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PREFACE. 

Ir is not only with the feelings common and natural in a 

Translator towards the original, or a writer towards his autho- 

rities, that we introduce this volume to the theological readers 

of Great Britain and America. <A repeated perusal of its con- 

tents has convinced us that.it is one of the best contributions 

towards the explanation of the Old Testament with which 

Germany has enriched our common theological literature. Com- 

prehensive and trustworthy in its information, exhaustive in 

point of research and learning, fresh and vigorous in thought 

and style, throughout marked by sobriety and good sense ; 

above all, thoroughly evangelical in its tone, it may safely be 

recommended as a text-book to the student. Even where we 

differ from our Author—as on some points, we frankly confess, 

is the case—his views deserve and require careful examination, 

{n our days and circumstances a thorough and believing inves- 

tigation into the claims and the teaching of the Word of God is 

more than ever necessary. Such studies will be materially 

aided by the fresh light which Dr Kurtz has been able to shed 

upon an important part of the Bible. It may be proper to add 

that the translation has been made from the second German 

edition (1853), and that the notes added by us have been ren- 

idlered necessary by the progress of Biblical investigation since 

the date of its appearance. They bear chiefly on the literature 

of the subject, and have been supplied in view of the mznemaum 

necessary, not of the maximum desirable. 

We have prefaced the volume by a condensed abstract of
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Dr Kurrzs’ “ Bible and Astronomy,” a work im which he 

endeavours to harmonise the Biblical account of Creation and 

of man with the results of Astronomy and Geology, and which 

may, therefore, be regarded as strictly introductory to the 

“ History of the Old Covenant.” When we say that we have 

condensed 585 pp. of the original (4th ed., Berlin 1858) into 

130 pp., the reader will understand, and, we hope, make allow- 

ance for the difficulty of our task. At the same time, we venture 

to think that we have not omitted any one part or argument 

likely to interest or to be useful to British readers. We have 

endeavoured to give all that is introductory to a “ History 

of the Old Covenant,” and that in the very language of the 

Author, though we have condensed,his phraseology. We shall 

only add that Dr Kurtz's scheme, without committing ourselves 

to particulars, seems to us the only sufficient and satisfactory 

solution of the Geological and Astronomical difficulties connected 

with the Mosaic account of Creation. 

May this work, in its present. form also, aid those who make 

the Old Testament a subject of critical study—above all, may it 

he the means of laying open more of those hidden treasures which 

the Head of the Church has deposited in the Sacred Volumes ! 

ALFRED EDERSITEIM. 

Op AnERvreN, December 1858.
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Weewperett 

THE BIBLE AND ASTRONOMY. 

CHAPTER L. 

BIBLICAL VIEW OF THE ORIGIN AND HISTORY OF THE UNIVERSE. 

§ 1. ORIGIN, PURPORT, AND CHARACTER OF THE BIBLICAL ACCOUNT 
OF CREATION.—GEN. I.—III. 

Tue Scriptures open with an account of the primeval history 
of the Earth and of Man. In respect of its important bearing 
upon Theology and science generally, its depth and compre- 
hensiveness, its fundamental character and its wide application, 
probably few other portions of Holy Writ can bear comparison 
with it. It also presents a great many points to guide and aid 
us in our present investigation. This section of the Bible must, 
therefore, form our starting-point, to which in the course of our 
enquiries we shall again have frequently to recur. But for our 
present purpose we must first seek to gain a clear view of the 
character and import, of the origin, position, and object of this 
narrative. 

Even a cursory perusal of these three chapters of Genesis will 
convince us that they consist of two distinct sections. The first 
of these—embracing chs. i. and ii., 1—3,—gives an account of 
the origin of the universe, or in the language of Gen. 11. 1, of the 
origin “of the heavens and the earth, and all the host of them.” 
The second section—from ch. ii. 4, to the close of ch. i1.,—Is 
intended to detail the history of the Fall, its causes and conse- 
quences, its antecedents and results. It is because the results of 
the Fall are here mentioned, that this portion of Scripture forms 
the basis of all succeeding sacred history, while its account of 
the causes of the Fall, at the same time connects it with the 
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1V BIBLICAL VIEW OF THE WORLD. 

preceding section, which gives the narrative of the Creation. 
Addressing ourselves, in the first place, to those general questions 
which may be raised on both sections, we postpone the conside- 
ration of their mutual relation. (Comp. § 10). 

The first three chapters of Genesis partly treat of events which 
are beyond the range of human vision and recollection, and partly 
refer to that first and fleeting hour in the history of mankind, the 
nature and circumstances of which were entirely different from 
anything which man presently experiences or beholds. What 
view are we then to take of this narrative—is it a poetical fiction, 
a philosophical theory, a tradition, or a piece of history ? 

Poetical fiction under the form of a narrative (7.e. as the 
relation of what has taken place), is pure or historical fiction, 
according as the poet draws the materials entirely from his own 
mind or only recasts and transforms what has actually occurred. 
In either case the historical form serves chiefly as a garb; nor 
does the poct claim for his narrative that it should be regarded 
as a strict and faithful account of events. 

We cannot see any reason why such compositions may not 
also proceed from a poet who writes under the direction of the 
Spirit of God, and hence obtain a place in the Scriptures. As 
an instance of this we mention the book of Job, where a historical 
or legendary subject is poetically elaborated so as to furnish a 
kind of basis or a framework in which to present the wisdom 
and knowledge derived by teaching from on high. But the 
narrative in Genesis is quite other than this. There the history 
serves not as the garb or frame, but constitutes the substance. 
Manifestly what is there recorded is presented as a faithful 
uarrative of real events. This appears from the close of the first 
section, in ch. 11. 3, where the sanctification of the Sabbath-day 
is based on the creation in six days and the resting of God on 
the seventh day, which certainly implies that both these circum- 
stances are to be regarded as historical realities. Again, the 
whole cast and connection of the second section proves that it is 
intended to describe something real, and is not merely a poetic 
fiction or a product of the imagination. All the subsequent 
books of the Bible which refer to these sections treat them in the 
light in which we have presented them. 

We may, indeed, conccive that a writer, having other than
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merely poctic objects in view, might, for their sake, seek to pass 
lis poem as history. Thus, in the narrative of the creation, may 
not the circumstance that its cluse forms the basis for the law of 
Sabbath observance afford a clue to its real character? May 
some Jewish sage not have invented the first chapter of Genesis 
in order to trace this all-important institution to Divine authority, 
and, the better to secure this object, have represented his fietion 
as a historical reality ? 

This question of course implies that we regard the writings, 
the history, and the institutions of the Old Testament as of 
merely human origin. But if internal and external grounds, if 
the witness of the Holy Ghost and the results of study and 
investigation, have convineed us that another than man’s spirit 
—even the Spirit of God—was concerned in the composition of 
these books and in the guidance of that history, we shall return 
an immediate and indignant negative to such a query. When 
we understand that the history, the teaching, and the prophecies 
of the Old Testament point to the incarnation of God in Christ, 
and that in Him they culminate and are fulfilled, we cannot fail 
to sce how that event amply confirmed their truth. The Mosaic 
history of creation formed the foundation of that edifice which 
the apostles of Jesus Christ have completed. It is impossible to 

believe that the Divine building of Christianity could be founded 
on a delusion or an innposture, however well intended. 

Like poetic fiction, phtlosophical speculation derives its 
origin, though in a different manner, from its author. Starting 
from some facet, of whose origin, import, or purpose, neither 
experience nor history can satisfactorily inform us, speculation 
attempts, by refleetion or suggestion, to fill up the gaps in 
human knowledge, and not unfrequently presumes to claim 
absolute certainty for a proeess of thinking which is so hable to 
error. ‘The supposition that our narrative liad some such origin 
has this in its favour, that the origin of the world and of evil, 

of which it treats, have always been amongst the most important 
problems discussed by philosophy. But, irrespective of other 
circumstances, which go against this hypothesis, the fact that 
this record forms the basis of the whole history of redemption, 
and that its accuracy is confirmed in the New Testament, is 
sufficient to show that it must be far other and far higher than
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merely the speculation of one who had revolved in his mind the 
great enigmas connected with the world and with Irfe. 

A legend is an orally transmitted account of something that 
has taken place. Its legitimate province are prehistorical times 
and events. The period of history commences whenever an eye- 
witness or cotemporary chronicles for the benefit of posterity 
what has occurred in his days. Any event not thus recorded, 

and only transmitted by word of mouth, is called a legend. But 
a legend may originate in one of two ways. It may either be 
traced by unbroken tradition to the time when the event had 
taken place—in which case it really embodies historical recollec- 
tions, however these may, in the course of time, have been 
poetically adorned or transformed ; or else the link of tradition 
has at some period been broken, and the popular mind, which 
has a “horror vacui,” and abundance of poetic mvention about 
it, has supplied a fictitious commencement to that which has 
really occurred. Naturally, the next generation would then 
transmit the whole as a legend reaching back to the time when 
these events had taken place. The connection between our 
narrative and the other portions of revelation prevents us from 
viewing it as a legend in the sense just explained. But this 
objection does not apply to our first account of the origin of a 
legend. It is, indeed, absolutely necessary to regard the narra- 
tive as a genuine tradition, and as an accurate recollection of 
primeval times, which had not undergone such transformation 
as to impair its truthfulness. But the mere circumstance of 
being derived from tradition does not render this impossible. 
For, even if it were the case that a tradition so unadulterated 
and truthful were not to be found among other nations, even 
though they had been incapable of separating the historical 
underground of a legend from its popular, poetic, or philo- 
sophic adornments—we must still claim these distinguishing 
merits for our narrative, on the supposition that it was derived 
trom tradition. When we bear in mind the special oversight 
exerted by Divine Providence, we can see no difficulty in con- 
cluding that it had watched over and preserved in its purity that 
tradition which was destined to form a part of revelation—until 
he should come whose it would be to insert it in the Scriptures, 
and thus to stamp it with Divine authority. But even this
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hypothesis is not necessary. Granting that the original tradition 
had become enlarged and adorned among the Jews, yct the 
record in Gen. i.—iil. may be strictly truthful and reliable, since 
we know that those who were entrusted with the composition 
of the Scriptures were enlightened by the Holy Spirit, and thus 
rendered capable of distinguishing between what was true and 
what was false, between what was genuine and what spurious, 
in those traditions which they were to present to the people as 
sources from which to learn the Divine counsel and the history 
of salvation, and which were thereby to be invested with Divine 
authority. 

If, therefore, our narrative was derived from tradition, this 
tradition must have been pure and unadulterated, really the 
same as history (in the strict sense of the term), and differing 
from it only in this, that it came by oral transmission, and 
not from cotemporary chronicles. As yet we have not had 
inaterials to decide whether it really is traditionary, or whether 
the author of Genesis had derived his information from other 
sources. But a closer investigation must settle tlis enquiry in 
favour of tradition. Either the author of Genesis had found the 
substance of nis narrative already in existence or it was revealed 
tohim. The latter seems incredible, since the legends of other 
nations—in the cast and west, in the north and south—however 
different in their religious spirit, agree so remarkably, and often 
so minutely, with the account in our narrative, that we cannot 
but trace all these notices to a common source. It can scarcely 

be supposed that these nations could have derived from the Jews 
the facts which they all record. Hence the substance of our 
narrative cannot, in the last instance, be traced to the author of 
Genesis, nor even to an Israelite, but must have been drawn from 
a source to which both the Jews and other nations had access, 

and which ust belong to a period when mankind was not yet 
divided by varieties of abode and language, of race, of civiliza- 
tion, and of religion. The nations must, before they had parted 
into separate races, have derived from primeval times these 
common recollections and legends. At later periods this common 
heritage assumed different forms among the peoples, or through 
priestly tradition, according to the spiritual direction on which. 
after their separation, they had entered. Still, it atways pre-
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sented, in the marks of its common origin, the marks of the 
Father’s house. Only among Israel, where means and capabi- 
lities existed for it, was the legend preserved in its pristine 
purity. 

If we are to trace this legend to the period when peoples and 
tribes were still united, we feel not only at lhberty but are even 
obliged to go back one or two steps further to the time of Noah, 
and thence to that of Adam. It is, in our opinion, more than 
likely that this tradition had been handed down from the very 
earliest time to that of the author of Genesis, But our record 
contains two sections, each forming a separate account, in which 
the same events are separately related, each in its own peculiar 
context. Does this circumstance imply that originally there had 
been two distinct traditions, derived from separate sources? We 
reply in the negative. At most we might infer that the original 
tradition had assumed a twofold form, perhaps when the book of 
Genesis was composed, but not that originally there had been 
two distinct sources of it. The Israelitish tradition was trans- 
mitted by Noah, and afterwards by Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 
Even if this ray had, during the preceding period, been decom- 
posed by the prism of oral tradition, the original unity would 
again be restored—possibly, though not necessarily, with the loss 
of some of the colours—in Noah and Abraham. After that 
the legend may have formed various concentric or eccentric 
circles, but this does not imply that they conflicted with one 
another or with the original tradition. On the other hand we 
may with equal propriety assume that the original legend had 

been preserved in its pristine form. If the former hypothesis be 
the correct one, the author of Genesis may really have drawn 
from two distinct traditions, in order to supplement the one by 
the other. In that case the more certain he felt that he had 
found in these sources, or taken from them, only what was true ; 
the less would he care to conceal it that he had drawn from tivo 
sources. Or, if the second hypothesis be the correct one, we 
may well conceive that he himself had arranged the different 
phases of the one tradition into two distinct and mutually sup- 
plementary groups. The reason for such a procedure will be 
stated below, in § 10.
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§ 2. REVELATION OF THE BIBLICAL ACCOUNT OF CREATION. 

We have learned that the Biblical account in Gen. 1.— iii. had 
been derived from a tradition handed down from primeval times 
to that of the author of Genesis, received by him under the 
direction of the Holy Spirit, and chronicled in Holy Writ to 
become the basis of sacred history and doctrine, thereby receiving 
the stamp of Divine authority. But here the question occurs, 
by what means had the first narrator attained his knowledge 
of the events described? Some of them were doubtless to be 
traced to the recollection of the first man ; but others—and those 
the most important for our present purpose—must have been 
acquired in a different manner. The whole of the jirst, and 
part of the second section, treat of times and circumstances, of 
events and developments, which human eye had not secn, and 
which he beyond human perception and recollection. To learn 
them, he required means and capacities other than those which 
man presently possesses for ascertaining what has taken place. 
On this subject Professor Hofmann has a theory of his own. 
“We regard the account of creation,’ he observes, “as the 
expression of the knowledge which the first man had of what 
preceded his existence. Nor docs this knowledge necessarily 
imply that a special revelation had been vouchsafed to him, if, 
indeed, the world, as it then was, lay before him with the dis- 
tinctness and perspicuity which Scripture indicates, Just as, in 
our days, the natural philosopher, from the present state of the 
earth, gathers the history of its origin, so may the world as it 
then existed, and which the first man clearly and mmmediately 
understood, have opened to him an insight into a history of the 
manner in which all things had originated.” “ ‘The account of 
the creation is not offered to us cither as the result of reflection 
or as the creation of fancy concerning the origin of the world, 
nor as a scientifie investigation, nor as a revelation compensating 
for reflection or investigation— it is simply the recorded intuition 
of the first man, handed down by tradition.” 

This hypothesis implies that the knowledge of the history of 
creation dates from before the Fall, and that man had at that 
period possessed, but since lost, the power of clearly and without.
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error recognising not only the essence of created things, as they 
then existed, but also the history of their origin, without being 
obliged as at present “to break and to cut them up in order to 
get at their core.” As Delitzsch expresses it, ‘‘ They were trans- 
parent to man, nor did he require to use violent means in order 
to investigate them.” This view seems confirmed by what in Gen. 
ii. is recorded about man’s original state. We are there informed 
that a mere survey of the animal world was sufficient to enable 
man to give to each animal its appropriate name, and that the 
first sight of woman plainly and unmistakeably disclosed to him 
her origin, being, and destiny. May we not then suppose that 
man had been capable in similar manner to learn the history of 
the origin of heaven and earth, of the sun and of the mountains, 
of plants and of animals? But a careful examination of the 
record in all its partiewlars—a review of statements not isolated 
but in their eonnection—will lead us to a different conclusion. 
God, indeed, left it to man to assign names to woman and to the 
animals, but Himselfgave them to heaven and earth, to day and 
night. Why this difference? If the giving of names on the 
part of man was a revelation of man, ze, a manifestation of 
the knowledge he possessed of the nature of the objects to 
which he gave names, surely the giving of names on the part of 
God was likewise a revelation of God. And yet we are told that 
‘revelation was not to compensate for reflection and investigation 
on the part of man.” Ifman could, by merc intuition, have known 
the nature and history of those objects, why did God not leave it 
to man to assign names to them also? Besides, does the giving of 
names to the animals really imply that man, by an aet of simple 
intuition, knew not merely their nature and character but also 
their origin and former development? Might not the former, 
without the latter, have afforded sufficient ground for giving 
those names? But even thus modified the view 1s not quite cor- 
rect. The serpent must have been one of those animals to whom 
lan gave names, since, according to Gen. ii. 19, 20, he had 
nained all the beasts of the field. Yet it will scarcely be asserted 
that man had entirely understood or known the nature, position, 
or import of that animal. He had, at any rate, not understood 
one phase of its being—that ‘it was more subtile than any beast 
of the field.” Had he from the first known it as the har and



§ 2, REVELATION OF THE ACCOUNT OF CREATION. XI 

deceiver which afterwards it proved to be, he would not so readily 
have credited its smooth speeches. 

But man had at the first glance perfectly known not only the 
present character, but also the origin and the future destiny of 
woman? The first point we adinit ; the second is, to say the least, 

doubtful.’ But at any rate it seems to us arbitrary and unwarraunt- 
able from the circtunstance that man was able to recognise the 
origin and nature of woman, to infer his capacity of recognising the 
origin and nature of all other objects. For, unlike the creation 
of all other beings, that of woman lay not beyond the sphere of 
his own existence, and her origin, although it took place while 
cleep sleep had fallen on man, was not such as to require un- 
limited knowledge to divine it. On the other hand, we have 
proof that in his original state man had not known the origin 
and real nature of all that existed. Thus the tree of knowledge 
stood in the midst of the garden, and yet man could not recog- 
nise cither its nature or purport. He knew not that he was not 
allowed to cat of it as of all the other trees in the garden; he 
understood not that to partake of its fruit would be to introduce 
death—till God had revealed it to him. 

But even granting that before the fall man had been able by 
mere intuition to penetrate into the inmost depths of creation, 
and, through his knowledge of what existed, to understand the 
history of its origin, the text refers to other facts which, even 
with such powers, man could not have ascertained without a 
special revelation. Assuming man to have had such powers, we 
may, for example, conceive it possible that from what then 

existed he had inferred both the order of creation and the nun- 
ber of creative acts ; but we can hardly understand how he could 
have known that there had been six creative days, and in what 
special manner the eight distinct creative acts were distributed 
over that period. Lastly, it is quite mconceivable how, from an 
intuition of the world, he could, without a Divine Revelation, 

have learned that God blessed the seventh day and sanctified it. 
The conviction of the fallacy of this theory 1s even more 

1 When we keep in mind that (Matth. xix. 5) our Saviour quotes Gen 1. 
24 as spoken by God, we shall feel disposed, with Delitzsch, to regard them 
not as uttered by Adam, but as a remark of the narrator, meant to give a 
wider application to the words of Adam in ver. 23.
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strongly impressed upon us, when, from a consideration of in- 
dividual circumstances, we pass to that of the more leading traits 
of the narrative. Although at the close of the six days, God 
declared that all He had created was very good, we learn very soon 
that evil also already existed. For man was to learn both good 
and evil, yet without himself becoming evil. There must therefore 
have been some evil which he was to know and to overcome. 
Again, from the circumstance that his spiritual development, his 
power of self-determination, and the manifestation of his freedom 
and activity—in a word, his whole history, was to commence with 
this knowledge of, and victory over evil, we learn what import- 
ance attached to it in respect to man and his history. This 
antagonism between good and evil, which man was to know in 
order to remove it, must have becn so wide in its bearings as to 
have extended to all objects around him, so that he could not 
have acted within the province assigned to him without coming 
into conflict with evil, and that there was not a direction in which 
he could realise the object of his beg without at once feeling 
its contiguity. Acquaintance with this antagonism was therefore 
the necessary preliminary of all other knowledge. Before this 
had been attained, men possessed a knowledge of what existed, 
(and to it we trace his naming of the animals); but a genuine, 
deep, and accurate knowledge, a penetration into the depths of 
nature, into the mysteries of faith and life, into the relations 
between the present and the past, could only be attained when 
the antagonism between good and evil was rightly understood, 
i.e., removed and overcome. Before that any real knowledge of 
things was impossible. The knowledge of good and evil was 
the condition of all other knowledge.' 

If by mere intuition of what existed, man could have learned to 
know its origin, he must from the first have discovered the origin 
and existence of evil. But irrespective of the fact that this would 
have rendered any trial of man unnecessary, let it be observed 

1 By the Fall man attained knowledge of good and evil, but not proper 
knowledge, since it was not got in the proper way. It was, so to speak, the 
reverse of the knowledge of good and evil which he should have attained. As 
he did not rightly apprehend what was good, so neither did he truly know 
what was evil. Only when through redemption he shall have attained a full 
knowledge of what is good, shall he fully know what is evil. The develop- 
ment of this twofold knowledge proceeds pari passu.
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that neither in the first nor in the second section of our narrative 
do we find the slightest hint about the origin of evil, which, how- 
ever, 1s assuined as already existing, and which was so soon to 
inake itself felt. Had he been capable of penetrating by intuition 
into the inmost being of every object, and to descry the history 
of its origin, he could not have failed to discover the origin and 
the influence of evil. It is therefore impossible that the narrative 
of what took place before the creation of man could have procecded 
from his intuition. The silence of the record about the existence 
of evil can only be explained on the ground that the narrative 
was revealed to man, and that the all-wise Teacher had seen fit 
for a time to draw a boundary line between what should be told 
him and what kept back. The narrative then, so far as it records 
what man had not seen and experienced, must have been com- 
municated by God, who made known only so mueli of what had 
passed as at the time was necessary and profitable for man, leaving 

the filling up of the gaps and the explanation of the hints toa 
period when the pupil should have attained a more mature age. 

We fully admit that, in his original state, man was called, 
and hence endowed with the capacity to understand the nature, 
relations, origin, and object of all that had been created. We 
infer this from his position, and from his calling to subdue the 
whole earth and all its creatures. For, in order to subdue, he 
must first have known them, and have understood what, whence, 
and for what purpose they were. Further, we admit that if by 
the Fall man’s natural capacities had not been destroyed, and he 
placed in a totally different position, he would have attained that 
knowledge by immediate intuition, and that the inmost being of 
things would have been disclosed to his sovereign glance, with- 
out his requiring the scalpel, the hammer, the telescope, or the 
microscope—iu a word, without those marvellous but feeble aids 
of which science at present makes use, in order, after all, to 
know only the outside of things. But we utterly deny that 
during the short period in which man continued in his 
unfallen state his capacity of knowledge had become fully 
developed, or that his destiny had, in this respect, been realised. 
Man was created both perfect and good, but his original perfect- 
ness wags capable of and required development, since he was 
created a free and personal being, destined by his own freo
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decision to become what the Creator intended him to be—to 

develop the powers and talents-with which God had endowed 
him, and thus to fulfil his vocation. As all his other talents, so 
his capacity for knowledge also required progressive development 
before it could ripen into full, all-comprehensive, and all-pene- 
trating knowledge. ‘This, the termination of his development, 
should not be expected at its commencement. Accordingly we 
read, in the first section of our narrative, that man was destined 
to subdue the whole earth and all that was upon andinit. But 
that this referred not to the commencement but to the completion 
of his development we gather even from the circumstance that 
“to replenish the earth” (Gen. i. 18) is mentioned as the con- 
dition and the foundation of subduing it. This view is further 
confirmed by the second section, which likewise describes the 
commencement, not the completion of man’s development. 
There it is said that man was to dress and to keep the garden of 
Eden, not the whole earth. His sway, which implied a know- 
ledge of that which was to be subject to him, was to commence at 
one point, and thence gradually to extend over the whole earth. 

That the view which we oppose is erroneous we also gather 
from the circumstance that, if consistently carried out, it would 
leave no room for the necessity of a Divine revelation, either 
before sin entered, or, if it had not entered at all, while the 
history before the Fall, as recorded in ch. ii., exhibits a continuous 
process of revelation, leading us to infer that such teaching must 
have been requisite. It our opponents are right, man required not 
Divine instruction and revelation to attain the object of his being. 
The Bible, on the contrary, represents man as destined, indecd, 
for high purposes, and hence as highly endowed, but as one 
whose capabilities had not yet been fully developed, and whose 
mission had not yet been realised. To attain these objects, 
Divine training, teaching, exhortation, and warning attended 
him in all his ways. ‘True, revelation was not intended—either 
before or after the entrance of sin—to compensate for personal 
investigation and reflection, or to render these exercises unneces- 
sary, but it was vouchsafed in order to direct them, to preserve 
them from aberrations, to strengthen, sanctify, and purify them, 
and, when necessary, to make up any defects or to supply any 
gaps. And such training was necessary, not only after but even



§ 2. REVELATION OF THE ACCOUNT OF CREATION. XV 

before the Fall, since man had not yet attained perfection, and 
was surrounded by dangers of the existence of which he was 

ignorant. 
We now proceed to consider the other supposition on which 

Hofmann’s theory is based, viz., that, before his Fall, man had 
known the history of creation as recorded in Gen. i. and ii. 
Even if this view were correct it could not invalidate our for- 
mer conclusion that the narrative of the creation was derived 
from revelation, and not from the natural intuition of the first 
man. But we cannot admit its accuracy, since the history of 
the first man as described in chaps. 11. and 111. does not advert to 
such knowledge, nor indeed would it tally with the regular pro- 
gress of his history. Chap. ii. describes the development of 
man under the guidance and revelation of God. When man 
was placed in the garden he was still without knowledge. This 
he was to attain in Eden. Plainly, it is impossible to suppose that 
when placed in the garden he had already possessed the grand 
and comprehensive knowledge embodied in Gen. i, This would 
not agree with the state of ignorance which the instructions 
given him by God imply. At that period man’s consciousness 
was still a “‘ carte blanche.” We should, therefore, have to sup- 
pose that he had acquired his knowledge of the procedure in 
creation during his stay in the garden. But this, also, could 
not have been the case, since at that time his development 
tended exclusively towards one object, viz., preparation and 
training for the grand trial which awaited him. Everything 
which did not further that object would hinder and arrest his 
development, and every new information which did not contri- 
bute towards that preparation would only prove a foreign and 
disturbing element. But nothing that is recorded in Gen. 1. 
could have countributed to prepare him for that decisive trial. 
Hence the events of which it treats could only have been learned 
after the Fall. 

God placed man in the garden, where he was to undergo his 
decisive trial. He then imparted to him, step by step, the 
knowledge which he required to come to a proper decision, and 
caused him to pass through the necessary stages of preliminary 
development. At that period there was ncither room, time, nor 

occasion for attaining such knowledge as is communicated in
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Gen. i. Hence, if the first man possessed this information, he 
must have acquired it after, not before, his Fall. From Paradise 
man only carried with him the recollection of what he had there 
experienced, and of what God had there revealed to him. But 
of this the history of creation formed not part. The recollection 
of what man had experienced before the Fall was the nucleus of 
the tradition which after the Fall began to take form, and was 
orally transmitted to Noah, to Abraham, and to Moses. This 
tradition was enlarged by the addition of an account of what 
took place after the Fall, and of the history of creation—which 
latter could only have been communicated by revelation. It is 
more difficult to decide whether this revelation was made to the 
jirst man or to a succeeding generation through some man of God 
—such as Enoch, who “ walked with God” (Gen. v. 22)—to 
whom, by Divine illumination, a glimpse of those events had been 
granted, even as, according to an ancient tradition, confirmed in 
the new Testament (Jude 14, 15), Enoch was honoured with a 
vision of the future judgment. We can only venture on a sug- 
gestion to which some probability may attach. A closer ex- 
amination of the account of creation will convince us that all 
along it had a distinct and definite tendency, or at least led 

to a definite result, viz., to show that the Sabbath-day was 
of Divine institution, and specially designed for the worship of 
God. Since God had created during six days and rested on 
the seventh, man also was, according to the example and by the 
will of God, to labour during six days and on the seventh to 
rest from all his works. In our view, then, Gen it. 1—3 affords 
a clue to the occasion and the object of the revelation of the 
history of creation. If we enquire for a historical basis upon 
which to rest this view of the origin of our narrative, we find 
that in Gen. iv. 26, at the time when Enos the son of Seth was 
born, men began to call upon the nanie of Jehovah. The mean- 
ing of this expression is plain. It refers to the first institution 
of the regular, solemn, public worship of Jehovah. Instead of 
the former private, arbitrary, and irregular service, as, for 
example, in the sacrifices of Cain and Abel, we have now a 
common form of worship. But for such a purpose the first 
requisite was to fix a season for worship, and of this the Sabbath 
was the prototype and centre. Are we not, then, warranted in
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suggesting’ that the history of creation was revealed at that time 
for the purpose ef becoming the basis and directory of this insti- 
tution? But whether this revelation had been made to Adam, 
who was still alive at that time, or to Seth or to any other of his 
cotemporaries, must remain undecided. 

§ 3. PROPHETIC CHARACTER OF THE BIBLICAL ACCOUNT OF 

CREATION. 

We have seen that what had taken place before Adam obtained 
self-conscious existence, must have been divinely revealed either 
to him or to some one of his descendants. But in what manner 
was this communication made to man? We conceive that the 
first narrator, whether Adam or one of his descendants, received 
it in a manner analogous to that in which prophets received their 
revelations. The peculiarity of prophetic vision consisted in this, 
that the Spirit of God, who knows ucither past nor future, but 
to whom everything is eternally present—partly and temporarily 
elevated the spirit of man—who, though bound to time and 
space, is breath of His breath (Gen. 11.7) and His offspring 
(Acts xvii. 28)—above the limitations of time, and enabled him 
to share His power of beholding the pust and the future as tf it 
eere present. In short, we hold that man learned the history of 
creation in the same manner in which later prophets learned the 
developments and events of periods removed from their own time, 
viz., in spiritual vision afforded through the agency of the Holy 

Spirit. 
This explanation has called forth considerable controversy 

chiefly at the hands of Hofmann, Delitzsch, Richers,; and Keil. 
To the opinion of the first of these writers on the subject under 
consideration, we have already referred ; the others hold that 
Goa had imparted to the first man by personal and oral instruc- 
tion—as a father to his child, or as a teacher to his pupil—the 
knowledge of the history embodied in Gen. 1. andii. In dis- 

1 Let it not be objected that the passage refers to the worship of Jehovah, 
while in the history of creation only the name Elohim occurs. This difficulty 
is set aside by the Jehovah Elohim of Gen. ii. 4, &c. : 

)
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cussing this question, we have to distinguish between a history 
written under Divine direction and one composed entirely by 
man. In the latter, man is left to his own experience, investiga- 
tion, and criticism—in the former, he is aided by the knowledge 
and mind of the Lord. The source of all merely human history 
is autopsy or personal experience, whether on the part of the 
writer himself or of others, who have transmitted their investi- 
gations. But, as only that which man has actually experienced 
can form the subject of such a history, it can only commence at 
a point where the individual, or the race, has arrived at self- 
consciousness and knowledge of the world, and learned to observe 
and to reflect on what takes place. Again, it must terminate 
with the period in which the writer lives. But not only what 
the historian has derived from tradition—even what he him- 
self has experienced, is doubtful and uncertain. For, tradition 
may in the course of time have undergone corruption, and one's 
own experience may not have been properly viewed or under- 
stood. Hence in sacred history, where not only the outward fact 
must be recorded, but also its real character and its bearing on 
the history of redemption understood, the historian required as 
much the assistance of the Spirit of God in detailing what men 
have experienced as did the prophets and apostles mm tracing the 
doctrines of salvation. The Synagogue has therefore rightly 
characterised even the historical books of the Old Testament as 
prophetical. But as revelation never supplies what man could 
have discovered without its aid, we do not find in the historical 
parts of the Bible (always excepting Gen. i. and 11.) any hint 
that the writers had received the material of their narratives in a 
supernatural manner. Hence we conclude that the co-operation 

of the Holy Spirit consisted in this, that they were enabled to 
distinguish the true from the spurious in these traditions, and to 
understand the spiritual bearing of these facts. 

But beyond the boundaries of human experience lies another 
development, and hence another history—on the one side em- 
bracing the pas¢, on the other the future. For, when man com- 
menced to observe and to construct history, himself and all 
around him were already existent. Nor does the current of 
development stop with the period in which the writer lives ; the
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thread is not cut short, but millions of hands and powers, 
belonging not to the visible only but also to the invisible world, 
continue it, and none of them knows what the general result will 
be to which each contributes his part. These two phases of 
history lie beyond human ken, which, bound to space and time, 
can only call the present its own, Only the Lord looks behind 
and before, beholding both the development which preceded the 
Jrst appearance of man, and that which Hes beyond the present 
gencration. However different, these two histories arc similar 
both as to the ground on which man is unacquainted with them, 
and the manner in which he may learn toknow them. He does 
not know them because he is created ; he may become acquainted 
with them since God knows them, and in that case he will have 
to learn them by Divine revelation. But how is this knowledge 
imparted ? Only once—in Gen. i.—iii.—did God reveal to man 
what had taken place before his appearance ; but very frequently 

did he communicate events yet future. In those cases it is 
generally stated in express terms, or clearly implied that the 
prophetic history of the future was derived from prophetic mtui- 
tion. It is nowhere stated, hinted, or implied, that a prediction 
of future history was derived from Divine teaching, either by 
oral or inward communication. It seems, therefore, to be a 
law of revelation that the disclosure of the future 1s brought 
about by prophetic intuition. But as there is no essential dif- 

ference in principle or otherwise, between a revelation of the 
future and one of the past, may we not assume that the latter had 
been communicated in the same manner in which we know the 
former has invariably been vouchsafed? This supposition is 
abundantly confirmed by the narrative under consideration. We 
notice in it a vividness of perception and a pictorialness of 
description which almost necessarily leads us to conclude that the 
writer relates what he had seen. Our opponents deny indeed 
that these characteristics apply to this narrative more than to 
others. Assertion must here be met by counter-assertion ; per- 

haps neither the one nor the other statement admits of probation. 

We maintain, then, that the narrator was in prophetic illumina- 

tion, raised to the height of Divine autopsy, had spiritually 

beheld what took place before man existed, and then translated 

into words his vision. He described that which, and in the 
)
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manner in which he had beheld it... These were prophetico- 
historical scenes, enacted before his spiritual vision, of which 
each represented a leading feature in the great drama, a princi- 
pal phase in the development. One scene opens after the other, 
until, at the close of the seven, the historical succession in crea- 
tion has been completely brought before him. 

§ 4, LIMIT AND DURATION OF THE CREATIVE DAYS. 

The first. chapter of Genesis details eight acts of creation, each 
beginning with the words: “ And God said, Let there be ;” but 
only six creative days in which these eight acts had taken place. 
Kach of these days commenced with a creative morning, marked 
by a Divine: “ Let there be ;” during the course of the day the 
command of the Creator then became an outward fact, while 
the recurrence of evening and morning formed a transition to 
another creative day.” 

But here ¢2vo questions will occur to the reader. Was the 
number seven—under which, by Divine revelation, the seer 
beholds the history of creation inclusive of the Divine rest at the 
close of it—essential and necessary or accidental and unimpor- 
tant? In other words: might creation not have been represented 
under more or under fewer phases of development than these 
seven—was this arrangement based on objective truth, and 
does it represent what really took place, or was it only suljec- 
tively truc, so far as the vision of the prophet was concerned ? 
Even if the latter were the case, it would not necessarily take 
from the Divine character and authority of the narrative, just as 
similar circumstances do not detract from the value or impor- 

1 We scarcely anticipate the objection that the narrative contains also the 
report of the zords of God which could only be heard, not seen. For this 
objection would apply to many other prophetic visions. Nobody would con- 
ceive that God spake in the anthropomorphistic and sensual manner implied 
in the objection. In the mind of the beholder the effects which are being 
produced by the Divine operation, appear as words spoken. 

