was f0rgotten.l And it
is surely easier to suppose that the ancient rites of lamentati06 for the victim changed their sense, when men fell out
of touch with the original meaning of them, than that they
were altogether dropped for a time, and then resumed with
a new meaning.
Again, the idea that the gods have a kindred feeling with
their worshippers, and are touched with compassion when
they see them to be miserable, is no doubt familiar even to
early religions. Rut formal acts of worship in antiquity,
xiv. 12). In Arabic the root is used mainly of plaintive cries, as of
n~ourningwomen.
S u p ~ a p.
, 322 sp., p. 336 sp.
28
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as we have seen from our analysis of sacrificial rites, are
directed, not merely to appeal to the sentiment of the deity,
but to lay him under a social obligation. Even in the
theology of the Rabbins, penitence atones only for light
offences, all grave offences demanding also a material
prestation? If this is the view of later Judaism, after all
that had been taught by the prophets as to the worthlessness of material offerings, in the eyes of a God who looks
at the heart, it is hardly to be thought that in heathen
religions elaborate forms of mourning and supplication
were nothing more than appeals to divine compassion.
And, in fact, there is no doubt that some of the forms
which we are apt to take as expressions of intense grief or
self-abasement before the god, had originally quite another
meaning. For example, when the worshippers gash their
own flesh in rites of supplication, this is not an appeal to
the divine compassion, but a purely physical means of
establishing a blood-bond with the god.2 Again, the usage
of religious fasting is comn~onlytalcen as a sign of sorrow,
the worshippers being so distressed a t the alienation of
their god that they cannot eat ; but there are very strong
reasons for believing that, in the strict Oriental form in
which total abstinence from meat and drink is prescribed,
fasting is primarily nothing more than a preparation for
the sacramental eating of holy flesh. Some savage nations
not only fast, but use strong purges before venturing to eat
holy meat ; similarly the Harranians fasted on the eighth
of Nisan, and then broke their fast on mutton, at the same
time offering sheep as holocausts ; the modern Jews fast
from ten in the morning before eating the Passover; and
Yoma, viii. 8, ni$ nnw $Y ~ 7 ~ ;121~n.
3 3 ~
Thornson, Masai La@ p. 430.
Supra, p. 321 sqq.
Fihrist, p. 322. I11 Egypt a fast preceded the sacrificial meal at the
great feast of Busiris, where the victim is clearly tl~eanthropic,Herod. ii.
40, 61.

LECT. XI.

SACRIFICE

435

even a modern Catholic must come to the communioii with
an empty stomach. On the whole, then, the conclusion
seems to be legitimate, that the ritual of penitent confession and humiliation for sin follows the same law that
we have found to hold good in other departments of
ritual observance; the original interpretation turns on a
physical conception of holiness, and it is only gradually
and incompletely that physical ideas give way to ethical
interpretation.
To the account that has been given of various aspects
of the atoning efficacy of sacrifice, and of ritual observances
that go with sacrifice, I have still to add some notice of
a very remarkable series of ceremonies, in which the skin
of the sacrosanct victim plays the chief part. I n Nilus's
sacrifice the skin and hair of the victim are eaten up like
the rest of the carcase, and in some piacula, a.g. the
Levitical red heifer, the victim is burned skin and all.
Usually, however, it is flayed; and in later rituals, where
rules are laid down determining whether the skin shall
belong to the sacrificer or be part of the priest's fee, the
hide is treated merely as an article of some commercial
value which has no sacred ~ignificance.~But we have seen
that in old times all parts of the sacrosanct victim were
intensely holy, even down to the offal and excrement, and
whatever was not eaten or burned was used for other
sacred purposes, and had the force of a charm. The skin,
in particular, is used in antique rituals either to clothe
The meaning
the idol or to clothe the worshippers.
By the Levitical law (Lev. vii. 8) the skin of the holocaust goes to the
ministrant priest ; in other cases i t must be inferred that i t was retained by
the owner. In the Carthaginian tariffs the usage varies, one temple giving
the hides of victims to the priests and another to the owner of the sacrifice
(CIS. Nos. 165, 167). A t Sippar in Bal~yloniathe sacrificial dues paid to
the priest included the hide (Beitrage zur Assyriologie, vol. i. (1890) pp.
274, 286).
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of both these rites was sufficiently perspicuous at the
stage of religious development in which the god, his
worshippers, and the victim were all members of one
kindred.
As regards the draping of the idol or sacred stone in the
skin, it will be remembered that in Lecture V. we came to
the conclusion that in most cases sacred stones are not
naturally holy, but are arbitrary erections which become
holy because the god consents to dwell in them. We also
find a widespread idea, persisting even in the ritual of the
Jewish Day of Atonement, that the altar (which is only a
more modern form of the sacred stone) requires to be consecrated with blood, and periodically reconsecrated in the
same way.l I n fact it is the sacred blood that makes the
stone holy and a habitation of divine life; as in all the
other parts of ritual, man does not begin by persuading
his god to dwell in the stone, but by a theurgic process he
actually brings divine life to the stone. All sanctuaries
are consecrated by a theophany ; but in the earliest times
the sacrifice is itself a rudimentary theophany, and the
place where sacred blood has once been shed is the fittest
place to shed it again. From this point of view it is
natural, not only to pour blood upon the altar-idol, but to
anoint it with sacred fat, to fix upon it the heads and horns
of sacrifices, and so forth. All these things are done in
various parts of the world: and when the sacred stone is
on the way to become an idol, and primarily an animalidol, it is peculiarly appropriate to dress i t in the skin of
the divine victim.
On the other hand, it is equally appropriate that the
Ezelr. xliii. 18 sqq.; Lev. viii. 15 ; Ezelr. xlv. 18 sqq. ; Lev.
xvi. 33.
The heads of oxen are common symbols on Greek altars, and this is
only a modern surrogate for the actual heads of victims. The horns of the
Semitic altar have perhaps the same origin.
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worshipper should dress himself in the skin of a victim,
and so, as i t were, envelop himself in its sanctity. To
rude nations dress is not merely a physical comfort, but a
fixed part of social religion, a thing by which a man constantly bears on his body the token of his religion, and
which is itself a charm and a means of divine protection.
Among African nations, where the sacredness of domestic
animals is still acknowledged, one of the few purposes
for which a beast may be killed is to get its skin as a
cloak ; and in the Book of Genesis (iii. 21) the primitive
coat of skin is given to the first men by the Deity Himself.
Similarly Herodotus, when he speaks of the sacrifices and
worship of the Libyans: is at once led on to observe that
the zgis or goat-skin, worn by the statues of Athena, is
nothing else than the goat-skin, fringed with thongs, which
was worn by the Libyan women; the inference implies
that it was a sacred dress.2 When the dress of sacrificial
skin, which at once declared a man's religion and his sacred
kindred, ceased to be used in ordinary life, i t was still
retained in holy and especially in piacular functions. We
have several examples of. this within the Semitic field : the
Assyrian Dagon -worshipper who offers the mystic fishsacrifice to the Fish-god draped in a fish-skin ; the old
Phcenician sacrifice of game by men clothed in the skin of
1 Herod. iv. 188 sqp.; that the victims were goats is suggested by the
context, but becomes certain by conlparison of Hippocl-ates, ed. Littr6,
vi. 356.
The thongs correspond to the fringes on the garment prescribed by
Jewish law, which had a sacred significance (Num, xv. 38 sqg.). One of
the oldest forms of the fringed garment is probably the rnht or tbazcf, a
girdle or short kilt of skin slashed into thongs, which was TI-O~I by Arab
girls, by women in their courses, and also, i t is said, by vorshippers at the
Caaba. From this primitive garment are derived the thongs and girdles
with lappets that appear as amulets among the Arabs (bnrim, mornssffi'ffi ;
the latter is pierced, and another thong passed through it) ; compare the
magical thongs of the Luperci, cut from the skin of the piacnlum, whose
touch cured sterility.
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their prey; the Cyprian sacrifice of a sheep to the Sheepgoddess, in which sheep-skins are worn? Similar examples
are afforded by the Dionysiac mysteries and other Greek
rites, and by almost every rude religion; while in later
cults the old rite survives a t least in the religious use of
animal masks.2 When worshippers present themselves a t
the sanctuary, already dressed in skins of the sacred kind,
the meaning of the ceremony is that they come to worship
as kinsmen of the victim, and so also of the god. But
when the fresh skin of the victim is applied to the
worshipper in the sacrifice, the idea is rather an imparting to him of the sacred virtue of its life. Thus in
piacular and cathartic rites the skin of the sacrifice is
used in a way quite similar to the use of the blood, but
dramatically more expressive of the identification of the
worshipper's life with that of the victim.
I n Greek
piacula the man on whose behalf the sacrifice was performed simply put his foot on the skin (rch6~ov); a t
Hierapolis the pilgrim put the head and feet over his own
head while he knelt on the skin ;3 in certain late Syrian
rites a boy is initiated by a sacrifice in which his feet are
clothed in slippers made of the skin of the ~acrifice.~These
rites do not appear to have suggested any idea, as to the
meaning of piacular sacrifice, different from those that
have already come before us ; but as the skin of a sacrifice is the oldest form of a sacred garment, appropriate to
the performance of holy functions, the figure of a "robe
of righteousness," which is found both in the Old TestaSupra, pp. 293, 310; and Additional Notes F and G. Note also that
the hereditary priests of the Palmetum mere dressed in slrins (Strabo, xvi.
4. 18). Cf. the "girdle," or rather "kilt of skin," worn by the prophet
Elijah (2 Icings i. 8).
Such masks vere used by the Arabs of Nejriin in rites which the Bishop
Gregentius, in the laws he made for his flock (chap. xxxiv.), denounces as
heathenish (Boissonade, Aneerl. Cr. vol, v.).
Den Syria, lv.
Actes of the Leyden Congress, ii. 1. 336 (361).
'-t
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ment and in the New, and still supplies one of the
commonest theological metaphors, may be ultimately traced
back to this source.
On the whole i t is apparent, from the somewhat tedious
discussion which I have now brought to a close, that the
various aspects in which atoning rites presented themselves to ancient worshippers have supplied a variety of
religious images which passed into Christianity, and still
have currency. Redemption, substitution, purification,
atoning blood, the garment of righteousness, are all terms
which in some sense go back to antique ritual. But in
ancient religion all these terms are very vaguely defined ;
they indicate impressions produced on the mind of the
worshipper by features of the ritual, rather than formulated ethico-dogmatical ideas; and the attempt to find in
them anything as precise and definite as the notions
attached to the same words by Christian theologians is
altogether illegitimate. The one point that comes out clear
and strong is that the fundamental idea of ancient sacrifice is sacramental communion, and that all atoning rites
are ultimately to be regarded as owing their efficacy to a
communication of divine life to the worshippers, and to
the establishment or confirmation of a living bond between
them and their god. I n primitive ritual this conception
is grasped in a merely physical and mechanical shape, as
indeed, in primitive life, all spiritual and ethical ideas are
still wrapped up in the husk of a material embodiment.
To free the spiritual truth from the husk was the great
task that lay before the ancient religions, if they were to
maintain the right to continue to rule the minds of men.
That some progress in this direction was macle, especially
in Israel, appears from our examination. But on the
whole i t is manifest that none of the ritual systems of
antiquity was able by niere natural developnieiit to
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shake itself free from the congenital defect inherent
in every attempt to embody spiritual truth in material
forms. A ritual system must always remain materialistic,
even if its materialism is disguised under the cloak of
mysticism.

ADDITIONAL NOTES

ADDITIONAL NOTE A (p. 138)
GODS, DEMONS, AND PLANTS OR ANIMALS

THE object of this note is to consider some difficulties that
may be felt with regard to the argument in the text.
1. The importance which I have attached to Arabian snperstitions about the jinn, as affording a clue to the origin of local
sanctuaries, may appear to be excessive when it is observed that
the facts are almost all drawn from one part of the Semitic field.
What evidence is there, it may be asked, that these Arabian
superstitions are part of the common belief of the Semitic race?
To this I reply, in the first place, that the Arabian conception
proves upon analysis to have nothing peculiar about it. It is
the ordinary conception of all primitive savages, and involves
ideas that only belong to the savage mind. To suppose that i t
originated in Arabia, for special and local reasons, after the
separation of the other Semites, is therefore to run in hhe teeth
of all probability. Again, the little we do know about the
goblins of the Northern Semites is in full agreement with the
Arabian facts. The demons were banished from Hebrew religion,
and hardly appear in the Old Testament except in poetic imagery.
But the P*T*YWor hairy ones, the n+5*5or nocturnal goblin, are
exactly like tlle Arabian jinn (Wellhausen, p. 135).
The main point, however, is that the savage view of nature,
which ascribes t o plants and animals discourse of reason, and supernatural or demoniac attributes, can be shown to have prevailed
among the Northern Semites as well :IS the Arabs. The savage
point of view is constantly found to survive, in connection with
practices of magic, after i t has been superseded in religion proper ;
and the superstitions of the vnIgar in lnodern civilised countries are
441
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not much more advanced than those of the rudest nations. So too
among the Semites, magical rites and vulgar superstitions are not
so much survivals from the higher official heathenism of the
great sanctuaries as from a lower and more primitive stage of
belief, which the higher forms of heathen worship overshadowed
but did not extinguish. And the view of nature that pervades
Semitic magic is precisely that savage view which we have found
to underlie the Arabian belief in the jinn. Of the magical
practices of the ancient Syrians, which persisted long after the
introduction of Christianity, some specimens are preserved in the
Canons of Jacob of Edessa, edited in Syriac by Lagarde, Rel. iur.
eccl. ant. (Leipz. 1856), and translated by Xayser, Die Canones
Jacob's von Eclessa (Leipz. 1886). One of these, used in cases of
sickness, was to dig up the root of a certain kind of thorn called
" ischiac," and make an offering to it, eating and drinking beside
the root, which was treated as a guest at the feast (Qu. 38).
Another demoniac plant of the Northern Semites is the Baaras,
described by Josephus, B. J. vii. 6. 3, which flees from those who
try to grasp it, and whose touch is death so long as it is rooted in
the ground. This plant seems to be the mandrake (Ar. yabriih),
about which the Arabs tell similar stories, and which even the
ancient Germans thought to be inhabited by a spirit. When the
plants in Jotham's parable speak and act like men, this is mere
personification; bnt the dispute of the mallow and the mandrake,
which Maimonides relates froin the forged Nabatpan Agriculture
(Chwolsohn, Xsabier, ii. 459, 914), and which prevents the mallow
froin supplying her prophet with responses, is a genuine piece
of old Semitic superstition. I n matters of this sort we cannot
doubt that even a forger correctly represents popular beliefs. As
regards animals, the demoniac character of the serpent in the
Garden of Eden is unmistakable; the serpent is not a mere
temporary disguise of Satan, otherwise its punishment would be
meaning1ess.l The practice of serpent charming, repeatedly
referred to in the Old Testament, is also connected with the
demoniac character of the creature ; and in general the idea that
animals can be constrained by spells, e.g. prevented from injuring
flocks and vineyards (Jacob of Ed., Qu. 46), rests on the same

' So in the legends of Syriac saints, the proper form of Satan, which he
is compelled to resume when met mith the name of Christ or the sign of the
cross, is that of a black snake (Jfar Kardagh, ed. Abbeloos, p. 39 ; Hoffmann, Xyr. Akten, p. 76).
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view, for the power of wizards is over demons and beings that
are subject to the demons.
One of the most curious of the Syrian superstitions is as
caterpillr~rs infest a garden, the maidens are
follows :-When
assembled; a single caterpillar is taken, and one of the girls is
constituted its mother. The insect is then bewailed and buried,
and the mother is conducted to the place where the other cater~ i l l a r sare, amidst lamelltations for her bereavement. The whole
of the caterpillars will then disappear (op. cit. Qu. 44). Here i t is
clearly assumed that t h e insects understand and are impressed by
the tragedy got up for their benefit. The Syriac legends of Tfir
'Abdin, collected by Prym and Socin (Gott. 1881), are full of
beasts with demon:iac powers. I n these stories each kind of beast
forms a separate organised community; they speak and act like
men, but have supernatural powers, and close relations to the jinn
that also occur i n the legends. I n conclusion, i t may be observed
that the universal Semitic belief in omens and guidance given
by animals belongs to the same range of ideas. Omens are not
blind tokens ; the aninlals know what they tell to men.
2. If the argument in the text is correct, i t may be asked why
there are not direct and convincing evidences of Semitic totemism.
You argue, i t may be said, that traces of the old savage view of
nature, which corresponds to totemism, are still clearly visible in
the Semitic view of demons. But in savage nations that view is
habituz~llyconjoined with the belief that one kind of demonor, more correctly, one kind of plants or animals endowed with
demoniac qualities-is allied by kinship with each kindred of
men. How does this square with the Arabian facts, in which all
demons or demoniac animals habitually appear as man's enemies 1
The general answer to this difficulty is that totems, or friendly
rlemoniac beings, rapidly develop into gods when men rise above
I16re savagery; whereas unfriendly beings, lying outside the circle
of man's organised life, are not directly influenced by the social
progress, and retain their primitive characteristics unchanged.
When Inen deem thenlselves to be of the same blood with a
particular aniinal lrind, every advance in their way of thinking
about themselves reacts on their ideas about the sacred animals.
When they come to think of their god as the ancestor of their
race, they must also think of him as the ancestor of their totem
animals, and, so far as our observation goes, they tend to figure
him as having animal form. The animal god concentrates on his
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own person the respect that used to be paid to all aninlals of the
totem kind, or at least the respect paid to tl~einis made to depend
on the worship he receives. Finally, the anilnal god, who, as a
demoniac being, has many human attlibutes, is transformed into
an anthropomorphic god, and his animal connections fall quite
into the background. But nothing of this sort can happen to the
clemoniac animals that are left outside, and not bronght into
fellowship with men. They remain as they were, till the progress
of enlightenment-a slow progress among Ghe niass of ally racegradually strips them of their supernatural &tributes. Thus i t is
natural that the belief in hostile demons of Illant or animal kinds
should survive long after the friendly kiiids have given way to
individual gods, whose original totem associations are in great
measure obliterated. A t the stage which even the rudest Semitic
peoples had reached when they first become knovli to us, it tvould
be absurd to expect to find exainples of totenlism pure and simple.
What we may expect to find is the fragmenta~gsurvival of totem
ideas, in the shape of special associations between certaill kinds of
animals on the one hand, and certain tribes or religions commnunities and their gods on the other hand. Ancl of eviclence of this
kincl there is, me shall see, no lack in Senlitic antiquity. For the
present I will only cite some direct evidences of kinship or
brotherhood between human conilnuilities and animal Binds.
I b n al-MojZwir relates that when the B. EIiirith, a tribe of South
Arabia, find a dear1 gazelle, they wash it, wrap it in cerecloths
and bury it, ancl the whole tribe mourns for it seven days
(Sprenger, Postrouten, p. 151). The animal is buried like a man,
and mourned for as a kinsman.1 Ainong the Arabs of Sinai the
zuabr (the coney of the Bible) is the brother of man, and it is said
that h e who eats his flesh will never see father and mother again.
I n the Harranian mysteries the worshippers ackno~vledgeddogs,
ravens and ants as their brothers (Fzhrist, p. 326, 1. 27). 4,
Baalbelc, the yevva?os, or ancestral god of the town,-was worshipped in
the form of a lion (Dalnascius, Vit. Isid.§ 203 ;cf. 591 71, " leontopodion," Low, Aravz. Pj'lanzennan~en,p. 406; G. Hoffmann, Phoen.
1 Similarly we are told by Sohaili in his com. on B. Hish~im(ed. Wust.
ii. 41 sq.) of more than one instance in which an orthodox Muslim u~apped
a dead snake in a piece of his cloak and buried it. 'Omar 11. is said to have
done so. In this case the snake was "a believing Jinni," an explanation that
; cf. Dami~i,
seems to be devised to justify an act of priinitive sul~e~stition
i. 233.
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I~zschr.1889, p. 27). On the banlrs of the Euphrates, according
to Mir. Ausc. 149 sq., there mas found a species of small serpents
that attaclred foreigners, bat did not molest natives, which is just
what a totem animal is supposed to do.
3. If the oldest sanctuaries of the gods were originally haunts of
a multiplicity of jinn, or of animals to which demoniac attributes
were ascribed, me should expect to find, even in later times, some
trace of the idea that the holy place is not inhabited by a single
god, but by a plurality of sacred denizens. If the relation between
the worshipping community and the sanctuary was formed in the
totem state of thought, when the sacred denizens were still veritable animals, all aninials of the sacred species would multiply
unmolested in the holy precincts, and the individual god of the
sanctuary, when such a being came to be singled out froin the
indeterminate plurality of totem creatures, wonld still be the
father and protector of all animals of his own kind. And accordingly we do find that Xeniitic sanctuaries gave shelter to various
species of sacred animals,-the doves of Astarte, the gazelles of
Tabkla and Mecca, and so forth. But, apart fro111 this, we may
expect to find traces of vague plurality in the conception of the
godhead as associated with special spots, to hear not so much of
the god as of the gods of a place, and that not in the sense of
a definite number of clearly individualised deities, but with the
same indefiniteness as characterises the conception of the jinn.
I am inclined to think$at this is the idea which underlies the
, the Phcenician use of D$K,
Hebrew use of the plural P ~ Kand
in a singular sense, on which cf. Hoffmann, op. cit. p.'17 sqp.
MereIy to refer this to primitive polytheism, as is sometimes done,
does not explain how tlie plural form is habitually used to designate a single deity. But if the E15hZn7 of a place originally meant
all its sacred denizens, viewed collectively as an indeterminate
sum of indistinguishable beings, the transition to the use of the
plural in a singular sense would follow naturally, as soon as this
indeterminate conception gave way to the conception of an individual god of the sanctuary. Further, the original indeterminate
plurality of the ElGhim appears in the conception of angels as
Bn& Elohinz, " sons of Elohim," which, according to linguistic
analogy, means "beings of the Elohim kind." I n the Old Testament the "sons of God" form the heavenly court, and ordinarily
when an angel appears on earth he appears alone and on a special
mission. But, in some of the oldest Hebrew traditions, angels
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frequent holy places, such as Bethel and Nahanaim, when they
have no message to deliver (Gen. xxviii. 12, xxxii. 2). That
the angels, as "sons of God," form part of the old Semitic
mythology, is clear from Gen. vi. 2, 4, for the sons of God who
contract marriages with the daughters of men are out of place in
the religion of the Old Testament, and the legend must have been
taken over from a lower form of faith; perhaps it was a local
legend connected with Mount Herrnon (B. Enoch vi. 6 ; Hilary
on Ps. cxxxiii.). Ewald (Lehre der Bibel, ii. 283) rightly observes
that in Gen. xxxii. 28-30 the meaning is that an angel has no
name, i.e. no distinctive individuality; he is simply one of a class ;
cf. p. 126, note, supra. Yet in wrestling with him Jacob wrestles
with D ~ ? R(cf. Hos. xii. 4).
That the Arabic jinn is not a loan-word, as has sometimes
been supposed, is shown by Noldeke, ZDMG. xli. 717.

