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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

—_——

Ix April 1887 I was invited by the trustees of the Burnett
Fund to deliver three courses of lectures at Aberdeen, in
the three years from October 1888 to October 1891, on
“The primitive religions of the Semitic peoples, viewed in
relation to other ancient religions, and to the spiritual
religion of the Old Testament and of Christianity.” T gladly
éccepted this invitation, “for' the subject jjproposed had
interested me for many years, and it seemed to.1me possible
to treat it in a way that would’#ibt Be iiinteresting to the
members of my old University, in whose hall- the Burnets
Lectures are delivered, and o “the. wider_'iﬁﬁ‘blic to whom
the gates of Marischal College are opened on the occasion.

In years gone by, when I was called upon to defend
before the courts of my Church the rights of historical
research, as applied to the Old Testament, T had reason to
acknowledge with gratitude the fairness and independence
of judgment which my fellow - townsmen of Aberdeen
brought to the discussion of questions which in most
countries are held to be reserved for the learned, and to
be merely disturbing to the piety of the ordinary layman;
and I was glad to have the opportunity of commending to
the notice of a public so impartial and so intelligent the
study of a branch of comparative religioh which, as I
venture to think, is indispensable to the future progress of
Biblical research.
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In Scotland, at least, no words need bhe wasted to
prove that a right understanding 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 professed scholars, that the doctrines
and ordinances of the Old Testament cannot be thoroughly
comprehended until they are put into comparison 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 foundations of the science
of Comparative Religion, and in ifs special subject, in spite
of certain defects that could hardly have been avoided at
the time when it was composed, still remains by far the
most important book on the religious antiquities of the
Hebrews. But Spencer was so much before his time that
his work was not followed up; it is often ignored by
professed students of the Old Testament, and has hardly
exercised any influence on the current ideas which are
the common property of educated men interested in the
Bible. |

In modern times Comparative Religion has become in
some degree a popular subject, and in our own country
has been treated from various points of view by men of
eminence who have the ear of the public; but nothing
considerable has been done since Spencer’s time, either in
England or on the Continent, whether in learned or in
popular form, towards a systematic comparison of the
religion of the Hebrews, as a whole, with the beliefs and
ritual practices of the other Semitic peoples. In matters
of detail valuable work has been done; but this work has
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been toc special, and 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 and thinking men
and women who have no special acquaintance 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 speaker on his part will
remember that historical research can always be made
intelligible to thinking people, when it is set forth with
orderly method and in plain language.

There is a particular reason why some attempt in this
direction 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 lacking so long as
the historical order of the Old Testament documents, and
especially of the documents of which the Pentateuch is
made up, was unascertained or wrongly apprehended ;
but, thanks to the labours of 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 from stage to stage, in a
way that is hardly possible with any other religion of
antiquity. And so it is now not only possible, but
most necessary for further progress, to make a fair com-
parison between 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 constant touch.

The plan which I have framed for my guidance in
carrying out the desires of the Burnett trustees is ex-
plained 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 fundamental, particularly
that of sacrifice, to which fully one half of the volume
is devoted. It 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, ab
the place where they could most naturally be explained;
and, on the other hand, I daresay that students of the
subject may sometimes be disposed to regard as funda-
mental 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.
It would indeed have been in some respects more satis-
factory to myself to defer the publication of the first
series of lectures till T could complete the whole subject
of institutions, derivative as well as primary. DBut it
seemed due to the hearers who may desire to attend the
second series of lectures, to let them have before them 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 considerable 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 printed, are
considerably expanded from the form in which they were
delivered ; and that only nine lectures of the eleven were
read in Aberdeen, the last two having been added to
complete the discussion of sacrificial ritual.

In dealing with the multiplicity of scattered evidences
on which the argument rests, I have derived great assist-
ance 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 Heiden-
thumes (Berl. 1887), in which the extant matexial 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. In this country Movers’s book on
Pheenician  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 diis
Syris.

In analysing the origin of ritual institutions, T have
often had occasion to consult analogies in the usages of
early peoples beyond the Semitic field. In this part of
the work I bave had invaluable assistance from my friend,
Mzr. J. G. Frazer, who has given me free access to his
unpublished collections on the superstitions and 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. In this
connection I would also desire to make special acknow-
ledgment of the value, to students of Semitic ritual and
usage, of the comparative studies of Dr. Wilken of Leyden ;
which I mention in this place, because Dutch work is too
apt to be overlooked in England.

In transeribing 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 ¢, following a precedent set by
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eminent French Orientalists. In Eastern words both ¢ and
g are always to be pronounced hard. Bubt where there is
a conventional English form for a word I retain it; thus
1 write “ Caaba,” not “Kaba;” «Caliph,” not “ Khalifa ”;
“Jehovah,” not “Yahveh” or “Iahwé.” As regards the
references in the notes, it may be useful to mention that
CIS. means the Paris Corpus Inseriptionem -Semiticarwm,
and ZDMG. the Zeitschrift of the German Oriental Society ;
that when Wellhausen is cited, without reference to the
title of a book, his work on Arabian Heathenism is meant;
and that Kenship means my book on Kinship and Marriage
wn Eorly Arabie (Cambridge, University Press, 1885).

Finally, I have to express my thanks to my friend, Mr.
J. 8. Black, who has kindly read the whole book in proof,
and made many valuable suggestions.

W. ROBERTSON SMITH.

CHRIST's CoLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE,
1st October 1889.



NOTE TO THE SECOND EDITION

THE failure of Professor Smith’s health from 1890 onwards
made it impossible for him to prepare for publication the
Second and Third Series of Burnett Lectures, delivered in
March 1890 and December 1891 ; 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
hig latest occupations. On March 17th, only a fortnight
before his lamented death, he handed over to my care the
annotated print, and also the manuseript volume of new
materials, with the remark that, apart from some adjust-
ments 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. In 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. 8. B

EDINBURGH, 3rd 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 Semitic peoples,
that is, of the group of kindred nations, including the Arabs,
the Hebrews and Pheenicians, the Arameans, the Baby-
lonians and Assyrians, which in ancient times occupied the
great Arabian Peninsula, with the more fertile lands of
Syria- Mesopotamia and Irac, from the Mediterranean
coast to the base of the mountains of Iran and Armenia.
Among these peoples three of the great faiths of the
world had their origin, so that the Semites must always
have a peculiar interest for the student of the history of
rveligion. Our subject, however, is not the history of the
several religions that have a Semitic origin, but Semitic
religion as a whole in its common features and 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 operat-
ing silently from age to age, but trace their origin to the
teaching of great religious innovators, who spoke as the
organs. of a divine revelation, and deliberately departed
from the traditions of the past. Behind these positive
religions lies the old unconscious religious ftradition, the
I
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body of religious usage and belief which cannot be traced
to the influence of individual minds, and was not propagated
on individual 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 course that they should believe and act as their
fathers had done before them. The positive Semitic
religions had to establish themselves on ground already
occupied 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 at 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 fabula rasa,
and express itself as if religion were beginning for the first
time ; in form, if not in substance, the new system must
be in contact all along the line with the older ideas and
practices which it finds in possession. A new scheme of
faith can find a hearing only by appealing to religious
instinets and susceptibilities that already exist in its
audience, and it cannot reach these without taking account
of the traditional forms in which all religious feeling is
embodied, and without speaking a language which men
accustomed to these old forms can understand. Thus to
comprehend a system of positive religion thoroughly, to
understand it in its historical origin and form as well as
in its abstract principles, we must know the traditional
religion that preceded it. It 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 bear-
ing on the great problem of the origing of the spiritual
religion of the Bible. Let me illustrate this by an example.
You 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. In what they have to say on
these heads the New Testament writers presuppose, as the
basis of their argument, the notion of sacrifice and priest-
hood 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 Pentateuch did not create a priesthood and
a sacrificial service on an altogether independent basis, but
only reshaped and remodelled, in accordance with a more
spiritnal doctrine, institutions of an older type, which in
many particulars were common to the Hebrews with their
heathen neighbours. Every one who reads the Old Testa-
ment with attention is struck with the fact that the origin
and rationale of sacrifice are nowhere fully explained ; that
sacrifice is an essential part of religion is taken for granted,
as something which is not a doctrine peculiar to Israel
but is universally admitted and acted 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, not 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 conclusion that no one of the religions
of Semitic origin which still exercise so great an influence
on the lives of men can be completely understood without
enquiry into the older traditional religion of the Semitic
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 any one who has read the Bible with
care. In the history of old Israel before the captivity,
nothing comes out more clearly than that the mass of the
people found the greatest difficulty in keeping their
national religion distinet from that of the surrounding
nations. Those who had no grasp of spiritual principles,
and knew the religion of Jehovah only as an affair of
inherited usage, were not conscious of any great difference
between themselves and their heathen ﬁeighbours, and fell
into Canaanite and other foreign practices with the greatest
facility. The significance of this fact is manifest if we
consider how deeply the most untutored religious sensi-
bilities are shocked by any kind of innovation. Nothing
appeals so strongly as religion to the conservative instincts ;
and conservatism is the habitual attitude of Orientals.
The whole history of Israel is unintelligible if we suppose
that the heathenism against which the prophets contended
was a thing altogether alien to the religious traditions of
the Hebrews. In principle there was all the difference in
the world between the faith of Isaiah and that of an
idolater. But the difference in principle, which seems so
clear to us, was not clear to the average Judwan, and the
reason of this was that it was obscured by the great
similarity in many important points of religious tradition
and ritual practice. The conservatism which refuses to
look at principles, and has an eye only for tradition and
usage, was against the prophets, and had no sympathy with
their efforts to draw a sharp line between the religion of
Jehovah and that of the foreign gods. This is a proof
that what I may call the natural basis of Israel’s
worship was very closely akin to that of the neighbouring
cults. ‘
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The conclusion on this point which is suggested by the
facts of Old Testament history, may be accepted the more
readily because it is confirmed by presumptive arguments
of another kind. Traditional religion is handed down from
father to child, and therefore is in great measure an affair
of race. Nations sprung from a common stock will have
a common inheritance of traditional belief and usage in
things sacred as well as profane, and thus the evidence
that the Hebrews and their neighbours had a large common
stock of religious tradition falls in with the evidence
which we have from other sources, that in point of race
the people of Israel were nearly akin to the heathen
nations of Syria and Arabia. The populations of this
whole region constitute a well-marked ethnic unity, 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 descended from Shem the son of Noah.
But though modern historians and ethnographers have
borrowed a name from the hook of Genesis, it must be
understood that they do not define the Semitic group as
coextensive with the list of nations that are there reckoned
to the children of Shem. Most recent interpreters are
disposed to regard the classification of the families of
mankind given in Genesis x. as founded on principles
geographical or political rather than ethnographical; the
Pheenicians and other Canaanites, for example, are made
to be children of Ham and near cousins of the Egyptians.
This arrangement corresponds to historical facts, for, at a
period anterior to the Hebrew conquest, Canaan was for
centuries an Egyptian dependency, and Pheenician religion
and civilisation are permeated by KEgyptian 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 Ilebrew. 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 it must be
remembered that when modern 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 kind 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 transmitted from
parent to child. Among the indirect criteria of kinship
between nations, the most obvious, and the one which has
hitherto been most carefully studied, is the criterion of
language ;- for it is observed that the languages of man-
kind form 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 Dby actual descent 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 men do not readily change their
language, but go on from generation to generation speaking
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the ancestral dialect, with such gradual modification as the
lapse of time brings about. As a rule, therefore, the classi-
fication of mankind by language, at least when applied to
large masses, will approach pretty closely to a natural classi-
fication ; and 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 predominant. Where this is not
the case, where a minority has imposed its speech on a
majority, we may safely conclude that it has done so in
virtue of a mnatural pre-eminence, a power of shaping
lower races in its own mould, which is not confined to the
sphere of language, but extends to all parts of life. Where
we find unity of language, we can at least say with
certainty that we are dealing with a group of men who are
subject to common influences of the most subtle and far-
reaching kind; and where unity of speech has prevailed
for many 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
langunages are therefore not identical but only cognate, the
case is mot so strong; but, on the whole, it remains 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 national type in
other respects; and to this extent the classification of
races by language must be called natural and not artificial.
Especially is this true for ancient times, when the absence
of literature, and particularly of religious books, made it
much more difficult than it has been in recent ages for a
new language to establish itself in a race to which it was
originally foreign. All Egypt now speaks Arabic—a
Semitic tongue—and yet the population is very far from
having assimilated itself to the Arabic type. But this
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could not have happened without the Coran and the
religion of the Coran.

The Semitic nations are classed together on the ground
of similarity of language; but we have every reason to
recognise their linguistic kinship as only one manifestation
of a very marked general unity of type. The unity is
not perfect ; it would not, for example, be safe to make
generalisations about the Semitic character from the
Arabian nomads, and to apply them to the ancient
Babylonians. And for this there are probably two reasons.
On the one hand, the Semite of the Arabian desert and
the Semite of the Babylonian alluvium lived under alto-
gether different physical and moral conditions; the
difference of environment is as complete as possible. And,
on the other hand, it is pretty certain that the Arabs of
the desert have been from time immemorial a race
practically unmixed, while the Babylonians, and other
members of the same family settled on the fringes of the
Semitic land, were in all probability largely mingled with
the blood of other races, and underwent a corresponding
modification of type.

But when every allowance is made for demonstrable or
possible variations of type within the Semitic field, it still
remaing true that the Semites form a singularly well
marked and relatively speaking a very homogeneous group.
So far as language goes the evidence to this effect is parti-
cularly strong. The Semitic tongues are so much alike
that their affinity is recognised even by the untrained
observer ; and modern science has little difficulty in 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
and those spoken by other adjacent races are so funda-
mental and so wide, that little or nothing can be affirmed
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with certainty as to the relation of the Semitic tongues to
other linguistic stocks. Their nearest kinship seems to be
with the languages of North Africa, but even here the
common features are balanced by profound differences.
The evidence of language therefore tends to show that the
period during which the original and common Semitic
speech existed apart, and developed its peculiar characters
at a distance from languages of other stocks, must have
been very long in comparison with the subsequent period
during which the separate branches of the Semitic stock,
such as Hebrew Aramaic and Arabic, were isolated from
one another and developed into separate dialects. Or, to
draw the historical inference from this, it would appear
that before the Hebrews, the Arammans, and the Arabs
spread themselves over widely distant seats, and began
their course of separate national development, there must
have been long ages in which the ancestors of all these
nations lived together and spoke with one tongue. And
as this was in the infancy of mankind, the period of human
history in which individuality went for nothing, and all
common influences had a force which we moderns can with
difficulty conceive, the various swarms which ultimately
hived off from the common stock and formed the Semitic
nations known to history, must have carried with them a
strongly marked race character, and many common posses-
sions of custom and idea, besides their common language.
And further, let us observe that the dispersion of the
Semitic nations was never carried so far as the dispersion
of the Aryans. TIf we leave out of account settlements
made over the seas,—the South Arabian colonies in East
Africa, and the Pheenician colonies on the coasts and isles
of the Mediterranean,—we find that the region of Semitie
occupation is continuous and compact. Its great immov-
able centre is the vast Arabian peninsula, a region naturally
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isolated, and 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 Semitic
speech spreads out round the margin of the Syrian desert
till it strikes against great natural boundaries, the Mediter-
ranean, Mount Taurus, and the mountaing 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 uni-
formity of type. The several Semitic nations, when they
were not in direet 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 invasions of Syria
were not followed by colonisation ; and while the so-called
Hittite monuments, which have given rise to so much
speculation, may afford evidence that a non-Semitic people
from Asia Minor at one time pushed its way into Northern
Syria, it is pretty clear that the Hittites of the Bible, d.e.
the non- Aramaic communities of Coele-Syria, were a branch
of the Canaanite stock, though they may for a time have
been dominated by a non-Semitic aristocracy. At one
time it was not uncommon to represent the Philistines as
a non-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 were either mainly
of Semitic blood, or at least were already thoroughly Semi-
tised at the time of their immigration, alike in speech and
in religion.

Coming down to later times, we find that the Assyrian
Babylonian and Persian conquests made no considerable
change in the general type of the population of the Semitic
lands. National and tribal landmarks were removed, and
there were considerable shiftings of population within the
Semitic area, but no great incursion of new populations of
alien stock. In 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 death-
rate habitually exceeds the birth-rate, and the urban
population is maintained only by constant reeruital from
the country, so that it is the blood 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 in the population rapidly disappeared.
Indeed, one of the most palpable proofs that the populations
of all the old Semitic lands possessed a remarkable homo-
geneity of character, is the fact that in them, and in them
alone, the Arabs and Arab influence took permanent root.
The Moslem conquests extended far beyond these limits;
but, except in the old Semitic countries, Islam speedily took
new shapes, and the Arab dominations soon 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 decay of the Caliphate, records no great permanent
disturbance of population to affect the constancy of the
Semitic type within its original seats, apart from the
temporary Hellenisation of the great cities already spoken
of. Such disturbances as did take place consisted partly
of mere local displacements among the settled Semites,
partly, and in a much greater degree, of the arrival and
establishment in the cultivated lands of successive hordes
of Semitic nomads from the Arabian wilderness, which on
their settlement found themselves surrounded by popula-
tions so mnearly of their own type that the complete
fusion of the old and new inhabitants was effected without
difficulty, and without modification of the general character
of the race. If at any point in its settlements, except
_ along the frontiers, the Semitic blood was largely modified
by foreign admixture, this must have taken place in
prehistoric times, or by fusion with other races which
may have occupied the country before the arrival of the
Semites. How far anything of this sort actually happened
can only be matter of conjecture, for the special hypotheses
which have sometimes been put forth—as, for example, that
there was a considerable strain of pre-Semitic blood in the
Pheenicians and Canaanites—rest on presumptions of no
conclugive sort. What is certain is that the Semitic
settlements in Asia were practically complete at the first
dawn of history, and that the Semitic blood was constantly
reinforced, from very early times, by fresh immigrations
from the desert. There is hardly another part of the
world where we have such good historical reasons for
presuming that linguistic affinity will prove a safe indica-
tion of affinity in race, and in general physical and mental
type. And 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 likeness that runs
through them all.

It is only natural that this homogeneity of type appears
to be modified on the frontiers of the Semitic field. To
the West, if we leave the transmarine colonies out of view,
natural conditions drew a sharp line of local demarcation
between the Semites and their alien neighbours. The Red
Sea and the desert north of it formed a geographical barrier,
which was often crossed by the expansive force of the
Semitic race, but which appears to have effectually checked
the advance into Asia of African populations. But on the
East, the fertile basin of the Euphrates and Tigris seems in
ancient as in modern times to have been a meeting-place
of races. The preponderating opinion of Assyriologists is
to the effect that the civilisation of Assyria and 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 recognised in religion and in
the sacred literature of the cuneiform records.

If this be so, it is plain that the cuneiform 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-point for a compara-
tive study of the sacred beliefs and practices of the Semitic
peoples, is an idea which has lately had some vogue, and
which at first sight appears plausible on account of the
oreat antiquity of the monumental evidence. But, in
matters of this sort, ancient and primitive are not
synonymous terms; and we must not look for the most
primitive form of Semitic faith in a region where society
was not primitive. In Babylonia, it would seem, society
and religion alike were based on a fusion of two races, and
S0 were not primitive but complex. Moreover, the official
system of Babylonian and Assyrian religion, as it is known
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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 priesteraft 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. In all probability the actual
religion of the masses was always much simpler than the
official system ; and in later times it would seem that, both
in religion and in race, Assyria was little different from the
adjacent Aramsean countries. These remarks are not meant
to throw doubt on the great importance of cuneiform studies
for the history of Semitic religion ; the monumental data
are valuable for comparison with what we know of the
faith and worship of other Semitic peoples, and peculiarly
valuable because, in religion as in other matters, the
civilisation of the Euphrates-Tigris valley exercised a great
historical influence on a large part of the Semitic field.
But the right point of departure for a general study of
Semitic religion must be sought in regions where, though
our knowledge begins at a later date, it refers to a simpler
state of society, and where accordingly the religious
phenomena revealed to us are of an origin less doubtful and
a character less complicated. In many respects the religion
of heathen Arabia, though we have little information con-
cerning it that is not of post-Christian date, displays an
extremely primitive type, corresponding to the primitive
and unchanging 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 monuments and a few
precious fragments of other evidence from inscriptions, we
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have no contemporary documents outside the Bible. At a
later date the evidence from monuments 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 and
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 comparison
that we can separate between ancient use and modern
innovation, between the old religious inheritance of the
Semites and things that came in from without.

Let it be understood from the outset that we have
not the materials for anything like a complete com-
parative history of Semitic religions, and that nothing of
the sort will be attempted in these Lectures. Bub a careful
study and comparison of the various sources is sufficient
to furnish a tolerably accurate view of a series of general
features, which recur with striking 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; it was in them,
and not in the things that vary from place to place and
from time to time, that the strength of Semitic religion
lay, and it is to them therefore that we must look for help
in the most important practical application of our studies,
for light on the great question of the relation of the
positive Semitic religions to the earlier faith of the race.

Before entering upon the particulars of our enquiry, I
must still detain you with a few words about the method
and 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 must have clear views of
the place and proportion of each part in its relation to
the whole. And here we shall go very far wrong if
we take it for granted that what is the most important
and prominent side of religion to us was equally important
in the ancient society with which we are to deal. In
connection with every religion, whether ancient or modern,
we find on the one hand certain beliefs, and on the other
certain institutions ritual practices and rules of conduct.
Our modern habit is to look at religion from the side of
belief rather than of practice; for, down to comparatively
recent times, almost the only forms of religion seriously
studied in Europe have been those of the various Christian
Churches, and all parts of Christendom are agreed that
ritual is important only in connection with its inter-
pretation. Thus the study of religion has meant mainly
the study of Christian beliefs, and instruction in religion
has habitually begun with the ecreed, religious duties
being presented to the learner as flowing from the
dogmatic truths he is taught to accept. All this seems
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 to search for a creed,
and find in it the key to ritual and practice. But the
antique religions had for the most part no creed; they
consisted entirely of institutions and practices. No doubt
men will not habitually follow certain practices without
attaching a meaning to them; but as a rule we find that
while the practice was rigorously fixed, the meaning
attached to it was extremely vague, and the same rite was
explained by different people in different ways, without
any question of orthodoxy or heterodoxy arising in conse-
quence. In ancient Greece, for example, certain things
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were done at a temple, and people were agreed that it
would be impious not to do them. But if you had asked
why they 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 kind to stir any strong feeling; for in most cases they
would have been merely different stories as to the circum-
. stances 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 bub
with a myth.

In all the antique religions, mythology 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 perform-
ance 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 pre-
seribed rules of ritual.  Bub, strictly speaking, this
mythology was no essential part of ancient religion, for
it had no sacred sanction and no binding force on the
worshippers. The myths connected with individual sanc-
tuaries and ceremonies 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 cerfain series of myths was neither obligatory as a
part of true religion, nor was it supposed that, by believing,
a man acquired religious 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 mythology
ought not to take the prominent place that is too offen
assigned to it in the scientific study of ancient faiths. So
far as myths consist of explanations of ritual, their value
is altogether secondary, and it may be affirmed with con-
fidence 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 in the myth was at the discretion of
the worshipper. Now by far the largest part of the myths
of antique religions are connected with the ritual of par-
ticular shrines, or with the religious observances of par-
ticular tribes and districts. In all such cases it is probable,
in most cases it is certain, that the myth is merely the
explanation of a religious usage; and ordinarily it is such
an explanation as could not have arisen till the original
sense of the usage had more or less fallen into oblivion.
As a rule the myth 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 it be not true, the myth itself
requires to be explained, and every principle of philosophy
and common sense demands 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 conclusion is, that in the study of ancient religions we
must begin, not with myth, but with ritual and traditional
usage.

Nor can it be fairly set against this coneclusion, that
there are certain myths which are not mere explanations
of traditional practices, but exhibit the beginnings of larger
religious speculation, or of an attempt to systematise and
reduce to order the motley variety of local worships and
beliefs, Tor in this case the secondary character of the
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myths is still more clearly marked. They are either pro-
ducts 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 of
groups, originally distinet, which have heen 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 something less,
than religion pure and simple.

There can be no doubt that, in the later stages of
ancient religions, mythology acquired an increased import-
ance. In the struggle of heathenism with scepticism on
the one hand and Christianity on the other, the supporters
of the old 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, and 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 religions.

On the other hand, the ancient myths taken 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 at 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 ritual itself, it had no properly
religious sanction; the myth apart from the ritual affords
only a doubtful and slippery kind of evidence. DBefore we
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can handle myths with any confidence, we must have some
definite hold of the ideas expressed in the ritual tradition,
which embodied the only fixed and statﬁtory elements of
the religion.

All this, I hope, will become clearer to us as we pro-
ceed 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 body of fixed tradi-
tional practices, to which every member of society con-
formed as a matter of course. Men would not be men if
they agreed to do certain things without having a reason
for their action; but in ancient religion the reason was
not first formulated as a doctrine and then expressed in
practice, but conversely, practice preceded doctrinal theory.
Men form general rules of conduct before they begin to
express general principles in words; political institutions
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 form and precedent, but the
explanation why the precedent 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, indeed, I understate the case when



LECT. L AND POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS 21

I say that the oldest religious and political institutions
present a close analogy. It 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 men 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 fraditional 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 it was a part of the
citizen’s public life, reduced to fixed forms, which he was
not bound to understand and was not at liberty to criticise
or to neglect. Religious nonconformity was an offence
against the state; for if sacred tradition was tampered
with the bases of society were undermined, and the favour
of the gods was forfeited. DBut so long as the prescribed
forms were duly observed, a man was recognised as truly
pious, and no one agked 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 what the institutions were, and how
they shaped men’s lives. In like manner, 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.

In following out this plan, however, we shall do well
not to throw ourselves at once upon the multitudinous
details of rite and ceremony, but to devote our attention
to certain broad features of the sacred institutions which
are sufficiently well marked to be realised at once. If we
were called upon to examine 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 religious institutions of the
Semites, to have first some general knowledge of the types
of divine governance, the various ruling conceptions of the
relations of the gods to man, which underlie the rites and
ordinances of religion in different places and at different
times.  Such knowledge we can obfain in a provisional
form, hefore entering on a mass of ritual details, mainly by
considering the titles of honour by which men addressed
their gods, and the language in which they expressed their
dependence on them. From these we can see at once, in a
broad, general way, what place the gods held in the social
system of antiquity, and under what general categories
their relations to their worshippers fell. The broad
results thus reached must then be developed, and at the
same time confrolled and rendered more precise, by an
examination in detail of the working institutions of
religion.

The question of the metaphysical nature of the gods, as
distinet from their social office and function, must be left
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in the background ¢ill this whole investigation is com-
pleted. It 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 themselves
is not a religious but a speculative one; what is requisite
to religion is a practical acquaintance with the rules on
which the deity acts and on which he expects his
worshippers to frame their conduct—what in 2 Kings
xvil. 26 is called the “manner” or rather the “customary
law” (mishpat) 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 mean 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,” % .. the knowledge of what Jehovah prescribes,
combined with a reverent obedience. An extreme scep-
ticism 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 man beyond the plain
rule to “fear God and keep His commandments.”® This
counsel the author puts into the mouth of Solomon, and so
represents if, not unjustly, as summing up the old view of
religion, which in more modern days had unfortunately
begun to be undermined.

The propriety of keeping back 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 con-

! See especially Hosea, chap. iv. 2 Isa, xi. 2. % Eccles, xii, 18.
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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 pre-
tensions to orthodoxy had recourse to violent allegorical
interpretations in order to bring the established ritual
into accordance with their theories! 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 con-
ception 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 mankind, as it is embodied in religious
institutions, resembles the geological 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 formations in their proper sequence is the first
step towards their explanation, and that explanation itself
must take the form, not of a speculative theory, but of a
rational life-history.

I have already explained that, in attempting such a life-
history 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 mankind conceived to
subsist between gods and men on the one hand, and the
material universe on the other. All acts of ancient

1 See, for example, Plutarch’s Greck and Roman Questions.
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worship have a material embodiment, the form of which
is determined by the consideration that gods and men
alike stand in certain fixed relations to particular parts
or aspects of physical mature. Certain places, certain
things, even certain animal kinds are conceived as holy, 7.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 institu-
tions, Here again we have a problem that cannot be
solved by & priort 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 at once, upon a merely preliminary
survey, and we shall find it profitable to give attention to
these at an early stage of our discussion.

I ypropose, therefore, to devote my second lecture to
the nature of the antique religious community and the,
relations of the gods to their worshippers. After 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 preliminary 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
religious institutions is the history of ancient religion
itself, as a practical force in the development of the human
race, and that the articulate efforts of the antique intellect
to comprehend the meaning of religion, the nature of the
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gods, and the prineiples on which they deal with men, take
their point of departure from the unspoken ideas embodied
in the traditional forms of ritual praxis. Whether the con-
seious efforts of ancient religious thinkers took the shape
of mythological invention or of speculative construction,
the raw material of thought upon which they operated was
derived from the common traditional stock of religious
conceptions that was handed on from generation to genera-
tion, not in express words, but in the form of religious
custom.

In accordance with the rules of the Burnett 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 distinet
parts. In the first course of lectures I hoped to cover the
whole field of practical religious institutions. In the
second I proposed to myself to discuss the nature and
origin of the gods of Semitic heathenism, their relations
to one another, the myths that surround them, and the
whole subject of religious belief, go far as it is not directly
involved in the observances of daily religious life. The
third winter would thus have been left free for an ex-
amination of the part which Semitic religion has played in
universal history, and ifs influence on the general progress
of humanity, whether in virtue of the early contact of
Semitic faiths with other systems of antique religion, or—
what 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 hands, and I find that it will not be
possible in a single winter to cover the whole field of
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religious 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 problem has
been disposed of we may naturally feel that we have
reached a point of rest at which both speaker and hearers
will be glad to make a pause.



LECTURE 1I

THE 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 under 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
hig 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 accord-
ing 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, and in all that was necessary to this end every
man had to take his part, or break with the domestic 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 natural society. 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 disabilities,
while at the same time it confers upon him certain social
rights and advantages. In 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 natural 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 mind were ag much a part of
the particular community 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 taken 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 worship-
pers were literally of his stock, that he and they made 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 in-
cluded provision for consulting his will and obtaining his
direction in all weighty matters, and also provision for
approaching him as king with due 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 fellow-
men ; and his religion, that is, the part of conduct which
was determined by his relation to the gods, was simply
one side of the general scheme of conduct prescribed for
him by his position as a member 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, but of gods 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 time, but must plainly have been of a general
kind, operating on all parts of mankind without distinction
of race and local environment; 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 fo the general type
which has just been indicated. As time rolls on and
society advances, modifications take place. In religion as
in other matters the transition from the antique to the
modern type of life is not sudden and unprepared, 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. In Greece, for example, the inti-
mate connection of religion with the organisation of the
family and the state was modified and made less exclusive,
at a relatively early date, by the Pan-Hellenic conceptions
which find their theological expressions in Homer. TIf the
Homeric poems were the Bible of the Greeks, as has so often
been said, the true meaning of this phrase is that in these
poems utterance was given to ideas about the gods which
broke through the limitations of local and tribal weorship,
and held forth to all Greeks a certain common stock of
religious ideas and motives, not hampered by the exclusive-
ness 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 kin or a single political group. In
Italy there never was anything corresponding to the Pan-
Hellenic ideas that operated in Greece, and accordingly the
strict union of religion and the state, the solidarity of geds
and men as parts of a single society with common interests
and common aims, was characteristically exhibited in the
institutions of Rome down to quite a late date. DBut in
Greece as well as in Rome the ordinary traditional work-a-
day religion of the masses never greatly departed from the
primitive type. The final disintegration of antique religion
in the countries of Greeco-Italian civilisation was the work
first of the philosophers and then of Christianity. But
Christianity itself, in Southern Kurope, has not altogether
obliterated the original features of the paganism which it
displaced. The Spanish peasants who insult the Madonna
of the neighbouring village, and 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 fundamental conception of ancient
religion is the solidarity of the gods and their worshippers
as part of one organic society, carries with it 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 my
facts and illustrations will be drawn from the Semitic
sphere, a great part of what I shall have to say in the
present lecture might be applied, with very trifling modifi-
cations, to the early religion of any other part of mankind.
The differences between Semitic and Aryan religion, for
example, are not so primitive or fundamental as is often
imagined. Not only in matters of worship, but in social

organisation generally—and 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 much alike as to be
almost indistinguishable, and the divergence between their
paths, which becomes more and more apparent in the
course of ages, was not altogether an affair of race and
innate tendency, but depended in a great measure on the
operation of special Jocal and historical causes.