2 We cannot admit the correctness of the common view that the expres- 
sion “there was evening and there was morning,” was meant to be a para- 
phrase for the whole day. The interpretation is ungrammatical and contrary 
to the sense of the passage. In this section where such emphasis is laid 
on the order of time and in this peculiar connection, the “var consecutivum" 
can only denote succession of time, so that what precedes must be regarded as
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tance ot the predictions of the prophets. But the narrative 
embodies a fact, which of itself shows that the former of these 

views is the correct one. For it will be noticed that the arranye- 
ment of the week and the sanctification of the Sabbath was 
based on Gen. il, 3—an arguinent this of which the force is in- 
dicated by such passages as Ex. xx. 9—11, and xxxi, ]2—17, 
which inculcate on the people the duty of Sabbath-observance. 
If the arrangement of the creative acts had been merely subjcc- 
tive, unimportant and arbitrary, it could not have been the pro- 
totype and the occasion of a Divine law of such mnportance. 
This argument is not in the least impugned by the circum- 
stance that the number seven seems to occupy an important 

place both in the arrangements of nature and in the laws of the 
human mind. Connected with this is a second question as to 
the precise meaning which we are to attach to the boundary 
lines of time as drawn in the narrative of creation. Are we to 
understand the creative days as natural ordinary days of twenty- 
four hours each, so that the process of creation, or rather of the re- 
storation of the earth and of its whole organism, occupied precisely 
six tines twenty-four hours—or are we to conceive that these 

also preceding in point of time. “God said :. Let there be light !—There was 
light. God divided the light from the darkness.—It became evening, it 
became morning.” Everything moves here in strict succession of time. It 
is, therefore, quite erroneous to infer that, because darkness had preceded 
light, the first day commenced with an evening. For darkness is designated 
not as crening but as night, and the expression, “ Ji became evening," implies 
that a day hiul preceded it. Ilence the creative day cannot have commenced 
with the evening but with the morning. The gencral and long-continued 
misunderstanding of the passage arose from the circumstance that as the 
Hebrews, like most other nations of antiquity, commenced their day with the 
evening, it was thought that this practice must derive some support from 
the narrative of the creation. The icea is so far correct, but the social 
arrangement was based not on any of the first six, but on the seventh day. 
The work-day naturally commences with the morning, the day of rest with 
the evening. But since the Sa)ybath formed the standard, both for the civil 
and ecclesiastical division of time, and the Sabbath naturally commenced with 
the termination of the preceding work-day, the arrangement of all other days 
was made in accordance with it. Still the working day really commenced in 
the morning. This explanation, which we fcel convinced is the only correct 
one, furnislics another proof that “ the myth” about creation was not derived 
from the division of the week, but the lattcr froin the “history” of creation. 
Since these remarks were first written, Delitzsch, against whom they were 
directed, hus admitted, althongh on independent grounds, that the almost 
traditional common view is erroneous. Similarly J/ofmann and Nagelsbach 
have shown its fallacy. May we then, with Delitzsch, hope that an error 
rebutted by “ four independent witnesses” will for ever be set aside?
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boundary lines existed only in the mind of the prophet and not 
in reality, that these days were prophetic days, 7.e., periods of 
indefinite duration ? 

We admit that in prophetic diction such periods may be desig- 
nated as days. But on the other hand it is not necessarily im- 
plied that because the narrative itself is prophetic in its cast and 
origin, those days also must refer to so many periods of 
indefinite duration. As in the vision of Jeremiah the seventy 
years are real years, so in the narrative of the creation the six days 
may be real days. In all such cases the point can only be decided 
in one of two ways. Lither the prophecy contains some points 
which remove the doubt (just as in Jerem. xxix. it is clearly 
indicated that the seventy years are not prophetic but real years), 
or the answer is to be derived from an investigation of what 
actually had taken place, ¢.e. in the case of a prediction from its 
fulfilment, and in that of the history of creation from the con- 
clusions of natural science. It is too frequently assumed that 
the latter are in favour of interpreting these days as periods. It 
is said that Astronomy will not permit us to believe that all the 
host of stars and the planetary and solar heavens were formed in 
twenty-four hours, nor Geology that the primary and the stvati- 
fied formations with all their organisms were formed in one day, 
or in six days each of twenty-four hours. <According to Delutszch, 
even natural philosophers, to whom Christianity is matter of 
heart and life, hold that ‘millions of years” (? !) must have 
preceded the present formation of the earth. But such asser- 
tions must not deter us from impartially examining the narra- 
tive itself. How does the narrative regard those days? For if 
it furnishes data showing that they were regarded as natural 
days, our exegesis must not be discarded in favour either of 

Astronomy or of Geology. 
We are fully convinced that if the record be impartially and 

critically examined, without any regard to other and foreign con- 
siderations, we can arrive only at one conclusion, viz., that 

these six creative days were natural days. On the other hand, 
we are also convinced that natural science can be harmonised 
with this conclusion, and that even though we were to admit 
the extravagant assertion that millions of years must have pre- 
ceded the present formation of the earth.  Delttzsch, indecd.



§ -£. LIT AND DURATION OF THE CREATIVE DAYS, xxiii 

mnaiutains “ that the narrative could not have been intended to 
limit the six days with the Sabbath which followed them to one 
ordinary weck. The creative days must be creative periods—of 
whose length the writer himself had probably no distinct notion. 
He speaks of days of divine duration.” But in ver. 5, where 
the entuncration of the creative days commences, we are distinctly 
shewn in what sense it is intended that the word ‘“ day” should 
be understood: God divided the hght from the darkness, and 
called the heht day and the darkness night. And it became 
evening and it became morning. Thus the first day closed, and 
merged into the second. We adinit that the tern day is here 
applied (not, indeed, in a different sense—but as among all 
nations) to various divisions of time. It first designates a day 
in the narrowest sense of the term, or that period of time which 
is bounded by hght and darkness, while for the purpose of 
chronological numeration it next medicates an entire day, includ- 
ing night and the hours intervening between day and night. 
Hence the entire day, which is counted as the first, included the 
four divisions (day and night, evening and morning), which 
succeed one another. But it cannot be doubted that the divi- 
sion of time which is here designated as duy was caused and 
bounded by the presence of nuéural light. Hence the evening 
which followed such a day, and the morning which preceded a 
new day, must similarly be regarded as parts of a natural and 

ordinary day ; and the Jatter can only be measured according to 
the natural and ordinary standard, viz., the occurrence of a natu- 
ral change of light and darkness (day and night). 

It follows, then, that the creative days were measured accord- 
ing to the appearance and disappearance of daylight, the occur- 
rence of evening and inorning. This mode of measurement is 
implied in the narrative, and inust apply to add the six days. 
It is another question whether the duration of cach of these six 
days was exactly of twenty-four hours or not. Probably such 
was the case at least from the fourth day onward, since from that 
time the sun ruled the day and the moon the night, when in all 
likelihood the same order cummenced which now prevailg But 
it is impossible to determine the duration of the first three days 
in which this arrangement did not yet prevail, and the duration 
of daylight and of darkness depended on laws with which at
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present we are not acquainted. The record does not measure 
the duration of a day by hours, but by the four divisions of the 
day. Under all circumstances, then, we cannot: doubt that the 
creative days were intended to indicate periods of time, of which 
each comprised a succession of terrestrial day and night. They 
had the same limits which a chronological day still has. The 
declaration of Hbrard that only “ narrow-minded bigotry” could 
identify the creative with physical days, instead of interpreting 
them as symbolical, cannot shake these conclusions. 

We have undertaken to show that the Biblical account of 
creation is compatible with Astronomy and Geology—a task 
rendered more difficult, or according to some rendered impossible, 
by our above remarks. If we have narrowed the basis on which 
to rear our arguments, we have at least given evidence of our 
desire to have no other foundation than that of truth. 

§ 5. CREATION OF HEAVEN AND EARTH. 

The narrative of creation commences with the words: ‘“‘ In the 
beginning God created the heavens and the earth.” If con- 
sidered by themselves and irrespective of their relation to what 
follows, their meaning cannot be misunderstood. No truth is 
more plainly expressed in the Old Testament than this, that, 
both in respect of its material and its formation, the world had 
not existed from eternity, but that the God who alonc is from 
everlasting, and who is the author of all things, had created it 
an time or rather along with time. This fundamental principle 
of the Old Testament creed is here placed at the very threshold 
of the record which is to detail both the primeval history of 
Tsracl and what had preceded it. This principle was distinctively 
Jewish—it formed the starting-point in the religion of Israel, 
and the basis and preliminary of their history. It established a 
line of distinction between the people of the Lord and the other 
nations of antiquity who deified nature and regarded the world 
as selfggxistent and cternal, who did not and would not know 
anything of a personal God, distinct from and above the world. 
The first sentence in the sacred records of Israel embodies a pro- 
test against the fundamental error of heathenism.
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But there are some difficulties in the way of explaining those 
words when viewed in their connection with the description of 
the six creative days which immediately follows. They are 
frequently regarded as a kind of heading or table of contents of 
the whole chapter, as a summary statement of the details of the 
six creative days furnished in this chapter. In confirmation of 
this view it is argued that ver. 8 gives a special narrative of the 
ereation of heaven, and ver. 10 of that of the earth. But the 
connection between verse 1 and what immediately follows renders 
this interpretation impossible. The word “and” (“and the 
earth was without form and void”) with which the following 
sentence commences shews that oth it, and, mdeed, the whole 

chapter, is a continuation of the narrative which commences in 
ver. 1, and also renders it certain that the creation of heaven 

and earth which it records must be regarded as having preceded 
the six creative days. If ver. 1 were simply a heading or sun- 
mary of this chapter, the narrative itself would commence with 
ver. 2, or with “and.” But the commencement of a history could 
not be introduced by “and.” Besides, such an intcrpretation 
might have given rise to the mistake that the expression “ without 
form and void” referred to an eternal chaos, sinee the narrative 
itself would contain no mention of any creative agency but only 
of a transformation and arrangement of chaotic material already 
in existence. ‘Thus the idea ofa creation oul of nothing, which 
is manifestly one of the fundamental principles of the Old Testa- 
ment, would not be expressly mentioned, and that in a passage 
where one should naturally look for it—a silence which we would 
deem ominous. 

But while we regard ver. 1 as an integral part of the history 
of creation, we shall not attempt to deny that there is a manifest 
difference, both in tone and style, between it and the narrative 
which follows. The pictorial clement, which appears so strikingly 
in the rest of the chapter, is here awanting. from the absence 
of this we infer that ver. 1 did not form part of what had been 
seen in prophetic vision. rom the first the seer beheld the 
earth already in existence, though without form and void. By 
and bye he perceives how the omnipotence of the Divine will gives 
to the earth, which as yet. is shut wp in darkness and void of life, 
its present form, and endows it with fulness of light and life. 
This the seer heheld, and this be described. But whence flis
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earth “ without form and void?” Later heathenism, which had 
lost all belief in a living and personal Deity, regarded it as an 
eternal and uncreated chaos. To contradict this fearful mistake 
either the prophet, or a later writer—perhaps the author of 
Genesis—had prefixed the first sentence by way of introduction 
to, or of layig a basis for, the history of the six creative days. 
Hence ver. 1 is not a heading of, but an introduction to, the nar- 
rative that follows ; nota statement of what was done during the 
six days, but of what had preceded them. However, while we 
distinguish between the first and the following verses, regarding 
the. latter as derived from prophetic vision, and the former as 
the necessary conclusion of a pious mind, we do not thereby 
mean to say that part of this chapter is a Divine revelation, and 
part of it the mere expression of human opinion. We regard 
both as alike inspired, and as differing only in this respect, that 
the one was the result of Divincly enlightened thinking, the other 
of Divinely enlightened vision. 

§ 6. STATE OF THE EARTH PREVIOUS TO THE SIX CREATIVE DAYS. 

The connection between ver. 1 and the account of the six 

creative days may be explained in one of two ways. That verse 
may be regarded as referring to the creation of the elements 
composing the original material out of which the Creator, during 
the six days, formed the present earth. In that case the expres- 
sion: “without form and void,’ of ver. 2, would indicate a 
temporary absence of hight and life, and that the development 
had not yet been completed. Or ver. 1 may be understood as 
relating to a primeval creation, complete in itself, but which, by 
some catastrophe, had become desolate and dark (as described in 
ver, 2)—in which case the work of the six creative days would 
be a restitution or new creation of the earth which had become 
desolate. The narrative before us does not decide this point. 
The writer docs not inform us whether the earth had been created 
“ without form and void,” or whether and by what process it had 
become such. Nor does it lie within his province to pronounce 
on that question, since, asa truthful witness, he only relates what 
he has actually seen. 'T'ospecuiate upon or to explain this point 

is foreign to lis purpose.
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It has, indeed, been urged by some, that the expression 
“ heavens and earth,” in ver. 1, cannot refer to the unformed and 

elementary material of the world which could have been desig- 
nated by the terms: ‘heavens and earth,” only after it had been 
properly separated and fully moulded. But the remark is truc 
only in part, nor is it sufficient to bear out the desired inference. 

The expression “ heavens and earth” implies that these worlds 
had become formed and separated, although not that they had 
been fully moulded or perfected. This is proved by ver. 2, at 
least so far as the earth 1s concerned. For there our globe, while 
still waste and desolate, aud before it had assuined its present 
form, is expressly designated as “ the carth "—and rightly so, 
since it already existed as a distinct body, separate from all 
others. The same remark no doubt apples to the other heavenly 
bodies, although the narrative, which details only what more 
particularly refers to the earth, does not specially advert to 

them. 
Another argument in favour of the second, and against the 

first of the above views, has been drawn from the words “ thohu 
vabohu,” (“ without form and void.”) The expression, so far as 
its etymology is concerned, is doubtful. In the other passages 
in which it occurs (Isa. xxxiv. 11, Jer. iv. 23), it certainly refers 
to actual devastation and desolation, succeeding a former state 
of life and fruitfulness, and uot to any natural absence of life, 
nor to a lower stage of development, in which life has not yet 
appeared. It has accordingly been inferred that in Gen. 1, 2 it 
must also denote a similar state of matters. But this reason- 
ing is not conclusive, since the Hebrew terms, like the English 
word “waste,” may be so comprchensive as to indicate both 

ideas. Delitzsch, even while objecting to the rendering of the 
words by “devastation and desolation,” felt that “both the 
meaning and the sound of these words in their assonance was 
designed to inspire terror.” An interpretation according to 
which the thohu vabohu was merely indicative of the absence of 
form and order, would, in his opinion, not exhaust the ideas in- 
plied in its etymology. This sense of awe is Increased by the 
mention of the darkness which brooded over the face of the 
deep, and of the raging waters. ‘“ Darkness’ (choshech), our 
author observes, “is the form under which Scripture presents
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and symbolises sin and evil, but especially Divine vengeauce ; 
darkness is the ungodly element which must and shall be over- 
come; in the new Jerusalem there is no night (Rev. xxi. 25; 
xxii, 5). ‘ Thhom’ is the deep to which bounds were as- 
signed when the earth was formed (Prov. vili. 27; Ps. xxxin. 
7; Job xxxviii. 8—11), and which are only passed when 
nature revolts against man (Gen. vii. 11; vu. 2); between the 
sea, death, and Hades there is some kind of connection (Job 
XXxxvill. 16, &c.; Rev. xx. 18). The raging waters (majim) 
are a representation of the raging of the heathen; thence also 
arise the beasts or hostile powers which Daniel and the book of 
Revelation describe; from the face of the renewed carth the sca 
shall disappear (Rev. xxi. 1). It cannot be denied that all the 
expressions in ver. 2 (with the exception of the last clause) have 
their analogue in the kingdom of Satan.” But all this, however 
true, cannot be regarded as a proof that in this passage also the 
writer had intended to attach to them the meaning of evil which 
they bear in the figurative language of later prophets. 

It has also been argued that since the Lord is a God of light 
and life, only a bright world of life which reflected His own 
blessedness and holiness, and not a dark waste and a void chaos, 
could have proceeded from His creative hand. Even while in 
an imperfect state, it is said, any work proceeding from the hand 
of God would not correspond with the description in ver. 2, 
since, according to the measure of its development and capacity, 
it would necessarily reflect Divine harmony and order, Divine 
light and life. We might admit that the narrator had here 
purposely chosen indefinite terms, and yet, on other grounds, 
conclude that the language he employs, rightly understood, 1m- 
plies that a devastation had taken place. This reasoning Is not 
without force. Although we cannot regard it as affording a 
satisfactory proof, it adds to the weight of other arguments in 
favour of this view.' 

1 The assertion, so frequently made, that ver. 2 may or should be trans- 
lated “ And the earth became waste and void,” is grammatically false. In 
that case the writer would have used the expression PINT Ty and not 

TIT PAN, and to avoid all ambiguity he would have added the pre- 
v cir vrivr 3 . 

position b after the verb sar. Drechsler trices to show from the structure of 
" 3
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Let it be remembered that the narrator only described what 
he actually saw, without specially indicating in what hght all 
this should be regarded, or in what relation ver. 2 stood to ver. 
I. Readers might either understand his language as implying 
that in the beginning there had been an absence of light and 
life, in which case they would be led to believe in a chaos, or 
they might, in accordance with the later usus loquendi of the 
prophets, apply the terms to an actual devastation. But as ver. 
1 excluded the idea of an eternal hostile chaos, they would have 
to fall back upon the second view, with the understanding that 
some hostile power had introduced desolation into what had 
originally been a fair, pure, and glorious handiwork of the Lord. 
This inference would be further confirmed by the circumstance, 
that in chap. i. the existence and influence of sach a hostile 
power is indicated. But as that chapter also did not remove 
the mystery connected with that enemy, both passages could only 
lead to further enquiry, and call forth a desire for more full in- 

struction. We shall, for the present, leave this subject, with 
the remark, that Gen. 1, taken by itself, neither proves nor dis- 
proves the view that the earth had been laid waste at some 
period between the first creation of heavens and earth and their 
restoration during the six creative days. 

§ 7. THE FIRST, TUE SECOND, AND THE THIRD CREATIVE DAYS. 

The earth was waste and void, and darkness covered the deep. 
Left unrestrained and in wild confusion, the elements were 
mixed up, nor could the seer desery order or harmony, light or 
life. But this state was not to continue. Already he discovered 
the Spinit of God breathing into this waste the breath of life, 

ver. 2, that it could not have been intended to describe the state in which, ac- 
cording to ver. 1, God had created the earth. Ver. 2, he remarks, consists 
of three parts—the earth was waste and void, and darkness upon the decp, 
and the Spirit moved over the waters. But as the copula “ and” connects the 
first with the other two clauses, it would follow that if we were to intcrpret 
“ God created the carth waste, void, and dark,” we should have to add that he 
ercated it with the Spirit of God moving over it. But this reasoning is not 
hy any means conclusive, since it may be replied that ver. 2 docs not inform 
us in what state God had creafed the earth, but only as to its condition after 
it had been created.
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and moving over the waters. Huis breath would banish the 
waste and desolation; already the germs of life awaited the 
moment when, being set free, they should unfold. Then issued 
the word of Omnipotence, “ Let there be light, and té was light.” 
Suddenly, liberated from its bonds, light breaks from the dense 
darkness around, the first token of life, and the condition of all 
further development, Light, the first creature of God, and the 
emblem of His own glory, bears the impress of being well pleasing 
in His sight; whoever sees the light, hails it as the messenger 
of Divine goodness. God saw that the light was good. The 
darkness which covered the deep had enshrouded the light ; baz 
God separated the light from the darkness. Thus the light at- 
tained liberty and independent existence. No longer is it en- 
closed by darkness ; it exists along with and superior to dark- 
ness, over which it now rules, and to which it gives life. The 
light is called day, the darkness night. The work of the first 
day is finished. Even and morn come, and the first day being 
completed merges into the second. 

A new day has broken. A movement in the waters which 
still cover the earth has been called forth by another creative 
word ; they also are to bring forth what hitherto lay concealed 
in their depths. And God said, Let there be a firmament (ex- 
pansion, ‘ vaktah”) to divide the waters, and he called the fir- 
mament Heaven. This was the sky, that pure and transparent 
expanse of air above us, the atmosphere with its inexhaustible 
springs of life and blessing, providing the necessary means of 
nourishment to every kind of living beings that were to appear 
on earth. This sky rests on the waters of the earth, and like a 
firm arch supports the oceans of heaven. Thus it divides the 
upper from the lower waters, the sea from the clouds which rise 
from it, that in turn they also may become a spring of blessing 
and fruitfulness to the dry land when it shall have been emanci- 
pated from the dominion of the sea. 

The third day witnessed two consecutive and connected acts 
of creation—the separation of the sea from the dry land, and the 
clothing of the latter with vegetation. As on the first day the 
licht was set free from the bonds of darkness, and on the second 
the sky, with its springs of blessing, its rain and fruitful seasons, 
was called from the chaotic waters of primeval earth, so the
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creative word of the third day set free the earth from the domi- 
nion of the sea, which till then had engulphed and covered 

everything. [or asthe polar opposition and the reciprocal rela- 
tion of light and darkness, of day and night, of earth and air, of 
sea and clouds, is the ultimate condition of life and prosperity, 
so also is the permanent distribution of land and water the con- 
dition of all further development on the earth, and a guarantee 
of the continuance and well-being of the creatures which inhabit 
land and sea. The dry land is the habitation of the noblest of 
God’s creatures ; therefore the creative word of Omnipotence 
liberated it from the dominion of the sea, and assigned to the 

latter its bounds. The tumult which now arises is described in 
Ps. civ, 5—9 :— 

“ He hath founded the earth upon her tases, 
She is not removed for ever. 
The deep, as with a garment, hast Thou covered, 
The waters stood above the mountains. 
At Thy rebuke they fled, 
At the voice of Thy thunder they hasted away— 
The mountains ascended, the valleys descended, 

To the place which Thou hadst founded for them— 
Thou hast set 1 bound whieh they do not pass over, 
They do not return to eover the earth.” 

When thus the water had been gathered and the dry land had 
appeared, Earth, which the breath of the Divine Spirit as He 
moved over the primeval waste, had endued with secds and 
germs, in obedience to the creative command displayed its 
glorious vegetation in all the beauty of varicgated colours, and 
with its precious fruits. Still, as the vegetable world clung to 
the soil, like a splendid robe covering its nakedness, it lad 
not an independent existence of its own. Hence it originated 
on the same day which witnessed the liberation of the dry land, 
whose property, so to speak, it was. 

§ 8. THE WORK OF THE FOURTH DAY. 

Thus the formation of the earth, as a globe existing by itself,
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had been completed. On the fourth day the relation between 
earth and the other heavenly bodies was fixed.! 

In the Rakiah or expanse of heaven the Word of the Almighty 
placed sun, moon, and stars to divide the day from the night, 
and to be signs: both for seasons, and for days and years, and 
to be for lights, to give light upon the earth ; the greater light 
to rule the day and the lesser light to rule the night. It 
has been matter of dispute whether these stars of the fourth 
day are to be understood as the whole starry heavens with 
their millions of fixed stars, their milky ways, and groups of 
stars, or only as the stars of our solar system. We have 
latterly seen cause to adopt the former of these views. With- 

out repeating the arguments which we had formerly ad- 
vanced for the opposite view, we may observe that any such 
distinction between our solar system and the starry heavens 
generally would imply astronomical distinctions which we are 
sure lay beyond the purport of the writer. The narrative has a 
purely religious aim, and professes not to treat either of Astro- 
nomy or of Geology. It brings before us, first, the relation 
between God and the world, then that between man and the 

other creatures (showing that he occupies the highest point in 
the scale of creation), and lastly, the typical relation between 
the creative week and the duties and occupations of life. The 
first of these objects is clearly expressed in the words (ver. 1): 
“In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” 
Each word in that verse has an important bearing upon our 

1 Hofmann, and after him Delitzsch, take a different view of the progress 
in the work of ercation. They hold that on the fourth day the scale of creation 
rises, ‘since the heavenly bodies, separated from the mass, and passing on 
their immeasurable paths, constitute a higher stage than the plants which 
are rooted in the ground, while, on the other hand, they occupy a lower place 
than the creatures of the fifth and sixth days—animals and man—which are 
capable of voluntary motion.” But we apprehend that such a view would 
make of our narrative a poor piece of speculation. Tor if the narrative is to 
be regarded as a description of what had really taken place, and the narrator 
as expressing the mind of the Creator, so that in His view the heavenly 
bodies occupy a position intermediate between plants and animals, the for- 
mer having been created before, the latter after these heavenly bodies— 
natural science will urge against this supposed scale in creation arguments so 
powerful that the defender of the Bible will scarcely be able to make way 
against them. We shall, therefore, either have to give up this view, or else 
to admit that the narrative does not embody objective truth, but is a piece of 
speculation, and that one of second rate ability.
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religious knowledge, both from the fundamental truths which it 
afirms and the dangerous errors which it rebuts. The simple 
statement of the fact might have been sufficient for the purpose 
which the narrative had in view. But if there had been no more 
than a general and abstract sentence, the important truths enun- 
ciated might—especially among Orientals, whose minds chiefly 
grasp and retain whatis concrete—have been readily overlooked 
or passed by. Even on that ground, therefore, it was necessary 
to present them in a concrete form as a tangible and outward 
reality, thus impressing them on the mind of the reader. Still 
more was this requisite if the other objects of the narrative were 

to be carried ont, and the cosmical and moral position of man 
to be unpressed on the consciousness, 

It was tor these purposes that the seer, or rather the Spirit 
whose organ he was, detailed what took place during the six 
creative days. Hence, also, are we not warranted in putting 
into the narrative an astronomical distinction between the 
planetary heavens and those of the fixed stars to which no allu- 
sion is made. Such a distinction might, indeed, have been of 
jinportance even in a religious point of view, but if intended 
would no doubt have been plainly mentioned. We should the 

more readily have expected this, since such a distinction was 
made from the oldest tine. But the circumstance that it is not 
expressed, nor even hinted at, shows that, however important at 

a later period and for other purposes, it lay beyond the aim of 
the narrator at the time. If ver. 16 speaks of stars generally, 
without limiting the term to any special kind of stars, even the 
fact. that no emphasis is laid on it proves that the expression 
must not in any way be limited, but taken in its more wide and 
veneral acceptation. Nor is there any force in the objection 
that since st, moon, and the stars of the fourth day are set in 
the Rakiah of the second day which sprang from the earth, they 
must be viewed as belonging to the earth, in a physical point of 
view. For it shonld be remembered that the definition of 
Rakiah as terrestrial atmosphere is that of natural science, while 
in common parlance the term was much wider, and embraced 
also what in iwnedern times is called the cosimical ether. If, 

besides, we bear in mini that the narrative is not un astronomical 

or physical manual, we shal] not deem it more strange that 
C
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scientifically inaccurate—or, if yon choose, erroneous—terms 
should have been employed by the writer than we are in the habit 
of taking exception to such expressions as the “rising” or the 
‘“ooing down” of the sun. The seer simply described what he 
saw; and, no doubt he beheld the fixed stars in the same 
heaven as the planets. Nor can we admit the validity of the 
objection, that since the narrative manifestly treats only of the 
earth and of what bears reference to it, the stars of the fourth 
day must have been those of our solar system. This would 
oblige us to suppose that ver. 16 also refers only to such heavenly 
bodies as form along with our earth one physical system. Besides, 
there is not the least intimation that the sun and moon are only 
mentioned, because, in a physical and astronomical point of view, 
they form one system with our earth ; nay, this view is entirely 
contrary to the spirit and tendency of the narrative. The latter 
takes no notice of any such physical connection, and only adverts 
to the circumstance that the sux gives light by day and the 
moon by night. This remark also applies to the stars (ver. 17) 
—and manifestly the fixed stars answer ¢haé purpose as much, 
and more, than the planets. 

Again, since the narrative only records what sun, moon, and 
stars are in relation to the earth, without entering on the ques- 
tion of what they are in themselves, it is a grievous mistake to 
overlook the prophetic character of this vision, and to press the 
words as if they implied that the sun, moon, and stars, had been 
created, or called forth out of nothing, only on the fourth day, or 
after the earth had been fully formed. The record does not 
give any information either as to what these heavenly bodies are 
an themselves or as to the period and the :node in which they 
were created to be what they are in themselves. It is, indeed, 
true that the work of the fourth day, like those of the other days, 
is introduced by: ‘‘ God said : Let there be!” But then the pur- 
pose which the stars are to serve—“ to be for lights to give light 
upon the earth’—1is immediately added. If formerly they had not 
been and now for the first time became such, the language of the 
narrative is completely vindicated, since the regulation of this 
relationship between the starry heavens and the earth is quite as 
much a creative act as that of the relation between light: and 
darkness, or between the dry land and the sea. It is in this
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sense that we are told that “ God placed them in the Rakiah of 
the heaven.” For as ‘rakiah” means the terrestrial sky, the 
stars, even though created before the second day, could not be 
regarded as in the rakiah, which was only created on the second 
day, and could only ocenpy a place in that sky after they had 
assumed a relation to the carth. Hqually plain is the meaning 
of the expression in ver. 16, ‘“‘ God made sun, moon, and stars.” 
He now first adapted them for the earth, and in relation to it 
they commenced only then to exist. But this does not imply 
that they had not been created long before that to exist by them- 
selves and for the purposes which they were to serve independently 

of the earth. XK 
The result of our investigations then briefly is, that vers. 

14—19 refer to the starry heavens (including the fixed stars), 
but without necessarily implying that they were only created 
after the earth had been formed. The question as to the period . 

of their creation we leave in the meantime unanswered. It 
yet remains to illustrate the relation between this event, the 
creation of heaven (ver. 1), the production of light, and the 
separation of the upper waters (ver. 7). Jbrard, Nagelsbach, 
fougemont, and Delitzsch, regard these upper waters as the sub- 
stratum of the heavenly bodies created on the fourth day; with 
this difference that the three first mentioned writers under- 

stand that the heavenly bodies of our solar system only were then 
formed, while Delitzsch extends the ercative work of that day 
also to the fixed stars and the milky ways. This view we deem 
erroneous, since we cannot discover the slightest hint of any 
production of these heavenly bodies from the upper waters. 
Besides, it is opposed to later statements of Holy Writ, accord- 
ing to which the upper waters stzll exist (Ps. exlviil. 4, civ. 5; 
Job xxvi. 8). If we were to assume that the heavenly bodies 
themselves were created on the fourth day, and not merely that 
then they began to exist so far as our earth was concerned, and 
that like our earth they were formed out of some existing 
material, we shonld expect to find some notice of this cirenm- 
stance in ver. 1 and not in ver. 7. for the combination of 
elements which were afterwards separated into upper and lower 
waters is in ver. 2 called ‘earth,’ and not “earth and heaven.” 

Hence they can only have served as substratum for the forma- 
e2
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tion of the earth, and not for that of both earth and heaven. If, 
therefore, the heavenly bodies were formed from any substratum, 
this could only have been the heaven to which ver. 1 refers, and 
which existed before the six ereative days had commenced. 
Lastly, the narrative furnishes direct information as to the rela- 
tion between the lights created on the fourth day—more especially 
the sun—and the light ereated on the first day. Lzght (“‘ or”) 
was created on the first day, the luminaries or light-bearers 
(“ maoroth” ) onthe fourth day. Light was not originally con- 
fined to the sun. This arrangement only took place when the 
cosmical formation of the earth had so far proceeded as to render 
an antagonism of solar and planetary polarity possible. The 
former alternation of light and darkness, of day and night, must 
have arisen from telluric action and re-action which ceased when 
this antagonism became estabhshed. [Farther details the narra- 
tive does not furnish. 

§ 9. THE WORK OF THE FIFTH AND SIXTH DAYS. 

So soon as the cosmical conditions of organic life were pro- 
vided and the chaotic confusion of elements and forces had 
given place to a regulated and harmonic relation, the germs of 
life hid in the womb of earth were set free, and at the command 
of Omnipotence the most diversified degrees and stages of life 
made their appearance. Already on the third day had vegetation 
been called forth ; on the fifth and sixth days the scale of crea- 

tion ascended from the fish in the sca to the cagle which soars to 
the sky, from the worm which creeps in the dust to man who 
lifts his head to the stars, and represents the climax and comple- 
tion of terrestrial life. The narrative introduces man as the last 
work, and—since there is manifestly a rise from the lower to the 
higher seale of being—as the highest in creation. This progress 
is physically represented in the fact that every higher stage of 
being includes all the lower, and at the same time exhibits some 
new development of life. Thus the purely cosmical elements 
form the basis of the peculiar life of the vegetable kingdom. In 
the animal kingdom we descry, besides the voluntary activity 
which is its peculiar characteristic, also numerous involuntary
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functions which, properly speaking, form part of the sphere of 
vegetable life. Lastly, in man we discover besides the three 
lower stages of life—the cosmical, the vegetable, and the animul 
—a fourth and much higher, viz., the sphere of personality and 
of moral freedom—the image of God appearing in his creature. 

The narrative pourtrays the work of creation as it were a 
pyramid, of which heaven and earth are the broad basis, and 
man the one top-stone. He is the representative of all former 

stages of existence, the unit in which the multiplicity of earthly 
creatures terminates, Although both the turn of thought and 
the form of expression is foreign to the narrative, yet it quite 
accords with its idea when we designate man as the microcosm 
and the centre of this world.' In verse 26, he is expressly set 
apart as ruler of all creation, of its varied forces and creatures. 
His calling and his endowments for it are expressly mentioned. 
He is the last and the most perfect being formed from that earth 
to which himself belongs, and whose every stage of life he in- 
cludes in himself. Hence he is also qualified to be its represen- 
tative, both so far as he is personally concerned, and in relation 
to every higher sphere of existence. But as the image of God, 
he is also of Divine origin, and hence above nature, and the re- 
presentative of God to it, its lord and master, its priest and 
mediator. Creation having been thus completed, the record 
adds, “And God saw everything he had made, and behold it 
was very good.” 

1 Most apt is the saying of Theodorus (in Theodoret, Quaest. xx. in Gen.) 
“that God had created last civdecpov drdvrey roy dvOpwmoy (man the bond 
and summary of all);” and not less beautiful and truc that of Augustine, 
“ Nullum est creaturse genus, quod noo in homine possit agnosci.” Nay, the 
same idea is embodied and symbolised even in the apparently absurd Haggada 
of the Rabbins, to the effect that when Adam came from the hand of the 
Creator he was so big us to reach from earth to heaven, and from one end of 
the world to the other; but that when he sinned God had laid his hand on 
him, and he shrunk to his present size. The name of the first man also 
—Adum, from Adamah, carth—represents him, if we translate the idea into 
our own terminology, as the microcosm of this world. On this OGimbrett well 
remarks, “The name given to man implicd that he represented the whole 
earth, and as its lord and master comprehended it in his own form.”
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§ 10. THE PRIMEVAL HISTORY OF MAN. 

The account of the six creative days closes with the rest of 
God on the seventh day, and with its being set apart, that in it 
man also should rest. Passing from this, we come upon a new 
portion of Divine revelation, of different tendency indeed, but no 
less grand, and in some respects even more important than the 
former. For centurics men have criticised and cavilled at what 
it relates; faith has been strengthened by it, true wisdom 
nourished, while unbelief has scoffed or been offended. On this 
foundation the whole building of revelation, fitly joined together, 
has grown into an holy temple of the Spirit. Here we bebold 
the root whence salvation in Christ, with its blossoms in the Old, 
and its fruits in the New Testament, has sprung. If the first 
section forms the basis of history in general, the second (chaps. 
ii. and i.) forms that of the history of redemption. The former 
indicates the position of God as ABOVE the world, as the Creator 
of heaven and earth, and assigns to each creature, but especially 
to man, his proper position and sphere in the general plan of 
the world. It also points out their proper development, even to 
its ultimate goal, but it does not detail the history of that de- 
velopment, as such a narrative would have destroyed the unity of 
its plan and execution. The second section presupposes the 
first, but has a totally different tendency. It brings before us 
God in His world, as the Father and Instructor, who in love con- 
descends to His pupil, and adapts Himself to his growing know- 
ledge—who introduces and announces salvation. If the first 
section exhibits the work and purpose of God in creation, and 
the Divine destiny of man, the second describes man’s free 
choice and development, and God’s care, provision, and training, 
both before, during, and after that choice had been made. The 
central point of this section is chap. iii., which gives an account 
of the Fall as the root of all misery, the occasion of redemption, 
and the commencement of the history of mankind. It describes 
the trial of man’s self-determination, which through his guilt led 
to such sad consequences, arrested his original destiny, and on 
the interposition of Divine grace, made a new development ne-
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cessary, for which new means and powers had to be furnished. 
However complete in itself, the history of the six creative days 
is not sufficient to explain the fall, the guilt of man, or the grace 
of God. The history of this all-important event required a basis 
such as that furnished in chap. ii. ‘There we are informed that 
man was formed of dust and ashes. While this shows the guilt 
and folly of lis pride when without God he would attempt to 
become as God, it also explains how, in consequence of the curse 
attaching to sin, he was to return to the carth from whence he 
had been taken. The breath of God made hin the personal, 
self-conscious, and free being, capable of, and requiring develop- 
ment, who for himself was to choose between good and evil, and | 
was responsible for his choice. he garden of Eden, full of joy 
and delight, was the place where the trial and the fall occurred. 
From this place of bliss he was driven after the fall, to eat his 
bread in the sweat of his brow. The command to keep the 
garden pointed to the existence of a hostile principle, against 
which man was warned. ‘The tree of life, of which the fruits 
were not interdicted to man in his state of innocence, 1s inter- 

dicted after his fall. The tree of knowledge became the first 
and most direct medium of his development. The presence of 
other trees, with fair and delicious fruits, increased his guilt in 
eating from the only tree that had been forbidden him, since it 
appeared how easily he might have kept from it. The naming 
of the animals forms the introduction to the creation of woman, 
and the latter 1s again the condition of the first and of every 

subsequent development. 