ADDITIONAL NOTE B (p. 153)
HOLINESS,

UNCLEANNESS

AND TABOO

VARIOUSparallels between savage taboos, and Semitic rules of
holiness and uncleanness, will come before ns from time to time ;
but it may be useful to bring together at this point some detailed
evidences that the two are in their origin indistinguishable.
Holy and unclean things have this in common, that in both
cases certain restrictions lie on men's use of and contact with
them, and that the breach of these restrictions involves supernatural dangers. The difference between the two appears, not in
their relation to man's ordinary life, but in their relation to the
gods. Holy things are not free to man, because they pertain to
the gods ; uncleanness is shunned, according to the view taken in
the higher Semitic religions, because it is hateful to the god, and
therefore not to be tolerated in his sanctuary, his worshippers, or
his land. But that this explanation is not primitive can hardly
be doubted, when we consider that the acts that cause uncleanness
are exactly the same which among savage nations place a man
under taboo, and that these acts are often involuntary, and often
innocent, or even necessary to society. The savage, accordingly,
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imposes a taboo on a woman in chilclbed, or during her courses,
and on the man who touches a corpse, not out of any regard for
the gods, but simply because birth and everything connected with
the propagation of the species on the one hand, and disease and
cleath on the other, seem to him to involve the action of superhuman agencies of a dangerous kind. If he attempts to explain,
he does so by supposing that on these occasions spirits of deadly
power are present; at all events the persons involved seem to him
to be sources of mysterious danger, which has all the characters
of an infection, and may extend to other people unless due precautions are observed. This is not scientific, but i t is perfectly
intelligible, and forms the basis of a consisterlt system of practice ;
whereas, when the rules of uncleanness are made to rest on the
will of the gods, they appear altogether arbitrary and meaningless.
The affinity of such taboos with laws of uncleanness comes out
most c1earIy when we observe that nncleanness is treated like a
contagion, which has to be washed away or otherwise eliminated
by physical means. Take the rules about the uncleanness produced by the carcases of vermin in Lev. xi. 32 sqq. ; whatever
they touch must be washed ; the water itself is then unclean, and
can propagate the contagion; nay, if the defilement affect an
(unglazed) earthen pot, it is supposed to sink into the pores, and
cannot be washed out, so that the pot must be broken. Rules
like this have nothing in common with the spirit of Hebrew
religion; they can only be remains of a primitive superstition,
like that of the savage who shuns the blood of uncleanness, and
such like things, as a sngernatural and deadly virus. The
antiquity of the Hebrew taboos, for such they are, is shown by
the way in which many of them reappear in Arabia; cf. for
example Deut. xxi. 12, 13, with the Arabian ceremonies for
removing the impurity of widowhood (supra, pp. 422, 428, 11.).
I n the Arabian form the ritual is of purely savage type ;the danger
to life that made it unsafe for a man to marry the woman was
transferred in the most materialistic way to an animal, which i t
was believed generally died in consequence, or to a bird. So too
in the law for cleansing the leper (Lev. xiv. 4 sqy.) the impurity
is transferred to a bird, which flies away with i t ; compare also the
ritual of the scape-goat. So, again, the impurity of menstruation
was recognised by all the Semites,l as in fact it is by all primitive
The precept of the Coran, ii. 222, rests on ancient practice ; see
Baidiiwi on the passage, Hamasn, p. 107, last verse, and Agh. xvi. 27, 31.
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and ancient peoples. Now anlong savages this impurity is distinctly connected with the idea that the blood of the nzenses is
dangerous to man, and even the Romans held that " nihil facile
reperiatur mnlierum proflnuio magis mirificum," or more full of
deadly qualities (Pliny, H. N. vii. 64). Similar superstitions are
current with the Arabs, a great variety of supernatural powers
attaching themselves to a woman in this condition (Cazwini, i. 365).
Obviously, therefore, in this case the Semitic taboo is exactly like
the savage one; i t has nothing to do with respect for the gods,
but springs from inere terror of the supernatural inflnences
associated with the woman's physical condition. That unclean
things are tabooed on account of their inherent supernatural
powers or associations, appears further from the fact that just these
things are most powerful in magic ; menstruous blood in particular
is one of the strongest of charms in most countries, and so it was
anlong the Arabs (Cazwini, ut supra). Wellhausen has shown
how closely the ideas of aninlet and ornament are connected
(Heid. p. 143), but has not b r o ~ ~ g out
h t the equally characteristic
fact that unclean things are not less potent. Such amulets are
called by the Arabs tanjis, nzo~zajjasa;and it is explained that
the heathen Arabs used to tie unclean things, dead men's
bones and menstruous rags, upon children, to a v e ~ tthe jim
and the evil eye (CEnzCs, saw.); cf. Jacob of Edessa, op. cit.
Qa. 43.
W e have seen, in the example of the swine, that prohibitions
against using, and especially eating, certain animals belong in the
higher Semitic religions to a sort of doubtful ground between the
unclean and the holy. This topic cannot be fully elucidated till
we come to speak of sacrifice, when i t will appear probable that
most of these restrictions, if not all of them, are parallel to the
taboos which totemism lays on the LISC of sacred animals as food.
Meantime i t may be observed that such prohibitions, like those
For the Syrian heathen, Fihrist, p. 319, 1. 18. According to Wiihidi,
AsbZb, women in their courses were not allowed to remain in the hot~se,
which is a common savage rule. Accordirig to Itofadgal al-Dabbi, Amthdl,
p. 24, 1. 20, the 'arik was isolated from her people in a hut, which, as may
be inferred from the story, was on the outskirts of the hamlet or encampment. The same custom is indicated in the legend of the fall of Hatra,
Tab. i. 829. 3. Girls a t their first menstruation seem to have been strictly
confined to a h u t or t e n t ; see the Lisa% on the tern1 mo'sir. This is
also comnlon all over the world. Wiilows were similarly confined ; see the
Lexx. s.v.
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that have been already considered, manifest their savage origin
by the nature of the supernatural sanction attached to them. As
the elk clan of the Omahas believe that they cannot eat the elk
without boils breaking out on their bodies, so the Syrians, with
whom fish were sacred to Atargatis, thought that if they ate a
sprat or an anchovy they were visited with ulcers, swellings and
wasting disease.l I n both cases the punishment of the impious
act is not a divine judgment, in our sense of that word, but
flows directly from the malignant influences resident in the forbidden thing, which, so to speak, avenges itself on the offender.
With this it agrees that the more notable unclean animals
possess magical powers; the swine, for example, which the
Saracens as well as the Hebrews and Syrians refused to eat
(Sozomen, vi. 38), supplies inany charnls and magical nledicines
(Cazwini, i. 393).
The irrationality of laws of uncleanness, from the standpoint of
spiritual religion or even of the higher heathenism, is so manifest,
that they must necessarily be loolred on as having survived from
an earlier form of faith and of society. And this being so, I do
not see how any historical student can refuse to class them with
savage taboos. The attempts to explain them otherwise, which
are still occasionally niet with, seem to be confined to speculative
writers, who have no lmowledge of the general features of thought
and belief in rude societies. As regards holy things in the proper
sense of the word, i.e. such as are directly connected with the
worship and service of the gods, Inore difficulty may reasonably
be felt; for many of the laws of holiness may seem to have a good
and reasonable sense even in the higher forms of religion, and to
find their sufficient explanation in the habits and institutions of
advanced societies. At present the most current view of the
meaning of restrictions on man's free use of holy things is that
holy things are the god's property, and I have therefore sought
(supra, p. 142 sqq.) to show that the idea of property does not
suffice to explain the facts of the case. A man's property consists
of things to which he has an exclusive right; but in holy things
the worshippers have rights as well as the gods, though their rights
are subject to definite restrictions. Again, an owner is bound to
respect other people's property while he preserves his own; but
Menander, ap. Porph., De Abst, iv. 15 ; Plnt., De Styerst. x.; Selden,
De Diis Syris, Synt. ii. Cap. 3. For savage parallels, see Frazer, Totemism,
p. 16 sgq.
29

450

HOLINESS

NOTE B.

the principle of holiness, as appears in the law of asyluin, can be
used to override the privileges of human ownership. I n this
respect holiness exactly resembles taboo. The notion that certain
things are taboo to a god or a chief means only that he, as the
stronger person, and not only stronger but invested with supernatural power, snd so very dangerous to offend, will not allow
anyone else to meddle with them. To bring the taboo into force
it is not necessary that there should be prior possession on the
part of god or chief; other people's goods may become taboo, and
be lost to their original owner, merely by contact with the sacred
person or with sacred things. Even the ground on which a king
of Tahiti trod became taboo, just as the place of a theophany was
thenceforth holy among the Semites. Nor does it follo~vthat
because a thing is taboo fro111 the use of man, it is therefore in any
real sense appropriated to the use of a god or sacred person ; the
fundamental notion is merely that it is not safe for ordinary
people to use i t ; i t has, so to speak, been touched by the infection
of holiness, and so becomes a new source of supernatural danger.
I n this respect, again, the rules of Semitic holiness show clear
marks of their origin in a systenl of taboo; the distinction that
holy things are employed for the use of the gods, while unclean
things are simply forbidden to man's use, is not coilsistently
carried out, and there remain many traces of the view that holiness is contagious, just as uncleanness is, and that things which
are to be retained for ordinary use must be kept out of the way
of the sacred infection. Of things undoubtedly holy, but not
in any way used for the divine service, the consecrated camels
of the Arabs afford a good example. But in old Israel also
we find something of the same liind. By the later law (Lev.
xxvii. 27) the firstling of a doinestic animal that could not be
sacrificed, and which the owner clid not care to redeem, was sold
for the benefit of the sanctuary, bnt by the old law (Ex. xiii. 13,
xxxiv. 20) its neck was brolien-a less humane rule than that
of Arabia, where animals tabooed from human use were allowed
to run freeal
Of the coiltagiousness of holiness there are many traces exactly
similar to taboo. Among the Syrians the dove was most holy,
and he who touched it became taboo for a day (Dea Syria, liv.).
I n Isa. lxv. 5 the heathen nzysta warn the bystander not to
1 This parallel shows that the Arabian institution is not a Inere degenerate form of an older consecration to positive sacred uses.
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approach them lest he become tab0o.l The flesh of the Hebrew
sin-offering, which is holy in the first degree, conveys a taboo to
everyone who touches it, and if a drop of the blood falls on a
garment, this must be washed, i.e. the sanctity must be washed
out, in a holy place, while the earthen pot in which the sacrifice
is sodden must be broken, as in the case wllere dead vermin falls
in a vessel and renders i t unclean (Lev. vi. 27 sq. [Heb. ver. 20 sq.] ;
cf. Lev. xvi. 26, 28). At Mecca, in the times of heathenism,
tlze sacred circuit of the Caaba was made by the Bedouins either
naked, or in clothes borrowed from one of the Ho~zs,or religious
cornrnunity of the sacred city. Wellhausen has shown that this
usage was not peculiar to Mecca, for at the sanctnary of Al-Jalsad
also it was customary for the sacrificer to borrow a suit from the
priest; and the same custonz appears in the worship of the Tyrian
Baal (2 Kings x. 221, to which it may be added that, in 2 Sam.
vi. 14, David wears the priestly ephod at the festival of the inbringing of the ark. He had put off his usual clothes, for Michal
calls his conduct a shanleless exposure of his person; see also
1 Sam. xix. 24. The Meccan custom is explained by saying that
they would not perform the sacred rite in garments stained with
sin, bnt the real reason is quite different. I t appears that sometimes a man did malie the circuit in his own clothes, but in that
case he could neither wear them again nor sell them, but had
to leave them at the gate of the sanctuary (Azraci, p. 125; E.
Hisliiim, 13. 128 sq.). They became taboo ([~ariaz, as the verse
cited by Ibn Hishim has it) through contact with the holy place
and function. If any doubt remains as to the correctness of this
explanation, it will, I trust, be dispelled by a quotation from
Shortland's Southern Districts of New Zealand (p. 293 sq.),
which has been given to me by Mr. Frazer. " A slave or other
person not sacred would not enter a ' wahi tapu,' or sacred place,
without having first stripped off his clothes ;for the clothes, having
become sacred the instant they entered the precincts of the ' wahi
tapu,' would ever after be useless to him in the ordinary business
of his life."
The suffix shows that the verb is transitive ; not " for I am holier than
thou," but "for I would sanctify thee." We should therefore point i t as
Piel, and compare Ezelc. xliv. 19, xlvi. 12, where precautions are laid dowll
to prevent the people from being consecrated by approach to holy garments
and holy flesh.
It is perhaps on this principle that a man found encroaching on a
$ i n d is punished by being stripped of his clothes, etc.; Mu$ ia Med. p. 385
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I n the case of the garment stained by the blood of the sinoffering, we see that taboos produced by contact with holy things,
like those due to uncleanness, can be removed by washing. 111
like manner, among the Jews the contact of a sacred volunle or a
phylactery defiled the hands," and called for an ablution, and
the high priest on the Day of Atonement washed his flesh with
water, not only when he pnt on the holy garments of the day, but
when he put them off (Lev. xvi. 24; cf. Mishna, Y677zclr, viii. 4).
I n savage countries such ablutions are talien to be a literal
physical removal of the contagious principle of the taboo, and all
synlbolical interpretations of them are nothing more than an
attempt, in higher stages of religious development, to justify
adhesion to traditional ritual.
These examples may suffice to show that it is impossible to
separate the Semitic doctrine of holiness and uncleanness from
the system of taboo. If anyone is not convinced by them, I
am satisfied that he will not be convinced by an accumulation
of evidence. But as the subject is curious in itself, and may
possibly be found to throw light on some obscure customs, I will
conclude this part of the subject by some additional remarks,
of a more conjectural character, on the costuine worn at the
sanctuary.
Tlle use of special vestments by priestly ceIebrants at reli,'010~s
functions is very widespread, and has relations which cannot be
illustrated till we come to speak of sacrifice.l But i t is certain
that originally every man was his own priest, and the ritual
observed in later times by the l~riestsis only a clevelol~mentof
what was originally observed by all worshippers. As regards the
matter of vestments, it mas an early and widespread custom to
nlalre a difference between the dress of ordinary life and that
donned on sacred occasions. The ancient Hebrews, on approaching the presence of the Deity, either washed their clothes (Ex.
xix. 10) or changed them (Gen. xxxv. 2), that is, put on their best
clothes, and the women also wore their jewels (Hos. ii. 13 [15] ;
cf. Sozomen's accourlt of the feast at Mamre, H. E. ii. 4).
The washing is undoubtedly to remove possible uncleanness,
(Wajj), BelLdhori, p. 9 (Naci'). The story that 'Amr Mozaiciii tore his
clothes every night, that no one else might wear them (Ibn Doraid, p. 258),
is perhaps a reminiscence of an old taboo attached to royalty.
See what is said of the skin of the victim as furnishing a sacred dress,
supra, p. 437 sg.
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and in Gen. xxxv. 2 the change of garments has the same
association. But the instances given above show that, if i t was
important not to carry impurity into the sanctuary, i t was equally
necessary not to carry into ordinary life the marks of contact with
holy places and things. As all festive occasions in antiquity were
sacred occasions, i t may be presumed that best clothes mere also
holy clothes, reserved for festal purposes. They were perfumed
(Gen. xxvii. 15, 27), and perfume among the Semites is a very
holy thing (Pliny, xii. 54), used in purifications (Herod. i. 198),
and applied, according to Phcenician ritual, to all those who stood
before the altar, clad in the long byssus robes, with a single purple
stripe, which were appropriated to religious offices (Silius, iii.
23 sqq.; cf. Herodian, v. 5. 10). Jewels, too, such as women
wore in the sanctuary, had a sacred character; the Syriac word
for an earring is c'dEsh6, '' the holy thing," l and generally speaking jewels serve as amulet^.^ On the whole, therefore, holy dress
and gala dress are one and the same thing, and i t seems, therefore, legitimate to suppose that in early times best clothes meant
clothes that were taboo for the purposes of ordinary life. But of
course the great mass of people in a poor society could not keep a
special suit for sacred occasions. Such persons would either wash
their clothes after as well as before any specially sacred function
(Lev. vi. 27, xvi. 26, 28), or would have to borrow sacred garments.
Shoes could not well be washed, unless they were mere linen
stockings, as in the Phcenician sacred dress described by Herodian;
they were therefore put off before treading on holy ground (Ex.
iii. 5 ; Josh. v. 15, e t ~ . ) . ~
Another Hebrew usage that nlay be noted here is the ban
(Heb. hd~eaz),by which impious sinners, or enemies of the com1 The Arabic coclCs is doubtless an allciellt loanword from this ; but cadis,
an old Yemenite ilame for pearls (see Taj, s.v.), is probably an independent
expressioil of the same idea.
2 As amulets, jewels are maiilly worn to protect the chief organs of
action (the hands and the feet), but especially the orifices of the body
(ear-rings ; nose-rings, hanging over the mouth ; jewels on the forehead,
hanging down and protectillg the eyes). In Doughty, ii. 199, a mall stuffs
his ears wit11 cotton before venturiilg to descencl a well haunted by jinla.
Similarly the lower orifices of the t r ~ ~ n are
l r protected by clothing, which
has a sacred meaning ( S ~ ~ J T C Lp., 437, note 2). Similar remarks apply to
tattooiag, staining with stihiurr~and henna, etc.
3 [A persoil about to consult the oracle of Trophonius, after being washed
and anointed, put on a lil~eilshirt and s7aoes of tlte cou?thfy, ;ao2nsLptvos
iarXwpi'as x p i l w i % a s (Pansanias, ix. 39).-J.
G. Frazer.]
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munity and its god, were devoted to utter destruction. The ban
is a form of devotion to the deity, and so the verb " to ban " is
sometimes rendered "consecrate" (AIicah iv. 13) or "devote "
(Lev. xxvii. 28 sq.). But in the oldest Hebrew times it involved
the utter destruction, not only of the persons involved, but of
their property; and only metals, after they had passed through
the fire, were added to the treasure of the sanctuary (Josh. vi.
24, vii. 24; 1 Sam. xv.). Even cattle were not sacrificed, but
simply slain, and the devoted city must not be rebuilt (Deut.
xiii. 1 6 ; Josh. vi. 26).1 Such a ban is a taboo, enforced by
the fear of supernatural penalties (1 Kings xvi. 34), and, as
with taboo, the danger arising from it is contagious (Deut. vii.
26 ; Josh. vii.); he that brings a devoted thing into his house
falls under the same ban himself.

ADDITIONAL NOTE C (p. 158)
TABOOS ON THE INTERCOURSE OF THE SEXES

ACCORDING
to Herodotus, ii. 64, almost all peoples, except the
Greeks and Egyptians, p l u y o v ~ a ~iv i p o i a ~ KCZ> d ~ hyvva~~Giif
~ V L U T & ~ E V O~
L X O V T O iLa k P X o v ~ a
2s~ iP&. This is good evidence of
what the Greelrs and Egyptians practised ; but the assertion about
other nations is incorrect, at least as regards the Semites and
parts of Asia Minoq2 whose religion had much in common with
theirs. As regards the evidence, it comes to the same thing
whether we are told that certain acts were forbidden at the
sanctuary, or to pilgrims bound for the sanctuary, or that no one
could enter the sanctuary without purification after committing
them. W e find that among the Arabs sexual intercourse was
forbidden to pilgrinls to Mecca. The same rule obtained among
In Jndg. ix. 45 the site is sown with salt, which is ordillarily explained
with reference to the infertility of saline ground. But the strewing of salt
has elsewhere a religions meaning (Ezek. xliii. 24), and is a symbol of
consecration. Similarly Hesychins explains the phrase, Ipks Isiaarlpcci. Zgor
K u s p h ~os~ip6vquv
~
xprdhs prd' hA>s za~ccp;aBa; ~ i a i v .