In both races the first steps of social and religious
development took place in small communities, which at
the dawn of history had a political system based on the
principle of kinship, and were mainly held together by the
tie of blood, the only social bond which then had absolute
and undisputed strength, being enforced by the law of
blood revenge. As a rule, however, men of several clans
lived side by side, forming communities which did not
possess the absolute homogeneity of blood brotherhood,
and yet were united by common interests and the habit
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of friendly association. The origin of such associations,
which are found all over the world at a very early stage
of society, need not occupy us now. It is enough to note
the fact that they existed, and were not maintained by
the feeling of kindred, but by habit and community of
interests. These local communities of men of different
clans, who lived together on a footing of amity, and had
often to unite in common action, especially in war, but
also in affairs of polity and 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, and were thus knit together in a
closer unity of sentiment and action. DBut in the begin-
ning, the union of several clans for common political
action was mnot sustained either by an effective sentiment
of kinship (the law of blood revenge uniting only members
of the same clan) or by any close political organisation,
but was produced by the pressure of practical necessity,
and 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, and their influence led
the masses with them. Out of these conferences arose the
senates of elders found in the ancient states of Semitic
and Aryan antiquity alike. The kingship, again, as we
find it in most antique states, appears to have ordinarily
arisen in the way which is so well illustrated by the
history of Israel. In time of war an individuval leader is
indigpensable ; 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 at 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, as
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, and 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 background of
tradition, and only forms the starting-point of the long
development with which the historian of these countries
is mainly occupied, the independent evolution of Semitic
society was arrested at an early stage. In 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 development of the Arabs was propor-
tionally retarded, so that at the advent of Islam the
ancient heathenism, like the ancient tribal structure of
society, had become effete without having ever ceased to
be barbarous. o

The northern Semites, on the other hand, whose pro-
gress up to the eighth century before Christ certainly did
not lag behind that of the Greeks, were deprived of political
independence, and so cut short in their natural develop-
ment, 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 alluvium of the Two Rivers resources which
none of their neighbours could rival, went on from conquest
to conquest till all the small states of Syria and Palestine
had gone down before them. The Assyrians were con-
querors of the most brutal and destructive kind, and
wherever they came the whole structure of ancient society
was dissolved. From this time onwards the difference
between the Syrian or Palestinian and the Greek was not
one of race alone; it was the difference between a free
citizen and a slave of an Oriental despotism. Religion
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.
In 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 mations 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.”! In driving him to seek
refuge in another land and another nationality, they
compel him to change his religion, for a man’s religion
is part of his political connection. “Thy sister,” says
Naomi to Ruth, “is gone back unto her people and unto
her gods”; and Ruth replies, “Thy people shall be my
people, and thy God my God”:2 the change of nationality
involves a change of cult. Jeremiah, in the full conscious-
ness of the falsehood of all religions except that of Israel,
remarks that no nation changes its gods although they be
no gods:® a nation’s worship remains as constant as ifis
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 enemies of his people are
identical ; even in the Old Testament “the enemies of
Jehovah ” are originally nothing else than the enemies
of Israel® In battle each god fights for his own people,
and to his aid sucecess is ascribed; Chemosh gives victory
to Moab, and Asshur to Assyria;® and often the divine

11 Sam, xxvi. 19, 2 Ruth i. 14 sgq.
8 Jer, ii. 11, ¢ Deut. iv. 19.
51 Sam, xxx. 26, *‘ the spoil of the enemies of Jehovah” ; Judg. v. 31,

8 See the 1nscnpt10n of King Mesha on the so-called Moabite Stone, and
the Assyrian inscriptions, pessin.
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image or symbol accompanies the host to battle. When
the ark was brought into the camp of Tsrael, the Philistines
said, “ Gods are come into the camp; who can deliver us
from the hand of these mighty gods?”! They judged from
their own practice, for when David defeated them at Baal-
perazim, part of the booty consisted in their idols which
had been carried into the field? When the Carthaginians,
in their treaty with Philip of Macedon,? 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
prisoners were sacrificed after a victory.* Similarly an
Arabic poet says, “ Yaghfith went forth with us against
Morad” ;5 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 communifies
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

11 Bam. iv. 7 sgq. 22 Sam. v. 21.

3 Polybius, vii. 9. 4 Diodorus, xx. 65.

5 Yacit, iv. 1023. A survival of the same idea is seen in the portable
tabernacle of the Carmathians (Ibn al-Jauzi, ap. De Goeje, Carmathes [1886],
pp- 180, 220 sg.), from which vietory was believed to descend. De Goeje
compares the portable sanctuary of Mokhtar (Tabari, #i. 702 sg¢.) and the
‘ot f still used by Bedouin tribes (Burckhardt, Bed. and Wah. 1. 1453 Lady
Anne Blunt, Bedouin Tribes, ii. 146 ; Doughty, i, 61, ii, 304).
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circle of civil as well as religious life. In 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 hetween 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 Him
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 Jehovah-
worshippers than before. This process was greatly facili-
tated by the extreme similarity in the attributes asecribed
to different local or tribal gods, and the frequent identity
of the divine titles! One Baal hardly differed from another,
except in being connected with a different kindred or a
different place, and when the kindreds were fused by
intermarriage, or lived together in one village on a footing
of social amity, there was nothing to keep their gods
permanently distinet. In other cases, where the several
deities brought together by the union of their worshippers
into one state were too distinet to lose their individuality,
they continued to be worshipped side by side as allied

1Tt will appear in the sequel that the worship of the greater Semitic
deities was closely associated with the reverence which all primitive pastoral
tribes pay to their flocks and herds. To a tribe whose herds consisted of
kine and oxen, the cow and the ox were sacred beings, which in the oldest
times were never killed or eaten except sacrificially. The tribal deities
themselves were conceived as closely akin to the sacred species of domestic
animals, and their images were often made in the likeness of steers or heifers
in cow-keeping tribes, or of rams and ewes in shepherd tribes. It is easy to
see how this facilitated the fusion of tribal worships, and how deities
originally distinet might come to be identified on account of the 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 communities. 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 did 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. It was only as the small groups
coalesced into larger unities, that a society and Kkinship
of many gods began to be formed, on the model of the
alliance or fusion of their respective worshippers; and
indeed the chief part in the development of a systematic
hierarchy or commonwealth of Semitic deities is due fto
the Babylonians and Assyrians, among whom the labours
of statesmen to build up a consolidated empire out of a
multitude of local communities, originally independent, were
seconded by the efforts of the priests to give a correspond-
ing unity of scheme to the multiplicity of local worships.
Thus far we have looked only at the general fact, that
in a Semitic community men and 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 con-
siderable pantheon, as appears most clearly from the notices of the ‘“gods of
Ya’di” on the inscriptions recently found at Zenjirli in North-West Syria,
at 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 Semitic society as built up on two
bases—on kinship, which is the foundation of the system
of clans or gentes, and on the unjon of kins, living inter-
mingled or side by side, and bound 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 family 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 children 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. In the physical
aspect the father is the being to whom 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 member
of the family. The unity of the family or clan is viewed
as a physical unify, for the blood is the life,—an idea
familiar to us from the Old Testament,!'—and it is the same

1 @en. ix. 4; Deut. xii. 23. Among the Arabs also nafs is used of the
life-blood. When a man dies a natural death his life departs through the
nostrils (mdte hotfe anfihi), but when he is slain in battle ‘“his life flows on
the spear point” (Hamasa, p. 52). Similarly & nafse lohw sailotun means
la domao lahw yogre (Misbah, s.v.). To the use of nafs in the sense of blood,
the Arabian philologists refer such expressions as nif@s, childbirth ; nafsa,

puerpera. The use of nafisat or nufisal in the sense of hidat (Bokhari,
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 amcestor. 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 in 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.

In 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. In the Old Testament, Israel is Jehovah’s son,
and Jehovah is his father who created him ;! 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 individual 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 men out of clay, as potters
fashion images, is relatively modern. The older conception
is that the races of men have gods for their ancestors, or

1 Hos. xi. 1; Deut, xxxii. 6. 2 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.! 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.? In 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
a strange god.”® These phrases are doubtless accommoda-
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 elans 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 dpymyérns of the race was
commonly identified with the god of the race. With this
it accords that in the judgment of most modern enquirers
several names of deities appear in the old genealogies of
nations in the Book of Genesis. Edom, for example, the
progenitor of the Edomites, was identified by the Hebrews
with Esau the brother of Jacob, but to the heathen he was
a god, as appears from the theophorous proper name
Obededom, “worshipper of Edom.”* The remains of such

1 See details and references in Preller-Robert, Griechische Mythol. (1887)
i 78 sqq.

2 Jer. . 27. 3 Mal. i, 11.

4 Bithgen, Beitrdge zur Semitischen Religionsg. p. 10, objects that not
all names compounded with 923} are theophorous. And it is true that on
the Nabatean inscriptions we find names of this form in which the second
element is the name of a king; but this is in a state of society where the
king was revered as at least quasi-divine, and where the apotheosis of dead
kings was not unknown. Cf. Wellh, p. 2 sg.; Euting, Nabdat. Inschr. p.
82 sg. 3 and especially Clermont-Gannean, Ree. &’ Archéol. Or. 1. 89 sqq. It

must, however, be admitted that in questions of the history of religion,
arguments derived from names are apt to be somewhat inconclusive ; it 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 Phoenician and Babylonian
cosmogonies date from a time when tribal religion and the
connection of individual gods with particular kindreds was
forgotten or had fallen into the background. But in a
generalised form the notion that men are the offspring of
the gods still held its ground. In the Phoeenician cosmogony
of Philo Byblius it does so in a confused shape, due to the
author’s enhemerism, that is, to his theory that deities are
nothing more than deified men who had been great bene-
factors 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 human benefactors does not involve any such
patent absurdity as on our way of thinking, Again, in the
Chaldezean 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 mingled with the
blood of a decapitated deity. Iere we have a blood-kinship

possible, though surely very improbable, that the national name DYIN
(always written plenc) means ‘“men,” Arabic anam, and is different from
the god-name 0N ; see Noldeke 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, 0%, 0%, Qs; and in Job i 1,
Adriaisy="Aud (Kinship, 261) and Yeush (Gen. xxxvi. 14)=Yaghath. The
second of these identifications is accepted by Néoldeke, but rejected by
Lagarde, Mitth. ii. 77, Bildung der Nomina, p. 124, The other has been
criticised by Noldeke, ZDM@. x1. 184, but his remarks do not seem to me
to be conclusive. That the Arabian god is a mere personification of Time is
a hard saying, and the view that ‘wudo or ‘eude in the line of al-A'sha is
derived from the name of the god, which Noldeke finds to be ‘‘doch etwas
bizarr,” has at least the authority of Ibn al-Kalbi as cited by Jauharl, and
more clearly in the Lisan. A god 3P bearing the same name as the ante-
diluvian Cainan (Gen. v. 9) appears in Himyaritic inscriptions: ZDMG.
xxxi. 86; CIS. iv. p. 20.

1 Miiller, Fr. Hist. Gr. ii. 497 sq.
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of gods men and heasts, a belief which has points of contact
with the lowest forms of savage religion.

It 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 con-
nection, 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 interwoven 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 common 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.
He was no longer their father but their king. But as
the deities of a mixed community were in their origin the
old deities of the more influential families, the members of
these families 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 con-
tinued to trace their stem back to a divine forefather, and
the same thing appears among the Semites. We are told
by Virgil and Silius Italicus,' that the royal house of Tyre

Y &, i, 729 3 Punica, i. 87.
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and the noblest families of Carthage claimed descent from
the Tyrian Baal; among the Aramean sovereigns of
Damascus, mentioned in the Bible, we find more than one
Ben-hadad, “son of the god HMadad,” and at Zenjirli the
king Bar-RKB seems from his name to claim descent from
the god RKB-EL! Among the later Aramsans names
like Barlaha, “ son of God,” Barba'shmin, “son of the Lord
of Heaven,” Barate, “ son of Ate” are not uncommon. At
Palmyra we have Barnebo, “son of Nebo,” Barshamsh,
“gon of the Sun-god ”; and in Ezra il the eponym of a
family of temple slaves is Barkos, “son of the god Caus.”
Whether any definite idea was attached to such names in
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 among
ourselves.?

1 For the god-sonship of Assyrian monarchs, see Tiele, Babylonisch-Assyr.
Gesch. p. 492.

2 Among the Hebrews and Phenicians personal names of this type do
not appear ; we have, however, the woman’s name ‘Jy:m:, “daughter of
Baal,” CIS. pt. i, Nos, 469, 727, ete. On the other hand, the worshipper is
called brother (that is, kinsman) or sister of the god in such names as
the Pheenician Yon, nabnr, 0an; Younm, nadonm, napbenm, nbnn,
nanm, ‘sister of Tanith,” and the Hebrew .L«‘N’ﬂ, 7N A singular and
puzzling class of theophorous names are those which have the form of an
Arabic konya ; as Abibaal, ‘‘father of Baal.” It has been common to
evade the difficulty by rendering *“my father is Baal”; but this view breaks
down before such a woman’s name as JOWNON (CIS. No. 881), mother of the
god Eshmun., See Noldeke in ZDMG. xlii. (1888) p. 480, who seems dis-
posed to believe that ** father ” has here some metaphorical sense, comparing
Gen. xlv. 8. For my own part I hazard the conjecture that the konya was
in practice used as equivalent to the patronymic ; the custom of calling the
eldest son after the grandfather was so widespread that M, 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, might very well come to supersede the patronymic
altogether. I think there are some traces of thisin Arabic ; the poet ‘Amrb.
Kolthum addresses the king ‘“Amr b. Hind as Abu Hind (Moall. 1. 23). In
Hebrew the prefixes 2N, YN, 151 are used in forming names of women as
well as men, and so in Pheenician Abibaal may be a woman’s name (CZS.
No. 387), as *‘ppzx, ‘[L,'D:N are in Himyaritic (CZIS. pt. iv. Nos. 6, 85);
but for this linguistic peculiarity Noldeke has adduced satisfactory analogies.
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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 continued down to the time of Mohammed
to be the one sacred bond of social unity. In 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
like! There is no adequate reason for refusing to explain
these names, or at 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. In the later ages
of Arablan heathenism, however, of which alone we have
any full accounts, religion had come to be very mmuch dis-
sociated 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 fathers.?
Men forgot their old worship, and as the mnames 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, and tribes of
alien blood were often found gathered together on festival

1See Kinship, p. 205 sgq., and Wellthausen, Heidenthum, p. 4 sqq., who
explains all such names as due to omission of the prefix “ddd or the like.
In some cases this probably is so, but it must not be assumed that because
the same tribe is called (for example) ‘Auf or ‘Abd ‘Aunf 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. Mal. iii, 17 ; and
for the collective use of ‘abd of. Hamdsw, p. 312, first verse. Personal names
indicating god-sonship are lacking in Avabia; see on supposed Sabwman
examples ZDM@. xxxvii. 15.

% See Wellhausen, ut supra, p. 182 sg., and compare 1 Sam. 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 kinsg, and that the bond of religion was
originally coextensive with the bond of blood.

A main proof of this lies in the fact that the duties of
blood were the only duties of absolute and indefeasible
sanctity. The Arab warrior in the ages immediately pre-
ceding Islam was very deficient in religion in the ordinary
sense of the word; he was litfle oceupied with the things
of the gods and negligent in matters of ritual worship.
But he had a truly religious reverence for his clan, and a
kinsman’s blood was to him a thing holy and inviolable.
This apparvent paradox becomes at once intelligible when
we view it in the light of the antique conception, that the
god and his worshippers make up a 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 back-
ground and was little remembered, the type of a clan-
religion was still maintained in the enduring sanctity of
the kindred bond.!

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

1 When the oracle at Tabala forbade the 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 it
had been thy father that was killed, thon wouldst not have refused me
vengeance.” The respect for the sanctity of blood overrides respect for a
god who, by taking no interest in the poet’s blood-feud, has shown- that he
has no feeling of kindred for the murdered man and his son. Imraulcais’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 at 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, and generally throughout
the ancient world. In such cases the priestly clan may
often represent the original kindred group which was once
in exclusive possession of the sacra of the god, and con-
tinued to administer them after worshippers from without
were admitted to the religion.

And forther, it will appear when we come to the
subject of sacrifice, that when tribes of different blood
worshipped at the same sanctuary and adored the same
god, they yet held 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 kindreds could form a religious
fusion was by a covenant ceremony, in which it was
symbolically set forth that they were no longer twain, bub
of one blood. 1t is clear, therefore, that among the Arabs
the circle of religious solidarity was originally the group
of kinsmen, and it needs no proof that, this being so, the
god himself must have been conceived as united to his
worshippers by the bond of blood, as their great kinsman,
or more specifically as their great ancestor.

It 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 down into the sphere of nature and of human
life, Semitic religion always showed an opposite tendency,
that it sought to remove the gods as far as possible from
man, and even contained within itself from the first the
seeds of an abstract deism. According to this view, the
anthropomorphisms of Semitic religion, that is, all expres-

1 Wellhausen, p. 129.



LECT. IL GODS AND MEN 49

sions which in their literal sense imply that the gods have
a physical nature cognate to that of man, ave explained
away as mere allegory, and it is urged, in proof of the
fundamental distinction between the Aryan and Semitic
conceptions of the divine nature, 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 Semitic religion. But all this is mere
unfounded assumption. It 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 Semific heathenism does not exist.
The one exception is the cuneiform literature of Babylonia,
and in it we find fragments of a copious mythology. It 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 had a
mythological epic poetry comparable to that of the Greeks
is admitted ; but the character of the Semitie 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 mythology ; 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 ab
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
divine beings and their relation with man 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. In Greece
the loves of the gods with the daughters of men were
referred to remote antiquity, but in Babylon the god Bel
was still, in the time of Herodotus, provided with a human
wife, who spent the night in his temple and with whom
he was believed to share his couch.! In 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 be-
came the fathers of the renowned heroes of ancient days.
Such a hero is the Izdubar of Babylonian myth, to whom
the great goddess Ishtar did not disdain to offer her hand.
Arabian tradition presents similar legends. The clan of
‘Amr b, Yarbt® was descended 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 lightning? 1In
this connection the distinction between gods and demi-gods
is immaterial ; the demi-gods are of divine kind, though
they have not attained to the full position of deities with
a recognised cirele of worshippers.®

There is then a great variety of evidence to show that
the type of religion which is founded on kinship, and in
which the deity and his worshippers make up a society
united by the bond of blood, was widely prevalent, and

1 Herod. 1. 181 sg. This is not more realistic than the custom of pro-
viding the Hercules (Baal) of Sanbulos with a horse, on which he rode out
to hunt by night (Tac. Ann. xil. 13 ; cf. Gaz. Archéol. 1879, p. 178 sqq.).

2 Ibn Doreid, Kitab al-ishticic, p. 139, It is implied that the demoniac
wife was of lightning kind. Elsewhere also the si'/at seems to be a fiery
scorching being. In Ibn Hisham, p. 27, 1. 14, the Abyssinian hosts resemble
Se'alz becanse they ravage the country with fire, and the green trees are
scorched up before them. See also Rasmussen, Addit. p. 71, 1. 19 of the
Ar, text.

3 Modern legends of marriage or courtship between men and jinn,
Doughty, ii, 191 sg. ; ZDPV, x. 84, Whether such marriages are lawful is
solemnly discussed by Mohammedan jurists.
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that at an early date, among all the Semitic 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. But 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 blood relations was also the cirele
of all vreligious and social wunity. Nations, as dis-
tinguished from mere clans, are not constructed on the
principle of kinship, and yet the Semitic nations
habitually feigned themselves to be of one kin, and
their national religions are deeply imbued, both in
legend and in ritual, with the idea that the god and
his worshippers are of one stock., This, I apprehend,
is good evidence that the fundamental lines of all
Semitic religion were laid down, long before the begin-
nings 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 relation
between a group of men and a supernatural being.
That all bhuman 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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it in the highest degree improbable 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. It 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 stock, a goddess, not a god, would
necessarily have been the object of worship. In point
of fact, goddesses play a great part in Semitic religion,
and that not merely in the subordinate rdle of 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 kinship! 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
langnage 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
Farth, 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 deity.”
Tt 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 added 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 all nature-religions,

1 See Kinship, p. 292 sgq., note 8. 1 hope to return to this subject on a
future opportunity.
% See above, . 45, note 2.
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from the totemism of savages upward, find their sufficient
explanation in the physical kinship that unites the human
and superhuman members of the same religious and social
community, 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,
ati once becomes intelligible; the indissoluble bond that
unites men to their god is the same bond of blood-fellow-
ship 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 morality 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 conduect, 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 standard 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
ig a very narrow morality, and we are tempted to call it
sheer immorality. But such a judgment would be alto-
gether false from an historical point of view. The larger
morality which embraces 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 members 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, Primus in orbe deos fecit timor,!
“Man fancied himself surrounded by enemies whom he
sought to appease.” DBut however true it is that savage
man feels himself to be environed by innumerable dangers
which he does not understand, and so personifies as invisible
or mysterious enemies of more than human power, it is not
true that the attempt to appease these powers is the founda-
tion 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 enemies
of their worshippers or to renegade members of the com-
munity. It 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

1 Renan, Hist, d'Israel, 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 and the savage’s dread of un-
seen 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
small 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. In better times the religion
of the tribe or state has nothing in common with the
private and foreign superstitions or magical rites that
savage terror may dictate to the individual. Religion
is not an arbitrary relation of the individual man to a
supernatural power, it is a relation of all the members
of a community to a power that has the good of the
community at 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 supersti-
tions were habitually regarded as offences against morals
and the state. It 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. In both
respects the law of Israel is the law of every well-ordered
ancient community.

In the historical stage of Semitic religion the kinship
of the deity with his or her people is specified as father-
hood 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 woman
takes 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 mother-
goddess, but to a father-god. At the same time the concep-
tion of the goddess-mother was not unknown, and seems
to be attached to cults which go back to the ages of
polyandry and female kinship. The Babylonian Ishtar in
her oldest 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, in the Chaldean
flood-legends, mourns over the death of her offspring.
In like manner the Carthaginians worshipped a “ great
mother,” who seems to be identical with Tanith-Artemis,
the “heavenly virgin,”? and the Arabian 1at was
worshipped by the Nabateans as mother of the gods, and
must be identified with the virgin-mother, whose worship
at Petra is described by Epiphanius.®

1 Tiele, Babylonisch-Assyrische Gesch. . 528,

2n3n DN, CIS. Nos. 195, 380; cf. No. 177. The identification of
Tanith with Artemis appears from No. 116, where MIN12Y ="Apreuidapss, and
is confirmed by the prominence of the virgo calestis or numen virginale in
the later cults of Punic Africa. The identification of the mother of the gods
with the heavenly virgin, ¢.c. the unmarried goddess, is confirmed if not
absolutely demanded by Aug. Civ. Dei, ii. 4. At Carthage she seems also
to be identical with Dido, of whom as a goddess more in another connection.
See Hoffmann, Ueb. cinige Phen. Inschrr. p. 32 sq.  'The foul type of worship
corresponding to the conception of the goddess as polyandrous prevailed at
Sicca Veneria, and Augustin speaks with indignation of the incredible
obscenity of the songs that accompanied the worship of the Carthaginian
mother-goddess ; but perhaps this is not wholly to be set down as of Punic
origin, for the general laxity on the point of female chastity in which such a
type of worship originates hias always been characteristic of North Africa (see
Tissot, La Prov. d' Afrigue, i. 477).

3 De Vogiié, Syr. Centr, Inser. Nab. No. 8 ; Epiph., Panarium 51 (ii. 483,
Dind.), see Kinship, p. 292 sg. I am not able to follow the argument by
which Wellh., pp. 40, 46, seeks to invalidate the evidence as to the worship
of a mother-goddess by the Nabateans. He supposes that the Xz«pos, which
Epiphanius represents as the virgin-mother of Dusares, is really nothing
more than the cippus, or betyl, out of which the god was supposed to have
been born, ¢.¢. the image of the god himself, not a distinct deity. But from
the time of Herodotus downwards, al-Lat was worshipped in 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, like 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 modern analogies as are
supplied by the cult of the Virgin Mary, we can 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 compasgsion 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 Vogiié’s inscription and
that of Epiphanius agree in making Lat the mother and the god her
son. Epiphanius implies that the virgin-mother was worshipped also at
Elusa ; and here Jerome, in his life of 8. Hilarion, knows a temple of a
goddess whom he calls Venus, and who was worshipped ‘‘ ob Luciferum,”
on account of her comnection with the morning star. Wellhausen takes
this to mean that the goddess of Elusa was identified with the morning star;
but that is impossible, for, in his comm. on Amos v., Jerome plainly indi-
cates that the morning star was worshipped as a god, not as a goddess.
This is the old Semitic conception ; see Isa. xiv. 12, ‘‘Lucifer, son of the
Dawn” ; and in the Arabian poets, also, the planet Venus is masculine, as
Wellhausen himself observes. I see no reason to believe that the Arabs of
Nilus worshipped the morning star as a goddess ; nor perhaps does the
worship of this planet as a goddess (Al-*Ozza) appear anywhere in Arabia,
except among the Fastern tribes who came under the influence of the
Assyrian Ishtar-worship, as it survived among the Arameans. This point
was not clear to me when I wrote my Kinship, and want of attention to
it has brought some confusion into the argument. That the goddess of
Elusa was Al-‘Ozzd, as Wellh,, p. 44, supposes, is thus very doubtful.
Whether, as Tuch thought, her local name was Khalaga is also doubtful, but
we must not reject the identification of Elusa with the place still called
Khalaga ; see Palmer, Desert of the Exodus, p. 428, compared with p. 550 sgq.
! 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 fo comfort
him,!

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 Semites a physical
fact, and the development of the corresponding cults and
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,
and transferred to the father the greater part of her
authority and dignity. This change, as we know, went
hand in hand with the abolition of the old polyandry; and
as women lost the right to choose their own partners ab
will, the wife became subject to her husband’s lordship,
and her freedom of action was restrained by his jealousy,
at the same time that her children became, for all purposes
of inheritance and all duties 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 DBaal. Or if the
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

1 George Smith, Assurbanipal, p. 117 sqq.; Records of the Past, ix.
51 sqq.
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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 connected with woman,
which too often appealed to the sensuality so strongly
developed 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 distinctive note of
fatherhood, 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 commandment requires children to pay to their
fathers is named in Mal. i. 6 along with that which a
servant owes to his master, and the same prophet (iil. 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. It is
only with his little children that the father is effusively
affectionate and on quite easy terms. On the other hand,
the father’s authority had not a despotic character. He
had no such power of life and death over his sons as
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Roman law recognised,! and indeed, after they passed
beyond childhood, had no means of enforcing his authority
if they refused to respect it. Paradoxical as this may
seem, it is quite in harmony with the general spirit of
Semitic institutions that authority should 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 position; and when an
Arab judge pronounces sentence on a culprit, it is at the
option of the latter whether he will pay the fine, which is
the invariable form of penalty, or continue in feud with
his accuser.

Thus, while the eonception 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 commands by supernatural
sanctions. The respect paid by the Semite to his father
is but the respect which he pays to kindred, focussed
upon a single representative person, and the father’s
authority is only a special manifestation of the authority
of the kin, which can go no further than the whole kin is
prepared to back it. Thus, in the sphere of religion, the
god, as father, stands by the majority of the fribe in
enforcing tribal law against refractory members: outlawry,
which i3 the only punishment ordinarily applicable to
a clansman, carries with it excommunication from religious
communion, and the man who defies tribal law has to fear

1See Deut. xxi. 18, where the word ‘‘chastened” should rather be
“‘ admonished.” The powerlessness of Jacob to restrain his grown-up sons is
not related as a proof that he was weak, but shows that a father had no means
of enforcing his authority. The law of Deuteronomy can hardly have been
carried into practice. In Prov. xxx. 17 disobedience to parents is cited as
a thing which brings a man to a bad end, not as a thing punished 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 long-
suffering 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 at
large, it appears scarcely conceivable, 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 it is pretty sure to do if he sees them to
be in straits, eg. 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 Xing Mesha, for example, tells
us that Chemosh was angry with his people, and suffered
Israel to oppress Moab; and then again that Chemosh
fought for Moab, and delivered it 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. In 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 commonwealth of Israel. To the
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prophets Jehovah’s long-suffering meant the patience with
which He offers repeated calls to repentance, and defers
punishment while there is hope of amendment; but to
the heathen, and to the heathenly-minded in Israel, the
long-suffering of the gods 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 problems of spiritual
religion, which in Christianity is solved by the doctrine of
the atonement. It is important to realise that in heathen-
ism 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 lack of sfrict
justice, however, is not to be taken as meaning that the
gods were in their nature unjust, when measured by the
existing standards 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 an abstract view of the divine attri-
butes, this is difficult to conceive, but it seemed perfectly
natural when the divine sovereignty was conceived as a
kingship precisely similar to human kingship.

In its beginnings, human kingship was as little absolute
as the authority of the fathers and elders of the clan,
for it was not supported by an executive organisation
sufficient to carry out 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 declare what was just rather than to enforce it.!

1Tn Aramaic the root MLK (from which the common Semitic word for
““king " is derived) means ‘‘to advise”; and in Arabic the word Amir,
“commander,” ‘“prince,” also means ‘‘adviser ”; ‘Orwa b. 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 senfences nor
his decrees could take effect unless they were supported
by forces over which he had very imperfect control. He
simply threw his weight 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 gud 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 accumu-
lated by a line of kingly ancestors, might wield almost
despotic power, and in a stable dynasty the tendency was
towards the gradual establishment of absolute monarchy,
especially if the royal house was able to maintain a
standing army devoted to its interests. DBut a pure
despotism of the modern Hastern 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. In 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 administration
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 con-
tinually " active or omnipresent in his activity. Bub we
are not to suppose that this remissness was felt to be a
defect in the divine character. The Semitic nature 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 accept-
able than one whose ever watchful eye can neither be .
avoided nor deceived. What the Semitic communities
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 in matters of national
difficulty, and a sentence of justice when a case was too
hard for human decision. The valour, the 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. In 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 at 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 uncerfain, for it was always possible for the evil-
doer to flatter himself that his offence would be overlooked;
but even so uncertain an influence of religion over conduct
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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As a social and 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 mnorthern Semites the
‘age of Assyrian conquest proved as critical for religious
as for civil history, for from that time forward the old
religion was quite out 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.C. the national
religion of the northern Semites had already passed its
prime, and was sinking into decadence. The moral springs
of conduct which it touched were mainly connected with
the first needs of a rude society, with the community’s
instinet of self-preservation. The enthusiasm of religion
was seen only in times of peril, when the nation, under
its divine head, was struggling for national existence. In
times of peace and prosperity, religion had little force to
raise man above sensuality and kindle him to right and
noble deeds. Except when the nation was in danger, it
called for no self-denial, and rather encouraged an easy
sluggish indulgence in the good things that were enjoyed
under the protection of the national god. The evils that
slowly sap society, the vices that at 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 moral fibre produced by luxury
and sensuality, were things that religion hardly touched
at all, and that the easy, indulgent god could hardly be
thought fo take mnote of. The God who could deal with
such evils was the God of the prophets, no mere Oriental
king raised 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.!

In what precedes I have thought it convenient to
assume for the moment, without breaking the argument
by pausing 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. In the OId Testament the king-
ship 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,
other nations are “the kingdoms of the false gods.”2 In
two exceptional cases a pious judge or a prophet appears
to express the opinion that Jehovah’s sovereignty is in-
consistent with human kingship? such as existed in the
surrounding nations; but this difficulty 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 son could be crowned in the lifetime of
his father, as was done in the case of Solomon, 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 divine sovereign, who, as we have seen, was often
believed to be the father of the royal race, and so to lend
a certain sanctity to the dynasty. Accordingly we find
that the Tyrian Baal Dbears the title of Melcarth, “ king of

1 Prov. xv. 8; Hab, i. 13. 2 Isa. x. 10.
3 Judg. viii. 28 ; 1 Sam. xii. 12. 41 Kings i, 32 sgg.; 2 Kings xv. b,
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the city,” or more fully, “our lord Melcarth, the Baal of
Tyre,”! and this sovereignty was acknowledged by the
Carthaginian colonists when they paid tithes at his temple
in the mother city ; for in the East tithes are the king’s
due.? Similarly the supreme god of the Ammonites was
Milkom or Malkam, which is only a variation of Melek,
“Kking.” 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
MLX with the vowels of bosheth, « shameful thing,” when-
ever it was to be understood as the title of a false god.
In Babylonia and Assyria the application of royal titles to
deities is too common to call for special exemplification.
Again, we have Malakhbel, “ King Bel,” as the great god
of the Arameans 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 sove-
reignty over other gods rather than over his worshippers.
On the other hand, a large mass of evidence can be
drawn from proper names of religious significance, in
which the god of the worshipper is designated as king.
Such names were as common among the Phcenicians and
Assyrians as they were among the Israelifes? and are

1 ¢78. No. 122,

2 Diod. xx. 14 ; and for the payment of tithes to the king, 1 Sam, viii.
15, 17 ; Aristotle, Eeon. ii. p. 185256 of the Berlin ed., ¢f. p. 1345 .

39b5n, €78, No. 50, of. byabnx, No. 54; Tomm, King of Byblus,
No. 1, of. 5y23m, No. 69; 1079, Nos. 10, 16, ete., cf. jrwbyya, No.78; invoer,
No. 44 ; o072y, No. 46, of, "DRTIY, PRI, ete.; TomMY, Nos. 189, 219,
386, cf. 51}‘.’17}), on a coin of Byblus, Head, p. 668. The title of n:SD,
““queen,” for Astarte is seen probably in n:‘;m, n:‘pnnn (supror, p. 45,
note 2), and more certainly in nobnnm, “handmaid of the queen,” ef.
RNy, No. 83, and in 7'!357393, “favour of the queen,” No, 41. TFor
Assyrian names of similar type see Schrader in ZDMG@. xxvi. 140 sgq.,
where also an Edomite king’s name on a cylinder of Sennacherib is read
Malik-ramu, ‘“the (divine) king, is exalted.”
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found even among the Arabs of the Syrian and Egyptian
frontier.

Where the god is conceived as a king, he will naturally
be addressed as lord, and his worshippers will be spoken
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 Pheenicians, with
corresponding phrases among other nations? while in all
parts of the Semitic field the worshipper calls himself the
servant or slave (‘abd, ‘ebed) of his god, just as a subject
does in addressing his king. The designation “servant”
is much affected by worshippers, and forms the basis of a
large number of theophorous proper names—"Abd-Eshmun,
“gervant of Eshmun,” ‘Abd-Baal, ‘Abd-Osir, ete. At first
sight this designation seems to point to a more rigid con-
ception of divine kingship than I have presented, for it is
only under a strict despotism that the subject is the slave
of the monarch; nay, it has been taken as a fundamental
distinetion between Semitic religion and that of the Greeks,
that in the one case the relation of man to his god is
servile, while in the other it is not so. But this conclu-
sion rests on the neglect of a nicety of language, a refine-
ment of Semitic politeness. When a man addresses any
superior he calls him “my lord,” and speaks of himself and
others ag “thy servants,”® and this form of politeness is

1 B.g. Kooporayes, Bipuruyos, ** Cos, Bl is king,” Rev. Arch. 1870, pp.
115, 117 ; Schrader, KAT. p. 257, reads Kausmalak as the name of an
Edomite king on an inscription of Tiglathpileser. For the god Caus, or
Cos, see Wellhausen, Heidenthum, p. 775 cf. ZDMG. 1887, p. 714.

2 E.g. Nabatean Rad, ‘‘Lord,” in the proper name 5&3‘1 (Euting, 21. 3,
21. 14 ; Waddington, 2152, 2189, 2298), and at Gaza the god Marna, that is,
“our Lord,” both on coins (Head, p. 680), and in M. Diaconus, Viie
Porphyrii, §19; also at Kerak, Wadd. 24124.

8 This holds good for Hebrew and Aramaic ; also for Pheenician (Schrider,
Phin. Spr. p. 18, n. 5); and even in Arabia an old poet says: ‘I am the

slave of my guest as long as he is with me, but save in this there is no
trace of the slave in my nature” (Hamdasa, p. 727).
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naturally de »igueur in presence of the king; but where the
king is not addressed, his “servants ” mean his courtiers
that are in personal atfendance on him, or such of his
subjects as are actually engaged in his service, for example,
his soldiers. In 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 commission
from Him; at other times, as often in the Psalms, His
worshipping people assembled at the temple; and at other
times, as in Deutero-Isaiah, His true servants as dis-
tinguished from the natural Israel, who are His subjects
only in name. In short, both in the political and in the
religious sphere, the designation ‘abd, ‘ebed, “ servant,” is
strictly correlated with the verb ‘abad, “to do service,
homage, or religious worship,” a word which, as we have
already seen, is sufficiently elastic to cover the service
which a son does for his father, as well as that which a
master requires from his slave! Thus, when a man is
named the servant of a god, the implication appears to be,
not merely that he belongs to the community of which the
god is king, but that he is specially devoted to his service
and worship. TLike other theophorous names, compounds
with ‘abd seem to have been originally most common in
royal and priestly families, whose members naturally
claimed a special interest in religion and a constant near-
ness to the god; and in later times, when a man’s particular
worship was not rigidly defined by his national connection,
they served to specify the cult to which he was particularly
attached, or the patron to whom his parents dedicated him.
That the use of such names was not connected with the

1 Supra, p. 60, Primarily 732Y is “to work,” and in Aramaic ‘‘to
make, to do,” Ancient worship is viewed as work or service, because it
consists in material operations (sacrifice). The same connection of ideas
appears in the root n‘pb and in the Greek peluy deg.
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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 King Saul’s sons two were named
Ishbaal and Meribaal, both meaning “man of Baal,” .. of
Jehovah, who in these early days was called Baal without
offence ; among the Arabs of the Syrian frontier we have
Amriel, “man of EL” Amrishams, “man of the Sun-god,”
and others like them ;! and in Arabia proper Imrauleais,
“the man of Cais,” Shai®al-Lit, “follower, comrade of
Lat,” Anas al-Lat, 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 foundation of Islam. In his quality
of prophet, Mohammed became a judge, lawgiver, and
captain, not of his own initiative, but because the Arabs of
different clans were willing to refer to a divine authority
questions of right and precedence in which they would not
vield to one another.? They brought their difficulties 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 up to the time of
the prophet the practical development of the idea 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 king-

L Noldeke, Sitzungsh. Berl. Ak. 1880, p. 768 ; Wellhausen, Heidenthuin,
p. 3.
2 Tor the god as giver of decisions, compare the name farrdd, borne by an
idol of the Sa‘d al-‘ashira (Ibn Sa‘d, ed. Wellh. No. 124 5).
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ship. In the prosperous days of Arabian commerce, when
the precious wares of the far Kast reached the Mediter-
ranean chiefly by caravan from Southern Arabia, there were
settled kingdoms in 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 would put an end to the
incessant tribal and clan feuds, but their pride and im-
patience of control never permitted them to be long faithful
to the authority of a stranger ; while, on the other hand,
the exaggerated feeling for kindred made it 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 Nabataean
kingdoms, which drew their strength from commerce, there
was no permanently successful attempt to consolidate a
body of several tribes into a homogeneous state, except
under Roman or Persian suzerainty. The decay of the
power of religion in the peninsula in the last days of
Arab heathenism presents a natural parallel to this con-
dition of political disintegration. The wild tribesmen had
lost the feeling of kinship with their tribal gods, and had
not learned to yield steady submission and obedience to
any power dissociated from kinship. Their religion sat
as loose on them as their allegiance to this or that human
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 and disgust as to transfer their service
from one petty sovereign to another.?