§ 11. POSITION AND TASK OF THE FIRST MAN. 

The narrative now records in detail that creation of nan which 
was only generally indicated in the first section. ©The dualism 
within him, in virtue of which he combines both a divine and 

an earthly nature, is now prominently brought forward. The 
Spirit of God who at first moved over the thohu vabohu had put 
into the earth the germs of all the diverse forms of life. Hence 
the production of the animal and vegetable kingdoms is not re- 
presented as, strictly speaking, an act of creation, but only as a 

TN
)
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creative unfolding of germs already existent. We read, “ Let 
the earth bring forth !” and as plants and animals thus appear 
as the individualised products of the life of the earth, so man 
also who is its highest and hence its unique product. Those 
creative powcrs which hitherto had manifested their productive 
agency on many different points were now concentrated in one 
point, to call the noblest of its formations into being, and this 
is most pictorially described when we are told that God himself 
formed man from the dust of the earth. But man is not merely 
the highest stage of animal life. The breath of Divine life is 
also breathed into him, so that while in part he is of the earth 
earthy, in part he is also the. offspring of God (Acts xvii. 28) 

and His image (Gen, i. 27).!. Man is placed in the garden to 
dress and to keep it. Although it had formerly been said that 
every creature as it came from the hand of God was very good, 
this could only have referred to a relative, not to an absolute 
perfection. We hold that both man and nature did not by 
creation immediately attain that stage of which they were ulti- 
mately capable, but only that which was suitable to the cir- 
cumstances and to the object in view. ‘The Divine Spirit resid- 
ing in man constituted him not only a personal and free being, 
but capable of moral and religious activity. Man could not, like 
a plant, have absolute perfection put upon him from without; by 
free determination and activity, he was to rise to that stage for 
which God had destined and endowed him. Accordingly, man 
was immediately put into circumstances in which he was freely 
to decide either for or against the will of God, and thus to choose 
his own direction. 

But nature was not merely to be the abode of man; there he 
was also to exercise his powers, to make his moral decision, and 
to develope himself. Hence nature also must at first have only 
been relatively perfect, and capable of development, not for its 
own sake, but for that of man who, as its priest and mediator, 
its lord and master, was to conduct it to its ultimate stage of 

1 It must not be thought that an interval of time intervened between the 
formation of man from the dust and the breathing-into him the breath of life, 
so that man had even for one moment been merely an animal differing only 
in degree, not in kind, from other animals. But there was a difference in 
regard to the origin of his twofold nature. Two elements—differing toto 
coclo—met at the moment when he was created; the furm prepared from the 
dust and the Divine breath from above—the product of their meeting was 
man.
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perfection. Man was destined to have dominion over thie whole 
earth (Gen. 1.26). But of this a commencement was to be 
made in the spot where God had first placed him. He is there- 
fore first called upon éo dress and to keep the garden of Eden. 
This indeed is not a new task: the mission formerly indicated, 
that he should have dominion, is now only analysed into its posi- 
tive and negative aspects. The object is still the same, only 
that now it has been limited by present circumstances. God 
himself had planted the garden, and man was to continue and 

to complete the work which God had begun. But certainly it 
was not intended that the activity of man should always be con- 
fined to Paradise; but rather, that in continually extending 
spheres, it should ultimately embrace the whole earth, and trans- 
form it into Paradise. Thus the commencement (the dressing 

and keeping of the garden) was to Iead to the goul (man’s do- 
minion over the whole earth). But against what enemy was 
man to keep the garden? The command to keep is the negative 
aspect of dominion, as dressing is the positive. But hitherto 
we have only been brought into contact with the positive and 
beneficial—is there then some negative and hostile power already 
in existence against which man is to contend ? 

§ 12. THE TREE OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOOD AND EVIL. 

Among the numcrous'trecs in the garden, two are pointed out 
as unique in their kind and design. They are the free of life in oe. 
the midst of the garden and the tree of the knowledge of good: 
and evil, Where shall we find the key to the mysteries con- . 
cealed under these names ? According to the common inter- 
pretation of the tree of knowledge, it was a tree like others, in 
itself innocuous and harmiess. It is said that man as a tree , 
creature required to obtain the means for free determination, |; 
that so it might appear whether he would submit to, or oppose 7 .-- 
the Divine will. Hence God uttered a prohibition—it might ° 
however, 2s well have becu a command. That prohibition was 
connected with a tree, but it might as well have been attached 
to any other object, or to any other tree, since the only thing ofet te 
importance was, that God should express Fis will, and man, ,°") 
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either obey or disobey it. To obey was to do good, to disobey 
was to do evil. By his free determination man learned and 
experienced the difference between good and evil, and on that 
ground alone was the tree called that of the knowledge of good 
and evil. Such arbitrary conduct is attributed to the Almighty ! 
In opposition to this view we maintain that it was not fortuitous 
when man’s will was put to the test by a prohibition rather than 
by a command, and when, for that purpose, the fruit of that par- 
ticular tree was selected. By its very nature and difference 
from other trees, by its essential relation to man, this tree must 
have been adapted to its peculiar purpose. We are prepared to 
maintain this, even though we should remain ignorant of the 
mode of this adaptation, and Scripture had not oftered a clue to 
this riddle. As from its very nature the tree of life brought 
immortality, so this tree communicated knowledge. Considering 
first the name of that tree, we observe that it gives clear and 
unequivocal indication that evil already eaxtsted in creation. 
Of this we had formerly discovered some indistinct trace in the 
“thohu vabohu.” If evil had not existed, it would have been 

impossible to know good and evil,—i.e. there could not have 
been a tree by which, in whatever manner Adam, in the exer- 
cise of his free will, should act, he would obiain the know- 
ledge of good and evil. Further, it is plain that the two trees 
in the midst of the garden formed a contrast. The one tree was 
called, and therefore was a tree of life. In a certain sense the 
other trees also were trees of life. Their fruits ‘ pleasant to the 
eyes and good for food,” were given for nourishment, and by them 
the physical powers of man were strengthened or repaired. 
Still this one tree alone was called the tree of life. Its fruits 
absolutely secured the continued and wnimpaired life of the 
body, while the fruits of other trees restored indeed the wasted 
powers of life, but in so limited a manner as not continuously to 
preserve the balance between waste and supply. That this view 
is correct is shown from Gen. ii. 22, where after death had been 
allotted to man, he was prohibited from approaching this tree 
“lest he put forth his hand and take also of the tree of life, and 
eat and live for ever.” 

Wholly different—indeed the direct opposite of it—was the 
tree of the knowledge of good and evil. It was not indeed ex-
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pressely called, yet in reality it was a tree of death. For God 
expressly warned man, “ thou shalt not eat of it ; for in the day 
that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.” And yet God 
had planted it just as the other trees. Still, being called the 
tree of the knowledye of good and evil, man must by it havo 
been destined to have attained the knowledge of a good and an 
evil which already existed. Again, it was a tree by which it 
shotld appear whether man would decide in favour of the good 
or of the evil which already existed in the place of Ins abode. 
Scripture characterises the want of experience and the inability 
of distinguishing between good and evil, as a mark of unde- 
veloped childhood and innocence (Deut. 1. 39; Jonah iv. 11; 
Isaiah vii. 15, 16). When compared with life in its present 
state, with its consciousness and its burden of guilt, this state 
seems indeed exceedingly favourable (Matt. xix. 14). Yet when 
contrasted with the original destiny of man—to know evil as 
something foreign, and to overcome it as something hostile—it 
must be regarded as an imperfect state which under any cireum- 

stances should not and could not have been contimued. Hence 
in a certain sense the tree of knowledge, like that of life, is a 
tree of blessing: nay, one of life also. Tor the knowledge which 
this tree was to procure for man was just the manifestation of 
spiritual life. On the other hand, however, the peculiar benefit 
attaching to the tree of life was only to be experienced when its 
fruit was eaten. It must therefore not only by design, but by 
nature, have been a tree of life. But the tree of knowledge would 
only have become a tree of life if man had abstained from its 
fruit ; otherwise it became a tree of death. Hence it was only 
in its divine design a means of blessing and of life, but zn zs 
own nature a tree of misery and of death. If not partaken of, 
it would become a source of knowledge, and this knowledge was 
life : if partaken of, it would hkewise bring knowledge, but this 
knowledge was death. 

Man, as a creature, could only attain to the knowledge of good 
and evil after, and if he had proved himself either good or evil 
before Him, who—having created him in His image, destined 
and made him capable to be good—gave him moral freedom by 
which it was also possible tor him to become evil, since the 
decision was left in his own hand (1 Cor. xiii. 12). Hence we
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must also retain the other meaning which attaches to the name 
of the tree of knowledge as a tree by which it was to be knowu 
whether man would choose good or evil.!| But do these expla- 
nations answer every question or remove every difficulty ? far 
from it! Many still remain, nay, almost more than we could 
find suitable language to express. But in its grand, childlike 
and holy simplicity, the narrative passes by such questions of 
the intellect just as a child moves among the riddles of nature 
and of life, as if they existed not. Ours it is here to put our 
hand upon our mouth and to take home the old saying— 

Nescire velle, quae Magister Maximus 
Docere von vult, erudita inscitia est. 

Yet withal we indulge the hope that later stages of revelation 
may lift the veil which as yet conceals those mysteries that sur- 
round the cradle of mankind. At any rate we are well assured 
that when faith shall have passed into vision, and our imperfect 
knowledge shall have ceased, these mysteries and all the other 
deep things of divine wisdom and mercy shall be opened to us. 
Meantime we gather from this narrative that the tree of know- 
ledge was to offer man an opportunity when, in accordance with 
his nature as a free being, he was to take a step absolutely neces- 
sary for him, viz., to decide for or against the will of God. But 
the desigu of the tree of life would only have been realised if 
man had freely adopted what God originally appomted for him. 

§ 13. THE FORMATION OF WOMAN. 

Thus man was at least objectively placed in a position to take 
that decisive step by which from childlike ignorance he was to 
pass to a knowledge of himself, of the world, and of God: to 
learn good and evil, and from a state in which cither of these 
was open to him, to attain either holiness or misery. This was 

\ It is part of the lying policy of the tempter to ignore this the most im- 
portant meaning attaching to the name of tho tree, and to lay exclusive 
emphasis on its other meaning (Gen. iii. 8). Thus only was he able to 
exaggerate and distort this meaning to a degree that what had been true be- 
came perverted into a lie of Satan.
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the first step in that history which, as a free person, he was to 

bring about. But another development was still awanting, which 
inan may indeed have desired, but which he could not of himself 
accomplish—we mean the creation of woman. Thereby the 
difference of sexes was firstintroduced. The human being first 
created was neither man nor woman, far less a compound of the 
two. Like the children of the resurrection (Matt. xxii. 30), 
Adam was without sex. Considered as an individual, the first 

man was indeed a man, and the woman is of the man, not the 
man of the woman. The main object which God scems to have 
had in view was, that the whole race should, in joy and in sorrow, 
in blessings and cursings, in its undeveloped and its developed 
state, form an organic unity. Therefore man was created as an 
individual unit, that from it the whole race should spring—in 
numbers sufficient to execute its mission—in order, as the apostle 
says (Acts xvil. 26), that ‘all nations of men that dwell on all 
the face of the earth should be of one blood.” Yor this purpose 
both sexes had to be derived from the jisé man. Not only was 
all mankind to spring from one pair, but woman was to proceed 
from man, that in every respect the unity of the race might be 
preserved. Again as man was a free person, even this develop- 
ment could not take place without his consent and desire for it. 
Such longing was called forth in him when the various animals 
were brought before him (Gen. 11. 20), in whom he noticed the 
sexual difference, but amongst which he found none to be an 

help meet. God met this desire, when He took from man part 
of his body, and thence formed woman. Immediately on seeing 
her, Adam said: “ This is bone of my bone, and flesh of my 
flesh. She shall be called woman, because she was taken out 
of man.” This creative act forms the basis of marriage with 
its blessing: “ Be fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth, 
and subdue it.” Marriage was the condition, and the pre- 
liminary of all historical or free and personal development of 
man. It was therefore necessary that it should precede the free 
moral determination, either for or against the will of God, with 
which history was to commence. The decision to be taken 
would now be the decision of all his race—his victory, their 
victory, his fall, their fall.
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§ 14. THE FALL. 

All was now prepared for the trial which was to take place, 
when unexpectedly another being appeared to play an important 
part init. It was the serpen?, the most subtil of all beasts of 
the ficld. The tree of knowledge stood in the midst of the 
garden. Upon the one hand was the Divine prohibition, “ Thou 
shalt not cat of it,” and the warning, “ In the day that thou eatest 
thereof, thou shalt surely die.” On the other hand was the 
suggestion of the serpent: “In the day ye eat thereof, your 
eyes shall be opened; and ye shall be as gods, knowing good 
and evil.” Between these two stood man free to choose, and 
capable of enduring the érzal which in the circumstances had be- 
come a temptation—but also left free to fall. God had in 
creation given him the power for victory, and expressly warned 
him against sin—he might therefore have overcome. But he 
might also neglect this admonition and follow the allurements of 
the tempter, he might become unfaithful to his destiny and 
choose contrary to the will of God. And man was misled. He 
succumbed where he should have conquered, and became a slave 
where he should have been triumphant. The tempter succeeded 
in implanting sinful Inst into his soul; he breathed into him a 
breath, as it were from beneath, the opposite of that which in 
creation had been breathed into him. And now events on which 
a world’s history depended, hastened to their dreadful issue. The 
woman looked upon the tree, and saw that it was good for food, 
and pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to be desired because it 
made one wise. She took of its fruit and ate, and gave to her 

husband, and he also ate. ‘“ Then, when lust has conceived, it 
bringeth forth sin ; and sin, when it is finished, bringeth forth 
death.” James i. 15, 

God who had warned man, now appeared as the judge and 
avenger. The curse lights upon the serpent, which henceforth 
is to be cursed above all beasts of the field, trodden in the dust, 
hated of all creatures, and bruised by the seed of the woman. 
The curse lights upon the woman: in sorrow she is to bring 
forth children, and she is to be subject to her husband. The
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curse lights upon the man: in the sweat of jis brow he is to eat 
his bread, until he return to the earth from whence he was taken. 
Lastly, on account of man, the curse hghts even upon nature, 
which is to be the abode of man: the ground is to bring forth 

thorns and thistles. Man is driven from the garden, cherubim 
with flaming swords prevent access to the tree of life, lest man 
put forth his hand and eat of its fruit, and live for ever. The 
trial and decision of man, but not his fall and rebellion, were 
necessary. But what had only been possible, now became 
actual. As the tempter had deceitfully promised, man’s eyes 
were opened ; but he only saw his nakedness. He knew what 
was good, but by the dreadful consciousness of having lost it ; 
he knew what was evil, but in painful experience of the wretched- 
ness which now had become his. He became as God; from 
having been his representative, he had assumed an independent 
position. He had constituted himself a god, he had become his 
own master ; but this likeness to God made him exceedingly 
wretched and poor, instead of rendering him happy. By yield- 
ing to the will of the tempter, and rebelling against that of God, 
man became subject to sin and to death, which is the wages of 
siu. Whosoever committcth sin is the servant of sin—true 
freedom is only found in communion with God, the eternal type 
and source of all freedom, In virtue of his freedom, man might 
choose sin ; but by actually choosing it, he lost all freedoin of 
escaping from its power. Henceforth, man cannot save himself. 
With man, and on his account, nature, which was to be his 
abode, came under the curse of sin and the dominion of death 

(Gen. 11. 17, &e. ; Rom. viii. 19, &c.) Through the connection 
and relation between spirit and nature, corruption passed from 
man into nature, where his lot had been cast. In virtue of the 
unity of the race, in and with Adam, all mankind fell, for at this 
time he still constituted the whole race. The poison which had 
entered the root would, when the tree sprung up, penetrate into 
every branch. JHlence, as the race spread, sin and its wages 
death would only spread with it, and could never be checked or 
destroyed.
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§ 15. THE TEMPTER. 

New mysteries cluster about that portion of history which we 
have just detailed. Mysterious was the origin and nature of the 
serpent; equally so its appearance, its enmity to God, its relation 
to that fatal tree, and the curse with which it was visited. Was 
it no more than an ordinary serpent, such as may be met with on 
field or in forest? We cannot doubt that the serpent was the 
same animal which we call by that name. The term, the 
epithets, and the particulars connected with the curse, all point 
to that conclusion. But was it nothing else ? did the manner 
of its appearance in that decisive moment, the refined treachery, 
the consummate cunning, the well-laid plans, not indicate the 
existence of some dreadful mystery which at that stage remained 
yet unrevealed 2? Are we not warranted in inferring the agency 
of some personal spiritual power, deeply interested in destroying 
the work of God, and arresting His counsel of love toward man, 
which made use for its own purposes both of the tree and of the 
serpent? The view expressed in the narrative as to the identity 
of the most subtil animal and a corresponding spiritual power— 
whatever the real connection between them may have been— 
would naturally be entertained by the first man, at least before 
the fall, since his mode of viewing objects was still direct and 
without the medium of reflection. But when, after the fall, evil 

became known, it must have been felt that the outward event 

was somehow connected with a Indden cause. We therefore 
conclude that even at that time it was known that an evil 
spiritual agency had been at work. We conceive that at an 
early period, besides the tradition of what had taken place, a 
traditional explanation of its origin existed. But while in 
heathen legend these two were mixed up and defaced, the author 
of Genesis has given the tradition in its original form, and with- 
out explaining its mysteries, perhaps as Deldtzsch suggests, 
because their disclosure would not have been warranted at the 
time. ‘ Besides the history must have been sufficiently intelli- 
gible to every one who had spiritual knowledge.” It follows 
that before man existed there was a personal evil being on the
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scene of action, and as the narrative represents God as the 
Creator of heaven and earth and of all things in them, we cannot 
doubt that this power was a creatire, and that like every other 
being it had been originally holy, but had fallen from its first 
estate and destiny, and by an abuse of its personal freedom 
become evil. Thus before man had appeared, a history of vast in- 
terest and of tremendous consequences must have been enacted. 
But on this subject we only gather further notices from later 
stages of revelation. 

§ 16. PROSPECT OF REDEMPTION. 

Mankind had entered upon a course in which, if left to itself, 
it must necessarily have been doomed to eternal destruction, and 
in which, unless God interposed, it could never have accom- 
plished its original mission. But it was the good will of God 
to interpose, for ‘ Ze huth chosen us in Him before the founda- 
tion of the world.” To all appearance the design of the tempter 
had succeeded. His promise, “ ye shall be as gods,” was fulfilled 
in the deceitful sense intended. DBut the deceiver had only laid 
a snare for himself; as he had derided man, who was the image 
of God, so the Judge now derided him (comp. Ps. i. 4). Un 

consciously the tempter had predicted his own judgment and 
destruction. Foreseeing the fall, God had, before the foundation 
of the world, decreed a redemption whereby the words of the 
tempter acquired another meaning than that he had attached to 
them. In consequence of ilie fall, redemption took place when 
God became as man, in order that man, truly and in the proper 
sense, might become as God. Man, though fallen, was capable 
of being redeemed, he had not engendered evil in himself; it 
had rather been intruded on him from without, and by a seduc- 
tion which he mght and should have withstood. Sin has, indeed, 
penctrated and poisoned his whole being, and all the relations 
of life, but it still is something foreign to him. Tis being itself 
had not become sin, in him and in his descendants is left some- 
thing that opposes evil, and does not find pleasure in it (Rom. 
vii. 15, 16), but rather accuses and punishes him on account of 
sin. And although fallen man delights not in God nor im lis 

a
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service, he still feels within him a deep longing after something 
higher and invisible, which cannot be satisficd with anything 
this world offers. These two facts of his consciousness may be 
traced to the divine image within him, which as conscience 
repels sin, and as unsatisfied longing after communion with its 
Architype goes out In cravings after God. For however 
weakened and darkened by sin, the divine image in man is not 
wholly destroyed (Gen. ix. 6, James iii. 9), and even after the 
fall, man continues the offspring of God (Acts xvii. 28). So long 
as the faintest spark of this fire glows amid the ashes, it may, 
under proper treatment, and with fresh fuel, be again fanned 
into a bright flame. That longmg within, that craving after 
restoration and redemption, also resounds throughout creation as 
the echo of the groaning and the longing of man. “I*or the 
earnest expectation of the creature travails with us until now” 
(Rom. viii. 19—22). 

In virtue of the eternal counsel of God, and according to His 
mercy, the salvation long planned began immediately to manifest 
itself, and, as a new lever and regulator in the development of 
man, to operate upon his history. But even after his fall man 
has retained freedom of choice. As by his voluntary act he had 
become sinful, so also must he by free choice accept salvation. 
Neither the one nor the other could be forced upon him from 
without. When he made his first choice, and partook of the 
forbidden fruit, he had not thereby made a final decision, 
since the latter implies a full knowledge of the relations of an 
object, and a full development of all his powers. Hence the 
degradation consequent upon his fall was not absolute. It still 
admitted of regeneration through the imparting of new divine 
powers. But the second decision, which would devolve upon 
him when the offer of salvation was made, must be absolute and 
final. It issues either in faith which accepts that salvation, or 
in unbelief which determinately rejects it. 

Even the first sentence pronounced upon man (Gen. 113. 16— 
19) afforded a glimpse of the mercy of God, who purposed to 
prepare him for salvation. Each sentence of the curse contains 
also elements of blessing. Woman was, indeed, to bear children 
in sorrow; but she was to bear them, and in the anticipation of 
the blessing imphed in this, Adam called her Eve, 2.e., the
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mother of all living. Thus this curse took up the former bless- 
ing: “be ye fruitful and multiply and replenish the earth, and 
subdue it,” with the prospect of having it ultimately realised. 

On the development of one man into a race, connected by unity of 
origin, depended also the possibility of redeniption, since the Sa- 
viour was to take upon Himself “bone of our bone and flesh of 
our flesh.” Again, labour in the sweat of the brow was really a 
palliative and antidote against lust. So also death itself, 
and man’s expulsion from Paradise, was at the same time both 

a punishment and an act of mercy. Had man partaken of the 
tree of life, his present state of existence, with its wretchedness 
and misery, would have been perpetuated, and every possibility of 
getting free from the consequences of sin would have been taken 
away. The death of the body, which, without the mtervention 
of salvation, wowd have been only a curse, and the commence- 
ment of eternal destruction, has through it become an invaluable 
benefit. For only through death can fallen man attain the resur- 
rection and transformation of the body. 

The first announcement of salvation upon which faith might 
be exercised, or against which unbelief might harilen itself, was 
contained in the curse pronounced upon the tempter (Gen. i! 
13—15), “I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and 
between thy seed and her seed: it shall bruise thy head, and 
thou shalt bruise his heel.” ‘These words contain a promise to 
man, and in this respect they have been rightly designated as 
the proto-evangelium or first announcement of salvation. The 
narrative preserves the recollections and impressions of the first 
man, and presents them in all the simplicity which had at first 
characterised them. The first man regarded the subtil beast 
and the person of the tempter, whatever the connection between 
them he, as strictly identical. This seeming identity was kept up 
in the curse pronounced. In point of form it applies indeed 
exclusively to the serpent, but as it had been pronounced not for 
the sake of the serpent but for that of man, it was adapted to 
his mode of intuition in which the outward appearance and the 
spiritual principle were not yet distinguished. Man regarded 
the serpent as the seducer, and its curse appeared to him that of 
the author of sin: the destruction of the serpent by the seed of 
the woman, as deliverance from the power and the influence of 

d 2
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the author of sin. Here then the first promise immediately 
follows the first sin; by an act of divine retribution, he that 
was betrayed judgeth his betrayer; by an exercise of divine 
mercy healing balm was poured into the newly opened wound ! 
But by the fall man has not entirely become the slave of him 
through whom he has fallen. There isindeed an element of op-. 
position to God now in his nature; but also a principle hostile 
to the tempter. The latter—such is the meaning of the promise 
—was to obtain victory over the former. That communion with 
Satan into which man had been drawn was not to be lasting. It 
was not, as might have been anticipated, to issue-in friendship, 
but, through divine interposition and aid, in enmity, and in a’ 
contest which would terminate in complete triumph over the 
tempter. Eve, the mother of all living, was to bear children, 
and the seed of the woman was to bruise the head of the ser- 
pent, 7.e., the race, as a whole, was to contend with the author 
of sin, and to destroy the kingdom which he had established. 
The continuance of sin was connected with the propagation of 
the race—for that which is born of the flesh is flesh. Bunt this 
mystery of gencration was also to become the medium of salva- 
tion—for that which is born of the Spirit is spirit (John 1. 6.) 

Still man can receive nothing except it be given him from 
above. Having, through sin, become flesh, it was plainly 1m- 
possible that spirit should be born of flesh. Hence the Spirit 
from on high must descend into flesh, that thence He may exert 
His peculiar powers of producing and spreading a new life. But 
this could only be effected by Him, who in creation had breathed 
with the breath of life, the image of His being into man. Some- 
thing higher and better was now required. The Divine Being 
Himself, the personal firlness of the Godhead, had to descend in- 
to human nature, in order to raise it to its original destiny, 
and to conduct it to its predetermined goal. But all this de- 
pended upon the development of one man into a race. As there- 
fore through one man sin passed upon the race, so also (Rom. v. 
17, 18), was it necessary that the new development, with its 
supernatural powers, should commence at one particular point 
in the natural development specially adapted for it, 1n order that, 
through spiritual generation and the new birth, 1t might thence 
extend over the whole race. When this place was found, it was
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said, “ The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of 
the Highest shall overshadow thee, therefore also that holy thing 
which shall be born of thee, shall be called the Son of God.” 
(Luke i. 35). From that first promise downward, the sacred 
history opens to ow view an unbroken chain of descendants to 
whom it attaches, and which, under the continuous guidance of 
prophecy, extends to, and closes with, the second Adam, in 
whom all the promises are fulfilled. There the development 
which the fall had interrupted was to recommence and to be 
perfected ; and as the Leader of the host in the contest be- 
tween the sced of the woman and the seed of the serpent, He 
was to secure for us an ultimate victory. Thus seducer and 
seduced have before them a long protracted contest, the final 
issue of which, however, is not doubtful. 

§ 17. THE MORNING STARS AND THE SONS OF GOD. 

Besides the account in Gen. i, and the hymn of creation, 
Ps, civ., we have another description of several points in the 
process of creation. In Job xxxviii. 3, &., we read: 

a Up, gird thy loins like a man. 

I will demand of thee, teach thou me. 
Where wast thou when I laid the foundation of the earth? 
Declare if thou hast understanding. 
Who hath laid the measures thereof, if thou knowest, 

Who has stretched the line npon it? 
Whereupon are the foundations thereof fastened, 
Who laid the corner stone thereof? 

When the morning-stars sang together, 

And all the sons of God shouted for joy ? 
Who shut up the sea with doors, 

When it brake forth as if it had issued out of the womb, 
When I made the cloud the garment thereof, 

And thick darkness a swaddliug band for it? 
And brake up for it my decreed place, 
And st it bars and doors, 

And said, [itherto shalt thou come, but no farther: 

Ifere shall thy proud waves be stayed ? 

As the history of creation, this passage also describes the foun- 
dation of the earth, the formation of the atmosphere, aud the
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bounding of the sea—which had been described as created on 
the second and third days. But we come also upon a peculiar 
and distinctive element. When the Almighty founded the earth, 
the morning stavs rejoiced, and the sons of God sang in praise of 
the divine wisdom and power then displayed. Hence the morn- 
ing stars and sons of God must have existed before the earth 
was founded, 7.e., previous to the six creative days. But what 

are we to understand by these morning stars and sons of God ? 
The former expression no doubt refers to those luminous worlds 
which adorn the vault of heaven. They are called morning 
stars, because to the sacred poet it appeared morning when 
God founded the earth. The songs of praise with which they 
ereeted the morn of creation were that silent yet eloquent 
language with which, according to Ps. xix. 1, they still declare 
the glory of their Creater : 

“The heavens declare the glory of God, 
And tho firmament sheweth His handiwork ; 

Day unto day uttereth speech, 
And night unto night sheweth knowledge. 
It is not speech, it is not language, 
Their voice is not heard : 
Their sound gocth through all the earth, 
Their call to the end of the world.” 

Here we have what apparently contradicts the Mosaic account. 
For while according to the latter sun, moon, and stars were only 
on the fourth day placed in the sky, the book of Job describes 
them as existing before the foundation of the earth and as admir- 
ing witnesses of its formation.’ 

But we have already seen that the fourth creative day does 
not treat of the creation of the stars in themselves, but only of 
their location with reference to the earth. The statement, there- 

fore, that the stars had existed before the foundation of the 

1 Delitzsch and Hofmann attach no historical import to the passage in 
Job. Nor do wo maintain that the writer had intended to describe in strict 
order of time the creative process. The only point to which we call attention is 
that the angelsand morning stars already existed when God founded the earth. 
In this respect there is a contrast between them and man, and this gives 
point vo the query, “ where wast thou when I laid the foundation of the 
earth ?”
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earth is not opposed to the account given in Genesis. The sub- 
ject is viewed from two different points, but in a manner quite 
consistent. We conclude, then, that according to the Bible the 
stars had existed anterior to the earth. Equally clear is it that 
the expression ‘“ sons of God” refers to the angels who surround 

the throne of God to exceute His bchests (Job i. 6, ii. 1; Ps. 

xxix. 1, Ixxxix. G, ciii. 21). They are called angels in virtue 
of their office as messengers ; sons of God in virtue of their na- 
ture. These titles point to their superiority over weak and sintul 
man as being the holy inhabitants of heaven, the messengers of 

Omnipotence, and the reflection of Divine Majesty. 

§ 18. REVIEW OF THE PRIMEVAL HISTORY OF THE EARTH 

AND OF MAN, 

We now return to the consideration of some subjects to which 
formerly we had only alluded. When speaking of the fall, we 
learned that while the tempter appeared in the form of a ser- 
pent, and was cursed as such, he must have been a personal and 
spiritual being. Any doubt as to his nature, person, and cha- 
racter, is removed by clear testimonies of Scripture given at later 
stages of revelation. In John viii. 44 Christ cally the devil “a 
murderer from the beginning,” since sin and death had by him 
been brought into the world. In Rev. xii. 9, he is called “ the 
old serpent which deceiveth the whole world,” comp. 1 John in. 
8; 2 Cor. xi. 3; Rev. xx. 2, &c. But if the serpent, through 
whom man was at first betrayed, stood in some close connection 
with the prince of fallen angels—whether as his instrument or 
representative—this circumstance affords a datum for ascertain- 
ing the éime of his fall. Even at the commencement of man’s 

1 Let it be borne in mind that angels are always called the sons of God, 
but not of Jekovuh. The term Hlohim designates the Divine Being as the 
fulness and source of life, of power, of blessedness, of holiness, of glory, and 
majesty. I'he term Jehovah describes Him as merciful and gracious, as the 
Saviour and Redeemer who humbled Himself in order to deliver fallen man 
from His ruin and to draw him upwards. The sons of Elohim are, therefore, 
those in whom shines forth, and who are the media of, lis power and glory. 
The sons of Jehovah are those who receive and are the vehicles of His redecm- 
ing mercy. In this sense Isracl is called the first-born son of Jehovah. 
(Kx. iv. 22).
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history this fallen angel appears already in full antagonism to 
God. ‘His fall must, therefore, have preceded not only that of 
man but also his creation. Again, it seems probable that just 
as the trial of man’s liberty formed the commencement of his 
history, so in the case of angels also, and that therefore the fall 
of angels had taken place very soon after their creation. 

It is also of importance to inquire as to the place of their fall. 
It must have occurred in some particular locality, since even the 
idea of a creature implies the notions of time and space. Again, 
in Jude 6, comp. 2 Pet. ii. 4, we are told that “the angels which 
kept not their first estate left their own habitation.” Consider- 
ing the essential connection between spirit and nature, we are 
warranted in supposing that the fall of the angels had left cor- 
responding traces of ruin in that nature which had been assigned 
to them for their habitation, and that these traces must have been 
the more marked, the more important the position of the rebels 
had been, and the greater the consequences of their fall. These 
traces of desolation must belong to a period preceding the crea- 
tion of man. Taking up the sacred narrative with these views, we 
come at the very outset upon the “ thohu vabohu,” that desolation, 
emptiness, and darkness which first broke upon the view of the 
inspired seer. May not this have been the desolation to which 
we have above alluded ? We have already shewn that the words 
“thohu vabohu” in other passages refer to a positive devastation 
and desolation which had taken the place of former life and 
fruitfulness. But the circumstance that these words bear that 
meaning in other passages renders it probable that they do so in 

this passage also. Again, it cannot be doubted that the words 
‘the carth was waste and void, and darkness was upon the 
face of the raging deep,” even irrespective of any parallel pas- 
sage, apply more appropriately to a desolation which had taken 
place in creation, than to a work of God not yet completely 
finished and still devoid of light and life. Manifestly a Divine 
work, although unfinished, must in proportion to its complete- 
ness and capacity have reflected Divine harmony aud order, Divine 
light and life. Any doubt then formerly remaining is now 

cleared away. Formerly we spoke of a desolation of which we 
huew not the author—now we are brought into contact with a 
tlestroyer for whom we cannot anywhere else find a correspond-
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ing destruction. Formerly we were told of darkness, a raging 
chaos, desolation, and emptiness : now of a kingdom of darkness, 
of spirits of rebellion, confusion, and destruction. The two 

also coincide as to time since both had taken place before the 
six creative days." 

Since the two events so perfeetly coincide, we are not only 
warranted but almost forced to regard the “thohu vabohu” of 
Gen. 1. 2 as the consequence of the fall of the angels. It is only 
thus that many other questions can be answered and many difli- 
culties connected with the history of man removed. Even before 
man was created there had been an earth, and a history had been 
enacted upon it. The prophet who relates the primeval his- 
tory beheld this earth desolate and void. But this state had 
been preceded by one of order and life, such as every work of 

God exhibits:—it was also snccecded by a creative restoration 
during the six days when light was called out of darkness, and 
order and life out of destruction and desolation. Our remarks 
have led us then to the conclusion that the angels who rebelled 
against God, who lost their principality and were obliged to 
leave their first habitation, had originally inhabited our earth. 
But as the fallen angels had before their rebellion had the 
same being and destiny as the other angels, their dwelling- 
places must also have been similar. In its original state our 
earth must, therefore, have resembled the other celestial worlds 
which we suppose to be the habitations of the holy angels. 
God restored life and harmony to our globe because in infinite 
mercy He had decreed that His great plan was not to be sub- 
verted, but that the world which had become subject to ruin 

1 The view here defended is very old. In the tenth century Edgar king 
of England said in confirmation of the law of Oswald, “As God drove the 
angels from the earth after their fall, whereupon it was changed into chaos, 
he had now placed kings upon earth that justice might obtain there.” The 
same view has also been held in later times not only by Theosophists, 
such as J. Bihme, SE Martin, J. M. Hahn, Fr. v. Meyer, Llamberger, Rocholl, 
and others, but also by such men as, /etchel, Stier, Fr. v. Schlegel, G. LL. v. 
Schubert, Aniewel, Drechsler, Rudelbach, Guericke, M. Baumgarten, Lebeau, 
A. Wagner, Michelis, Richers, Rouyemont, and latterly also by Delitzsch. 
But we cannot discover any traee of it among the Fathers. | They generally 
assert indeed that maukind had been created in order to fill the gap left by 
the fall of the angels, while many of them thought thav the race was to 
increase until the number of the redeemed should eqnal that of the fallen 
angels. but we do not find that they had held that chaos had been the con- 
soquence of the fut! of angals.
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should again be raised, the destroyer be banished from it, and 
other inhabitants and another lord be given to it. From this 
we also infer that man, who had been substituted for Satan and 
his angels, was destined to complete their unperformed task, to 
restore the disturbed harmony of the universe, and to over- 
come and to judge the arch-destroyer and rebel. ‘‘ Know ye 
not,” says the apostle Paul (1 Cor. vi. 2, 3), “that the saints 
shall judge the world 2? Know ye not that we shall judge 
angels?” Man was thus to occupy a position in the universe 
to which all eyes must have been directed, and which perhaps in 
itself, and from the mission attaching to it, was the most impor- 
tant. At any rate it had acquired momentous interest on account 
of what had already occurred, and what was yet to take place 
on the earth. On the conduct of man, and on his decision, now 
depended the further development in the history of the universe. 
The rebels who had caused the former disorganisation, and who 
were now to be overcome, were banished from their original 
habitation, which was to be no longer conformable to their fallen 
state. Their element is darkness, waste, and desolation. 
Hence when God spake ‘let there be hght,” when His all-wise 
command changed chaos into harmonious order, and filled what 
had been desolate with new life, they had to flee away. But 
since only the beginning, not the full development of this new 
order had been brought about, the fallen angels still remained a 
power—vanquished, indeed, so far as the decree of God, but not 
so far as its execution by man was concerned. They had to 
leave their habitations, their property was given to another, but 
they might still urge claims which, though invalid, could only be 
finally set aside when their futility had been fully exposed, when 
at the judgment of the world, which, in a certain sense, was to 
be carried on throughout the course of its history, their cause 
had been wholly lost, and the purifying fires of the last judgment 
(2 Pet. iii. 10) had restored to them all that remained of dross 
in the world, to become their eternal prison and hell (Rev. xx. 
9, 10). We can now understand both thei interest in, and 
claims upon, the earth, and their hostility towards man, who had 
obtained the province taken from them, and was destined to 
execute that judgment upon them which the Lord had decreed. 
We can also perceive what importance attached to our earth, as
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being the historical centre of the universe where the contest 
between good and evil was to take place, and the fate of the whole 
world to be decided ; we also discern that in truth the perfection 
of the whole universe must have depended upon that of the earth. 
The close connection between heaven and earth, which Scripture 

throughout presupposes, is no longer unintelligible ; not by acci- 
dent or arbitrary appointment did our earth become the centre 
of the universe, the scene of the most glorious revelations, and 
even of the incarnation of the Son of God. Irom this point of 
view we can also understand how the incarnation of God was 
fraught with blessings not only to our poor earth, but also to the 
whole universe. 