See the inscription of Apollo Lermenus, Jotcne. Hell. Stuclics, viii. 380
sqq. ; this was not a Greelr cult.
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the Minzans in connection with the sacred office of collecting
frankincense (Pliny, H. N. xii. 54). Among the Hebrews we
find the restriction in connection with the theophany at Sinai
(Ex. xix. 15) and the use of consecrated bread (1 Sam. xxi. 5);
Sozomen, ii. 4, attests it for the heathen feast at Mamre; and
Herodotus himself tells us that among the Babylonians and Arabs
every conjugal act was immediately followed, not only by an
ablution, but by such a fumigation as is still practised in the
Sfidan (Herod. i. 198). This restriction is not directed against
immorality, for it applies to spouses; nor does it spring from
asceticism, for the temples of the Semitic deities were thronged
with sacred prostitutes ; who, however, were careful to retire with
their partners outside the sacred precincts (Herod. i. 199, i'tw TOG
;PO;;
cf. 110s. iv. 14, which curiously agrees in expression with
Ham. p. 599, second verse, where the reference is to the lovemaking of the Arabs just outside the I~imti).
The extension of this kind of taboo to warriors on an expedition is common among rude peoples, and we know that i t had
place among the Arabs, and was not wholly obsolete as late as the
second century of Islam; see Ag7~.xiv. 67 (Tabari, ed. Kosegayten,
i. 144), xv. 161 ; Al-Akhtal, DBzu. p. 120, 1. 2 ; cf. Mascndi, vi.
63-65, Pr. Hist. Ar. p. 247 sp. See also NoteI, infra, p. 481 spp.
I n the Old Testament, war and warriors are often spoken of as
consecrated,-a phrase which seems to be connected, not merely
with the use of sacred ceremonies at the opening of a campaign,
but with the idea that war is a holy function, and the camp
a holy place (Dent. xxiii. 10-15). That the taboo on sexual
intercourse applied to warriors in old Israel cannot be positively
affirmed, but is probable from Deut. xxiii. 10, 11, compared with
1 Sam. xxi. 5, 6 [E.V. 4, 51 ; 2 Sam. xi. 11. The passage in
1 Sam., which has always been a crux interpretuaz, calls for some
remark. I t seems to me that the text can be translated as it
stands, if only we take w73' as a plural, which is possible without
adding 1. David says, "Nay, but women are forbidden to us, as
has always been my rule when I go on an expedition, so that the
gear (clothes, anns, etc.) of the young men is holy even when i t
is a common (not a sacred) journey; how much more so when
[Prov. xxi. 271 to-day they will be consecrated, gear and all."
David distinguishes between expeditions of a conlmon kind, and
campaigns which mere opened by the consecration of the warriors
and their gear. H e hints that his present excursion is of the
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second kind, and that the cerelnoily of consecration will take
place as soon as he joins his men; but he reminds the priest
that his cnstonl has been to enforce the rules of sanctity even on
ordinary expeditions. Wyp' shoulcl perhaps be pointed as Puul.
The word ;ilyy might more exactly be rendered "taboo," for it
is evidently a technical expression. Xo in Jer. xxxvi. 5, " I am
TYY, I cannot go into the temple," does not mean "1 am
ilnprisoned" (cf. ver. 19), but " I am restrained froin entering
the sanctuary by a cere~nonialimpnrity." It seeills to me that
the proverbial ~ ~ T Y IIY ~ , one of those phrases which name two
categories, under one or other of which everybody is included,
means "he who is nnder taboo, a i d he who is free "; cf. also 7yY3,
1 Sam. xxi. 7 [a], and ~TIYY, " tenlpus clans~lm." The sanie sense
appears in Arabic ~no'sir,applied to a girl wl-lo is shut up under
the taboo ml~icl~,
in almost all early nations, affects girls at the age
of p ~ ~ b e r t y .

ADDITIONAL NOTE D (p. 212)
THE SUPPOSED PHALLIC SIGNIFICANCE OF SACRED POSTS AND
PILLARS

THATsacred posts and pillars anlong the Xenlites are phallic
symbols is an opinion which enjoys a certain currency, nzainly
through the influence of Movers ; but, as is so often the case wit11
the theories of that author, the evidence in its favour is of the
slenderest. For the pre-Hellenistic period Movers relies on
1 Kings xv. 13, 2 Chron. xv. 16, taking n ~ h after
,
the
Vulgate, to mean sinzulacrunz Priupi ; but this is a mere guess,
not snpported by the other ancient versions. H e also appeals to
Ezek. xvi. 17, which clearly does not refer to phallic worship,
but to images of the Baalim ; the passage is imitated from Hos. ii.
Many recent commentators suppose that 19, "hand," in Isa. lvii. 8,
means the phallus. This is the merest conjectnre, and even if it
were certain, the use of f' in the sense of cippus, sign-post, woulcl
still have to be explained, not by supposing that every monument
or road mark was a phallic pillar, but from the obvious synlbolism
which gives us the word finger-post. The P h ~ n i c i a nciplsi
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dedicated to Tanith and Eaal Hamman often have a hand
figured on them, but a real hand, not a phallus.
I
1
1 ancient times obscene symbols were used without oflence to
denote sex, ancl female symbols of this kind are found in many
Phcenician grottoes scratched upon the rock. Herodotus, ii. 106,
says that he saw in Syria l'al~stiaa stel8 engraved with y v v a ~ ~ 6 s
aisola, presumably nzassEboth dedicated to female deities ; but how
this can snpport the view that the nzassEba represents &vSphs
aisolov I am a t a loss to see. Indeed, the whole phallic theory
seems to be wrecked on the fact that the nzass#hcc represents male
and female deities indifferently. At a later date the two great
pillars that stood in the Propylwa of the temple of Hierapolis are
called phalli by Lucian (Dea Syy. xvi.). Such t v i n pillars are
very common at Semitic telnples; even the temple at Jerusalem
had them, and they are shown on coins representing the tomple at
Paphos; so that Lucian's evldence seems important, especially as
he tells us that they bore an inscription to the effect that "these
phalli were set up by Dioi~ysusto his illother Hera." Cut the
inscription appears to have been in Greelr, ancl proves only that
the Greelrs, who were accustolnecl to phallic symbols in Dionysusworship, and habitually regarded the licentions sacred feasts of
the Semites as Dionysiac, put their own interpretation on the
pillars. I n S xxviii. of Lucian's morB it clearly appears that the
meaning and use of the pillars mas an open question. Nen were
accustolnecl to ascencl them, and spend a meek on the top-like
the Christian Stylites of the same region. Lucian thinks that
this too was done because of Dionysus, b ~ the
~ tnatives said either
that at the immense height (which is stated at 30 fathoms) they
held near converse with the gods and prayed for the good of all
Syria, or that the practice was a melnorial of the Ploocl, when nlen
were clriven by fear to ascend trees and mountains. Tt is not
easy to extract anything phallic out of these statements.
Besides this, Movers (i. 680) cites the statement of Amobius,
Adv. Gentes, v. 19 (p. 212), that phalli, as signs of the grace of
the deity, mere presented to the .ilzystce of the Cyprian Venus;
bnt the use of the phallus as an amulet-which mas very widespread in antiqnity-can throw no light on the origin of sacred
pillars. Everything else that he adduces is purely fantastic, and
without a particle of evidence, ancl I have not found anythillg in
more recent writers to strengthen his argtunent.
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ADDITIONAL NOTE E (p. 245)
SACRED TRIBUTE IN ARABIA-THE

GIFT OF FIRSTLINGS

I HAVE stated in the text that the idea of sacred tribute has little
or no place among the nomadic Arabs, and i t will hardly be disputed that, broadly spealring, this statement accords with the
facts. But i t is important to determine, with as much precision
as possible, whether the conception of tribute and gifts of homage
paid to the deity had any place at all in the old religion of the
purely nomadic Semites, and if i t had, to define that place with
exactness. As the full discussion of this question touches on
matters which go beyond the subject of Lecture VII., I have
reserved the topic for an Additional Note.
Alllong the agricultural Semites the idea of a sacred tribute
appears inainly in connection with first-fruits and tithes of agricultural produce. Animal sacrifices were ultimately brought
under the category of gifts of homage; and so, when they were
not presented as freewill offerings, but in accordance with ritual
laws that demanded certain definite oblations for definite occasions,
they also came to be looked upon as a kind of tribute. But we
have seen that, even in the later rituals, there was a clear
distinction between cereal oblations, which were simply payments to the god, and animal sacrifices, which were used to
fnrnish a feast for the god and his worshippers together. Tile
explanation that the victim is wholly given up to the god, who
then gives back part of it to the worshipper, that he inay feast
at the temple as the guest of his deity, is manifestly too artificial
to be regarded as primitive; and if, on the other hand, we look
on a sacrifice siniply as a feast provided by the worshipper, at
which the god is the chief guest, i t does not appear that,
according to ancient ideas, any payment of tribute, or even any
gift, is involved. Hospitality is not placed by early nations
under the category of a gift; when a man slaughters an animal,
everyone who is present has his share in the feast as a matter
of course, and those who eat do not feel that any present has
been made to them. And in lilce manner it seems very doubtful
whether the oblations of mill< which were poured out before
certain Arabian idols can in any proper sense be called gifts,-i.e.
transfers of valuable property,-for in the desert i t is still a shame
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to sell mil$ (Doughty, i. 215, ii. 443), and a draught from the
milk-bowl is never refused to anyone. I n a society where milk
and meat are never sold, and ~vhereonly a churl refuses to share
s t look to
these articles of food with every by-passer, we m ~ ~not
the sacrificial meal as a proof that the Arabs paid tribute to
their gocls.
The agricultural tribute of first-fruits and tithes is a charge on
the prodace of the land, paid to the gods as Baalim or landlords.
I n this form tribute cannot appear among pure nomads. But
tribute is also paid to kings who are not landlords, by subjects
who are not their tenants. An example of such a tribute is the
royal tithe in Israel, which was paid by the free landowners ; and
on this analogy it seems qnite conceivable that a sacred tribute
paid to the god, as king or chief of his worshippers, might arise
in a pnrely nomadic community. I n examining this possibility,
however, we must have regard to the actual constit~~tion
of
Arabian society.
Among the free tribes of the Arabian desert there is no taxation, and the chiefs clerive no revenue from their tribesmen, but,
on the contrary, are expected to use their wealth with generosity
for the p~tblicbenefit. A modern sheilch or emir, according to
Burclrhardt's description (Bed. and Wak. i. 118), is expected to
treat strangers in a better style than any other member of the
tribe, to maintain the poor, and to divide among his friends
whatever presents he may receive. "His means of defraying
these expenses are the tribute he exacts from the Syrian villages,
from the Mecca pilgrim caravan,"-in short,
and his emol~~ments
blaclr-mail. Black-mail is merely a regulated form of pillage, and
the gains derived from i t correspond to those which in earlier
times came directly from the plundering of enemies and strangers.
I n ancient Arabia the chief took the fourth part of the spoils of
war (Hanz. p. 336, last verse; Wiicidi, ed. Kremer, p. lo), and
had also certain other perquisites, particularly the right to select
for himself, before the division, some special gift, silch as a
damsel or a smord (the so-called safGyZ, Ham. p. 458, last verse;
and A b i ~'Obaida, ap. Reislre, An. Musl. i. 26 sqg. of the notes).l
Anlong the Hebrews, in lilre manner, the chief received a liberal
share of the booty (1 Sam. xxx. 20), including some choice gift
corresponding to the safiiycL (Judg. v. 30, viii. 24). I n the
Among the Arabs, a sacrifice (maei'a) preceded tlle division of the spoil ;
see below, Additional Note M.
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Levitical lam a fixed share of the spoil is assigned to the
sanctuary (Nnm. xxxi. 28 sqp.), just as in the Moslem theocracy
the chief's fourth is changed to a fifth, payable to Allah and his
prophet, but partly used for the discharge of bnrdens of charity
and the like, such as in old times fell upon the chiefs (Sura
viii. 42). These fixed sacred tributes are modern, both in Arabia
and in Israel ; but even in old times the spoils of war mere a chief
source of votive offerings. The votive offerings of the Arabs
freqnently consisted of weapons (Wellh. p. 110; cf. 1 Sam. xxi.
9) ; and, among the Hebrews, part of the chief's booty mas geizerally consecrated (Judg. viii. 27; 2 Sani. viii. 10 sq.; Micah iv. 13).
Similarly, Nesha of Moab dedicates part of his spoil to Chenlosh;
and in Greece the sacred tithe occurs ~nainlyin the form of a
percentage on the spoils of war. It is obvious, however, that the
apportionment of a share of booty to the chief or to the god does
not properly fall under the category of trib~ute. Bnd on the
general Arabian principle that a chief must not tax his own
tribesmen, it does not appear that there was any room for the
development of a system of sacred dues, so long as the gods were
tribal deities worshipped only by their own tribe. Alnong the
Arabs tribute is a payment to an alien tribe or to its chiefs,
either by way of black-mail, or in return for l~rotection. A king
who receives gifts and tribute is a king reigning over subjects
who are not of his own clan, and whom, therefore, he is not
bound to help and protect at his own expense. I apprehend
that the oldest Hebrew taxation rested on this principle; for
even Solomon seelils to have excluded the tribe of Judah from
his division of the Bingdonl for fiscal purposes (1 I<ings iv. 7 spp.),
while David, as a prosperous warrior, who clre~vvast stums from
conquered nations, probably raised no revenue from his Israelite
subjects. As regards Saul, we linow nothing more thsn that he
enriched his own tribesmen (1 Sam. ssii. 7). The system of
taxation described in 1 Sam. viii. can harclly have been in full
force till the time of Solonlon at the earliest, ancl its details seem
to indicate that, in fiscal as in other matters, the developed
Hebrew Icingship took a lesson from its neiglibours of Plicenicia,
and possibly of Egypt.
To return, however, to the Arabs : the tributes which chiefs
and liings received from foreigners were partly transit dnes froni
traders (Pliny, H. N. xii. 63 spy.). I n such tribute the gods had
their share, as Pliny expressly relates for the case of the incense
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traffic, and as Azraci (p. 107) appears to imply for the case of
Greek merchants at Mecca. Commerce and religion were closely
connected in all the Semitic lands; tlle greatest and richest
temples are almost always found at cities which owed their
importance to trade.
Of the other kind of tribute, paid by a snbject tribe to a
prince of alien kin, a lively picture is afforded by Aglz. x. 12,
where we find Zohair b. Jadhima sitting in person at the fair of
'Oka~ to collect from the Hawiizin, who frequented this annual
market, their gifts of ghee, curds and small cattle. In like
manner the tribute of the pastoral Moabites to the kings of the
house of 'Omri was paid in sheep (2 Icings iii. 4) ; and on such
analogies we can very well conceive that sacrificial oblations of
food might be regarded as tribute, wherever the worshippers
were not the tribesmen but the clients of their god. But to
suppose that sacrifices generally were regarded by the ancient
Semitic nomads as tributes and gifts of homage, is to suppose that
the typical form of Semitic religion is clientship, a position which
is altogether untenable.
Thus it would seein that all we know of the social institutions
of the Arabs is in complete accordance with the results, obtained
in the text of these lectures, with regard to the original meaning
of sacrifice. The conclusion to which the ritual points, viz. that
the sacrifice was in no sense a payment to the god, but simply an
act of communion of the worshippers with one another and their
god, is in accord with the relations that actually subsisted between
chiefs and their tribesmen ; and when we read that in the time of
Mohammed the ordinary worship of household gods consisted in
stroking them with the hand as one went out and in (dduk. ilz
Med. p. 350), we are to remember that reverent salutation was all
that, in ordinary circumstances, a great chieftain mould expect
from the meanest member of his tribe. At the pilgrimage feasts
of the Arabs, as of the Hebrews, no man appeared without a gift;
but this was in the worship of alien gods.
I n a payment of tribute two things are involved-(1) a
transfer of property, and (2) an obligation, not necessarily to
pay on a fixed scale, but at least .to pay something. That
an Arabian sacrifice cannot without straining be conceived as
a transfer of property, has appeared in the course of this note,
and is shown from another point of view in Lecture XI. ( s ~ p r a ,
p. 390 sqq.). And in most sacrifices the second condition is also
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unfulfilled, for in Arabia it is left to a man's free will whether
he will appear before the god and do sacrifice, even in the sacred
month of Rajab.
It seems, however, to be probable that the absolute freedom
of the individual will in matters of religious duty, as it appears
among the Arabs in the generations in~mediatelyprecedilig Islam,
was in part due to the breaking up of the old religion. There
can, for example, be hardly a doubt that the ascetic observances
during a war of blood-revenge, which in the time of the prophet
were assumed by a voluntary vow, were at one time inlperatively
demanded by religious custom (inpa, Note K). Again, there were
certain religions restrictions on the use of a man's property which,
even in later times, do not seem to have been purely optional, e.g.
the prohibition of using for common worlr a camel which had
produced ten female foals. But, in older times at least, such a
camel was not given over in property to the god ; the restriction
was simply a taboo (supra, p. 149).
There is, however, one Arabian sacrifice which has very much
the aspect of a fixed due payable to the god, viz. the sacrifice of
firstlings (tJi, fard). I t has already been remarlred (supra, p.

227, note 3) that the accounts which have been handed down
to us about the far$ are confused and uncertain; but although
the word seeins to have been extended to cover other customary
sacrifices, it appears properly to denote "the foal or lamb which is
first cast." This is the definition given in the Izadith, which in
such matters has always great weight, and it is confirnled by the
proverb in Maidiini, ii. 20 (Freytag, Ar. Pr. ii. 212). As we also
learn from the F,adZth (LisZn, 8.v.) that the custom was to sacrifice
the farac when it was still so young that the flesh was like glue
and stnclc to the slrin, it would seem that this sacrifice must be
connected with the Hebrew sacrifice of the firstborn of lrine and
sheep, which according to the oldest law (Ex. xxii. 30) was to
be offered on the eighth day from birth. There is an unfortunate
ambiguity about the definition of the Arabian Sara; for the first
birth may mean either the first birth of the dam, or the first birth
of the year, and MaidZni takes i t in the latter sense, malring farac
a synonym of robac, i.e. a foal which, being born in the rabZc, or
season of abundant grass, when the mother was well fed, naturally
grew up stronger and better than foals born later (cf. Gen. iv. 4).
Ent apart from the analogy of the Hebrew firstliiigs, which
explained as firstborn (mi T D ~ ,Ex.
are quite nnambig~~ously
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xxxiv. 19), there are other uses of the Arabic word farac which
make RTaidiini's interpretation improbable; and the presumption
is that, however the rule may have been relaxed or modified in
later times, there was a very ancient Xemitic custom, anterior to
the separation of the Arabs and Hebrews, of sacrificing the firstborn of domestic animals. The conclusion that this offering was,
for nomadic life, what the offering of first - fruits was among
agricultural peoples, viz. a tribute paid to the gods, seems so
obvious that i t requires some courage to resist it. Yet, from what
has been already said, it seems absolutely impossible that, at the
very early date when the Hebrews and Arabs lived together, any
tribute could have been paid to the god as chief or king; and,
even in the form of the sacrifice of firstlings which is found among
the Hebrews, there seem to be indications that the parallelisnl
with the offering of first-fruits is less complete than at first sight
it seems to be.
The first-fruits are an annual gift of the earliest andbchoicest
fruits of the year, bnt the firstlings are the first offspring of an
animal. Their proper parallel in the vegetable kingdom is therefore found in the law of Lev. xix. 23 sqq., which ordains that for
three years the fruit of a new orchard shall be treated as "uncircumcised," and not eaten, that the fourth year's fruit shall be
consecrated to Jehovah, and that thereafter the fruit shall be
common. The characteristic feature in this ordinance, from which
its original meaning must be deduced, is the taboo on the produce
of the first three years, not the offering at the temple paid in the
fourth year. And that some form of taboo lies also at the bottom
of the sacrifice of firstlings, appears from the provision of the older
Hebrew law that, if a firstling ass is not redeemed by its owner,
its neck shall be broken (Ex. xxsiv. 20). We see, however, that
the tendency was to bring all such offerings under the category of
sacred tribute; for by the later law (Lev. xxvii. 27) the ass that
is not redeemed is to be sold for the benefit of the sanctuary, and
even in the older law all the firstborn of men must be redeemed.
Primarily, a thing that is t ~ b o ois one that has supernatural
qualities or associations, of a kind that forbid i t to be used for
common purposes. This is all that is involved, under the older
law, in the holiness of the firstling ass ; i t is such an animal as
the Arabs would have allowed to go free, instead of killing it.
But in the very earliest times all domestic animals had a certain
measure of holiness, and were protected by certain taboos which
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prevented them from being used by man as mere chattels; and
so it would appear that the holiness of the firstborn, which is
congenital (Lev. xxvii. 26), is only a higher form of the original
sanctity of domestic animals. The correctness of this conclusion
can be verified by a practical test ; for if firstlings are animals of
special intrinsic holiness, the sacrifices to which they are appropriate
will be special acts of communion, piacular holocausts or the like,
and not mere common sacrificial meals. And this is actually the
case in the oldest Hebrew times; for the Passover, which is the
sacrifice of firstlings p a r excellence, is an atoning rite of a quite
exceptional kind (supra, p. 406).l
Further, there is a close connection between the firstlings and
the piacular holocaust; both are limited to males, and the holocaust of Samuel (1 Sam. vii. 9) is a sucking lamb, while from
Ex. xx. 30 we see that firstlings were offered on the eighth day
(or, probably, as soon after it as was practicable; cf. Lev. xxii. 27).
The consecration of first-born male children (Ex. xiii. 13,
xxii. 28, xxxiv. 20) has always created a difficulty. The legal
usage was to redeem the human firstlings, and in Num. iii. this
redemption is further connected in a very complicated way with
the consecration of the tribe of Levi. I t appears, however, that
in the period immediately before the exile, when sacrifices of
first-born children became common, these grisly offerings were
supposed to fall under the law of firstlings (Jer. vii. 31, xix. 5 ;
Ezek. xx. 25). To conclude from this that at one time the
Hebrews actually sacrificed all their first born sons is absurd ;
but, on the other hand, there must have been some point of
attachment in ancient custom for the belief that the deity asked
for such a sacrifice. I n point of fact, even in old times, when
exceptional circumstances called for a human victim, it was a
child, and by preference a first-born or only child, that was
selected by the peoples in and around Palestine.2 This is
1 That the paschal sacrifice was originally a sacrifice of firstlings is clearly
brought out by Wellhausen, Prolegomena, chap. iii. § 1, 1. Ultimately the
paschal lamb and the firstlings fell apart; the former was retained, with
much of its old and characteristic ritual, as a domestic sacrifice, while the
latter continued to be presented at the sanctuary and offered on the altar,
the whole flesh being the perquisite of the priest (Num. xviii. 18). But in
the law of Deuteronomy (xii. 17 sqq., xv. 19 sqq.) the firstliilgs have not yet
assumed the character of a sacred tribute.
% Kings iii. 27 ; Philo Byblius in Fr. Hist. Cr. iii. 571 ; cf. Porph.,
De Abst. ii. 56, rGv q r h r k r w v rrvd.
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commonly explained as the most costly offering a man can make ;
but i t is rather to be regarded as the choice, for a special purpose,
of the most sacred kind of victim. I apprehend that all the
prerogatives of the firstborn among Semitic peoples are originally
prerogatives of sanctity; the sacred blood of the kin flows purest
and strongest in him (Gen. xlix. 3 ; Deut. xxi. 17). Neither in
the case of children, nor in that of cattle, did the congenital
holiness of the first-born originally imply that they must be
sacrificed or given to the deity on the altar, but only that if
sacrifice was to be made they were the best a i d fittest, because
the holiest, victims. But when the old ideas of holiness became
unintelligible, and holy beasts came to mean beasts set aside for
sacrifice, an obvious extension of this new view of holiness
demanded that the human first-born should be redeemed, by
the substitution of an animal victim (Gen. xxii.) ; and from this
usage, again, the Moloch sacrifices were easily cleveloped in the
seventh century, when ordinary means seemed too weal< to conjure
the divine anger.
I n the Passover we find the sacrifice of firstlings assuming the
form of an annual feast, in the spring season. Such a combination is possible onIy when the yeaning time falls in spring. So
far as sheep are concerned, there were two lambing times i n
ancient Italy, some sheep yeaning in spring, others in autumn.
That the same thing was true of Palestine may perhaps be inferred from the old versions of Gon. xxx. 41, 42.1 But in Arabia
all cattle, small and great, yean in the season of the spring pasture,
so that here we have the necessary condition for a spring sacrifice
of firstlings,2 and also a reason, more conclusive than the assertion
of the LisZn (supra, p. 228), for identifying the Arabian Rajab
sacrifices with the sacrifice of firstlings.
from the text itself; cf. Bochart, Pars I. Lib. ii. cap. 46.
Woughty, Arabia Dcserta, i. 429 ; Blunt, Bedouin Tribes, ii. 166 : "The
calving time for camels is in February and early March." Of course there.
are exceptions to this rule; but the +a%$%
or summer foal is held by the
Arabs to be a urealrli~lg( g a m i s a , p. 389, 1. 25).
1 Not
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ADDITIONAL NOTE F (p. 294)
SACRIFICES O F SACRED ANIMALS