1 Religion had more strength in towns like Mecca and Taif, where there
was a sanctuary, and the deity lived in the midst of his people, and was
honoured by stated and frequent acts of worship. So under Islam, the

Bedouins have never taken kindly 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 considered the conception, or
rather the institution, of divine sovereignty as based on
the fundamental type of Semitic kingship, 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 man 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. In such
a society the king is a guiding and moderating force rather
than an imperial power; he is the leader under whom men
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 prineciple
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 conversion of the Thacif at Taif, even
in the time of Mohammed. Religion was a matter of custom, of keeping
up appearances.
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of the poor, the widow and the fatherless, of the man who
has no helper on earth.

Now it is matter of constant observation in 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 families
within one kin. That is, the smaller and weaker kins are
content to place themselves in a position of dependence
on their more powerful neighbours in order to secure their
protection; or even within one and the same kin men
distinguish between their nearer and more 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 and 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 king’s interest to
maintain a balance of power, and prevent the excessive
aggrandisement 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 speaking, the struggle
between king and nobles to which these conditions give
rise ended differently in the Kast and in the West. In
Greece and Rome the kingship fell before the aristocracy ;
in Asia the kingship held its own, till in the larger states
it 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 develop-
ment. For as the national god did not at first supersede
tribal and family deities any more than the king super-
seded tribal and family institutions, the tendency of the
West, where the kingship succumbed, was towards a
divine aristocracy of many gods, only modified by a weak
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reminiscence of the old kingship in the not very effective
sovereignty of Zeus, while in the East the national god
tended to acquire- a really monarchic sway. What is
often described as the natural tendency 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 kingship 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 at the expense of the state or of justice; and it is on
the ideal, rather than on the actual, that religious concep-
tions are based, if not in ordinary minds, at least in the
minds of more thoughtful 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 standard of right for his own
people and for strangers. The prophetic idea that Jehovah
will vindicate the right even in the destruction of His own
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 and 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 righteousness, because its
political institutions and history, and, not least, the enor-
mous gulf between the ideal and the reality of human
sovereignty, directed men’s minds to appreciate the need of
righteousness more strongly, and accustomed them to look
to a power of monarchic character as its necessary source.
A gimilar judgment must be passed on the supposed 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 at 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 He could not fail to draw all nations
to do Him homage (Isa. ii. 2 sgq.).

When T speak of the way in which the prophets con-
ceived 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 understand wherein
the prophets transcended the common sphere of Semitic
thought, and which indeed is necessary to complete our
view of the ultimate development of the Semitic religions
as tribal and national institutions.

From a very early date the Semitic communities em-
braced, in addition to the free tribesmen of pure blood
(Heb. ezrah, Arab. sarih) with their families and slaves, a
class of men who were personally free but had no political
rights, viz. the protected strangers (Heb. gérim, sing. gér;
Arab. jiran, sing. jar), of whom mention is so often made
both in the Old Testament and in early Arabic literature.
The ger 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. TFrom 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 ropel To harm a guest, or to refuse him
hospitality, is an offence against honour, which covers the
perpetrator with indelible shame. The bond of hospitality
among the Arabs is temporary; the guest is enterfained
for a night or at most for three days,” and the protection
which the host owes to him expires after three days
more.> But more permanent protection is seldom refused
to a stranger who asks for it,* and when granted by any
tribésman 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 confirmed by oath at a sanctuary, and
could not be renounced except by a formal act at the same
holy place’ so that the god himself became the protector
of the stranger’s cause. The protected stranger did not
necessarily give up his old worship any more 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 religion went with political
rights. But it was natural that he should acknowledge in
some degree the god of the land in which he lived, and
indeed, since the stated exercises of religion were confined

1 See further, Kinship, p. 41 sgq.

2 This is the space prescribed by the traditions of the prophet, Hariri (De
Sacy’s 2nd ed. p. 177; cf. Sharishi, 1. 242). A viaticum sufficlent for a
day’s journey should be added ; all beyond this is not duty but alms,

8 Burckhardt, Bedouins and Wahdbys, i. 336.

* Burckhardt, op. cit. 1. 174,

5 Ibn Hisham, p. 243 sgq.; Kinship, p. 43.
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to certain fixed 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 ger, a 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 at sanctuaries. From a Pheenician inscrip-
tion found near Larnaca, which gives the monthly accounts
of a temple, we learn that the gertm formed a distinet
class in the personnel of the sanctuary, and received certain
allowances! just as we know from Ezek. xliv. that much
of the service of the first temple was done by uncircum-
cised 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 (yagar, ie. live as a ger)
in Thy tabernacle?” and similarly the Arabs give the
title of jar allak 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 com-
munity 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 strenuous resist-
ance. In such circumsbtances it was natural for the new-
comers 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 ¢I8. No. 86. % 2 Kings xvil, 26.
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the god were not necessarily in a position of political
dependence on his old worshippers, and the religious sense
of the term gzr became detached from the idea of social
inferiority. But the relation of the nmew worshippers to
the god was no longer the same as on the old purely
national system. It was more dependent and less per-
manent ; 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 man 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 devotion were quickened by the thought
that the protection and favour of the god was a thing of
free grace and not of national right. How important this
change was may be judged from the Old Testament, where
the idea 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 distinguishes post-exilic Judaism from the
religion of Old Israel! In the old national religions a
man felt sure of his standing with the national god, unless
he forfeited it by a distinet 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
Judaism after the captivity.

In Judaism the spirit of legality was allied with genuine
moral earnestness, as we see in the noble description of the
character that befits Jehoval's g&r drawn in Ps. xv.; but
among the heathen Semites we find the same spirit of
legalism, the same timid uncertainty as to a man’s standing

1Tev. xxv. 23; Ps. xxxix. 12 [Heb, 18]; Ps. cxix. 19; 1 Chron,
xxix, 15.
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with the god whose protection he seeks, while the con-
ception 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 Kast 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
in which a man is designated the client of the god. In
Pheenician inscriptions we find a whole series of men’s
names compounded with Ger,—Germelkarth, Gerastart, and
so forth,—and the same type recurs among the Arabs of
Syria in the name Gairelos or Gerelos, “ client of EL.”* 1In
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 ;2 and in such cases the modern worshippers
were really only clients of a foreign god. So,in fact, at
the great Sabean pilgrimage shrine of Riyam, the god
Ta'lab is adored as “ patron,” and his worshippers are called
his clients.® To the same conception may be assigned the
proper name Salm, “submission,” shortened from such
theophorous forms as the Palmyrene Salm al-Lat, “sub-

1 See Noldeke, Stitzungsb. Berl. Ak. 1880, p. 765.

2 Wellhausen, Heidenthum, p. 129 ; cf. p. 183,

3 Mordtmann w, Miller, Sab. Denkm. p. 22, No. 5, 1. 2 sg. (W), 1
8 sg. (AMOIN) efe.  Of. No. 13, 1. 12, MR, the clients of the goddess
Shams,
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mission to Lat,”? and corresponding to the religious use
of the verb istalama, “ he made his peace,” to designate the
ceremony of kissing, stroking, or embracing the sacred
stone at the Caaba;? and perhaps also the numerous
names compounded with Zaim, which, if we may judge
by the profane use of the word motayyam, applied to a
deeply attached lover, seems to have some such sense as
“devotee.” 3 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 at Hiera-
polis 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 ceremonies
and rites of self-mortification, and their acts of worship
were carefully preseribed for them by qualified instructors,*
the prototypes of the modern Meccan Mofawwif. The

1 De Vogiié, No. b4.

2 Ton Doraid, K7t al-ishiicdc, p. 22. Thesame idea of a religion accepted
by voluntary submission is expressed in the name Zslgm. We shall see later
that much the same idea underlies the designation of the Christian religion
as a ‘““mystery.”

8 Tadm 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 Taimallahi, Taimdhfishara are common, faim seems to occur as
a common noun in Buting, Sinadtische Inschriften, No. 431, where the editor
renders TN by ““sein Knecht.” But the Arabic uses of the root seem to
point to a somewhat more special sense, perhaps ‘‘captive,” which might
be figuratively applied to a devotee, or, when the name compounded with
tatm 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, #imae
is a sheep not sent forth to pasture, but kept at the homestead to be milked,
and on this analogy faém may mean domestic.

4 Lucian, De Dea Syria, 1vi.

f
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progress of heathenism towards universalism, as it is dis-
played in these usages, seemed only to widen the gulf
between the deity and man, to destroy the naive trustful-
ness 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 uni-
versal obligation, to transform the divine kingship into a
mere court pageant of priestly ceremonies without perman-
ent influence on 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.
In other nations individual thinkers rose to lofty con-
ceptions of a supreme deity, but in Israel, and in 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 fitted 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 it their first business o discuss
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
6
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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 fo
their gods for rain and fruitful seasons, for children, for
health and long life, for the multiplication of their flocks
and herds, and for many other things that no child asked
from his father, no subject from his king. Hence it may
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 must leave the sequel to answer it; 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 god he had a right to appeal
to. If a Semitic worshipper was sick he called upon his
national or tribal god, and the same god was addressed
if he desired rain or victory over enemies. The power of
a god was not conceived as unlimited, but it was very
great, and applied to all sorts of things that men could
desire. So far as primitive Semitic heathenism is con-
cerned, 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. In 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 T
have a god who is my king, T 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? 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.

1 Frazer, The Golden Bough, i. 13 sqq. 44 sqq., gives sufficient proofs of
this,



LECTURE III

THE RELATIONS OF THE GODS TO NATURAL THINGS—
HOLY PLACES—-THE JINN

Ix the last lecture I endeavoured to sketch in broad out-
line the general features of the religious institutions of the
Semites in so far as they rest on the idea that gods and
men, or rather the god and his own proper worshippers,
make up 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 it 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 at certain places and at certain times, with
the aid of certain material appliances and according 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 implies 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 con-
ditions, 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 led to conclude that the gods too are in
some sense conceived 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. Tt
is true that in some of the higher forms of antique religion
the material restrictions imposed on the legitimate inter-
course 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. Bub in the ordinary forms of heathenism it 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.

It 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. It 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 dis-
tinetions, 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 aseribe to all material
objects a life analogous to that which their own self-con-
sciousness 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
it 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. DBut at
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 distinetion of their
several natures, are conceived as entering into the same
kind of relation to man, are approached in ritual of the
same type, and excite the same kind of hopes and fears in
the breasts of their worshippers. 16 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 digtinetion 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 un-
bounded use of analogy characteristic 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 complete. A man after
all is not a ghost or phantom, a life or soul without a
body, but a body with its life, and in like manner the
unseen life that inhabits the plant, tree, or sacred stone
makes the sacred object itself be conceived as a living
being. And in ritual the sacred object was spoken of
and treated as the god himself; it was not merely his
symbol but his embodimeht, the permanent centre of his
activity in the same sense in which the human body is the
permanent centre of man’s activity. In 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 distinetion 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 inorganie, appear as cognate with
one another, with men, and with the gods. The kinship
between gods and men which we have already discussed is
only one part of a larger kinship which embraces the
lower creation. In the Babylonian legend beasts as well
as man are formed of earth mingled 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 making them the offspring of
the sandstone rocks about Madain $alih2 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 Israeclites® Macrizi velates of the Seiar in
Hadramaunt 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 shapet Other Hadramites changed themselves into
vultures or kites.5 In the Sinai Peninsula the hyrax and
the panther are believed to have been originally men®
Among the northern Semites transformation 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 Detceto into a fish was related both
at Ascalon and at Bambyce, and so forth. In the same
spirit is conceived the Asgyrian myth which includes
the lion, the eagle, and the war-horse among the lovers of

1 Odyssey, xviil. 163 ; Preller-Robert, i. 79 sqg.

2 Doughty, Travels in Arabia, i. 17; see Ibn Doraid, p. 329, L 20.
Conversely, many stones and rocks in Arabia were helieved to be transformed
men, but especially women. - Dozy, Israeliten te Mekka, p. 201, gives

examples. See also Yaciat, i. 123.
3 Damirl, ii. 87; cf. Doughty, i. 826. A similar hadith about the
mouse, Damiri, ii. 218.
" 4 De valle Hadhramaout (Bonn 1866), p. 19 sg.
5 Ibid. p. 20. See also Ibn Mojawir in Sprenger, Post-routen, p. 142
6 See Kinship, p. 203 sq., where I give other evidences on the point.
7 Apollodorus, iii. 14. 3 ; Servius on & 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 Chaldean engraved
cylinders, gave Phoenicia its cherubim griffins and sphinxes,!
and continued to characterise the sacred art of the Baby-
lonians down to the time of Berosus? 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
freats all nature as a kindred unity because it has not yet
differentiated things into their kinds, and modern monistic
philosophy, in which the universe of things, after having
been realised in its multiplicity of kinds, is again brought
info unity by a metaphysical synthesis. But by what
process of allegory can we explain away the belief in were-
wolves ? When the same person is believed to be now a
man and 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

1 See Menant, Glyptique Orientale, vol. 1.
2 Berosus (Fr. Hist. Gr. ii. 497) refers to the images at the temple of Bel
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 shows
that the chaos in-question is only the chaotic imagination of early man.
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antique religion attempts to deal with all its manifesta-
tions. 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. It was not denied
that there were supernatural agencies at work in the world
of which the public religion took no account. Religion
dealt only with the gods, e with a definite circle of great
supernatural powers whose relations to man were esfab-
lished 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 super-
natural 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
mavrked off, as regards their noture, from the lower orders of
demoniac beings, or even from such physical objects as
were believed to possess demoniac attributes.  Their
distinetive mark lay in their relations with man, or, more
exactly, with a definite circle of wmen, their habitual wor-
shippers. As these relations were known and stable, they
gave rise fo an orderly and fixed series of religious institu-
tions. But the forms of religious service were not deter-
mined 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. In determining
how the god was to be approached, and how his help could
be most fully realised, it 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 man but with beasts trees
and inanimate things. In antique religion gods as well asg
men have a physical environment, on and through which
they act, and by 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 funda-
mental 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 manifesta-
tion. 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. It is not possible, by mere
analysis of the modern use of the word, to arrive at 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. It would be idle, therefore, at this stage to
attempt any general definition, or to seek for a compre-
hensive 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 neces-
sarily performed at a holy place, and thus the local con-
nections 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. In 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 at 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 at the god’s land and then at his
sanctunry 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 peoplel In 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® 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 an example of a Semitic sovereign
being called king of a land* In fact the relations of

1 Hos. ix. 8 ; cf. Reland, Palasting, vol. 1. p. 16 sgq.

2 Schrader, K4 T. 2nd ed. p. 85 sgq.; cf. Micah v. 6 (Heb. 5), where the
““land of Asshur ” stands in parallelism with “‘land of Nimrod.” Nimrod
is a god, see his article in Zne, Brit., 9th ed,, and Wellhausen, Hexateuch
(2nd ed. 1889), p. 308 sgq.

3 2 Kings xviil. 33 sgq.

4 The Hebrews say ‘“king of Asshur” (Assyria), Edom, Aram (Syria), etc.,
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a god to his land were not merely political, or dependent
on his relation to the inhabitants, The Arameeans 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 “the god of the land,” who, we must infer,
had in his own region power over beasts as well as men.!
Similarly the Arameans of 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.
In the language of the Old Testament foreign countries
are unclean® so that Naaman, when he desires to worship
the God of Israel at 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 Aramean dwelling-place.

In 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. Baalvm, fem. Baalath).
but these are names of nations, the countries being properly the ¢“land of
Asshur,” ete. The local designation of a king is taken from his capital, or
royal seat. Thus the king of Israel is king of Samaria (1 Kings xxi, 1),
Sihon, king-of the Amorites, is king of Heshbon (Deut. iii. 6). Hiram,
whom the Bible calls king of Tyre, appears on the oldest of Pheenician
inscriptions (CZS. No. 5) as king of the Sidonians, 4.¢. the Pheenicians (cf.
1 Kings xvi. 81), Nebuchadnezzar is king of Babylon, and so forth. The
only exception to this rule in old Hebrew is, I think, Og, king of Bashan
(Deut. i, 4; 1 Kings iv. 19), who is a mythical figure, presumably an old
god of the region,

1 2 Kings xvii. 24 sqq. 21 Sam, xxvi, 19; Hos, ix. 4.
3 Amos vil. 17 ; Josh. xxii. 19,
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As applied to men baal means the master of a house, the
owner of a fleld cattle or the like; or in the. plural the
baalim of a city are its freeholders and full citizens.! Ina
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 o his slave, or of a superior to his
inferior, and it is incorrect to regard it, when employed as
a divine title, as a mere synonym 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 distriet, and each of the multitude of local Baalim
is distinguished by adding the name of his own place.?
Melcarth is the Baal of Tyre, Astarte the Baalath of
Byblus;® there was a Baal of Lebanon! of Mount
Hermon? of Mount Peor, and so forth. In Southern
Arabia Baal constantly occurs in similar local connections,
¢.g. Dhii Samawi is the Baal of the district Bacir, “Athtar
the Baal of Gumdan, and the sun-goddess the Baalath
of several places or regions.$

1 8o often in the Old Testament, and also in Phanician, Baalath is used
of a female citizen (CZS. No. 120).

2 Cf. Stade in ZAT'7V. 1886, p. 303.

3 ¢718. Nos. 1, 122. ¢ C18. No. 5.

5 See Judg. iii. 3, where this mountain is called the mountain of the Baal
of Hermon. Hermon properly means a sacred place. Inthe Old Testament
place-names like Baal-peor, Baal-meon are shortened from Beth Baal Peor,
‘“ house or sanctuary of the Baal of Mount Peor,” etc.

6 Hence we read in the Himyaritic inscriptions of sun-goddesses in the
plural (e.g. YOIDOYN, CIS. pt. iv. No. 46), as in Canaan we have a plurality
of local Baalim. Special forms of Baal oceur which are defined not by the
name of a place or region but in some other way, ¢.¢. by the nane of a sacred
object, as Baal-tamar, ‘‘lord of the palm-tree,” preserved to us only in the
name of a town, Judg. xx. 83, So too Baal-hammain, on the Carthaginian
Tanith inscriptions, may be primarily ““lord of the sun-pillar”; yet compare
mn 5&, ““the divinity of (the place) Hammon > (0ZS. No. 8, and the inser.
of Masib); see G. Hoffmann in the Abhandlungen of the Gottingen Academy,
vol. xxxvi. (4 May 1889). Baal-zebub, the god of Ekron, is ‘“‘owner of flies,”
rather than Biaa Muie, the fly-god. In 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
naturally regarded as their residence. It 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
constantly 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,' bub
a man acquires rights in the soil by building a house, or by
“ guickening ” a waste place, .. bringing it under cultiva-

seems. to be prefixed to the name of a god ; thus we have Baal-zephon as a
place-name on the frontiers of Egypt, and also a god D% (0IS. Nos. 108,
265). Similarly the second element in Baal-gad, a town at the foot of
Mount Hermon, 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,” 4.e. ‘‘covenant ally,” but may here signify the Baal who
presides over covenants, or rather over the special covenant by which the
neighbouring Israelites were bound to the Canaanite inhabitants of the city.
Peculiar also is the more modern Baal-marcod, xofpaves zwpsy (near Bairit),
known from inscriptions (Wadd. Nos. 1855, 1856; Ganneau, Rec. d'drch. Or.
i, 95, 103). The Semitic form is supposed to be TpIH 51)3, “Jord of
daneing,” 4.e, he to whom dancing is due as an act of homage ; cf. for the
construction, Prov. iii. 27. In later times Baal or Bel became a proper
name, especially in connection with the cult of the Babylonian Bel, and
entered into compounds of s new kind like the Aglibol and Malakhbel of
Palmyra, Baal Shamaim, *‘the lord of heaven,” belongs to the class of
titles taken from the region of nature in which the god dwells or has sway.
hixp)al 53)3 (CI8. No. 41) and 0 n‘py: (tbid. No. 177) are of doubtful
interpretation. In the Panamu inscription of Zenjirli, 1. 22, mva Sy: can
hardly mean ‘‘patron of the royal family,” as Sachaun takes it, but rather
designates RKB-El as the local Baal of the sanctuary, or perhaps of the
royal city. On the whole there is nothing in these peculiar forms to shake
the general conclusion that Baal is primarily the title of a god as inhabitant
or owner of a place.

1 Common, that is, to a tribe, for the tribes are very jealous of encroach-
ments 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 land* The ideas of building and
cultivation are closely connected—the Arabic ‘emara, like
the German bauen, 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? 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 “quickens” it, and
makes it productive.

That this is the true account of 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 ascribed all the natural gifts of the land,
the corn the wine and the oil, the wool and the flax,
the vines and fig-trees’ and we shall see by and by
that the whole ritual of feasts and 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. In
the system of Mcohammedan 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 land

1The law of Islam is that land which has never been cultivated or
occupied by houses becomes private property by being ¢‘ quickened” (bel-
dhy@). See Nawawi, Minhdj, ed. Van den Berg, ii. 171. This is in accord-
ance with pre-Islamic custom. Cf. Wellhausen, Heidenthum, p. 105,

2 Hos. viil. 1, ix. 15, compared with ix, 8.

3 Hos, ii. 8 sgg.
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that does not require laborious irrigation pays a full tithe,
The latter, according to Arabian jurists, is of various kinds,
which are designated by special names; but all these are
sammed up in the general expression “what the sky
waters and what the Ba'l waters.” Similarly the Mishna
and Talmud draw a distinction between land artificially
irrigated and land naturally moist, calling the latter the
“house of Baal” or “field of the house of Baal” It
must be remembered that in the East the success of
agriculture depends more on the supply of water than on
anything else, and the “ quickening of dead ground” (iky@
al-monwdt), which, as we have seen, creates ownership, has
reference mainly to irrigation!  Accordingly what the
husbandman irrigates is his own property, but what is
naturally watered he regards as irrigated by a god and
as the field or property of this god, who is thus looked
upon as the Baal or owner of the spot.

It 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 them, 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 (Baal-shamaim),
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 natural in 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 natural

1 See, for example, Abt Yisuf Ya'eib, Kitab al-Khardj, Cairo, A.H.
1302, p. 37.
7
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percolation of underground water. To us, of course, it
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 Semites;! while on the other hand
the distinction 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 husbandry.

In 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. An 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® DBut on
the whole the contrast between land naturally productive
and land artificially fertilised, as it presents itself to the
Arabian husbandman, has no direct connection with rain-
fall, but depends on the depth of the ground-water.
Where the roots of the date-palm can reach the sub-
terranean flow, or where a fountain sends forth a stream
whose branches fertilise an oasis without the toil of the

1 Cf, the remarks of Dillmann in his comm. on Gen. i. 6-8.

2 Ibn Sa‘d, No. 80. Here Wellhausen introduces a reference to agri-
culture, but in rendering jen@bund, ‘‘our palm gardens,” he departs from:
the traditional interpretation. (See Lane.)

8 Such palms and the land they grow on are called “day, pl. o'dhd ; the
dates are sahh or cash; see Al-Azharl’s luminous account of the different
kinds of date-palms in the Lisdn, s.v. ba7. In the traditions that require a
whole tithe to be paid on crops watered by rain the “4dhy seems to be mainly
contemplated ; for in Ibn Sa'd, No. 68, the prophet exacts no tithe on such
precarious crops as cucumbers raised on ground watered by rain. I rode in
1880 through a desolate plain of heavy soil some miles to the 8.-E. of Mecca,
and was told that after good rain the waste would be covered with patches
of melons and the like,
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water-wheel, the ground is naturally fertile, and such land
is “watered by the BalL” The best Arabian authorities
say expressly that bal palm-trees are such as drink by
their roots, without artificial irrigation and without rain,
“from the water which God has created beneath the
earth,”* and in an exact specification of what is liable
to the full tithe the da7 and the sky are mentioned
together, not used interchangeably.?

1 Al-Asma‘ and Al-Azharl in the Lisdn, s.v. ba'l. 'This article and the
materials collected in the Glossary to De Goeje’s Belddhort give almost all
the evidence. I may add a vef. to Ibn Sa'd, No. 119, compared with No.,
78, and Macrizi Khitat, ii. 129, and in the next note I will cite some of the
leading traditions, which are very inaccurately given by Sprenger in ZDMG,
xviii.

2The fullest expressions arve, Bokhari, ii. 122 (Bildc vocalised ed.),
“what is watered by the sky and the fountains or is ‘ather:”; Mowagle
(Tunis ed.), p. 94, ““what is watered by the sky and the fountains and the
ba'l” ; 4bid. p. 95, “‘what is watered by the sky and the fountains or is ba'2.”
Shorter phrases ave, Beladh. p. 70, ‘“ what is watered by the da'l and what is
watered by the sky,” with such variants as *‘ the surface flow [ghail, saih]
and the sky” (¢b. p. 71), “‘the fountains and the sky” (B, Hisham, 956),
““the rivers and the clouds” (Moslim, ed. of A.H. 1290, i. 268). These
variations are intelligible if we ear in mind the aspect of the cultivated
patches in such a valley as the Batn Marr. The valley is a great water-
course, but for the most part the water flows underground, breaking out in
powerful springs where there is a sharp fall in the ground, and sometimes
flowing for a few hundred yards in a visible stream, which is soon led off in
many branches through the palms and tiny corn-fields and presently dis-
appears again under the sand and stones. Where the hard hottom is level
and near the surface, the palms can drink from their roots where there is no
visible stream ; but where the bottom lies deep (as in the neighbourhood of
Taif) cultivation is possible only by the use of the water-wheel, and then the
tithe is reduced to-5 per cent. Where irrigation can be effected by gravita-
tion through a pipe or chanmnel, without pumping, the land is still regarded
as naturally fertile and pays full tithe ; see 7. Bel. and Ibn Sa'd, No. 119.
According to one interpretation, the obscure word ‘athari, which I have not
met with in any tradition except that cited above, means land watered by
an artificial channel (‘@har). This may be a mere guess, for the oldest and
best Arabian scholars seem to have had no clear understanding of the word ;
but at least it is preferable to the view which identifies ‘athars and ‘idhy.
For a comparison of the traditions given above indicates that ‘athari is
either a synonym for ba'7 or some species thereof ; moreover, the oasis in
W. Sirhan which Guarmani (p. 209) calls Etera, and Lady Anne Blunt
(Nejd, i. 89 sgg.) writes Itheri, can hardly be anything else than * 4thar: in a
modern pronunciation. (Huber writes it with initial wlif, 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 (¢g. from 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 most
parts of Palestine. And it is here that we find the sky-
Baal (Baal-shamaim) with such local forms as Marna “ the
lord of rains” at Gaza.! 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.

It would be easier to answer this question if we knew
with certainty whether the use of Baal (Bal) as a divine
title is indigenous to Arabia or borrowed from the agri-
cultural Semites beyond the peninsula. On the former
alternative, which is accepted by some of the first scholars
of our day, such as Wellhausen and Noéldeke, Baal-worship
must be held to be older than the Semitic dispersion, and
graphy, as the editors warn us, is not greatly to be trusted.) °Athari, for
which some good authorities give also ‘aththari (see Lisin), 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 8. Arabian gods who preside
over irrigation (CIS. pt. 4; of. ZDMG. xxxvil. 371); cf. also the place
‘Aththar, described as a jungly haunt of lions (Banat So'dd, 46).

The crops dependent on rain are so unimportant in most parts of Arabia
that some of the propliet’s decrees pass them by altogether, and simply say
that the saih pays full tithe (Ibn Sa'd, No. 68). Thus it is easy to under-
stand how, in less precise speech, the term ba7 is applied ¢ potiori to all crops
not artificially irrigated ; and so, when the empire of Islam was extended to
lands of more copious rain, confusion arose and the true meaning of bl was
obscured. The corn crops of Palestine, which strictly speaking are a'dhd
(Abulf. ed. Reinaud, 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'?”;

but this is not in accordance with the old classical usage.
1 Procopius of Gaza, iii. 19, in Galland, vol. ix.—** dominus imbrium.”
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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 insecriptions of the worship of
“the Baal ” among the Nabatwans of the Sinaitic desert
to the north, and among the Sabwzans and Himyarites
in the south of the peninsula; but for central Arabia
Baal-worship is only an inference from certain points
of language, of which the most important is the phrase
we have been considering! Thus, to say the least, it is
possible that Baal-worship was never known to the
pastoral Bedouins except in so far as they came under
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
at the same time so much of the foreign religion as was
deemed 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 on 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 pro-
ductiveness 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
1 See Noldeke in ZDMG, x1. 174 ; and Wellhausen, p. 176.
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by the term Baal’s land, to have been originally connected
with the former. For my own part I have no doubt that
Semitic agriculture began, as it has always most flourished,
in places naturally watered by springs and 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 at once intelligible if
the seats of the gods were originally sought in spots of
natural 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
such 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 meadows? The difficulty which we

. A good conception of the material conditions of Palestinian agriculture
may be got from an article by Anderlind in ZDPV. ix. (1886). The follow-
ing illustration from Beladhori, p. 151, may be helpful. The district of
Baho (Baibalissus) was dependent on rain alone, and paid the usnal tithes.
The inhabitants proposed to Maslama that he should make them an irrigation
canal from the Euphrates, and offered to pay him one-third of their erops in
addition to the tithe.

2 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 been viewed as givers of rain ; thus it is
only natural that Baal’s land, as opposed to land artificially irrigated, should
include corn-lands wholly dependent on rain, as it plainly does in B. B. iii, 1.
On the other hand, there are clear indications that even in Palestine the word
was sometimes used in a sense corresponding to the Arabic usage ; in other
words, that crops which cannot be raised in Palestine except in spots
naturally moist or artificially watered are divided into Sy:. and *py.  This
distinetion, for example, is applied to such vegetables as onions and cabbages
(Teram. x. 11 ; Shebi. ii. 9), and in Sue. iil. 8 we read of a water-willow
(populus Euphratice) grown on the ba'l.  Moreover, in Shebi. . 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, black voleanic 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
scanty tufts of parched herbage, till suddenly, at a turn of
the road, he emerges on a Wady where the ground-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 man such a spot was
verily a garden and habitation of the gods. In Syria the
contrasts are less glaring than in the desert; but only in
the spring time, and in many parts of the country not even
then, is the general fertility such that a fountain or a
marshy hottom with its greensward and thicket of natural
wood 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 might 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 naturalism

clear statement that vegetables grown on the bu'Z were irrigated, so that the
contrast with YP¥ can only be maintained by supposing that the latter term,
as is the case in Arabia, is restricted to laborious irrigation (e.g. by water
drawn from a cistern), and that vegetable gardens lying beneath a spring on
the hillside, such as still common in Palestine, were reckoned to the ba'l.
The only vegetables that were and are commonly grown in Palestine on the
open field before the summer sun has dried up the ground are those of the
gourd and cuncumber kind ; see Shebi, il. 1; Klein in ZDPV. iv, 82, and
cf. Isa. 1. 8,
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that colours the comparison in the first Psalm: “ He shall
“be like a tree planted by watercourses, that bringeth forth
his fruit in his season ; his leaf also shall not wither, and
whatsoever he doeth shall prosper ” (Ps. i 8)? k
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. DBut
before we take this step it will be convenient for us to
glance rapidly at the way in which the primitive idea was
widened and extended. Ultimately, as we see from Hosea,
all agricultural produce was regarded as the gift of the
Baalim, and all the worshippers who frequented a par-
ticular 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 heaven. 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 understood from
the fundamental principles of Semitic 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 pre-
ferential right to water his camels at it before other camels
are admitted; and he has an absolute right to prevent
others from wusing the water for agricultural purposes
unless they buy it from him. This is Moslem law; butb

1 To the same circle of ideas belongs the conception of the Garden of
Eden, planted by God, and watered not by rain but by rivers.
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it is broadly in accordance with old Arabian custom, and
indeed with general Semitic custom, as appears from many
passages of the Old Testament.! 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 adjoining pasture lands, the use of which depends
on access to the watering-places. And with the intro-
duction of agriculture these rights become definite. All
irrigated lands are dependent on him for the water that
makes them fertile, and pay him first-fruits or tithes in
acknowledgment of his bounty. So far all is clear, and
in inany parts of the Semitic area—notably in the alluvium
of the Huphrates and Tigris, the granary of the ancient
East—agriculture is so completely 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. But in Palestine the corn crops,
which form a chief source of agricultural wealth, are
mainly grown without irrigation on land watered by rain
alone.” Yet in Hosea’s time the first-fruits of corn were
offered at the shrines of the Baalim, who had therefore
become, in Canaan, the givers of rain as well as the lords
of terrestrial waters. The explanation of this fact must
be sought in the uncontrolled use of analogy characteristic
of early thought. The idea that the DBaalim were the
authors of all fertility can only have taken shape among
communities whose agriculture was essentially dependent
on irrigation. DBut a little consideration will convince

1 Gen, xxi, 25 sg9., xxvi. 17 sgq. 5 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 in Deut. ii. 6, 28 ; but the Arabian law, that the wayfarer and his

beasts were allowed to drink 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. In such places agricultural
villages must have existed, each with its worship of the
local Baal, while the broad plains of Sharon or Hsdraelon
were still abandoned to wandering herdsmen. As hus-
bandry spread from these centres and gradually covered
the whole land, the worship of the Baalim spread with if;
the gods of the springs extended their domain over the
lands watered by the sky, and gradually added to their
old attributes the new character of “lords of rain”
The physical notions of the early Semites lent themselves
readily enough to this development. Men saw with their
own eyes that clouds rise from the sea (1 Kings xviii. 44)
or from “ the ends of the earth,” <.e. the distant horizon
(Jer. x. 13; Ps. cxxxv. 7), and so they had no reason
to doubt that the rain came from the same storehouse
as the fountains and streams of the Baalim! In the
oldest poetry of the Ilebrews, when Jehovah rides over
His land in the thunderstorm, His starting-point is not
heaven but Mount Sinai; a natural conception, for in
mountainous regions storms. gather round the highest
summits. 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 Phonicia
had their most famous seats at the sources of sacred

1T cannot follow Dillmann in regarding the cosmology of Gen. i., with
its twofold storehouse of water above and beneath the firmament, as more..
primitive than the simpler conception of rising clouds (Q'N'23). The cos-
mology of Gen. i. is confined to post-exilic writings (for 2 Kings vii. 2, 19
is not to the point), and involves a certain amount of abstract thought;
while the other view merely represents things as they appear to the eye.
It is quite a mistake to find a doctrine of evaporation in passages like Jer.

x. 13 ; the epithet nesiim refers to the visible movements of the clouds;
cf. such Arabic epithets as habdi, ““a cloud crouching on the horizon.”