§ 19. CONTINUATION. 

With the knowledge we have now acqnired, we return to the 
consideration of the biblical account of the Fall, in the hope of 
gaining a deeper insight into its meaning. If we mistake not, 
we shall now be able better to understand both the temptation, 
its form, and mode, but especially the most mysterious parts of 
the narrative, viz., the tree of knowledge, and the nature of the 
serpent. Itis obvious that man had to undergo a trial of his 
moral freedom, being capable of self-determination aud self- 
development. But it is more difficult to understand why his 
trial should have taken the form of a femptation, why the divine 
will, which was to become the occasion for man’s decision, should 

have been a negative, and not a positive injunction, a prohibition 
and not a command. In all the actings of God nothing is 
arbitrary, and something in the position of man must have 
rendered it necessary that his trial should take place in connection 
with a prohibition and not with a command. livery prohibition 
presupposes the existence of evil, whether in the subject to whom 
a thing is forbidden, or in the object which is forbidden. In the 
present instance it could not have been in the subject or in man, 
partly because he still remained in his original and undeveloped 
state, partly because in that case any trial would have been un- 
necessary and impossible. Sin must therefore have attached to 
something out of man—and yot all that God had created upon
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the earth was very good. Whence, then, the evil? The tree 
of knowledge was a tree of the knowledge of good anp evil, and 
not merely of good or evil: and whether man partook of it or 
not, he was through it to attain the knowledge of good anp evil. 
But if evil hac not already existed, man would, if he had remained 
obedient, only have attained the knowledge of good. Again, 
why was it necessary that under all circumstances man should 
attain the knowledge of evil, since it apparently lay beyond him 
and beyond the sphere of his activity ? God had planted the 
tree of knowledge as all the other trees. Why then did he warm 
against His own workmanship? The tree was a tree of death 
—for man was to die if he partook of it, and yet it was also 
necessary and useful, and that although man was destined for 
life and not for death. The tree was guod, for God had created 
it ; yet there was an clement of evil about it since 1t might bring 
death. How do these things ageee? God tempts no man to 
evil (James i. 13), and yet the trial of man becatne a direct 
temptation to evil. God cannot therefore have cccasioned the 
wiles of the serpent. These must have sprung from the tempter 
himself, which God only permitted in view of the necessity of 
such a trial, in this respect only consenting to it. But whence 
this necessity ? Why should the tempter have sought to lure 
man to destruction? Was it merely the general desire on the 
part of the evil one to have companions of his guilt, and to 
draw others into the same wretchedness which had become his ? 
But if such had been the case, and if there had been no internal 
ground and special relation between the enemy and man, it 
would have been inconceivable that God should not only have 
permitted it, but opened the way for it, All these and similar 
difficulties are satisfactorily removed when we bear in mind that 
the fallen angels had formerly inhabited the earth, and that our 
globe which had been laid waste by their fall, had been restored by 
Divine mercy and omnipotence, and assigned to man as a place 
of abode and for discharging his peculiar mission. We now 
understand why Satan should have sought by all mcans to lead 
man into rebellion. It was from natural enmity, from hatred 
and envy, wrath and revenge against his favoured rival, who 
had obtained the habitation from which himself had been driven, 
and the principality which himself had lost ; who had obtained
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all that blessedness and glory, of which he was for ever deprived : 
nay, who was called to execute judgment upon him. His was 
the resistance of despair, the hope of madness, to regain the lost 
inheritance, and to escape the judgment of the great day for 
which he is reserved in everlasting chains, under darkness. 

We can now also understand how God would allow the temp - 
tation, and even open the way for it, although in omniscience 
He foresaw the fall. God had destined man to possess and to 
rule over the earth, to restore the disturbed harmony of the uni- 
verse, to be leader in that great and holy contest of created 
spirits which had been occasioned by the fall, to be the conqueror 
and ultimately the judge of the rebels. But as a free and per- 
sonal being, man had by an act of Lis own to gain the position 
for which he was destined, and a title to the property and 
dignity for which God had designed lim. He might also, in 
virtue of his freedom, make common cause with the enemy, 
instead of falling in with the plan of God, and like the Arch- 
rebel attempt to place himself upon the throne of God. God is 
just, even towards Satan, nor would he prevent him from attempt- 
ing all in luis power to maintain hiinsclf in opposition to God. 
Only when every thing had been attempted in vain, and Satan 
had become fully conscious of bis absolute impotence, which 
could only end in defeat, even where apparently victory had been 
lis—only then was he to receive his final doom. We now also 
perceive why the trial of man assumed the form of a temptation, 
and the first injunction to man was not a command to do, but a 
prohibition from doing. As evil already existed, and man did 
not occupy a neutral position towards it, but, as the very pur- 
pose of his existence was one of hostility towards sin, it was 
necessary that he should immediately, and of his own accord, 
take up a definite position towards the enemy. Further, we 
also understand the apparent difficulties about the tree of know- 
ledge ; how, although created by God, it is a tree of death ; and 
how, after Satan had heen obliged to leave his habitation, he 
should still have obtained in that tree a basis ot operation from 
which to act against ian. There must have been some con- 
nection between Satan and that trec, although God had allowed 
it to grow. Nor is it difficult to discover wherein it lay. By 
the rebellion of Satan, death and ruin had as cosmical agents
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been brought into the primeval earth, which became ‘“ thohu 
vabohu.” By the restoration of the earth during the six creative 
days, God imparted to the earth new cosmical powers of life. 
Man was now placed between good and evil, between life and 
death. They were, so to speak, set before him by the Creator 
that he might choose between them. The cosmical good which 
God had imparted when réstoring the earth, was concentrated in 
the tree of life ; the cosmical evil which originated in Satan, in 
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, which, however, was 
also fenced in by Divine warning. In this tree Satan had a 
part, for to him that death was due, which clung to the tree. 
On this account he endeavoured to make the tree attractive. 
But God also had a part in that tree. He had allowed it to 
erow, He had concentrated death in it, He had hedged it about 

by prohibition and warning. 
To eat of the tree of knowledge, 7.e., to receive the cosmical 

evil into the physical organism, was to introduce physical death 
—it was to drink the primal poison in nature. To eat of the 
tree of life, z.e., to receive cosmical good, would impart im- 
mortality to the body—it was the primal remedy in nature. 
And however powerful the one tree to destroy, the effects of the 
other tree were still greater, since, according to chap. iii. 22, 
even after man had eaten of the fruit of death, he would have 
still lived for ever if he had partaken ofits fruit. The fatal tree 
was called that of the knowledge of good and evil. Jf, at the sug- 
gestion of Satan, man should partake of its fruit, he would experi- 
ence in himself cosmical evil and its effect, death—and by contrast 
know the good of which he would painfully feel the want. Bué ¢f 
according to God’s command he would refuse tts fruit, and instead 
of it take of the fruit of the tree of life, he would experience in 
himself physical good, and that as an everlasting power of life, 
and only know physical evil, as something without him, which 
had been overcome, and which, like Satan, its author, could 
have no further continuance upon the earth. But as cosmical 
evil originated in moral evil, or in Satan, and as the tree to 
which it clung had been surrounded by him with seductive 
attractions, while on the other hand the limitation of cosmical 

evil to the tree and the warning against it is traceable to moral 
good, viz., to the holy will of God—this cosmical evil was, in
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the peculiar circumstances of the ease, fitted to become the occa- 
sion by which man would either decide for moral good or for 
moral evil. Thus the tree was also one both of moral good and 
evil, and of intellectual good and evil. But man decided for evil. 
By that act physical evil or death penetrated his body, and 
moral evil or sin his inward nature; he surrendered himself to 
the service of Satan. Death, which formerly had been bound 
to the tree, had now been set free by sin, and reigned along with 
it—Satan had gained a large ficld on earth. 

And what of the tree of life? To this query chap. 1. 22, 23 
gives the followmg reply: God sent man forth from the garden 
“est he put forth his hand and take of the tree of life, and eat 
and live for ever.” Thus even after the entrance of sin and 
death, the fruit of the tree of life would have removed physical 
death from man, But it was capable of imparting only cosmical 
or physieal life. ‘To remove the power of sin or spiritual and 
moral death, it required another tree of life, even that planted 
in Golgotha, the fruit of which is for eternal life. Again, God 
did not allow man to partake of the tree of life beeause it was 
only capable of removing death and not its source, sin. So long 
as the latter was not removed, death was to continue its wages, 
but also to form its great remedy, since in the council of salvation 
death was to become the medium of and the passage to a new 
life. Had man partaken of the tree of life, his physical 
life, such as it was after the entrance of sin, would have been 
perpetuated, and every possibility of setting it free from the con- 
sequences of sin would have been taken away. Nay, sin which 
reigns in the members of the body would thereby have received 
such encouragement and accession of strength as to render re- 
pentance almost impossible. How oftcn have bodily sickness and 
weakness become the means of breaking the strength of sin ! Best 
of all, through the intervention of Christ the death of the body 
has also become an unspeakable blessing. Through death sinful 
man may now attain the resurrection, and through the decay of 
the body its glorification. 

But the question, what had beeome of the tree of life after the 
fall, is only fully answered in Rev. xxu.1. There the inspired 
seer describes the heavenly Jerusalem, where all that had been 
taken from man in consequence of his fall, will be restored on
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the glorified earth. ‘In the midst of the street of it, and.on 
either side of the river, was there the tree of life which bare 
twelve times fruit, yielding her fruit every month: and the 
leaves of the tree were for the healing of the nations.” It there- 
fore appears that Paradise, from which man was driven forth, 
had been removed from the earth (perhaps only at the time of 
the flood), but that the powers of life which it contained have 
been preserved and.are again to be restored to man. This re- 
mark applies especially to the tree of life. But the fatal tree of 
the knowledge of good and evil has no place in the heavenly 
Jerusalem. There, Satan’s power is wholly broken, nor does 
God require any longer that tree sinee all trial has ceased. 
Scripture does not expressely state what had become of that tree 
after the fall. But we cannot be wrong in supposing that man 
had taken with him from Paradise, not indeed that tree itself, 
but the agencies of death and ruin which were connected with 
it. Probably it withered in Paradise, but its powers of death 
once set free have since multiplied and spread over the earth. 

And what of the serpent? By this mystery of primeval times 
we must pass, without being able wholly to solve it. One thing 
indeed we have gathered, that by it a spiritual and personal 
principle exerted its influenee. How that spiritual principle 
made use of that outward appearance must remain unexplained. 
Perhaps we might regard it in this light, that Satan, the serpent, 
and the tree are connected together as the personal, the animal, 
anc the vegetable forms in which evil was embodied. At any rate, 
man was at the commeneement of: his history to have done what 
only, in the fulness of time, the seed of the woman has been able to 
aecomplish,—to bruise the head of the serpent. Had man obeyed 
the law, had he tnrned from the tempter and resisted his seduetion, 
he would have accomplished this, The tree and the serpent were 
the last remnants of what belonged to Satan, which were left on the 
renewed carth. Already had the Creator made an end of the 
“thohu vabohu.” Its last representatives, the tree and the serpent, 
and in them the spiritual principleof evil, man was to overcome and 
to banish. Theywere the only things yet belonging to Satan. Had 
they been conquered and removed, Satan himself would have been 

vanquished and banished, and the task of man “ to dress and heep 
the garden” would have been reduced to that of merely dressing tt.



( Ixv ) 

CHAPTER IT. 

CONFLICT AND HARMONY BETWEEN THE BIBLE AND ASTRONOMY, 

In their attacks upon the Biblical view of the world, the 
cnemies of religion chiefly controvert one of three points. Either 
the scriptural doctrine of creation or that of redemption, or that 
concerning the final judgment, are called in question. We shall 
therefore enquire whether our holy faith, the efficacy of which 
has hitherto so gloriously manifested itself both for life and in 
death, and which has transformed our world, is really incapable 
of bearing the light of modern science; or whether it be not 
possible so to reconcile the two, that science shall become the 
ally instead of being the enemy of religion. 

§ 1. THE DOCTRINE AND HISTORY OF CREATION. 

Infidelity has always made the doctrine and history of creation 
a principal point of attack. Deism and Pantheism, whether 
separately or unitedly, have here entered the lists against the Bible. 
More particularly has Panthcism controverted the Biblical doc- 
trine of creation, while Deism has objected to the Biblical nar- 
rative of its process. Deists profess to believe in a creation out 
of nothing, and hence controvert only the claim of onr narrative 
to be regarded as of Divine Revelation. To find a substratum 
for their opposition, they object to the Biblical account of crea- 
tion, and attempt to shew that it is self-contradictory, that it is 
opposed to the results of natural science, childish and absurd. 
On the other hand, Panthcists, who deny the independent and 
personal existence of God, and the origin of the world by the 
mere will ofa personal God, object chicfly to the Biblical doctrine 
of creation. Their opposition to the account of creation only 
springs from their hostility to the hated doctrine of creation out 
of nothing, on which it is based. On this common ground the 
two parties have combined their forces for the purpose of attack- 

€
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ing the Biblical narrative. We shall not discuss this strange 
alliance, nor address ourselves to the refutation of these, two 
parties, any further than to shew that their appeal to astronomy 
us against the Bible is futile, and that the arbiter whom they 
invoke pronounces in our favour and against them. 

In this discussion we shall not advert to any objections against 
the Biblical doctrine of creation, which are urged and must be 
refuted on philosophical grounds. No astronomer has ever 
maintained that his scientific investigations have led him to the 
conclusion that the world could not have been created out of 
nothing. Even when astronomy has left its proper province, 
and constructed hypotheses as to the probable origin of the 
cclestial bodies, 1t has at last come to some limit, when its specu- 
lations were arrested by a ‘‘ hitherto, but no further.” Whether 
astronomers are warranted in concluding from the analogy of the 
origin and developments which scientific men are still observing, 
that the heavenly bodies may in similar manner have originated 
or not, certain it is that it is impossible on such grounds to 
hazard either the opinion that these original materials and powers 
had been eternal, or that they had been created—that their 
co-operation had been accidental, or that it had been brought 
about by the will of a higher personal being. Leaving aside 
such questions. we shall address ourselves to the objections 
brought on astronomical grounds against the Biblical account of 

creation. 

§ 2. CREATION OF THE WORLD IN SIX DAYS. 

Various objections have been urged against the Biblical account 
of the creation in six days. Formerly it was customary to argue 
that He who speaks and it is done must have created the world 
in a single moment, and not employed six days for that purpose. 
But of late an opposite line of reasoning has been pursued. 
Adopting the views of Herschel as to the continuous formation 
of stars, and urging the hypotheses of geology as to the forma- 
tion of the earth’s crust, our opponents have declared it incredible 
that heaven and earth in their present state should have required 
only six days for their formation. Thousands, myriads, nay
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millions, or billions of years, it is said, must have been required 
for that purpose. We do not intend to controvert the astrono- 
nical or geological suppositions upon which this argument rests, 
although, after all, they are only liypotheses to which more or 
less probability, but not certainty, attaches. | We do not feel it 
necessary to fall back upon such a device, nor can we help feel- 
ing, whatever may be said about the uncertainty of these hypo- 
theses, that a deep impression is left upon the mind that the 
formation of the universe, from its commencement to its present 
state of completion, must have occupied much more than merely 
six times twenty-four hours. On similar grounds, we also set 
aside every inerely theological mode of refutation, such as that 
with God one day is as a thousand years, or that the more or 
less rapid formation of worlds depended not on any length of 
time, but on the measure of Divine influence exerted, &c. We 
believe that, withont having recourse to such arguments, a 
proper understanding of Gen. i. is sufficicnt to show the futility 
of all such objections. | We have already scen that the work of 
the six creative days had nothing to do with the creation of the 
earth, far less with that of the wnzverse. Before it commenced, 
heaven and earth already existed, although the latter, at least, 
was as yet without light and life, “ thohu vabohu.” Our globe 
received its living organisms during the six creative days, and 
that in ascending scale. Earth gradually assumed its present 
form, displayed its physical forces, received its inhabitants, and 
assumed its peculiar relation to the other heavenly bodies. 
Neither astronomy nor geology can hazard an opinion about the 
period requisite for such purposes. Astronomy may be right in 
maintaining that the fixed stars must have been in existence for 
hundreds of thousands of years. But it cannot possibly assert 
that sun, moon, and stars had regulated our earthly night and 
day prior to the fourth creative day. In order that their light 
might affect our carth, it was necessary not only that they should 
have light, but also that the carth should be susceptible of light, 
and astronomy can never dispute that this adaptation had taken 
place at the period fixed by the Bible. Similarly we may admit, 
so far as geology is concerned, that immense periods had preceded 
the present formation of tle earth. These cither occurred before 
or during the “thohu vabohu.” Against such suppositions there 

a



Ixvil THE BIBLE AND ASTRONOMY. 

is nothing in the Bible. But no geologist could ever convince 
us that the last preparation of the surface of the earth had re- 
quired either more or less than six days." If any doubt could 
obtain on this point, it would rather be why the Omnipotent had 
not given to the carth in a moment its present form. But the 
Fathers have already returned a satisfactory reply to this objec- 
tion. As the earth itself was designed for man, so the duration 
and cistribution of God’s creative agency bore special reference 
to man. God's work upon the earth was to be a type of the 
future activity of man.—A second objection to the Biblical nar- 
rative is derived from the supposed mmequal distribution of the 
creative work over the six days. This objection specially applies 
to the fourth day’s work. While five whole days—it is said— 
were spent upon our poor earth, which is but a dot in the uni- 
verse, all the other millions, or perhaps billions, of suns and 
worlds were finished in one day. But evidently this objection 
proceeds on the same misunderstanding ‘as that which we have 
already refuted. If, in accordance with the real purport of the 
narrative, we understand that on the fourth day only the perma- 
nent relation between the earth and the stars was fixed, all the 
difficulties conjured up unmediately vanish. 

§ 3. THE CREATION OF LIGHT BEFORE THE SUN. 

A great many serious charges of absurdity and self-contradic- 
tion are urged against the account of the fourth creative day. 
It has frequently been declared ridiculous that, according to the 

1 We quote an apt illustration by Schubert: “Tf, sixty or a hundred years 
ago, any person acquainted with art had been shewn a daguerreotype, say of 
the entrance of the emperor into a city, he would have exceedingly admired 
the painstaking diligence of the performance. He would have noticed innu- 
merable heads and forms, which from the street and every window were di- 
rected towards one object. He would have seen the emperor and all his suite, 
and indced every small object, from the stones of the pavement to the slates 
on the roofs. If such a person should then have been asked, how long do 
you think may it have required to finish this piece of work? he would have 
replied : certainly not less than six months has the master diligently wrought 
at it. And yet the picture was taken, not in six months, not in six days, 
not even in six minutes, but in a few seconds; and then not by the operation 
of man, but by a ray of light. What! should the Creator both of the visible 
and invisible world Himself not possess much higher powers than the light 
which is merely His garment ?”
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narrative, the sun was only created on the fourth day, while the 
light, which, as every child knows, proceeds only from the in- 
fluence of the sun, is said to have been created on the first day. 
It is difficult to say whether one should be angry about the 
levity of such an argument, laugh at its shallowness, or pity the 
weakness of those who urge it. For assuredly it must be from 
one or other of these causes that any person would have supposed 
the author of this narrative to have been so stupid as not to know 
or to have forgotten that it is the sun which at present causes 
light and shadow, evening and morning. This argument tells 
all the more, if we regard the narrative as merely the production 
of a man to whom, in other respects, we should in that case have 
to give credit for very great judgment and acuteness. No; the 
difficulty here hes not in this, that the author was apparently 
ignorant of what every clild of two years of age knows, but that, 
while doubtless he had known it, he taught that a hght had been 

created before the sun illuminated this earth. But what shall 
we say, if a glance into any text-book on physics or astronomy 

shows that the carth, and probably the other planets also, possess 
even now, after their relation to the sun has been permanently 
fixed, countless sources of producing light, and that even the sun, 
just as the narrative bears, is not a light, but a bearer of light, a 
body which developes and excites light? Under these circuimn- 

stances, it becomes us only to wonder how the Biblical writer 
had obtained an insight into the nature of light, which for 
thousands of years has escaped the investigations of the ablest 
enquirers, thus anticipating some of the greatest of modern dis- 
coverices. We may here quote a passage from Hambolde’s 
Cosmos, where that philosopher speaks of the polar hght: “* The 
fact which gives the phenomenon its greatest inyportance 1s, that 
the earth hecomes self-luminous; that, besides the light which, 
as a planet, it receives from the central body, it shows a capabi- 
lity of sustaining a luminous process proper to itself. The in- 
tensity of the ‘terrestrial light,” when the rays are brightest, are 
coloured and ascend to the zenith, is a httle greater than that 
given by the moon in her first quarter. Sometimes it has been 
possible to read print by it without effort. This terrestrial 
luminous process going on almost uninterruptedly in the polar 
regions, leads us by analogy to the remarkable plicnuomenon
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presented by Venus when the portion of that planet not illumi- 
nated by the sun is seen to shine with a phosphorescent light of 
its own. It is not improbable that the moon, Jupiter, and the 
comets radiate a light generated by themselves, in addition to 
the reflected light which they receive from the sun, and which 
is recognised by means of the polariscope. Without speaking of 
the enigmatical but not uncommon kind of lightning which, un- 
accompanied by thunder, is seen flickering throughout the whole 
of a low cloud for minutes together, we have yet other examples 
of the production of terrestrial light.” (Cosmos, transl. by 
Sabine, seventh ed., vol. i., p. 188). To these remarks JVagner 
adds: ‘‘The polar light being an intermitting phenomenon, is 
an instance of a change of light and darkness independent of the 
sun, and exhibits an analogy to that succession which occurred 
before the creation of the sun.” Schubert also observes: “ What 
if every polar light, which we call the Aurora of the North, were 
the last glimmer of twilight of a world-day that has set, when 
the whole carth was surrounded by an expanse of air, from 
which the electro-magnetic forces radiated hght in much greater 
degree than that of the polar light, and at the same time with 
animating heat, in a manner almost similar to what still occurs 
in the luminous atmosphere of the sun.” 

But withal we do not mean to assert that the light which pre- 
ceded the adaptation of the sun to its present purpose for our 
earth, had been a polar light, or a phenomenon kindred to it. 
We only wish to show, that even after the relation between sun 
and earth has been permanently settled, the earth still possesses 
the power of generating light, and that there is nothing to pre- 
vent the supposition that before that period this capacity had 
been both greater and more ftuly developed. We admit that at 
present any such gencration of light is too much isolated and too 
weak to account for the light of the three first days, which ap- 
pears to have been strong enough for the origination of the 
vegetable kingdom. It must therefore be assumed that the first 
generation of light had been essentially the same as that which 
is now caused by the influence of the sun. Before the present 
relationship between sun and planet was settled, the powers of 
producing light which are now concentrated in the sun may have 
dwelt in the planets themselves, and thus have produced very
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much the same appearance as at present. Only when on the 
fourth day the bodies of our mundane system had been so far 
developed, that a permanent relationship between them could be 
established, may our present polar opposition between sun and 
planet have originated, when the sun, perhaps on account of its 
greater volume and gravity, may have attracted to itself all the 
powers of exciting light. 

With this view the observations of astronomy agree, as the 
body of the sun is found to be dark and of a planctary nature, 
and that the power of producing light belongs to the luminous 
atmosphere which surrounds it. The creative work of the fourth 
day may have referred to the formation of this luminons atmos- 
phere, or else to the concentration of the powers of producing 
light which had previously been created, indeed, but were dif- 
fused. 

§ 4. THE CREATION OF THE FIXED STARS BEFORE THE EARTH. 

Another objection is founded on the statement of the Bible that 
all the starry host had been created only on the fourth day. Itis ab- 
surd, our opponents argue, even to maintain that the earth, which 
is only a subordinate member of the solar system, was created be- 
fore the sun which rules over it, and before the other planets. 
But this absurdity is greatly increased when we consider that the 
stars nearest to us could only have become visible on the carth after 
the lapse of eight or twelve years, those of the twelfth magnitude 
not within less than £000 years, while the starry masses of the 
milky way, which are scarcely resolvable by the best telescopes, 
must have been created thousands, perhaps millions of years 
before their light could have reached the earth. And yet their 
light has not become visible only now, but has shone in the same 
manner so far as recollection reaches. We will not controvert 
these astronomical statements, althongh it is by no means certain 
that a ray of hght, which traverses the ether of our planetary 
system at the rate of nearly 192,000 miles “im a whole long 
second” is limited in other parts of the universe to the same 
‘“‘snail’s pace.” or even if we multiplied that velocity by ten 
or a hundred, or a tuousand times, the notion of priority of
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creation so far as onr earth is concerned, would be open to many 
and weighty objections. We will not impugn these statements, 
leaving it to astronomers to correct them if necessary, and we 
attempt to remove any apparent contradiction by a more correct 
interpretation of the Biblical narrative. We have already seen 
that the Mosaic account refers exclusively to the earth and to what 
belongs to it, that it adverts to sun, moon, and stars only from 
this point of view; that it does not narrate their creation, but 
only details that creative influence by which they became what 
they were destined to be with reference to the earth. But 
whether their creation and adaptation to our earth took place at 
the same time with that of our globe or at a different period the 
narrative itself leaves undetermined. But this question is answered 
at a later stage of revelation. We have already seen that in the 
book of Job the stars are represented as admiring spectators of 
the creation of the earth. It follows that the Bible distinctly 
asserts that the celestial bodies were created before the earth, 

and that in this respect at least Scripture and astronomy fully 
agree. In other passages also there are hints and references to 
a twofold creation, in which the restoration of the earth takes 

the second place in point of time. 
Again, if it is objected as a narrow view and unworthy of 

revelation that the Mosaic narrative represents the stars as created 
merely that their flickering light should scantily light up the 
nightly darkness of our earth, the error lies not with the narrative 
but with those who interpolate the word merely. Manifestly the 
narrative only describes what is of importance with reference to 
the earth, and it is altogether arbitrary to impute to the writer 
the opinion that the stars had been created for no other purpose 
than to give light to the earth and to adorn its nights. But if 
any one seriously believes that this purpose was too insignificant 
to find a place in the Biblical account of the origin of our earth, 
we would only ask him whether, when at night he has gazed on 
those glorious stars, he has never felt how precious even the glow 
of their appearance was to us, poor inhabitants of the earth.
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§ 5. THE CREATION OF THE PLANETARY SYSTEM. 

It is further said, that the connection of the planets of our 
system, the similarity of their constitution and relation to the 
sun, clearly prove that their origin was the same, both as con- 
verns the material from which they were formed and the period 
when they were finished. This we admit. But we protest 
against the idea that this inference is decidedly opposed to the 
Mosaic account of creation, which represents the formation of 

the earth, and that of sun, moon, and stars, which had only been 
made after the earth was completed, as wholly independent of 
each other. Gen. i. only relates how the earth became what it 
presently is—a place of abode and activity for man. It adverts 
to sun moon and stars only when, and in so far as they sustain 
apart in the history of our earth. But the record was not 
intended to state that the earth, the sun, and the rest of the 
planets and satellites were formed of the same original material, 
that their individualisation took place at the same time, or that 
their completion was contemporaneous. That such had probably 
been the case we gather from the discoveries of astronomy. And, 
however uncertain the theories which speculation has reared on 
the basis of astronomical observations, it will be evident that 
there is room enough in the Bible for any such speculation. We 
shall only advert to one ingenious hypothesis. G. H. von Schubert, 
adopting the view of Scripture, that the system: of which our 
earth forms part had, before the appearance of man, been the scene 
of a history of the most comprehensive and important character, 
regards it as probable that during the first period of its existence, 
our planetary system may have been a single and unique astral 
formation, and that it had only become separated into individual 
bodics connected into one system, after the catastrophe which 

closed that period, or rather at the second creation in which it 
was prepared for a new and not less important phase in the 
history of the world. Ile conceives that during that period it 
was like the planctary ucbule, with a dense nucleus, whose 

luminous atmospheres extend to milhons of billions of miles. 
‘Such an astral luminous atmosphere may have contained a ful- 
ness of elements sufficient for the production of other worlds
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than our small globe. Even if it was like the smallest planetary 
nebule which the telescope reveals, it filled a much greater 
space than our present solar system with all the orbits of its 
planets and comets. . . . We conjecture that in this 
primeval lummous atmosphere, not only the electro-magnetic 
forces, but even the higher original forces of life were concen- 
trated. . . . It gave light and heat to the nucleus beneath ; 
it formed the essential part of the star which, like the solid mass 
of a planet, constituted the supporting centre, and by the force of 
gravity attracted the lighter atmosphere around, while this 
envelope itself resembled the surface of the planet upon which 
alone organic life flourishes. . . The sacred record speaks of 
the creative days and their works, among which man appeared 
last and highest on the eve of the Sabbath. The measure of 
time only commenced with him and with his history; the suc- 
cession of years began when this primeval luminous atmosphere 
was changed into a sun and a heaven of planets. The history 
of the former principality and of its powers, as well as their 
influence upon the works which were preparatory to the decree 
of the future, has not been disclosed and cannot be understood in 
time.” To this view we have nothing to object. But we may 
also refer to other formations of the astral heavens which may 
equally illustrate the first and original state of our system. Thus 
we may remind the reader of the families of double and multiple 
stars, or of the presence of dark bodies involved in the orbits of 
kindred suns, Perhaps our system originally represented such 
a family of stars whose primeval harmony and glory was de- 
stroyed by a great catastrophe, and restored in a new and pecu- 
liar manner during the six creative days; or perhaps 1t formed a 
double star, one member of which was broken up and destroyed 
by that catastrophe, thus furnishing the substratum for the for- 
mation of the planets and comets of our system, the relation of 
which to the sun was only restored on the fourth day. On all 
such questions Scripture gives no decisive answer, leaving ample 
room for conjecture.
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§ 6. THE CELESTIAL WORLDS ARE INHABITED. 

Another objection is closely connected with that already re- 
futed, viz., that the Bible teaches that sun, moon, and stars have 
no other purpose than that of giving light to the earth. Such a 
view, it 1s said, excludes the idea that the other celestial bodies 
are inhabited by reasonable, spiritual beings. It is urged that 
the Biblical theory is so narrow as only to assign inhabitants to 
the earth, and only to admit that a history and development had 
taken place on its surface, while common sense showed that the 
innumerable worlds which in part possess a like nature and cos- 
mical position with our earth, but infinitely surpass it in extent, 

importance, and dignity, must be the theatre of an analogous 
but infinitely higher life. The force of this objection is broken 
when we remind the reader, that althongh Scripture refers to the 
stars as giving light to the earth, 1t does not thereby exclude 
their higher and independent destiny. It is indeed true that 
common sense, although certainly not astronomy, which never 
can pronounce with certainty on such subjects, leads us to 
conclude that every celestial body must offer a theatre for the 
life and activity of spiritual beings, and that both faith and 

philosophy, if not misled cither by erroneous exegesis, or by 
a Pantheistic deification of man, will readily admit that these 
millions of celestial bodics are not uninhabited. So meagre a 
view of the world can never be supported by any analogies, such 
as of a hall in a palace, where the profusion of lights and of 
costly articles 1s intended to set off the glory of the king. <All 
such reasonings are rebutted by what both faith and reflection 
cohvinee us to be impossible. It is the same God who dwells in 
heaven above, and omnipresent reigns upon the earth; a God 
who supports these systems of worlds, and preserves the dust in 
the sunbeam ; a God of life, whose every step and breath has 

called forth life. If, then, our poor earth is all peopled—from 
man who lifts his head to the stars, to the worm that crawls in the 

dust—if every drop of water, every grain of sand and leaflet con- 
tains a world of living beings, and if this mass of living organisms, 
which in innumerable varied formations move upon the earth, 
attains completion only in that being who is able to recognise
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and to praise his Creator—in man who is the mediator between 
the Creator and all these creatures which were called forth for His 
elory—how should those starry choirs be destitute of life, or how 
could we doubt it, that there also self-conscious creatures move 
in high spheres of spiritual and free activity, for the purpose of 
owning and praising their Creator ? 

It is not true that the Bible contradicts the view that the stars 
are peopled by personal beings ; in our opinion it rather contains 
allusions of an opposite character. In the Bible, the heavens, 
and therefore those worlds which constitute the heavens, are de- 
scribed as the abode of unnumbered hosts of spiritual beings, 
who are clesignated as angels, and described as being the holy 
messengers and servants of God, as executing His will, and 
praising His glory and majesty. And in one passage at least 
(Job xxxvilil.) these holy and blessed spirits are placed in such 
close relation, not only to the heavens in general, but to the in- 
dividual celestial bodies in particular, as to justify our view that 
the angels inhabit these worlds. 

§ 7. THE ANGELS AS THE INHABITANTS OF THE FIXED STARS. 

Astronomy is of course incapable of pronouncing about the 
nature and destiny of the spiritual inhabitants of the stars. It 
only affords isolated and unsatisfactory glimpses of the physical 
constitution of these stars. On the other hand, the Bible, which 
is an exclusively religious revelation, cannot and does not teach 
anything about the nature and constitution of the stars. But it 
contains indications that these stars are the abode of angels. 
Hence the Bible and astronomy will, in this respect, only agree 
or disagree if the revelations of Scripture concerning the nature 
of the angels, and the disclosures of astronomy concerning the 
constitution of the stars, are found to be either compatible or not, 
in respect of the fitness of these places to be the abode of such 

beings. 
The splendid discoveries of Herschel have dispelled the views 

formerly entertained, as if the order and arrangement of other 
celestial bodies were merely a monotonous repetition of that pre- 
valent in our own system. Other and higher relations obtain in
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those worlds, and the spirits who inhabit them must hkewise be 
different in nature, and have other destinies and capabilities than 
the denizens of earth. Modern astronomical investigations have 
shown it to be not indeed impossible, but unprobable, that the 
luminous worlds of the fixed stars are suns lke ours, having a 
solid, dark, planetary nucleus, and being accompanied by satel- 
lites, which depend upon them for light and lieat. They have 
indeed—at least some of them—their faithful attendants, but 

their connection is not one of physical force, but of affinity and 
sympathy—not of subordination, but of co-ordination. There, as 
it were, suns move round suns, one glorious sphere around an- 
other equal to it in kind, however they may differ in extent or 
splendour. In those organisms there is not anything hke the 
physical and polar, we would almost call it the sexual, relation 
which in our system manifests itself as contrast between sun and 
planets, between that which gives and those which receive. 
There we do not find that mass and gravity, which forms the 
law of our system; there we miss the alternation of light and 
darkness; there is no night there to obstruct life and its duties, 
neither frost nor winter to benumb its energies. 