IN the text I have spoken only of animals corresponding to
Julian's definition of the creatures suited for mystical piacula,
viz. that they were such as were ordinarily excluded from
human diet. But there are other animals which, though not
strictly forbidden food in the times of which we have record,
retained a certain reputation of natural holiness, which gave then1
a peculiar virtue when used in sacrifice. Of course, when the
sacredness of an animal species ceases to be marlred by the
definite taboos that we find in the case of the swine, the dog,
or the dove, the proof that i t mas once held to be holy in a
particular religions circle becomes dependent on circumstantial
evidence, and more or less vague. Bnt it seenls worth while to
cite one or two exainples in which the point can be fairly well
made ont, or at least made sufficiently probable to cleserve further
examination.
1. Deer ancl antelopes of various lrinds were sacred animals
i n several parts of the Semitic field; see Kinship, p. 194 sq.
They were not, indeed, forbidden food, but they had special
relations to various deities. Troops of sacred gazelles occur down
to a late date at sanctuaries, e.g. at Mecca and Tab& (Wellh. p.
102), and in the island spolcen of by Arrian, vii. 20. Moreover,
stags or gazelles occur as sacred symbols in Soath Arabia, in
connection with 'Athtar-worship; at Mecca, probably in connection with the worship of Al-'Ozzii ; and in Phcenicia, both on gems
and on coins of Laodicea ad Mare. Fnrtller, Ibil Mojamir speaks
of a Sonth Arab tribe which, when a gazelle was found dead,
solemnly buried it and mourned for seven days (see 11. 444).
No kind of wild quadruped was an ordinary sacrificial animal
ainong the Semites, and even the Arabs regard a gazelle as a meail
substitute for a sheep ; but in certain rituals tve find the stag or
gazelle as ail exceptional sacrifice. The most notable case is the
annual stag sacrifice a t Laodicea on the Phcenician coast, which
was regarded as a substitute for a more ancient sacrifice of a
maiden, and was offered to a goddess whom Porphyry calls
Athena (De Abst. ii. 56), while Pausanias (iii. 16. S) identifies
her with the Brauronian Artemis, and supposes that the cult was
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introduced by Seleucns. But the town (Ramitha in Phcenician,
according to Philo, ap. Steph. Byz.) is much older than its rechristening by Seleucus, and if the goddess had really been
Greek, she would not have been identified witli Athena as well
as with Arteniis. She was, in fact, a form of Astarte, the ancient
Tyclle of the city, who, according to the usual manner of the
later euhemeristic Syrians, was supposed to have been a virgin,
immolated when the city was founded, and thereafter worshippecl
as a cleity (Malalas, p. 203). Here, therefore, we have one of the
niany legends of the death of a deity which are grafted on a rite
of annual human sacrifice, or on the annual sacrifice of a sacred
animal, under circumstances that sho~vedits life to be taken as
having the value of a human life on the one hand, or of the
life of the deity on the other. The stag, whose death has such
significance, is a theanthropic victim, exactly as in the mystic
sacrifices discussed in the text.
Of the stag or gazelle as a Phcenician sacrifice we have further
evidence fro111 Philo Byblius (Euseb., PT.Ev. i. 10. 10) in the
legend of the god Usons, who first taught men to clothe themselves
in the skins of beasts talcen in hunting, and to pour out their blood
sacrificially before sacred stones. This god was worshipped at
the sanctuary he instituted, at an annual feast, and doubtless
with the ceremonies he hiinself devised, i.e. with libations of the
blood of a deer or antelope-for these are the important lrinds of
game in the district of the Lebanon-presented
by worshippers
clad in deer-skins. The wearing of the skin of the victim, as we
have seen at p. 438, is characteristic of mystical and piacular rites.
Most scholars, from Scaliger downwards, have compared Usous
with Esau ; but it has not been observed that the scene of Isaac's
blessing, where his son must first approach him with the savoury
flesh of a gazelle, has all the air of a sacrificial scene. Moreover,
Jacob, who substitutes Bids for gazelles, wears their skin upoil
his arms and neck. The goat, which here appears as a substitute
for the game offered by the huntslnan Esan, was one of the chief
Hebrew piacula, if not the chief of all. I n Babylonia and Assyria
also it has an exceptional place among sacrifices ; see the representation in Menant, Glyptiyue, vol. i. 11. 146 syq., vol. ii. p. 68.
What is obsolete in cotnnlon life often survives in poetic phrase
and metaphor, and I am tempted to see in the opening words of
David's dirge on Saul ("The gazelle, 0 Israel, is slain on thy high
places," 2
i. 19) an allusion to some ancient sacrifice of

am.
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similar type to that which so long snrvived at Laodicea. The
sacred deer of Icarns, according to Arrian, could only be taken
for sacrifice.
2. The wild ass was eaten by the Arabs, and must have been
eaten with a religious intention, since its flesh was forbidden to
his converts by Symeon the Stylite. Conversely, among the
Harranians the ass was forbidden food, like the swine and the
dog; but there is no evidence that, like these animals, i t was
sacrificed or eaten in exceptional mysteries. Yet when we
find one section of Semites forbidden to eat the ass, while
another section eats it in a way which to Christians appears
idolatrous, the presumption that the animal was anciently sacred
becomes very strong. An actual ass-sacrifice appears in Egypt
in the worship of Typhon (Set or Sutech), who was the chief
god of the Semites in Egypt, though Egyptologists doubt whether
he was originally a Semitic god. The ass was a Typhonic animal,
and in certain religious ceremonies the people of Coptus sacrificed
asses by casting them down a precipice, while those of Lycopolis,
in two of their annual feasts, stamped the figure of a bound ass
on their sacrificial cakes (Plnt., Is. et 0s. 9 30); see, for the
meaning of these cakes, supra, pp. 225, note 3, 240, note 1; and
for sacrifice by casting from a precipice, supra, pp. 374,418. Both
forms indicate a mystic or piacular rite, and stancl on one line
with the holocausts of living men to Typhon mentioned by
Manetho (ibicl. 4 73). If i t could be ~nadeout that these rites
were really of Semitic origin, the ass would be a clear case of
an ancient mystic piaculum within our field; but meantime the
matter must rest doubtful. I t may, however, be noted that the
old clan - name Han~or (" he - ass ") among the Canaanites in
Shechem, seems to confirm the view that the ass was sacred
with some of the Semites ; and the fables of ass-worship among
the Jews (on which compare Bochart, Hierozoicon, Pars I. Lib.
ji. cap. 18)
. probably took their rise, like so many other false
statements of a similar kind, in a confusion between the Jews
and their heathen neighbours. As regards the eating of wild
asses7 flesh by the Arabs, I have not found evidence in Arabic
literature that in the times before Mohammed it had any religious
meaning, though Cazwini tells us that its flesh and hoofs supplied
powerful charms, and this is generally a relic of sacrificial use.
On the religious associations of the ass in classical antiquity, alld
the uses of the ass's head as a charm, see the Co?npte-renclu cle la
-
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Comm. 171y.Archdol. (St. Petersburg) for 1863, and the Berichte
d. siichs. Ges. d. Wiss., 1854, p. 48.
It has been supposed that the "golden" Set, worshipped by
the Semitic Hylrsos in the Delta, was a Snn-god (E. Meyer, Gesch.
des Alt. i. p. 135). If this be so, the horses of the sun may have
succeeded to the older sanctity of the ass; for the ass is much
more ancient than the horse in the Semitic lands.
3. To these two examples of sacred quadrupeds I am inclined
to add one of a sacred bird. The quail sacrifice of the Phcenicians
is said by Eudoxus (up. Athen. ix. 47) to commemorate the
resurrection of Heracles. But this was an annual festival at
Tyre, in the month Peritius (Pebruary-March), i.e. just at the
tinie when the quail returns to Palestine, immense crowds
appearing in a single night (Jos., Ant. viii. 5. 3, compared with
Tristram, Fauna, p. 124). An annual sacrifice of this sort,
connected with a myth of the death of the god, can hardly be
other than the niystical sacrifice of a sacred animal ; and it is to
be noted that the ancients regard quail's flesh as dangerous food,
producing vertigo and tetanus, while on the other hand an
ointment made from the brain is a cure for epilepsy (Bochart, 11.
i. 15). Lagarde (Gr. Uebers. der Provv. p. 81) once proposed to
I

I

-.

connect the Arabic c5;lnd,"quail," with the god Eshmun-Iolaos,
who restored Heracles to life by giving him a quail to smell at ;
if this be right, the god-name must be derived from that of the
bird, and not vice versd.

ADDITIONAL NOTE G (p. 310)
T H E SACRIFICE OR A S H E E P TO THE CYPRIAN APHRODITE

INSTEAD
of a note on this subject, I here print a paper read
before the Cambridge Philological Society in 1888, of which
only a brief abstract has hitherto been published :The peculiar rite which forms the subject of the present paper
is lrnown to us from a passage in Joannes Lydus, De Mensibus,
iv. 45, which has been often referred to by writers on ancient
reIigion, but, so far as my reading goes, without any notice being
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talcen of a most serious difficulty, which it seeins impossible to
overcome without a change of the text. Lydus in the chapter in
question begins by describing the practices by which women of
the higher and lower classes respectively did honour to Venus on
the Calends of April. Here, of course, he is speaking of Roman
usage, as is plain from the general plan of his book and from the
ceremonies he specifies. The honourable women did service to
Venus Grip dpovolas ~ a plou
l
~ & + ~ o v o s .This agrees with the
worship of Venus verticorclia, the patroness of female virtue,
whose worship Ovid connects with the Calends of April (Pasti,
iv. 155 sp.), and Mommsen conjectures to have been mentioned
under that day in the Pasti Prcen. Again, Lydns says that the
women of the conlmon sort bathed in the men's baths, crowned
with myrtle, which agrees with Ovid (ibid. 139 sp.), Plutarch
(Nunza, c. 19), and the service of Fortuna vi~ilisin the Fast.
Prmn. The transition from this Roman worship of Tenus to
the Cyprian ritual of the same day, is made by a remark as to
the victims proper to the goddess. Venus, he says, was worshipped with the same sacrifices as Jnno, but in Cyprus rrpd/3arov
K W %~~U K E X U U ~ ~U~VOV V~ U O Vr1j ' A + ~ o ~ LdT82$ 7p6r09
.
rijs icparrlas
i v r1j K i x p c t ) 8rr6 76s KoPlvOov rrapijX0E' T O T € . As Lydus goes on
to say that thereafter ( r ? ~ a84, on the second of April, they sacrificed wild boars to the goddess, on account of the attack of that
animal on Adonis, it is clear that the sacrifice of a sheep took
place on the first of April, and that Engel (liypros, ii. 155)
entirely overloolis the context when he says that, according
to Lydns, the ordinary sacrifices of Aphrodite were the same
as those of Hera, bnt that in Cyprns a favourite sacrifice to
the former goddess was a sheep with a woolly fleece. Lydus
cloes not say that a sheep was a favoarite Cyprian sacrifice to
Aphrodite, bnt that it mas the sacrifice appropriated to the first
of April. The very point of the passage is that the Roman
least of the first of April appears in Cyprus with variations
in detail.
This coincidence cannot be accidental, and the explanation is
not far to seeli. The Cyprian Aphrodite is the Semitic Astarte,
and her ritual is thronghont n~arkeclwith a Senlitic stamp. I t is
to Semitic ritual, therefore, that we must loolc for the origin of
the April feast. Now, among the Syrians, Nisan is the month
corresponding to April, and on the first three days of Nisan, as
we learn from the Pihrist, the Syrians of Harran, who clung to
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the ancient Astarte-worship far into tlle Middle Ages, visited tlle
teinple of the goddess in groups (Lydus's uvvCOvov), offered sacrifices, and bnnled living animals. The burning of living animals
answers to the ceremonies observed at Rierapolis in the great
feast of the Syrian goddess at the incoining of spring, when, as
we read in Lucian, goats, sheep and other living creatures were
suspended on a pyre, and the whole was consumed. The feast,
therefore, is an annual spring feast of Semitic origin. The Roman
observance was less solemn, and of a popular Bind rather than
part of the State religion. Macrohius (Sat. i. 12. 12-15) tells us,
indeed, that at Ronle this festival was not ancient, but was introduced for an historical reason which he omits to recorcl. Now, a
new ritual at Rome was almost certainly a borrowed one, and
there is ample evidence (for which it is enough to refer to
Preller's Ronzi.sche Mgthologie) that the most influential centre of
Venus-worship in the West, and that which had most to do with
the development of her cult in Italy, was the great temple at
Eryx, the 7 1 of
~ the Cartl~aginians. Froill P h ~ n i c i a ninscriptions it is certain that the goddess of Eryx (7% mnvy, CIS.
ATo. 140, cf. No. 1 3 5 ) was Astarte; and thus it is easily understood that the Asiatic festival found its way to Rome. A festival
so widespread, and one which held its ground so long, is well
worthy of careful examination.
When Lydus, in passing from the Roinan to the Cyprian rite,
82 ?j ' A + P ~ 8 i ~ rtois
l
a6rois 0%- 'sltal $ "Hpa, I cannot
says ZTL~ETO
find with Engel that he makes any general statenlent that, as a
rule, the same sacrifices were appropriate to Venus and to Juno.
Oriental worships allowed a far greater range in the choice of
victims for a single deity or temple than was customary in Greece
or Rome. For the Carthaginian temples of Baal this appears
from extant inscriptions; and as regards Astarte-Aphrodite, Tacitus
(Hist. iii. 2 ) tells us that at Paphos, and Blian (Hat. An. x. 5 0 )
that at Eryx, the worshipper chose any kind of sacrifice he pleased.
This liberty, which was evidently surprising to the Romans and
the Greeks, was probably due to the syncretisnl which established
itself at an early date at all the great Semitic sanctuaries; one
deity, as we see in the case of Hierapolis, conlbinirig a nuinber of
characters which originally belonged to different gods, and uniting
at a single temple a corresponding variety of ancient rituals.
Such syncretism was probably very ancient among the cosmopolitan Phcenicians ;and throughout the Semitic world i t received
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a great impulse by the breaking up of the old small States

through Assyrian, Babylonian and Persian conquests. The
political and religions cosmopolitanism of the East under the
Macedonians rested on a basis which had been prepared centuries
before.
I n the West no such powerful political agencies were at work
to develop an early tendency to syncretism, nor was it so easy to
confound the well-marked individualities of the Western Pantheon
as to combine the hazy personalities of different Baals or Astartes.
When the need for cosmopolitan forms of worship arose, Eastern
gods and rituals were borrowed, as in the case of Sarapis ; and
the old aclrnowledged worships still retained their individual
peculiarities. I t is known that neither Juno nor Hera adtnitted
such a free choice of victims for her shrine as was permitted at
Eryx and Paphos. Their ordinary sacrifice was a cow; for, like
other goddesses, they preferred victims of their own sex (ilrnobius,
vii. 19). But, so far as the Oriental Aphrodite had a preference,
i t was for male victims. So Tacitns tells us for Paphos, and
Plautus also in the Panulus has "sex agnos immolavi Veneri."
This preference was presumably connected with the androgynous
character ascribed to the Eastern goddess in Cyprus a i d elsewhere, and of itself is sufficient to separate lier sacrifices, as a
whole, from those of Juno and Hera.1 Besides, the favourite
victim of Aphrodite was the goat (Tac., Hist. iii. 2), which, except
a t Sparta (Pausanias, iii. 15. 9) and in the annual piacular sacrifice
of Hera Acrm at Corinth (Hesychius, s.v. a?( arya; Zenobius
on the same proverb ;Schol. on Eurip., Medea), was excluded from
the altars of Hera. Juno has relations to the goat at Lanuvium,
but at Rome her cnltus was closely related to that of Jupiter,
from whose offerings the goat was strictly excluded (Arnobius,
vii. 21).
I have perhaps spent too nluch time on this argument, for
surely the context itself is sufficient to show that Lydus is not
spealring of Venus-worship in general. What he says is that on
the Calends of April-a special occasion-Venus was ~vorshipped
a t Rome with the sacrifices of Juno. And as he is speaking of a
ritual in which the worshippers were women, I thinlr we may go
a step further, and recall the fact that the Calends of every lnontll
were sacred to Juno Lucina, to whoin on that day the regina
The preference for male victims seems, however, to have other connections also ; see p. 299, supl.cc.