LECT. 1II. GIVERS OF FERTILITY 107

streams, their worshippers would see a visible proof that
the gods of the fountains and rivers were also the givers
of rain. In the latest stage of Pheenician religion, when
all deities were habitually thought of as heavenly or astral
beings, the holiest sanctuaries were still those of the primi-
tive fountains and river gods, and both ritual and legend
continued to bear witness to the original character of these
deities. Many examples of this will come before us in
due course ; for the present, it may suffice to cite the case
of Aphaca, where the Urania or heaven goddess was wor-
shipped by casting gifts into the sacred pool, and where it
was fabled that once a year the goddess descended into the
waters in the shape of a falling star.!

Finally the life-giving power of the god was not limited
to vegetative nature, but to him also was aseribed the
increase of animal life, the multiplication of flocks and
herds, and, not least, of the human inhabitants of the
Iand. 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 fo a particular divine
power, the same power receives the thanks and homage of
his worshippers for the increase of cattle and of men.
Firstlings as well as first-fruits were offered at the shrines

1 Sozomen, i, 5; cf. the fallen star which Astarte is said to have
consecrated at the holy isle of Tyre (Philo Byblius in F». Hist, G, iil.
569).
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of the Baalim! and one of the commonest classes of per-
sonal names given by parents to their sons or daughters
designates the child as the gift of the god.?

In this rapid sketch of the development of the idea of
the local Baalim I have left many things to be confirmed
or filled out in detail by subsequent reference to the
particulars of their ritual, and I abstain altogether from
entering at this stage into the influence which the con-
ception of the Baalim as productive and reproductive
powers exercised on the development of a highly sensual
mythology, especially when the gods were divided info
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.

1 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 religions of the Baal type firstlings and first-fruits were brought
under the same general conception.

2To this class belong primarily the numerous Hebrew and Pheenician
names compounded with forms of the root N3 or jN% “‘to give” (Heb.
Jonathan, Pheen. Baaljathon ; Heb. Mattaniah, Pheen. Mutumbal [masc.
and fem.], etc.; Nabatean, Cosnathan [Euting, No. 12]); and Arabic names
formed by adding the god’s name to Wahb, Zaid (perhaps also Aus), “‘gift
of.” Cognate to these are the names in which the birth of a son is recog-
nised as a proof of the divine favour (Heb. Hananiah, Johanan; Pheen,
Hannibal, No'ammilkat [CIS, No. 41], gtc. ; Bdomite, Baal-Hanan [Gen.
xxxvi. 38]; Ar. Nawsan [Wadd. 2148], ““favour of EL,” Auf-el, ‘‘[good]
augury from EL” Ovaddsres [Wadd. 2372], ““love of Kl1”), or which express
the idea that he has helped the parents or heard their prayers (Heb. Azariah,
Shemaiah ; Pheen. Asdrubal, Eshmunazar, ete.}; cf. Gen. xxix. xxx.,
1 Sam. i. Finally there is a long series of mames such as Yehavbaal
(CZ8. No. 69), Kemoshyehi (De Vogiié, Mélanges, p. 89), ‘‘ Baal, Chemosh
gives life.” The great variety of gods referred to in Pheenician names of
these forms shows that the gift of children was aseribed to all Baalim, each
in his own sphere ; cf. Hosea, chap. 1.

3 This conception appears in Hosea and underlies the figure in Isa. Ixii. 4,
where married land (be'uldh) is contrasted with wilderness ; Wellhausen,
Heidenthwm, p. 170, It is a conception which might arise naturally enough
from the ideas above developed, but was no doubt favoured by the use of
baal to mean ‘‘husband.” How baal comes to mean husband is not
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You will ohserve 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.
It is in these parts of the Semitic field that the concep-
tion of the local gods as Baalim is predominant, though
traces of Ba'l as a divine title are found in Central
Arabia in various forms.! '

In the central parts of Arabia agriculture was confined
to oases, and the vocabulary connected with it is mainly
borrowed from the northern Semites? 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 Arameaans
occupied the oases and watering-places in the desert that
were suitable for commercial stations, and to these immi-
grants must be ascribed the introduction of agriculture
and even of the date-palm itself. The most developed
cults of Arabia belong not to the pure nomads, but to
these agricultural and ftrading 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 fulfilment 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
appropriation of the wife to her husband, but it does not imply a servile
relation, for the slave-girl does not call her master du'Z. Probably the key
is to be found in the notion that the wife is her husband’s tillage (Coran
ii. 283), in which case private rights over land were older than exclusive
marital rights,

‘ 1 Tor the evidence see Noldeke in ZDM@, vol. x1. (1886) p. 174; and
Wellhausen, Heidenthwm, p. 170.

2 Frinkel, dram. Fremdww. p. 125,
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to local Baalim, was unknown; but this impression is not
accurate. From the Coran (vi. 137) and 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
cultivated ground.! 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 affirma-
tive; for I find nothing in the Arabic use of the word ba'l
and its derivatives which is inconsistent with the view that
they had their origin in the cultivated oases, and much
that strongly favours such a view. The phrase “land
which the Baal waters” has no sense till it is opposed to
“land which the hand of man waters,” and irrigation is
certainly not older than agriculture. It is questionable
whether the idea of the godhead as the permanent or
immanent source of life and fertility—a very different

1 All the evidence on this point has been confused by an early misunder-
standing of the passage in the Coran : ‘‘They set apart for Alldh a portion
of the tilth or the cattle he has created, and say, This is Allah’s—as they
fancy—and this belongs to our partmers (idols); but what is assigned to
idols does not reach Alldh, and what is assigned to Alldh really goes to
the idols.” It is plain that the heathen said indifferently ¢ this belongs to
Allgh,” meaning the local god (cf. Wellh. Heid. p. 185), or this belongs to
such and such a deity (naming him), and Mohammed argues, exactly as
Hosea does in speaking of the homage paid by his contemporaries to local
Baalim, whom they identified with Jehovah, that whether they say
““Allah” or ‘‘Hobal,” the real object of their homage is a false god. But
the traditional interpretation of the text is that one part was set aside for
the supreme 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 the Coran. Allowance being made for this
error, which made the second half of the verse say that Allah was habitually
cheated out of his share in favour of the idols, the notices in Ibn Hishim,
p. 53, Sprenger, Leb. Moh. iii. 358, Pocock, Specimen, p. 112, may be
accepted as based upon fact. In Pocock’s citation from the Nazm al-dorr
it appears that irrigated land is referred to.
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thing from the belief that the god is the ancestor of his
worshippers—had 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
quickens the desert pastures, and there is no evidence that
rain was ascribed to tribal deities. The Arabs regard rain
as depending on the constellations, Ze. 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.! It is to
be noted also that among the Arabs the theophorous
proper names that express religions 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 fo the
great sanctuaries ab which the nomads appeared only as
pilgrims before a foreign god? In these pilgrimages the
nomadic Arabs might learn the name of Baal, but they

1 Wellhausen, Heid, p. 175 ; cf. Ibn Sa‘d, No. 80; Diw. Hodh., exiii. 18.
Note also that rain is not one of the boons prayed for at “Arafa (Agh. iii. 4 ;
cf. xix, 182. 6), though charms to produce rain were used (Wellh. p, 157).
These evidences do not prove that the gods were never appealed to as rain-
makers, but they render it very improbable that they were habitually thought
of ag such.

2 Cf, Wellhausen, p. 116.
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could not assimilate the conception of the god as a land-
owner and apply it to their own tribal deities, for the
simple 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! But in estimating
the influence on Arabian religion of agriculture and the
ideas connected with settled life, we must remember how
completely, in the centuries before Mohammed, the gods
of the madar (“glebe,” de villagers and townsfolk) had
superseded the gods of the wabar (“hair,” de. dwellers
in haircloth tents). Much the most important part of
the religious practices of the nomads consisted in pilgrim-
ages 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 commencement of settled life.
Where the god had a house or temple we recognise the
work of men who were no longer pure nomads, but had
begun to form fixed homes; and 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 at these the
god had his treasure 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

1 'We shall see in the next lecture that the institution of the héima or
sacred pasture-land is not based on the idea of property but on a principle
of taboo. A main argument for the antiquity of Baal religion in Arabia
is drawn from the denominative verh ba'ile = aliha, 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 aseribed to the influence of an
alien god than of a tribal divinity, and the word may well be supposed to
have primarily expressed the confusion and mazed perplexity of the nomad
when he finds himself at some great feast at a pilgrim shrine, amidst the
strange habits and worship of a settled population; cf. Athiopic bo'd,
“ 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 nomadic worshippers that
frequented it.*

The final result of this long. discussion is that the
cbnception 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, and
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 development, in
accordance with the type of agricultural life, of the more
primitive idea that the god has a special home or haunt
on earth. Agricultural babits 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 In Arabia one section of a tribe is often nomadic while another is
agricultural, but in spite of their kinship the two sections feel themselves
- very far apart in life and ways of thonght, and a nomad girl often refuses
to stay with a village husband. In this connection the traditions of the
foreign origin of the cult at Mecca deserve more attention than 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 habils ; moreover, as we have seen,
it was probably coloured from the first by Syrian and Nabatwan influences.
Yet it exercised a great attraction, mainly by appealing to the sensual part
of the Bedouin’s nature ; the feasts were connected with the markets, 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
almost entirely dissociated from daily life, and from the customs associated
with the sanctity of kinship, which at one time made up the chief part of
nomad religion. Cf. Wellh., Heid. p. 182.

8
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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.
In 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 & priori 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. In later times celestial gods predominate, 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, and 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 blood, poured over
a sacred stone. In such cases we have the idea of locality
connected with the godhead in the simplest form. 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.

In 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 in-
creased 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 o undisputed tradition, he had been
known to frequent from time immemorial.

That the gods haunted certain spots, which in conse-
quence 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 un-
mistakable 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 taken to be a good reason for sacrificing on the
spot. The deity has manifested himself either visibly or
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by some mighty deed, and therefore an act of worship
cannot be out of place. Saul builds an altar on the site
of his victory over the Philistines,! the patriarchs found
sanctuaries on the spot where the deity has appeared
to them? Gideon and Manoah present an offering where
they have received a divine message® Even in the Hebrew
religion God is not equally near at all places and all times,
and when a man is brought face to face with Him he
seizes the opportunity for an act of ritual homage.  DBut
the ordinary practices of religion are not dependent on
extraordinary manifestations of the divine presence; they
proceed on the assumption that there are fixed places
where the deity has appeared in the past and may be
expected to appear again. When Jacob has his dream of
a divine apparition at Bethel, he concludes not merely that
Jehovah is present there at the moment, but that the
place is “the house of God, the gate of heaven” And
accordingly Bethel continued to. be regarded as a sanctuary
of the first class down to the captivity. In like manner
all the places where the patriarchs were recorded to have
worshipped or where God appeared to them, figure as
traditional holy places in the later history, and at least
one of them, that of Mamre, 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 spiritual religion of the
Old Testament ; for the worship of Bethel, Shechem, Beer-
sheba, and the other patriarchal holy places, was mingled
with Canaanite elements and is regarded as idolatrous by
the prophets; and the later ritual at Mamre, which was

put down by the Christian emperors, was purely heathenish.”

11 Sam. xiv. 35.

2 (fen., xil, 7, xxil, 14, xxviii. 18 sgq.; cf. Ex. xvii, 15,

3 Judg. vi. 20, xiii. 19. :

4 The evidence is collected by Reland, Palwstina, p. 711 sqq.
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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 in 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 dematerialised. Isaiah has not risen to
the full height of the New Testament conception that God,
who is spirit and is to be worshipped spiritually, makes
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 director 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 “ He has set a memorial of His name,”
and in these He “comes to His worshippers and blesses
them” (Ex. xx. 24). Even this view rises above the
current ideas of the older Hebrewsin so far as it represents
the establishment of fixed sanctuaries as an accommoda-
tion to the necessities of man. It is obvious that in the
history of Jacob’s vision the idea is not that Jehovah came
to Jacob, but that Jacob was unconsciously guided to the
place where there already was a ladder set between earth
and heaven, and where, therefore, the godhead was peculiarly
accessible. Precisely similar to this is the old Hebrew
conception of Sinai or Horeb, “ the Mount of God.” It is
clear that in Ex. iil. the ground about the burning bush
does not become holy because God has appeared to Moses.
On the contrary, the theophany takes place there because
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it is holy ground, Jehovah’s habitual dwelling-place. In Ex.
xix. 4, when Jehovah at Sinai says that He has brought
the Israelites unto IHimself, the meaning is that He has
brought them to the Mount of God; and long after the
establishment of the Hebrews in Canaan, poets and pro-
phets describe Jehovah, when He comes to help His people,
as marching from Sinai in thundereloud and storm.!

This point of view, which in the Old Testament appears
only as an occasional survival of primitive thought, corre-
sponds 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 god 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 himself 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; butb originally
the former is only a mountain or glade in the unenclosed
wilderness, and the latter are merely spots in the desert
defined by some natural landmark, a cave, a rock, a fountain
or a tree.

We have seen that, when a sanctuary was once con-
stituted, the mere force of tradition and precedent, the

! Deut. xxxiii. 2; Judg. v. 4 sgg.; Hab. iii. 8. 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, but is sufficiently
evident from the facts cited above.
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continuous custom of worshipping at it, were sufficient
to maintain its character. At the more developed
sanctnaries 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 unecritical
age sufficient confirmation 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 estab-
lished. Ultimately, as we have seen, the proof that the
deity frequents a particular place lies in the fact that he
manifests himself there, and the proof is cumulative in
proportion to the frequency of the manifestations. The
difficulty about this line of proof is not that which
naturally suggests itself to our minds. We find it hard
to think of a visible manifestation of the godhead as an
actual oceurrence, 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, In the belief of the heathen Arabs, for example,
nature is full of living beings of superhuman kind, the
Jinn or demons! These jinm are not pure spirits but

1 For details as to the jinn in ancient times, see Wellhausen, Heidenthum,
p. 185 sgg.  The later form of the belief in such beings, much modified by
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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 ginnz 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 buman form, and when
they are offended they can avenge themselves in a super-
natural 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 from
the wonted tread of men! It appears from several
poetical passages of the Old Testament that the northern
Semites believed in demons of a precisely similar kind,
hairy beings (sé‘7rim), nocturnal monsters (l2/ath), which
haunted waste and desolate places, in fellowship with
jackals and ostriches and other animals that shun the
abodes of man.?

In Islam the gods of heathenism are degraded into
jinm, just as the gods of north Semitic heathenism are
called s¢7rzm ® in Lev. xvil 7, or as the gods of Greece
and Rome became devils to the early Christians. In 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 Introduction to his version
of the drabion Nights. In the old translation of the drabian Nights they
are called Genii, See also Van Vloten in Vienne Or. Jour. 1893, p. 169 sqq.,
from Al-Jahiz.

1 Certain kinds of them, however, frequent trees and even human
habitations, and these were identified with the serpents which appear and
disappear so mysteriously about walls and the roots of trees. See Nioldeke,
Ztschr, f. Volkerpsych., 1860, p. 412 sqq. ; Wellh. u¢ sup. p. 137. For the
snake as the form of the jinn of trees, see Rasmussen, Addst. p. 71, compared

with Jauhari and the Lisan, s. rod. baae.

2 Isa. xiil, 21, xxxiv. 14 ; of. Luke xi. 24,
3 ¢ 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 power—
for the heathen themselves did not rate the power of
their gods at omnipotence—but in their relations to man.
The jinn 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
logses 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 on
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 funda-
mental moral difference that the jinn are strangers and
s0, by the law of the desert, enemies, while the god, to
the worshippers who frequent his sanctuary, is a known
and friendly power. In 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 other! To the former
belong the untrodden wilderness with all its unknown
perils, the wastes and jungles that lie outside the familiar
tracks and pasture grounds of the tribe, and which only
the boldest men venture upon 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 neighbours, but with the super-

1 The close association between demons and wild beasts is well brought
out in a scholion to Ibn Hisham (ii. 9, L. 20, 23), where wild beasts and
serpents swarm round a ruin, and every one who seeks to carry anything
away from it is stricken by the jinn.
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natural beings that have their haunts side by side with
him. And as man gradually encroaches on 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 mysterious and pre-
sumably malighant powers, lose their terrors and either
become common ground or are transformed into the seats
of friendly deities. From this point of view the recogni-
tion of certain spots as haunts of the gods is the religious
expression of the gradual subjugation of nature by man.
In 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 scil, and has a protector near at 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 at peace with him.”?

The triumph of the gods over the demons, like the
triumph of man over wild 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 neighbours—
were either driven out into waste and untrodden places,
or were reduced to insignificance as merely subordinate

1 Job v. 23, The allusion to the wild beasts is characteristic; cf. Hos,
i, 20 (18); 2 Kings xvii, 26. An Arabian parallel in Ibn Sa‘d, No, 145,
with Wellhausen’s note, Skizzen, iv, 194.



LECT. IIL THE JINN 123

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 pheno-
menon 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 super-
natural 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 neighbours. 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 super-
natural 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. IHow does it 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
mind ? The importance of such an identification is
enormous, for it makes a durable alliance between man
and certain parts of nature which are not subject to his
will and contrel, 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 hondage to his natural surroundings cannot, have
been easily made, and is not to be explained by any slight
& priori method. The problem is not one to be solved off-
hand, but to be carefully kept in mind as we continue our
studies,

There is one thing, however, which it may be well to
note at 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 totemism. In the
totem stage of society each kinship or stock of savages
believes itself to be physically akin to some natural kind
of animate or inanimate things, most generally to some
kind of animal. Every animal of this kind 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! The importance of such a
permanent alliance, based on the indissoluble 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

1 8ee J. G. Frazer, Totemism (Edinburgh: A. & C. Black, 1887), p. 20
sgq. 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 all gort of marvellous attributes; it 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. In 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. DBub it is highly improbable 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 cerfain 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
distinet 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 evolved out of
ideas or usages which also find their expression in fotemism,
and therefore must go back to the most primitive stage of
savage society. It 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 comparison of totemism can do more than this negative
gervice 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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In the system of totemism men have relations not with
individual powers of nature, ¢.e. with gods, but with certain
classes of natural agents. The idea is that nature, like
mankind, 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, It 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
moment at the Arabian jinn.  One difference between
gods and ginn 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. In the Arabian
Nights we find jinn with individual names and distinctive
personalities, but in the old legends the individual jinnz
who may happen to appear to a man has no more a
distinet personality than a beast! e is only one of a
group of beings which to man are indistinguishable from

1 This may be illustrated by reference to a point of grammar which is of
some interest and is not made clear in the ordinary books. The Arab says
¢ the ghal appeared,” not ““a ghal appeared,” just as David says ‘‘the lion
came and the bear” (1 Sam. xvil. 84; Amos iii. 12, v. 19). The definite
article is nsed 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 Y87 in 1 Sam. ix. 9, where the article is
generic, and a general practice of men is spoken of ; and also from cases like
D‘BD-‘I (Gen. xiv. 13), 287, DN 'JNJ, etc., where the noun is really a
verbal adjective implying 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 par-
ticular locality, and united together by bonds of kinship
and by the practice of the blood-feud, so that the whole
clan acts together in defending its haunts from intrusion
or in avenging on men any injury done to one of its
members.? 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
Jinn and in savage superstifions about animals it is this
solidarity between all the members of one species, rather
than the strength of the individual jinni or animal, that
makes it an object of superstitious terror.

These points of similarity between the families of the
Jinn in Arabia and the families of animals among savages
are sufficiently striking, but they do not nearly exhaust the
case. We have already seen that the jinn usually 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

1 A curious local story about two clans of jinn, the B. Malik and the
B. Shaisabdn may be read in Yacat, ifl. 476 sgg. It is a gennine Bedouin
“tale, but like most later stories of the kind is not strictly mythical, 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, Nabigha, xxix, 10; cf. B. Hish. p. 282,
But Thalab makes the B, Ocaish a human race, and the words of Nabigha
are quite consistent 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,” 4.¢. spurious. .
2 For the blood-feud of the jinn the classical example is that in Azraci,
p. 261 (see below). But see also Damiri, s.v. arcam (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 kin 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 men who
had the power of assuming animal form. On the whole
it appears that the supernatural powers of the jinn 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 madman is possessed by the
Jinm (magnin), but there are a hundred examples of the
soul of a beast being held to pass into a man! 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 blood-
feud between the Banu Sahm and the jinn of Dha Tawa 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.* 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,

2 Hanash=Heb, y2, 07, For the story see Aazrvaci, p. 261 sqq.;
Wellh. p. 138.

8 Agh. xviii, 210 sgg. Taabbata Sharran is an historical person, and the
incident also is probably a fact., Trom 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 four hundred and twenty
species that were marshalled before Solomon! But the
tendency to give human shape to creatures that can reason
and speak is irresistible as soon as nen pass beyond pure
savagery, and just as animal gods pass over into anthropo-
morphic 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 jinn were snakes and other noxious
creeping things. The authority of certain utterances of
the prophet had a share in this limitation, but it is

foe it would seem that the supposed ghul was one of the feline carnivora, In
Damir, ii. 212, last line, a ghal appears in the form of a thieving cat.

1 Cazwini, i. 872 sg. 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 hand,
Damiri, ii. 218, 1. 22.

2 The 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 opinion on
the merits of the Arabian poets (4gk. viil. 78, ix. 168, cited by Wellh. p.
137), we have to do with literary fiction rather than genuine belief; and
similarly the story of a gh#l who rides on an ostrich in Cazwini, 1. 378 sq¢.,
is only an edifying Moslem tale. These stories stand in marked contrast
with the genuine old story in Maidani, i. 181, where the demon actually is
an ostrich, The transition to the anthropomorphic view is seen in the story
of Taabbata Sharran, where the monster ghal is called one of the wild beasts
of the jinn, as if he were only their animal emissary. The riding beasts of
the jinn are of many species; they include the jackal, the gazelle, the
porcupine, and itis mentioned as an exceptional thing that the hare is not
one of them (S7hal, s.v.; 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 Zamakhshari, Feie, i.
71: ““Ignorant people think that wild beasts are the cattle of the jinn, and
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.
Mir. Ause. 145: ““In Arabia there is said fo be a kind of hywena, which
when it sees a beast first (4.¢c. before being seen, Plato, Rep. i. p. 836 D
Theocr. xiv. 22; Virgil, Bel. 9. 54) or treads on a man’s shadow, renders it
or him incapable of voice and movement,”

9
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natural enough that these creatures, of which men every-
where have a peculiar horror and which continue to haunt
and molest men’s habitations after wild beasts have been
driven out into the desert, should be the last to be stripped
of their supernatural character.!

It appears then that even in modern 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 jinn which savages do not
tell of animals. Under these circumstances it requires a
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 indistin-
guishable from a totem kind, and instead of calling the
Jinn gods without worshippers, we may, with greater pre-
cision, speak of them as potential totems without human
kinsfolk. This view of the nature of the jinn helps us to
understand the principle on which particular spots were
viewed as their haunts. In the vast solitudes of the
Arabian desert every strange sound is readily taken 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 neces-
sarily suppose that the sights and sounds that were deemed
supernatural really were more frequent there than else-
where. Mere fancy might keep the supernatural reputation
of a place alive, but in its origin even the uncontrolled

1 The snake is an object of superstition in all countries. For superstitions
connected with ¢‘creeping things” in general among the northern Semites,
see Ezek. viil. 10. An oath by all the creeping things (hanash) between the

two Harras appears in B. Hish. 10, 1. 14, Tab, i, 911, 20, in a 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 sounds that
affray the wayfarer in haunted regions, and the stories of
huntsmen who go up into a mountain of evil name and
are carried off by the ghal, point distinetly to haunted spots
being the places where evil beasts walk by night. More-
over, while the jinn frequent waste and desert places in
general, their special haunts are just those where wild
beasts gather most thickly—not the arid and lifeless
desert, but the mountfain glades and passes, the neigh-
bourhood of trees and groves, especially the dense
untrodden thickets that occupy moist places in the
bottoms of the valleys.*

These, it is true, are the places where the spontaneous
life of nature is most actively exhibited in all its phases,
and where therefore it may seem self-evident that man will
be most apt to recognise the presence of divine or at least
of superhuman powers. Bub so general an explanation as
this is no explanation at all. Primitive religion was not
a philosophical pantheism, and the primitive 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 places—
appeared to the primitive Semite to be the habitations, not

1 All this, and especially the association of the jinn with natural thickets,
is well brought out by Wellhausen, Heidenthum, p. 186, 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
natural jungles are still avoided as the haunts of wild beasts ; no Avah,
according to Wrede, willingly spends a night in the Wady Ma'isha, because
its jungles are the haunts of many species of dangerous carnivora (Wrede's
Reise in Hadhramout, ed. Maltzan, p. 131). The lions of Al-Shard and of
the jungles of the Jordan valley (Zech. xi, 8) may be compared, and it 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 ten-
fold. Even in the old Mohammedan literature no sharp line is drawn
between danger from wild beasts and danger from jinn ; see the scholion
cited supra, 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 jinm to possess, and that this belief did not rest on
mere general impressions, but was supported by reference
to actual demoniac apparitions. The usual vague talk
about an instinctive 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 natural fertility, untouched 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 wvery same supernatural
qualities which the Arabs ascribe to the jinn, and that the
Arabs speak of Baccir as a place famous for its demons in
exactly. the same matter-of-fact way in which they speak
of Al-Shard 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
seldom 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 move-
ments in the wind and the elasticity of their branches!
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 kinds of jinn with
trees must in many cases be regarded as primary, the trees
themselves being conceived as animated demoniac beings.

1 Aristotle, De plantis, i. p. 815 ; Plutarch, Plac. Philos, v. 26.
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In Hadramaut it is still dangerous to touch the sensitive
Mimosa, because the spirit that resides in the plant will
avenge the injury.! The same idea appears in the story
of Harb b. Omayya and Mirdds 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 after-
wards. The sinn 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 similarly in Moslem superstition the ginn of the
‘oshr and the hamata are 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 gharcad tree designing him to the
command of the army of Yazid against Medina? Or
again the value of the gum of the acacia (swmora) as an
amulet is connected wth the idea that it is a clot of
menstruous blood (Zaid), v.e. that the tree is a woman.t
And similarly the old Hebrew fables of trees that speak
and act like human beings® have their original source in
the savage personification of vegetable species.

1 Wrede’s Reise, ed. Maltzan, p. 181. ,
2 Agh. vi. 92, xx. 185 sq. 3 dgh. i. 14.

4 Rasmussen, Add. p. 71; Zamakhshari, 4sds, s.v. eIy New-born

children’s heads were rubbed with the gum to keep away the jinn, just as
they used to be daubed with the blood of the sacrifice called ‘acice (see my
Kinship, p. 152). The blood of menstruation has supernatural 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. u¢ sup.). The same
thing was affirmed of the hysna, which has many magical qualities and
peculiar affinities to man (Kinship, p. 199).
5 Judg. ix. 8 sgq.; 2 Kings xiv. 9.
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In brief it is not unjust 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 inorganic 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 mediceval Arabs associate a definite
class of demons with sand-whirlwinds and apply the name
zowibt indifferently to these phenomena and to the jinn
that accompany or cause them! More important is the
widespread belief that the stars move because they are
alive, which underlies the planet and constellation worship
of the Semites as of other ancient nations. Volcanic
phenomena, in like manner, are taken for manifestations
of supernatural life, as we see in the Greek myths of
Typhoeus and in the Moslem legend of the crater of
Barahtit in Hadramaut, whose rumblings are held to be
the groans of lost souls;? probably also in the legend. of
the “fire of Yemen” in the valley of Darawan which in
heathen times is said to have served as an ordeal, devour-
ing the guilty and sparing the innocent;® and again,

18ee the lexx. and also Jahiz as cited by Vloten, Péen. Or. J. vii. 180.
In several Arabian legends the eccentric movements of dust-whirlwinds are
taken to be the visible signs of a battle between two clans of Jinn (B, Hish.
ii, 492, Yact, iii, 478 ; cf. B, Hish. 331 sg.).

? See Yacit, 1. 598; De Goeje, Hadramaut, p. 20 (Rev. Col. Intern.
1886). Does this belief rest on an early myth connected with the name of
Hadramaut itself? See Olshausen in Rhein. Mus. Ser. 3, vol. viil. p. 322
Sttzungsb, d. Berliner Ak, 1879, p. 571 sgq.

3 Ibn Hisham, p. 17, with the scholia ; Bekri, p. 621 ; Yaeat, iii. 470,

Yaciit describes the valley as acoursed ; no plant grew there, no man could
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 influences! 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.
It seems to be a mistake to suppose that distant and ex-
ceptional things are those from which primitive man forms
his general views of the supernafural; 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.? Of all inanimate things that which
has the best marked supernatufal associations among the
Semites is flowing (or, as the Hebrews say, “living ) water,
In one of the oldest fragments of Hebrew poetry? the
fountain is addressed as a living being; and sacred wells
are among the oldest 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 animal form, but the fundamental

11t may be conjectured that the indignation of the jinn at the violation
of their haunts, as it appears in the story of Harb and Mirdas, would not
have been so firmly believed in but for the fact that places such as the 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 Moham-
medan tradition, the Prophet assigned the uplands (jals) to the believing
jinn, and the deep lowlands (ghaur) to the unbelieving. The latter are in
Arabia the homes of fever and plague (Damiri, i, 231).

? See Lang, Myth, Ritual and Religion, chap. v. Among the Semites
the worship of sun, moon and stars does not appear to have bad any
great vogue in the earliest times. Among the Hebrews there is little
trace of it before Assyrian influence became potent, and in Arabia it is
by no means so prominent as is sometimes supposed ; cf. Wellhausen, p.
173 sqq.

8 Num. xxi, 17, 18 : “* Spring up, O well ! sing ye to it

(R4
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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 known and friendly powers
with whom men maintain stated relations, we find that in
their physical character the homes of the gods are precisely
similar to those of the jinn—mountaing and thickets,
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 bubt not their supernabtural 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 important share in determining the
development of ideas as to the functions of the god.
How this was possible we have seen in the coneception
of the local Baalim. The spontaneous luxuriance of
marshy lands already possessed supernatural associations
when there was no thought of bringing it under the
service of man by cultivation, and when the rich valley
bottoms were avoided with superstitious terror as the
haunts of formidable natural enemies. How this terror
was first broken through, and the transformation of
certain groups of hostile demons into friendly and kindred
powers was first effected, we cannot tell; we can only say

1 For the details as to sacred waters among the Semites, see below in
Lect. V.



LECT. IIL HOLY PLACES 137

that the same transformation is already effected, by means
of totemismn, in the most primitive societies of savages, and
that there is no record of a stage in human society in
which each community of men 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 land
and its waters, the givers of life and fertility to all
that dwell on it, goes maturally hand in hand with the
development of agriculture and 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
triendly powers of the Semites were originally totems, .e.
that the relations of certain kindred communities of men
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 my
analysis of the nature of the jinn is correct, the conclusion
that the Semites did pass through the totem stage can be
avoided only by supposing them to be an 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) among the
non-human or superhuman animate kinds by which the
universe is peopled: And this supposition is so extrava-
gant that no one is likely to adopt it. On the other hand,
it may be argued with more plausibility that totemism, if
it 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 through-
out in the closest contact with savage ritual and institu-
fions of totem 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
it is so has already been taken, when we have found that
the sanctuaries of the Semitic world are identical in physical
character with the haunts of the finn, so that as regards
their local associations the gods must be viewed as simply
replacing the plant and animal demons! If this is so we
can hardly avoid the conclusion that some of the Semitic
gods are of totem origin, and we may expect to find the
most distinet traces of this origin at the oldest sanctunaries.
But we are not to suppose that every local deity will have
totem associations, for new gods as well as new sanctuaries
might doubfless spring up at 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, in many instances, have come to be looked
upon as the abode of friendly powers and fit seats of
worship, after the demons had ceased to be directly
identified with species of plants and animals, and had

1 The complete development of this argument as it bears on the nature of
the gods must be reserved for a later course of lectures; but a provisional
discussion of some points on which a difficulty may arise will be found
below : see ddditional Note A, Gods, Demons, and Plants or Animals.
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acquired quasi-human forms like the nymph and satyrs of
the Greeks. It is one thing fo 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 1V
HOLY PLACES IN THEIR RELATION TO MAN

T 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 at 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 at 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 holy and
what is common 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 associa-
tions with spiritual things. This conception of holiness
goes back to the Hebrew prophets, especially to Isaiah;
but it is not the ordinary conception of antique religion,
nor does it correspond to the original sense of the Semitic
words that we translate by “holy” While it is not easy
to fix the exact idea of holiness in ancient Semitic religion,

it 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 at the Canaanite shrines
the name of “holy” (masc. cédeshum, fem. cédeshoth) 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 and 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 ftheir physical surroundings; it shows
itselt 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 most 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 god-
head itself is manifest to men, not equally at all places,
but specially at those places where the gods are immediately
present and from which their activity proceeds. In fact

1 The Pheenicians speak of the ‘‘hely gods” (D¥Mpn msxn, C0I8. No.
3, 1. 9, 22), as the Hebrews predicate holiness of Jehovah.
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the idea 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 them-
selves, as the most general notion that governs their
relations with humanity ; and, as these relations are con-
centrated at particular points of the earth’s surface, it is
at these points that we must expeet to find the clearest
indications of what holiness means.

At first sight the holiness of the sanctuary may seem
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. In Arabia, for example,
where there were great tracts of sacred land, it was for-
bidden to cut fodder, fell trees, or hunt game;! all the

1 Wellh., Heidenthum, p. 102, and refs. there given to the ordinances laid
down by Mohammed for the Haram of Mecca and the Lima of Wajj at Taif.
In both cases the ordinance wasa confirmation of old usage, and similar rules
were laid down by Mohammed for his new Haram at Medina (Beladhori, p.
759.). At Mecca the law against killing or chasing animals did not apply to
certain noxiouscreatures. The usually received tradition (Bokhari, ii, 195, of
the Biilic vocalised ed. ) names the raven aud the kite, 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 at Mina, which is within the Haram (Bokh, ii. 196,
1. 1sgq.). That the protection of the god is not extended to manslaying
animals and 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. Sahm (supre, p. 128). From the law against
cutting plants the idhkhir (dndropigon schenanthus, or lemon-grass) was
excepted by Mohammed with some hesitation, on the demand of Al:Abbas,
who pointed out that it was the custom to allow it 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.
In the Arabic the variations turn on small graphical points often left out
by scribes. I take it that originally the two uses were either both prac-
tical, “‘for the smiths and the (thatching of) house-roofs,” or both cere-
monial, ‘‘ for entombment and the purification of houses.” As the lemon-grass
was valued in antiquity for its perfume, and the fragrant harmal was also
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natural prodicts of the holy soil were exempt from human
appropriation.  But it 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 in later times the priests at the
greater Semitic sanctuaries did treat the holy reservations
as their own domain. Bubt 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 communal
rights in holy places and things. In nomadic Arabia
sanctuaries are older than any doctrine of property that
could possibly be applied to a tract like the Aaram at
Mecca or the Zima of Taif. To constitute private pro-
perty, 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 it habitually encamps at
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

used in old Arabia to lay the dead in, and is still used to fumigate houses,
the second reading is the better. The lemon-grass might be cut for pur-
poses of a religious or quasi-religious character. ~Mohammed probably
hesitated because these uses were connected with heathen superstition, Cf.
Muh, in Medina, p. 338.
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fixed villages the inhabitants claim an exclusive right to a
certain circuit of pasture round the township. Claims of
this description are older than Islam, and are guaranteed
by Mohammed in several of his treaties with new converts,
in varying terms, which evidently follow the variations of
customary law in different parts of the peninsula. In
such cases we may legitimately speak of communal pro-
perty in pasture-lands, but private property in such has
never been known to Arabian law.!