But although those luminous worlds possess not the charac- 
teristics of coarse material existence with which we mect on our 
globe, they are not immaterial; although without the succession 
between light and darkness which here takes place, it does not 
follow that their light has not a corresponding substratum to 
which it may attach itself. Only the material has there not as- 
sumed the form of lifeless stone, nor does darkness contend with 

light. The two rather pervade each other, as do soul and body, 
and thus form a real unity. In proof, we remind the reader of 
the glorious combination of colours exhibited by the single stars, 
but especially by the double stars, “like those of flowers in 
spring, or those on the wings of the butterfly.” Colour is hyht 
manifestile itself through darkness, and by it attaming its pecu- 
liar definiteness ; it is a vital union of light and darkness. A 
profound thinker observes: “ In our planetary system, sun and 
planet, light and darkness, are separate, and form a totality only 
in an outward respect ; there they pervade cach other. 
Thus each part becomes the whole, and yet remains a part of it. 
Here the harmonious unity has given place to conflicting con-
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trasts ; night contends with day, light with darkness, heat with 
cold, death with life, and the body with its soul. But there all 
these contrasts are reconciled ; light and shadow, day and night, 
are united ; night is lit up by day, and the body pervaded by the 
soul. No change of light and darkness takes place, millions of 
suns shed an eternal day, yet with a brilliancy so mild as not to 
cause destroying heat, even as there is no room for benumbing 
cold. The dark material substratum is pervaded and lit up by 
a higher breath of life, and the latter attains its outward appear- 
ance, vital existence, and fulness, by its essential union with the 
former. For whatever really lives and works consists of a com- 
bination of what is diverse, of a union of body and soul. Only 
through the medium of darkness does light become colour, only 
through the medium of the body does the soul manifest its 
peculiar activity. The offspring of like and like is still-born ; 
where unlike and like are united, a sweet sound is produced.” 

Again, if in those upper worlds, instead of the coarse body of 
earth and stone tu which we are accustomed, there are glorious 
luminous bodies infinitely refined, and therefore joyously and 
freely pursuing their still and majestic courses; the restless, 
ceaseless pushing, “the mutual powerful attraction and repulsion, 
the passionate seeking and fleeing, which we here witness, has 
no place in those worlds.” Here the laws of gravity bear iron 
rule; the force of gravitation is an external and despotic power, 
and it alone keeps the celestial bodies together, which else would 
fall to pieces. Above, the same law obtains ; but love, which in 

this respect also may be regarded as the fulfilling of the law, 
shuts out slavish fear. The effect is the same, but the cause is dif- 
ferent. Therethe categorical imperative of physical force is not the 
taskmaster to exact slavish obedience, but a higher will, in which 
liberty and necessity have been combined, produces the same 
effects, yet in higher form and potency. Perhaps other forces 
also may there obtain, such as the mysterious forces of magnetic 
electricity, which, with the rapidity of thought, traverse even our 
earth. There they may be on an infinitely larger scale, and with 
results vastly more glorious. Thus “one sun there pursues his 
course, linked fraternally to another: a bond of affinity higher 
than that which here impels with destructive force one stone 
against another, connects the hosts of worlds of light.” Mys-
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terious bonds of sympathy and affinity bind together those 
worlds. ‘There gravity no longer draws the individual to seek 
in some other being the central point which it has not in itself, 
but by free impulse al] individual bodies, all central single 
points, together tend towards the highest centre.” 

Tt were easy to pursue these speculations, and to descant on the 
plenitude of life and on its happiness in those regions. But what 
are we to believe concerning the inhabitants of these worlds ? 
Are we warranted in supposing that throughout creation there is 
the same correspondence between abode and inhabitant as between 
body and sonl 2? The physical world which we inhabit every- 
where reflects blessing and cursing, love and hatred, sorrow and 
joy, and in our breast awakens kindred feelings; we realise it 

that this nature is adapted to us and we to it. But in those 
worlds we descry not the dark picture of sin and of death ; there 
light is not in hostile conflict with darkness, there life is with- 
out death, harmony without disunion, day without night, and 
waking without sleeping. These worlds must therefore be the 
abode of spirits who, from their own experience, know nothing 
of sin and death, whose physical constitution requires not the 
succession of light and darkness, day and night, and is not 
affected by the alternation of heat and cold. There life is not 
divided into the antagonistic poles of generation and corruption, 
of birth and death. There the sexual contrast and that of solar 
and planetary principles is done away with, and there we expect 
to find those who neither marry nor are given in matriage. 
Instead of the dark and heavy frame which is bound to this 
planet, which weighs down thought and prevents its flight, the 
inhabitants of those regions possess etherial bodies capable of 
never-ceasing motions and of continuous renovation, adapted to 
the spirit which dwells in them, and ever willing to obcy its 
behests. ‘These holy inhabitants of light are called in the Scrip- 
ture angels, and are frequently referred to in connection with the 
celestial worlds—so that in this respect science and revelation 
agree.
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§ 7. CONTINUATION. 

We now advert to some objections which may be urged against 
the above views. First of all, it might appear that the almost 
infinite distance between the stars and the earth would scarcely 
accord with the Biblical doctrine of the influence of angels upon, 
and their continued assistance and protection of, the children of 
the kingdom. But it is evident that this objection only applies 
if we attribute to the angels the limitations which we experience. 
Even here we are brought into contact with forces of which the 
velocity far surpasses that of light. Thus the electric telegraph 
communicates information with a rapidity which defies measure- 
ment. Again, the rapidity with which the influence of gravita- 
tion passes from one celestial body to another, must be ten 
million times that of light. All these velocities, however, bear 
no comparison to the rapidity of thought. It is true that our 
bodies cannot keep pace with its course, but will those holy 
beings who are termed spirits not have frames more obedient to 
the behests of mind than ours are? Shall they not be able to 
transport themselves with the rapidity of thought, and, in their 
case, mind not out-distance body ? 

Again, it is argued that the variety of formations in the starry 
worlds cannot be regarded as in harmony with the unity of nature 
and destiny attributed to the angels. But, on the one hand, 
Scripture refers to a difference among individual classes of angels, 
and to the existence of different degrees of dignity and power ; 
while, on the other hand, where the angels are designated as a 
homogeneous community, this refers only to their nature as con- 
trasted with that of man. We are, indeed, aware that our 
former remarks as to the adaptation between angels and stars— 
especially in regard of the absence of the relation between the 
solar and planetary systems—are based upon astronomical obser- 
vations which as yet are far from being quite settled. But 
even if these observations were mistaken, and if there also 
satellites received from suns their light and heat, many reasons 
would still occur to our minds leading us to infer that these 
worlds were inhabited by angels. In the systems of the double 
and multiple stars at least, where thousands of suns form one
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system, the planets, if there be such, must be composed of a 
material peculiarly refined, so as not to be hurled against each 
other or against their suns. In that case onr former remarks 
about the difference of the bodies of their inhabitants, as compared 
with those of ours, would still hold true. Again, such planets 
would derive never-failing hght from the influence of the nume- 
rous suns around them. But what if it be true, as Bessel main- 

tains, that in the regions of fixed stars the most brilliant of 
suns revolve around bodies which probably are dark? We 
frankly confess that we do not as yet see our way to harmonise 
this discovery, if, indeed, it were established, with our views. 
Still, we make no doubt that some place might be found for it. 
But as yet these discoveries are highly problematical. 

§ 8. INHABITANTS OF THE EXTRA-MUNDANE BODIES OF OUR SOLAR 

SYSTEM. 

Scripture mentions only two kinds of personal, free and spiri- 
tual, beings—angels and men. But since, according to the 
Bible, all men are derived from one pair, and even astronomical 
observation shews that the other planets of our system cannot. be 
the abode of men constituted as we are, shall we conclude that 
they are inhabited by angels of an order different from those 
which tenant the other starry worlds ? But against this view there 
are two insuperable objections—that of the necessary difference 
between men and angels, which implies also an abode totally 
different, and that of the generic unity of the angels. Or shall 
we suppose, as many have done, that on pleasant Mars, on bright 
Venus, and on the royal Sun, dwell the souls of the blessed, and 
amid the dreary wastes of Jupiter, or in the prisons of the Moon, 
those of the condemned ? But we cannot believe that the latter 
bodies were created for uo other purpose than to be prison- 
houses, and that at a period when sin and death had not yet 
entered our world. At any rate this view is unsupported by 
Scripture, which speaks of Ifades only in figurative language, 
and in terms which, if they refer to any particular locality, wonld 
rather lead us to look for it under the earth than in the heavens 
Or are we to suppose that the apostate spirits which, according 

f
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to Scripture, inhabit waste places (Matt. xii. 43; Luke xi. 24), 
and the barren regions of the air (Eph. iit. 2; vi. 12), are 
banished to those volcanoes and wastes, to those darknesses and 
tempests ? But the language of Scripture would rather lead us 
to suppose that their abode was in the immediate neighbourhood 
of the Karth, amid the wastes and tempests and darkness of this 
world. Perhaps, after all, it is most probable that, like the 
waste places of the Earth, those regions are as yet untenanted by 
spiritual beings. It appears to us, that if man had been 
obedient to his divine destiny, and, in his state of innocence, 
peopled this planet to its utmost bounds, his mission might have 
been extended to those neighbouring worlds which are so closely 
related to ours, so as to draw them also within the circle of his 
activity, and thus to lead them towards that perfection for which 
they were destined. In the course of his development he might 
perhaps have acquired new powers by which to pass from world 
to world, as now he passes from shore to shore. But when sin 
arrested and disturbed the development of the race, so that the 
destined goal could only be reached by the incarnation of Him 
who became the second Adam, the progress of these neighbour- 
ing worlds towards perfection was also suspended and arrested. 
Perhaps, as our earth is destined to pass through a final catas- 
trophe, in which all the elements of ungodliness are to be con- 
served, and renovated earth will issue perfected from the flames 
of judgement, these planets may then be correspondingly affected, 
even as probably they shared in the catastrophe by which earth 

hecame “ thohu vabohu.” 

§ 9. THE INCARNATION OF GOD IN CHRIST. 

We come now to the main objection urged against the repre- 
sentation which the Bible offers of the world. It concerns nothing 
less than that fundamental doctrine of the gospel, the ancarna- 
tion of God in Christ. Is it conceivable, our opponents ask, 
that the Lord and Creator of those unnumbered and boundless 
suns, compared with which our earth appears like a drop in the 
ocean, should have fixed on this small dot in his universe, to 
make it the scene of His manifestation, to take upon Himself all
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the woe of its inhabitants, for their sakes to veil His glory under 
a body, to redeem them by His sufferings and His death, to erect 
among them the throne of His glory, and to make them partakers 
of His majesty? Among those unnumbered celestial worlds, 
was there not one better adapted, and more worthy to become 
the scene of His most glorious manifestation, the centre of the 
universe, and the everlasting throne of His immediate presence ? 
Have not these worlds the same claim to such distinction, or is 
the Just One arbitrary and partial in his dealings ? We admit 
that the contrast pointed out is such as to stagger. But can we 
assign limits to Him who has created these worlds, and among 
them our little earth? Can we apply to the Almighty the 
measure of our own understanding, or determine what becomes 
Him, or what is possible for Him? Are we to say to Him, 
“ Titherto, and not further ?’—or shall we measure His free 
grace by cubic miles, and His love by the size of the fixed stars ? 
Shall we forbid Him from choosing, in wisdom and grace, “ the 
foolish things of the world to confound the wise, and the weak 
things of the world to confound the things which are mighty, 
and base things of the world, and things which are despised, and 
things that are not, to bring to nought things that are, that no 
flesh should glory in His presence?” ‘“ Hath He not power to 
do what He will with His own? Is our eye evil because He is 
good ?” 

The discoveries of the microscope have frequently been men- 
tioned as counterbalancing those revelations of the telescope that 
have given rise to such doubts. For if the microscope discloses 
a world of life in every atom and drop of water, we may at least 
learn from this to measure the greatness, wisdom, power, and 
majesty of God by another standard than the extent of the fixed 
stars. However small and insignificant our carth may be in 
comparison with the universe, it teems with richly varied worlds, 
being in this respect a universe on a small scale. Besides, it has 
been shown that this apparent contrast has arisen from compar- 
ing two very different spheres—those of nature and of spirit, of 
the material and the personal, of space and of will. The greatest 
decds and marvels of genius may be enacted within a very small 
space, and the greatest glory of spirit is this, that it makes what 

1 See especially Dr Chalmers’ Astronom. Disc., 3d Disc. 
io
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appears small the theatre of its most grand revelations! Still, 
considerations like these scarcely remove all our difficulties. One 
astonishment is only counterbalanced by another ; but the ques- 
tion is not satisfactorily settled, and we shall have to attempt 
whether it is not possible to reconcile Scripture and science with- 
out setting one inextricable problem against another. 

§ 10. CONTINUATION. 

What if the earth alone, of all worlds, stood m need of such 
a manifestation of the Deity ? What if it alone were fallen into 
sin and misery? Would not the idea that it alone stood in need 
of redemption set aside our former difficulty about its compara- 
tive insignificance, and unworthiness to claim such a distinction ? 
Eternal wisdom itself says, ““ What think ye? if a man have an 
hundred sheep, and one of them be gone astray, doth he not 
leave the ninety and nine, and goeth into the mountains, and 
seeketh that which is gone astray ? And if so be that he find it, 
verily I say unto you, he rejoiceth more of that sheep than of the 
ninety and nine which went not astray.” And shall the supreme 
Shepherd, who tends his millions of sheep in the vast expanse of 
heaven, not leave them to seek this the least and most sorely 
stricken of them? It requires His care more than the others, 
for without it, it would perish. Shall He not, then, follow it, in 
infinite love and compassion seek and restore, and greatly rejoice 
over it? To leave the others is not to forsake them ; they are 
securely kept and guarded. If our world is the only province 
within the vast empire of the Deity in which rebellion has broken 
out, and where all the hostile forces are concentrated, the Eternal 
King will surely not care less for it, than an earthly king under 
similar circumstances would care for the smallest and poorest 
province of his realm. Insuch a case.a monarch would advance 
with all his forces, put down the rebels, and extend pardon to 
those who were inveigled in participation of their guilt—he would 
surely seek to restore peace and order. In the language of Dr. 
Chalmers (Astron. Disc. vi.), ‘‘ But what if this be applicable to 
beings of a higher nature? If, on the one hand, God be jealous 
of His honour, and, on the other, there be proud and exalted
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spirits, who scowl defiance at Him and at His monarchy, then 
let the material prize of victory be insignificant as it may, it is 
the victory in itself which upholds the impulse of the kecn and 
stimulated rivalry. If by the sagacity of one infernal mind, a 
single planet has been seduced from its allegiance, and brought 
under the ascendancy of him who, in the Scriptures, is called the 
god of this world, and if the errand on which the Redeemer came 
was to destroy the works of the devil, then let this planet have all 
the littleness which astronomy has assigned to it—call it, what 
it is, one of the smaller islets which float on the ocean of immen- 
sity—it has become the theatre of such a competition as may 
have all the desires and all the energies of a divided universe 
embarked upon it. It involves m it other objects than the single 
recovery of our species. .It decides higher questions—it stands 
linked with the supremacy of God. . . . To an infidel ear, 
all this may carry the sound of something wild and visionary 
along with it; but though only known throngh the medium of 
revelation, after it is known, who can fail to recognise ity har- 
mony with the great lineaments of human experience ? Who 
does not recognise in these facts much that goes to explain why 
our planet has taken so conspicuous a position in the foreground 
of history ?” 

Arguments suclias these are net only admissible in themselves, 
but accord with the results of astronomical observations. The 
difference of nature between the fixed stars and our own planctary 
system, and the absence in those npper regions of those condi- 
tions which here testify of sin and death, appear to indicate that 
they are the abode of holy and unfallen spirits, who require not 
redemption or moral restoration. Scripture, also, represents 

man alone as capable of redemption ; and hence, not indecd as 
the only fallen personal creature, but as the only one requzriny 
salvation. But here we also perceive how unsatisfactory this 
mode of argumentation is. Scripture speaks of a twofold fall— 
one among men, the other among angels. Both seem to have 
taken placo on our carth. But this fact throws no light on the 
subject under consideration, smec the mearnation of God npon 
the carth was not on behalf of the fallen angels who werc its first 
inhabitants, but on behalf of fallen man who succeeded them. 

Besides, the reply falls short of the objection in this respect also,
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that the Bible not only teaches that in the covenant of grace 
moan was placed on the same level with the unfallen spirits, but 
that he was elevated above all other creatures, and that similarly 
the earth also was to be raised above all the other celestial 
worlds, 

§ 11. CONTINUATION. 

A sense of the unsatisfactory character of this line of reason- 
ing has led some wholly to abandon it, and to maintain that not 
the poverty and meanness, but the glory and dignity of our earth, 
had been the cause of its selection to become the scene of this 
uniqtie manifestation of the Deity. On account of this peculiar 
glory—it is maintained—and not frem any accident, the fall 
had taken place upon our earth; while all the other worlds are 
now passing through a process designed to bring them to the 
same degree of cosmical perfectness which, notwithstanding the 
fall, is already enjoyed by our earth. We may here cite the 
words of Steffens, an eminent philosopher (with whom also 
Hegel in substance agrees): ‘‘ The recent discoveries of double 
and nebulous stars—he says—clearly show that the universe, as 
a whole, is beginning to assume a historical character. It is 
daily becoming more probable that these stars represent grada- 
tions towards the perfect development of our own planetary 
system. It is of importance both for Christianity and for 
philosophy to maintain that our planetary system, nay, our 
earth, forms the centre of the universe. . . . But thus much 
we may assert, that astromony is fast advancing towards the con- 
clusion, that our planetary system is to be regarded as the most 
organised point in the universe, and the time may not be far 
distant when our earth shall also be recognised, not indeed as to 
appearance, but as inwardly and really, the central point of the 
planetary system, just as man is the centre of the whole 
organism. . . . The sacred place where the Lord appeared 
will be recognised as being the absolute centre of the universe. 
The phantastic aberration which transported souls to distant 
stars, or prepared on Syrius a new paradise, while some ima- 
gined that each of the stars had its own history similar to that 
of man, will be for ever discarded.”
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We confess that we cannot adopt these views. However, un- 
satisfactory the discoveries of astronomy in reference to the fixed 
stars, they still impress us with the feeling that those upper 
celestial regions are not inferior and undeveloped, but ligher 
and purer stages of cosmical formation. Still it is impossible to 
designate the speculations of Steffens as entirely groundless— 
especially if we bear in mind the change that has come over our 
ideas, for example, concerning the moon. What at one time 

used to be extolled as the peaceable abode of bliss has, by the 
aid of the telescope, been now discovered to be a dreary and 
horrible waste. Science has indeed made it highly probable 
that our own planetary system is something unique, to which 
the other celestial worlds bear no analogy. But this may be 
viewed cither as proving the superiority or as establishing the 
inferiority of our system—according as men regard the subject. 
Some consider the separation of the poles to be an evidence of 
perfectness ; and in proof, appeal to the organic world, where the 
most perfect formations exhibit this separation of opposite (for 
example, of sexual) poles. Others again see in this antagonisin 
merely contest and disunion, while they look for harmony, for true 
and perfect life, only in the union of these antagonistic poles. 
Again, if starting from our system as occupying nearly the 
central place in the starry heavens, we find that gradually the 
formations assume a different character—first isolated then 

connected or double stars, and these again forming a transition 
to the more distant multiple or groups of stars, it 1s once more 
felt impossible to derive from this circumstance any reliable 
conclusion. Some may regard this isolation as indicative of a 
richness and fulness which requires not any help or supply from 
without, while others may set it down to the absence of love and 
harmony. 

The view that our earth, although to appearance one of the 
most insignificant parts of the universe, may really, and as to its 
spiritual significance, be the centre of the universe, 1s so far sup- 
ported by Scripture. All throughout the moral and religious 
world, the Bible points out a fundamental contrast between ap- 
pearance and idea, of which the removal forms the goal of all 
history. Hence this incongruity im the cosmical world would 
only be a reflection of that which obtains in the spiritual world.
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There 1s an amount of truth in this reasoning. The astronomer 
is warranted in drawing from his investigations the conclusion 
that our earth is a subordinate member of our planetary system, 
and that the latter is the smallest of all cosmical systems. But 
then the astronomers measure greatness and glory by a stan- 
dard different from that adopted by the theologian. Man 
judges according to the outward appearance, but God looketh 
on the heart; and this latter is the standard which, guided by 
revelation, the theologian, nay, which every Christian, be he 
astronomer or not, should adopt. The astronomer observes 
and watches the outward appearance, and in calmly and in- 
partially pursuing his observations, he is warranted in assigning 
a subordinate position both to our planet and to our planetary 
system. Nor will the divine find this conclusion of astronomy 
either surprising or difficult to receive. He is accustomed to 
judge of an outward appearance by its inward and hidden bear- 
ing, to discover majesty under the form of humility, and glory 
in abasement ; he knows that this incongruity of appearance 
and idea everywhere recurs. The statements of astronomers 
will therefore in this respect only appear to him as confirming 
a truth, the deep reality of which he has learned to know and to 
understand. 

Still we can also admit the correctness of Steffens’ views, 
although with considerable modifications. Above all, we must 
protest against the idea as if this central position and 1mpor- 
tance of the earth which at present seems concealed, were not at 
some future period to become manifest. The contrast between 
appearance and idea is only relatively, not absolutely necessary, 
and therefore transient, not permanent. As in the moral world, 
Christianity ever seeks to find an adequate manifestation of faith 
by works, so also all biblical predictions of future perfectness 
tend to show that it will consist in bringing hidden things to 
light, in making outward appearance correspond with inward 
reality. But if our solar system, and in it our earth—despite 
all observations of a different nature—is the highest point in 
creation, where the Lord has appeared in the form of a servant, 
and to which He is again to return in glory, in order to render 
the place of His humiliation the scene of his eternal Majesty—it 
must contain indications not only of a capacity for this the
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highest stage of development, but also that in greater or less 
degree it has already advanced towards that goal. If our earth 
really“is the most precious germ in creation, it must also contain 
the rudiment of its future blossom and fruit. We agree with 
Steffens, that in a cosmical point of view our earth, and in a moral 
and religious point of view, man, its inhabitant, have attained their 
prominence not fortuitously, but in virtue of a special designa- 
tion and adaptation. On the other hand, we differ from this 
philosopher in assigning to the other celestial bodies distinctions 
peculiar to them. We arrive at the former of these conclusions 
on theological, at the latter on astronomical, grounds. Steffens 
and JZegel may be right in inferring that the peculiar and exten- 
sive conncction and relation of our solar system, the solid and 
concrete forms of the bodies of which it is composed, and per- 
haps other and less marked distinctive physical characteristics, 
are evidence of the unique and higher destiny of our system. Still, 
even if those characteristics are regarded as marks of distinction, 
it must also be admitted that defects and incumbrances attach 
to them to which the worlds of fixed stars are not subject. But 
although we were to adopt the arguments of Steffens to a much 
fuller extent than we are prepared to do, they could scarcely set 
aside all the objections and doubts which, from an astronomical 
point of view, may be urged against the occurrence of the Incar- 
nation upon our earth. The main difficulty lies not in this, 
whether the earth had greatest claim to this distinction, but 
rather whether it had exclusive claim to it. We have to show 

that the other worlds cither required not, or were not capable of 
such an Incarnation of the Deity, and we have to enquire whether 
this Incarnation upon our carth stood in necessary relationship 
to the life and history of the personal beings who may inhabit 
the other worlds. 

§ 12. CONTINUATION. 

To obviate the difficultics to which we have adverted, it has 
been asserted that astronomy and philosophy cqually demand 
that we should believe in an Incarnation of the Deity in other 
worlds, analogous to that which has taken place upon earth.
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This view—deemed by some to be compatible with the Bible— 
is based upon another theory which had been advocated by some 
during the middle ages, but was discarded by the Reformers and 
their successors, and has of late been again brought forward.! 
It is to the effect that the incarnation of God was not occasioned 
by the entrance of sin, but was necessary if mankind was ever to 
attain its goal, and indeed was implied in creation. Even if 
man had not sinned, God would have become incarnate, but in 
that case in glory and majesty, not in humility and in the form 
of a servant—not to suffer and to die for man, but by combining 
in the person of the God-man the Divine and human natures, to 
fill up the gap between God and man, to elevate the creature to 
the rank of Sonship, to make men heirs of God, fellowheirs with 
Christ (Rom. viii. 17), and partakers of the Divine nature (2 
Pet. 1. 4), so that they might be like God (1 Johniii. 2). If this 
view were correct, we could scarcely avoid the conclusion that 
God has become incarnate not only among men, but also among 
angels, not only upon our earth but also in all other habitations 
of created spirits. But a closer examination will convince us 
that this theory runs counter both to sound speculation and to 
the statements of Scripture. 

The last and highest aim in the development and history of 
the creature, is ‘‘ that God may be all in all ;” that without losing 
its individuality or separate existence, the creature should return 
to the eternal source of all life from which originally it had 
sprung; that the dualism implied in the creation of free, per- 
sonal beings, and which manifests itself in the independent 
existence of a free will besides the free will of God, should give 
place to a never-ending unity, without, however, destroying the 
duality which presently exists; that, in this consummation, 
movement should give place to rest, and longing, seeking and 
striving, to satisfaction, beatific possession and enjoyment ; 
lastly, that any existing antagonism between the Divine and 
human Will should not only be entirely removed, but rendered 
impossible for the future. Now, if for purposes like these it were 
absolutely necessary that God should become incarnate wherever 
free and spiritual beings exist, we would be obliged implicitly to 

1 It has been defended by Liebner, Dorner, Martensen, J. P. Lange, and 
others ; but controverted by Thomasius, Jul. Miller, and others. 
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receive the above theory. But it will be scen that the supposi- 
tion upon which it proceeds is erroneous. 

We admit that every creature is designed ultimately to return 
to the eternal source of life from which it had sprung “ that God 
may be all in all;” only that we do not conceive this return to 
imply a destruction or cessation of individuality. The latter 
continues, and that in highest perfection, even after the return 
of the creature to God. We conceive this process to take place 
in the following manner. By an act of the creative will, God 

gave separate cxistence to all His creatures, making them capable 
of and requiring development, The idea of the Divine Creator 
was not exhausted in the act of creation, which rather bestowed 
capacity and tendency than full development. If the creature 
was a free, spiritual, and personal being, it was destined to develop, 
by its own act, that which it had received in potency, and thus to 
realise its destiny. Agaur, if the creature was not endowed with 
freedom, it was to attain its development through the instinct 
given to it; in which case, however, that being to which it was 
subordinate, would either advance or impede its development. 
Thus creation established a duality which, however, the abuse of 
personal liberty might convert into a hostile duahsm. But if 
the creature had reached its goal in accordance with the will of 
God, dualism would have been for ever prevented, and duality for 
ever preserved, and thus tlie creature, by free development, have 
returned to God, and realised the icea of the Creator. We believe 

that the powers originally given would, if rightly employed, have 
been sufficient to enable each creature to attain its proper goal. Jt 
is otherwise if these powers are abused, and if instead of entering 
on the predestined development, the creature follows an opposite 
direction, forsaking the Creator, and placing itself in an indepen- 
dent, and hostile attitude towards Him. In that case, the moral 
chasm which would cnsuo, would also immediately become a 
physical chasm, sinee the bond which comiccted the divine in 
man with its eternal souree, was torn asunder. Such a chasm 

would be infinite both in its moral and in its physical bearing, 
nor could the creature ever fill it up or pass it. If this was to 
be done, and the fallen creature brought back to God, and to its 
original destiny, it could only be accomplished by an interposi- 
tion on the part of God Himself, who would have to condes-
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cend to it in order to save it from destruction, to renew and to 

perfect it. The ground of the incarnation of God was only the 
sin of man, or rather the clivine counsel of grace to lead man to 
his goal, notwithstanding his fall and his sin. ‘The idea that the 
incarnation was absolutely necessary and implied in creation, rests 
upon the supposition that man would thereby have been enabled 
to attain a higher goal and greater glory than he could have 
attained without redemption, and hence without sin. We admit 
that the exalted terms in which Scripture portrays the trans- 
cendant glory and bliss of redeemed man might readily be mis- 
understood as giving countenance to such a view. But it is 
inconceivable that if man had not sinned, but remained faithful 
to his destiny, he should have attained a much lower degree of 
perfection, glory, and blessedness, than that which is held out to 
him after his sin and rebellion. In such case we shonld deem 
ourselves happy to have become sinhers and rebels; sin would 
in the divine counsel have been a necessary means of realising 
this purpose—nay, sin itself would be. the first and greatest of 
all blessings. An Augustine indeed has dared to utter the bold 
sentence: ‘‘O felix culpa, quae talem meruit habere redemp- 
torem,” and the sentiment has been re-echoed by many Chris- 
tian poets. We would not absolutely condemn such an utter- 
ance of deep piety on the part of one who certainly did not deal 
lightly with sm. But paradoxes, as every thing else, have their 
proper and their improper time. If the apostle designated the 
divine wisdom as folly, Augustine might perhaps designate sin, 
which is the original source of all misery, as the ground of bless- 
edness. There are seasons of deep religious emotion, when the 
simple expressions of every-day life are felt to be insuffictent— 
tvo cold and too poor to exhaust the depth of experience. Then 
is the time for paradoxes which bring out the poverty of the 
ordinary modes of expression. Like every paradox, the saying 
of Augustine expresses a truth, but ina manner equally one- 
sided and exaggerated. It ignores all other aspects of truth, 
being entirely directed towards one great consideration. That 
which I as a sinner have obtained through redemption, and 
could not have obtained otherwise, may in certain stages of ex- 
perience overcome me in such a manner as for the moment to 
lead me to forget everything else—even what by sin I have lost,
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what without it ] might have reached, or to what depth I have 
fallen. But if I elevate into a scientific principle what is only 
relatively trne, then what had been half the truth, becomes 
wholly erroneous, and the hynin of praise to the grace of God is 
changed into a slander against His holiness. Were we in calm 
reflection to say, “‘ God be praised that Adam sinned,” the state- 
ment would imply : ‘ God be praised that I have sinned,” which 
were simply blasphemous. 

This error can only be avoided cither if we give up the view 
that in redemption a higher stage was to be attained than that 
open to unfallen man, or else if we assert that although creation 
necessarily implied the incarnation, yet its peculiar form of hiu- 
miliation and suffering was duc to sin. Scripture alone can 
decide which of these two views is correct. It is evident and 
admitted on all hands that whenever Scripture refers to the 
Incarnation, it always points to sin as the cause, and to redemp- 
tion as the object of this mystery of divine love. But it is ob- 
jected that Scripture only treats of the actual state of sinful 
man, and therefore has no occasion to advert to what would have 
taken place if man had not fallen, while Christian speculation is 
warranted in extending this horizon, and filling up the biblical 
theory on this point in accordance with principles derived from 
revelation. Still we cannot help thinking that the question 
under consideration 1s one which, if affirmed, would give so dif- 

ferent an aspect to the whole doctrine of redemption, that if it 
were true, Scripture must have referred to it. Its silence 
on this point must, therefore, be regarded as decisive that the 
incarnation was only occasioned by sin. If our opponents ap- 
peal to the circumstance that it is inconceivable that fallen man 
should attain a higher stage than that open to him in his state 
of innocence, we reply that this idea is, as we shall immediately 
shew, incorrect. 

However incomprehensible and exalted the terms in which 
the New Testament describes the blessedness of the redcemed, 
they imply nothing alien to or different from man’s original 
destiny. The glory of his original state and that of his state 
of perfectness are related as germ and development, as destiny 
and realisation. The latter contains nothing which was not to 
be found in the former, in germ and rudiment. To have been
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created in the likeness of God implied the right of sonship and 
inheritance (Rom. viii. 17), it also implied that man had already 
been made partaker of the divine nature and become like to God 
(2 Pet. 1.4; 1 John iii. 2). Sin and redemption are co-relative 
terms. The more virulent and dangerous the disease, the more 
potent must be the medicine which is to remove it. The more 
we think of the fearful nature of sin, the higher must be our 
views of the importance of salvation, and vice versa, the greater 
the provision which God has made for the redemption of sinners, 
the cleeper must have been the degradation into which by sin 
they had fallen. But the gospel teaches us to regard both as 
equally great, while according to the view of our opponents the 
consequences of sin, and with them the value of redemption, are 
lowered, since not the incarnation but only its special form is 
traceable to sin. That God became man is in itself the greatest 
humihation, and yet this adorable mystery of divine love is not 
to stand im any connection with sin; only the comparatively 
smaller fact that that man in whom God would at any rate have 
become incarnate had undergone suficrings and death, is due to 
sin! And what is even more dangerous, redemption ceases to 
be a free act of divine pity, and is represented as a necessity 
implied in creation, which would have taken place whether man 
had remained obedient or not. Thus sin is not the sole cause of 
man’s present state, since the position which he originally held 
required an incarnation of the Deity before man could attain 
perfectness. In another respect also sin loses its importance, 
since even without it the incarnation would have taken place. 
The latter, indeed, would still remain an adorable mystery of 
love, but not so redemption, which would be implied in the decree 
of the incarnation, and could no longer be regarded as proceed- 
ing solely from divine pity and mercy toward fallen man. 

Thus mnch then we infer that the incarnation was devised by 
the free grace of God in order to remove’sin and its consequences, 
and that it would not have been requisite if sin had not exer- 
cised its destructive sway. We return now to the question 
whether the idea of an incarnation on other worlds, inhabited 
by rational beings, is either necessary or even admissible. This 
we deny, since neither the Bible nor sound reasoning give 
countenance to it. Those worlds whose inhabitants have re-
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mained sinless, required it not, since every creature possesses 
the means of attaining, in its own way, the great goal, “ that 
God should be all in all.” It is certainly otherwise if any 
of the inhabitants of other worlds have fallen ; but in that case 
we should, before replying to the question, require to know 
whether these beings are capable of redemption. On all these 
points human science gives no information. The Bible speaks 
only of two kinds of spiritual beings—angels and men, It 
informs us, indeed, that a portion of the angels had fallen, but 
it also teaches that they are incapable of redemption. We must, 
therefore, close these enquiries with the conviction that an in- 
carnation had only taken place upon the earth, and that the 
inhabitants of other worlds either required not redemption, or 
clse were incapable of it. In either case there was no room for 
such a manifestation of the Deity. 

§ 13. CONTINUATION. 

It was the object of the incarnation to restore fallen man to 
communion with God, and to lead him to that goal for which 
he was destined, by being created in the image of God. The 
aim of redemption was the same as that of creation, but 2 
required a much highcr species of divine manifestation, and an 
infinitely greater condescension on the part of God, than did the 
creation. Tor in creation only a commencement was made, and 
a capability bestowed for attaining by personal development the 
goal. But through sin this beginning was arrested, this capa- 
bility destroyed, and man sunk to a depth of misery from which 
no created power could deliver him. Hence the object of redemp- 
tion was much higher, implying as it did, not merely the bestowal 
of something new, but the removal of the old; not merely a 

restoration of what had been lost, but also the bringing about of 
what had not yet been attained. 

The question as to the relation which the incarnation upon 
earth bears to the spiritual inhabitants of other worlds coincides, 
therefore, with that as to the relation between the creation of 
man and that of these spiritual beings. ‘The creation of man 
in the image of God imphed not that these other spiritual
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beings were cither neglected or set aside, nor cloes the incar- 
nation imply any such thing. That man was from the first 
destined for higher purposes than they, and that this object 
was attained throngh Divine grace despite sin, could in nowise 
be a disadvantage to them. Indeed the opposite of this is the 
case. The fall and rebellion of part of the angels had intro- 
duced a schism into the worlds of other spiritual beings ;_ it 
had destroyed the harmony of the universe. To restore it man 
was created, and, when he fell, redeemed, because he was capable 
of redemption. Hence the Incarnation upon earth was of advan- 
tage to the entire universe. If it is lawful to regard man as the 
microcosm, 2.¢., as the representative of every creature, and the 
being who in himself combines all substances, potencies, and 
capabilities of body and soul which are scattered throughout 
the universe, we can also conceive how God when He assumed 
the nature of man had thereby also in a certain sense taken 
upon Himself the nature of all other creatures. It cannot be 
doubted that man is the microcosm of the terrestrial world, 
but whether he may also be regarded as that of the universe 1s 
a question on which empirical scicnce and experience cannot 
decide. Three elements, all connected with revelation, may help 
us to settle this question, viz., a consideration of the original 
destiny of man—of the fulness of restoration as exhibited in the 
exalted God-man—and lastly, of the fulness which proceeding 
from the exalted God-man shall be imparted to all His people, 
z.e., to those who have been born of Him and regenerated to a 
new life and a new development. With reference to the first 
of these points, the Bible clearly teaches that the earth was 
created last of all worlds and man last of all personal beings. 
When man, the crown and seal of terrestrial creation, had been 
called forth, God had finished all the works of creation, and that 
rest of God commenced which indicates the absolute cessation 
of creative activity. Thus earth and man are the culminating 
points in the scale of creation, the close and consummation of 
the idea of the creator. This view is further borne out by what 
we have endeavoured formerly to establish, viz., that by the fall 
of angels our earth was changed into a waste chaos which had 
been removed to afford a dwelling for him who was destined to 
restore the lost harmony of the universe.
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Again, if we think of the fulness as exhibited in the God- 
man, we gather from the New Testament that He in whom 
human nature was exhibited in its perfection was, after the 
completion of His work on earth, exalted above every creature 
in heaven and upon earth, so that He sustains, preserves, and 
fills all things. But this exaléation is not only that of His 
divine but also of His human nature, nay, strictly speaking, it is 
only that of the latter since as God He already possessed this 
exalted position. Compare Phil. 1. 7—11; Eph. i. 20—23; 
Eph. 1. 10, where we are told that the purpose of God consisted 
in this: “ That He might gather to gether an one all things in 
Christ (the God-man), both which are in heaven and which are 
on earth, even in Him in whom we also have obtained an inheri- 
tance.” In all these passages the view that by redemption man 
was to regain his original destiny and to become the microcosm 
of the universe, receives express confirmation. Manifestly they 
represent the man Jesus as such a microcosm. But what holds 

good of Him holds good also of those whom He has redeemed. 
Tor the essence of redemption—in its positive aspect—consisted 
in this, that Christ, as the Son of man, as the representative and 
architype of humanity, and as the second Adam, embodied the 
idea of humanity in all its completeness; and that pr imarily i in His 
own person, in order as head of the body of which by Incarna- 
tion He became a member, to make us partakers of His triumph 
even as He became partaker of our humiliation. Besides, the 
chureh, which is his body, is expressly called the ‘ the fulness of 
Him that filleth all in all.” He, the head, filleth all in all, and 
the church His body is His fulness with which and by which 
He fi}leth all in all. 