,
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saerorunz offered in the Regia a sow or ewe-lamb (Macrob. i. 16. 19).
The functions of Lucina, as the patroness of virtuous matrons and
the family life of women, were so nearly identical with those of
Venus verticordia, that their sacrifices might well be the same.
And if this be so, it was natural for Lydus to pass on as he does
to a remark on the Cyprian ritual, where the same sacrifices occur
with characteristic variations. The sex of the victims is different,
for a reason already explained, and the sacrifices are divided
between two days. But the victims are still the sheep and the
pig, so that the fundamental identity of the Roman and the
Eastern service of the day receives fresh confirmation.
So far all is plain; but now we come to the unsolved difficulty.
I t lies in the phrase rrpd/3arov ~ o S ZWKET~U~E'VOV.
k~
These words
describe the characteristic peculiarity, for the sake of which our
author turns aside to mention the Cyprian rite, and it s e e m to
be in relation to this feature that he observes that "tile manner
of the priestly service" was derived from Corinth. Unfortunately
we know nothing of the Corinthian ritual referred to. The
Corinthian Aphrodite-worship mas Oriental in type, and ally
feature in it which reappears at Cyprus is almost certainly
Phcenician. That Cyprus borrowed from Corinth is far less
lilrely than that both borrowed from the East, ancl the authority
of Lydus is not enough to outweigh this probability. The
allusion to Corinth, however, is of value as teaching us that the
peculiar rite was not mereIy local; and further, the allusion to
"priestly service " shows that the sacrifice in question-as indeed
is implied in the word avvd0vov-was not n private offering, but a
public rite performed at n great temple. But this does not explain
the words KwS~?Z ( T K C T ~ ~ ~ ~ V O V .I t is plain that the meaning
cannot be " a sheep with a woolly fleece," as Engel renders, nor
does it seem possible to understand with the Dnc de Luynes
(Nunz. et Inse. Cypr. 11. 6), "un bdlier couvert de toute sa
toison." If the words could bear this meaning, the rendering
would be plausible enough, for we have seen that in the Syrian
form of the festival the victiins were given to the flames alive.
But if Lydus had meant that the victiin was consumed by fire,
skin and all, he ~vouldhave given KwSI? the article, and would
have used a no re precise word than c~vvi0vov. And can K ~ ~ L O
be used of the sheep-skin on the sheep, or Zcr~enavplvovof the
natural coat? The plain sense of the words is that the sheep was
wrapped in a sheep-skin when i t was presented for sacrifice, not
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that its skin was left upon it, or wrapped round the sacrificial
flesh before it was laid on the altar.
If the skin had been that of a different kind of animal, we
might have explained the rite by the same principle of makebelieve which we find in the Roman offering of the cervaria ovis,
the sheep that was made to pass for a stag; for the ordinary
nleaning of skill-wea~ingin early religion is to simulate identification with the animal whose skin is worn. But to wrap a slieep
in a sheep-skin is like gilding gold. I propose therefore to change
a single letter, and read ~ U K E T ~ U ~ L V O aL ,change which produces a
sense good in itself and strongly recomnlended by the context and
by analogy.
The significance of the K ~ S Lor
O sheep-skin
V
in ancient ritual has
been illustrated by Lobeck in his Aglaophanzus, and by Preller in
his coinnlentary on Polemo. I t always appears in connection with
atoning and mystic rites, and in the majority of Greelr examples
the practice appears to have been that the person to be purged of
guilt set his feet, or his left foot, upon the skin of a sacrificed
rain. But this was not the only way of using the K ~ S L O V
I n.
Thessaly there was, accorcling to Dic~archns,a ceremony, observed
at the greatest heat of summer, in which the ~vorshippersascended
Mount Pelion to the temple of Zeus Acraus, clad in nem sheepskins (Pr. Hist. Gr. ii. 262). When Pythagoras was purified by
the priests of Morgus in Crete, he was made to lie beside water
(the sea by day, the river by night), wrapped in the fleece of a
black lamb, and descended to the tomb of Zeus clad in black
wool (Porph., Vita Pyth. 17). Again, the first sacrifice of every
worshipper at Hierapolis was a sheep. Having partaken of the
flesh, the sacrificer laid the skin on the ground, and knelt on it,
taking up the feet and head over his own head. I n this posture
he besought the deity to accept liis offering. Here it is evident
that the cereniony expresses the identification of tlie sacrificer
with the victim. He has talien its flesh into his body, and he
covers himself with its skin. I t is, as i t were, the idea of substitution turned outside in. The direct synlbolism of vicarious
sacrifice, where an animal's life is accepted in place of the life of
a human being, is to treat the victim as if i t were a man. A t
Tenedos, for example, the bull-calf sacrificed to Bacchus wears the
cothurnus, and the mother cow is treated like a woman in childbed. But in our case tlie symbolisnl is inverted; instead of
making believe that the victim is a man, the ritual makes believe
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that the man is the victim, ancl so brings the atoning force of the
sacrifice into immediate application to him.
I t is evident that if this kind of symbolism be applied, not to
purification of an individual, but to a general and public atoning
service, the priests, as the representatives of the con~mnnityon
whose behalf the rite is performed, are the persons to whom the
skin of the victim must be applied. And if there are many
11riests ancl only one victim, i t will be convenient not to use the
actual skin of the sacrifice, which only one can wear at a time,
but to clothe all the ministers in skins of the saine kind. This,
according to my conjecture, is what was clone in Cyprus. And
here I would ask whether the context, which alludes to the
manner of the priestly service, does not show that some reference
to the priests has been already made or implied. Such a reference
the proposed emendation supplies.
Upon this view of the passage it is necessarily illvolved that
the rite clescribed was expiatory. Ancl that i t was so seems to
appear from several arguments. The sacrifice of the following
day consisted in wild boars, and was explained in connection
with the Adonis myth, so that its Semitic origin is not doubtful.
Even in Greece the pig is the great purificatory sacrifice ; but in
Semitic religion the offering of this animal is not a mere ordinary
piaculunz, but a nlystic rite of the most exceptional kind (supra,
p. 290). Now, if the sacrifice of the second day of the feast was
mystic, and therefore piacular in the highest degree, we may be
sure that the first day's sacrifice was no ordinary sacrificial meal
of a joyous character. For a man must first be purified, and then
sit down gladly at the table of the gods, and not conversely.
Again, the Syrian and Ronlan rites, which we have found reason
to regard as forms of the same observance, were plainly piacnlar
or purificatory. I n Rome we have the wonlen bathing, which is
a form of lnstration, and wearing myrtle, which had purifying
virtues, for it was with myrtle twigs that the Romans and
Sabines in the time of Romulus purgecl themselves at the temple
of Venus Cloacina (Preller, Rb'vn. Myth. 3rd ed., i. 439). And in
the Syrian rite, where animals are burnt alive to the goddess,
the atoning nature of the sacrifice is unmistakable, and the idea
of a mere sacrificial feast is entirely excluded.
A further argument for the atoning character of the rite may be
derived from the choice of the victim, for next to the swine the
ran1 was perhaps the conlnlonest sin-offering in antiquity (cf.
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Hesychius, s.v. ' A # p ~ 8 ~ ~ i so
~ much so, that Stephani, in the
Compte-rendu, 1869, p. 130 sqq., explains the frequent occurrence
of rams' heads and the like in ancient ornament as derived froni
the association of the animal with the power of averting calamity.
Such ornaments are in fact d r r o ~ ~ o ' r r a r a . I t is always dangerous
to apply general arguments of this kind to the interpretation of a
particular ritual ; for the same victim nlay be an atoning sacrifice
i n one rite and an ordinary sacrifice in another, and it by no
means follows that because, for example, a piacular bull was
offered to Zeus, the same piaculum would be appropriate to the
Eastern Aphrodite. But in the case of the sheep used as a sinoffering, we have evidence that there was no linlitation to a single
deity; for when Epimel~ideswas brought to Athens to checlr the
plague, he suffered black and white sheep to stray at will from the
Areopagus, and ordered each to be sacrificed, where i t lay do~vn,
to tlre nameless deity of the spot (Diog. Laert. i. 10). This form
of atonement came from Crete, which was one of the steppingstones by which Oriental inflnence reached Greeee, so that the
example is the more appropriate to our present argument. And
that, in point of fact, sheep or rains were offered as piacular
sacrifices at the altars of the Eastern Aphrodite, seems to follow
from the Hierapolitan ritual already mentionecl. The same thing
is implied for Carthage in the Pmnulus of Plautus, where the
sacrifice of six male lambs is directed to propitiate the angry
goddess.
These considerations will, I hope, be found sufficient to justify
my general view of the Cyprian rite, and to support the prol~osecl
correction of the text. The sacrifice was piacular, and the
~ d 8 r o vwas therefore appropriate to the ritual ; but on the received
text the use of i t is entirely unintelligible, whereas the correction
i c r ~ ~ ~ a u p
restores
b o ~ a sense which gives to this feature the same
character as it possesses in analogous ceremonies. g u t the lnost
interesting aspect of the ceremony is only brought out when we
connect i t with a fact which I have hitherto kept in the background, because its significance depends on a theory of piacular
and mystic sacrifice which is not yet generally accepted. A
sheep, or a sheep's head, is a religious symbol of constant occurrence on Cyprian coins ; and some of these coins show us a figure,
which experts declare to be that of Aphrodite, clinging to the
neck and fleece of a running ram. This device has been cornpared with others, which appear to be Eastern though not Cyprian,

NOTE G.

O F A SHEEP

477

in which Aphrodite rides on a ram (see De Luynes, ATu7,z. Cypr.
P1, v. 3, vi. 5, and the references in Stephani, Conyte-~endufor
1869, p. 87). The inference is that in Cyprus the sheep was the
sacred animal of Aphrodite-Astarte. I n this connection it is
important to note that the sheep is of frequent occurrence on
Semitic votive cippi of the class dedicated to Tanith (a form of
Astarte) and Baal-HammZn. Examples will be found in CIS.
Pt. I. Nos. 398, 419, and in a cippns from Sulci, figured in
Perrot and Chipiez, iii. 253. The figures on this class of cippi
are of various kinds, and sometimes convey allusions to sacrifices
(CIS, p. 282 sq.), but it appears to have been essential to introduce
a figure or symbol of the deity. And when animals are figured,
they appear to be such symbols. Thus we find fish, which are
known to have been sacred to Astarte, and forbidden food to her
worshippers ; a bull or cow couching, the symbol of the Sidonian
Astarte; the elephant, which was not a sacrifice; the horse,
mhich appears so often on the coins of Carthage, and is certainly
a divine symbol, as i t is sometimes winged. On these analogies I
conclude that among the Carthaginians, as in Cyprus, the sheep
was sacred to and symbolic of Astarte. To speak quite exactly,
one ought to say to a particular type of Astarte; for as this
goddess, in the progress of syncretism so characteristic of Semitic
religion, absorbed a great number of local types, she had a
corresponding multiplicity of sacred animals, each of which was
prominent at particular sanctuaries or in particular rites. Thus
the dove-Aphrodite is specially associated with Ascalon, and the
Cow-goddess with Sidon, where she was identified with Enropa,
the bride of the bull-Zeus (Dea Syria, iv.), and, according to
Philo Eyblius, placed the head of a bull upon her own. The
sheep-Astarte is another type, but it also seems to have its original
home in Canaan, for in Deut. vii. 13 the produce of the floclc is
called 'l the Ashtaroth of the sheep." A phrase like this, mhich
has descended froin religion into ordinary life, and is preserved
among the lnonotheistic I-Iebrews, is very old evidence for the
association of Astarte with the she el^; and it is impossible to
explain it except by franlily admitting that Astarte, in one of her
types, had originally the forin of a sheep, and was a sheep herself,
just as in other types she was a dove or a fish.
To this i t may be objected that the rain or sheep is not the
symbol of Tanith, but of the associated male deity Caal-I$ammiin,
who in a terra-cotta of the Barre collection (Perrot et Chipiez, iii.
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73) is represented with ram's horns, an& laying his hand on the
head of a sheep. But the inscription (CIS. No. 419), cited above,
is dedicated to Tanith, not to Tanith and Baal-Hammiin conjointly,
fronz which it appears that the nccompanying syillbol was appropriate to the goddess as well as to her male partner.
I t is reasonable that the same animal symbol should belong to
the male and female members of a syzygy; and in the case of a
goddess who was often represented as androgynous, it is not even
necessary to suppose that her symbol mould be the ewe and her
partner's the ram. But in fact the sheep-symbols on the Tanit11
cippi, which are conlnlonly called rams, are hornless, and so
~resuinablystand for ewes. On the other hand, all wild sheep
and many doinestic breeds are horned in both sexes, so that there
is no difficulty about a horned Sheep-goddess. The triangle
surmounted by a circle, with horns bent outwards, which is
commonly found on Tanith cippi, is probably a synlbol of the
god or the gocldess indifferently. And here the horns, being
concave outwards, can neither be bull's horns nor the horns of
the crescent moon, but must be the horns of sheep.
The Cypriote coins of Aphrodite, in which she clings in a
swimming attitude to a running ram, recall the legend of Helle
and the golden ram, but they also are obviously parallel to the
type of Europa and the bull. On this analogy we ought to
remember that the male god specially associated with the ram is
Herines, and that the Cyprian goddess was ~vorshipped in an
androgynous form, to which Theophrastus gives the name of
Hermaphroditus. 1 have already cited this androgynous character to explain why the Paphian (and apparently the Punic)
Aphrodite preferred male victims ; it now supplies an additional
reason for supposing that i t was the androgynons or bearcled
Astarte that was specially connected with the ram. 011 one of
the cippi already cited, in which Tanith is figured under the
symbol of a sheep (CIS. 419), the inscription is not, as usually,
"to the Lady Tanith," but "to my Lord Tanith." If this is not
a sculptor's error it points in the sanle direction. And it seems
not unlilrely that the standing title, \YI n3n, tvhich has given
rise to so much discussion, means nothing more than Tanith with
Caal's face-the bearded goddess.
If, now, the Cyprian goddess mas a Sheep-deity, our rite
presents us with a pincnlar sacrifice in ~vhichpriests, disguised as
sheep, offer to the Sheep-godclessan aninla1 of her 071-n l<incl. The
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ceremony, therefore, is exactly parallel to the Roman Lupercalia, a
purificatory sacrifice to Faunus under the name of Lupercus. Tho
image of Lupercus at the Lupercal was nalccd, and was clad in a
goat-skin (Justin, xliii. 1. 7). Here, at the great lustration of
15th February, the Luperci, who have the same name as their
god, sacrifice goats and run about the city naked, daubed with mud
ancl girt with goat-skins, applying to the women who desire to
participate in the benefits of the rite strokes of thongs which
were cut from the skins of the victims, and were called.fefrua.
Both sacrifices are complete types of that most ancient form of
sacramental and piacular mystery in which the worshippers attest
their kinship with the animal-god, and offer in sacrifice an animal
of the same liind, which, except on these inystical occasions, i t
mould be impious to bring upon the altar.

ADDITIONAL NOTE H (p. 315)
FURTHER REIIARICS ON THE BLOOD COVENANT

AN evidence for the survival among the Arabs of the form of
covenant described by Herodotus, in which blood is drawn from
the parties themselves, seems to lie in the expression v~iJzGCsh,
" scarified," for " confederates " (Niibigha, xxiv. 1, ed. Ahlw. =
xvii. 1, ed. Derenb.). Goldziher, in an interesting review of my
I!inshiy (Literaturbl. f. or. Phil. 1886, p. 25), thinks that thc
term properly means "the burnt ones," which is the traditional
interpretation, and suggests that we have in it an example of
a covenant by fire, such as Jauhari (see TVellh. 11. 124) ancl
Nowairi (Rasm., Add. p. 75, 1. 11 sqq.) spealr of under the head
of nar aF7ziila. I t does not, however, seem that in the latter case
the fire touched the parties ; what we are told is that every tribe
had a sacred fire, and that, when two men (obviously two tribesmen) had a dispute, they were made to swear beside the fire,
while the priests cast salt on it. An oath by ashes and salt is
mentioned by Al-n'shii in a line cited by Wellhausen from Ag7z.
xx. 139, and as the ashes of the coolring pot (ranzcld al-cidr) are
a n~etonymfor hospitality, there is perhaps nothing more in the
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oath by fire and salt than an appeal to the bond of colninoil food
that unites tribesmen. This does not indeed fully account for
tlie fact that the fire is called " the fire of terror," and that the
poetical references to it show the oath to have really been a terrible
one, i.e. dangerous to the nian that perjured hirliself ; but it is to
be remembered that, accordiiig to Arabian belief, a man who
broke an oath of purgation was likely to die by divine judgment
(Bokhiiri, iv. 219 sq., viii. 40 sp.). I think, therefore, that in
tlie present state of the evidence we must not attempt to connect
the nzihclslz with the niir al-hCla. If the former term really ineans
"burnt ones," we must rather suppose that the reference is to the
practice of branding with the tribal nlarli or laasnz (which is also
called ncr, Rasnz., Add. p. 76) ; for we learn from Agl~.vii. 110,
1. 26, that the taus~~z
was sometimes applied to men as well as to
cattle. Bat
primarily lneans "to scarify," and as it is
plain from the article in the LisElz that the traditional explanation
of the word was uncertain, I take it that the best and most
natural view is to interpret nzihtish as " scarified ones."
I n process of time the Arabs canie to use various substitutes
for the blood of covenant, e.y. robb, i.e. inspissated fruit juice
(or perhaps the lees of clarified bntter), perfumes, and even holy
water from a sacred spring (Kinskip, 11. 361 ; Wellh. p. 121).
I n all these cases we can still see that there was something about
the substitllte which made i t an equivalent for blood. As regards
"living water," this is obvious from what has been said in Lecture
V. p. 173 syy. on the holiness of sacred springs. Again, perfunies
were habitually used in the form of nngnents; and ungnentsprimarily sacred snet-are equivalent to blood, as has appeared in
Lecture X. 11. 383 spq. If robb in this connection means lees of
bntter, the use of i t in covenant malring is explained by tlie
sacredness of unguents ; but if, as the traclitioas imply, it is fruit
juice, we must remember that, in other cases also, vegetable juices
are looked upon as a kind of blood (sz~p~a,
pp. 133, 230). Compare what Lydns, De ~nensibns,iv. 29, says of the use of bean
juice for blood in a Bonlan ceremony, with the explanation that
the bean (~l;a,uos)K ~ E La7,ua: the whole passage is notable, and
helps to explain the existence of a bean-clan, the gens liubia, at
Rome ; cf. also the Attic hero K V U ~ ~ T ~ S .
The Hebrew phrase 3'73 ma, "to make (literally, to cut) a
covenant," is generally derived from the peculiar form of sacrifice
mentioned in Gen. xv., Jer. xxxiv. 18, where the victim is cut in
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twain and the parties pass between the pieces ; and this rite again
is explained as a synlbolic fornz of imprecation, as if those who
swore to one another prayed that, if they proved unfaithful, they
might be similarly cut in pieces. Eut this does not explain the
cliaracteristic feature in the ceremony-the passing between the
pieces; and, on the other hand, we see fro111 Ex. xxiv. 8, "this
is the blood of the covenant which Jehovah hath cut with you,"
that the dividing of the sacrifice and the application of the blood
to both parties go together. The sacrifice presumably was divided
into two parts (as in Ex. Z.c. the blood is divided into two parts),
when both parties joined in eating it ; and when i t ceased to be
eaten, the parties stood between the pieces, as a symbol that they
were taken within the mystical life of the victim. This interpretation is confirmed by the usage of Western nations, who practised
the same rite with dogs and other extraordinary victims, as an
atoning or purificatory ceremony ; see the exalnples collected by
Bochart, Hierozoicon, lib. ii. capp. 33, 56. There are many
examples of a sacrifice being carried, or its blood sprinlcled, round
the place or persons to which its efficacy ii; to extend.