From this statement it is obvious that the Arabs
might indeed conceive the temple to be the personal pro-
perty of the god, but could not bring the rules affecting
sacred pastures under the same category. On the analogies
that have just come before us we can readily understand
that the haunts of unfriendly demons would be shunned
for fear of their enmity, but the friendly god could have
no exclusive right to hold waste lands against his wor-
shippers. At Mecca the Coraish built houses or dug wells
and enjoyed the full right of property in the work of
their hands, and the open Haram was free to every man’s
cattle like an ordinary tribal or communal pasture-ground.
These rules are so obviously in accordance with the whole
- spirit of ancient Arabian institutions 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 at most sanctuaries
embracing a stretch of pasture-ground, the right of grazing
was free to the community of the god, but not to outsiders.
Tt appears to me that this formula covers all the known
facts if we make a reasonable allowance for local variations

! See Tbn Sa'd, Nos, 21, 23, 121, with Wellhausen’s refs. to Doughty, ii.
245, and especially Ibn Hishdm, p, 955. In two cases the reserved pasture
is called a fiéma, and this is the term still used. Cf. on the law of pasture,
Abd Yasuf, Kut. ol-Kharay (Bulae, AH. 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 ques-
tion 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 at
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 wor-
shippers were in some sense outsiders, and the priests might
claim the himd as a quasi-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. At the hima of Wajj, attached to the
sanctuary of al-Lat at Taif, the rules are practically identical
with those at Mecca ; and when we observe that Mohammed
confirmed these rules, in the interest of the inhabitants!
at the same time that he destroyed al-Lat and did away
with the ancient sanctity of the spot, it is natural to infer
that in other cases also the hima which he allowed to subsist
as a communal pasture-ground round a village or fown
was originally a sacred tract, protected from encroachment
by the fear of the god rather than by any civil authority.
It 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 than the high

1 According to Bekyi, p. 838, the treaty of Mohammed with the Thacif,
or people of Taif, contained the clause wathacifun ahacew "n-nasi biwejjin, so
that the confirmation of the old taboos was clearly meant to benefit them.
And so it did ; for to cut down the wood is the quickest way toruin a pasture-
ground for camels. See the interesting remarks of Floyer in Joura. R. 4. Soc.

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 at Mecca and
Medina are still placed under a religious sanction; on
those who violated the latter Mohammed invoked the
irrevocable curse of God and the angels and all men' The
restrictions on the use of other Jimds have under Islam
only a civil sanction, but the punishments appointed by
Mohammed for those who violate them are manifestly
based on old religious customs exactly parallel to the
taboos prevalent among savage nations whose notions of
property are still imperfectly developed. If a wood-
cutter intruded on the fdma of Wajj or Nact, he forfeited
his hatchet and his clothes ; if a man unlawfully grazed his
cattle on the Aima of Jorash, the cattle were forfeit.?2 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 Mecea, 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 kima become sacred and cannot be reclaimed.
By students of primitive society these rules will at once be
recognised as belonging to the sphere of faboo and not of

1 Beladhori, p. 8.
2 Tbn Hisham, p. 918 ; Beladhori, p. 9; Ibn Hisham, 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 volume in
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 kings and priests, fall under
the head of public rather than of private estate. Accord-
ing to ancient conceptions, the interests of the god and
his community are too closely identified to admit of a
sharp distinction between sacred purposes and public pur-
poses, and as a rule nothing is claimed for the god in
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 pecula-
tion and individual encroachment, but available for public
objects in time of need. The Canaanites of Shechem took
money from their temple to provide means for Abimelech’s
enterprise, when they resolved to make him their king ; 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, it 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 it 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 surrounded 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 (eg. such as
are physically unclean) and certain actions (eg. the shed-
ding of blood). Nay, in many cases the assertion 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. In
the Old Testament the legal right of asylum is limited to
the case of involuntary homicide ;! but the wording of the
law shows that this was a narrowing of ancient custom,
and many heathen sanctuaries of the Pheenicians and
Syrians retained even in Roman times what seems to have
been an unlimited right of asylum.?- At certain Arabian

1 Ex, xxi. 18, 14. Here the right of asylum belongs 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, 4nn. iil. 60 sgq., of
the inguiry made by Tiberius into abuses of the right of asylum. Among
the holy places to which the right was confirmed after due investigation
were Paphos and Amathus, both of them Pheenician sanctuaries, The
asylum at the temple of Melcarth at Tyre is mentioned by Diodorus, xvii,
41. 8. There was also a right of asylum at Daphne near Antioch (Strabo,
xvi. 2. 6; 2 Mace. iv. 38), and many Phenician and Syrian towns are
designated as asylums on their coins ; see Head, Greek Num., Index iv.,
under AZTAOZ and IEPAS A3TAOY., The Heracleum at the fisheuring
station near the Canobic mouth of the Nile (Herod. ii. 118) may also be
cited, for its name and place leave little doubt that it was a Phewnician
temple. Here the fugitive slave was dedicated by being tattooed with
sacred marks—a Semitic custom ; cf. Lucian, Dea Syria, lix., and dghani,
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sanctuaries the god gave shelter to all fugitives without
distinction, and even stray or stolen cattle that reached
the holy ground could not be reclaimed by their owners.!
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 and 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 them.?

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 af 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.

1 Yacat, s.v. Jolsad and Fals ; Wellhausen, pp. 48, 50.

% See the verse from Ibn Hisham, p. 58, explained by Wellh. p. 108. The
grounds on which Wellhausen concludes that these consecrated camels formed
a sacred herd grazing on the holy pasture of the god are not quite satisfactory.
The story in Mofaddal, AmékaZ, p. 19, shows that sometimes at least they
remained with their old herd ; and this agrees best with the statement of
the Arabian philologists.

& E.g. their milk might be drunk only by guests (Ibn Hisham, p. 58).
Similarly, consecration sometimes meant no more than that men might eat
the flesh but not women, or that only particular persons might eat of it
(Sura, vi. 139 sg.). Above all, the consecrated camel might not be ridden,
whence the name Z@mi. It is recorded on the authority of Laith (Lisan,
xix. 841) that in certain cases the back of the camel was so injured that
it could not be ridden ; but this certainly was not the universal rule, for
in an emergency a man mounts a sacred camel to pursue robbers (Mofaddal,
Amthal, p. 19 ; Freytag, dr. Provv. i. 352). The immissio hirudinum in
tergum, Rasmussen, Add. p. 70 ; Wellhausen, p. 111, is only a corruption

of what Laith tells, In Rasmussen’s text read u_\l;\ for (.;\ :_‘, and

d_,;\:\“, fOl‘ u,' \,.\,.,; .
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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 and
still be private property. From this point of view it
would appear that common things are such as men 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 essen-
tially 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 idea. No stress can be laid on the
root vip, which is that commonly used by the northern
Semites, for of this the original meaning is very uncertain,
though there is some probability that it implies “separation”
or “withdrawal.” But the root pom, which is mainly em-
ployed in Arabic but runs through the whole Semitic field,
undoubtedly conveys the notion of prohibition, so that a
sacred thing is one which, whether absolutely or in certain
relations, is prohibited to human usel The same idea of
prohibition or interdiction associated with that of protection
from encroachment is found in the root “om, from which
is derived the word jpimd, denoting a sacred enclosure or
temenos.?

We have already found reason to think that in Arabia

1 In Hebrew this root is mainly applied to such consecration as implies
absolute separation from human use and association, Z.e. the total destruction
of an accursed thing, or in more modern times excommunication. Some-
what similar is the sense of Zwrdm in the Arabic form of cath ‘‘ana hard-
maan i . . ., Agh, xix. 27. 18.

% Hence perhaps the name of Hamath on the Orontes ; Lagarde, Bildung
der Nominw, p. 156, The primary sense of the root, as Noldeke has re-
marked, is ‘‘to watch over,” whence in Palestinian Aramaic it comes to be the
usual word for ‘“to see,” while in Hebrew again the word i, ““a wall,”
is derived from it.



LECT. IV, HOLINESS 151

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
50. - 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 not
hedged 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
form a single community——primarily, let us suppose, a
community of kingship-—and so all the social laws that
regulate men’s conduct 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, and
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 god—
the ~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 destrue-
tion of the man who presumes to approach it unduly.
Hence in all their dealings with natural things men must
be on their guard 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 in the sense just explained, 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. It is convenient to
have a distinet name for this primitive institution, to mark
it off from the later developments of the idea of holiness
in advanced religions, and for this purpose the Polynesian
term taboo has been selected.? 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 surrounded by mysterious 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 regulation 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 malignant enemies—against contact
with evil spirits and the like. Thus alongside of taboos
that exactly correspond to rules of holiness, protecting the
inviolability of idols and sanctuaries, priests and chiefs, and
generally of all persons and things pertaining to the gods
and their worship, we find another kind of taboo which in

1 Sometimes by civil penalties also, For in virtue of its solidarity the
whole community is compromised by the impiety of any one of its members,
and is concerned to purge away the offence.

2 A good account of taboo, with references to the best sources of informa-
tion on the subject, is given by Mr. J. G. Frazer in the 9th ed. of the Encyel.
Britan, vol. xxiii. p. 15 sgq.
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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 and so forth, are temporarily taboo and separated from
human society, just as the same persons are unclean in
Semitic religion. In these cases the person under taboo is
not regarded 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 explana-
tion, from the presence of formidable spirits which are
shunned like an infectious disease. In most savage societies
no 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. Among
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 it was unclean.® But though not precise,
the distinetion 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 unclean may
be brought within the sphere of divine ordinances, on the
view that uncleanness 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 most startling agreement in point of
detail with savage faboos? leaves mo reasonable doubt as
to the origin and ultimate relations of the idea of holiness.

1 Lucian, Dex Syr. liv.; cf. Antiphanes, ap. Athen. iii. p. 95 [Meineke,
Fr. Com. Gr. iil. 68].
2 See Additional Note B, Holiness, Uncleanness, 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
unclean, marks a real advance above savagery. All taboos
are inspired by awe of the supernatural, but there is a
great moral difference between precautions against the
invasion of mysterious hostile powers and precautions
founded on respect for the prerogative of a friendly god.
The former belong o magical superstition—the ‘barrenest
of all aberrations of the savage imagination—which, being
founded only on fear, acts merely as a bar to progress and
an impediment to the free use of nature by human energy
and industry. DBut the restrictions on individual licence
which are due to respect for a known and friendly power
allied to man, however trivial and absurd they may appear
to us in their details, contain within them germinant
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
individual 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 depend on the reason-
ableness 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 moral order, as well as mere external
precepts of physical observance, shall be placed under the
sanction of the god of the community. Breaches of social
order are recognised as offences against the holiness of the
deity, and the development of law and morals is made
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possible, at a stage when human sanctions are still wanting,
or too imperfectly administered 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 it
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 vich vegetation, a covert of
jungle haunted by lions, a shaggy glade on the mountain-
side, a solitary eminence rising from the desert, where
toppling blocks of weather-beaten granite concealed the
dens of the hysna and the bear, needed only the support
of tradition to bear witness for themselves to their own
sanctity. In such cases it was natural to draw the border
of the boly ground somewhat widely, and to allow an
ample verge on all sides of the sacred centre. In Arabia,
as we have seen, the svma sometimes enclosed a great tract
of pasture land roughly marked off by pillars or cairns,
and the haram 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
temples.! In like manner Renan concludes 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? In a cultivated and thickly-peopled land

1 For the sanctity of Hermon see further Reland, Palestina, p. 323.
2 Renan, Mission de Phénicic (1864), p. 295,
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it was difficult to maintain a rigid rule of sanctity over
a wide 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 wor-
shippers was held to be the god’s land and to participate
in his holiness. Yet some remains of the old sanctity
of whole regions survived even in Syria to a late date.
Iamblichus, 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, embowered in inviolable
thickets, to which ancient tradition forbade the adjuncts
of temple and image.!

The taboos or restrictions applicable within the wide
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.
In some cases all access to the Arabian iitma was forbidden,
as at the sacred tract marked off round the grave of Ibn
Tofail? For with the Arabs grave and sanctuary were

1 Tamblicus, Vit. Pyth. iii. (15); Tacitus, Hest. ii. 78. From 1 Kings
xviil. it would be clear, apart from the classical testimonies, that Carmel
was a sacred mountain of the Pheenicians. It had also an altar of Jehovah,
and this made it the fit place for the contest between Jehovah-worship and
Baal-worship, Carmel isstill clothed with thickets as it was in Old Testament
times (Amos i, 2 ; Mie, vii. 14 ; Cant. vil. §) ; and Amos ix. 3, Mic. vil. 14,
where its woods appear as a place of refuge, do not receive their full force till
we combine them with Jamblichus’s notice that the mountain was an &£Bzsoy,
where the flocks, driven up into the forest in autumn to feed on the leaves
(as is still done, Thomson, Land and Book [1860], pp. 204 sq., 485), were
inviolable, and where the fugitive found 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 sq., is exactly like an old Canaanite feast.

2 Agh. 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. Bub an absolute
exclusion of human visitors, while not unintelligible at a
tomb, could hardly be maintained at a sanctuary which
contained a place of worship, and we have seen that some
himds were open pastures, while the haram at Mecca even
contained a large permanent population! The tendency
was evidently to a gradual relaxation of burdensome restrie-
tions, 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 us from the Old Testament—was never lost
sight of in Semitic worship. In the higher forms of
religion this quality, which nearly corresponds to self-
respect and the sense of personal dignity 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 supra;
Goldziher, Culte des Ancéires cher les Arabes (Paris, 1885), and Muh. Studien,
p. 229 sgg.; and some remarks, perhaps too sceptical, in my Kinship,
p. 18 s99.

L Yactt, iil. 790 (cf. Wellh. p. 102), says that marks, called ‘‘scare-
crows” (akhyile), were set up to show that a place was a imd, and must not
be approached. But to ““approach” a forbidden thing (cariba) is the
general word for violating a taboo, so the expression ought not perhaps to
be pressed too closely. The Greek ZBxvoy is also used simplyin the sense of
inviolable (along with &svasv). It is notable, however, that in the same
passage Yacit tells us that two of the marks that defined the Ziméa of Faid
were called ‘‘the twin sacrificial stones” (ghariyan). He did not know the
ritual meaning of ghariy, and may therefore include them among the
akhyile by mere inadvertence. But if the place of sacrifice really stood on the
border of the sacred ground, the inevitable inference is that the worshippers
were not allowed to enter the enclosure. This would be 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.

2 This, it 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 in all parts of the holy
land, are modified by practical considerations.  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 actions that constitute a breach of ceremonial
holiness merely involve temporary uncleanness and some
ceremonial act of purification, or else are condoned alto-
gether 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 it on the ground; or again the intercourse of the
sexes, which was strictly forbidden at temples and to
warriors on an expedition, entailed in ordinary life only
a temporary impurity, purged by ablution or fumigation.!
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 ecities, 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. It was felt that such en-
croachments were not without grave danger, and it was
often thought necessary to accompany them with expiatory
1 See Additional Note C, Taboos on the Intercourse of the Sexes.
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ceremonies of the most solemn kind.! Within the god’s
holy land all parts of life are regulated with constant
regard to his sanctity, and so among 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 upon; but it will repay us to
look at 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 thatb
which protects the trees of the femenos or hima, and all
the natural life of the spot. In the more advanced forms
of Semitic religion the mnatural wood of the sanctuary is
sometimes represented ‘as planted by the god,? which would

1 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 Mirdas (supra, p. 183). Here the danger still comes from the
iinn of the place, but even where the whole land already belongs to a
friendly deity, precautions are necessary when man lays his hand for the
first time on any of the good things of nafure, Thus the Hebrews 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 ‘“uncir-
cumeised,” 7.¢. taboo, and might not be eaten at all (Lev, xix. 23 sgq.). A
similar idea underlies the Syrian traditions of human sacrifice at the founda-
tion of cities (Malalas, Bonn ed. pp. 87, 200, 203), which are not the less
instructive that they are not historically true. In Arabia the local jinn or
earth-demons (whl al-ard) are still propitiated by sprinkling the blood
of a sacrifice when new land is broken up, a new house built, or a new well
opened (Doughty, i 186, il. 100, 198). Kremer, Studien, p. 48, cites a
passage from Abi “Obaida, ap. Damiri, i, 241, which shows that such
sacrifices to the jinn follow an ancient custom, forbidden by the prophet.

2 The cypresses at 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 instinet with a particle of divine
life. Equally widespread, and to all appearance equally
primitive, is the rule exempting the birds, deer and other
game of the sanctuary from molestation! These wild
creatures must have been regarded as the guests or clients
rather than the property of the god, for Semitic law
recognises no property in fere nature. But in the oldest
law the client is only an artificial kinsman, whose rights
are constituted 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 in all
their parts ‘and pertinents with a certain supernatural
energy. This is the usual savage idea about things that
are taboo, and even in the higher religions the process of
subsuming all taboos under the conception of the holiness
of the personal god is always slow and often imperfectly
carried out. In particular there is one main element
in the doctrine of Zaboo, perfectly irrational from the
standpoint of any religion 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 Hisham, p. 74, 11. 10, 11. Birds found sanctuary
at the temple of Jerusalem (Ps. lxxxiv. 3). At Curium in 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.*4. xi. 7), and the
same belief prevailed in the Middle Ages with regard to the mosque and
tomb of Siddica (Al-Shajara) in the mountains E. of Sidon (Mocaddasi,
p. 188). In the sacred island of Icarus in the Persian Gulf the wild goats
and gazelles might be taken for sacrifice only (Arrian, vii. 20) ; or, according
to Aelian (V. 4. xi. 9), the huntsman had to ask permission of the goddess ;
otherwise the hunt proved 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
ritual parts of the Old Testament. Holiness, like taboo, is
conceived as infectious, propagating itself by physical con-
tact. To avoid complicating the present argument by a
multitude of details, I reserve the full illustration of this
matter for a notel! and confine myself to the observation
that even in Hebrew ritual common things brought into
contact with things very sacred are themselves “sanctified,”
go that they can be no longer used for common purposes.
In some cases it is provided fhat this inconvenient sanctity
may be washed out and purged away by a ceremonial
process; in others the consecration is indelible, and the
thing has to be destroyed. In the Old Testament these
are mere fragmentary survivals of old rules of sanetity;
and the details are to some extent peculiar. The idea that
things which fall under a taboo, and so are withdrawn
from common use, must be destroyed, is far more prominent
among the Hebrews than among other Semites; but the
general principle applies to all Semitic religions, and at
once explains most of the special taboos applicable to
sanctuaries, eg. 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 at the door of the sanctuary.
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
sanetuary.  Naturally this principle admits of many
varieties in detail Holiness acquired by contact is not
so indelible as inborn sanctity. In many rituals it can
be removed from clothes by washing them, and from the
person of a worshipper by ablution. As a rule the con-

1 See Addittonal Note B, Holiness, Uncleanness, and Taboo.
11
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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
precinets (Num. xxxv. 26 sg.).

The ultimate sanction of these rules lay in the intrinsic
power of holy things to vindicate themselves against en-
croachment ; or according to the higher heathenism in the
jealousy of the personal god, who resents all undue violation
of his environment. Bubt when the rules were once estab-
lished, they tended to maintain themselves without the
constant intervention of supernatural sanctions by the
action of ordinary social forces. A bold man might

" venture to violate a taboo and take his risk of super-
natural danger; but if his comrades were not equally bold
they would immediately shun him lest the danger should
spread to them.! On this principle most 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? 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 doubted?® The

1 Cf. the case of Achan, Josh. vi. 18, vii. 1, 11 sg., where Achan’s breach
of a taboo involves the whole host.

2 Of. 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 it is
sometimes difficult to decide whether the penalty invoked on impious
offences is civil or supernatural, e.g. Lev. xvii. 4, xix, 8.

3 Judg. vi. 31. An Arabian parallel in Ibn Hisham, p. 303 sg.—
‘Amr's domestic idol has been repeatedly defiled by unknown Moslems.
At length the owner girds the god with a sword, and bids him defend him-
self if he is good for anything. Of course conversion follows. Similarly in
Yieit, iil, 912 sg., a daring man reclaims a stolen camel from the sanctuary
of Al-Fals, A bystander exclaims, ‘‘ Wait and see what will happen to him
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. In the oldest
type of society impious acts or breaches of taboo were the
only offences treated as crimes; eg. there is no such
crime as theft, but a man can save his property from
invasion by placing it under a taboo, when it becomes an
act of impiety to touch it - Among the Hebrews such
taboos are created by means of a curse (Judg. xvii. 2), and
by the same means a king can give validity to the most
unreasonable decrees (1 Sam. xiv. 24 sgg.). Bub unreason-
able 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 and
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 ecivil 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 and

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 clause P27 Y Ny B 2 e gives a very
unsuitable sense. But the true Septuagint text (which in this book is
better represented by A than by B) indicates a reading ¥ for 3.  Accepting
this and reading MY (which in the old orthography is not distinguished
for NOYY) we get good sense: ‘“The man who strives with the Baal dies
before (the next) morning.” The common belief was that supernatural
judgments came swiftly on the offence, or not at all. That Jehovah does
not overlook sin because He is long-suffering and gives time for repentance
(Ex. xxxiv. 6, 7), is one of the distinctive points of O. T. doctrine which the
prophets had special difficulty in impressing on their hearers.

11 believe that in early society (and 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 within the kin,
and incest, are 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 repre-
sentation in Deut. xxvii, Josh. ix. 30 sgq., 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 punish-
ment than we associate with the idea of divine judgment;
see the description of the operation of the curse in
Zech. v. 1-4.1

1 Among the Arabs the operation of a curse is purely mechanical ; if a
man falls on his face it may pass over him ; see Wellhausen, p. 126, For
the oath of purgation among the Arabs, see Kinship, pp. 53, 263 ; among the
Hebrews, Deut. xxi. 7 and Num. v. 11 sg., where the connection with very
primitive ideas of taboo is unmistakable (cf. p. 180, <nfra). A late Syriac
survival of the use of a curse to protect (or perhaps to create) an exclusive
right of property (as in Judg. xvil. 2) is found in Jacob of Edessa, Qu. 47,
‘‘ concerning a priest who writes a curse and hangs it on a tree that no man
may eat of the fruit.” Various examples of the operation of a curse to
vindicate rights of property, ete., in the lawless society of Arabia before
Islam are collected in Div. Hodh. No. 245, in the form of anecdotes of the
Times of Ignorance related to the Caliph‘OmarI. ‘Omar observes that
God granted temporal judgments, in answer to prayer, when there was no
knowledge of a future state ; but in Islam divine retribution is reserved for
the day of judgment.



LECTURE V

SANCTUARIES, NATURAL AND ARTIFICIAL. HOLY WATERS,
TREES, 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 cirele 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 sanctuary 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 consecration by some
extraordinary manifestation of deity. For the more
developed forms of cultus a mere vague Zimd@ does not
suffice; men require a special point at which they may
come together and do sacrifice with the assurance that
the god is present at the act. In Arabia, indeed, it seems
to be not incredible that certain sacrifices were simply
laid on sacred ground to be devoured by wild beasts.
But even in Arabia the himd 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. In
165
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the ordinary forms of heathenism, at any rate, it was
essential that the worshipper should bring his offering
into the actual presence of the god, or into contact with
the symbol of that presence.!

The symbol or permanent visible object, at and through
which the worshipper came 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
natural 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 and
running water. DBut besides this we have found evidence
of the direct ascription to trees and living waters of a life
analogous to man’s, but mysterious 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 it 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 mani-
festation; for, as has already been observed? some sort
of distinction between life and the material embodiment

1This rule is observed even when the god is a heavenly body. The
sacrifices of the Saracens to the morning star, described by Nilus, were cele-
brated when that star rose, and could not be made after it was lost to sight

on the rising of the sun (NelZ op. querdam [Paris, 1639], pp. 28, 117),
2 Supra, p. 135 sqq. 3 Supra, pp. 86, 87.
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of life is suggested to the rudest peoples by phenomena
like those of dreams. Even men, it is supposed, can
change their embodiment, and assume for a time the
shape of wolves or birds;? 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 animal 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 it 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. It would even
seem that in old time gifts were cast into it, as they were

1 Supra, pp. 87, 88,
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cast into the sacred 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.
Dusares? Again, as healing springs and sacred springs
are everywhere identified, it is noteworthy that the south
Arabs regard medicinal waters as inhabited by jinn, usually
of serpent form? and that the water of the sanctuary at
the Palmetum was thought to be health-giving, and was
carried home by pilgrims? as Zamzam water now is. In
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 sacred fountain of Ephea at Palmyra, with which
a legend of a demon in serpent form is still connected.
This is a sulphurous spring, which had a guardian

1 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 prophet’s ancestors must be received with caution,
but this does not look like invention. The two golden gazelles are parallel
to the golden camels of Sabman and Nabatean inscriptions (ZDM G, xxxviii.
143 sq.).

2 Ibn Hishdm, p. 258 ; Wellhausen, p. 45. A woman who adopts Islam,
breaks with the heathen 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 ; of, Yacut, i, 657, 1. 2 sgq., iv. 651, L. 4 sgq.; Tbn Hisham,
p. 15 ult.  In Tabari, i. 271 sg., we read that the water of Beersheba shrank
when a woman in her courses drew from it. Cf. also Bérini, Cron. p. 2486,
1. 8 s99. Under ordinary circamstances to bathe in the sacred spring would
be an act of homage to the heathen god : so at least it was in Syria.

3 Mordtmann in ZDMG. xxxviii. 587, cites a modern instance from
Maltzan, Reise in Stdarabien, p. 304, and others from Hamdani's Ik, ap.
Miiller, Burgen, i. 34. Maltzan’s spring, the hot well of Msa'ide, has every
feature of an ancient sanctuary except that the serpent-god, who is invoked
as Msa'ud, and sends hot or cold water at the prayer of the worshipper, has
been degraded to the rank 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.

4 Agatharchides, ap. Diod. Sie, iii. 43.

5 Yactt, i, 484; Cazwini, i, 200.
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appointed by the god Yarhibol, and on an inscription
is called the “blessed fountain.”' 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 region? The last two cases
belong to a region in 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 Canaan-
ites and Syrians, sacred waters hold a much more prominent
place. Where all ground 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 in
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 embodiment of divine energies. Accord-
ingly we find that Hannibal, in his covenant 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 “the sun the moon and the
earth, rivers meadows (?) and waters.”3 Thus when we
find that temples were so often erected near springs and

1Wadd., No. 2571 ¢; De Vog., No. 95, For the modern serpent myth
see Mordtmann, ué supre ; Blunt, Pilgr. to Nejd, ii. 67.

2 Damascius, Viéa Isidors, § 199,

3 Polybius, vil, 9. The word ‘‘meadows” is uncertain, resting on a
conjecture of Casaubon: Aapavay for dmmévwv. Reiske conjectured ausiv,
In Palestine to this day all springs arve viewed as the seats of spirits, and the
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rivers, we must consider not only that such a position was
convenient, inasmuch as pure water was indispensable
for ablufions and other ritual purposes, but that the
presence of living water in itself gave consecration to
the place! The fountain or stream was not a mere
adjunct to the temple, but was itself one of the principal
sacre 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 Phosnicians and Carthaginians all such
waters were held to be divine, and what we know in
detail of the waters of the Phceenician coast goes far to
confirm the conclusion? 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 at the
source of the latter stream was the most famous of all
Pheenician holy places.® These rivers are named from
gods, and so also, on the same coast, are the Asclepius,
near Sidon, the Ares (perhaps identical with the Lycus),
and presumably the Kishon* The river of Tripolis, which
descends from the famous cedars, is still called the Cadisha

peasant women, whether Moslem or Christian, ask their permission before
drawing water (ZDPV. x. 180}); cf. Num. xxi. 17.

1 For the choice of a place beside a pool as the site of a chapel, see
Waddington, No 2015, cheefins Tdmos obros 6y Envucsy byyits Musns,

 The aunthorities for, the details, so far as they are not cited below, will
be found in Baudissin, Studien, ii. 161.

3 Euseb., Vit Const. iii. 55; Sozomen, ii. 5.

*River of £"), Ar. Cais. Prof. De Goeje, referring to Hamdani, p. 3,
1 9, and perhaps p. 221, 1. 14, suggests to me by letter that Cais is a title,
““ dominus.”
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or holy stream, and the grove at its source is sacred to
Christians and Moslems alike.!

In Hellenic and Roman times the source of the Jordan
at Paneas with its grofto was sacred to Pan, and in ancient
days the great Israelite sanctuary of Dan occupied the
same site, or that of the twin source at Tell al-Cadi. It
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 EIl-Fiji, that is, wyyai.. The river-gods
Chrysorrhoa and Pegal 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, vil). The baths were used by
night; there were lights and incense, and the patient
saw visions during the pernoctation. To this day a
patient at the natural bath of Tiberias must not offend
the spirits by pronouncing the name of God (ZDPV.
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 at its source? The connection

1 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.

2 8trabo, xvi. 2. 7. Other sacred traditions about the Orontes are given
by Malalas, p. 88, from Pausanias of Damascus.
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of jinn in the form of dragons or serpents with sacred
or healing springs has already come before us in Arabian
superstition, and the lake of Cadas near Emesa, which is
regarded as the source of the river (Yacut, iii. 588), 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). It gave out a sweet
odour, and was full of tame, that is sacred, fishes.!

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 habitations.? Thus any idea of sanctity that might
be connected with the fountain was dissociated from the
temple ritual, and would necessarily become vague and
attenuated.® Sacred springs in the full sense of the word

1 Alian, Nat, Ann. xii. 80; Pliny, H. M. xxxi. 87, xxxii. 16.

? Gen. xxiv, 11; 1 Sam. ix, 11; 2 Sam, ii. 13, xxiii. 16 ; 2 Kings ii. 21
1 Kings xxi. 18, 19, compared with chap. xxii. 38.

8 There 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 En-
rogel, where Adonijah held his sacrificial feast, and of Gihon, where Solomon
was crowned, are plainly the original sanctuaries of Jerusalem. The former
was by the ¢serpent’s stone,” and may perhaps be identified with the
‘“ dragon well” of Neh. ii. 13. Here again, as in Arabia and at the Orontes,
the dragon or serpent has a sacred significance.



LECT. V. SACRED WATERS 173

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 fashion.!

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 at 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 o be im-
pregnated, 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 writes—

Smooth Adonis from his native rock

Ran purple to the sea, supposed with blood
Of Thammuz yearly wounded.?

L A similar example, Wadd., No. 2370, A sacred fountain of Eshmun
“in the mountain ” seems to appear in CIS, No. 3, L. 17 ; cf. G, Hoffmann,
Ucber einige Pheen, Inschrr. . 52 sq.

2 Paradise 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 season® was ascribed to the blood of
the god who received his death-wound in Lebanon at that
time of the year, and lay buried beside the sacred source.?
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.* In 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
and Ascalon, plunged into the waters—in the first case
the Buphrates, in the second the sacred pool at the temple
near the town—and were changed into fishes.® 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 anthro-

1 The reddening of the Adonis was observed by Maundrell on March 37,
169¢, and by Renan early in February.

2 Melito in Cureton, Spic. Syr. p. 25, 1. 7. That the grave of Adonis
was also shown at the mouth of the river has been inferred from Dew Syr.
vi. vil. The river Belus also had its Memnonion or Adonis tomb (Josephus,
B. J. ii. 10. 2,) In modern Syria cisterns are always found beside the
graves of saints, and are believed to be inhabited by a sort of fairy. A
pining child is thought to be a fairy changeling, and must be lowered into
the cistern. The fairy will then take it back, and the true child is drawn
up in its room. This is in the region of Sidon (ZDPV. vol. vil. p. 84 ; of.
2b. p. 106).

3 Pausanias, iv. 35. 9.

4 Euseb. Prep. Ev. i. 10. 22 (Fr. Hist. G iii. 568). The fountain of
the Chaboras, where Hera were ovs ydpovs . o &wshodvaso, belongs to the
same class.

5 Hyginus, Astr. il. 30 ; Manilius, iv. 580 sgq.; Xanthus in Athenus,
viii, 87, I have discussed these legends at length in the Znglish Hist.
Review, April 1887, to which the reader is referred for details.
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pomorphic ideas! The same 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
ideas were combined at the solemn 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 wor-
shipped 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 connected with an
altogether different myth.  Fish were faboo, and sacred
fish were found in rivers or in pools at sanctuaries, all
over Syria.?  This superstition has proved one of the

1 The idea that the godhead consecrates waters by descending into them
appears at Aphace in a peculiar form associated with the astral character
which, 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. Zosimus, 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
sacred trees (imfre, p. 193).  ‘‘Thunders, lightnings and light flashing
in the heavens,” appear as objects of veneration among the Syrians (Jacob
of Edessa, Qu. 43); cf. also the fiery globe of the Heliopolitan Lion-god,
whose fall from heaven is described by Damascius, V4t Is. § 203, and what
Pausanias of Damascus velates of the fireball that checked the flood of the
Orontes (Malalas, p. 38).

2 Xenophon, Anadb. i. 4. 9, who found such fish in the Chalus near
Aleppo, expressly says that they were regarded as gods. Lucian, Dea Syr.
xlv., relates that at the lake of Atargatis at Hierapolis the sacred fish
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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.!

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 and 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 bed of the Orontes and disappeared beneath
its source.® In such cases the serpents are of course
supernatural serpents or jinn, and the dragon of Orontes
was identified in the Greek period with Typhon, the enemy
of the gods* But the demon may also have other forms;
thus at Ramallah in Palestine there are two springs, of
which one is inhabited by a camel, the other by a bride;
while the spring at ‘Artas is guarded by a white and a
black ram.®

In all their various forms the point of the legends is
that the sacred source is either inhabited by a demoniac
being or imbued with demoniac life. The same notion
appears with great distinctness in the rifual of sacred

wore gold ornaments, as did also the eels at the sanctuary of the war-god
Zeus, amidst the sacred plane-trees (Herod. v. 119) at Labraunda in Caria
(Pliny, H. N. xxxii. 16, 17 ; Alian, V. 4. xii, 30). Caria was thoroughly
permeated by Phoeenician influence.