Lastly, the Biblical doctrine concerning the end of the world 
is in favour of our view. According to Scripture, the close of 
the development of our world will also be that in all other 
worlds, the judgment of nan coincides with that of every other 
creature, and the destruction and renovation of our earth is con- 
nected with the renovation of the heavens. We do not read 
that this simultaneous end of the world is to be brought about 
by any extramundane event unconnected with the carth. On 
the contrary, the consummation of these worlds and their inha- 
bitants 1s only delayed because one cannot be made perfect 
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without the other, and because the consummation consists in 
this, that all things shall be gathered together in one that God 
may be all in all (Heb. xi. 40; Eph. i. 10; 1 Cor. xv. 28). 

§ 14. THE CATASTROPHE OF THE END OF THE WOBLD. 

It only remains for us to shew that the Biblical doctrine con- 
cerning the end of the world is not incompatible with the re- 
sults of astronomical investigation. According to the Scriptures 
the whole fabric of the world (not merely the earth) awaits a 
catastrophe by which it is to be changed and renewed even as an 
old garment is cast off and its place supplied by a new. So 
far as astronomy is capable of pronouncing on this subject it 
would appear that our solar system, and also the fixed stars, 
bear the characteristics of immovable harmony and order, since 
no forces or accidents have ever been discovered by which the pre- 
sent order might be destroyed or endangered, while all apparent 
disturbances in the celestial bodies are so nicely adjusted that 
instead of threatening future destruction, they seem rather to 
insure the continuance of the present arrangement. It is urged, 

therefore, that the Biblical theory concerning the end of the 

world is in direct opposition to the inferences of astronomy. 
Perhaps the best answer to this is found in the passages where 
this future destruction is most plainly taught. In 2 Pet. iii. 4, 
the following answer is returned to those who say: ‘‘ Where is 
the promise of His coming ? for since the fathers fell asleep all 
things continue as they were from the beginning of the creation : 

—This they are willingly ignorant of, that by the word of God 
the heavens were of old and the earth standing out of the water 
and in the water; whereby the world that then was, being over- 
flowed with water, perished. But the heavens and the earth 
which are now, by the same word are kepé in store, reserved 
unto fire,” &c. Allusion is here made to an analogous event 
which may be regarded as a type or prelude of that more genc- 
ral and fearful final catastrophe. The relations between sea and 
land, between the consumption and the production of water, is 
so stable and settled, that it would have been inipossible to have 
anticipated such a catastrophe as the flood, and yet it broke in
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when least expected. “ And as the days of Noah were, s0 shall 
also the coming of the Son of man be.” As formerly the de- 
stroying flood broke from the lowest depths of earth into which 
human investigation had not penetrated, and from those ligh 
regions where clouds form according to a law, which human in- 
genuity has not discovered, so the heights and depths of the um- 
verse may conceal forces which shall burst forth at the command 
of the Creator, and transform the heavens and the earth. As to 
the manner in which this catastrophe shall take place, Scripture 
informs us that ‘“ the heavens shall pass away with a great noise, 
and the elements shall melt with fervent heat: the earth also 
and the works that are therein, shall be burnt up. Neverthe- 
less, we, according to His promise, look for new heavens and a 
new earth, wherein dwelleth righteousness ” (2 Pet. ii. 1C—13). 
Among all the elements known to us, fire is the most powerful, 
pervading, and destructive. But by destroying that which is 
perishable, and separating the pure metal from the dross, it also 
scts free that which is imperishable and noble, and presents it in 
all its purity and beauty. Hence fire has always been regarded 
not only as the symbol of destruction, but equally as the type of 
the most thorough purification and sanctification. If, therefore, 
the catastrophe to which we have alluded was to issue in purnfica- 
tion and renovation, as well as in destruction, it 1s evident that 
of all means known to us, fire would be the most appropriate. 
Besides, it lies hidden in all bodies, and may be called forth by 
mechanical and dynamic means, An unextinguished furnace 
burns in the bowels of the carth; fire breaks from the clouds 
of heaven ; fire is called forth by the influence of the sun ; and 
that mysterious electricity which apparently pervades every 
region, Involves an untold fiuness and intensity of powers for 
eliciting fire. Nor is astronomy competent to pronoince any 
verdict on those fearful signs which are said to procced or ac- 
company the final catastrophe,—such as that sun and moon 
shall loose their light, that stars shall fall from the firmament, 
and the sign of the Son of man be seen in the heavens. Year 
by year we witness cclipses of the sn and moon. Strange ap- 
pearances in the heavens, such as the advent of remarkable 
comets, are by no means unlieard of. Stars have vanished from 
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the heavens under the eye of the astronomer, and repeatedly 
have we scen thousands of asteroids falling from the heavens, &c. 

We would not indeed assert that the darkening of sun and 
moon in that great day will be nothing more than an ordinary 
eclipse, or the sign of the Son of man the same as the appear- 
ance of a comet or the falling of stars from the heavens, a mere 
shower of shooting stars. On the contrary, we believe that such 
predictions refer to something heretofore nuseen and unheard. 
Still, these facts of experience are a testimony in favour of the 
possibility of appearances such as those predicted. 

§ 15. DURATION OF THE PRESENT COURSE OF THE EARTH. 

Our earth must revolve eighteen million times around the sun 
before the sun itself and its entire system completes a single 
revolution in that movement in which it is involved along with 
the other fixed stars about the throne of cosmical powers which 
lies in the centre of the system of the milky way. According to 
Mddler, one great year of the universe therefore comprehends 
eighteen millions of terrestrial years. How insignificant in this 
respect appears our earth ; how paltry compared with that sweep 
of time is the period during which our present earth and its 
inhabitants have existed! What are 6000 years compared with 
18,000,000 of years! According to the Scriptures the present 
order of things have existed for nearly 6000 years. How long is 
it to continue till the great, day when heaven and earth shall be 
changed, and a new and never ending period commence? On 
this subject we are told that “ to know the times or the seasons 
the Father has put in His own power. Of that day and that 
hour knoweth no man, no not the angels which are in heaven.” 
(Mark xiii. 32, 33 ; Acts i. 7). 

The Apostles, and with them believers of every age, have 
regarded that day as at hand, an expectation this, prompted not 
so much by objective prophecy as by the subjective state of the 
soul, its longings and desires. Centuries have since passed, and 
may still pass, before that expectation shall be realised. And 
yet, reasoning from Scripture, it is scarcely possible to conceive 
that ‘‘ the end” should be so long delayed. If we think of the
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Incarnation as taking place in the middle age of the world, if we 
consider the increasing distinctness in the signs of the times, and 
the approach of those signs and harbingers of the end, we cannot 
but feel that the termination of the present dispensation must 
be at hand. Are the heavens, then, to be changed like an old 
garment before they have reached a single year of their existence, 
or completed a single revolution? The query proceeds upon a 
twofold misunderstanding.—We have already seen that the 
6000 years of Biblical chronology refer not to the beginning of 
the whole universe, nor even to that of the earth, but only to its 
restoration, or rather to the creation of man. But between the 

first creation and this new creation an indeterminable period 
intervenes, Besides, in those future ages of the world, of which 

the judgment forms the commencement, tzme shall not cease. 
The creature is not to cease to be creature, but only to partici- 
pate in the fulness of divine glory ; neither is tine to terminate, 
but only to be absorbed in eternity. But if time do not cease, 
neither can the movements and revolutions of the worlds which 
mark time come to an end. The heavens shall be purified and 
perfected by the final catastrophe, but not annihilated; only in 
proportion as the heavens have been affected by that ruin which 
is to be eliminated in the purifying fires of the last judgment, 
shall their present condition be altered. 

§ 16. THE COSMICAL CONSUMMATION. 

At length the full dignity of earth and its inhabitants shall be 
openly manifested. The misery which the twofold fall of angels 
and men has caused shall be removed from the earth, which, in 
the fullest sense, shall attain both its original destiny and that 
position which it was intended to hold when restored to become 
the habitation of man. Above we have remarked that the celes- 
tial worlds which are the abode of the holy angels present certain 
cosmical advantages as compared with our earth in its present 
state, while on the other hand our earth also has distinguishing 
features, which, however, are yet undeveloped germs, conccaled 
in the form of lowliness, and distorted through the curse of sin. 
We anticipate that these features will at last fully appear, while
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our earth will after its own manner also reach the same level as 
the angelic worlds. We expect that in those times what at 
present appear as hostile contrasts shall combine and co-operate ; 
that sin and death—and with them all their shadows and fruits 
—shall have passed away, and that the members of our solar sys- 
tem which at present are isolated shall be united by bonds of 
harmony, communion, sympathy, and love. Perhaps this will 
be realised in a manner analogous to what we witness in the 
heavens ; perhaps those worlds which, although now separated, 
are so closely related, shall move in sacred harmony; perhaps 
they shall stand in immediate communication with one another ; 
perhaps the sea of ether belonging to our system, which at pre- 
sent is unilluminated, shall be pervaded with light and afford 
an “ eternal sunshine,” uniting worlds as now it separates them, 
just as the luminous atmosphere of the heavens of the fixed stars 
binds together the worlds that move in it. 

But the distinguishing excellency of our earth will consist in 
this, that ransomed and glorified man, created in, and restored to, 
the image of God, shall dwell there, and that here the Lord of 
Glory, who to all eternity has taken upon Himself their nature, 
shall make His abode among those whom He is not ashamed to 
call brethren; that He shall bring with Him upon earth that 
unfading inheritance of His Sonship of which they are to be 
fellow-heirs ; that He shall establish among them the throne of 
His grace and power, of His glory and majesty; and that He 
Himself, the Wncreated Light, shall shine upon them with a 
brilliancy which no creature has yeé beheld. But as to the 
conditions and changes which all this implies in the physical 
condition of the earth and of our system, and in their cosmical 
relation to the rest of the universe, it becomes us in silence to 
await the arrangements which the great Creator shall make. 

Our earth is unique in its present state of humiliation—it 
will also be unique in its future exaltation. As man is made 
lower than the angels and yet is ‘“‘the embryo of the highest of 
all creatures,” so our earth also is made lower than the celestial 
worlds and yet “ the noblest germ in creation.” As Judea was 
the least and most despised country of the earth, and yet “the 
glorious land” (Deut. xi. 16, 41) ; as Bethlehem was least 
ainong the thousands of Judah (Micah vy. 2) and yet tho Son of
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Righteousness arose there (Mal. iv. 2), so our solar system: is 
the Judea of the universe, and our insignificant earth the Beth- 
lehem of this holy Jand—poor and despised, yet precious above 
wl; as in that prophetic dream sun, moon, and stars bent in 
lowly obeisance before Joseph, who yet was the least among his 
brethren, so shall they also make obeisance to our earth, al- 
though it is the smallest world in the universe. ‘When at first 
Jehovah founded the earth, the morning stars looked on with 
songs of praise ; when the eternal Word, full of grace and truth, 
left the throne of glory to clothe Himself with our nature, the 
hosts of heaven burst forth into this hymn: “ Glory to God in 
the highest, and on earth peace, good will towards men.” Again 
when the Son of man shall return in the clouds, surrounded 

with all the glory of His eternal Godhead, to renew heaven and 
earth and to consummate all things, shall those messengers of 
His power and goodness, in whose presence even now there is 
joy at every new progress of the kingdom of God upon earth 
(Luke xv. 7), behold with rapturous delight the unfolding of 
that mystery of godliness, into which they now desire to look, 
and in louder tones and loftier strains shall they enchoir their 

never-ending Hallelujah (Rev. v. 12, 13).



CHAPTERITI. 

GROLOGY AND THE BIBLE. 

§ 1. SURVEY OF THE STATE OF GEOLOGICAL SCIENCE. 

Geology (or rather Geogony) seeks, from the present state of 
the crust of the earth, from the structure, the contents, and the 
combination of rocks, and their present mutual relation, to infer 
the manner in which they have become what presently they are. 
The difficulty of such a task must at once appear, and even a 
cursory glance at the present state of geology shews that, 
although it has been cultivated with special and unequalled 
zeal, its first and most important difficulties remain as yet un- 
solved. Thus the very first subject of enquiry as to the original 
relationship between the stratified and unstratified formations’ is 

1 Generally speaking, we distinguish between stratified formations, which 
are arranged in parallel strata one above another according to a definite 
order which everywhere recurs, yet so that here and there one or more strata 
in the same formations are awanting, and znstratified (specially crystalline) 
formations, which, without any regularity in situation and succession lie 
beneath, between, and above the stratified formations, having apparently 
broken into the latter and interposed between them. More especially does 
granite everywhere occupy the highest and the lowest place, and forms both 
the trunk and the top in the principal mountain chains. From the position of 
unstratified formations, which are irregular and rise upwards, and from that of 
stratified formation (which depends on the former) which commonly incline 
towards the horizon, all individual formations of the latter terminate on. the 
surface of the earth, and thence extend down to unexplored depths. Thus— 
since the same strata do not always lic uppermost—it has become possible to 
learn their succession and character. In themselves the rocks of the strati- 
fied formations are simple, but everywhere contain traces and remains of 
organic products and life. On the other hand the unstratified formations do 
not contain any traces of organic remains, and consist chiefly of various 
more or less perfectly chrystallized minerals, which, instead of organic petrifi- 
cations, contain a great variety of the most beautiful stones and metals. The 
unstratified formations are commonly arranged into two classes. The 
chrystalline or primary formations (as they are commonly called) appear to 
constitute the firm framework of the earth. Among these we reckon espe- 
cially the granite. What are called the transition formations are intermediate 
between the stratified and unstratified. They share the peculiarities of both 
classes, and form a link of connection between them. In that class we 
reckon gneiss, mica slate, argilaceous slate, coal, kc. The stratified formations
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still matter of investigation and controversy. Have they been 
formed simultaneously or successively ? Have they arisen inde- 
pendently of each other, or has the formation of the one been 
caused by the transformation of the other—and if so, have the 
stratified formations originated mechanically by the decay or the 
destruction of the unstratified, or the latter by the transforma- 
tion of the former? These questions are still discussed by 
seologists, and cannot be satisfactorily answered till the fun- 
damental enquiry, whether water or fire had been the substratum 
or the agent in the formation of the earth, shall be settled. 

By far the greater part of modern geologists maintain that 
originally the earth was in a state of cgneous fusion, that more 
especially the crystalline stones owe their origin to igneous 
fusion (Plutonism), and that the strata afterwards deposited by 
aqueous agency were repeatedly broken up by the upheaving of 
igneous fluid masses (Vulcantsm), and partly changed by the 
influence of their heat (Afetamorphism). 

But Neptunism, which for a time seemed wholly conquered, 
has recovered from its defeat, and although as yet only repre- 
sented by isolated individuals, has reappeared with a sufficiently 
formidable array of researches, facts, and experiences to assert 
its claims with energy and confidence of ultimate and certain 
victory. True, the system is not the Neptunism of the “ ancient 
regime,” but rather a transformation of it, the offspring of what is 
known as Chemism. This new school owes its origin to 
Nepomuhk Fuchs, the Munich Chemist and Mineralogist. One 
of its most zealous advocates is A. Wagner, whose excellent and 
instructive work (History of the Primeval World, 2 vols. Leipz. 
1857) is calculated to awaken an interest 1n those questions even 
beyond the circle of geologists. That Chemism is really a for- 
ruidable opponent of Plutonisin may be gathered even from the 
circumstance that Bischof of Bonn, one of the most eminent 
geologists, although originally a zealous advocate of Vulcanism, 

have also been arranged into two classes called the secondary and tertiary. 
To the secondary formation belong the lower and more ancient strata from 
the red sandstone to chalk. ‘lo the tertiary formation belong all strata 
lying above the chalk. Then comes the dilurial land, being the residuum of 
the last general flood which had taken place before the appearance of man, 
and, finally, the alluvial lund, which has been formed by inundations that 
have occurred in historical times.
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has, in the course of his chemical investigations and experiences 
arrived at results (see his Manual of Geology, Bonn 1847—54) 
which do not very materially differ from the conclusions of A. 
lVagner. 

But, be this as it may, the theologian as such is not called 
upon to take either one or the other side in this controversy. 
However lively the interest he may feel, and however deep his 
personal and private sympathies with one or the other party— 
his theology 1s not affected by the issue of the contest. As Theo- 
logian it 1s matter of indifference to him whichever party may 
gain temporary aseendaney or have ultimate and complete vic- 
tory. 

§ 2. STATE OF THE QUESTION. 

Even more than astronomy, the oldest of sciences, has geology, 
her youngest sister, been put forward to undermine the autho- 
rity of the Bible. Her pretended or real conclusions have, with 
unexampled confidenee, been placed side by side with those of 
the Biblical narrative of creation, and declared entirely inconsis- 
tent with it. ‘Although the results of this scienee are as yet in 
part more unsatisfactory, and her conelusions less settled than 
those of any other, certain parties have not hesitated to ascribe 
to them a degree of reliableness, compared with which the state- 
ments of revelation must be withdrawn as the produets of a 
childish superstition. 

However, attempts have not been awanting to defend the 
authority of the Mosaie cosmogony, and to show that the oppo- 
sition between it and geology is due to the fancy of evil-disposed 
or mistaken persons. The geological and theological literature 
of Britain, France, and Germany, numbers many works composed 
with that object in view. But generally the unprejudiced reader 
feels that these attempts at harmony are forced and unnatural, 
and that the cause of truth lias been rather injured than advanced 
by them. Their chief defect lies in this, that, like their opponents, 
these advocates of the Bible have failed to perceive thatit is an 
exclusively religious document. Information on questions con- 
neeted with natural science has been looked for in Genesis, and
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the words of Scripture have been twisted till they half agreed 
with the results of scientific investigation. It was not observed 
that from their very nature, the purely physical and the purely 
religious phases of the history of creation should be expected 
rather to supplement cach other than to coincide—that the Bible 
teaches what lies beyond the domain of natural science, and, on 
the other hand, geology those phases of development which are 
beyond the purport and object of the Bible. 

§ 3. THE BIBLE IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE WITH ANY GEOLOGICAL 
THEORY. 

Four arguments are specially urged to show that geology is 
inconsistent with the Mosaic account of creation. The first is as 
follows: 

The Bible teaches that the present carth was formed through 
the agency of water (Neptunism), while geology has 
placed tt beyond doubt that fire, and not water, was the 
original and real agency in the formation of the crust of 
the earth. 

We have already shown that the controversy between Neptun- 
ism and Vulcanism 1s not yet decided, and that the latter system, 
though still advocated by most geoloyists, is not quite so secure 
as it would fain appear. But assuming that such were the case, 
we have to meet the statement that the Bible embodics a system 
wholly opposed to that which in geology bears the name of 
Vulcanism or Plutonism. 

The Mosaic record teaches that at the commencement of the 
six days, the Spirit of God moved on the face of the waters. 
But this only implies that the seer to whom we owe this account 
veheld at first only water. As a faithful witness he reports what 
he had actually scen. In the meantime, he leaves it undecided 
whether we are to concetve that the whole material of the earth 
was dissolved in these waters, or that a solid terrestrial nucleus 

was covered by these water's. 
Let us see Whether, in tho course of this narrative, we can find 

any data for answering this query. On tho first day light was
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called forth out of darkness. If we were warranted thence to 
draw inferences, these would rather tend toward the second of 

the above suppositions. For if, as appears most likely, we trace 
this origin of hight to electro-magnetic agency, this would accord 
much better with the idea that the earth was a firm nucleus 
(only covered by water), with manifold rocky strata, and hence 
offermg points of polaristic antagonism, than if we were to con- 
ceive that the earth was in a state of complete fluidity, in which 
all those materials which presently are separated were mixed up 
and confused. 

The origin of light on the first day might indeed ‘be traced to 
another than electro-magnetic agency, and that a cause which 
would harmonise with the opposite view, viz., the force of cry- 
stallisation, by which the substances dissolved in these waters 
became immense crystallised mountains, which, as it were, con- 

stituted the skcleton of the earth. It is true that the process of 
crystallisation, even if accomplished by the agency of water, is 
attended by the evolution of light, and, if carried on on so vast 
a scale as that here supposed, it may have brought about an 
evolution of light sufficient to hght up the whole earth with the 
clearness of day. But such an evolution of light could scarcely 
be conceived as regularly disappearing and returning, and as 
three times regularly alternating in hght and darkness, in day 
and night. 

The work of the first day, then, docs not afford the means of 
satisfactorily deciding our enquiry. On the second day, the 
upper were separated from the lower waters. If, with Hbrard, 
Delitzsch, and Ndgelsbach, we were to regard the upper waters 
as the substratum from which the upper heavenly bodies were 
formed, in a manner similar to that in which the present earth 
arose from the lower waters, the view that the globe existed 
already at the commencement of the six creative days would 
have to be abandoned. But this idea has (in chap. 1. and 1.) 
been shown to be untenable. We are thoroughly convinced that 
the expression “ upper waters” refers to the clouds, and that the 
terrestrial atmosphere was formed on the second day. In this 
view, then, the work of the second day does not throw light on 

our enquiries, 
On the third day, the lower waters were, in obedience to
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omnipotent command, gathered in separate places, and the dry 
land appeared. This separation of sca and land might be ac- 
counted for by the furmation of a compact globe, and especially 
by the uprising of mountains, in which case it would seem to 
favour the first hypothesis. But certainly the text does not 
necessarily mply this. Just as at the flood (when the earth was 
likewise covered with water), the waters were again driven back 
within their former limits, without its being necessary for this 

purpose that mountains should rise, so here also the waters may 
have retired without any such agency. If, on the third day, the 
waters had been collected by the formation of a compact earth, 
the uprising of mountains, and the depression of valleys, it would 
almost appear unaccountable that this should not have been ad- 
verted to in the record. For, in that case, not the collecting of 

the waters, but the uprising and descending of portions of the 
earth would have been the most important and striking pheno- 
menon, which accordingly the seer who wrote what he beheld 
would have described. But his statement leads us to infer that this 
process took place with much less disturbance than that implied 
in the case supposed. Nay, if in our interpretation of the text 
we strictly keep by its wording, we must admit that not only does 
it not indicate that firm land arose on the third day, but that 
it rather implies the opposite. It is as follows: “ God said, 
let the waters be gathered together in one place, that the dry 
land may be seen (appear). And it was so.” 

The text refers only to the gathering of the waters, but not 
to the production of dry land. On the contrary the latter is 
supposed already to exist, and is now only to appear. In oppo- 
sition to this view Delitzsch appeals to Ps. civ. 8 (comp. ch. i. 
§7). While Hengstenberg renders this passage : “ They (the 
waters) go up to the mountains, they go down to the valleys,” he 
translates it with Maurer, Ewald, Olshausen, and others, by: 
“ The mountains ascended, the valleys descended.” He infers 
that, since this Psalin traced the progress in the work of creation, 
it proves that the inountains were ouly formed on the third day. 

In former editions of this book we had adopted the view of 
Hengstenberg and controverted that of Delitzsch. We are now, 
however, constrained to recede from that position, although we 
still oppose the interpretation which Delitzsch puts on this pas-
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sage, and the inferences which he draws from it. Against his 
translation we had formerly urged the connection between vers. 
9 and 8. In ver. 9 we read: “ Thou hast seta bound which 
they do not pass over, they do not return to cover the carth,” 
evidently referring to the zvaters mentioned in ver. 6, and which 
no doubt are also spoken of in ver. 7: ‘at thy rebuke they ficd ; 
at the voice of Thy thunder they hasted away.” We thought it 
impossible that ver. 8 should pass on to another subject (to the 
mountains and valleys), and yet ver. 9 again return to that of 
ver. 7 (the waters). Delitzsch has recognised the force of this 
argument, and attempted to set it aside, although in an unsatis- 
factory manner. He observes: ‘‘ Perhaps we should interpret it 
thus: ‘The mountains ascended ; they (the waters) descended 
into the valleys, unto the place which thou has founded for them.’ 
This interpretation of ver. 8 removes the objection that in ver. 7 
and in ver. 9 ‘ the waters’ are the principal subject.” But mani- 
festly this is merely a clevice to escape a difficulty. Ina gram- 
matical point of view, indeed, both modes of translation are 
warranted. But from the parallelism of the two sentences and 
the correspondence between the words “‘ mountains” and “ val- 
leys,” and “ascend” and “ descend,” it is plain that we must 
adopt for both clauses either one or the other interpretation. A 
confusion of the two is as much opposed to the rules of poetry as 
of hermeneutics, and leads to difficulties greater that those which 
it is intended to remove. But, in truth, the change of subject 
in ver. 9 (that in ver. 8 requires not explanation) is not of very 
great importance. We account for it on the ground of poetical 
license, common especially in Hebrew. 

Of greater force is the objection that the mountains, which 
according to this view only arise in ver. 8, are already assumed 
as existing in ver. 6: “‘ The deep, as with a garment, hast Thou 

covered; the waters stood above the mountains.” To this Delitzsch 
replies by paraphrasing “ the mountains “—viz., those which 
were to arise. But this is quite arbitrary. Mountains are not 
plains or valleys which may afterwards uprise into mountais. 
If there were no other mode of explaining the difficulty, it would 
be impossible to render ver. 8 otherwise than Hengstenberg has 
done. But we are convinced that this need not be the case. 
Olshausen aptly remarks on ver. 8: ‘ Mountains ascend, valleys
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descend ; at least it appears so to the onlooker when the level of 
the water falls.” The expression is then a figure of speech so 
simple, so natural, and so eommon among pocts, that 1t removes 
every difficulty. It is a pictorial and poetic mode of expression 
which ver. 6 prevents from being misunderstood. 

We have felt constrained to adopt the version “‘ mountains 
ascend” from the circumstance that the other translation is in 
direct opposition to ver. 7, where the waters are said to flee at 
the rebuke of Jehovah. Manifestly the voiee of God is there 
represented as almighty, and it is impossible to conceive that in 
the succeeding verse the waters should be described as not imme- 
diately restrained but as still in a state of rebellion. Again, our 
version is the plainest and most obvious, although the other is, 
grammatically speaking, not unwarranted. 

But, as already stated, all this does not interfere with our 
conviction that Ps. civ. 6—9 militates quite as much as Gen. i. 
9 against the view that the firm land was only formed on the 
third creative day. This 1s sufficiently shown by ver. 5, accord- 
to which the foundations of the earth were already laid (a con- 
elusion confirmed by the close of ver. 8, “unto the place whieh 
Thou hadst founded for them”)—and by ver. 6, which informs 
us that the mountains existed before the third ereative day, 
deseribed in vers. 7—9, had commenced. 

Neither in Gen. i. nor in any other place does the Bible assert 
aught either as to the process, period, or mode of the forma- 
tion of mountains. On the contrary these are pre-supposed as 
already existing, and creation commences at a time when the 
mountains and the earth’s crust are there, but still covered by 
a flood which destroyed and which prevents all life, and after 
the removal of which the present state of the earth, with its 
plants, animals, and men, was immediately restored. But if 
this be the case, how, we ask, ean the Bible not be reeon- 
ciled either with any present or possible theory as to the for- 
mation of the carth? The “ thohu vabohu” which preceded 
creation, and the limits, duration, action, and reaction of which 
are not described, affords room for the absolute sway of Nep- 
tune or of Vulcan, or indeed for any possible duration, mode, 

or issue of their contest. Isit thought that “ millions of years” 
were requisite to make the crust of the earth what it presently is
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—we may be as lavish in conceding as geologists are bold in 
demanding. The only thing we demand in return, and which no 
geological theory can or will deny, is, that it be conceded to us 
that before the appearance of man, and of the present plants and 
animals, the globe was covered with water. It docs not mat- 
ter whether this flood is regarded as the only one which had 
ever taken place, or as the last of a very long series; all that 
concerns us is that whatever form geology may assume it can- 
not dispense with water as an agent in the formation of the. 
earth. If it insist upon fen floods instead of merely one, we are 
only the more certain that one of them must be that of which 
the Bible speaks. In this the religious bearing of the Word 
appears that it does not anticipate human science nor solve 
problems which fall within the province of empirical investiga- 
tion. Hence the results of science can never be opposed to the 
Bible, nor even lead to a dangerous contest with it. Revelation 
leaves a “carte blanche” for the results of natural science. It 
neither advocates Vulcanism nor Neptunism; it only teaches 
what concerns the soul. It decides as little in the controversy 
between these geological ‘parties as in that between Homeo- 
pathy and Aleopathy. 

§ 4. THE BIBLE DOES NOT TEACH THAT THE EARTH WAS FORMED 
IN SIX DAYS. 

We turn now to the second argument against the Bible drawn 
from geology. It is said: 

The Bible teaches that the earth in rts present state re- 
quired only six times twenty-four hours for its forma- 
tion, while geology has proved beyond the possibility of 
contradiction that many thousand—nay, perhaps millions 
—of years were required before the present earth’s crust, 
with its many and varied formations, could be produced, 
or the many successive creations could take place, con- 
tinue, and pass away. 

However extravagant the assertions of geologists, it is not 
our purpose to controvert them, but rather to enquire whether,
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supposing them to be true, they can be reconciled with the 
Bible. The common plan—adopted and supported also by 
Delitesch and Jougemont—is to assign to each of the creative 
days not a common or terrestrial, but a prophetic and Divine 
duration of indeterminable length. The fallacy of this view we 
have already shown (ch. i. § 4, ch. 11. § 2). But we also appeal 
with all confidence to the conclusion at which we have arrived, 
viz. that the Bible gives no information about the origin and 
formation of mountains, but presupposes them as existing before 
the commencement of the creative days. If, then, these strata 
originated before the period of the Biblical creation, so must 
also the I’auna and Flora which lie buried and petrified in them. 
Between the first and the second, and between the second and 

third verses of Gen. i., Revelation leaves two blank pages on 
which Science may write to fill up the gaps which Revelation 
has left in regard to subjects which lay beyond its province. Holy 
Writ has only furnished an inscription, or brief table of con- 

tents to each of these ‘“‘ cartes blanches.” The first reads: ‘ In 
the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” How 
this was done, or in what space of time, what followed, what 

evolutions or revolutions had taken place, till the period de- 
scribed in ver. 2—Scripture does not indicate. Human science 
—if it can—may fill up the blank. The second inscription 
reads: “ And the earth was without form and void, and the 

Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters.” Revelation 
dloes not tell what. effects this moving of the Spirit had produced ; 
what formations He had called forth, what took place in those 
depths so long as darkness covered them, the seer beheld not and 
hence described not. Only when it became hght, he distinguished 
what took place, and there his report commences. 

In these two inscriptions has Revelation laid an tmmoy- 
able foundation, by which Atheism and Pantheism are at once 
deprived of all support. Let experience, combination, speculation, 
natural science, philosophy, and theology, attempt to build on 
this foundation. But other foundation can uo man lay, and 
here also applies the saying of the apostle, 1 Cor. 111. 12—15, 
both in its warning and promise. The formation of the strata, 
and the history of their petrified organisms, belong to a period 
anterior to Gen. i. 3. But whether they should be placed be- 

h 
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tween ver. 1 and ver. 2, or between ver. 2 and ver. 3, each une 

who is anxious to reconcile the results of human science with the 
statements of revelation, may settle as best he can. The de- 
fender of the Bible can feel no special interest how that question 
is decided—suffice it, that he has assigned to geology a place 
where its conclusions can without let or hindrance be inserted. 

Natural science has only to investigate the present state of 
nature. In one respect it maticrs not how the philosophy of 
nature may arrange or explain these results, nor whether it is 

able io do so at all. It is certainly one of the most difficult 
problenis assigned to that philosophy, to explain those creations 
which have passed away before nian appeared, and which have 
for thousands of years lain buried in their rocky graves. Re- 
higions philosophy, and even theological investigations and specu- 
lation, may take part in the attempt to solve these riddles. 
Difficulties and perplexities may increase—but they neither 
devolve on the student of natural science nor on the exegetical 
student, so long as each keeps a clear conscience. The faithful 
enquirer into the mysteries of nature, and he who searches the 
deep things of revelation, may comfort themselves with the state- 
tocnt of ihe apostle (1 Cor. siii.): “ For we know in part and 
we prophesy in part. But when that which is perfect is come, 
then that which is in part shall be done away. When I was 
a child, I spake as a child, I understood as a child, I thought as 
a child ; but when I became a man, I put away childish things. 
For now we see through a glass, darkly ; but then face to face : 
now I know in part; but then shall I know even as also I am 
known,” 

§ 5, THE BIBLE DOES NOT ADVERT TO THE CREATION OF THE NOW 

PETRIFIED ORGANISMS. 

The third argument urged to show the incompatibility of the 
Bible with the results of natural science is derived from the suc- 
cessive appearance of organic formations. 

The Bible teaches a simple succession of three creations : 
on the therd day plants, on the fifth aquatic animals and
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birds, on the sixth land animals and man werecr ¢ ted, 
But geology shows that ta cach of the different periods of 
creation the different classes of plants and unimals had 
stmultancously been made and co-existed, and that the 
progression which had taken place tn them was quite 

different from that deiatled in the Bible. 
In the solution of this difficulty, those interpreters who have 

endeavoured to show that the geological series im the periods of 
organic creation coincided with the Biblical series of auinnals and 
plants destined for man, have been singularly unsuccessful, With- 
out entering on their explanations, we are able to protect the 
authority of the Bible frorn the attacks of geological sciolists. 
The only possible and sufficient proof that the Bible is not in- 
compatible with geoloyy is derived from the frank and full ad- 
mission that these tio series cannot be made to agree. Appa- 
rently contradictory events and facts may be reconciled in one of 
two ways. It may cither be shown that they are ¢tdentical, and 
that their difference is merely apparent, or arises from a mis- 
understanding. ‘his mode of conciliation has been adopted by 
those to whom we have adverted—and their attempts have, as 
might be expected, signally failed. Or else it may be admitted 
that the difference of apparently contradictory facts 1s real, in 
which case it is no longer sought to show that they are identical, 
while, however, at the same time proof is led to show tliat they 
are not contradictory but true, when regarded as separate events. 
This is the plan which Buckland (in the Bridgewater Treatise), 
and after him A. Wagner and Hengstenberg, have adopted, and 
which we do not hesitate to characterise as the only correct one. 

Above we have arrived at the conclusion that the Bible says 
nothing about the formation of the earth’s crust and of moun- 
tains, and that the Hexacmeron (as well as Ps. civ.) presupposes 
them as already existing. Tlence the organisms also which lie 
concealed in these strata originated not during but previous to 
the six creative days. We hold that the creation of plants and 
animals which the Bible relates is different from, and posterior 
to, that of the organisins which geology brings forth from their 
rocky graves. To the latter the Bible does not refer, since it 
was only concerned to narrate the creation of those animals and 
plants which were assigned to man. It professes to be a rule of 

h2
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faith, and not a manual of geology. But those plants and animals 
whose creation the Bible relates are not found entombed in the 
strata, since the latter were formed before that creation com- 
menced. The question as to the order in which their first 
representatives appeared can manifestly find no place in the 
Scriptures. 

§ 6. DEATH ON THE PRE-ADAMITE EARTH. 

We arrive now at the fourth and last objection, which has 
been urged by Oerstedt, the celebrated discoverer of Electro- 
Magnetism (in his well-known work, ‘The Spirit in Nature”), 
and by Charles Vogt, in opposition to Biblical statements. 

The Bible teaches that sickness and death had entered the 
world only after the fall of man, and through him, and 
that the destruction of the animal body formed not part 
of the original arrangement of nature, but had entered 
at a later period. But geology shows that even before s 
the appearance of man, disease and death had reigned 
upon the earth, and carnivorous animals had existed. 
Whole worlds of living beings had become the prey of 
death, and among the individual species we discover a 
number of carnivorous animals which, from the first, and 
by creation, had been so organised as to bring death to 
other animals which at the same time with them inha- 
bited the earth. Manifest marks of disease in the bones 

* of primeval animals also prove that among these animals 
also death had been the natural and continuous goal of 
life. 