ADDITIONAL NOTE I (p. 333)
THE TABOOS INCIDENT TO PILGRIMAGES AND VOWS

THEsubject of the taboos, or sacred restrictions, imposed on a
pilgrim or other votary, is important enough to deserve a detailed
examination. These re~t~ictions
are so~netii~ies
optioaal, so that
they have to be expressed when the vow is taken; at other tinles
they are of the nature of fixed and customary rules, to which every
one who takes a vow is subject. To the latter class belong, e.g.
the restrictions imposed upon every Arab pilgrim-he must not
cut or dress his hair, he must abstain froin sexual intercourse,
and from bloodshed and so forth ; to the former class belong the
special engagements to which the Hebrews give the name of e's6~
or isszr (obligatio), e.g. Ps. cxxxii. 3 sp., " I mill not enter my
house or sleep on my becl until," etc. ; Acts xxiii. 14, " W e mill
not eat until we have killed Paul." I t is to be observed that
31
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restrictions of the optional class are evidently more lllodern than
the other, ancl only come in when the fixity of ancient custonl
begins to break down; in old Arabia it was the rule that one
who was engaged on a blood-feud must abstain fro111 women,
wine ancl unguents, but in the time of the prophet me fincl these
abstinences macle matter of special engagements, e.g. Wiicidi, ecl.
ICren~er,182. 6 = Ibn Hishiim, 543. 8 ; Agh. vi. 99. 24, 30. Where
the engagement is optional, i t naturally assumes the character of
an incentive to prompt discharge of the vow; the votary stimulates
his own zeal by imposing on himself abstinence from certain of the
con~fortsof life till his task is discharged; see Marziici as quoted
by Reislre, Abulfeda, vol. i. p. 18 of the Adnotntiones, where the
11hrase nzG tc~ktaritlzz~
'Fnnfsu bihi may be compared with the ?DN
E'BJ nr:y$ of Nnm. xxx. 14. But the stated abstinences which go
as a matter of course with certain vows cannot be explained on
this principle, and when they are examined in detail it becomes
manifest that they are simply taboos incident to a state of consecration, the sanle taboos, in fact, which are imposed, without a
vow, on everyone who is engaged in worship or priestly service
i11 the sanctuary, or even everyone who is present in the holy
lace. Thus the I-Iebrem Na~aritewas required to abstain from
wine, ancl from uncleanness due to contact with the dead, and
the same rnles applied to priests, either generally or when they
were on service (Lev. x. 9, xxi. 1 syq.). Again, the taboo on
sexual intercourse which lay on the Arabian pilgrim applies,
among the Semites generally, to everyone who is engaged in
an act of worship or present in a holy place (see above, p. 454);
and the prohibition of bloodshed, and therefore also of hunting
and liilling game, is only an exteiision of the general rule that
forbids bloodshecl on holy ground. Further, when the same
taboos that attach to a pilgrim apply also to braves on the warpath, and especially to nlen who are under a vow of blooclrevenge (Diro. Hoclh. cvi. 14), it is to be renzenlbered that with
the Semites, ancl indeed with all priinitive peoples, war is a sacrecl
function, ancl the ~varriora consecrated person (cf. pp. 402, 455).
The Arabic root IxaZZa (Heb. sin) applied to the discharge (Zit. the
untying) of a vow, is the same which is regularly used of emergence from a state of taboo (the ~ [ L T Zthe
~ Z ,'idda of widowhood,
etc.) into ordinary life.
Wellhausen observes that the Arabic nadhnra and the Hebrew
973 both meall primarily "to consecrate." 111 an ordinary vow a
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nlail consecrates sollie material thing, in the vow of pilgrimage or
mar he consecrates himself for a particular purpose. The Arabs
have but one root to express both forms of vow, but in Hebrew
a i d Syriac the root is differentiated into two : 713, 59, "to vow,"
but 7973, ;lU, "a consecrated person." The Syriac ndzi;~.,notwithstanding its nledial z, is not a mere loan-word froin the Old
Testament, but is applied, for example, to maidens consecrated to
the service of Celthis (Is. Ant. i. 212, 1. 130).
I n the case of pilgrimage, it seems that the votary consecrates
himself by devoting his hair, which is part of himself, as an offering at the sanctuary. Whether the consecration of the warrior
was originally effected in the same .way, and the discharge of the
vow accomplished by ineans of a hair-offering, can only be matter
of conjecture, but is at least not inconceivable. If it was so, tlle
deity to wholll the hair was dedicated inust have been the kindred
god of the clan, who alone, in primitive religion, could be conceived as interested in the avenging of the tribal blood ; and we
may suppose that the hair-offering of the warriors tool< place ill
connection with the " sacrifice of the home-coiners," to be spolren
of in Note M, infru. I t lnust, ho~vever,be observed that all over
the worlcl the head ancl hair of persons under taboo are peculiarly
sacred and inviolable, ancl that the prilnitive notions about the
hair as a special seat of life, which have been spoken of at p. 324,
are quite sufficient to acconnt for this, without reference to the
hair-offering, which is only one out of ma,ny applications of these
ideas. I t is easy, for example, to nnderstancl why, if an important
part of the life resides in the hair, a nlail whose whole life is
consecrated-e.g. a Maori chief, or the Flamen Dialis, or in the
Semitic field snch a person as Sainnel or Sanlson-should either
be forbidden to cut his hair at all, or should be colnpelled, when
he does so, to use special precautiolls agaiizst the profanation of
the holy growtl~. From Ezek. xliv. 20 Tve may conclude that
some Semitic priests let their hair grow unpolled, like Samuel,
and that others kept it close shaved, like the priests of Egypt;
both usages may be explained on a single principle, for the risk
of profaning the hair could bh met by not alIowing it to grow
a t all, as well as by not allowing it to be touched. Anlong the
Hebrews, princes as well as priests mere consecrated persons, and
~ z u z isonzetinles
~
means a prince, while nezey, "consecration,"
means " a diadem." As a diaclem is in its origin nothing Inore
than a fillet to confine hair that is worn long, I apprehend that
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in old times the hair of Hebrew princes, like that of a Maori
chief, was taboo, and that Absalom's long loclcs (2 Sam. xiv. 26)
were the mark of his political pretensions, ancl not of his vanity.
When the hair of a Maori chief was cut, it was collected and
buried i11 a sacred place or hung 011 a tree ; and it is noteworthy
that Absalom's hair was cut annually at the end of the year-i.e.
in the sacred season of pilgrimage, and that i t was collected and
weighed, which suggests a religious rite silnilar to that mentioned
by Herod. ii. 65.
While the general principle is clear, that the restrictions laid
on persons under a vow were originally taboos, incident to a state
of consecration, i t is not to be wpposed that we can always explain
these taboos in detail; for, in the absence of direct evidence, i t is
often almost ilnpossible for inodern men to divine the workings
of the primitive mincl.
Something, however, may be said about two or three rules
which seem, at first sight, to lend colour to the notion that the
restrictions are properly privations, designed to prevent a man
from delaying to fulfil his vow. The Syrian pilgrin~,during his
whole journey, was forbidden to sleep on a bed. TTith this rule
Wellhausen compares the custoin of certain Arabs, who, during
the ihrEnz, dicl not enter their houses by the door, but broke in
from behind,-a practice which is evidently an evasive modification of an older rule that forbade the housr to be entered at all.
The link required to connect the Syrian and Arabian rules is
supplied by Ps. cxxsii. 3, and with the latter ]nay also be
compared the refusal of Uriah to go down to his house during a
campaign (2 Sam. xi. 11), and perhaps also the Hebrew usage of
living in booths at the Feast of Tabernacles, to which there are
many parallels in ancient religion. From the point of view of
taboo, this rule is susceptible of two interpretations : i t may either
be a precaution against uncleanness, or be meant to prevent the
house and bed from becoming taboo, and unfit for profano use, by
contact with the consecrated person. 111 favour of the second
view may be cited the custoln of Tahiti, where tlie lrings habitually
abstained from entering an ordinary house, lest it should beconle
taboo, and be lost to its owner. However this may be, the Syrian
practice can hardly be separated from the case of priests like the
Selli at Dodona, who were ixvia~d~o8as
xapaicGvai, nor the rule
against entering a house from the similar restriction imposed on
the religions orcler of the Rechabites (Jer. xxxv. 9 sq.). The
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Rechabites, like the Nazarites and Arabian votaries, abstained
also from wine, ancl the same abstinence mas practised by
Egyptian priests (Porph., De Abst. iv. 6) ancl by the Pythagoreans,
whose whole life was surrounded by a networB of taboos. These
parallels leave no doubt that the rule of abstiileilce is not an
arbitrary privation, but a taboo incident to the state of consecratioa.
Froni Judg. xiii. 4 i t would seem that fermented drinlrs fall into
the same class with unclean meats ; compare the prohibition of
ferments in sacrifice. Again, the Arabian rule against washing
or anointing the head is not ascetic, but is siinpIy a consequence
from the inviolability of the head, which m11st not be touched in
a way that might cletach hairs. The later Arabs did not fnlly
understand these rules, as appears from the variations of the
statements by different authorities about one and the same vow ;
cf., for example, the references given at the beginning of this note
for the vow of AbCt SofyZn. Finally, the peculiar dress prescribed
to the Arabian pilgrim is no doubt a privation to the 1i:odern
Moslem, but the dress is really nothing else than the old national
garb of Arabia, which became sacred under the influence of
religious conservatism, combined with the principle already explained (supra, p. 451), that a man does not perform a sacred
function in his everyday clothes, for fear of lilaking them taboo.

ADDITIONAL NOTE I*; (pp. 379, 384)
THE ALTAR AT JERUSALEDI

THATthere mas almays an altar of sollie kind before the temple
at Jerusalem inight be talcen for granted, even without the express
mention of it in 2 Kings xi. 11, xii. 9 [lo], (1 Kings viii. 22, 54);
but this passage throws no light on the nature of the altar. Let
us consider separately (a) the altar of burnt-offering, (b) the brazen
altar.
(a) Accorcling to 1 Kings x. 25, Solomon built an altar of
burnt-offering, and offered on i t three tiines a year. A built altar
is an altar of stone, such as Ahaz's altar and the altar of the
seconcl te~nplemere. There is no other trace of the existence of
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such an altar before the time of ilhaz, and the verse, ~vhichis
omitted by the Septuagint, belongs to a series of fragmentary
notices, which forni no part of the original narrative of Solomon's
reign, ancl arc of various dates ancl of uncertain authority. Apart
from this passage, me first read of a bnilt altar in 2 Kings xvi.,
viz. that which Ahaz e~ectedon the model of the altar (i.e. the
chief altar) at Damascus. Ahaz's innovation evidently proved
~ermanent,for the altar of the second temple was also a platfornl
of stone. According to the Massoretic text of 2 Kings xvi. 14, as
it is usually translated, a brazen altar was removed to make way
for Ahaz's altar, but this sense is got by straining a corrupt text ;
113'1 cannot govern the preceding accusative, ancl to get sense we
111ust either oilzit R1IDPI n ~ atl the beginning of the verse or read
5~ for ~ I K . The fornzer course, wrhiclz has the authority of the
LXX., seelzis preferable ;but in either case it follows tlzat we must
point Z?p!, and tlzat the whole verse is an elaborate clescription
of the new ritual introduced by the king. The passage in fact
now runs thus (ver. 12) : "The king ~3 eilt up upon the new altar
(ver. 13) ancl bnrned his holocaust ancl his cereal oblation, and
~ o u r e dout his libation; and he clashed the blood of tlie
peace-offerings that were for himself against the altar (ver. 14) of
,
drew nigh froliz before tlie
brass that was before J e h o ~ a h and
naos, between the naos aizd the (new) altar (cf. Ezek. viii. 16 ;
Joel ii. 17) arid appliecl i t (i.e. some of the blood) to the northern
flank of the altar." The brazen altar, therefore, stood quite close
to the naos, and tho new altar stood somewhat fnrther off, presumably in the micldle of the conrt, which since Solomon's time
hacl been consecrated as the place of burnt-offering. Further,
i t appears that the braeen altar was essentially an altar for the
sprinkling of blood ; lor the king dashes the blood of his shelZ7ni7n
against it before applying the blood to the new altar. But,
according to ver. 15, he ordains that in future tlze blood of
sacrifices shall be applied to the new or great altar, while the
brazen altar is reserved for one particular liind of offering by the
king hinlself (?PIIS 9 5 , E.V. "for me to inquire by "). The nature
of this offering is not clear from tlze words used in ver. 15, hut froill
ver. 14 it appears that i t consisted of shelinzinz offered by the
king in person. I n short, the old altar is not degraded but
reserved for special use ; henceforth none but the king hinlself is
to pour sacrificial blood 1q3011 it.
(6) It appears, then, that the brazen altar mas an ancient and
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sacred thing, which had existed long before Ahaz, and continued
after his time. Yet there is no separate mention of a brazen altar
either in the description of Solomon's temple furniture (I Kings
vii.) or in the list of brazen utensils carried off by the Chaldsans.
The explanation suggested by Wellhausen (P~olegonaena,3rd ed., 1).
45), that the making of the brazen altar has been omitted fro111
1 Kings vii. by some redactor, who did not see the need of a new
brazen altar in addition to that which the priestly author of the
I'entatench ascribes to A'loses, does not f111ly meet tlle case, and
I can see no way out of the difficulty except to suppose that the
brazen altar of 2 Kings xvi. is identical wit11 one of the two
pillars Jachin and Boaz. I n the old time there ~ r a sno difference
between an altar and a sacred stone or pillar, and the brazen
pillars are simply the ancient sacrecl stones-which often occur
in airs-translated into metal. Quite siiililarly ill Strabo (iii.
6. 5), the brazen pillars of Hercules at Gades, which were twelve
feet high, are tlle place at which sailors do sacrifice. Of course
an altar of this type belongs properly to the old fireless type of
sacrifice ; but so long as the holocaust mas a rare ogerieriag, i t mas
not necessary to have a huge permanent hearth altar; it was
enough to erect fro111 time to time a pyre of wood in the nliddle
of the court. I t is true that 2 Kings xvi. spealis only of one
brazen altar used for the sprinliling of the sacrificial blood, but
it is intelligible that usage nlay have limited this fnnctioll to one
of the two pillars.
I am inclined therefore to think that the innovation of Ahaz
lay in the erection of a permanent altar hearth, and in the introduction of the rule that in ordinary cases this new altar shonlcl
serve for the blood ritual as well as for the fire ritual. One can
thus understand the fulness with which the r i t ~ ~ aofl the new
altar is described, for the rule of ilhaz was that which from his
time forward was the law of the sanctuary of Jerusalem. I feel,
however, that there still remains a difficulty as regards the buming of the fat of the si~elZnzinz,which was practised in Israel even
before the royal period (1 Sam. ii. 16). I n great feasts it would
appear that the fat of ordinary offerings was bunled, along wit11
the holocaust, on the pavement of the court ( I Kings viii. 64),
but what was done with it 011 other occasions it is not so easy to
say. I t is very notewortlly, however, that the details of the
capitals of the brazen pillars are those of huge caildlesticlcs or
cressets. They had bowls (1 Kings vii. 41) like those of the
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golden candlestick (Zech. iv. 3)) and gratings lilie those of an
altar hearth. They seem therefore to have been built on the
model of tliose altar candlesticks w11ich we find represented on
Phcenician nlonuments; see CIS. Pt. I. pl. 29, and Perrot and
Chipiez, Hisi. de Z'Art, vol. iii. figs. 81 sqq. The sinlilarity to a
candlesticli, which strilces us in the description of the Hebrew
pillars, is also notable in the twin detached pillars which are
represented on coins as standing before the teml~leat Paphos.
See tlie annexed figure. Similar cressets, with worshippers before
them in the act of adoration, are figured on Assyrian engraved
stones; see, for example, Menant, Glyptipue O ~ i e n t .vol. ii. fig.
46. I n most of the Assyrian examples
it is not easy to draw the line between
the candelabrum and the sacred tree
crowned with a star or crescent 1110011.
The Hebrew pillar altars had also associations with the sacred tree, as appears
from their adornment of pomegranates,
but so had the golden cancllesticli, in
which the motive of the ornament nTas
taken from the almond tree (Ex. xxxvii. 17 s y ~ . ) .
I t seems difficult to believe that the enormous pillars of
Solomon's temple, which, if the measures are not exaggerated,
mere twenty-seven feet high, were actually used as fire altars;
but if they were, the presumption is that the cressets were fed
with the suet of the sacrifices. And perhaps this is after all
a less violent supposition than that the details of a Phcenician
altar canclelabrum mere reproduced in thein in a meaningless
way. At any rate there can be no clonbt that one type of fire
altar among the Phceniciaiis and Assyrians was a cresset rather
than a hearth, and as this type conies much nearer to the old
cippus than the broad platfornl fitted to receive a holocaust,
I fancy that i t nlust be regarded as the oldest type of fire altar.
I n other words, the pernianent fire altar began by adding to the
sacred stone an arrangement for consuming the fat of ordinary
sacrifices, at a time when holocansts were still burned on a pyre.
If the word "Ariel," "hearth of El," originally meant such a
pillar altar, we get ricl of a serious exegetical difficulty in 2 Sam.
xxiii. 20 ; for on this view i t will appear that Benaiah's exploit
was to overthrow tlie twin fire pillars of the national sanctuary
of Moab-an act which in these days probably needed more
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courage than to kill two " lion-like men," as the English Version
has it. On the stele of Mesha (1. 12), an Ariel appears as something that can be moved from its place, which accords with the
view now suggested. Compare the twin pillars of the Tyrian
Baal, one of which shone by night (Herod. ii. 44). It will be
observed that this line of argument lends some plausibility to
Grotius's suggestion that the h,anznz&nCnzof Isa. xvii. 8, xxvii. 9,
etc., are mpc?a.
Finally, i t may be noted that Amos ix. 1 becomes far more
intelligible if the altar at Bethel was a pillar crowned by a sort of
capital bearing a bo~vllike those at Jerusalem. For then it will
be the altar itself that is overthrown, as the context and the
parallelism of chap. iii. 14 seem to require : "silzite the capital
till the bowls ring again, and dash them in pieces on the heads
of the worshippers."

ADDITIONAL NOTE L (p. 387)
HIGH PLACES

INthe text of the lectures I have tried to work out the history
of the fire altar, and show how the place of slaughter and the
pyre ultimately met in the altar hearth. I n the present note I
will give some reasons for thinking that the gradual change of
view, which nzade the burning and not the slaughter the chief
thing in sacrifice, also left its mark in another way, by influencing
the choice of places for worship.
It has been observed in Lecture V. (p. 172) that the
sanctuaries of the Northern Semites commo~llylay outside and
above the town. This does not seem to have been the case in
Arabia, where, on the contrary, most sanctuaries seem to have
lain in moist hollows, beside wells and trees. And even in the
Nortlzern Semitic lands we have found traces of sanctuaries
beside fountains, beneath the towns, which were older than
the high places on the hills. At Jerusalem the sanctity of
Gihon and En-rogel is older than that of the waterless plateau
of Zion above the town.
Now, in the discussion of the natural marks of holy places, we
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saw how well-watered spots, thicl~etsancl the like, might naturally
come to be taken as sanctuaries, and we also found it to be
intelligible that mountain ranges shoulcl be holy tracts; but we
have not found any natural reason for fixing a sanctuary on a
bare ancl barren eminence. It is often supposecl that altars were
built on such spots because they were opea to the heaven, and
nearer than other points of earth to the heavenly gods ; but this
explanation talres a great cleal for granted that we have no right
to assume. On the other hand, if the explanation of the origin
of burnt-offering given above is correct, it is obvious that the
barren and unfrequented hill-top above a town would be one of
the most natural places to choose for burning the holocaust. I n
process of time a particular point on the lzill .inionld become the
established place of bunling, and, as soon as the burnt flesh began
to be regarded as a food-offering presented t o the cleity, the place
of burning would be itself a sanctuary. Ultilllately i t woulcl
become the chief sanctuary of the town, and be fitted np with
all the ancient apparatus of sacred posts and sacrificial pillars.
That the high places, or hill sanctuaries, of the Semites were
primarily places of burnt-sacrifice cannot be provecl by direct
evidence, but may, I think, be nlacle probable, quite apart from
the arg~uinentthat has just been sl~etchecl. I n Arabia wc read of
only one sanctuary that had "a place of burning," aiid this is the
hill of Cozab at Mozclalifa. Among the Hebrews the sacrifice of
Isaac talres place on a inountain (Gen. xxii. 2), and so does the
burnt-sacrifice of Gideoa. The annual mourniag on the mountains
at Mizpeh in Gilead must have been conllectocl with a sacrifice on
the mountains, which, like that of Laoclicea, was thought to
represent an ancient human sacrifice (Judg. xi. 40). I n Isa.
xv. 2 the Moabites in their distress go up to the high places to
mourn, and presumably to offer atoning holocausts. It is to offer
burnt-sacrifice that Solomon visits the high place at Gibeon
(1 Kings iii. 4), ancl in general, ?UP, " to burn sacrificial flesh"
(not as E.V., ('to burn incense "), is the usual word applied to the
service of the high places. A distinction between a high place
(b&na) and an altar (nzi~becil~)
is aclrnowledged in the Old
Testament clown to the close of the kingdoill (2 Kings xxiii. 15;
Isa. xxxvi. 7) ; but ultimately b ~ i m cis~ the naille appliecl to any
idolatrous shrine or altar.
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ADDITIONAL NOTE M (p. 403)
SACRIFICE BY VICTORIOUS WARRIORS