1 Sachau, Reise, p. 197. 2 Supra, p. 168 sgq.

3 The Leviathan (}’JI_‘I) of Scripture, like the Arabian tinnin, is probably
a personification of the waterspout (Masadi, i. 268, 266; Ps. exlviii, 7).
Thus we see how readily the Eastern imagination clothes aquatic pheno-
mena with an animal form.

4 Hence perhaps the modern name of the river Nahr al~‘f&si, ““the rebel’s
stream ” ; the explanation in Yactt, iii. 588, does not commend itself. The
burial of the Typhonic dragon at the source of the Orontes may be compared
with the Moslem legend of the well at Babylon, where the rebel angels
Hariit and Marit were entombed (Cazwini, 1. 197).

5 ZDPV, x. 180 ; PEF. Qu. St. 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 re-
tained a form which implies that the divine power addressed
was In the water. We have seen that at Mecea, 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 pilgrimg cast
into the pool jewels of gold and silver, webs of linen and
byssus and other precious stuffs, and the obvious contra-
diction between the celestial character of the goddess and
the earthward destination 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 at Mamre, the heathen visitors, who reverenced
the spot as a haunt of “angels,” ! 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.?
On the other hand, at the sacred waters of Karwa and
Sawid in S. Arabia, described by Hamdani in the k{7
(Miiller, Burgen, p. 69), offerings of bread, fruit or other
food were deposited beside the fountain. In 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 offering.?

1 I.e. demons. Sozomen says ‘‘angels,” and not ‘‘devils,” because the
sanctity of the place was acknowledged by Christians also,

2 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 'Addydss
xiwos into springs (Zemobius, Cent. i. 49) may probably belong to thig
chapter.

3 PEF. Qu. St. 1893, p. 216.

12
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In ancient religion offerings are the proper vehicle of
prayer and supplication, and the worshipper when he pre-
sents his gift looks for a visible indication whether his
prayer is accepted! At Aphaca and at the Stygian
fountain the accepted gift sank into the depths, the
unacceptable offering was cast forth by the eddies. It
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? In 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. In 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 seriously the statement
that the response appeared written on the leaf® 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.*

L Cf. Gen. iv. 4, b.

2 Zosimus, i. 58, At Aphaca, as at the Stygian fountain, the waters fall
down a cataract into a deep gorge.

8 Sozomen, v. 19. 11. Cf. the ordeal by casting a tablet into the water
at Palici in Sicily. The tablet sank if what was written on it was false
(M. Ause. § 7).

4 Malalas, p. 204. A variant of this form of oracle occurs at Myra in

Lycia, where the omen is from the sacred fish accepting or rejecting the food
offered to them (Pliny, H. N. xxxii. 17 ; Alian, N. 4. viii. 5; Athenaus,
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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
at 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. In
Hadramaut, according to Macrizi? when a man was in-
jured 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 criminal® That an impure
person dare not approach sacred waters is a general
principle—whether the impurity is moral or physical is
not a distinetion 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 clothes* The
sacred oil-spring of the Carthaginian sanctuary, described
in the book of Wonderful Stories that passes under the
name of Aristotle? would not flow except for persons
ceremonially pure. An ordeal ab a sacred spring based on

viii, 8, p. 338). How far Lycian worship was influenced by the Semites is
not clear.
1 CL Job xiil. 16 ; Isa. xxxiil. 14
2 De Valle Hadhramaut, p. 26 sq.
3 The story about Mojammi’ and Al-Ahwas (4gh. iv. 48), cited by Well-
" hausen, Heid. p. 152, refers to this kind of ordeal, not o a form of magic.
A very curious story of the water test for witches in India is told by Ibn
Batuta, iv. 37.
4 Layard, Nineveh, i. 280, 5 Mir. Ause. § 118.
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this principle might be worked in several ways! but the
usual Semitic method ‘seems 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 it into his system,
and it was believed that in such a case the draught pro-
duced disease and death. At the Asbamean lake and
springs near Tyana the water was sweet and kindly to
those that swore truly, but the perjured man was at once
smitten in his eyes, feet and bands, seized with dropsy and
wasting.2 In like manner he who swore falsely by the
Stygian waters in the Syrian desert died of dropsy within
a year. In 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 at
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 husband® 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

1 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).

2 Mir. Ausc. § 162 ; Philostr., Vit. dpollonti, i. 6, That the sanctuary
was Semitic I infer from its name ; see below, p. 182,

3 Num. v. 11 sgg. In Agh. 1. 156, 1. 3 sqq., a suspected wife swears
seventy oaths at the Caaba, to which she is conducted with circumstances
of ignominy——seated on a camel between two sacks of dung. This was
under Islam, but is evidently an old custom. Inheathen Arabia the decision
in such a case was sometimes referred to a diviner, as we see from the story
of Hind bint ‘Otha ('Ied, iii. 278 ; Agh. viii. 50). An ordeal for virgins
accused of unchastity existed at the Stygian water near Ephesus. 'The
accused swore that she was innocent ; her oath was written and tied round
her neck. She then entered the shallow pool, and if she was guilty the
water rose till it covered the writing (Achilles Tatius, viil, 12).



LECT. V. ' OF JEALOUSY - 181

ceremony is evident not only from its whole character, but
because the expression “holy water” (ver. 17) 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 pilgrim-
age of the northern Israelites in the time of Amos were
Dan and Beersheba? We have already seen that there
was a sacred fountain at Dan, and the sanctuary of Beer-
sheba properly consisted of the “ Seven Wells,” which gave
the place its name. It is notable that among the Semites
a special sanctity was attached to groups of seven wells.?
In 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. 843).

2 Amos viii. 14 ; of. 1 Kings xii. 30.
3 See Noldeke in Litt, Centralblott, 22 Mar, 1879, p. 363.
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the stars, or turn for help to a solitary tree or a fountain
or seven springs or water of the sea, ete. ~ Among the
Mandmzans, also, we read of mysteries performed at seven
wells, and among the Arabs a place called “the seven
wells ¥ is mentioned by Strabo, xvi. 4. 24! The name of
the Asbamean waters seems also to mean “seven waters”
(Syr. shab'a maya); the spot is a lake where a number of
sources bubble up above the surface of the water. Seven
1s a sacred number among the Semites, particularly affected
in matters of ritual, and the Hebrew verb “to 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 at
seven wells would therefore have peculiar force.?

It 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

1 Cf. also the seven marvellous wells at Tiberias (Cazwini, i. 198), and
the Thorayya or ‘‘Pleiad waters” at Dariya (Yaciit, i. 924, iil. 588 ; Bekri,
214, 627) ; also the modern Syrian custom of making a sick child that is
thought to be bewitched drink from seven wells or cisterns (ZDPV.
vii. 106). ,

2 In Amos viii. 14 there is mention of an oath by the way (ritual ?) of
Beersheba, The pilgrims at Mamre would not drink of the water of the
well.  Sozomen supposes that the gifts cast in made it undrinkable; but
at an Oriental market, where every bargain is accempanied by false oaths
and protestations, the precaution is rather to be explained by fear of the
divine ordeal.
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agricultural year! Beyond doubt the first and best gift
of the sacred spring to the worshipper was its own life-
giving water, and the first object of the religion addressed
to it was to encourage its benignant flow.? But the life-
giving 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
it lies a little outside of the proper Semitic region, is con-
nected with a holy river of the Syrians. In the Middle
Ages it was still believed that he who bathed in the spring-
time in the source of the Euphrates would be free from
sickness for the whole year® This healing power was not
confined to the water itself, but extended to the vegetation
that surrounded it. By the sacred river Belus grew the
colocasium plants by which Ieracles was healed after his
conflict with the Hydra, and the roots continued to be used
as a cure for bad sores* At Paneas an herb that healed
all diseases grew at the base of a statue which was
supposed to represent Christ, evidently a relic of the old
heathenism of the place® Thus when Kzekiel describes

1 A myth of the connection of sacred waters with the origin of agriculture
seems to survive in modernised form in the medieeval legend of “Ain al-
bacar, ‘‘the oxen’s well,” at Acre. It was visited by Christian, Jewish and
Moslem pilgrims, because the oxen with which Adam ploughed issued from
it (Cazwini, Yacat), There was a mashhed, or sacred tomb, beside it,
perhaps the modern representative of the ancient Memnonium,

2 In Num, xxi. 17 we find a song addressed to the well exhorting it to
rise, which in its origin is hardly a mere poetic figure. We may compare
what Cazwini, i. 189, records of the well of Ilabistan. When the water
failed, a feast was held at the source, with music and dancing, to induce
it to flow again. See also the modern Palestinian usage cited above, p.
169, n. 3.

3 Cazwini, 1. 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 (Mir. dusc. § 159 sq.).

4 Claudius Iolaus, ap. Steph. Byz. s.v. "Axn

5 Theophanes, quoted by Reland, ii. 922,



184 HEALING WATERS LECT. V.

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 common Semitic ideas (Ezek. xIvii.
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.
Washings 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. It appears, however, from Ephraem
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 consecration! 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 par-
ticular 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 form
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.

1 Opp. iil. 670 sq.; H. et S., ed. Lamy, il. 395, 411.
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Let us now pass on from the worship of sacred waters
to the cults connected with sacred trees.

That the conception of trees as demoniac beings was
familiar to the Semites has been already shown by many
examples,? and there is also abundant evidence that in
all parts of the Semitic area trees were adored as
divine.

Tree worship pure and simple, where the tree is in all
respects treated as a god, is attested for Arabia (but not
on the best authority) in the case of the sacred date-palm
at Nejran.® It was adored at an annual feast, when it was
all hung with fine clothes and women’s ornaments. A
similar tree, to which the people of Mecea 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 dhat amwdt, or “tree
to hang things on” It seems to be identical with the
sacred acacia at Nakhla in which the goddess Al-‘Ozza 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 ‘Omar lest it should be worshipped like Al-Lat and
Al-Ozza® By the modern Arabs sacred trees are called
mandhil, places where angels or jimn descend and are
heard dancing and singing. It is deadly danger to pluck

1 On sacred trees among the Semites, see Baudissin, Studien, ii. 184 sqq.;
for Arabia, Wellhausen, Heid. p. 101. Compare Botticher, Baumoultus der
Hellenen (Berl. 1856), and Mannhavdt, Wald- und Feld-Culte (Berl. 1875, 77).

2 Supra, p. 183.

8 Tabari, i. 922 (Noldeke’s trans, p, 181); B, Hish. 22, The authority
is Wahb b, Monabbih, who, I fear, was little better than a plausible liar.

* Wellhausen, p. 30 sgq., p. 35.

® Yacat, iil. 261. At Hodaibiya there was also a well whose waters were
miraculously increased by the prophet (B. Hish. 742 ; Mok, in Med. 247).
I suspect that the sanctity of tree and well are older than Mohammed, for

the place is reckoned to the Haram but juts out beyond the line of its border
(Yacas, il. 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, ete. The sick man who
sleeps under them receives counsel in a dream for the
restoration of his health.!

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 Pheenicians and Canaanites we
have the testimony of Philo Byblius that the plants 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 frequently
meets with holy trees hung like an Arabian didt anwat
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. In later times the groves at the greater
sanctuaries do not seem to have been direct objects of
worship, though they shaved in the inviolability that
belonged to all the surroundings of the deity, and were
sometimes—Ilike the ancient cypresses of Ieracles at
-Daphne—believed to have been planted by the god
himself? It was not at the great sanctuaries of cities
. but in the open field, where the rural population had
continued from age to age to praetise primitive rites
without modification, that the worship of “solitary

1 Doughty, 4rabia Deserte, 1. 448 sgq.

2 See the citations in Kayser, Jucod v. Edessa, p. 141

% Similarly the tamarisk 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
heathenism.!

There is no reason to think that any of the greater
Semitic cults was developed out of tree worship. In all
of them the main place is given 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 anthropomorphie, point to the cult of
animals rather than of trees. That trees are habitually
found at 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 find 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, it 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 purely heathenish, and which certainly were
modelled in all points on Canaanite usage, were altar-
sanctuaries.  But the altars were habitually set up
“under green trees,” and, what is more, the altar was
incomplete unless an ashera 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 asiere was appears from Deut.
xvi. 21: “Thou shalt not plant an ashera of any kind of

1 The solitary tree may in certain cases be the last relic of a ruined
heathen sanctuary. What Mocaddasi relates about the 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
like manner an altar at least can hardly have been lacking 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 originally admissible. The oldest altars, as we 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 Maypole! The
ashere, 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. 8; Micah
v. 12 sg9.), and the Pheenician inscription of Masb
speaks of “the Astarte in the Ashera of the divinity of
Hammon.” The ashere therefore is a sacred symbol, the
seat of the deity, and perhaps the name itself, as G.
Hoffmann 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 ashera, even
such altars as in the popular, pre-prophetic forms of
Hebrew religion were dedicated to Jehovah? This is

1 It is a thing made by man’s hands; Isa. xvii. 8, of. 1 Kings xvi, 33,
etc. In 2 Kings xxi. 7 (cf. xxiii. 6) we read of the Ashera-image. Similarly
in 1 Kings xv. 13 there is mention of a *‘grisly object” which Queen Maacah
made for an Ashera. These expressions may imply that the sacred pole
was sometimes carved into a kind of image. That the sacred tree should
degenerate first into a meve Maypole, and then into a rude wooden idol, is
in accordance with analogies found elsewhere, e.g. in Greece ; but it seems
quite as likely that the ashera is deseribed as a kind of idol simply because
it was used in idolatrous cultus. An Assyrian monument from Khorsibad,
figured by Botta and Layard, and reproduced in Rawlinson, Monarchies,
ii, 87, and Stade, GQesch. Isr. i. 461, shows an ornamental pole planted beside a
portablealtar. Priestsstand before it engaged in an act of worship, and touch
the pole with their hands, or perhaps anoint it with some liguid substance.

2The prohibition in Deut. xvi. 21 is good evidence of the previous
practice of the thing prohibited. See also 2 Kings xiii. 6.



LECT. V. ASHERA 189

not consistent with the idea that the sacred pole was the
symbol of a distinet 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.!

1If a god and a goddess were worshipped together at the same sanctuary,
as was the case, for example, at Aphaca and Hierapolis, and if the two sacred
symbols at the sanctuary were a pole and a pillar of stone, it 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 known at
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 Kuenen in the Verslagen, ete., of the
Royal Acad. of Amsterdam, 1888). It is not therefore surprising that in
one or two late passages, written at a time when all the worship of the high
places was regarded as entirely foreign to the religion of Jehovah, the
Asherim seem to be regarded as the female partners of the Baalim ; 4.e.
that the ashera is taken as a symbol of Astarte (Judg. iii. 7). The prophets
of the ashere in 1 Kings 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 with Hebrew
religion. And conversely the old Hebrew sacred poles can have had nothing
to do with the Tyrian goddess, for Jehu left the ashera at Samaria standing
when he abolished all trace of Tyrian worship (2 Kings xiii. 6). There is
no evidence of the worship of a divine pair among the older Hebrews ; in
the time of Solomon Astarte worship was a foreign religion (1 Kings xi. 5),
and it is plain from Jer. ii. 27 that in ordinary Hebrew idolatry the tree
or stock was the symbol not of a goddess but of a god. Even among the
Pheenicians the association of sacred trees with goddesses rather than with
gods is not so clear as is often supposed. From all this it follows that the
““ prophets of the Ashera” in 1 Kings, Z.c., are very misby 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., Hewateuch, 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 over-
rule the plain sense of the Hebrew texts. Whether it 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 ; but see G. Hoffmann, Usber
einige Phen. Inschrr. (1889), p. 26 sgg., whose whole remarks are note-
worthy. In 0. 51 (ZDMG. xxxv. 424) the goddess seems to be called the
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The general adoption of tree symbols at Canaanite
sanctnaries 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 impreg-
nated 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 at its roots, was
itself instinet 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 connection of holy waters and holy
trees, it must be remembered that in most Semitic lands
self-sown wood can flourish only where there is under-
ground water, and where therefore springs or wells exist
beside the trees. Hence the idea that the same life is

mother of the sacred pole (MMM DN), but the editors of the CIS. (No.
13) read PMINGT.



LECT. V. HOLY TREES . 191

manifested in the water and in the surrounding vegetation
could hardly fail to suggest itself, and, broadly speaking,
the holiness of fountains and that of trees, at 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 other.

Where a tree was worshipped 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 genuine old legends
independent of Greek influence? The most important of
them is the myth told at Byblus in the time of Plutarch,
of the sacred ertce which was worshipped in the temple
of Tsis, and was said to have grown round the dead body
of Osiris. At Byblus, Isis and Osiris are really Astarte
and Adonis, so this may possibly be an original Semitic
legend of a holy tree growing from the grave of a god.?

1 An interesting example of the combination may here be added to those
cited above, The Syriac text of Epiphanius, De pond. et mens. § 62 (Lagarde,
V. T. Fragm. p. 65 ; Symnicta, i1, 203), tells us that Atad of Gen. 1, 11 was
identified with the spring and thorn-bush of Beth-hagld near Jericho, and
the explanation offered of the name Beth-hagld seems to be based on a local
tradition of a ritual procession round the sacred objects. See also the
Onomastice, s.v. Avea Atath., In Greece also it is an exception to find a
sacred tree without its fountain ; Botticher, p. 47.

2 Of. Baudissin, op. cit. p. 214.

3 Plut. Is. et Os. §§ 15, 16. One or two features in the story are note-
worthy. The sacred erica was a mere dead stump, for it was cut down by
Isis and presented to the Byblians wrapped in a linen cloth and anointed
with myrrh like a corpse. It therefore represented the dead god. But as

a mere stump it also resembles the Hebrew ashera. Can it be that the rite
of draping and anointing a sacred stump supplies the answer to the unsolved



192 FIERY LECT. V.

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 from the use of the term da’l to denote
trees that need neither rain nor irrigation, and indeed
from the whole circle of ideas connected 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 mnatural 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—rthe
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 forth.! 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 deity break down altogether ;
it cannot, for example, be said that the cypress belongs
to Astarte more than to Melearth, who planted the
eypress trees at Daphne.

Cultivated trees, on the other hand, such as the palm,
the olive and the vine, might & prior: be expected, 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 connected with the Ashera ?
Some sort of drapery for the ashers is spoken of in 2 Kings xxiil. 7, and the
Assyrian representation cited on p. 188, note 1, perhaps represents the
anointing of the sacred pole.

1 In modern Palestine the carob tree is peculiarly demoniac, the reddish
hue of the wood suggesting blood (ZDPV., x. 181), According to PEF. Qu,
S¢. 1893, p. 203 sg., fig, carob and sycamore trees are haunted by devils, and
it is dangerous to sleep under them, whereas the lotus tree (sidr) and the
tamarisk appear to be inhabited by a wely (saint). DBut a tree of any
species may be sacred if it grows at a Macim 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
Nabatean Dusares, who wasg the god of the vine. But the
vine came to the Nabatweans only in the period of Hellenic
culture,! and Dusares as the wine-god seems simply to
have borrowed the traits of Dionysus.

At 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? Similarly it was believed that fire played about
the branches of the sacred olive tree between the Ambrosian
rocks at Tyre, without scorching its leaves® In 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 at the terebinth 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 connection with

1 Diodorus, six. 94. 8. 2 Supra, p. 175, note 1.

3 Achilles Tatius, ii. 14 ; Nonnus, x1. 474 ; cf. the representation on a
coin of Gordian 111, figured in Pietschmann, Phanizier, p. 295,

4 Georg. Syncellus, Bonn ed. p. 202,

5 Qited by Reland, p. 712.

13
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sacred trees, and is remarkable because it shows how a
tree might become holy apart from all relation to agri-
culture and fertility. Jehovah, “ who dwells in the bush”
(Deut. 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 Sinal.

‘When the divine manifestation takes such a form as
the flames in the bush, the connection 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
eagy from the conception of Deut. xxxiil. 16, 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
mark of a place where He 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 franscendental 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. It 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 us.  Prayers
were addressed to them, particularly for help in sickness,
but doubtless also for fertile seasons and the like, and they
were hung with votive gifts, especially garments and
ornaments, perhaps also anocinted 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 do not directly coneern 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 com-
monest among all races! and are derived in very various
ways, either from observation of phenomena connected
with the trees themselves, and interpreted as mani-
festations 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 gharcad did in a dream to Moslim ;2 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 token

1 Cf. Bétticher, op. cit. chap. xi.
2 Supra, p. 183. The same belief in trees from which a spirit speaks
oracles occurs in a modern legend given by Doughty, Ar. Des. ii. 209.



196 HOLY TREES LECT. V.

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. 372
and the “tree of the revealer” in Gen. xii. 6, must have
been the seat of a Canaanite tree oracle® We have no
hint as to the nature of the physical indications that
guided the soothsayers, nor have I found any other case
of a Semitic tree oracle where the mode of procedure is
described. But the belief in frees as places of divine
revelation must have been widespread in Canaan., The
prophetess Deborah gave her responses under a palm near
Bethel, which according to sacred tradition marked the
grave of the nurse of Rebekaht That the artificial sacred
tree or ashera was used in divination would follow from
1 Kings xviii. 19, were it not that there are good grounds
for holding that in this passage the prophets of the
ashera are simply the prophets of the Tyrian Astarte.
But in Hos. iv. 12 the “stock” of which the prophet’s
contemporaries sought counsel can hardly be anything else
than the ashera.5 Soothsayers who draw their inspiration

12 Sam. v. 24.

2 A.V. “plain of Meonenim.”

3 It was perhaps only one tree of a sacred grove, for Dent. xi. 30 speaks
of the *‘trees of the revealer” in the plural,

4 @en. xxxv. 8. There indeed the tree is called an allon, a word
generally rendered oak. But allon, like élah and é&lon, 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 &/, god, and the Pheenician
alonim.

5 As the next clause says, ‘““and their rod declareth to them,” it is
commonly supposed that rhabdomancy is alluded to, 7.e. the use of divining
rods. And no doubt the divining rod, in which a spirit of life is supposed
to reside, so that it moves and gives indications apart from the will of the
man who holds it, is a superstition cognate to the belief in sacred trees ; but
when ‘‘their rod ” occurs in parallelism with ‘“their stock™ or tree, it lies
nearer to cite Philo Byblius, ap. Eus. Pr. Bv. i. 10. 11, who speaks of
rods and pillars consecrated by the Pheenicians and worshipped by annual
feasts. On this view the rod is only a smaller ashera. Drusius therefore
scems to hif the mark in comparing Festus’s note on delubrum, where the
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from plants are found in Semitic legend even in the
Middle Ages?

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. At 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 Pheenicia. There can be little doubt that the oldest
Pheenician temples were natural or artificial grottoes, and
that the sacred as well as the profane monuments of
Phoenicia, with their marked preference for monolithic
forms, point to the rock-hewn cavern as the original type
that dominated the architecture of the region? DBut 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 con-
servative, and rock-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 aets 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 pilled rods as gods. See more on rod
worship in Bétticher, op. cit. xvi. 5. Was the omen derived from the rod
flourishing or withering? We have such an omen in Aaron’s rod (Num.
xvil.) ; and Adonis rods, set as slips to grow or wither, seem to be referred
to in Isa. xvil. 10 sgq., a passage which would certainly gain force if the
withering of the slips was an ill omen. Divination from the flourishing
and withering of sacred trees is very common in antiquity (Botticher,
chap. xi.).
1 Chwolsohn, Ssabier, ii. 914. 2 Renan, Phénicie, p. 822 sq.
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8 pit called the ghabghab, 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. In other parts of the world,
e.g. in Greece, there are many examples of caves associated
with the worship of chthonic deities, and also with the
oracles of gods like Apollo who are not usually regarded
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 ehthonic demons, the Hebrew b, the
Syrian zakkare, the Arabian ekl al-ard 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
ghabghab is not a mere treasury, for the vietim is said to be
brought to it, and the sacrificial blood flows into the pit2
Similarly the annual human sacrifice at Dumstha (Duma)
was buried under the altar-idol* As regards the northern
Semites the chthonic associations of the Baalim as gods of
the subterranean waters are unquestionable, particularly at
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

1 Wellhausen, p. 100.

2 For the b see especially Isa. xxix. 4; for the zekkare, Julionos, ed.
Hoffmann, p. 247, and ZDMG, xxviii. 666. For the ahl al-ard the oldest
passage I know is Ibn Hisham, p. 258, L. 19, where these demons appear
in connection with witcheraft, exactly like the 5 and the zakkare.

3 Yaciit, iil. 772 sg.; B. Hisham, p. 55, L. 18 ; ¢f. Wellhausen, ¢ supra.

4 Porphyry, De Abst. il. 56.
% Supre, p. 174, note.
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mounds and the like, and at every such spot a god or
demigod had his subterranean abodel No part of eold
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 modification that the ancient god has been
transformed into a wonder-working sheikh or wely. In
view of these facts it can hardly be doubted that remark-
able 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 at
least one great Semitic temple whose legends distinctly
indicate that the original sanctuary was a chasm in the
ground. According to Luecian, this chasm swallowed up
the waters of the Flood (Deucalion’s flood, as the Hellenised
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 deliverance.? According
to the Christian Melito, the chasm, or “ well,” as he calls it,
was haunted by a demon and the water-pouring was
designed to prevent him from coming up to injure men?
Here the primitive sanctity of the chasm is the one fixed
point amidst the variations and distortions of later
legend ; and 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 primaval sanctuary because it marked
the spot where a chthonie god went up and down between
the outer world and his subterranean home, and where he

1 That the Semiramis mounds were really tomb-sanctuaries appears from
the testimony of Ctesias cited by Syncellus, i, 119 (Bonn), and John of
Antioch (Fr. Hist. Qr. iv. 589), compared with Langlois, Chron. de Miche!
le Grand (Venice, 1868), p. 40. See also my article on * Ctesias and the
Semiramis legend " in Eng. Hist. Rev. April 1887,

2 De Dea Syrim, § 13, cf. § 48.

3 Melito, Spic. Syr. p. 25.
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could be best approached with prayers and 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
peyapov—a word which in this application can hardly
be true Greek, and mean “hall,” but is rather to be
identified with the Semitic mwn», “a cave”” The adytum
is not a constant feature in Greek temples, and the name
péyapoy seems to indicate that it was borrowed from the
Semites.! Where it does exist it is a place of oracle, as
the Holy of Holies was at J erusalen\l, 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. In 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 pre-
sented to the god. Most commonly the sacrifices are fire-
offerings, and the altar is the place where they are burned ;
but in another type of ritual, of which the Roman lecti-
sternium 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

1 The possibility of this can hardly be disputed when we think of the
temple of Apollo at Delos, where the holy cave is the original sanctuary.
For this was a place of worship which the Greeks took over from the
Pheenicians,
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detail in the mode of presentation and does not affect the
essence of the sacrificial act. In either case the offering
consists of food, “ the bread of God” as it is called in the
Hebrew ritual! and there is no real difference between a
table and altar. Indeed the Hebrew altar of burnt-
offering is called the table of the Lord, while conversely
the table of shewbread is called an altar.?

The table is not a very primitive article of furniture?
and this circumstance alone is enough to lead us to suspect
that the altar was not originally a raised platform on
which a sacrificial meal could be set forth. In 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 baset 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 distributed
among the men who assist at the sacrifice. The sacred
stones, which are already mentioned by Herodotus, are
called ans@b (sing. nosb), i.c. stones set up, pillars. We
also find the name ghariy, “blood-bedaubed,” with reference
to the ritual just described. The meaning of this ritual
will occupy us later; meantime the thing to be noted
is that the altar is only a modification of the nosb, and
that the rude 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

1 Lev. xxi. 8, 17, etc.; of. Lev. iii. 11.

2Mal. i 7, 12; Ezek., xli. 22; cf. Wellhausen, Prolegomena, p. 69.
The same word (77} is used of setting a table and disposing the pieces of
the sacrifice on the fire-altar.

3 The old Arabian sofre is merely a skin spread on the ground, not a
raised table.

4 Wellhausen, Heid, p. 118 ; of. <bid. pp. 39 sg. 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 ;1 and this practice was not peculiar to the
Semites, but was equally the rule with the Greeks
and Romans, and indeed with the ancient nations
generally.

As regards fire sacrifices, we shall find reason to doubt
whether the hearth on which the sacred flesh was con-
sumed was originally identical with the sacred stonme or
cairn over which the sacrificial blood was allowed to flow.
It seems probable, for reasons that cannot be stated at
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 unhewn
stone; and that a single stone sufficed appears from
1 Sam. xiv. 32 sgg., 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

1 There were indeed altars at which no animal sacrifices were presented.
Such are, among the Hebrews, the altar of incense and the table of shew-
bread, and among the Pheenicians the altar at Paphos (Tac., Hist, ii. 3) ;
perhaps also the ‘“altar of the pious ” at Delos (Porph., De Abst. ii. 28) was
of Pheenician origin. In later times certain exceptional sacrifices were
burned alive or slain without effusion 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 the Hebrew altar and the Arabian nosb or ghariy.

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 famous patriarch or hero. In the biblical
story they usually appear as mere memorial structures
without any definite ritual significance; but the penta-
teuchal law looks on the use of sacred pillars (massebdth) as
idolatrous.? 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
massebe 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 and 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 massebo
were essentially the same as in the case of the Arabian
nosb 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® From these evidences, and
especially from the fact that libations of the same kind

1 At Shechem, Josh. xxiv. 26; Bethel, Gen. xxviii. 18 sgq.; Gilead,
(Ramoth-gilead), Gen. xxxi. 45 sgg.; Gilgal, Josh. iv. 5; Mizpeh, 1 Sam.
vii. 12 ; Gibeon, 2 Sam. xx. 8; En-rogel, 1 Kings i. 9.

2 BEx. xxxiv. 13; Deut., xii. 3; cf. Mic. v, 13 (12). For pillars A.V.
generally gives, incorrectly, “‘ images.”

3 Euseb. Preep. Bv. i, 10. 10. Libations of blood are mentioned as a
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
nosh or masseba.!  But the sacred stone is more 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.?

It has been disputed whether the sacred stone ab
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. It is urged that in
the narratives of Genesis the massgbe is a mere mark
without intrinsic religious significance. But the original
significance of the patriarchal symbols cannot 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 written, the Canaanites and the great
mass of the Hebrews certainly treated the masseba as a
sort of idol or embodiment of the divine presence. More-
over Jacob’s pillar is more than a mere landmark, for it
is anointed, just as idols were in  antiquity, and the
pillar itself, not the spot on which it stood, is called

! Nogb and masseba are derived from the same root (NSB, ““set up”).
Another name for the pillar or cairn is 3%¢3, which occurs in place-names,
both in Canaan and among the Arameans (Nisibis, ‘‘ the pillars”).

2 From this point of view the prohibition of a graven image (‘JDD) in the
second commandment stands on one line with the prohibition of an altar of
hewn stone (Bx. xx. 25). '
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“the house of God,”! 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 heen associated with sacred stones every-
where. When the Arab daubed blood on the nosh his
object was to bring the offering into direct contact with
the deity, and in like manner the practice of stroking the
sacred stone with the hand is identical with the practice
of touching or stroking the garments or beard of a man
in acts of supplication before him? 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.”® The same conception must have prevailed among
the Canaanites before altar and pillar were differentiated
from one another, otherwise the pillar would have been
simply changed into the more convenient form of an altar,
and therve 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 direet evidence is available, and which if
settled at all can be settled only by inference and con-
jecture. At the present stage of our inquiry it is not
possible to touch on this subject except in a provisional

1 Gen. xxviil, 22.

2 Wellhausen, p. 105; bid. p. 52. Conversely a holy person con-
veys a blessing by the touch of his hand (Ibn Sa'd, Nos. 90, 180), or even
by touching something which others touch after him (B. Hisham, 338.
15).

2 S0 in the well-known line of Al-Ashi the god to whom the sacred stone
belongs is himself said to be mansab, “‘set up” (B. Hish. 256, 8 ; Morg.
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. DBut some things may be said which will at least
tend to make the problem more definite.

Let us note then that there are two distinet points to
be considered—(1) how men came to look on an artificial
structure as the symbol or abode of the god, (2) why the
particular artificial structure is a stone or a cairn of stones.

(1) In tree worship and in the worship of fountains
adoration is paid to a thing which man did not make,
which has an independent life, and properties such as to
the savage imagination may well appear to be divine.
On the same analogy one can understand how natural
rocks and boulders, suited by their size and 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 come to receive
religious worship. But the worship of artificial pillars
and cairns of stones, chosen at random and 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 pefsuading him to come and take for his embodiment
a structure set up for him by the worshipper. From the
metaphysical point of view, which we are always tempted
to apply to ancient religion, 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 idea that
the godhead consents to be present in a structure set for
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him by his worshippers implies a degree of intimacy 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 frequentéd by a god, it 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
commonly 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
heathenism is mainly drawn from races which had made
some advance in the plastic arts, and used idols shaped 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 times to which the worship of sacred stones
goes back there was evidently no attempt to.make the
idol a simulacrum. 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 it 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 mnot an
anthropomorphic image of Astarte, but a comical stone?
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 command-
ment that likenesses of things celestial terrestrial and
aquatic were objects of worship in Canaan from a very
early date. It was simply not thought necessary that the
symbol in which the divinity was present should be like
the god.

Phenician votive cippi were often adorned with rude
figures of men, animals and the like, as may be seen in the
geries of such monuments dedicated to Tanith and Baal
Hamman which are depicted in the Corpus Inser. Sem.
These figures, which are often little better than hierogly-
phies, served, like the accompanying inseriptions, to indicate
the meaning of the cippus and 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 showed what it was without either figure
or inseription. It is probable that among the Pheenicians
and Hebrews, as among the Arabs at the time of Mohammed,
portrait images, such as are spoken of in the second com-

1 Herod. ii, 44. Twin pillars stood also before the temples of Paphos
and Hierapolis, and Solomon set up two brazen pillars before his temple at
Jerusalem (1 Kings vii. 15, 21). As he named them ““The stablisher” and
“In him is strength,” they were doubtless symbols of Jehovah.

2 Tac., Hist. ii. 2.  Other examples are the cone of Elagabalus at Emesa
(Herodian, v. 8. 5) and that of Zeus Casius. More in Zoega, De obeliscis,
p. 208. The conc at Emesa was believed to have fallen from heaven,
like the idol of Artemis at Ephesus and other ancient and very sacred

idols.
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mandment, were mainly small gods for private use!l For
public sanctuaries the second pillar or askera sufficed.

The worship of sacred stones is often spoken of as
if it 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 masgs is artistically as
much inferior to the Venus of Milo as a Semitic masseba
was, but no one will say that medieval 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 enfirely 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

1 Of the common use of such gods every museum supplies evidence, in
the shape of portable idols and amulets with pictured carving. Compare
2 Mace. xii. 40, where we read that many of the army of Judas Maccabseus—
Jews fighting against heathenism—wore under their shirts iypdpara sov das
lapvsins siddawy.

14
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nor prominent, and the idea of founding a theory of the
origin of sacred stones in general upon them could hardly
occur fto any one, except on the perfectly gratuitous
supposition that the idol or symbol must necessarily be
like the god.?