In this case also we will not discuss the statements of these 
geologists, but shall content ourselves with asserting that they 
are compatible with the narrative of the Bible. The argument 
proceeds on the supposition than man’s sin had brought disease 
and death into the world, 7.e., not only among men but also 
among animals. This has indeed been the commonly received 
view, but it is not the express doctrine of the Bible. Wherever 
the Scriptures refer to death as the wages of sin, the expression
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applies only to man; nor docs any passage expressly warrant 
us in applying it to animals also. This, however, has been 
commonly done, and the Biblical view has by a process of theo- 
logical combination, analogy, and inference, been developed and 
generalised in accordance with this view. But if science could 
really prove that the mference is incorrect, we might at once 
drop it without in any way injuring the authority of the Bible. 
Nor has this statement ever been propounded as a dogma. 
Christianity has always proclaimed it as a fundamental dogma 
that by sin death has entered into the world of man—but not 
that animals would not have died if man had not smned. Since 
the Bible is silent on the point, we hold that biblically cither of 
the above two propositions were admissible. The original im- 
mortality of the physical life of man depended on the circumstance 
that he was a personal, spiritual being, created in the image of 
God. His mortality was due to the fact that through sin he had 
become separated from the great type and source of his person- 

ality. While, therefore, so far as man was concerned, death 
was a perversion of his bodily nature (as sin was of his spiritual 
nature)—this cannot be said of animals, since their nature offers 
no absolute ground for claiming immortality for them. If such 
existed, it could only be derived from the relation existing be- 
tween animals and man, not from their own nature. Similarly 
we might conceive it possible, that from the first animals had 
been intended to feed upon each other, although not to attack 
man, as at present is the case, since he was destined to be their 

absolute lord. Perhaps this carnivorous tendency of some species 
of animals may have formed part of the original economy of 
niture. Perhaps man was destined, as the ruler of nature, to 
have restrained those excesses which have now assumed so fear- 
ful a character ;—perhaps it might even have been his to conduct 
the economy of nature to a Ingher stage in which these anta- 
gonisms would have given place to a higher harmony. 

However, we will not deny it that we have adopted the oppo- 
site view from this, although we do not consider if as expressly 
tanght in Scripture, and hence not as claiming our implicit and 
unconditional submission. We regard it as an amplification of 
the Biblical doctrine, derived from analogy and combination, 
and hence possibly erroneous. It must be traced not so much
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to objective revelation as to the subjective Christian conscious- 
ness, ‘The Bible, indeed, teaches expressly that sin has not only 
led to a disturbing catastrophe in the physical and psychical life 
of man, but also introduced changes in the life of nature which 
stands in closest connection with that of man. It is distinctly 
declared: “Cursed is the ground for thy sake, thorns and 
thistles shal! it bring forth to thee.” This statement applies, 
indeed, in the first place, only to plants. But the inference is 
almost inevitable that the animal kingdom was at that time 
affected in similar manner, and that when thorns and thistles 
sprung up among plants, rapaciousness and desire after blood 
appeared in the animal kingdom. This transformation must 
indeed have been very deep, and have affected the entire organi- 
sation of many species of animals, which are presently so con- 
stituted that the use of flesh is necessary for them. Both in the 
transformation of the vegetable and the animal kingdom, we 
cannot account for the changes by a mere degeneracy. We are 
obliged to assume that as the pristine tendency had been given 
in creation as a blessing, so this new direction must be traced 
to a Divine judgment and punishment. This supposition seems 
rarranted, since it is almost implied in the curse pronounced on 

the ground for the sake of man. The prediction in Is. xi. 6—9, 
according to which, at the time of restitution, ‘‘ the wolf shall 
dwell with the Jamb, the cow and the bear shall feed, and the 
lion eat straw like the ox,” seems also to favour this view. For 
even thongh the imagery of this description of a blessed future 
had been borrowed from the animal kingdom in order to exhibit 
a measure of peace hitherto unattained, there must be some 
foundation of reality in the picture, from which therefore we may. 
craw inferences as to the original state of the animal kingdom. 
Lastly, we may, in corroboration of this view, appeal to the well- 
known statement of Paul concerning the groaning of creation, 
mace subject to vanity, not willingly, but by reason of him who 
hath subjected the same in hope that itself also shall be delivered 
from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the 
children of God (Rom. viii. 19, &c.). It cannot be doubted 
that this creation, waiting and groaning, includes also the ani- 
mal kingdom. 

Do we then lahour to strengthen the position of our op-
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ponents? Nay, but we feel convinced that it is not at all 
formidable to us. Their argument confounds two heterogeneous 
things. It proceeds on the state of primeval organisms which 
had been created before man, but not for him, and had not 
existed along with him. its inference would only be warranted 
if it could establish that what has been the casc in regard to 
primeval animais had continued before sin made its appear- 
ance; in short, if it could point out the remains of animals which 
had not only lived, but died before the fall. Even then the con- 

clusion would be doubtful, since, as we have shown, the Bible 
does not expressly trace the diseases and the rapacity of ani- 
mals to the fall of man. 

Those primeval animals of which the remains are found 
buried in the strata, were not created in the Biblical six days ; 
like the rocks which hold them, they belong to a period which 
Revelation does not describe. Theirs is a world quite different 
from ours, and which has perished long ago. If there we descry 
murder, disease, and death, this does not prove that the same 
must from the first have taken place in our world. Perhaps the 
primeval world had been doomed to destruction because it wit- 
nessed murder and death—perlaps it was meant to give place 
tv another world which originally bore not traces of these horrors, 
and which might have remained without them. Thus much, how- 
ever, we will admit, that the world which lies buried in these 
strata—in the state in which there we discover it—may not be 
regarded as having ¢hus proceeded from the creative hand of 
God. As sin and rebellion have brought murder and death into 
our world, some element of opposition to the Deity must like- 
wise have introduced and given them supremacy in that pri- 
meval world. To form a rehable judgment on these questions, 
we should have to study the history of that world. But of this 
we can only gather individual and uncertain features. 

8 7. PAL-EONTULOGY. 

We have shown that uny uctual or possible conclusions of 
geology cannot conflict with the Bible, and that it takes no part 
in the controversy as between Vulcanisin and Neptunism. We
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have also learned that the statements of the Bible and of natural 
science concerning the formation of the earth have a different 
object in view, and, instead of militating, supplement each other. 
Between us and geologists there is no discussion. We do not 
controvert_ either the real or the imaginary results of their investi- 
gations ; we leave any such contest to themselves in the firm 
conviction that theology has nothing to lose or to gain whatever 
party may ultimately secure the victory. But there is a pro- 
vince of geology which has of late become the arena of the most 
keen theological (not merely geological) discussions. We refer 
to Palceontology, or to the science concerning that vast cemetery 
in which millions and billions of former organisms lie entombed. 
We will not withdraw from this contest, since we cannot ac- 
knowledge ourselves to have forinerly been worsted, and feel that 
the question is of sufficient importance in a theological point of 
view. 

§ §. ORIGIN OF PETRIFIED ORGANISMS. 

We have already frequently hinted that the stratified forma- 
tions of the earth’s crust form the tomb of an immense world 
which had at one time enjoyed life. Let us, under trustworthy 
guidance, seek to find our way in this labyrinth of a petrified 
world, and question those witnesses and monuments, to see 

whether and what they can tell us about themselves, or about 
the time, duration, and mode of their origin, life, and decay. 
The first enquiry which here meets us is whether or not we are 
to regard the origin of these organisms as identical with the 
creation recorded in Genesis 1. In opposition to many theolo- 
gians we return a negative answer to this query, and we do so 
from a comparison of the conclusions of Biblical exegesis with 
those of geognostic Paleontology. From a geological point of 
view, it cannot be denied that these organisms cannot be of later 
date than the strata in which they are found, and that their term 
of existence had closed with the completion of these strata. Even 
this circumstance would in itself be decisive. Besides, we have 
already shown that the Bible relates nothing about the origin of 
the crust of the earth, and indeed presupposes it as already
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existing at the commencement of the six creative days. It can- 
not, therefore, be supposed to describe the origin of the paleeon- 
tological Fauna and Flora, whose term must have been run 
before the earth was prepared to become the dwelling-place of 
man. Lastly, we have already seen (chap. i.°§ 4) that each of 

the creative days must be regarded not as a period of indefinite 
duration, but as a natural and ordinary day. But if we were to 

suppose that those petrified organisms were produced on the 
third, fifth, and sixth days, we should have to regard these days 
as so many successive geological periods, consisting each of 
thousands if not ‘“ millions” of yeurs, in order to secure sufficient 
time for their origin, life, and decay, and for the formation of 
those immense sarcophagi in which they lie entombed. 

§ 9. CONTINUATION. 

Proofs of the correctness of this view accumulate as we pro- 
eced. If we compare the specimens of petrified organisms with 
those presently in existence, we find that they may all be ranged 
under the great class-divisions of the present vevetable and 

animal kingdoms. But it is otherwise when we descend to tribes. 
Admitting that adi the old tribes are not extinct, aud that some 
of them are still found, it cannot be doubted that the greater 
part of those types which perished in the primeval world has 
become wholly extinct, and vice versa, that many of the.existing 
types were not represented in the primeval world. Further, if we 
compare the various species, it is not only probable, but almost 
demonstrated, that not a single animal or vegetable species of 
the primeval world has been preserved ; at least none has as yet 
been discovered which may be pointed out as ¢dentical with any 
that presently exists. The vegetable and animal kingdoms of 
the strata are, therefore, very different from those of our world. 

On the other hand, it is evident that those plants and animals, 
of which the Bible speaks, were intended to continne and to 
reniain with man on the earth, and not completely to disappear 
before the appearance of man. This may be gathered even from 
the terms in which we are told that grass, herbs, and trees—each 
atter ¢hetr own kind—had finit and seed by which to propagate
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their species, from the emphasis with which we are assured that 
every type of animals was created after its own kind, and from 
the cirenmstance that each obtained the blessing, ‘ Be fruitful 
and multiply, and fill the waters and the earth.” Besides, the 
Bible manifestly refers to the creation of organisms which had 
indeed been produced before man, but still, and on that very 
ground, were destined for him. For every herb bearing seed, 
upon the face of all the earth, and every tree in which is fruit, was 
eiven to man for meat; and with reference to animals man was 
commanded to subdue them, and to have dominion over the fish 
of the sea, over the fowl of the air, and over every living thing 
that moved upon the earth. The plants on which he was to feed, 
and the beasts over which he was to have dominion, were evidently 
those whose creation is related in that chapter ; hence the organ- 
isms described in the Bible must also be those which were destined 
to live along with man, or, generally speaking, the plants and 
animals presently existing. The same inference may be gathered 
from the constant repetition of the statement: “‘and God saw 
that it was good.” Being good, these creatures must have been 
destined to continue and not to perish. Lastly, the correctness 
of this view appears from the account of the flood, where the 
destruction of the animal kingdom is explained on the ground 
that not only man, but the earth also, was corrupt, and that all 
flesh had corrupted his way upon the earth. " 

Thus the Bible narrative and the results of geological investi- 
gation concerning extinct organisms are opposed to each other. 
But this antagonism is counterbalanced by that within the 
domain of natural science. Jor the same contradictions are 
found to exist between the primeval and the present world, be- 
tween geology and natural history. The organisms of the 
primeval world are not the animals and plants of the Mosaic 
cosmogony, but neither are they those of historical times, while the 
organisms of the Biblical narrative are those with which natural 
history presently makes us acquainted. Thus the supposed con- 
tradiction is entirely removed. The types buried in the rocks 
were not destined to continue perpetually, or else have not 
attained their destination ; they were not created for man, and 
have not been his contemporaries on earth. Long before he 
appeared they had hecome extinct, and were shut up in their
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rocky graves. Only after the lapse of 6000 years has man be- 
held their bones, and they now present an enigma which natural 
science will probably never solve—as if to convince us of the 
inadequacy of our powers at the very period when science pre- 
tends to be able to explain everything. Beyond doubt the fossils 
of the roeks cannot represent those organisms whose creation 
the Bible relates. It speaks not of the petrifications and Entozoa 
of geology: it refers only to those beings which were created 
for wan, partly for his nourishment and partly as means of, or 
aids to, his own peculiar activity. On the other hand: geology 
dloes not treat of ¢éhose creatures which, according to the Scrip- 
tures, were called forth on the third, fifth, and sixth days, nor 

can this science take notice of them, since their types were In- 
tended to continue and not to perish, and their families were 
not to be petrified in strata, but each individual was to de- 
cay in the ordinary manner, so that their bones have mostly 
passed away without leaving any trace. As the Bible gives 
no countenance to the idea, that the crust of the earth was 
formed on the fifth or sixth day, and implies that sea and 
land had previously already existed, so neither does it admit 
the hypothesis according to which the work of the fifth and 
sixth days is relegated into previous days. It does not describe 
the origin of the crust of the earth and the creation of organic 
beings as having taken place at the sume time, but as having 
occurred the one after the other. 

Hence what geology relates belongs to a period anterior to 
that which the history of creation describes. Geology cannot 
serve as a witness for the truth of what the Bible reports to 
have taken place, but neither can it bear testimony against it. 
Any such attempt must be a false testimony, since it bears not 
on what geology has seen, but on what it has fancied or in- 
vented. Every attempt, therefore, tv harmonise the Bible and 
ecology by setting aside this relationship, or by seeking to repre- 
sent the formation of the carth’s crust as having taken place on 
the fifth or sixth day, or the creations of those days as having 
occurred at the tine when the formation of the carth was not 
yet finished, does violence to Scripture and harm to the good 
cause, Nay, it is also opposed to the results of natural investi- 
gation, since, contrary to all evidence, it attempts to identify the
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organisms of the primeval world with those of our own. But 
if this be the position taken up by most theologians, we need not 
wonder that their attempts at conciliation have proved unsatis- 
factory and illusory. To Schubert belongs the merit of having 
been the first in his able writings to point out the right way of 
treating this subject, and to 4. Wagner belongs the credit of 
having successfully followed it out, thereby satisfactorily showing 
the agreement between the Bible and geology. 

§ 10. THE FLORA AND FAUNA OF THE PRIMEVAL WORLD. 

We next turn to another conclusion of paleontology which 
likewise confirms our view. Not less striking or :mportant than 

the results of a comparison between the Flora and Fauna of the 
primeval and the present world, are those derived from a com- 
parative examination of the former. The same difference of 
species, types and families, the same separation and isolation 
which we had formerly noticed to obtain between the primeval 
and the present world, is also found to exist between the various 
forms of life which occur in the different rocky formations of 

the primeval world. 
This fact has indeed been controverted. Bronn mentions that 

different formations occasionally contain specimens of other 
strata. Thus the formation of St Cassian in the Tyrol is said 
among 422 kinds of petrifaction to contain 389, which are 
peculiar to itself, seven that are the same as those of carboniferous 
limestone and compact limestone, and five that are analogous to 
them ; four that are the same as those of the Trias (new red 
sandstone), and six that are analogous to them ; four that are tlie 
same as those of the Lias, and seven that are analogous to them ; 
one the same as a kind found in the Jura, and two analogous to 
them. But the conclusions of other celebrated Paleontologists 
are opposed to those of Bronn. Thus Agassiz remarks: “ I 
hold it to be demonstrated that the totality of organic beings 
was renewed not only in the intervals of each of those greut 
periods which we designate as formations, but also in the stratt- 
jication of each separate division of every formation. Nor do 
[ believe in the genetic descent of the living species from the 
different tertiary divisions which have heen regarded as identical,
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but which I hold to be specifically different, so that I cannot 
adopt the idea of a transformation of the species of one forma- 
tion into that of another. In cnunciating these conclusions, let 
it be understood that they are not inductions derived from the 
study of one particular class of animals (such as fishes), and 
applied to other classes, but the results of direct comparison of 
very considerable collections of petrifications of different forma- 
tions and classes of animals.” 

The same author speaks of this difference in the following 
very guarded terms: “ It cannot be controverted that each for- 
mation has its own peculiar forms, and that these constitute the 
greater part of what they contain. Similarly is it certain that 
different kinds do not always intermingle when two kinds of 
rocks are contiguous, but this only takes place m a very few 
anstances. On this account we are warranted in doubting this 
fact till repeated investigations of well-preserved and well-defined 
specimens shall have placed its correctness beyond question. 

Besides, even where outward forms apparently agree, 
we cannot at once infer that two specimens are the same, since 
the colour or appearance of the animal might have disclosed di- 
vergencies which we cannot perceive in the petrifications. At 
least we would be at a loss in determining living species if we were 
deprived of these characteristic and often indispensable marks.” 
Even if Bronn’s opinion were therefore confirmed, the general 
fact (which mere exceptions could not remove) would still re- 
main, that there is a peculiar genetic relationship, not only 
between different rocks, but frequently even between the strata 
of one and the same formation, and the organic types which 
they contain, and the conclusion would still be that each for- 
mation had its own mdependent creation, and hence that with 
every formation the act of creation was renewed. But the Bible 
speaks only of one creation of organic life, and could, therefore, 

at. most, allude to only one of these inany creations. But that 
even this 1s not the case is manifest from the fact that the Bible 
refers to the organisins which were created for man, and hence 
still continue; whilee the “transition” and stratified forma- 
tions only contain types which became extinct long before man 
appeared,
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§ 11. CONTINUATION. 

It has already been stated that the primary formations do 
not contain any fossils. These appear only in the “ transition.” 
and stratified formations. This circumstance cannot have arisen 
from the particular period when the primary formations were 
completed—as if the tendency to organic life had only appeared 
after that—since even those primary rocks which date from the 
time of the “transition” and stratified formations contain no 
traces of organic life. The circumstance must be due to the 
nature of these rocks, either according to Valcanism, from the 
igneous state of their material—or according to Neptunism, 
from the crystalline nature of that material which did not 
admit of the formation of organic life, since crystallisation and 
organisation are opposite poles. If we prosecute our enqui- 
ries into fossils, we find that in the earliest periods of the earth 
organic beings were much more equally spread, and that the 
difference of longitude and latitude exercised no influence either 

on the variety of types or the number of the individuals. An- 
other difference between the Fauna and Flora of the earliest 
and the present period of the earth zs the want of proportion 
between land and aquatic animals. ‘ Not only are land animals 
wholly awanting in the older formations, but even in the 
later stratas of the secondary period they occur very rarely, and 
it is doubtful whether there had been any land animals which 
did not inhabit the water at some stage of their existence.” 
Some writers have laid hold on this circumstance, and largely 
dwelt on it as corroborating the Biblical narrative, according to 
which aquatic animals had been created on the fourth, and land 
animals only on the 77th day. But this view is altogether falla- 
cious. It is indeed true that in the different formations we 
notice a regular progression in the stages of life, but not one such 
as that of which the Bible speaks. According to its statements 
the vegetable kingdom was first created, and after it the animal, 
in the following succession, viz.,—aquatic animals first, then 
birds, and lastly land animals. But what says geology? “It 
is indeed true that the highest classes of animals and plants (the
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Mammalia and Dicotyledonous plants) only occur at the latest. 
period of stratification ; but even at the earliesé period the four 
great types of the animal kingdom (vertebrata, articulata, 
inollusca, and radiata) appeared simultancously, and, so far as 

the three last mentioned classes are concerned, in thei highest 
erades ; so that we only trace a progression in reference to the 

vertebrata. The vegetable kingdom secms at first, and during 
the ‘transition’ formations, to have beeu much more simple, 
being confined to cryptogamic plants, and to even few specimens 
of these.” ‘The successive progression rather consists in this, 
that as earlier forms became extinct, the types become more hke 
those which presently exist. The higher we ascend the more 
distinct becomes this tendency, most of all in the tertiary strata: 
there strange and paradox forms wholly disappear, and the phy- 
slognomy bears a totally different expression. ‘“ Its prevailing 
character is that presently existing ; its types, even though in 
part they are no longer represented im forms still existing, fit 

into the general order of the present period of creation. They 
are found within more narrow limits than during the preceding 
period, and their types are commonly not restricted to certain 
rocks, but found in others also. The majority of these animals 
were warm blooded. The distinction between those animals 
which live in salt water and those which live in fresh water, and 
that between land and aquatic animals, is thoroughly carried 
cut. We find a large number of dicotyledonous plants, so that 
the flora of the tertiary period resembles that of the preseut 
time.” From what we have said above, it is evident that all 

this cannot be held to be in any way opposed to the statements 
of the Bible. Any conflict could only arise from an attempt to 
confound what Scripture, science, and reason proclaim to be 
distinct. Here also the adage apples: “ Distingue tempora 
ef concurdalit Seriptura.” To have lett this principle un- 
heeded is the grand objection to most of the attempts at 
harmonising the Bible and geology. Thus the cclebrated 
Marcel de Serres was too well acquainted with geological facty 
to attempt distortmg them. But how grievously did he wrest 
Scripture—despite his reverence for it—in order to bring it 
into accordance with geology. Others, again, have done simi- 
lar violence to scicnce. ‘ihe mistakes of M/. de Serres have been
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repeatedly exposed by Vagner. But as his method is so fre- 
quently adopted and so much vaunted, while it offers such 
occasion of scoffing to adversaries, we will, in a few sentences, 
refute this theory also. According to de Serves the “ transition” 
and secondary stratifications with their fossil organisms were 
formed during the second half of the third and on the fifth day, 
while the creation of the organisms buried in the tertiary strati- 
fications took place on the sixth day. This theory is based partly 

on the liypothesis that the great coal-strata are of vegetable 
origin, and partly on the fact that warm-blooded land-animals 
appear only in the tertiary stratifications, or, at most, and in 
rare and doubtful instances, in the latest secondary formations. 
But the above hypothesis has been amply refuted by Raumer, 
Wagner, and others, while, on the contrary, it has been shown 
that in the earlier formations only, a few simple and poor speci- 
mens of plants occur, and that they only appear in any number 
andin the more developed form of dicotyledonous plants in the 
tertiary stratifications—Nor does it require proof that the 
“transition” and stratified formations cannot have originated on 
the fifth creative day. The trifling coincidence that the Bible 
and geology represent aquatic animals as having originated 
before land animals is of no importance when placed alongside 
of such great divergences. We read nothing of extinct creations 
in the description of the fifth and sixth days, but only of such as 
were created for man and intended to continue for his use. Be- 
sides, while in the carliest formations, plants and animals appear 
simultaneously, the Bible informs us that one kingdom and one 
class of animals was called forth after the other. It is only 
necessary to reac the text to see how unsatisfactory is the reply 
to this objection, to the effect that the Bible only referred to the 
preponderance of one class over the other. But cnough of this. 
We abide by our former views. There is no disagreement be- 
tween the Bible and geology. Geology does not treat of the last 
creation which was designed for man, nor does the Bible refer to 
those organisms which were only transient phenomena belonging 

to an embryo-age of the earth.



§ 12. THE FLORA AND FAUNA OF THE PRIMEVAL WORLD. CXX1X 

§ 12. CONCLUSION. 

We have, by many and weighty arguments, proved that the 
animal and vegetable world, which lies buried in the stratified 
formations, was not that which, according to the Bible, was 
created respectively on the third, fifth, and sixth days, and that 
its origin must belong to an earlier period. Yet, according to 
Delitasch, this 1s © mere delusion. ‘‘ It is pure delusion,” he 
observes, “ to suppose that another creation of animals had pre- 
ceded that which took place on the fifth day.” But in view of 
the urguments above adduced, we venture to apply to himself 
his own language, and to say: 

It is merely a delusion to attempt identifying the creation 
of the primeval fossil Flora and Fauna with those of the 
third, fifth, and sixth days, and at the same time to en- 
deavour harmonising geology and the Bible. 

Like this writer we strenuously assert that an impartial com- 
parison of the results of geology with the statements of Holy 
Writ, rightly understood, will prove that the two harmonise. 
But we cannot for that purpose adopt any method which could 
cither do violence to the plain language of Scripture, or to the 
well-established conclusions of geology. But the common mode 
of harmonising errs in both respects. For 

(1). It is evident, that Scripture describes the creative days as 
natural and ordinary days (having evening and morning, light 
and darkness), while in order to identify the geological with the 
Biblical creation, it is necessary to represent them as periods of 
‘Divine duration,” each comprising thousands, nay, perhaps 
‘millions of terrestrial years,” 

(2). It is evident, that we read only of one general inunda- 
tion within the six creative days (Gen. i. 2—10) to which, on 
the third day, bounds were assigned which were not to be passed 
till the flood. But the above theory requires that we should 
suppose that a number of inundations had taken place in order 
to account for the numerous secondary and tertiary stratifica- 
tions which are thought to have taken place on the fifth and 
rixth cays, 

7
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(3). Scripture plainly states that the mountains of the earth 
existed, at any rate, on the third day. But this theory requires 
us to believe that the sccondary and tertiary (if not the primary) 
strata and rocks had been formed on the fifth and sixth days. 

(4). Scripture plainly states that plants only, and not animals 
of any kind, were created on the third day, and animals only, 
but not trees and plants, on the fifth and sixth days. But 
according to this theory, these Biblical are the same as the geolo- 
gical periods of which each has both its plants and animals. 

(5). It is evident that the Hexaemeron only speaks of three 
periods of organic creation, while geology recounts as many as 
there are stratifications. Yet the above thcory identifies the 
Biblical with the geological creation. 

(6). Lastly, it is evident on the one hand that the Flora and 
Fauna of the primeval world had perished before man appeared, 
and hence could not have been destined to continue along with 
man on the earth; and on the other hand, that according to the 
clear and unequivocal statements of Scripture the Flora and 
Tauna created during the six days was created for man, and 
destined to continue on earth along with him. Yet the above 
theory confounds these two kinds of Flora and Fauna.
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$1. The Incarnation of God in Christ for the salvation of 
man constitutes the central-point m the history and in the 
developments of mankind. God became man in order to elevate 
mankind, that so they might share with Himself in the infinite 
fulness of Divine glory, holiness, and blessedness, he fulness 
of time (16 wAnpwpa Tod ypovov, Gal. iv. 4), for which all pre- 
christian history was merely meant to prepare. commences with 
this event and rests upon it. In the preparatory stage history 
took a twofold direction. In the first, man’s powers and faculties 
were left to follow their own bent, the result beg the various 
forms of pre-christian /Teathenism (comp. § 30 and following). 
The second, which was continually guided and directed by 
Divine influence and interposition, constituted, in its course, pre- 

christian Judaism (comp. § 33 and following.) These two 
series of developments—differing not only in the means but 
also in the purpose and aim of their development—run side 
by side, until, in the fulness of time, they meet in Chnistianity, 
when the peculiar results and fruits of these respective develop- 
ments are made subservient to its establishment and spread. 
The separation of these two series, and the point where the 
distinctive development of each commences, dates from the 
selection of one particular nation. From that time onward every 
revelation of God clusters around that nation, in order to pre- 
pare it so that ultimately the climax and the final aim of all 
revelation, the incarnation of God, might be attained in the 
midst of that people, and thence a salvation issue, adapted not only 
to that nation but also to all other nations. The basis of this 
history is a covenant into which God entered with ¢haé nation, 
and which, amid all the vicissitudes and dangers attending every 
human development, He preserved and directed till 1ts final aim 
was attained. This covenant, whose object was a salvation which 
was to be accomplished, is designated the Old Covenant, mn con- 
tradistinction to the New Covenant which God made with ali 
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2 INTRODUCTION, (§ 2.) 

nations, on the basis of a salvation which, in the fulness of time, 
had actually been accomplished. 

HISTORY OF THE OLD COVENANT. 

§ 2. Itis the object of the History of the Old Covenant to present 

the various stages of development which that covenant has ealled 
forth during the period intervening between its starting-point 
and that when its final aim was attained. It exhibits these 
stages in their succession ; it points out their origin, tendencies, 
effects, and eounter-effects, and it shows their organic connection 
with each other and with the grand aim to which each of them 
subserves. Further, it indicates all along its course what par- 
ticular import attaches, and what effects are really due to each 
of the two great factors on whose co-operation the covenant 
depends—we mean the Divine and the human agency—and 
what relation they occupy to each other. 

(1.) The two points which eonstitute the boundary lines of the 
history of the Old Covenant are God’s entering into eovenant 
with Abraham, the ancestor of the chosen nation, on the one 
hand; and, on the other, the objective exhibition of salvation by 
the incarnation of God in Christ. But a historical faet, espe- 
cially if it 1s the commencement of a new era in history which is 
to prove so full of life and so rich in events, does not appear 
abruptly and without any preparation, hke a deus ex machina. 
{t has always its germ and root in a former period—exeepting, 
of course, where itself was the commencement of all time. 
Hence our record will have to extend beyond the period when 
God entered into covenant with Abraham, that so we may con- 
sider that fact in its organic eonnection with the past and the 
present, and view it both as a historical necessity and as an act 
of Divine sovereignty. Again, as history has not only to do with 
the idea, which, so to speak, eonstitutes the subject matter and 
the soul of the development, but also with the form in which that 
subjeet matter made its outward appearance, with the body used 
as the vehiele of that soul, our narrative will not stop short at 
the period when the great salvation was exhibited, but go be- 
yond it, and follow the development of the Jewish state and 
nation until its final dissolution. 
Note.—The designation of Ecclesiastical History of the Old 

Testament, formerly given to sueh a history, is inappropriate,
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because it implies a virtual surrender of the peculiar idea attach- 
ing to the word Church. 

RELATION BETWEEN THE HISTORY OF THE OLD COVENANT AND 

SACRED HISTORY GENERALLY. 

(Compare Kurtz's Preliminaries for a new construction ot 
sacred history, in the ‘“ Zeitschr. fur luther. Theol. vu. Kirche,” 
1842, Part III., aud 1843 Part I.) 

§ 3. The history of the Old Covenant bears continual and 
lively reference to the Divine plan of salvation. Hence it forms 
part of sacred history, although only as constituting one stage of, 
not as summing up that history. For, the latter traces that 
Divine plan of salvation (Eph. i. 11) from its first pregnant 
manifestation in the creation of the world to its final and 

perfect realisation in the ouvtéAca Tay aiovwr (Heb. ix. 26), 
following all its forms and tendencies, all its developments 
and contests. The Instory of the Old Covenant only follows 
the development of the Divine counsel till salvation is objec- 
tively presented in the person of. Christ, the God-man; sacred 
history traces this plan until, subjectively also, salvation shall 
have attained full realisation in the creature. The former 
reached its goal when God became incarnate (6 Aoyos capF 
éyéveTo, Kai eoxnvecev év jytv, John i. 14), the latter will only 

close when man shall be received into full communion with the 
Divine nature (yevopevor Oelas xowvwvot Pvoews, 2 Pet.i. 4, comp. 
with John xvi., 21—24; 1 John ni. 2; Rom. viii. 17) ; in the 
former case the progress of history tends towards the évodpxwots 
Geod, in the latter (through the Ensarkosis of God) toward the 
évOéwors avOpwrov. And, just as sacred history extends beyond 
the goal of the history of the Old Covenant, so also is its starting 
point at a period anferior to its commencement. Sacred history 
commences with the creation of the world, while the history of 
the Old Covenant only begins when God entered into covenant 
with Abraham. The developments which preceded this covenant 
are merely introductory and preparatory to our history, and we 
will refer to them only because and in so far as they are subser- 
vient to this aim. But such is not the relation of these events 

A?
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tu sacred history. ‘They lie not beyond but within its province ; 
they constitute not its preparatory stage, but rather are that 
infinitely fertile commencement of sacred history, containing and 
enclosing in germ all the various developments which shall 
appear at its close, and into which the latter dovetails, thereby 
forming a circle which cannot be broken. 

(1.) The history of the Old Covenant constitutes, therefore, an 
organic part of sacred history. In its commencement it stands 
connected with sacred history by the reasons which called it into 
being ; at its close by the results of its development. This also 
constitutes its religious importance. But it may also be viewed 
and presented separately, inasmuch as it 1s complete in itself, 
and therefore intelligible by itself; for the principle from which 
it started, the idea which it contained, and the aim toward which 
it tended, have been attained when salvation was exhibited in 
Christ ; and this convergence of beginning, middle, and end into 
one whole constitutes zs scientific warrant. Compare the 
addition to § 32. 

CHARACTER OF THE HISTORY OF THE OLD COVENANT. 

(Comp. Chr. A. Crusius hypomnemata ad. theol. prophetic. 3 
voll. Lips. 1764. J. Chr. Hoffmann, Weissagung und Erfil- 
lung im alten u. nenen Test. Nordl., 1851-44. Fr. Delitzsch, 
die bibl. proph. Theol. etc., Leipzig 1845, p. 172, ff R. Stier, 
Jesaias nicht Pseudo-Jes. Barm. 1850, p. 1.-xxxiii.) 

§ 4. If the incarnation of God in Christ (as the central and 
turning point of all history, the condition and the means of the 
Entheosis of man) was the predetermined aim of the Old Cove- 
nant, the goal which it ultimately reached, and if, as the very 
idea of a covenant implies, this goal was to be attained by the 
co-operation of the two partics who entcred into covenant, it 
follows that the history of this covenant must have exhibited a 
twofold activity, a divine and a human, and that the whole of 
its course must be pervaded by a corresponding double series of 
developments. As the incarnation of God had not the salvation 
of the Deity, but that of man for its aim, the Divine agency at 
work in the covenant must be viewed as a manifestation of
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Divine grace. On the other hand, as salvation could not be 
forced upou man, who is a free and personal being, but could 
only be received by him in an act of free determination, the 
agency of man at work in this covenant must be viewed as a 
inanifestation of Auman liberty. Although at first only in a 
preparatory manner, yet gradually, by continuous revelations, 
wnd by divesting Himself of His supra-mundane form of exist- 
ence (the wopdi) Geod, Phil. ti. 6); by Theophanies and visions ; 
by symbolical representations of a future incarnation (as, for 
exmuple, in the tabernacle, &c.); by communication of His 
knowledge, wisdom, and power to individual men (Heb. 1. 1, 2) 
—the grace of God prepared the way, until the final, full, and 
permanent entrance into flesh took place, and the whole human 
nature was taken into personal union with the Deity. On the 
other hand, and at the same time, the people uf His choice were 
trained for becoming capable of receiving the Divine nature, 
until the proper place und point were prepared, when the incar- 
nation of God should take place for the purpose of making mani- 
fest the God-nian. 

§ 5. These two series of development (the Divine and the 
human) could not, however, proceed side by side with cach other 
without bearing relation to one another, thus touching, pene- 
trating, and mutually conditioning cach other in their progress, 
Indeed, to a certain extent, the development of each depended 
on the living influence of the other. As every new stage in the 
revelation of God presupposed a new and a higher development 
in the free activity of the covenant-people, so the latter could 
only be the result and the fruit of a preceding and improved 
reception of the elements of Divine revelation. For, the plan 
of salvation, and the covenant by which it was to be realised, 
did not proceed from man but from God—the hnowledye of the 
aim of this covenant, and of the means by which it was to be 
attained, lay not with man but with God ; nor was it the will or 
the power of nan, but, on the contrary, the will and power of God, 
which afforded a sufficient guarantee that, despite the disturbances 
and changes to which every terrestrial development is subject, 
this goal should at last, certainly and gloriously, be reached. 
Hence it is God who must commence each evele of revolutions ;
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it is He who must initiate every new stage of development ; His 
covenant activity must give its impulse, direction, boundaries, 
and correction to that of man, in order that the latter may either 
be or remain in accordance with the purposes of the covenant. 
He must revive, strengthen, dispose, and direct man. But every 
true activity presupposes proper knowledge, proper volition, and 
a sufficient power of execution. In all these respects, there- 
fore, human liberty requires, in carrying out the purposes of the 
covenant, the assistance and direction of Divine grace, whose in- 
fluences are really miraculous (in the wider sense of the term), 
inasmuch as they are not implied in the Divine counsel of crea- 
tion, but only in that of salvation. The Divine covenant-agency, 
which, in its very nature, is miraculous, manifests itself in the 
law as a revelation of the Divine zl, in doctrine or prophecy as 
the revelation of Divine knowledge, and in extraordinary general 
leadings, as well as in individual miraculous events (called 
miracles in the narrower sense of the term), as a revelation of 
Divine power. All these manifestations of the Divine covenant 
operation are connected with, and mutually support and ad- 
vance each other. For the Divine law and Divine doctrine 
afford the means for properly understanding, appreciating, and 
applying the Divine leadings and interferences; while on the 
other hand, the latter are instances, connecting points, explana- 
tions in fact, and individual verifications, both of the word of 
prophecy and of the law. 