ACCORDING
to Abii 'Obaida, the Arabs, after a successful foray,
sacrificecl one beast from the spoil, and feasted upon it before the
division of the booty (tIanz. p. 458 ; Reiske, An. Musl. i. 26 syq.
of the notes; cf. Lisiin, x. 240). This victinl is called naci'a, or
inore fully naci'at al-coddim, "the naci'a of the home-comers."
The verb p,j
is used generally of sacrificing for a guest, but its
L

primary sense is to split or rend, so that the name of naci'a seems
to denote some peculiar way of killing the victim. Now it appears
from the narrative of Nilus that the victims of the Saracens
were derived from the choicest part of the booty, from which
they selectecl for sacrifice, by preference a handsome boy, or, if
no boys had been captured, a white and immaculate camel. The
camel exactly corresponds to the naci'a of the Arabs, and the
name probably means a victim torn to pieces in the way described
by Nilus. I t seems probable, therefore, that the sacrifice made
for warriors on their return from a foray was not an ordinary
feast, but an antique rite of communion, in which the victinl mas
a sacred animal, or might even be an actual man.
That the warriors on their return should unite in a solem11
act of service is natural enough ; the thing falls under the samf
category with the custom of shaving one's head at the sanctuary
on returning from a journey, and is, in its oldest meaning, sinzply
a retying of the sacred links of common life, which may have
grown weak through absence from the tribal seat. But of course
a. sacrifice of this kind would in later tiines appear to be piacular
or lustral, and accordingly, in the Lovitical law, an elaborate
purification is prescribed for warriors returning from battle, before
they are allowed to re-enter their homes (Num. xxxi. 19 spp.). I n
ancient Arabia, on the other hand, where warriors were uncler
the same taboos as a man engaged on pilgrimage, the naci'a was
no doubt the means of untying the taboo, and so ret~irningto
ordinary life.
These remarks enable us to put the sacrifice of captives, or
of certain chosen captives, in a somewhat clearer light. This
sacrifice is not an act of blood-revenge, for revenge is taken in
hot blood on the field of battle. The captive is simply, as Nilus
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puts it, the choicest part of the prey, chosen for a religious
purpose ; and the custom of preferring a human victim to a
camel is probably of secoadary growth, like other customs of
human sacrifice. I t seems, however, to be very ancient, for
Sat11 undoubtedly spares Agag in order that he niay be sacrificed, ancl San~uelactually accolnplishes this offering by slaying
him "before the Lord " in Gilgal. And in this, as in other cases
of human sacrifice, the choice of an alien instead of a tribesman
is not of the essence of the rite, for Jephthah looses his vow on
his retnrn from smiting the Ammonites by the sacrifice of his
own daughter.
According to the Arabian lexicographers, the term nacZcamay
be applied to sacrifices nlade on various occasions other than
return from war, e.q. to a coro~lationfeast, or that which a man
makes for his intiiiiates on his marriage; while ultimately the
word appears to assume a very general sense, and to be applied to
any slaughter to entertain a guest. For the occasions on which
the Arabs were wont to kill a victim, wliich are very inuch the
same as those on which slaughter of the sacred cattle is permitted
by African peoples (supra, p. 298), note the verse cited in LisZn,
vi. 226, x. 240 (and with a variation, TEj, v. 519, 1. 2), where
the desirable meats iiiclude the khors, the i'dkEr, ancl the nacZ'a.
The first, which is the ilaine applied to the broth given to women
in child-bed, denotes also the feast made at a birtli; the i'dhcir is
the feast at a circumcision. I11 Joum. Phil. xiv. 124, 1 have
connected the 7chors with the Hebrew Djwsn, "charms." Charmed
food is of course primarily holy food.
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Abd-, names in, 46, 68
pnaitis, worship of, 321
Abi-, names in, 45
, Anath, Anathoth, 211
Ablution after a piacular sacrifice, Ancestors, worship of, 157
351 ; removes taboo, 451 sq.
Angels, i n old Hebrew tradition,
Abnil, idol a t Nisibis, 210
445 sq.
Absalom, long hair of, 484
Animal sacrifice. S'ee Sacrifice
Abstinence, original significance of, Animals, sacred, two lrincls of, 357
485
Animals, their kinship with gods and
Acacia. See Samora
men. See Einship and Totemism
Fchan's breach of taboo, 162
Anointing, 233, 383 sy.
Acica, ceremony, 133, 328, 330 sg.
Angdb, sacred stones, 201, 211
Adar, god, 292
Anselm, 157, 424
Adon, divine title, 68, 411
Anthropomorphism, how far primiAdonia, 411
tive, 86
Adonis, or Tammuz, 68, 411 ; Cyprian Antioch, anniversary at, 376
Swine-god, 411, 475 ; a t Byblas, Aparchai, pi~ynleutof, 278
191, 329 ; mourning for, 411 sq.; Aphaca, pool of, 107, 175, 178, 373
gardens of. 177 : sacred river. 174 Aphrodite, Cyprian, sacrifice of sheep
~ J r a n u s god,
,
292
to, 406, 469
Adytum, 200
Apis, Calf-god, 302
Africa, cattle sacred in, 296 spq.
Apollo Lermenus, inscription of, 454
Agag, sacrifice of, 362, 363, 369, 492 Apollo Lycius, 226
Ahalla, Arabic, 432
Arab tribes, named from gods, 46
Ahaz, altar of, 378, 485 sgq.
Arabia, agriculture in, 109 ; fundaAhi-,names in, 45
, mental type of sacrifice in, 338
Ah1 al-ard, Arabic, 198
sqq.; sacred tracts in, 142 sq., 156
'Ain al-Bacar, a t Acre, 183
sqq.; temples in, 112; commerce
Akhyila, Arabic, 157
of, 71, 109 ; taxation in, 458 spy.
Allan, Hebrew, 196
' Arafa, prayer at, 111, L276; wocaf
Al-Shajara, 160, 187
at, 342
Altar as table. 202 : as nlace of Ares, sacred river, 170
slaughter, 3 4 i ; as hearth, $77 sqq., Arie2, 488, 489
487 ; cleansing of, 408 ; Aha's, ' A r i k , Arabic, 448
378. 485
Aristocracy and kingship, 73
--Altars, candlestick, 384, 487, 488
Artemis Munychia, 306
Amathus, human sacrifices at, 376 ; Artemis Orthia, 321, 322
asylum, 148
Article, use of, i n Hebrew. 126
Amen, Ram-god, how worshipped, Asbamlean lake, 180, 182
302 ; annual sacrifice to, 431
Asceticisn~,late Sen~itic,303
+mi?-, Arabic, 62
Asclepiades, 308
Amm-anas, South Arabia11 god, 225 Asclepius, sacred river, 170
' Amr, anecdote of, 162
Ashnm, 216, 399 sqq.
Amulets and charms. various. 183. Ashera. 187. 191
336, 381, 382, 383,'437, 448, 453, Ashes, 'lustrations with, 382 ; oath
by,479
457, 468
-
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Ashrat, 189
Ashteroth Karnaim, 310 ; of the
sheep, 477
Ass, wild, sacred, 468 sq.; firstling,
463 ; head of, as charm, 468
Asshur, deity, 92
Assyrian conquests, their inflnence
on N. Semitic religion, 35, 65, 77
sq., 358, 472
Assyrian Semites, 13
Astarte, goddess of herds and floclrs,
310, 355 ; incorrectly called Ashera,
189 ; as Cyprian Aphrodite, 470 ;
of Eryx, 471 ; her sacrifices, 471 ;
various types of, 477
Astral deities, as rain-givers, 107 ;
worship of, 135
'A?(-Lr, Hebrew, 456 ; of. Mo'sir
Asylum, right of, 148
Atad, 191
'
'Atair, pl, of ' Atira, q.u.
Atargatis, 172, 173, 174, 175
' A t h a ~ i(Land of 'Athtar), 99
'Athtar, South Arabian god, 59, 94,
100, 466
'Atira, Arabian sacrifice, 227
Atonement, primitive conception of,
as creation of a life bond, 348 ;
function of, ascribed to all sacrifice,
237 ; with one's own blood, 337 ;
by gifts, 347 sq., 396 sq.; by substitution, 421 ; connection with
idea of communion, 320 ; day of,
i n Levitical law, 396 sq., 416, 430,
452. See Piacula
Atoning (piacular) sacrifices, development of, 353 sqp.
' Aucj, god-name, 43

Banii Sahm, feud with the jinn,
128
Bar-, names in, 45
Barada, sacred river, 171
Barahfit in Harjramant, 134
Barim, charm, 437
Barkos, theophorous nanlc, 45
Batqz, Arabic, 281
Bean juice, for blood, 480
Bed, use of, when foxbidden, 484
Bedouin religion, 71
Beersheba, 182, 186
Before Jehovah, meaning of expression, 349, 419
Bekri cited, 145, I82
Bel, table spread for, a t Babylon,
225 ; human wife for, 50
Bellona worship in Rome, 321, 322
Belus, sacred river, 174
Ben-hadad, theophorous name, 45
Berosns, legend of creation of men,
43 ; of chaos, 89
Bethel, 116, 205; royal chapel of,
247 sp. ; feasts at, 252 ; altar at,
489
Beth-hagla, 191
Be'aldh, 108
Birds, live, in purification, 422, 428,
447
Birds i n sacrifice, 219
Bismilltih, 279, 417, 432
Black-mail, 459
Blood, as food, 234, 379 sqq.; drinking of, 313, 338, 343, 368, 379 ;
libations of, 203, 280 ; sacrificial
use of, 233 sq.; atoning force of,
337 ; lustrations ~ v i t l ~344,
,
351,
381 ; bond of, 313; offerings of
one's own, 321 ; sprinkl~ngof, 344,
BAAL,meaning of the word, 94 sqq. ;
431 ; sanctity of kindred, 274, 283 ;
house or land of, 97 ; as divine
of gods, flows in sacred waters, 174 ;
of bulls, superstitions about, 381 ;
title (ba'l) in Arabia, 109 sp.
Baal, in proper names, 94
of the grape, 230
Baalath, 94
Blood covenant, 314, 479
Baal.hammBn, 94 ; votive cippi of, Blood revenge, 32, 72, 272, 417, 420,
469
--191; 477 sq.
Baalim, as lords of water and givers Blood-wit, none for slangliter within
of fertility, 104
kin, 272
Bsaras, magical plant, 442
Bond of food, 269 sqa.
-- .; of blood,
Babylonians, Semites of mixed blood,
312 spq.
Booths, a t Feast of Tabernacles, 484
13 sq.
Boys, long hair of, 329 sp. ; as exeBztoczce, 247
Bstylia, 210
cutioners, 417
Brazen altar a t Jerusalem, 486
Bagradas, etymology of, 171
Ba'ila, Arabic, 112
Buffalo, sacred with the Todas, 299,
BaC2. See Baal
431
Bambyce. See Hierapolis
Bull's blood, superstitions about, 381
Ban (herem), 150, 371, 453
Btiphonia a t Athens, 304 sqq.
Burial of sacrifices, 350, 370
Banqueting-hall, 254
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Burning of living victims, 371, 375,
406, 471 ; of the dead, 369
Burning bnsh, 193
Burnt-offering, 418 sp. ; before a campaign, 401 sq. See Fire Sacrifices
and Holocaust
Byblus, Adonis-worship at, 311, 411,
414 ; sacred erica at, 191
GAIN, the curse of, 270
Cainan, god-name, 43
Cairns, sacred, 200 spq.
Oais, Arabic, 155
Camels, sacrificed by Arabs, 218,338 ;
slaughter of, by Nilus's Saracens,
281 syq., 338 sq. ; flesh of, forbidden
to Christian Arabs, 283 ; sacred in
Arabia, 149, 156, 450, 462
Campaign, sacrifice before, 401 sq.
Canaanites, were Semites, 5
Candlesticlc altars, 364, 488
Cannibalism, 317, 367
Captives, sacrifice of, 362 sp., 491
Carmathians, portable tabernacle of,
37
Carmel, sanctity of, 156
Carnion, or Carnaim, 310
Carob tree in modern Palestine, 192
Carthage, deities of, 169 ; sacrificial
tariffs at, 217, 237, 435 ; human
sacrifice at, 363, 374, 409
Casb, Arabic, 98
Cathartic sacrifices, 425 spq.
Cattle, sanctity of, 297
Cans, god, 68
Caves and pits, sacred, 197 spq.
Cereal offerings, wholly made over to
the god, 236 sq., 240
Cervaria ovis, 36 4, 474
Chaboras, 172, 174
Charms. Sde Amulets
Chastity, sacrifice of, 329
Chemosh, god, 376, 460
Cherubim, 89
Children, sacrifices of, 368, 370, 410
Chrysorrhoa, Damascene river-god,

,*,
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Chthonic deities and demons, Semitic,
198.
Circumcision, 328
Clan, sacra of, 275 spq. ; defrayed out
of communal funds, 250
Clean animals, 218
Clients, worshippers as, 75 sq., 461 ;
stamped with patron's camel-mark
in Arabia, 149
Clothes, how affected by holy contact, 451, 452
Clothing and rags, offerings of, 335
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Codas, Arabic, 453
Colocasium, by river Bolus, 183
Commensality, 269 spq.
Commerce, Arabian, 71 ; and religion, 461
Communion, and atonement, 320 ;
idea of, in ancicnt sacrifice, 396,
429
---

Communities, structure of antique,
32 sqq.
Coney (hyraz), among Arabs of Sinai,
88, 444
Contrition, ritual expression of, 430
Coran, Sura vi. 137 explained, 110
Covenant, by food, 269 spp. ; by sacrifice, 318 ; of Jehovah and Israel,
318 sq.; ritual forms in, 314, 479
sqq. ; ceremonies, 315 spq.
Cow, not eaten in Libya, Egypt, and
Phcenicia, 298, 302
Cow-~starte,310
Cozah, fire of, a t Mozdalifa, 342, 490
Cremation. 372, 373
Cup of co~~solaGon,
323
Curse, mechanical operation of, 164
Cynosarges, a t Athens, 292
Cyprus, piacular sacrifice in, 406, 469
A

.

DANCE,sacrificial, 432
Daphne, 148, 173 ; oracIe of, 178 ;
sacred cypresses at, 186
David and Ahimelech, 455
David and Jonathan, 335
Day of Atonement, 396 sq., 411, 416
Dead, disposal of the, 369
Dead, drink-offerings to the, 235
Death of the gods, 373 sq., 414 sq.
Deborah, palm of, 196
Deer, sacrifice of, alluded t o i n
David's dirge, 467 ; annual sacrifice of, a t Laodicea, 390, 466
Delphi, hair-offering at, 325
Demoniac plants, 442
Demons, how distinguished from
gods, 119 sqp.; men descended
from, 50 ; serpent, 120, 133 ; i n
springs, 168, 172. See Jinn
Deuteronomic tithe, 249
Dhat anwdt, 185, 186, 335
Diadem, original significance of, 483
Dibs, or grape honey, 221
Dido, 374, 410
Diipolia (Biiphonia), 304 sqp.
Dillmann on Genesis cited, 106
Dionysuq i!dvgpwaoppa;urils, 305 ; Semitic gods identified with, 193, 261,
457
Dog, sanctity of, 392; as mystic
sacrifice, 291 ; Hecate's, 351
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Dogma, wanting in ancient religions,
16 sg.
Domestic animals, sanctity of, 296
S9qDough offerings, 225, 240
Dove, forbidden food, 219, 294 ;
sacred to Astarte, ib.; a t Mecca,
225 ; sacrificed, 219, 294
Dragon well, 172
Duma (Diimat a1 - Jandal), 205 ;
annual human sacrifice at, 370,
409
Dumzetha. See Duma
Dung as a charm, 382
Dusares, Wine-god, 193, 261 ; pool
of, 168, 179 ; rock of, 210

fira', firstling, 228, 368, 462
Fasting, original meaning of, 434
Fat, of intestines, forbidden food,
238 ; of kidneys, 379 ; burning of
the, 379 ; as a charm, 383
Fatherhood, divine, 40 sqq.; i n
heathen religions 1s physical
fatherhood, 41 sqq., 50 ; in t h e
Bible, 41
Fellowship, by eating together, 264
sq.
Ferments in sacrifice, 220, 287, 485
Festivals, sacrificial, 252 sqq.
Fetichism, sacred stones and, 209
Fines in ancient law, 347, 397 ; a t
the sanctuary, 347
Fire sacrifices, 217, 236 sq. ; development of, 371 sq., 385 sq.
First-born, holiness of, 464 sq.
First-fruits, 240 sqq., 463
Firstlings, sacrifice of, 464 sq. ; i n
Arabia, 111, 228, 450 sq., 458 sqq.
Fish, sacred, a t Ascalon, 173; a t
Hierapohs, 175 ; a t Edessa, 176 ;,
niystic saclifice of, 292 ; forbidden
food, 449, 477
Fish oracles, 178
Fish-shn, ministrant clad in, 292,
437
Flesh, laceration of, in vorship, 321 ;
eaten with blood, 342 ; means kin,
274 ; as food, 222, 300 ; when first
eaten by the Heb~ews, 307 ; of
corpse as charm, 323
Flood legend a t Hierapolis, 199, 457
Food, bond of, 269 sqq.
Foreign rites, atonement by, 360
Fountains, sacred, 169 sqq. See
Springs, Waters
Frankincense, sanctity of, 427, 455
Frazer, J. G., cited, 83, 124, 152,
231, 241, 285, 295, 297, 314, 323,
370, 405, 411, 414, 451
Fringes of garment, 437
Fruit, offered in sacrifice, 222 ; " uncirc~~mcised,"463 ; juice of, in
ritual, 480
Fumigation, 158, 426, 455
Funeral customs, 322, 323, 336, 370
Fusion of religions communities, 38

h'bed-, in proper names, 42, 68, 69
Eden, garden of, 104, 307
Edessa, sacred fish at, 176
Edom, god-name, 42
Effigy, god burned in, 373 ; substituted for victim, 410 sy.
Egypt, sacred animals in, 225 sq.,
301 ; vegetarianism in, 301
Elam (Susiana), not Semitic, 6
Elders, the council of, 33; slay the
sacrifice, 417
Eli.jah, Festival of, a t Carmel, 156
Elohim, original sense of, 445.
Elusa, worship of LBt at, 57
En-rogel, 172, 489
Ephca, fountain a t Palmyra, 168
Epic poetly, wanting among the
Semites, 49
Erica, sacred a t Byblus, 191
Eryx, sanctuary of, 294, 305, 309,
471 ; sacrifice to Astarte at, 309
Esgr, Hebrew, 481
Esau the huntsman, 467
Eshmun-Iolaus, 469
Essenes, 303
Ethknslzshffiph, "malie supplication,"
321, 337
Ethrog, 221
Etiquette, sacred, 158
Euhemerism, 43, 467
Euphrates, sacred river, 172, 183
Europa, identified with Astarte, 310
Executions, analogy to sacrifice, 370,
371, 419 sqq.
GALLAS,form of covenant amoag,
Exorcism, 428
296
Expiation, Jewish day of, 430
Galli a t Hierapolis, 321
Ez~ti+,flee tribesman, 75
Game. urotected a t ancient sanctuari&,L16~
; as food, 222 ; in sacriFALL, the, in Hebrew story, 307 ;
fice, 218
in Greek, 307 sq.
Garments, covenant by exchange of,
Family (Heb. qnishpahn), 254, 276
335 ; sacred, 437 sq., 451 sq.
Pamily meal, 275 sq.
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Gazelle, sacrifice of, 218 ; sacred, 444,
466, 468
Genii. See Jinn
Gentile sacrifice, 276
Ge7.-, in proper names, 79
Gg~irn,or clients, 75 sq.
Ghabghab, 198, 228, 340
Gharcad tree, oracle f p m , 133, 195
Gl~ariy(" bedaubed
stone), 157,
201, 210
Gl&.ciZ(Ghoul), 129
Gibeonites, 271, 421
Gifts, ancient use of, 346 ; as homage,
346 .sq. ; as piacala, 397
Gift theory of sacrifice, its inadequacy, 390 sqq.
Gihon, fountain of, 172, 489
Gilgal, twelve sacrerl pillars at, 211
Girdle, Elijah's, 438
Goat in sacrifice, 218, 467, 472
Gods, nature of the, 22 sqq.; fatherhood of, 40 sqq. ; kinship with
men, 46 sqq.; power of, how limited, 81 sq.; viewed as a part of
nature, 84 ; physical affinities of,
90 sq.; local relations of, 92, 112 ;
death of the, 414 sq.
Golden Age, legend of, 300, 303, 307
Grape, blood of the, 230
Great Mothel; divine title, 56
Greek influence on the Semites, 11
Groves a t sanctuaries, 187

HADRAMAUT,
were -wolves in, 88 ;
volcanic phenomena in, 134 ;
witches in, 179
Hadian, god, 292
Hair, cut off in mourning, 323 sqq. ;
superstitions connected with, 324 ;
as initiatory offering, 327 ; in vows
and pilgrimages, 331, 481
Fais, Arabic, 225
Halac, epithet of death, 324
Hallel, 340, 431
Hamath, etymology of, 150
Hamor, Canaanite name, 468
Hanash, creeping things, 128, 130,
293
Hanging, sacrifice by, 370 sq.
Hannibal, oath of, 169
Haram of Mecca, 142
D'Wli7, 492
Garb b. Omayya, slain by the Jinn,
133
Harranians, sacrifices of, 290, 299,
343, 348, 351, 368, 470
Hasan and Hosain, 321
fittath, 216, 399 spp.
g a u f , Arabic, 437
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N a y y , Arabic, 281
Head, of the victim, not eaten, 379 ;
used as charm, 382, 468 ; washing
and anointing of, 485
Hecate, etymology of, 290
Heliopolis (Baalhek), 444
Hera, sacrifioe of goat to, 305
Heracles, as huntsman, 292 ; a t Tarsus, 373 ; and the Hydra, 183 ;
of Sanbulos, 50 ; pillars of, 211 ;
a t Daphne, 178, 186, 192 ; resurrection of, 469 ; Tyrian, see Melca~tli
gerena (ban), 150, 370, 453
Hermaphroditus, 478
Hermon, sanctity of, 94, 155, 446
Hierapolis, pilgrimage centre, 80 ;
sacred fish at, 174, 175 ; sacrificial
animals at, 218 ; pyre-sacrifice in
middle of temple court, 378 ; holocausts suspended and burnt alive
at, 371, 375, 406, 418, 471 ; precipitation at, 371, 418 ; sacrificial
dress at, 438, 474
High places, 171, 489
HilZ2lim, 221
Hima, or sacred tract in Arabia, 112,
144, 156, 157 ; of Taif, 142
Hinnom, valley of, 372
Hittites, 10
Hodaibiya, mil at, 185
Holiness, idea of, 141, 288 ; of
regions, 142 ; of animals 390 ; relations of, to the idea of property,
142 sq., 390 sq. ; rules of, 148 sqq. ;
Semitic roots denoting, 150 : relation to uncleanness, 425, 446 ; to
taboo, 152, 446 sqq.; contagious,
450 sqq. ; congenital, 464 sq.
Holocaust, origin of, 371 ; rare i n
ancient times, 237 sp.
Holy, meaning of theword,91,140sqq.
Holy places, 116 sqq. ; origin of, 136;
waters, 166 sq. ; caves, 197 sqq.;
stones, 200 sqq.; trees, 185 sqq.;
older than temples, 118
Holy things, intrinsic power t o vindicate themselves, 162
Homeric poems, religious importance
of, 31
I;Ioms, religions community a t 'Mecca,
451
Honey, excluded from altar, 221 ;
in Greelr sacrifice, 220
Horeb, Mount, 155
Horns of the altar, 341, 436
Horse as sacred animal, 293, 469
Hospitality, law of, 76 ; in Arabia,
269 ; a t sacrificial feasts, 253, 265,
284, 458
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House of Baal, 96, 97
Household gods, 208 sq., 461
House-tops, worship on, 230
Human blood, superstitions about,
369, 417
Human sacrifice, 361 sqq. ; in the
Roman Empire, 366
Hysena, superstitions about, 129, 133
Hydrophobia, cured by kings' blood,
369