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 as 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.
In the Arabian rite described in Herod. iii. 8, two deities
are invoked, but seven sacred stones are anointed with

1 The stone of al-Lat at Taif, in which the goddess was supposed to dwell,
is identified by local tradition with a mass which seems to be a natural block
9 sttu, though not one of unusual size or form. See my Kinship, p. 293,
and Doughty, ii. 515. At ‘Okaz the sacred circle was performed round
rocks (sokhur, Yacut, iii. 705), presumably the remarkable group which I
described in 1880 in a letter to the Scotsman newspaper. ‘‘In the S.E.
corner of the small plain, which is barely two miles across, rises a hill of
loose granite blocks, crowned 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 height, and its extraordinary aspect, standing between two
lesser guards on either side, is the first thing that strikes the eye on nearing
the plain.” The rock of Dusares, referred to by Steph. Byz., is perhaps the
cliff with a waterfall which has been already mentioned (supre, p. 168), and
s0 may be compared with the rock 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 nor cavern.

That the phrase ¢ Rock 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
to the present argument. The idol Abnil at Nisibis is simply *‘ the cippus
of B1” (Assem. i, 27).

2 Cf. Kinship, p. 298 sgq. 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 at Tyre, cannot be decided.
Wellhausen inclines to the latter view, citing Hamdasa, 190. 15. But in
Arabic idiom the two “Ozzas may mean al-‘Ozza and her companion goddess
al-Lat. Mr, C. Lyall suggests the reading ghartyaini.
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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 poetry!l Similarly in Canaan the
place-name  Anathoth means images of “Anath in the
plural; and at Gilgal there were twelve sacred pillars
according to the number of the twelve tribes? as at Sinal
twelve pillars were erected at the covenant sacrifice’
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, especially of life-giving and reproductive power.
I will say something 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. TIf the god was already
conceived as present in the stone, it was a natural
exercise of the artistic facully to put something on the
stone 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 human figure. At Tabala in Arabia, for

1 Wellh., Heid. p. 99. The poets often seem to identify the god with one
of the stones, as al-‘Ozza was identified with one of the three trees at Nakhla.
The ansidb stand beside the god (7@, iil. 560, 1. 1) or round him, which
probably means that the idol proper stood in the midst. In the verse of
al-Farazdac, 4gh. 3, xix. 1. 80, to which Wellhausen calls attention, the Oxford
MS, of the Nacaid and that of the late Spitta-Bey read, ‘ala hini I tuhya
*I-bandty wa-idh humd ‘wkafun ‘ala l-ansabi hawla 'l-mudowwari, and the
scholia explain al-mudawwar as sanam yoadiarane hewlahw. 1t is impossible
to believe that this distinction between one stone and the rest is primitive.

2 Josh, iv. 20. These stones are probably identical with the stone-idols
‘AV. ““quarries”) of Judg. iii. 19, 26.

3 Bx. xxiv. 4.
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instance, a sort of crown was sculptured on the stone
of al-Lat to mark her head. In 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 considera-
tion 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 at 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 lecture.?

1 See ddditional Note D, Phallic Symbols.

2 One or two isolated statements about sacred stomes, not sufficiently
important or well attested to be mentioned in the text, may deserve citation
in a note. Pliny, H. N. xxxvil. 161, speaks of an ordeal at the temple of
Melcarth at Tyre by sitting on a stone seat, ex qua pii facile surgebant.—
Yacat, iii. 760, has a very curious account of a stone like a landmark near
- Aleppo. When it was thrown down the women of the adjoining villages
were seized by a shameful frenzy, which ceased when it was set up again.
Yiactut bad this by very formal written attestation from persons he names ;

but failed to obtain confirmation of the story on making personal inquiry at
Aleppo.



LECTURE VI
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
it 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 embodi-
ment of a divine life, or when he draws near to an
artificial mark of the immediate presence of the deity.
In the oldest forms of Semitic religion this mark is a
sacred stone, which is at omce idol and altar; in later
times the idol and the altar stand side by side, 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. In antiquity an act of
213
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worship was a formal operation in which certain prescribed
rites and ceremonies must be duly observed. And among
these the oblation at the altar had so central a place that
among the Greeks and Romans the words iepovpyia and
sacryfictum, 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 round which all other parts of ritual turned. In
English idiom there is a further tendency to narrow the
word sacrifice to such oblations ag involve the slaughter
of a vietim. In the Authorised Version of the Bible
“sacrifice and offering” is the usual translation of the
Hebrew zébaj wminha, that is, “bloody and bloodless
oblations.” For the purposes of the present discussion,
however, it seems best to include both kinds of oblation
under the term ¢ sacrifice”; for a comprehensive term is
necessary, and the word ¢offering,” which naturally sug-
gests 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 form 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 and difficult 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 con-
siderable 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 common in 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 fore-
ground, 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 ig 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. In the long
years of Babylonian exile the Israelites who remained true
to the faith of Jehovah had learned to draw migh to their
God without the aid of sacrifice and offering, and, when
they returned to Canaan, they did not return to the old

UThe detailed ritual laws of the Pentateuch belong to the post-exilic
document commonly 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
ritnal 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.~xxiil., xxxiv., have little to say about the rules of
ritual, which in old times were matters of priestly tradition and not incor-
porated in a law-book. A just view of the sequence and dates of the several
parts of the Pentateuch is essential to the historical study of Hebrew religion.
Readers to whom this subject is new may refer to Wellhausen’s Prolegomena
(Eng. trans,, Edin. 1883), to the article *‘Pentateuch,” Encycl. Brit., 9th

ed., to my Old Test. in the Jewish Church (2nd ed. 1892), or to Professor
Driver’g 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 prineiple that there
was but one sanctuary at which sacrifice could be accept-
ably offered. But this principle itself was entirely
destructive of the old importance of sacrifice, as the stated
means of converse between God and man. In 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 everyday religion was possible
under the new law, nor was anything of the kind at-
tempted. The worship of the second femple 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 parti-
culars there is reason to believe that the desire to avoid
all heathenism, the necessity for giving expression fo 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 (‘ola), the
. sacrifice followed by a meal of which the flesh of the vietim
formed the staple (shdlem, 2zébal), and the sin-offering
(hattath), with an obscure variety of the last named called
asham (AV. “trespass-offering ”).  Of these ‘ala and zébaZi
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 Ezekiel! 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, z¢baf and minka).

(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 zebahim, or ordinary animal sacrifices, in
which a victim is slain, its blood poured out at the alfar,
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 material of a sacrificial banguet.

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 problem of the
origin and significance of sacrificial worship.

1 See Wellhausen, Prolegomena, chap. i, The Hebrew designations of
the species of sacrifices are to be compared with those on the Carthaginian
tables of fees paid to priests for the various kinds of offerings, C'ZS, Nos.
165, 164 sqq., but the information given in these is so fragmentary that it is
difficult to make much of it.  See below, p. 237 n.
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1. The material of sacrifice. The division of sacrifices
into animal and vegetable offerings involves the principle
that sacrifices—as distinet 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 TLevitical 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 excep-
tions, unclean 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
theory 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
animals 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 Cartha-
ginian inscriptions that give the tariff of sacrificial fees to
be paid at the temple! and in Lucian’s account of the
Syrian ritual at Hierapolis.® 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 and other kinds of
game were eaten by the Hebrews, but not sacrificed, and
from Deut. xii. 16 we may conclude that this was an

1 ¢I8. Nos, 165, 167, 2 Dea Syria, liv.
3 Lucian, w# sup. (Syrians) ; Sozomen, vi. 38 (all Saracens).
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ancient rule. Among the Arabs, in like manner, a gazelle
was regarded as an imperfect oblation, a shabby substitute
for a sheep! As regards birds, the Levitical law admits
pigeons and turtle-doves, but only as holocausts and in
certain purificatory ceremonies.? Birds seem also to be
mentioned in the Carthaginian sacrificial lists; what is
said of them is very obscure, but it would appear that they
might be used either for ordinary sacrifices (shelem kalil)
or for special purposes piacular and oracular. That the
quail was sacrificed to the Tyrian Baal appears from
Athenzus, ix. 47, p. 392d.

Fish were eaten by the Israelites, but not sacrificed ;
among their heathen neighbours, on the contrary, fish—or
cerfain kinds of fish—were forbidden food, and were sacri-
ficed only in exceptional cases.?

Among the Hebrew offerings from the vegetable king-
dom, meal wine and oil take the chief place,* and these were
also the chief vegetable constituents of man’s daily food.?

1 Wellh. p. 112; Harith, Mo'all. 69 ; especially Lisan, vi. 211. The
reason of this rule, and certain exceptions, will appear in the sequel.

2 Lev. 1. 14, xii. 6, 8, xiv. 22, xv. 14, 29 ; Num. 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 sg., 49 sg.). Further, the turtle-dove and nestling (pigeon)
appear in an ancient covenant ceremony (Gen. xv. 9 sgg.). The fact that
the dove was not used by the Hebrews for any ordinary sacrifice, involving a
sacrificial meal, can hardly be, in its origin, independent of the sacrosanct
character ascribed to this bird in the religion of the heathen Semites. The
Syrians would not eat doves, and their very touch made a man unclean for
a day (Dea Syria, liv.). In Palestine also the dove was sacred with the
Pheenicians and Philistines, and on this superstition is based the common
Jewish accusation against the Samaritans, that they were worshippers of the
dove (see for all this Bochart, Hierozoicon, 1L, i, 1). Nay, sacred doves that
may not be harmed are found even at Mecea. In legal times the dove was
of course a ““clean” bird to the Hebrews, but it is somewhat remarkable
that we never read of it in the Old Testament as an article of diet—not even
in 1 Kings v. 2 sgg. (A V. iv. 22 sgg.)—though it is now one of the
commonest table-birds all over the East.

# See below, p. 292 sg. 4 Cf. Mic. vi. 7 with Lev. ii. 1 sgq.

5 Ps. civ. 14 sq.
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In 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 Pheenicians! it was customary to mingle oil
with the cereal oblation before it was placed upon the
altar, in conformity with the usage at ordinary meals.
In like manner no cereal offering was complete without
salt,? which, for physiological reasons, is a necessary of life
to all who use a cereal diet, though among nations that
live exclusively on flesh and milk it is not indispensable
and is often dispensed with. Wine, which as Jotham’s
parable has it, “ cheereth gods and men,”3 was added to
whole burnt-offerings and to the oblation of victims of
whose flesh the worshippers partook.* The sacrificial use
of wine, without which no feast was complete, seems to have
been well-nigh universal wherever the grape was known}?
and even penetrated to Arabia, where wine was a scarce
and costly luxury imported from abroad. Milk, on the
other hand, though one of the commonest articles of food
among the Israelifes, has no place in Hebrew sacrifice, but
libations of milk were offered by the Arabs, and also at
Carthage® Their absence among the Hebrews may
perhaps be explained by the rule of Ex. xxiii. 18, Lev.
ii. 11, which excludes all ferments from presentation at
the altar; for in hot climates milk ferments rapidly and
is generally eaten sour” The same principle covers the

1In CIS. No. 165, 1. 14, the 553 is to be interpreted by the aid of
Lev. vii. 10, and understood of bread or meal moistened with oil.

? Lev, ii. 18, 3 Judg, ix. 13. 4 Nuwm, xv. 5.

5 For some exceptions see Aesch., Bum. 107 ; Soph., Oed. Col. 100, with
Schol. ; Paus. ii. 11, 4; v. 15. 10 (Greek libations to the Eumenides and to
the Nymphs); and Athen. xv. 48 (libations to the sun at Emesa).

5 Wellh. p, 111 sg.; CIS. No. 165, 1. 14 ; No. 167, 1, 10,

7 The rule against offering fermented things on the altar was not observed
in northern Israel in all forms of sacrifice (Amos iv. 5), and traces of greater
freedom in this respect appear also in Lev. vii. 138, xxiii. 17. It scems
strange that wine should be admitted in sacrifice and leaven excluded, for
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prohibition of “honey,”! which term, like the modern
Arabic dibs, appears to include fruit juice inspissated by
boiling—a very important article of food in modern and
presumably in ancient Palestine. Fruit in its natural
state, however, was offered at Carthage? and was probably
admitted by the Hebrews in ancient times® Among the

leaven is a product of vinous fermentation, and leavened bread equally with
wine is to the nomad a foreign luxury (al-khamr wal-khamir, Agh. xix. 25),
so that both alike must have been wanting in the oldest type of Hebrew
sacrifices.  Thus the continued prohibition of leaven in sacrifice, after
wine was admitted, can hardly be regarded as a mere piece of religious
conservatism, but must have some further significance. It 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 with the rule that the fat and
flesh must not remain over till the morning, For we shall find by and by
that a similar rule 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. In 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 putrefaction was therefore to be avoided, and the conmnection
between leaven and putrefaction is obvious.

The only positive law against the sacrificial use of milk is that in Ex.
xxiii, 19, xxxiv. 26: ““Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother’s milk.”
Mother’s milk is simply goat’s milk, which was that generally used (Prov.
xxvil, 27), and flesh seethed in milk is still a common Arabian dish ; sour
milk is specified as the kind employed in PEF. Qu. S¢ 1888, p. 188,
The context of the passages in Exodus shows that some ancient form of
sacrifice is referred to; cf. Judg. vi. 19, where we have a holocaust of sodden
flesh., A sacrificial gift sodden in sour milk would 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 milk as a kind of equivalent for
blood, and thus to eat a kid seethed in its mother’s milk 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.

1 Lev. ii. 11, 2 ¢IS. No. 166.

3 The term hillalim, applied in Lev. xix, 24 to the consecrated fruit
borne by a new tree in its fourth year, is applied in Judg. ix. 27 to the
Canaanite vintage feast at 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. xxiil, 40, but their destination is not specified. In Carthage,
though the inseription that speaks of the rite is fragmentary, it seems to
be clear that the fruit was offered at the altar, for incense is mentioned
with it ; and this, no doubt, 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
Pheenicians the word 2ébaf, which properly means a
slaughtered victim, is applied even to offerings of bread
and o0ill That cereal offerings have but a secondary
place in ritual is mnot unintelligible in connection with
the history of the Semitic race. For all the Semites
were originally nomadic, and the ritual of the nomad
Arabs and the settled Capaanites has so many points in
common that there can be no 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. It must be observed,
however, that animal food—or at least the flesh of domestic
animals, which are the only class of vietims admitted
among the Semites as ordinary and regular sacrifices—
was not a common article of diet even among the
nomad Arabs. The everyday food of the nomad con-
sisted of milk, of game, when he could get it, and to a
limited extent of dates and meal—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.,

1 IS8, No. 165, 1. 125 167, 1. 9. In the context I¥ can hardly mecan
game, but must be taken, as in Josh, ix. 11 sqq., 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! If therefore the sole principle that
governed the choice of the material of sacrifices had been
that they must consist of human food, milk and not flesh
would have had the leading place in nomad ritual, whereas
its real place is exceedingly subordinate. To remove this
difficulty it may be urged that, as sacrifice is food offered
to the gods, it ought naturally to be 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 camel? The true
solution of the matter lies in another direction. Among
the Hebrews no sacrificial meal was provided for the
worshippers unless a victim was sacrificed ; if the oblation
was purely cereal it was wholly consumed either on the
altar or by the priests, in the holy place, <e. by the
representatives of the deity.? In like manner the only
Arabian meal-offering about which we have particulars,
that of the god Ocaisir 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.
1 See the old narratives, passim, and compare Doughty, i. 325 sg. The
statement of Friinkel, Fremdwdrter, p. 31, that the Arabs lived mainly on
flesh, overlooks the importance of milk as an article of diet among all the
pastoral tribes, and must also be taken with the qualification that the flesh used
as ordinary food was that of wild beasts taken in hunting, On this point
the evidence is clear; Pliny, H. IV. vi. 161, ‘‘nomadas lacte et ferina carne
uesci” ; Agatharchides, ap. Diod. Sic. iii. 44. 2; Ammianus, xiv. 4, §,
““nictus uniuersis caro ferina est lactisque abundans copia qua sustentantur 7 ;
Nilus, p. 27. DBy these express statements we must interpret the vaguer
utterances of Diodorus (xix. 94. 9) and Agatharchides (ap. Diod. iii. 43. 5)
about the ancient diet of the Nabateans: the ¢ nourishment supplied by
their herds” was mainly milk. Certain Arab tribes, like the modern Sleyb,
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, Maré, ii. 345), where, at any rate, besrd
&’ haviwdthad means game,

2 Cf, Gen. xxvii. 7. 3 Lev, il 8, v. 11, vi. 16 (E.V. 22).
4 Yaciit, s.v. ; Wellh. p. 58 sq.
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The cereal offering therefore has strietly the character of
a tribute paid by the worshipper to his god, as indeed is
expressed by the name minke, 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 predomi-
nance 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 vietim will be considered in a sub-
sequent 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 them as the
goat-eater, the ram-eater, the bull-eater, even “the cannibal,”
with allusion to human sacrifices.? Among the Hebrews
the conception 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
the ancient technical language of the priestly ritual, in
which the sacrifices are called nwmbs onb, “the food of the
deity.” In 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 connection
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 the altar.

1 Iliad, ix. 531. 2 winoQdyas, rproQdinyos, Trupe@iiyos, Aisvuras SuroTis.
3 b4 y #p $42F] pafeyos, r
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2. The table of shewbread has its closest parallel in
the lectisternia of ancient heathenism, when a table laden
with meats was spread beside the idol. Such tables were
set in the great temple of Bel at Babylon! and, if any
weight is to be given to the apocryphal story of Bel and
the Dragon in the Greek Book of Daniel, it was popularly
believed that the god actually consumed 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 thought? and to feed them is an act of religion

1 Herod, i. 181, 183 ; Diod. Sie. ii. 9. 7.

2 The story, so far as it 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.g.
the wheat and barley offered to Al-Kholasa (Azraci, p. 78). As the dove
was the sacred bird at Mecca, the epithet Mofim al-fair, ‘‘he who feeds the
birds,” applied to the idol that stood upon Marwa (¢bid.), seems to point to
similar meal-offerings rather than to animal vietims left lying before the
god. The ‘“idol” made of hais, 4.e. a mass of dates kneaded up with
butter and sour milk, which the B. Hanifa ate up in time of famine (see
the Leww. s.v. &elai 3 Ibn Coteiba, ed, Wiist. p. 299 ; Birini, Chron. p. 210),
probably belonged to the widespread class of cereal offerings, shaped as
rude idols and eaten sacramentally (Liebrecht, Zur Volkskunde, p. 436 ;
ZDMG. xxx. 539).

4 Leb. Moh, iii. 457.

5 See above, p. 142 sgg., and the god-name Motim al-tair in the last

15
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in many heathen systems, especially where, as in Egypt,'
the gods themselves are totem-deities, .. 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, at the sanctuary
of the Wolf Apollo (Apollo Lycius) of Sicyon, an old tradi-
tion preserved—though in a distorted form—the memory of
a time when flesh used to be set forth for the wolves? It
is by no means impossible that something of the same sort
took place at certain Arabian shrines, for we have already
learned how closely the gods were related to the jinn and
the ginn to wild animals, and the list of Arabian deities
includes a Lion-god (Yaghiith) and a Vulture-god (Nasr)?
to whose worship rites like those described by Sprenger
would be altogether appropriate.

But while it cannot be thought impossible that sacri-
ficial vietims were presented on holy ground and left to be
devoured by wild beasts as the guests or congeners 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 Hamdani’s account of the offerings at Sawid, supra,
p. 177.

1 Strabo, xvii. 1. 89 s¢. (p. 812).

2 Pausanias, ii, 9. 7. The later rationalism which changed the Wolf-god
into a Wolf-slayer gave the story a corresponding twist by relating that the
flesh was poisoned, under the god’s directions, with the leaves of a tree whose
trunk was preserved in the temple, like the sacred erica at Byblus,

3 See Kinship, pp. 192, 809 ; Noldeke, ZDMG, 1886, p. 186, See also,
for the Himyarite Vulture-god, ZDM@. xxix. 600, and compare the eagle
standard of Morra, Niabigha, iv. 7, Ahlw.=xxi. 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 vietim. It
is true that in the case of certain very solemn sacrifices,
especially of piacula, to which class the sacrifices cited by
Sprenger appear to belong, the vietim 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 among the Arabs, who did not use
burning except in the case of human sacrifices, we can
quite well understand that one way of disposing of holy
tlesh 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, a8 in the case of the hundred camels with
which ‘Abd-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.! 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 to2 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 ‘at@ir (sing. ‘attra) or annual sacrifices pre-
sented by the Arabs in the month Rajab, which originally
corresponded to the Hebrew Passover-month (Abib, Nisan).?

1 B. Hish. p. 100, 1. 7; Tabari, i. 1078, 1. 4.

2The 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 ; #nfra, p. 838,
3 Cf. Wellhausen, p. 94 sg. To complete the parallelism of the Passover
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“ It is remarkable,” says Wellhausen, “ how often we hear
of the ‘at@ir lying round the altar-idol, and sometimes in
poetical comparisons the slain are said to be left lying on
the battlefield like ‘at@ir.”' 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 ghabghab, or pit, at
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 battle-
field ; indeed, it is impossible fo imagine a more disgusting
scene of carnage than is still presented every year at
Mina on the great day of sacrifice, when the ground is
literally covered with innumerable carcases. It is not
therefore mnecessary to suppose that the ‘atd@ir at Rajab
were left to the hy=zna and the vulture; and, as the name
‘aftre. seems to be also used in a more general sense of
any victim whose blood is applied fo 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 Semitic 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
‘atd@ir of Rajab with the sacrifice of firstlings. The traditionists, e.g.
Bokhari, vi. 207 (at the close of the Kit. al-‘acica), distinguish between
firstlings (fara’) and ‘atire, but the line of distinction is not sharp. The
lexicons apply the name fara’, not only to firstlings sacrificed while their
flesh was still like glue (L¢san, 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 Lisin, vi. 210, defines the ‘atire as a first-
ling (awwal ma yuntog) which was sacrificed to the gods. If we could
accept this statement without reserve, in the general confusion of the later
Arabs on the subject, it would supply what Wellhausen desiderates.

1 Wellh. p. 115 ; of. the verses cited 4bid. pp. 16, 56 ; and, for the poetical
comparisons, Ibn Hisham, 534. 4; Alcama, vi. 3, Soc.
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at their shrines is too crude to subsist without modifica-
tion beyond 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 Ocaigir. In 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 modi-
fication of the original idea.

In 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 Phoeni-
cians, is also no doubt a very ancient Semitic libation. In
ordinary Arabian sacrifices the blood which was poured
over the sacred stone was all that fell to the god’s part, the
whole flesh being consumed by the worshippers and their
guests; and the early prevalence of this kind of oblation
appears from the fact that the word 4o “to pour,” which
in Hebrew means to pour out a drink-offering, is in Arabic
the general term for an act of worship.

In the North Semitic ritual the most notable feature in
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the libation, which ordinarily consisted of wine, is thab it
was not consumed by fire, even when it went with a fire-
offering. The Greeks and Romans poured the sacrificial
wine over the flesh, but the Hebrews treated it like the
blood, pouring it out at the base of the altar! In Keccle-
siasticus 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, and that
wine is a surrogate for it, as fruit-juice seems to have
been in certain Arabian rites® It is true that the blood
of the sacrifice is not called a libation in Hebrew ritual,

»

and in Ps. xvi. 4 “drink-offerings of blood ” are spoken
of as something heathenish. But this proves that such
libations were known ; and that the Hebrew altar ritual of
the blood 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?” and also from 2 Sam.
xxiil. 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 in 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

1 Eeclus. 1. 15; Jos. 4nitt, iii. 9. 4. Num. xv. 7 is sometimes cited as
proving that in older times the wine was poured over the sacrificial flesh,
but see against this interpretation Num. xxviii. 7.

2 The term «jua Borpdwy oceurs in the Tyrian legend of the invention of
wine, Ach. Tatius, ii. 2, and may possibly be the translation of an old
Pheenician phrase.

3 Kinship, p. 261 sg.; Wellh, p. 121.

4 Jer. xix. 18, xxxii. 29, xliv. 17, 18, With this worship on the house-
tops, cf. what Strabo, xvi. 4. 26, tells of the daily offerings of libations and
incense presented to the sun by the Nabatwans at an altar erected on the
house-tops. The sacrificial act must be done in the presence of the deity (cf.
Nilus, pp. 30, 117), and if the sun or the gueen of heaven is worshipped, a
place open 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
_ bleod-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
ritual offerings of water have no place. In the actual
practice of later Judaism, however, water drawn from the
fountain of Siloam, and carried into the Temple amidst the
blare of trumpets, was solemnly poured out upon the altar
on seven days of the Feast of Tabernacles! 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 common belief all over the
world that pouring out water is a potent rain - charm.?
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 at all, but falls under the cate-
gory of sympathetic magic in which natural phenomena
are thought to be produced by imitating them on a small
scale. In 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 IFeast

t See Succa, iv. 93 Lightfoot on John vii. 37 ; Reland, 4ni. Heb. p.
448 sq., with the refs. there given. The water was poured into a special
channel in the altar.

? Numerous examples are given by Frazer, Golden Bough, i. 13 sqq., to
which I may add the annual ‘‘ water-pouring” at Ispahan (Birtini, Chron.
p- 228 sgq.; Cazwini, i. 84).

3 Frazer, ut supra ; a very curious Arabian rain-charm, where cattle (or
perhaps antelopes) are driven into the mountains with firebrands attached to
their tails, seems to be an imitation of lightning, See Wellhaunsen, p. 157 ;
Lisan, v. 140 ; Raghib, 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 worshippes
assembled at the Temple bearing water from “the ses”
(i.e. the Euphrates 2), which was poured out in the Temple
and flowed away into a cleft which, according to tradition,
absorbed the waters of Deucalion’s flood, and so gave occa-
sion to the erection of a sanctuary, with commemorative
services on the spot.?

In 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 stones?* was
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 Jeru-
salem “ad quem ueniunt ITudei singulis annis et ungunt
eum ”; 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. xlv. 8 (E.V. 7) compared with Isa. Ixi. 3, we may con-

1 Dew Syrie, § 13, cf. § 48. The same rite is alluded to by Melito in
Cureton, Spic. Syr. p. 25.

2 To the dwellers in Mesopotamia the Euphrates was ¢ the sea” ; Philo-
stratus, Vita dpollonii, i. 20.

% The ritual of pouring water into the cleft has its parallel in the modern
practice at the fountain of water before the gates of Tyre, when in September
the water becomes red and troubled, and the natives gather for a great feast
and restore its limpidity by pouring a pitcher of sea-water into the source
(Volney, Etat pol. de lo Syrie, chap. viii.; Mariti, ii. 269). Here the
ceremony takes place at the end of the dry season when the water is low,
and may therefore be compared with the legend that Mohammed made
the empty well of Hodaibiya to overflow by causing it to be stirred with
one of his arrows after a pitcher of water had been poured into it (Mok.
in Med. p. 247). As a rule the pouring out of water in early superstition
is, as we have already seen, a rain-charm, and possibly the rite of Hierapolis
was really designed to procure rain, but only in due measure.

4 Gen. xxviil. 18, xxxv. 14.
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clude that the anointing of kings at their coronation is part
of the ceremony of investing them in the festal dress and
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 at every feast.
We have seen that the Semites on festal occasions dressed
up their sacred poles, and they did the same with their
idols.! 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 it2 But apart
from this, the very act of applying ointment to the sacred
" symbol had a religious significance. The Hebrew word
meaning to anoint (mashalk) means properly to wipe or
stroke with the hand, which was used to spread the unguent
over the skin. Thus the anointing of the sacred symbol
is associated with the simpler form of homage common in
Arabia, in which the hand was passed over the idol
(tamassok). In the oath described by Ibn Hisham, p. 85,
the parties dip their hands in unguent and then wipe them
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 at 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

1 Eek. xvi. 18. ‘ 2 Ibn Hisham, p. 303.



234 OFFERINGS LECT. VL.

appealed to is Maimonides, who states that the Sabians
looked on blood as the nourishment of the gods. So late
a witness would have little value if he stood alone, but
the expression in the Psalm cannot be mere rhetorie, and
the same belief appears among early nations in all parts
of the globe Nor does this oblation form an exception
to the rule that the offerings of the gods consist of human
food, for many savages drink fresh blood by way of
nourishment, and esteem it a special delicacy.?

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, and
perhaps also ab other times® 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 eaten, 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 originally sacrificial among
the Arabs as well as among the Hebrews, this carried with
it the disuse of blood as an article of ordinary food; and

U See Tylor, Primitive Culture, ii. 346. The story told by Yacit, ii. 882,
of the demon at the temple of Ridm to whom bowls of sacrificial blood were
presented, of which he partook, seems to have a Jewish origin. According
to one version this demon had the form of a black dog (cf. B. Hish. p. 18,
1 3).

2 See, for America, Bancroft, Native Roces, 1. 55, 492, ii. 344, In Africa
fresh blood is held as a dainty by all the negroes of the White Nile (Marno,
Reise, p. 79) ; it is largely drunk by Masai warriors (Thomson, p. 430) ; and
also by the Gallas, as various travellers attest. Among the Hottentots the
pure blood of beasts is forbidden to women but not to men ; Kolben, State
of 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 Marco Polo, i. 254,
and the editor’s note. Where mineral salt is not used for food, the drinking of
blood supplies, as Thomson remarks, an important constituent to the system.

8 Maidani, ii. 119 ; Hamdsa, p. 645, last verse. From .Agh. xvi, 107, 20,
one is Ied to doubt whether the practice was confined to seasons of famine,
or whether this kind of food was used more regularly, as was done, on the
other side of the Red Sea, by the Troglodytes (Agatharchides in Fr. Geog.
@Qr. i, 183). See further the Lexx. s.vv. fasada, “tlhiz, bajio, musawwaed,
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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 ground.!
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 Mohammed’s
legislation,?

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 modifica-
tion took may, I think, be judged of by comparing the
sacrifices of the gods with the oblations offered to the
dead. In the famous vékwa 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
hungry ; water and wine are poured upon their graves.*
Thirst is a subtler appetite than hunger, and therefore
more appropriate to the. disembodied shades, just as it is
from thirst rather than from hunger that the Hebrews
and many other nations borrow metaphors for spiritual
longings and intellectual desires. Thus the 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,

1 Wellh. p. 114.  In an Arab encampment slaves sleep beside ** the blood
and the dung ” (4gh. viil, 74, 29); of. 1 Sam. ii. 8.

2 Whether the blood of game was prohibited to the Hebrews before the
law of Lev. xvii. 13 is not quite clear; Deut. xii. 16 is ambiguous. In
Islam as in Judaism the prohibition of blood-eating and the rule that carrion
must not be eaten go together (Lev. xvii. 15 ; B. Hish. p. 206, L. 7).

3 Bk. xi.; of. Pindar, Of. i. 90, where the word eipaxospies is explained
by Hesychius as 7o Evuyfn,cmq'a iy uc-ro:xolu,évwv; Pausan. v. 13, § 2; Plut.,
Aristides, 21, .

4 Wellhausen, p. 161.
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A farther step in the same direction is associated with
the 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 thab
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 make no use of the gifts buried
with them, unless they were etherealised by fire! A
similar nofion 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 offer-
ings of fragrant smoke, marks the firm establishment of a
conception of the divine nature which, though not purely
spivitual, is at least stripped of the crassest aspects of
maberialism.

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 careful handling.
In the later form of Hebrew ritual laid down in the
Levitical law, the distinction is clearly marked. To the
former class belong all cereal oblations (Heb. minfia; AV,
“offering ” or “ meat-offering ”), which so far as they are not
burned on the altar are assigned to the priests, and among

1 Herodotus, v, 92; ef. Joannes Lydus, Mens. iii. 27, where the object of
burning the dead is said to be to etherealise the body along with the soul.
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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 zebahim or shelamim
(sing. z¢bah, shélem, Amos v. 22), 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.! 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. In the last days of the kingdom of Judah, and
still more after the Exile, piacular sacrifices and holocausts
acquired a prominence 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

11In the English Bible zebakim is rendered ‘‘sacrifices,” and shelamim
¢ peace-offerings.” The latter rendering is mot plausible, and the term
shelamam can hardly be separated from the verb shilfem, to pay or discharge,
e.g. & vow. Zébah is the more general word, including (like the Arabic
dhibh) all animals slain for food, agreeably with the fact that in old times all
slaughter was sacrificial, In later times, when slaughter and sacrifice were
no longer identical, z6bafi was not precise enough to be used as a technical
term of ritual, and so the term skelamim came to be more largely used than
in the earlier literature.

On the sacrificial lists of the Carthaginians the terms corresponding to
nSy and 13t seem to be 5‘;3 and NNY. The former is the old Hebrew 5’53
(Deut. xxxiii. 10; 1 Sam. vii. 9), the latter is etymologically quite obscure.
In the Carthaginian burnt - sacrifice a certain weight of the flesh was
apparently not consumed on the altar, but given to the priests (CIS. 165),
as in the case of the Hebrew sin-offering, which was probably a modification
of the holocaust. The 553 D.L/'W, which appears along with ‘;53 and PN
in CIS. 165 (but not in CIS. 167), is hardly a third co-ordinate species of
sacrifice. The editors of the Corpus regard it as a variety of the holocaust
(hol. eucharisticum), which is not easily reconciled with their own restitution
of 1. 11 or with the Hebrew sense of DSW- Perhaps it is an ordinary sacrifice
accompanying a holocaust.
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all sacrifices! The holocaust, again, although ancient, is
not in ancient times a common form of sacrifice, and unless
on very exceptional occasions occurs only in great public
feasts and in association with zebalzm. The distresstul
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 hack 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 accentu-
ated by contrast with the decline of the more common
forms of sacrifice. When each local community had its
own high place, it was the rule that every animal slain for
food should be presented at the altar, and every meal at
which flesh was served had the character of a sacrificial
feast.?  As men ordinarily lived on bread fruit and milk,
and ate flesh only on feast days and holidays, this rule was
eagily observed as long as the local sanctuaries stood.
But when there was no altar left except at Jerusalem, the
identity of slaughter and sacrifice could no longer be main-
tained, 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 ground® When this new rule came
into force men ceased to feel that the eating of flesh was
essentially a sacred act, and though strictly religious meals
were still maintained at Jerusalem on the great feast days,
the sacrificial meal necessarily lost much of its old signifi-

1 To zébal and minke, 1 Sam. iil. 14, xxvi. 19, and still more to the
holocaust, Mic. vi. 6, 7.

2 Hos. ix. 4.

3 Deut. xii. 15, 16 ; cf. Lev. xvil. 10 sg. The fat of the intestines was
also from ancient times veserved for the deity (1 Sam. ii. 16), and therefore
it also was forbidden food (Lev. iii. 17). The prohibition 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 zbal, in which men ate and
drank just as they might do at home.

But in ancient times the preponderance was all the
other way, and the 26baj, was not only much 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 litera-
ture is decisive ; zébak and minka, 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 understand these
ordinary rites before we attack the harder problem of
exceptional forms of sacrifice.

Now, it we put aside the piccula and whole burnt-
offerings, 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 consumed on the altar or by the priests, corre-
sponds to the distinction between animal and vegetable
offerings. The animal vietim 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. It 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? and that the act of eating
it is a part of the service, which is to be completed before

men break up from the sanctuary® The zébaf, therefore, is
1Lev, vil. 15 sqq., xix. 6, xxii. 30.
2 Hag. ii. 12 cf. Jer, xi. 15, LXX.
3 The old sacrificial feasts cccupy but a single day (1 Sam. ix.), or at most
two days (1 Sam. xx. 27).
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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 minja
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.
In short, while the #fbaf turns on an act of communion
between the deity and his worshippers, the minko (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 it was
not, for in most ancient religions we find that cereal
offerings come to be accepted in certain cases as sub-
stitutes for animal sacrifices, and that in this way the
difference between the two kinds of offering gradually gets
to be obliterated.! But in such matters great weight is to
be attached to priestly tradition, such as underlies the
Levitical ritual. The priests were not likely 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 minha was the offering of first-
fruits—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 laws2 So far as can be
seen, .the first-fruits were always a tribute wholly made

1 8o at Rome models in wax or dough often took the place of animals,
The same thing took place at Athens: Hesychius, s.ow. govs and ¥B3owos
Bovs 3 cf. Thueyd. i. 126 and schol. At Carthage we have found the name

z6bak applied to vegetable offerings.
2 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 at the altar,! and so
far as they were not actually burned on the altar, they
were assigned to the priests 2—mnot to the ministrant as a
reward for his service, but to the priests as a body, as the
household of the sanctuary.?

Among the Hebrews, as among many other agricultural
peoples, the offering of first-fruits was connected with the
idea that it is not lawful or safe to eat of the new fruit
until the god has received his due? The offering makes
the whole crop lawful food, but it does not make 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 can eat of it.’

In old Israel all slaughter was sacrifice,® and a man
could never eat beef or mutton except as a religious act,
but cereal food had no such sacred associations; as soon
as God had received His due of first-fruits, the whole
domestic store was common. The difference between
cereal and animal food was therefore deeply marked, and
though bread was of course brought to the sanctuary to be

1 Deut. xxvi. 1 sqq.

# Lev. xxiii, 17 ; Deut. xviii. 4, For the purpose of this argument it is
not necessary to advert to the distinction recognised by post- Biblical
tradition between réshith and bikkarim, on which see Wellh., Prolegomena,
3rd ed., p. 161 sq.

# This follows from 2 Kings xxifi. 9. The tribute was sometimes paid to
a man of God (2 Kings iv. 42), which is another way of making it over to
the deity. In the Levitical law also the minka belongs to the priests as a
whole (Lev. vii. 10). This is an important point. What the ministrant
receives as a fee comes from the worshipper, what the priests as a whole
receive is given them by the deity.

4 Lev. xxiil. 14 ; of. Pliny, H. V. xviil. 8,

5 Hos. ix. 4 refers only to animal food.

8 The same thing is true of Old Arabia; Wellh. p. 114.

16
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eaten with the z¢bakim, it had not and could not have the
same religious meaning as the holy flesh. It 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 indica-
tion that this oblation consecrated the part of the bread
retained by the worshipper and made it holy bread. The
only holy bread of which we read is such as belonged to
the priests, not to the offerer! 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 minie. In old times the priests
had no altar dues of this kind. They had only the first-
fruits and a claim to a piece of the sacrificial flesh, from
which it may be presumed that the custom of offering
bread with the z¢bak was not primitive. Indeed Amos
seems to mention it with some surprise as a thing not
familiar to Judesan 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 vietim slain®

11 Sam. xxi, 4. 2 Deut. xviii. 8, 4; 1 Sam. ii, 18 sqq.

3 What has been said above of the contrast between cereal sacrificial gifts
and the sacrificial feast seems to me to hold good also for Greece and Rome,
with some modification in the case of domestic meals, which among the
Semites had no religious character, but at Kome were consecrated by a
portion being offeved to the household gods.  This, however, has nothing to do
with public religion, in which the law holds good that there is no sacred feast
without a victim, and that consecrated aparche are wholly given over to
the sanctuary. The same thing holds good for many other peoples, and
seems, so far as my reading goes, to be the general rule. But there are
exceptions; My friend Mr. J. G. TFrazer, to whose wide reading I mever
appeal without profit, refers me to Wilken’s AZfoeren van het eiland Beroe,
p. 26, where a true sacrificial feast is made of the first-fruits of rice, This
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The distinetion 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 communion 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 viewed as a living
creature. In such a case it is not unreasonable to say that the rice may
be regarded as really an animate vietim. Agricultural religions seem often
0 have borrowed ideas from the older cults of pastoral times,



LECTURE VII
FIRST-FRUITS, TITHES, AND SACRIFICIAL MEALS

It became apparent to us towards the close of the last
lecture that the Levitical distinction between minfe and
#ébak, or cereal oblation and animal sacrifice, rests upon
an ancient principle; that the idea of communion with
the deity in a sacrificial meal of holy food was primarily
confined to the zbak 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 agriculture and agricultural
law. Spots of natural fertility were the Baal’'s land,
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 instinet with divine
energy. This whole circle of ideas belongs to a condition
of society in which agriculture and the laws that regulate
it have made considerable progress, and is foreign to the
sphere of thought in which the purely nomadic Semites
moved. That the minke is not so ancient a form of
sacrifice as the 2¢baj, 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 oblation—
particularly 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.!

In most ancient nations the 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 revenue? In
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 satraps*
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 points connected with this statement which invite attention, but
cannot be fully discussed at the present stage of the argument, will be
considered in Additional Note B, Sacred Tribute in Arabia.

2 Qee the instances collected by Spencer, Lib. iil. cap. 10, § 1 ; Hermann,
Gottesdiensiliche Alterth. d. Griechen, 2nd ed., § 20, note 4 ; Wyttenbach in
the index to his edition of Plutarch’s Moralie, s.v. ‘HpaxdFs.

3 Aristotle, (Feon. p. 13526 of the Berlin edition. A tithe on imports
is found also at Mecca (Azraci, p. 107 ; B. Hish. p. 72).

4 Aristotle, @con. p. 18455,
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be regarded as an impost of this sort.! Thus the institution
of a sacred tithe corresponds to the conception of the
national god as a king, and so at Tyre tithes were paid to
Melcarth, “ the king of the city.” The Carthaginians, as
Diodorus? tells us, sent the tithe of produce 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 sacred
tithe paid by the Carthaginians and the political tribute
paid by other colonies, such as Utica.?

The oldest Hebrew laws require the payment of first-
fruits, but know nothing of a tithe due at the sanctuary.
And indeed the Hebrew sanctuaries in old time had not
such a splendid establishment as called for the imposition
of sacred tributes 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 at Jerusalem was attached to the palace,
this was part of the household expenditure of the sovereign,
and doubtless was met out of the imposts in natura levied
for the maintenance of the court.* In 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

11 Sam, viil, 15, 17 ; 1 Kings iv. 7 sgg. The ‘“‘king’s mowings” (Amos
vii, 1) belong to the same class of imposts, being a tribute in kind levied
on the spring herbage to feed the horses of the king (cf. 1 Kings xviii. 5).
Similarly the Romans in Syria levied a tax on pasture-land in the month
Nisan for the food of their horses: see Bruns and Sachau, Syrisch-Rom.
Rechtsbuch, Text L, § 121 ; and Wright, Notule Syriace (1887), p. 6.

2 Lib, xx. cap. 14.

3 Jos., Antt. viil, 5. 3, as read by Niese after Gutschmid.
4 Cf. 2 Kings xvi. 15 ; Ezek. xlv. 9 sgq.
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veferred to in 2 Kings xii. 4. In northern Israel the
royal sanctuaries, of which Bethel was the chief! were
originally maintained, in the same way, by the king
himself; but as Bethel was not the ordinary seat of the
court, so that the usual stated sacrifices there could not
be combined 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
Pheenician influence, it was Phoonicia, where the religious
tithe was an ancient institution, which would naturally
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. And the general
analogy of fiscal arrangements in the Kast makes it
probable that this would be done by assigning to the
sanctuary the taxes in kind levied on the surrounding
distriet ;2 it is therefore noteworthy that the only pre-
Deuteronomic references to a tithe paid at the sanctuary
refer to the “ royal chapel ” of Bethel?

The tithes paid to ancient sanctuaries 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
sacred monuments* One of the chief objects, however,
for which they were expended was the maintenance of
feasts and sacrifices of a public character, at which the
worshippers were entertained free of charge® This element

1 Amos vii. 18. _

2 Cf. the grant of the village of Bewtocece for the maintenance of the
sanctuary of the place, Waddington, No. 2720a,

3 Gen. xxviil. 22 ; Amos iv. 4,

4 Mordtm. und Miiller, Sab. Denkm. No. 11.

5 Xen., dnab. v. 8. 9; Waddington, u¢ supra. Similarly the tithes of

incense paid to the priests at 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 religious feasts was recognised as
the duty of the king even in the time of David! And
so we find that Amos enumerates the tithe at Bethel as
one of the chief elements that contributed to the jovial
luxurious worship maintained at 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 mainten-
ance of the public or royal sacrifices. This, it ought to
be said, is not the view commonly 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 make up a hearty feast,
with the sacrificial flesh as its pidee de resistance?® It is
generally assumed that this deseription was still applicable
to the feasts at Bethel in Amog’s time, and that the tithes
were the provision that each 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 Book 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). M. R. Duval (Rev. d'Adssyriologie, etc., 1888, p. 1 sq.)
argues that at Taima, in N, Arabia, there was a tithe on palm trees from
which grants were made to the priest. But this is very doubtful.

12 Sam. vi, 19. 21 Sam. i. 21, 24, x. 3.
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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. It 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 indi-
cations of the Book of Deuteronomy itself point all the
other way. In 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
at the sanctuary, is not so reckoned. In the face of these
difficulties it is not safe to assume that either of the
Deuteronomic tithes exactly corresponds to old usage.
And if we look at 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 entirvely different in kind from the old rustic
festivities at Shiloh described in 1 Samuel. They are not
simple agricultural merry-makings of a popular character, -
but mainly feasts of the rich, enjoying themselves at 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 through the book;
Amog’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 at the sacred tribunal and other forms of ex-
tortion., 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 main-
tain a public hospitality at the altar, and enable rich and
poor alike to rejoice before their God, were monopolised by
a privileged class.

This being understood, the innovations in the law of
tithes proposed in the Book of Deuteronomy become
sufficiently intelligible. In the kingdom 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 maintenance of the local
sanctuaries. But as early as the time of Samuel we find
religious feasts of clans or of towns, which are not a mere
agglomeration of private sacrifices, and so must have been
defrayed 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 Pheenicians, would naturally grow.
Such an impost would be in the hands, not of the priests,
but of the heads of clans and communes, %.¢. 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



LECT, VII, OLD ISRAEL 251

doubtless of some service to the landless proletariate,
however hardly its collection might press on the poorer
farmer.! 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—rthe only impost for a religious purpose
which a man was actually bound to pay away—and fo
it the whole subsequent history of Hebrew tithes attaches
itself. The other tithe, which was not a due but of a
mere 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—and
throws very little light on the original principles of
Semitic sacrifice. The prineciple that the god of the land
claims a tribute on the increase of the soil was originally
expressed in the offering of first-fruits, at a time when
sanctuaries and their service were too simple to need any
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 on
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 first-
fruits, and constituting a tribute to the god from the
agricultural blessings he bestowed. DBut here the similarity
between tithes and first-fruits ends. The first-fruits consti-
tuted a private sacrifice of the worshipper, who brought

1 The same principle was acknowledged in Greece, d=é +iv iepiv yap of
arwyol Lwow (Schol. on Aristoph. Plutus, 596, in Hermann op. cit. § 15, note
16). So too in the Arabian meal-offering to Ocalsir (supra, p. 223).
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them himself to the altar and was answerable for the pay-
ment only to God and his own conscience. The tithe, on
the contrary, was a public burden enforced by the com-
munity for the maintenance of public religion. In principle
there was no reason why it 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. In
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. In this respect it entirely
differed from the first-fruits, which might be, and generally
were, offered at a public festival, but did not supply any
part of the material 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 zébas—the sacrificial
vietim. We shall see by and by that in its origin the
#ébal, was not the private offering of an individual house-
holder 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 kings—
with all manner of luxurious accessories, they come to be
costly affairs, which can only be defrayed out of public
moneys. The Israel of the time of the kings 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 evi-
denfly not furnished in this way, but were mainly banquets
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of the upper classes in which the poor had a very subordi-
nate 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 some-
thing to eat and drink,so that the whole populace was kept
in good humour.! 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, and arranged their own family parties. DBut
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 back-
wards on the earlier stages of worship is that it could
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

I The only way of escape from this conclusion is to suppose that the rich
nobles paid out of their own pockets for the more expensive parts of the
public sacrifices ; and no one who knows the East and reads the Book of
Amos will believe that. Nathan’s parable about the poor man’s one lamb,
which his rich neighbour took to make a feast (necessarily at that date
sacrificial), is an apposite illustration.
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individual. A sacrifice was a public ceremony of a town-
ship or of a clan,! and private householders were accustomed
to reserve their offerings for the annual feasts, satisfying
their religious feelings in the interval by vows to be dis-
charged when the festal season came round.? 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, bub store of bread and wine to set
forth the feast.® The law of the feast was open-handed
hospitality ; no sacrifice was complete without guests, and
portions were freely distributed to rich and poor within
the circle of a man’s acquaintance.® Universal hilarity
prevailed, men ate drank and were merry together, rejoic-
ing before their God.

The picture which I have drawn of the dominant
type of Hebrew worship contains nothing peculiar to the
religion of Jehovah. It 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

‘¢ Clan,”

11 Sam. ix. 12, xx. 6. In the latter passage *‘ family ” means
not ““ domestic cirele.” See below, p. 276, note.

21 Sam. i. 3, 21. 3 Hos. ii. 15 (E.V, 13).

4 Tsa. xxx. 29, 51 Sam. x. 3.

81 Sam. ix, 13; 2 Sam. vi. 19, xv. 11; Neh. viii. 10. The guests of
the sacrifice supply a figure to the prophets (Ezek. xxxix. 17 sq¢.; Zeph.
i. 7). Nabal's refusal to allow David to share in his sheep-shearing feast
was not only churlish but a breach of religious custom ; from Amos iv. 5 it
would appear that with a free-will offering there was a‘free invitation to all
to come and partake. Tor the Arablan usuage in like cases, see Wellhausen,
p. 114 sg. A banqueting hall for the communal sacrifice is mentioned as
early as 1 Sanw. ix, 22, and the name given to it ({{shke) seems to be identical
with the Greek Atoyn, from which it may be gathered that the Pheenicians
had similar halls from an early date; cf. Judg. ix. 27, xvi. 28 sgg. TFor
the communal feasts of the Syrians in later times, see Posidon. Apam. ap.

Athen, xil, 527 (&7, Hist. Gr, iii. 258).
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tone and temper of the worshippers were determined by
the festive character of the service. Nor is the preval-
ence of the sacrificial feast, as the established type of
ordinary religion, confined to the Semitic peoples; the
same kind of worship ruled in ancient Greece and Italy,
and seems to be the universal type of the local cults of
the small agricultural communities out of which all the
nations of ancient civilisation grew. Everywhere we find
that a sacrifice ordinarily involves a feast, and that a feast
cannot be provided without 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.!
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 desire 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 con-
fidence 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 unmited 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 kind 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 conduct

11t is Indian (Manu, v. 31 sgq.) and Persian (Sprenger, Eranische
Alterth. iii. 578 ; ef. Herod, i, 132; Strabo, xv. 3. 13, p. 732). Among
‘the Romans and the older Grecks 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 Atheneus, v. 19 ; Buchholz, Hom. Realien, I1. ii. 202, 213 s¢q.
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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. It 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, and 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.
In 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
longing for uncertain forgiveness. If 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 any time famine, pestilence or disaster in war
appears to shew that the gods are angry, this casts no
doubt on the adequacy of the religious system as such,
but is merely held to prove that a grave fault has been
committed by some one for whom the community 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 at once recover their old easy
confidence, and go on eating and drinking and rejoicing
before their god with the assurance that he and they are
on the best of jovial good terms.

The kind of religion which finds its proper esthetic
expression in the merry 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.  Human life is never perfectly happy and
satisfactory, yet ancient religion assumes that through
the help of the gods it is so happy and satisfactory that
ordinary acts of worship are all brightness and hilarity,
expressing no other idea than that the worshippers are
well content with themselves and with their divine
sovereign. This implies a measure of “nsouciance, a power
of casting off the past and living in the impression of the
moment, which belongs to the childhoed of humanity, and
can exist only along with a childish unconsciousness of the
inexorable laws that connect the present and the future
with the past. Accordingly the more developed nations
of antiquity, in proportion as they emerged from national
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 habitually well pleased and favourable, and so
were driven to look on the anger of the gods as much
more frequent and permanent than their fathers had
supposed, and to give to atoning rites a stated and
important place in ritual, which went far to change the
whole attitude characteristic of early worship, and sub-
stitute for the old joyous confidence a painful and
scrupulous 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 B.c. afford an excellent illustration of
the development of a gloomier type of worship under the
pressure of accumulated political disasters. On the whole,
however, what strikes the modern thinker as surprising is
not that the old joyous type of worship ultimately broke
down, but that it lasted so long as it did, or even that it
ever attained a paramount place among nations so advanced
as ‘the Grecks and 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
dominated antique religion as it did, unless religion had
~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 providences,
over the welfare of every individual. It is true that
individuals laid their private affairs before the gods, and
asked with prayers and vows for strictly personal blessings.
But they did this just as they might crave a personal
boon from a king, or as a son craves a boon from a father,
without expecting to get all that was asked. What the
gods might do in this way was done as a matter of
personal favour, and was no part of their proper function
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as heads of the community. The benefits which were
expected from the gods were of a public character, affect-
ing the whole community, especially fruitful seasons,
increase of flocks and herds, and success in war. So long
as the community flourished the fact that an individual
was miserable reflected no diseredit on divine providence,
but was rather taken to prove that the sufferer was an
evil-doer, justly hateful to the gods. Such a man was out
of place among the happy and prosperous crowd that
assembled on feast days before the altar; even in Israel,
Hannah, with her sad face and silent petition, was a strange
figure at the sanctuary 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, and
the comfort of religion is most fervently sought, were in
the ancient world the times when a man was forbidden
to approach the seat of God’s presence. To us, whose
habit it is to look at religion in its influence on the life
and happiness of individuals, this seems a cruel law; nay,
our sense of justice is offended 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 was to think much of the community and
little of the individual 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 cared for the individual only as a member of the
community. Why, then, should private misfortune 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 insouciance and absorption in the feelings of the
moment characteristic of the childhood of society, I appre-
hend that the key to the joyful character of the antique
religions known to us lies in the fact that they took their
shape in communities 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 it 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 self-
confidence and elasticity that are engendered by success
in the struggle for life. These characters, therefore, are
reflected in the religious system that grew up with the
growth of the state, and the type of worship that corre-
sponded 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. Bubt 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 oceasions, 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 and rejoice before his god, and so the
coincidence of religious and agricultural gladness helped
to keep the old form of worship alive, long after it had
ceased to be in full harmony with men’s permanent view
of the world. Moreover it must be remembered that the
spirit of Dboisterous mirth which characterised 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 stimulus 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 to
eat.! 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 moment.
This is apparent in the old Canaanite festivals, such as the
vintage feast at Shechem described in Judg. ix. 27, and not
less in the service of the Hebrew high places, as it is char-
acterised 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 Chaldeeans in the
courts of the temple with the noise of a solemn feast.
Among the Nabateans and elsewhere the orgiastic char-
acter of the worship often led in later times to the
identification of Semitic gods, especially of Dusares, with

1 A current Arabic saying, which I have somewhere seen ascribed to
Tasbbata Sharran, reckons the eating of flesh as one of the three great
delights of life. In Maidani, ii. 22, flesh and wine are classed together as
seductive luxuries.
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the Greek Dionysus. It is plain that a religion of this
sort would not necessarily cease to be powerful when it
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 betook themselves
to the physical excitement of religion, as men now take
refuge in wine. That this is not a fancy picture is clear
from Isaiah’s description of the conduct of his contempor-
aries 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 drink, for to-morrow we die” And so in
general when an act of Semitic worship began with
sorrow and lamentation—as in the mourning for Adonis,
or in the great atoning ceremonies which became 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 mere orgiastic
excitement. The nerves were strung to the utmost tension
in 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

1 Isa. xxil. 12, 18, compared with i, 11 sgq.
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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 excite-
ment in a perfectly natural way by feasting together, as
people still do when they rejoice together.

In 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. It seems that such a faith sought nothing
higher than a condition of physical bien étre, 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 Semitic heathenism was redeemed
from mere materialism 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. In 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
him 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 community of his worshippers
was not held to pledge the deity to make the private cares
of each member of the community 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 »
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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, but
to magical superstitions. The gods watched over a man’s
civic life, they gave him his share in public benefits, the
annual largess of the harvest and the vintage, national
peace or victory over enemies, and so forth, but they were
not sure helpers in every private need, and above all they
would not help him in matters that were against the
interests of the community as a whole. There was there-
fore a whole region of possible needs and desires for which
religion could and would do nothing; and if supernatural
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 magical supersti-
tions 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 supernatural powers that might
help him at the expense of the community to which he
belonged. In his relations to the unseen he was bound
always to think and act with and for the community, and
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
tulfilled by presenting a sacrifice—had a public or quasi-
public character. Most sacrifices were offered on fixed
occasions, at the great communal or national feasts, but
even a private offering was not complete without guests,
and the surplus of sacrificial flesh was not sold but
distributed with an open hand!  Thus every act of

1 See above, p. 254, In Greece, in later times, sacrificial flesh was exposed
for sale (1 Cor. x. 25).
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worship expressed the idea that man does not live
for himself only but for his fellows, and that this partner-
ship 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, viewed as a social act, received particular
emphasis from certain ancient customs and ideas eonnected
with eating and drinking. Acecording to antique ideas,
those who eat and drink together are by this very act fied
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 intertourse
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 meal are brethren, and that the duties of
friendship and brotherhood are implicitly acknowledged 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 him 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 supplies a supernatural sanction, but
mainly in its influence on the general tone and temper
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of men’s minds, which it elevates to higher courage and
purpose, and raises above a brutal servitude to the
physical wants of the moment, by teaching men that their
lives and 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
it 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
on the right path. In 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 community in its public functions and public aims ; 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 community 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 stimulative 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 it 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 communities
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 struggle 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, In 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 com-
munity. 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 fellows 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 ecommon 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. In 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 and religion began
to fall apart, certain worships assumed a character more
or less cosmopolitan. Hven 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 and
strength of religious feeling, and the advance towards
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 VIII
THE ORIGINAL SIGNIFICANCE OF ANIMAL SACRIFICE

ExoucH has been said as to the significance of the sacri-
ficial 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 much
more primitive than that of the agricultural Semites 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 commensels, 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 protec-
tion against violence except his own strong hand or the fear

269



270 THE BOND LECT. VIIL

that his tribe will avenge him if his blood be spilt! But
if T have eaten the smallest morsel of food with a man,
I have nothing further to fear from him; “there is salt
between us,” and ae is bound not only to do me no harm,
but to help and defend me as if I were his brother2 So
far was this principle carried by the old Arabs, that Zaid
al-Khail, a famous warrior in the days of Mohammed,
refused to slay a vagabond who carried off his camels,
because the thief had surreptitiously drunk from his
father’s milk bowl before committing the theft.? It does
not indeed follow as a matter of course that because I have
eaten once with a man I am permanently his friend, for
the bond of union is conceived in a very realistic way, and
strictly speaking lasts no longer than the food may be
supposed to remain in my system.* But the temporary
bond is confirmed by repetition® and readily passes into a
permanent tie confirmed by an oath. “There was a sworn
alliance between the Lihyin and the Mogtalic, they were

1 This is the meaning of Gen. iv. 14 sg. Cain is ““driven out from the

face of the cultivated land” into the desert, where his only protection is
the law of blood revenge.

2 The milha, or bond of salt, is not dependent on the actual use of mineral
salt with the food by which the bond is constituted. Milk, for example,
will serve the purpose. Cf. Burckhardt, Bedowins and Wahabys, i. 829, and
Kamil, p. 284, especially the verse of Abu '1-Tamahan there cited, where salt
is interpreted to mean ‘“milk.”

8 Agh. xvi. 51 ; cf. Kinship, p. 149 sq.

4 Burton, Pilgrimage, iii. 84 (1st ed.), says that some tribes *‘require to
renew the bond every twenty-four hours,” as otherwise, to use their own
phrase, “the salt is not in their stomachs ”’ (almost the same phrase is used
in the verse of Abu ’1-Tamaban referred to above). But usually the protec-
tion extended to a guest lasts three days and a third after his departure
(Burckhardt, op. 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 4mthal of Mofaddal al-Dabbi,
Const. A. H. 1300, p. 46, where a man claims and obtains the help of Al-
Harith in recovering his stolen camels, because the water that was still in
their stomachs when they were taken from him had been drawn with the
help of a rope borrowed from Al-Harith’s herdsmen.

5 ¢<Q enemy of God, wilt thou slay this Jew? Much of the fat on thy
paunch is of his substance” (Ibn Hisham, p. 553 sg.).
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wont to eat and drink together.”! This phrase of an Arab
narrator supplies exactly what is wanted to define the
significance of the sacrificial meal. The god and his
worshippers are wont to eat and drink together, and by
this token their fellowship is declared and sealed.

The ethical significance of the common meal can be
most adequately illustrated 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 and drinking together. In most of these indeed the
meal is sacrificial, so that it is not at once elear 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 hond of food is valid of itself,
that religion may be called in to confirm and 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 may be safely concluded from
analogy, and appears to receive direct confirmation from
Josh. ix. 14, where the Israelites enter into alliance with
the Gibeonites by taking of their victuals, without con-
* sulting Jehovah. A formal league confirmed by an oath
follows, but by accepting the proffered food the Israelites
are already committed to the alliance.

, But we have not yet got to the root of the matter.
What is the ultimate nature of the fellowship which is
constituted or declared when men eat and drink together ?
In our complicated society fellowship has many types and
many degrees; men may be united by bonds of duty and
honour for certain purposes, and stand quite apart in all

1 Diw. Hodh. No. 87 {Kosegarten’s ed. p. 170). In Sukkar?’s account of
the battle of Coshawa (Wright, drabic Beading Book, p. 21) a captive refuses
to eat the food of his captor who has slain his son, and thus apparently keeps
his right of blood revenge alive.
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other things. Tven in ancient times—for example, in the
Old Testament—we find the sacrament of a common meal
introduced to seal engagements of various kinds. But in
every case the engagement 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 men fall under
two classes, those to whom his life is sacred and those to
whom 1t 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;?
if my kinsman is slain Dy 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 kin. It
is obvious that under such a system there can be no
inviolable fellowship except between men of the same
blood. For the duty of blood revenge is paramounnt, and
every other obligation is dissolved as soon as it comes into
conflict with the claims of blood. T cannot bind myself
abgolutely 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

1 Even in Homeric society no bloodwit can be accepted for slaughter
within the kin ; a point which is commonly overlooked, ¢.g. by Buchholz,
Hom., Real. 11, i. 76.
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stranger cannot become bound to me, unless at 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
themselves.!

The idea that kinship is not purely an affair of birth,
but may be acquired, has quite. fallen out of our cirele
of ideas; but so, for that matter, has the primitive con-
ception of kindred itself. To us kinship has no absolute
value, but is measured by degrees, and means much or
liftle, 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, it was not
necessary for me to count cousinship with him by reckon-
ing up to our common ancesbor; 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 egsential 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 them the covenanted ally had not

the full rights of a kinsman (&Kinship, p. 47).
18
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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 be
touched without all the members suffering. This point
of view is expressed in the Semitic tongues in many
familiar forms of speech. In 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.” In Hebrew the phrase by which one claims
kinghip is “I am your bone and your flesh.”! Both in
Hebrew and in Arabic “flesh ” is synonymous with “clan”
or kindred group? 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 meta-
phorical and the literal, between the way of expressing a
thing and the way of conceiving it; phrases and symbols
are treated as realities. Now, if kinship means participa-
tion in a common mass of flesh blood and bones, it is
natural that it should be regarded as dependent, nof
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’

1 Judg. ix. 2; 2 Sam. v. 1. Conversely in acknowledging kinship the
phrase is *“ Thou art my bone and my flesh ” (Gen. xxix, 14 ; 2 Sam. xix, 12);
of. Gen. xxxvil. 27, ‘‘our brother and our flesh.”

2 Lev. xxv. 49 ; Kinship, p. 149.
3 Cf. Kinship, p. 149 sqq.
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As regards their bearing on the doctrine of sacrifice
it will conduce to clearness if we keep these two points
distinet. Primarily the circle of 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. It 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 gentilicie. As in primitive society no
man can belong to more than one kindred, so among the
Romans no one could share in the sacre of two gentes—
to do so was to confound the rifual and contaminate the
purity of the gens. The sacra consisted in common anni-
versary 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 service2 That the earliest sacri-
ficial feasts among the Semites were of the nature of sucra
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 II. 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

1 Supra, p. 50.
2 For proofs and further details see the evidence collected by Marquardt,

Riom. Stoatsverwaltung, 2nd ed,, iil, 130 sg.
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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 them-
selves for sacrificial purposes on the principle of kinship.
In 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, at
which every member of the group was bound to be
present.! But evidence more 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 been
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 at
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

11 Sam. xx. 6, 29. The word mishpahe, which the English Bible here
and elsewhere renders ‘‘family,” denotes not a household but a clan. In
verse 29 the true reading is indicated by the Septuagint, and has been re-
stored by Wellhausen (‘ijl:{ ‘.5 ny Nﬂ) It was not David’s brother, but

his brethren, that is his clansmen, that enjoined his presence, The annual
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 at the king’s new-moon sacrifice, are so many points of correspondence
with the Roman gentile worship ; cf. Gellius, xvi. 4, 8, and the other passages
cited by Marquardt, Rom. Staatsverwaliung, 2nd ed., iii. 132, note 4,
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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, hefore 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.t
That the sacrificial meal was originally a feast of kins-
men, is apt to suggest to modern minds the idea that ite
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 household, naturally looks
on the gentile sacrifice as an enlargement of this domestic
rite. But the notion that the clan is only a larger house-
hold 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 house-
hold group was not a subdivision of the clan, but contained
members of more than one kindred. As a rule the savage
1 8ee Goldziher, Muh. Stud. i. 56. The prayer and exhortation of the
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 oceurs elsewhere as a form of blessing addressed to
a tribe (4gh. xix. 182, 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 ¢jaze, or right to give the signal for dis-
solving 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 it does not prove that the tribes had any

other religious communion than was involved in their being in one place
at 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. In such a society there
is hardly any family life, and there can be mno sacred
household meal. Before the family meal can acquire the
religious significance that it 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 hushand’s gens.!
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
it 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. It is
to be presumed that at this stage of society the Semite did
not eat with his wife and children, and it is cerfain that if
he did so the meal could not have had a religious character,
as an acknowledgment and seal of kinship and adherence

1 In Greece, according to the testimony of Theophrastus, ap. Porph., De
Abst. il. 20 (Bernays, p. 68), it was customary to pay to the gods an aparche
of every meal. The term dadpyerfas seems to place this offering under the

head of gifts rather than of sacrificial communion, and the gods to whom the
offering was made were not, as at Rome, family gods.
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to a kindred god. But in fact the family meal never
became a fixed instibution among the Semites generally.
In 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? 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?® 1 apprehend that these customs were
originally formed at a time when a man and his wife and
family were not usually of one kin, and when only kinsmen
would eat together® 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 supper.?

The sacrificial feast, therefore, cannot be traced back to
the domestic meal, but must be considered as having been

1 Lane, Mod. Egyptians, 5th ed., i. 179 ; cf. Arabian Nights, chap. ii,
note 17.

2 Burckhardt, Bed. and Wah. i, 855 ; Doughty, ii. 142. '

3 Burckhardt, op. cif. i. 849. Conversely Ibn Mojawir, ap. Sprenger,
Postrouten, p. 151, tells of southern Arabs who would rather die than accept
food at the hand of a woman.

4 In 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 it first came in; did not mean that the infant was born into
his father’s clan, but that he was adopted into it 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 sgq.). Of this
more hereafter.

% The naming of God, by which every meal is consecrated according to
Mohammed’s precept, seems in 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 common origin,
and the inference is confirmed by the observation that
even among the agricultural Semites there is no trace of a
sacrificial character being attached to ordinary household
meals. The domestic hearth among the Semites was not
an altar as it was at Rome.!

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. It may seem, therefore, that
in the abstract any sort of meal publicly partaken of by a
company of kinsmen may constitute a sacrificial feast. The
distinetion between the feast and an ordinary meal lies,
it may seem, not in the material or the copiousness of
the repast, but in its public character. When men 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 accord-
ing 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 meal of
which flesh does not form part. Among the Arabs the
usage i the same; a religious banquet implies a vietim.
It appears, therefore, to look at the matter from its merely
human side, that the slaughter of a vietim must have been

1 The passover became a sort of hougehold sacrifice after the exile, but
was not so originally. . See Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 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,
must be added, as 2 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
(cvyyéveia) or for each group which habitually pitehed
their tents together (cvownvia)—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!

To grasp the force of this evidence we must remember
that, beyond question, 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 & 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 kmew and
practised the art of preserving flesh by cutting it into strips
and drying them in the sun. Under these circumstances
private slaughter could not have failed to be customary,
unless it was absolutely forbidden by tribal usage. In
short, it appears that while milk, game, the fruits of pillage
were private food which might be eaten in any way, the

L Niti opera quoedam nondum edita (Paris, 1639), p. 27.—The svyyévan
answers to the Arabic datn, the svrrnviz to the Arabic hayy, in the sense of
encampment.
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camel was not allowed to be killed and eaten except in a
public rite, at 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 only 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 at any season, it is to be inferred
that in the latter case the vietim 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 no kinsman must be excluded from a
ghare in the vietim, 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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vietim 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 it
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,!
and traces of an idolatrous significance in feasts of camels’
flesh appear in Mohammedan tradition.?

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. Fven in modern times,

! Theodoret, ed. Nosselt, iii, 1274 sq.

2 Wellh. p. 114; Kinship, p. 262. These traces are the more worthy
of notice because we also find indications that, down to the time of the
prophet, or even later, the idea prevailed that camels, or at all events
certain breeds of camels, were of demoniac origin; see Cazwini, ii. 42,
and other authorities cited by Vloten in the Viemna Oriental Journal,
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 at least distributes portions of the flesh as
far as it will go. To do otherwise is still deecmed 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 food.! DBut 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. Thig fact is sufficient to remove
the last doubt as to the proposition that all sacrifice was
originally clan sacrifice, and at 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 sanctify of the tribal blood. In fact, a
life which no single tribesman is allowed to invade, and
which ean 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 Mawia's cowrtship (dghans, xvi. 104 ;
Caussin de Perceval, ii. 613). The beggar’s claim to a share in the feast is
doubtless 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 cow—which, however, is seldom and reluctantly done,
unless it 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, Memorials of South
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. In both cases 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 mean-
ing 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 pro-
tected by the same kind of religious seruple 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 sacred-
ness 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.

It 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. Bubt the camel they
would not kill except under the same circumstances as
make it lawful for many savages to kill their totem, ..
under the pressure of hunger or in connection with
exceptional religious rites.! The parallelism between the
Arabian custom and totemism is therefore complete except

‘ 1 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 o 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 thab
the Arabs of Nilug’s time refained 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 it rested only on an isolated state-
ment 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 it 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 at 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 vietim gains
greatly in plausibility. For the origin of the scruple
must now be sought in some widespread and very primi-
tive habit of thought, and it 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.! This is the general rule which is found in
operation wherever w