IBNAL-ATHIEquoted, 412

Joppa, sacred fountain at, 174
Julian, 290, 371
Justice, divine and piacula, 423 sq.
IIADESH,fountain of, 181, 210
Khalasa, place, 57
hal la-a (liholasa), deity, 225
Khilb, Arabic, 379
IC?LOT$,
Arabic, 492
Kid in mother's millr. 221
Kidney fat, ideas abiut, 379 sqq.
Kin, the oldest circle of moral obligation. 272 : how conceived. 273
~ i n g s , blooh,
'
of, superstitiin about,
369.> 418
Kingship, Semitic, origin of, 33 sq. ;
character of, 62 ; as a social force,
73 ; not feudal, 92 ; divine, 62
sqq.
Kinship, of gods and men, 41 sq., 54,
90, 287 ; how acquired and maintained, 273 spq.; of gods and animals, 87, 288, 289 ; of families of
men and families of beasts, see
Totemisill ; among beasts, 127 ;
sanctity of, 289 ; food and, 269
Kisllon, etymology of, 170

Ibn Mojawir quoted, 444, 466
Ibn Tofail, grave of, 156
'Idhy, Arabic, 98
Idhkhir, Arabic, 142
Idols, not neoessarily simulacra, 207 ;
origin of itnthropomorphic, 211 ;
in animal form, 310 ; in forin of
cone, 208 ; of paste in Arabia: 225
Ihrdm, 333, 484
Ijcm, 277, 341
I l d , place, 342
Images, graven. prohibition of, 204
Imposition of hands, 239, 354, 422
Impurity, 158, 428, 447. See Uncleanness
Imraulcais, anecdote of, 47
Incense, used in purification, 426 ; LACERATIOX
of flesh in mourning,
tithes of, 247 ; burning of, 490
322 ; ritual, 321
Infanticide, 370, 407, 418
Land, property in, 104 ; Baal's, 95
Initiation ceremonies, 327, 358 sq.
sqq.
Iphigenia, sacrifice of, 403
Language, how far a criterion of race,
6 sqp:
Isaac, sacrifice of, 309 ; blessing of,
4fi7
Laodicea ad Marc, 409 sq., 466 sq.
Ischiac, in Syrian magic, 442
Lapis pe~tustisa t Jerusalem, 232
Lnt (Al-), worship of, a t Petsa and
Ishtar, mother goddess, 56, 58
Elusa, 56, 57 ; by all Arabs, 316 ;
Isis-Hathor, Cow-goddess, 302
Isl&n, meaning of, 80
stone of, a t TZf, 210 ; image of, a t
Isi%r, Hebrew, 481
TabBla, 212
Izdubar, 50
Leaven, excluded from altar, 220
Leavened bread, offered on altar, 220,
242
JACHIN
and Boaz, 208, 488
JGr, Arabic, 75
Lectisternia, 225 sqq.
Jealousy, of the deity, 162 ; water of, Lemon-grass a t Mecca, 142
181)
--Leper, cleansing of, 344, 422, 447
Jehovah, prophetic conception of Leucadian promontory, 373, 418
sovereignty of, 66, 75, 81 ; absolute Leviathan, personification of waterspout, 176
justice of, 74 ; His relation to Israel
an ethical one, 319
Levitical sacrifices, 215 spq.
Jephthah's daughter, 416
Leviticus, Boolr of, not pre-exilic, 216
Jerusalem, altar at, 485
Libations, 229 sgq.
Jewels, sacred use of, 453 sq.
Libyans, sacrifice without bloodshed,
Jewish theology on atonement, 424
431 ; sacred dress among, 437
Jinn (Arabian demons), 119 sqq., Lilith, 441
441 ; have no individuality, 120 ; Lion, ancestral god of Baalbelr, 444
akin to wild beasts, 121 sqq.; a t Lion-god in Arabia, 226
feud with men, 121 ; haunts of, Lishka (hiuxo), 254
132 ; sacrifices to, 159
Live bird in lustrations, 422, 428,447
-
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Nimrod, 92.
Nisan, sacred month, 407, 470
Nisibis, etymology of, 204
Nomads, food of, 222
Nopb, altar and idol in one, 201, 204,
310

OATHof purgation, 180 sqq., 480
06, Hebrew, 198
Ocaisir, Arabian god, 223, 225, 331
Oil, in sacrifice, 232 ; sacred fountain
of, 179
'Olraz, sanctuary
" of,, 210 : fair of,
461'

'0xohuy$, 431

Ombos and Tentyra, feuds of, 31
Omens from animals. 443
Oracles from trees, 133, 194 ; a t wells,
177 sq.; from fish, 178
Ordeals by water, 179 sq.
Orestes, wanderings of, 360
Orgiastic element in ancient religion,
561 sqq.

Petra, worship of LBt at, 56 sq.
Pl~allicsymbols, 211, 456
Philistines, origin of, 1 0
Philo Byblius, cosmogony of, 43 ; on
Canaanite plant-worship, 186, 308 ;
on rod and pillar worship, 196,
203 ; on legend of Usous, 467
Piacula, special, their origin and
meaning, 399 ; annual, 405 ; Greeli
and Roman, 350 sq. ; Levitical,
325, 348, 423 ; a t opening of campaign, 401
Piacular rites, distinctive characters
of, 398 sq. ; interpretation of, 399 ;
antique features in. how preserved,
400 sqp. ; not originally sin-offerings, 401 sq.
Pigg6lim, 343
Pilgrimage, based on clientship and
voluntary homage, 80 ; in Arabia,
109 spy. ; a bond of religious ullioil
under Islzm, 276 sq. ; hair-offering
in connection vith, 331, 483 sq.;
taboos incidental to. 481 sou. .: dress
worn in, 485
Pillar altars, 188, 487 sqp.
Pillars, sacred, 203 sqq., 456 sqq.,

Orgies of the Arabian Venus, 363
Ornaments, offerings of, 335 sq.
Orontes, legends of, 1 7 1 sq., 175, 176
Orotal, 316, 325, 330
Orwa. liolv well of, 168
487
' 0 ~ a~;e d o u i n37
,
Pillars, twin, as symbols, 438 ; at
Outlaw, purification of, 359
Paphos, Hierapolis, Jerudem, 208
Ox, in sacrifice, 218 ; sacredness of, Pit under an altar, 197, 228, 340
298 ; in Greece, 304. See Biiphonia Pole, sacred, 190
Polyandry, of goddesses, 58 sq.
PALICI,lake of, 178, 180
Portable sanctuaries, 37
Palm-tree, sacred, at Ne,jr&n,185
Precipice, captives thro~vnfrom, 371,
Palmetum, water a t t h e , 167
418~9. Palmyra, fountain of Epllca at, 168
Priesthoods, hereditary, 47, 79
Priests, share of, in holocansts and
Paneas, grotto of, 171, 183
Pan-Hellenic ideas, 3 1
sin-offerings, 349 sq. ; in communal
Pantheon, Semitic, 39
holocausts, slay victim, 417
Parricides, punishment of, 418
Proper names, theophorous, 42, 45
Particularism of ancient Senlitic reso.. 67 sa.. 79. 108 so.
ligion, 35 sqq., 53
proEerty, 11; land, 9 i ; in water,
Passover, antiquity of ritnal of, 406 ;
104 ; and idea of holiness, 142 sqq.,
sacrifice of firstlings, 464; not
449 ; noti011 of, introduced into
originally a liouseliold sacrifice,
religion, 395
280, 464 ; Arabian equivalent of, Prophets of the Ashera, doubts con227 ; blood - sprinkling in, 344,
cirning, 189
431 ; leaven in, 221 ; haste in, Providence of the gods, 64 ; not
245 ; bones not to be broken, 345
personal in heathenism, 264
Pastoral religion, 297, 355
Public parks, sanctuaries as, 147
Pasture land, tax on, 246
Purification, by sacrifice, 425 sq.; by
bathing, 168, 184, 351, 427
Patron. See Client
Pyre-festivalat Hierapolis. See HieraPegai, Damasceiie River-god, 171
Pegasus, 294
polis
Pentateuch, composition of, 215
Perfume, holiness of, 453
QUAIL, sacrifice of, 219, 469
Peria~~derand Melissa, story of, " Quarries," stone idols, 211
Queen of heaven, 189
236
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RAB, Rabbath, Rabbi, divine titles,
68, 70
Rag-offerings, 335
Raht, Arabic, 457
Rain-charms. 231. 232
Rain-givers, astral deities as, 107
Rajab, sacrificial month, 227, 406,
462. 465
Ram, as a sin-offering, 475 sq.
Raw Resh, 339
Rechabites, 485
Red heifer, 351, 354, 376
Regions, holy, 115, 142 sqq.
Relics worn as charms, 336
Religion, positive and traditional,
1 sq. ; hereditary, 30, 38 ; relation
between Hebrew and Canaanite. 4 :
development of, in East and liest;
contrasted, 35 sq. ; oldest form is
religion of kinslpip, 51 sqq.
Religion, ancient, and natural society,
29 aqq.; national character of, 35 ;
a part of public life, 22, 29 ; ethical
value of, 265 sq. ; make-believe
in, 364 sp. ; materialistic hut not
selfish, 263 ; offers no consolation
to pri'vate suffering, 259 ; habitnally joyous, 260
Religions and political institutions,
analogy of, 20 ; beliefs, persistency
of. 355 : restrictions. moral value
of; 1551 communities, structure
of, 29 sqq., 276 sq. ; fusion of, 39
Renan quoted, 54, 197
Revealer, tree of the, 196
Rhabdomancy, 196
Rinlza (Heb.), 432
Rivers, sacred, 155, 169 sqq.
Robb, fruit juice, 450
Robe of Righteousness, 438
Bock of Israel, 210
Rocks in situ, seldom worshipped,
209 sq.
Rod-worship, 196, 197
Sacra gentilicia, 275
Sacred regions, 115, 142 sqq.
Sacrifice (sacrijcium, iyovpy;a), meaning of word, 213
Sacrifice, material of, 218 sqq.; clean
animals, 218 ; nnclean animals,
289 sqq. ; meal, 236 ; wine, 220,
230; oil, 232 ; salt, 220, 270 ;
leaven, 220 ; milk, 459 ; honey,
221 ; fruit, 220 ; human beings,
361 sqq.
Sacrifice, how offered:-by exposure,
225 ; by precipitation, 371 ; by
pouring, 229 sqq. ; by burying,
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114, 370 ; by shedding of blood,
233 ; by burning, 217, 335 sqq.,
371, 385, 388 ; by hanging, 370 sp.
Sacrifice, as tribute (nzinlta), 217,
226, 236, 240 sp., 448 (compare
First - fruits, Tithes) ; as communion (zebah, shetern), 239 sq.,
243,265,269 spy., 312 sqq., 346 sqq. ;
as piacular or propitiatory (!~a$tath,
asham), 399 sqq. ; substitutionary,
A 00
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Sacrifices, Levitical, 215 ; Carthaginian, 237 ; Arabian (Saracenic),
281 sqq.
Sacrificers, young men as, 417
Sacrificial feast, involves slaughter,
224 ; social character of, 254, 2S4 ;
view of life underlying, 257 ;
ethical significance of, 265, 271 ;
older than farnily meal, 279 sy.
&frZyd, 459
#a@, Arabic, 98
Salambo or Salmbas, etymology of,
412
Salm, in proper names, 79
SalmZn, worship of Moharric at, 364
Salt, in sacrifice, 220 ; bond of, 270 ;
oath by, 479 ; strewing of ground
with, 454
Samora (acacia), magic use of gum of
the, 133, 427
Sanbnlos, hnntsman Baal of, 50
Sanctuaries, how constituted, 115 sq.,
206, 436 ; physical characters ot,
136, 155 ; in Arabia, 143 sqq. ;
taboos affecti~lg,I56 sqq.
Satan, in Syriac legend, 442
Saturn, sacrifice to, 373. See Moloch
Satyrs (&%rim),120, 441
Saul, burning of, 372
Scapegoat, 397, 422
Scriptures, the, defile the hands, 426
Seasons and sacrifice, 405
Sb'irimn, 120, 441
Selli, a t Dodona, 484
Semiramis legend, 373
Semiramis mounds, 199
Semitic peoples, 1 ; meaning of word,
5 ; unity and homogeneity of race,
8 sqq. ; geographical dispersion of,
9 ; alleged tendency of, to monotheism, 74
Semitic speech, 8 sq.
Serpent-demons,l20,133 ; in springs,
168, 172
Set (Typhon), 468, 469
Seven ~vells,sanctity of, 181 sq.
Sex of victim, 298, 472
Sexual intercourse, taboos on, 454
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Shechem, oracular tree at, 196
Sheep-Astarte, 310, 477 sq.
Sheep, piacular sacrifice, 476 sq.
Sheep-skin worn by sacrificers in
Cyl"u4 435, 473
Sheikh Adi, valley of, 179
Shelamtm (sing. shelern) explained,
237
Shew-bread, 225 sq.
Shoes, put off on holy ground, 453
Shouting, sacrificial, 432
Sicdb, Arabic, 324
Sicharhas, 374
Si'ldt, Arabic. 50
Sin, notion of, foreign to the oldest
worships, 401
Sin-offering, 216, 349 ; viewed as
an execution, 423 ; Hebrew, 344,
349 sq. ; sacrosanct, 350,451
Sinai. sanctitv of. 118
Skin hf sacrif;ce, 435 sqq. ; as sacred
dress, 436 sq., 467
Slaughter, private, fo~bidden, 286 ;
of victim, by mhom performed,
417 ; requires consent of clan, 285 ;
originally identical ~vitlisacrifice,
234, 241, 307
Slaves sleep beside the blood and the
dung, 255
Slippers, sacred, 438
Snalres. as obiects of snl~erstition,
130,'442
"
Society, religions, in antiquity,
28 sqq.
S o f ~ a Arabic,
,
201
Solidarity of gods and their worshippers, 32 Solomon, his altar a t Jerusalem, 485 ;
his pillars, 488
Solwci?~,323
Sons of God (Bne Elohim), 50, 446
Spoils of war, how divided, 459 sq.
Springs, sacred, 135 sq. ; bathing in,
168. 184. See Waters
~ p r i n k l i i of
l ~ blood. 337,344 sq., 431
Stag sacrifice a t Laodiuea, 409 sq.,
466 so.
Stars tl;oaght to live, 134 sq.
Stigmata, 334
Stones, sacred, 200 sqq. ; origin of,
210 ; daubed wit11 blood, 201, 205 ;
stroked with the hand, 80, 205,
233 ; anointed, 232 ; a t Bethel,
203 ; ordeal by, 212
Strangers, protected, 75 sq.
Strangling, of victim, 343 ; execution
bv. 418
~ t r i l i i n g ,salntatio~iby, SO, 208, 233,
461

Stygian waters, in Syrian desert, 169,
180
-- -

Substitution of animals for human
victims, 366 ; doctrine of, 422 sqq.
Supernatural, savage views of the,
i34sqq.,441
Swine, holy or unclean, 153, 448 ;
forbidden food to all Semites. 218 :
as mystic sacrifices, 290, 291 ; as.
aiacula. 351. 475
~ G i n e - ~ odonis
d is), 411, 475
Symbols, divine, 166 sqy. ; phallic,
212, 456
Syncretism of later Semitic heathenism, 15, 471

-

TAABBATA
Sharran, 128, 261
Tablla, oracle at, 47 ; sacred gazelles
at, 466
Table of the Gods, 201
Taboo explained, 152 sq. ;relation of,
to holiness, 446 sqq. ; removed by
washing, 451 ; on sexual intercourse, 454 sqq., 481
Taboos affecting tlie sanctuary;
156 sg., 159 sqq.
Tahlil, 279, 340, 431 sq.
T u i m , in theophorous names, 80
Tammuz. See Adonis
Tanith (Artemis, Dido), 56, 374;
pillars of, 208, 456, 477 sq. ; with
the face of Baal, 478
Tanjis, Arabic, 448
Tarpeian Rock, executions at, 419
Tarsus, annual festival at, 373, 377
Tattooing, 334
rawcif, 340
Taxation, ancient Hebrew, 245,
460 sq.
Temple, a t J e ~ ~ ~ s a l eattached
m,
to
palace, 246 ; worship of second,
215 sq. ; altars of, 378, 485 sqq.
Temples, in Arabia, 102 ; shove towns,
172 : treasures at, 147 ;rook-hem,
197
Tenedos, sacrifice to Dionysus at, 305
Terebinth, feast and fair of the, 177 ;
a t Mamre, burns and is not consumed, 193
Theanthropic victim, 409 sq., 412
Tlieodulus, son of Nilus, 362 sqo.
Theophany, constitutes a sanctnary,
115, 119, 436, 450
Theophorous proper names, 42, 45 sq.,
67 sq., 79 sq., 108 sq.
Therapeuts, 303
Thorayyi, wells called, 182
Tiberias, seven wells at, 182
Ti~znin,Arabic, 176
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Tithes, 245 sq.; in old Israel, used for
public feasts, 252 ; tribute and, 458
Todas, sacred buffaloes of the, 299,
431
Tonsures, 325 sqq.
Tophet, 372 ; etymology of word, 377
Totemism, Icinship of families of men
and families of plants or animals,
124 sqq. ; in Semitic domain,
137 sqq., 289 sqq., 443; causes of
disappearance of, 355
Totems, fed as an act of worship,
225 sq. ; sacramentally eaten, 295,
405
Transformation myths, 88 sq., 191,
288
~ r e a s n r e sa t temples, 147, 197
Trees, viewed as animate or demoniac,
132 ; sacred, 185 ;fiery apparitions
at, 193 ; oracles from, 194 ; deities
transformed into, 191 ; how warshipped, 195 ; protected a t sanctuaries, 159 sq.
Trespass - offering (asham), 216,
399 sqq
Tribal religion in Arabia, 38 sqq.
Tribesman, sacrifice of, 362
Tribute, sacred, 245 ; i n Arabia, 111,
458 sqq. ; on commerce, 458
Trcezen, sacred laurel at, 350 ; Apollo
n
f 360
--,
---

Troglodytes, described by Agatharchides, 296, 338
Typhoeus, 134
Typhon (Set), 468, 469
" orchard, 463
"UNCIRCUMCISED
Unclean land means a foreign land, 93
Unclean things in magic, 448
Uncleanness, 425, 446 sqq. ; rules of,
153, 449 ; infections, 446 sqq. See
Impurity
Unction, ungnents, ritual of, 233 sq.,
383 sq.
Unguents, use of, by witches, 384
Usous, legend of, 203; relation to
Esau, 467
Uz, the same as 'Aud 3 43

VEGETABLE
o f f e r i n ~ 219 sqq.
Vegetarianism, p g i t i v e , belief in,
300, 303 ; Philo Byblius on, 308
Venus, Arabian, orgies of, 363 ;
planet, see Lucifer
Vermin, sacrifice of, 293, 357
Vestments, holy, 452 sq.
Victim, a sacred animal, 287 sqp. ;
male preferred, 298 ; by whonl
slain, 417 ; effigy substituted for,
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410 ; head of, not eaten, 379 ; used
as charm, 381 ; should offer itself
spontaneously, 306, 309 ; theanthropic, 409, 412; cast from a
precipice, 371, 418, 419 ; new-born,
sacrifice of, 368, 407, 462 ; cut in
twain, 480 sq.
Virgin-mother, a t Petra and Elusa,
53, 57
Volcanoes, superstitions about, 134
Votive offerings, 214, 460
Vows, hair offering in, 332 ; taboos
incidental to, 481 sqq.
Vulture-god, Himyaritic, 226

Wabar, Arabic, 112
Wahb b. hfonabbih, 185
War opened and closed with sacrifice,
401 sq., 491 sqq.
Warriors, consecrated, 158, 402 ;
taboos on, 158, 455
Washing of garments, 451 ; of head,
485
Water, living, 135 ; ordeals by, 178
sqq. ; property in, 104 ; poured
into sacred well, 199 ; as libation,
231 sp. ; in lustration, 368
Waters, healing, 183 ; sacred, 166 ;
oracles from, 176 ; discoloured a t
certain seasons, 174 ; blood of gods
in, 174 ; gifts cast into, 177 ;
Stygian, 169, 180
Waterspout personified, 176
Wells, sacred, 167 ; ritual of, 176 sq. ;
ownership of, 105
Were-wolf, 367 ; in Haclramaut, 88
Widow, secluded as impure, 448 ;
l~urificationof, in Arabia, 422, 428
Wild beasts, dread of, 122, 131
Wine, libations of, 220, 230 ; religious abstinence from, 485
Witches, trial by water, 179
WocaA 340, 342
Wolf Apollo a t Sicyon, 226
Women, may not eat the holiest
things, 234, 299, 379 ; do hot eat
with men, 279
Yabrti,l~(mandraBe), 442
Yaghuth (Lion-god), 37, 43, 226
Yeaning time, 407, 462
Yeush, god-name, 43

Z ~ x x i h E Syriac,
,
198
Zaghkit, 432, 491
Zamzam, holy well, 167
Ze'ba!~, zebalcim, meaning of the word,
222, 237
Zeus Asterins, 310
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