(1.) But it must be borne in mind that this miraculous and 
covenant agency of God, which, in the history of the develop- 
ment of salvation, is so absolutely necessary for the successful 
rogress of frec, human covenant agency, neither destroys nor 

interferes with human freedom. Such, however, would have been 
the case, if, either at the commencement or during the progress 
of history, it had brought to bear upon it all that Divine power, 
knowledge, and purpose which the covenant was to disclose, and 
that without regard to the progress of human development, or 
without reference to the varied requirements, capabilitics, and 
circumstances of men. And because the human development, 
which the Divine activity is to animate and to strengthen, to 
fructify and to guide, to protect and to direct, is not merely 
mechanical but organic, it was also necessary that the Divine 
agency should gradually unfold, so that, keeping pace with the
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human, it may be capable of organically joining it in all its 
stages, and of intertwining with: it. 

§ 6. The ultimate aim and the highest point of the Divine 
covenant activity, in all its manifestations, is the incarnation of 
God in Christ. The purpose of all Divine operation and co- 
operation in the Old Covenant is to typify it and to prepare for 
it. The law, the word of prophecy, the general leadings of the 

chosen people, and the individual leadings of its more prominent 
members—in fine, every miraculous interposition points towards 
this. The daw is the mirror where the ideal of that Divine per- 
fection, which, since the entrance of sin, can only be realised in 
the God-man, is reflected ; prophecy is the canvas on which the 
hand of the divinely-enlightened scer traces the lineaments of 
the God-man. At first we discern only a few bold outlines, but 
every advancing stage in the historical development adds new fea- 
tures and brings fresh colours for the completion of this picture. 
For while the descent of the whole fulness of God into human 
nature becomes fully manifest in the incarnation of God, this 
reality is also in part exhibited both in the typical representations 
and in the preparatory dispensations of a history, directed by the 
hand of God and fructified by the Spirit of God. The whole 
course of this history implies a continual descending and conde- 
scending to man on the part of the Divine Being. The general 
leadings of Israc], as well as every individual miracle, were a pro- 
phetic representation, and, as such, an earnest and a guarantee of 
that abiding and highest miracle which was to take place in the 
fulness of time. As the root of the tree already contains what will 
develop into flower and fruit, so the commencement of the cove- 
nant-history comprises what tends to and will issue in the exhi- 
bition of the God-iman ; and this tendency appears throughout 
the course of that history until the goal is reached. Hence the 
whole of this history is a continuous miracle, although this very 
continuity conceals this characteristic. But when this tendency 
operates not merely as a power of life secretly active, but mani- 
fests itself in externally visible appearances, it produces events 
which are pre-cininently designated as miracles. 

§ 7. Prophecy stands in equally close connection with the de-
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velopment of salvation and with its aim. It is the purpose of 
prophecy, by communicating the knowledge necessary for free 
self-determination, to convey to human consciousness the same 
truth which, in the history of the Old Testament, the miracle 
presents as a fact, viz., the abiding of the Divine presence, not 
merely over, but ¢z this history, in order to work out and to ob- 
tain salvation in Christ, the God-man. The highest develop- 
ment of prophecy, towards which it tends, is to impart a full 
knowledge of salvation, as it has in Christ become objective for 
mankind generally. Every prediction, even where the future 
seems exclusively its subject, contains a doctrine applicable to 
present wants. The real meaning of prophecy is misunderstood 
if we consider its main purpose to be, that it affords proof of the 
Divine origin of Christianity, although it 1s mdeed true that all 

prophecy attains its fulfilment in the gospel. It were indeed ill 
for Christianity if it could not stand unless verified by the fulfil- 
ment of predictions, for in that case prophecy would be degraded 
into mere prediction; but worse still would 1t stand with pro- 
phecy, if it were to attain its meaning and importance only after 
hundreds or thousands of years had elapsed. Prophecy is meant 
~—~—and every other meaning is secondary and subordinate to this 
—to open,up a knowledge of the present, of its relation and its 
purport, and that not merely of the period to which more imme- 
diately it was meant to apply, but also of every succeeding period, 
IN SO FAR ats the latter shall have a basis essentially similar to that 
of the former, and hence similar requirements and a similar aim. 

(1.) Every age is the product and the result of the past ; it also 
contains the germ and commencement of the future. To arrive 
at a full understanding of its position and task, it is necessary to 
view a period, on the one hand, in the light of the past, and, on 
the other, in that of the future. It is the purport of prophecy to 
afford such light. But as the peculiar and the most puzzling 
questions connected with any period will only receive their solu- 
tion when the future will unfold its hidden stores, prophecy 
naturally is principally engaged in anticipating these disclosures, 
Both, what the present already has, and what it yet eamnts, in 
order that it may attain fulness, prophecy discloses, bringing to 
her help the light which a Divine knowledge of the future lends 
her, in order that the men of that generation may, 1n the exercise 
of their freedom. make right use of what they already have, and
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earnestly strive to attain what they yet wané, But prophecy only 
busies herself with the future so far as its germ is contained in 
the present, and hence has already begun to appear in outward 
fact. Not everything which is yet to take place, nor every aspect 
and form of a future development, forms the burden of successive 
prophecy. Else the latter would cither at all times and under all 
circumstances shed all the fulness of Divine knowledge over the 
future, thereby rather destroying than advancing history ; or else 
it would, subject to arbitrary will or to chance, reveal at random 
one or another thing—a process which would at best give it the 
dubious distinction of a useless work of supererogation. But 
this is not the case. That aspect of a future development only, 
which is already shadowed forth in present events, and where, in 
virtue of the principle of life inherent in history, a tendency has 
already assumed a distinct direction, and historically commenced 
to assume an outward shape, forms the burden of prophecy. 
Externally and internally, in its form and im its substance, pro- 
phecy shapes itself, is guided and regulated, by the wants and 
the circumstances of the times. It gradually unfolds as history 
progresses; but in the character of a Divine herald it overtakes 
history, hastens before it, and prepares its way; like a heavenly 
orb, it moves above the events of the present to shed over them 
its light, and to reveal their bearing on the development of the 
future, that thus men may learn whither these events tend, and 
what would or should be their upshot. Prophecy, like history, in- 
creases during its organic progress ; but this growth is not simply 
the result of quantitative or external additions, but takes place in 
virtue of an internal and divine germ of life wlich had lai in it 
from the first, involving the whole fulness of its distinctive and 
regular developments. This germ of life is not dormant; and 
prophecy unfolds more and more, until at last the great goal is 
reached ; it can neither be destroyed nor set aside, because it has 
not an individual existence out of and separate from God, but 
the continual and personal presence of God in it is both the con- 
dition and the support of its existence and continuance. It is 
indeed true that the changes and disturbances in the regwar 
progress of historic development, arising from a misapplication 
of man’s freedoin, also modify the progress, the form, and the 
subject-matter of prophecy. But this influence docs not extend 
to what is properly the kernel of prophecy. ‘The latter remains 
the same amid all the changes of history, however its non-essential 
and accidental forins and embodiment may be affected by such 
circumstances. 

« § 8. As in its organic progress Old Testament prophecy is itself 
history, so, on the other hand, also is the history of the Old
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Covenant itself prophetic, both because it foreshadows, and because 
it stands in living and continuous relation to, the plan of salvation 
about to be manifested. The former then is word-prophecy, the 
latter fact-prophecy (by words and by facts) ; again, the former 
is tdeal, the latter actual history. Prophecy sheds light on the 
facts and circumstances of the present, by imparting unto it the 
idea of the future, and that by showing both what and how much 
it already has, and wherein present events still fall short of the 

fulness of the idea. Similarly is the present also prophetic in its 
relation to the future, both in virtue of what it already has as 
the consequence of a past development, of what it still wants, in 
order perfectly to embody the idea, and of what it therefore may 

yet expect to derive from a future development. But let it not 
be supposed that what it wants is antagonistic to what it already 
has ; the one is rather the further formation and the complement, 
the perfect unfolding of the other. For as the development is 
organic, and from the first includes in germ all the fulness which is 
afterwards to be unfolded, the present never really wants anything 
which it does not already possess in potency as germ or commence- 
ment, and the want is never absolute. But, on the other hand, 
during the whole course of its development, it never has anything 
to which something were not still awanting, and which is not 
both capable of and requiring further unfolding. Possession 
and want, enjoyment and requirement, fulfilment and prophecy, 
always presuppose and meet each other, until at the close of the 
development these two antagonistic poles are perfectly reconciled, 
and are in Christ joined into an eternal and satisfactory union 
and fulness, With possession wants also increase. The more 
history becomes a fulfilment of prophecy the more intense grows 
the expectation of the future, until all hope and expectation are 
satisfied, and met in the highest and final fulfilment. As the 
covenant people under the Divine training and guidance ad- 
vances, and what had at first been only in germ unfolds and 
spreads, the consciousness of what is yet awanting will also 
deepen and extend, just as science extends her boundaries, and 
lier domain appears larger the morc intimately the mind of the 
inquirer becomes acquainted with it. But prophecy alonc fully 
cliscloses the proper and real relationship between this possession 
and this want, between this fulfilment and this expectation, and
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that the more certainly as the subject here in question refers 
not to the results of merely human, but of both Divine and 
human agency. Without prophecy an age would at best only 
have an indefinite and uncertain presentiment—a kind of divi- 
nation—which, however it might form a point of conncction 
with, or render capable for receivmg prophecy, would still re- 
quire the latter, in order to be elevated and confirmed to the 
certainty of believing. Just as the history of prophecy can, in 
its organic progress, only develop in connection with actual 
history, because springing from it, so also does the prophecy of 
history require the light of prophecy to unfold its buds. 

(.) All history which springs from a living germ, is animated 
and supported by an inward tendency after life, and finally 
attains, by action and re-action, by evolutions and revolutions, 
that goal for which it was fitted and destined and towards which 
it had consciously or unconsciously tended, must bear a typical 
character, so that, during the progress of that history, the goal 
will always become more apparent and distinct. The typical 
character of history depends on the living relationship between 
its development and the idea which forms its soul, and toward 
the perfect exhibition of which it tends. The idea ever strives 
to assume outward form—the soul seeks a befitting body. If 
the tendency after life which animates a history 1s so strong 
that, despite all difficulties, it succeeds in ultimately attaining its 
end, we may expect that, even during the course of its develop- 
ment, it will be able to bring certain prominent points of its 
activity to ight, which, in that peculiar stage of the develop- 
ment, will form switable embodiments of the same ¢dea, that 
becomes fully manifest when the highest stage is reached, and 
which, both as to the mode of their appearance and their effects, 
may be regarded as anticipatory representations (types) of the 
future. But this typical character does not always clearly appear 
in secular history, because its development is merely the growth 
of nature, without the regulating co-operation of Divine deed 
and Divine instruction; for, wmle God allows the nations to 
walk in their own ways, His wisdom and power do not become 
a constitutive factor In their history, but are merely the regu- 
lative factor over it. He merely superintends their history, 
in order to make it subservient to His plan of government and 
salvation ; He does not take part in it as God ¢ncarnate, to effect 
by it His plan of salvation. On the other hand, the typical 
character of sacred history appears prominently, continuously, 
markedly, in decided outlines, and im a manner patent not only
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to posterity, but, by the assistance of prophecy, to cotemporaries 
also, and that in measure as their spiritual capacity enables them 
to perceive and receive it. 

The ordinary events recorded in the history of the Old Cove- 
nant are of a threefold character. They either proceed from 
Divine grace, or from human liberty, or from the joint operation 
of these two. All three point towards the climax of all history, 
even the manifestation of Christ, in whom the Divine and the 
human nature are joined in a personal union—constituting the 
person of the God-man. Hence all the three are anticipatory 
representations of a coming fulness. Whenever in the Old 
Testament God manifests himself in a form perceptible by the 
senses, or In a vision beyond the reach of the senses, or in a 
symbol adapted to the senses ; whenever also He speaks or acts 
without making use of the medium of human organs—we behold 
a partial anticipatory exhibition of the Divinity of Christ. On 
the other hand, whenever any of the heroes of the faith—whose 
spiritual history may be traced to peculiarly Israelitish training, 
z.e, within the moral sphere of the revealed law, and to such a 
knowledge of salvation as had historically been attained by the 
nation—in the exercise of his freedom so shapes his course as to 
become a suitable instrument for man’s covenant-activity, we 
behold in him a partial anticipatory representation of the human 
nature and activity of Christ. Again, wherever such an one 
endowed with new powers, with Divine wisdom or might, and 
clothed with Divine authority, becomes at the same time a 
medium of new covenant operations on the part of God, he 
becomes, in his own sphere and according to his capacity, for the 
men of his time, an anticipatory representation of Him who, as 
God-man, completed, in the fulness of time, both the Divine and 
the hwnan covenant-activity, and exhibited the aim of the 
covenant in working out salvation for all mankind. It needs no 
further argument to show that events, institutions, and dispen- 
sations, as the products of personal activity, exhibit the same 
characteristics of being typical as the will from which they 
proceeded. 

§ 9. If we have formerly spoken of the history of the Old 
Covenant as resulting from the co-operation of Divine and human 
activity, and have learned that those miracles and prophecies in 
which the Divine agency appeared were necessary as co-efficients 
of, and in order to support man’s covenant-activity, we merely 
meant to shew that history could not be without either miracles 
or prophecy until the great goal was reached, but not that every 
age and every historical development required miracles. On
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the contrary, as the covenant-opcrations of God are also intended 
for the training of man, shorter or longer intervals may occur 
during which Divine wisdom makes miracles and prophecy to 
cease for a time, that human activity may prosecute its peculiar 
task alone, and only supported by the experiences and results 
of a former Divine guidance and co-operation. Hence, in this 
case also, the Divine element 1s not wanting in the development ; 
it has only become mediate, instead of being, as formerly, 
immediate. 

HOLY SCRIPTURE, 

§ 10. It is the distinctive characteristic of the history of the 
Old Covenant, that in all the grand stages of its development, it 
is saerved history. Because, and in so far as it is such, its an- 

thentic documents and sources also must be sacred; for it were 
equally foolish and vain to inscribe or impress the character of 
sacredness to a science if the same term did not apply to its 
sources, Just as history becomes sacred by this, that the human 
development is regulated and directed by the continuous presence 
of God in it, so the channels through which its knowledge is 
conveyed become sacred by the fact that divine knowledge of 
this development continually regulates, directs, and is present 
with the human cognition of it. For the Divine aspect of sacred 
history can only be clearly and definitely recognised by means of 
a Divine revelation. 

Hence the most important and the primary channel of infor- 
mation for this science 1s the collection of sacred writings com- 
prised in the Old Testament canon (comp. § 14), as its history, 
doctrine, and prophecy furnish us with the material of by far the 
largest and fullest part of our history. They are the more im- 
portant, as for that period our information is almost exclusively 
derived from them. However, the sacred writings of the New 

Testainent come also partly within our range, as the first stage 
of the New Testament development constittutes at the same time 
the close of that of the Old Testament. 

(1.) As the history of the Old Covenant numbered, even in
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regard of its internal development, stages, and among them at least 
one of considerable duration and importance, when the Lord pur- 
posely ceased from taking active part in the development, we arc 
of course obliged, in the description of these periods, to have re- 
course to sources of information which possess no other guarantee 
for their accuracy and reliableness than that of human enquiry 
and criticism. 

Lastly, the history of which we treat is also variously connected 
with that of foreign nations and circumstances. But as every 
science, so the scientific treatment of the history of the Old 
Covenant requires to communicate lively information on cognate 
branches of information. In this respect, therefore, the sources 
of the history of foreign nations are also of importance in our 
history. 

§ 11.. As the facts of which they treat, so the sacred writings 
themselves exhibit the marks of Divine and of human causation, 
and that not separate from, but in living union with each other. 
In the one case Divine agency is present with the human de- 
velopment, in the other Divine knowledge of this development is 
present with human cognition of it. The reason of itis, that these 
writings proceed from the same Divinely-human sphere of life, 
and are not only faithful witnesses and monuments of the history 
of the past and present, but also severally become the living 
commencement and the vehicles of farther developments. But 
this communication of Divine knowledge to human cognition 
must be conceived in one of two ways. Hither that which gene- 
rally lies beyond human experience or human knowledge is im- 
pressed on the soul of man in prophetic vision, a sense of need, 
and the possession of a certain amount of knowledge, forming 
points of connection, or else where that which took place had 
been handed down in human tradition, the natural faculties of 
man, by which he examines and distinguishes what is true and 
what is falsc, are quickened by the Spirit of God, and raised to 
relative certainty, fulness, and depth of enquiry, (z.e., to such 
certainty as corresponds both with the objective aim in view at 
the time, and with the subjective preparation that had taken 
place.) It is not by any means intended that this should set 
aside or render unnecessary human thinking, enquiry, study, 
collating, or sifting of evidence—in general, mental application 
on the part of man. On the contrary, it is only intended to
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purify, to quicken, and to sanctify such endeavours. Besides, 
neither are the limits of development, arising from the circum- 
stances of an age or of the individual, to be set aside. Only tho 
measure and fulness of cognition possible within these limits are 
to be brought to light. On the other hand, the aid derived from 
natural talent and preparation, personal culture and position in 
life, is neither neglected nor left unemployed in the search after 
and in the exposition of the truth. It will readily be understood, 
that thereby the human mind, so far from being cramped in the 
exercise of its freedom, or in the display of its peculiaritics and 
its activity, is rather enlarged, and attains its proper strength, 

fulness, and purity. Historical and religious truth thus obtained, 
will indeed share the one-sidedness, imperfection, and defective 
perception and representation duc on the one hand to the cir- 
cumstances and the mental idiosyncrasy of the enquirer, and on 

the other, to the law according to which we trace a gradual pro- 
gress in the general development of the Divine in time, until the 
last and highest aim of history is reached. But it will also be 
free from all positive error, which might endanger or disturb the 
peculiar objects to be attained by the Divine co-operation in the 
composition of these writings, either in their bearing on practical 

religion, or on religious information. ‘The object which these 
writings is to serve may briefly be stated as intended to present 
in these sacred documents a faithful historical account of God’s 
ways of salvation with reference to man, and to serve as a power- 
fnl incitement to man to fall in with them. 

(1.) As holy writ has this twofold aspect, the human and the 
Divine, and as the human is not absorbed by the Divine, but 
rather embodies, presents it in outward appearance, and so pre- 
serves it, holy writ has, as every human concern, also a history 
which may becoine object of enquiry and examination. Besides, 
we are entitled to seck evidence as regards its human authen- 
ticity, integrity, and trustworthiness. Its origin and composition 
both in respect of time, place, and of persons, the stage of 
civilisation atiained at the time and by the persons to whom its 
composition is ascribed, the resources of human investigation 
upon which it is based, the |ustory of its preservation and 
handing down, both in its external and internal phases, &¢.— 
are all subjects of historical investigation and of critical examina- 
tion, It is, indeed, trne that the spirit which the canonical
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writings breathe, and which, by every person capable of receiving 
it, is felt to be Divine, constitutes the internal guarantee for 
their sacredness and credibility. Fiety requires none other than 
this subjective and internal evidence, but science demands also 
external and objective proofs. Piety feels no peculiar interest 
in the demands and the results of criticism ; what Holy Scripture 
has presented to it, the results of criticism can neither render 
dubious nor take away ; it only seeks and wishes that what holy 
writ contains should become matter of personal experience in 
the religious life, and it obtains this when conscious need of 
salvation discovers in Scripture full satisfaction and spiritual 
support. But religious science demands the eviclence necessary 
to knowledge, and the satisfaction of intellectual requirements ; 
it also looks for unity, for organic connection and harmonic agree- 
ment between all religions knowledge and all other general know- 
ledge which may already have been attained or may yet be attained. 
In this respect it is not sufficient to perceive the results and 
fruits of a religious event, or to gather from experience their 
reality. Science also seeks to know the origin and progress of 
such an event, and the organic unity of its commencement, 
middle, and end. 

The primary object of scientific investigation is the human 
element in holy writ, because the latter is the medium of 
the Divine element, which can only be apprehended in this 
form. But if what is human in holy writ has been proved and 
placed on a firm basis, then science will have to render implicit 
homage to the Divine, and, under such circumstances, faith will 
be expected from her no less than from mere piety. But faith is 
demanded by science only after the human element of holy writ 
has been shewn to be the vehicle of the Divine, and has, as such, 
stood all the ordeals of enquiry and examination. 

OLD TESTAMENT REVELATION. 

§ 12. The idea of revelation includes, in its widest sense, every 
manifestation of the Divine Being, will and knowledge towards, 
an, and for His creatures. In this sense, revelation commenced 
with the first act by which the creature was called into existence. 
Connected with the creative, we have then the preservative 
agency of God, which sustains the powers and faculties that had 
been granted to the creature in creation ; and His government of 
the world, which is carried on superior to the free development 
of the creature, watches over it in the exercise of sovereignty and
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of judgment, overrules and controls it. This threefold direction 
of Divine manifestation is really one, and only exhibits different 
phases of onc and the same relation between God and the crea- 
ture, of which it indicates the commencement, the middle, and 
the end. By calling the creature into existence, and bestow- 
ing upon it the powers and faculties necessary to its development, 
He at the same time gave it a right and a claim to the preserva- 
tion of these powers and faculties; and in setting before the 
creature an end which, in its free activity, it should attain, but 
which, by an abuse of its liberty, it may miss or pervert, it also 
became necessary, for the sake of His own purposes, that, as 
sovereign Lord and Judge, He should watch over this free de- 
velopment, keep it within proper bounds, and direct it towards 
its peculiar aim. Thus, even creation implies and demands 
the preservation and the government of the world; but then 
these two fully meet all the requirements involved in the re- 
lationship into which God had, by creation, entered with the 
world. From the stand-point of creation, no other interposition 
or manifestation of the Deity could have been demanded. But 
God has, in the exercise of free grace, entered into another re- 
lationship with man, different from that of merely the Creator 
towards the creature. In virtue of His eternal counsel of grace, 
IIe appeared from the commencement as the Guardian and 
Guide of man, and as such He condescended and adapted Him- 
self to the wants of man’s childhood—He, as it were, grows with 
him, and so draws him to Himself. When, by an abuse of his 
hberty, man had fallen into sin and misery, He opened up before 
him the salvation provided in that council, and continued it, by 
a progressive communication of Himself, and condescending to 
man, until its fulness was attained by the incarnation of God. 
This Divine manifestation, in virtue of which He is not merely 
enthroned above history as the Ruler of the world, but is also 
present in it, enters into it, works in it, and, during its progress, 
more and more unfolds Himself, by increasingly communicating 
of Hinself, we designate Ztevelation, in the narrower sensc of 
the term. When heathenism renounced the ways of God, and 
entered upon its own ways, it turned aside from this Divine 
manifestation. But the calling and election of Abraham and of 
his seed, finished not only a fresh object for its exercise, but 
was itself a decisive progress in its development. 

VOL. 1. B
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§ 13. The difference and the contrast obtaining between the 
two aspects of Divine revelation—that of creation, prescrvation, 
and government, and that of preparing and working out salva- 
tion—is of essential importance on the stand-point of the Old 
Testament, and deeply impressed on its religious consciousness, 
since the selection of Israel to be the instrument of the Divine | 
purposes of salvation, and the opposition to heathenism which 
this selection involved, formed the central point of that con- 
sciousness. So much was the above difference felt, that it found 
expression even in the employment of a corresponding difference 
an the names of the Deity. Thus the name Elohim applies to 
the former, that of Jehovah to the latter sphere of hs operations. 
The expression ELouim applies to God as being the fulness and 
the source of all life, as He who bears within Himself the 

potencies of all life and of every development, and who, as Crea- 
tor, displays them, by causing those commencements of history 
which are so rich in consequences. On the other hand, JEHovAn 
is the God of development, who Himself enters into the develop- 
ment, concdescends into it, embodies Himself and co-operates in 
it, in order to conduct it safely to its destined goal. As Elohim, 
God is also the God of the heathen; for every manifestation of 
the Deity in heathenism proceeds from Elohim, and all real and 
genuine consciousness of the Deity in heathenism must be traced 
to Elohim. But as Jehovah He is merely the God of Israel ; 
for heathenism, which has strayed from the development sup- 
ported and directed by Jehovah, has no part in Jehovah. But 
it must not be thought that Elohim is as exclusively the God of 
the heathen as Jehovah is that of Israel. On the contrary, God 
manifests Himself and works in the history of Israel, not only as 
Jehovah, but also distinctively in His character as Elohim. For 
Israel’s history, as that of heathenism, implies and requires, in 
general, the preservation and the government of the world on 
the part of God. Besides, the preparation and the development 
of salvation by Jehovah, continually requires, up to the period 
of its final completion, creative agency, to provide the germs of 
that development which Jehovah conducts to its goal. 

(1.) On the names of God, comp. Hengstenberg's Authenticity 
of the Pentatcuch, vol. i, p. 213 (Clark), and following; 
Drechsler, Unity and Authent. of Gen.; Havernick, Introd. 
p. 57 (Clark), and following, and the Theolog. of the O. T.,
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by the same author, p. 37, and following ; Tuch, Comm. xxxiii., 
and following ; Jelfe, the Post-Mosaic in the Pent., p. 84, 
and following; Steudel, Theol. of the O. T., p. 139, and fol- 
lowing ; Beck, Christian Dogm., i. 51, and following ; J/. 
Baumgarten, Comm. i., p. 30, and following; Delitzsch, Bibl. 
and Proph. Theol., p. 120, and following ; Delitzsch, Sym- 
bole: ad Psalin. illustr., p. 29, and following ; Expos. of Gen., 
by the same author, p. 22, and following ; Aurtz’s Unity of Gen., 
p. 1xiii., and following, and passim; C. Aeil on the Names of 
God in the Pent., in the Lutheran Anuals, 1851, part n.; Hof- 
mann’s Script. Demonstr. 1., p. 74, and following. Even a cur- 
sory inspection of the passages, and the manner in which these 
two names of God are respectively used in the Old Testament, 
will prove, beyond the possibility of doubt, that their selection 
depends on a difference of ideas attaching to them. The first 
and most general inference, in this respect, is that =yeq5 1s dis- 
tinctively Israel’s name for the Deity. God manifests Himself 
as Jehovah only in and fo Israel, as being the nation chosen by 
Him from among all others, scparated from the heathen, and 
sanctified by its calling and destination, by the Jaw and worship 
given to it. On the other hand, He is only recognised and 
worshipped by Israel as Jehovah. To all other nations, God 
is only pyqsgg, not sypy; and so gencrally used is the name 
Elohim, that it is not merely employed to indicate what 1s true 
and genuine in the consciousness of the heathen about God, but 
also, in general, whatever is Divine, even when it 1s viewed in a 
perverted and wrong manner. 

But God is pspoyy not for the heathen only, but also for 
Israel ; God works and yeveals Himself in Israel not only as 
sw-y, but also and as frequently in His character of oyqby. 
This observation will lead first of all to the conclusion that the 
name Elohim, in connection with Israel, indicates every general 
activity of God which manifests itself amongst the heathen as 
well as among Israel; and, on the other hand, that the Israelites 
designated and worshipped God as Elohim whenever such general 
activity of God, or anything else appeared, which had a place in 
the consciousness of God common to Israel and to the heathen. 
But this view does not suffice to account for every occasion on 
which the name prqbyy occurs. We meet the form Flohim even 
where we read of leadings and manifestations of the Deity dis- 
tinctively Israclitish. In that most important treatise of Heng- 
stenberg (on the names of the Deity), to which we have above 
referred, this critic has attempted to solve this difficulty, by as- 
suming that Elohim indicated a lower, and Jehovah a ligher, 
stage in the consciousness or in the manifestation of the Deity. 
He maintains that during the interval hetween Genesis i. and 

B2
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Exodus vi., z.e., during the period between the creation and that 
of the full sanction of the theocratic covenant on Sinai, sryqby 
becomes sysop, and that he fully appeared as such only on Sinai. 
At every former period, it was only relatively, not absolutely, 
that Elohim became Jehovah. It is maintained that during the 
developments intervening between these two termini, God was 
designated -yey; only in so far as in relation to previous mani- 
festations of the Deity He had manifested Himself as y=, or 
in so far as the Divine manifestation thus vouchsafed was higher 
than the previous, and approached more closely to that of 
Jehovah, absolutely so called. On the other hand, it was also 
speaking relatively that He was designated Elohim, viz., in re- 
ference to higher and more perfect manifestations yet future, that 
thus the consciousness might be awakened and maintained, that 
lugher and more glorious manifestations of God as Jehovah were 
yet to be expected, in comparison with which the manifestation 
then taking place was lower, and only that of Elohim. But 
there are many things in the book of Genesis which cannot be 
reconciled with this theory, however ingenious and consistently 
carried out. Were it correct, we should have expected that 
wherever and whenever, at any stage of development, any new 
thing made its appearance—whenever the idea of gradual un- 
folding to a perfect theocracy gained new ground—whenever the 
tendency toward this goal embodied itself in a new shape—the 
word =yyeq showld be employed. But frequently, as, for example, 
in Genesis xvil., this is not the case. Now, according to that 
view, if any occurrence in patriarchal history might claim the 
use of the higher name of the Deity, it was surely this, when, 
after long preparation, the covenant between God and Abraham 
was at last realised and completed, and the distinctively Israel- 
itish sign of the covenant—circumcision—was instituted. 
We must, therefore, give up the view that in itself preqbys 

indicates a lower and sep a higher stage in the manifestation 
or in the popular consciousness of God. We cannot but allow 
that not only does py_bys often rise to yp, but that as fre- 
quently 44-75 rises into pseqbyy ; in short that, in order that the 
development may reach its goal, Jehovah becomes as frequently 
Elohim as Elohim becomes Jehovah. It is the pecuhar merit 
of Baumgarten that he was the first, in his Commentary, clearly 
to acknowledge this fact, and to indicate the proper way of 
understanding it—and that he did so correctly, in point of fact, 
if not of language. Since that time Delztzsch, and the author of 
this (in the work on Gen. above referred to), have attempted to 
rectify, to substantiate, and to develop the views of Baumgarten 
on this subject. The etymology of these two names of God 
points out the right way of determining the difference subsisting
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between them. Hengstenberg (1. ¢. p. 266), Hadvernick, Drechsler, 
Keil, and Hofmann, derive the word orb from the Arabic 
oF 

asf, coluit, adoravit Deum, and intrans. I, stupuit, pavore cor- 
reptus est. But even the relationship between the transitive 
and the intransitive form renders it more appropriate to reverse 
this, and to regard the verb as denominative of the Divine name 

mide, “MI, and ultimately to derive the latter from the obsolete 

Hebrew root moss = byyg (to be strong). These two forms of 
the verb, both having the same meaning, have each become the 
root of a special name of the Deity, ‘for as that of maby is 

derived from sy445, so that of br from Sy. (Comp. Tuch, p. 

XXXI1x., Gesentus in the thes., Delitzsch, &c. Hence the funda- 
mental idea attaching to the word ais will be that of strength, 
while the plural indicates that the term imphes both absolute 
fulness and a diversity which embraces and exhausts every- 
thing (comp. Hengstenberg, l. ¢., p. 270, and following). On 
the strength of Iix. 1. 14, &., the name scp had generally 
been derived from = = ey, till lately Ewald, appealing to 

Gen. xix. 24, tried to deduce it from the Arabic root 1,2, and 
declared that its original meaning was “‘ height, heaven.” How- 
ever, despite this unsuccessful attempt at interpretation (comp. 
the remarks of Caspari, Lutheran Annuals, 18-46, 1., p. 164), we 
may keep by the old, obvious, and well established derivation of 
the word. It is well known that, although its original punctua- 
tion is uncertain, the word sp has, as kri perpetuum, the 
vowel points of "ITN, (comp. Heng gstenber g, 1. c. 222, following). 

It is erroneous to maintain that mT is the only possible form 

of the imperfect of spp (comp. " Delitzsch, Symb., p. 4, and 
especially P. Caspari on Micha, the Mor asthite, and his prophet. 
writings, Christiania 1851, p. 5, following). The investigations 
of the latter prove that among the four modes of pr onunciation 
possible, -y74%s MITT “and Tiny one of the first two has 

most probability i in its favour. The ‘punctuation TM OT TM 

proposed by First (in his Dictionary), which at first sight would 
almost seem to be the most obvious, cannot be admitted, as in 
that case the nomm., propria composita, which have sys for 
their second component part, would require to terminate in 4-9 

and not in 7 The Scriptures themselves furnish two expla- 

nations of the meaning of the word ssi In Exodus ni. 14 the 
Lord Himself interprets it by ms swiss TN: and in
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Revel. i. 4 it is paraphrased: 6 dv nal 6 Hw Kal 6 épydpevos. 
—wm1 is equivalent to pivar, yevéoPar, elvar ; it indicates concrete, 
not abstract being—such being as makes its appearance, mani- 
fests itself in listory, and, so to speak, becomes historical. This 
meaning comes out more fully and prontinently in the imperfec- 
tive form of the name derived from it. Hence = > 1s God 
outwardly manifesting Himself, revealing Himself, living, work- 
ing, and reigning in history, ever unfolding there, more and 
more, His character and being. Woithal it must be evident 
that the name spy, as that of God outwardly manifesting Him- 
self, could only have originated among a nation which either en- 
joyed, or at least believed that it enjoyed, the continual presence 
of God as their king, and whose entire development was, or 
claimed to be, dependent, and to rest upon a special manitesta- 
tion of Himself. But as Israel claimed this Divine presence for 
itself exclusively, it is plain that the use of that name must also 
have becn exclusively confined to z¢s history and worslup. 

We are now in a position clearly to understand both the 
meaning of, and the difference obtaining between, these two 
names of the Deity. They stand in the relation of potency to 
evolution—of the beginning, which, in potency, already con- 
tains the entire development, to the progress, during which this 
potency is actually evolved in outward appearances. Llohin is 
the God of the commencement, who, in Himself has the potencies 
of all life and development—who, by his creative agency, pre- 
sents them external to Himself, and initiates the commencements 
of history, which are afterwards to be so fully developed. On 
the other hand, Jehovah is the God of the development, who 
takes up the work of Elohim, who causes the potencies to unfold, 
and directs what was begun to a termmation. Elohim is the 
Creator—absolute fulness of life, transcendent independence and 
superiority to every terrestrial limitation are His characteristics. 
Jehovah is the medium connecting the commencement with the 
end, the God of development and of history, who personally takes 
part in events, and adapts Himself to them, or to time and to 
space. The name Elohim indicates absolute fulness and power 
of life, and assures us that every product of His activity is rich 
in, and capable of, development, that it may perfectly unfold and 
attain its goal, but not that it certainly shall do so. On the 
other hand, the name of Jchovah guarantees the development 
itself, and that the potency will ultimately reach its fillest de- 
velopment, that what was begun shall reach its proper termina- 
tion. For, in His character of Jehovah, God undertakes the 
development ; it now rests upon Him, He becomes its coefficient, 
and He unfolds Himself zm and along zith the mundane and 
creature-development. Hence, despite the vicissitudes and dis- 
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turbances caused hy the co-operation of man’s free will, it must 
nexcssarily reach its goal. The guarantee for the development 
an | the attainment of the goal offered by the name py is dis- 
tinctly pointed out in the ‘explanation of that name in Ex. ili. 

14, by mms wwig TTT. 
If the word Elohim indicates the God of the beginning, and 

Jehovah the God of the middle, which receives and comprehends 
within itself the beginning, the God of development, whose it is 
to guide the beginning to its end, then the name Elohim must 
also apply to the fulness of the end. As the God of the begin- 
ning, Elohim is, eo tpso, also the God of the end. or the end 
is the return to the beginning ; what the latter contained in 
potency, the former exhibits in outward fact. As Jehovah takes 
up the commencement made by Elohim, in order to conduct it 
through all its varied developments unto the end, so Elohim also 
again takes up the termination, after that J chovah has finished 
his w ork, and accomplished the development. This taking up 
of the end on the part of Elohim constitutes the judgment, for 
the actual termination is judged of according to the potencies 
inherent in the commencement. Elohim, then, is the God of 
the conunencement and of the end; Jchovah the God of the 
middle, of the development, which lcs between the commence- 
ment and the end, 

From this puint of view, the difficulty so fatal to the theory of 
Hengstenberg, is readily and naturally solved, and we under- 
stand how, during the course of the covenant history of Israel, 
Elohim changes and rises to Jehovah, and, vice versa, under 
given circumstances, Jehovah into Elohim. The latter will take 
place whenever, during the progressive development, a fresh 
creative commencement has to be made, or when a new potency, 
which Onmnipotence must guide to its woal, makes its appearance 
for the purpose of furthering the development—or whenever a 
development reaches its end, whether this be a wrong end, 
through the sinfulness ot men, or whether it comes up ‘to the 
idea which it was meant to embody. In the former case, Eluhin 
appears as judge ; in the latter, Elohim, who, in the commence- 
ment, appeared as the fulness of life, manifests Hinusclf as the 
fulness of blessedness, tva 7 6 Oeds Ta TivTa év Taotv. 

We subjoin a quotation from Delitzsch (symb. 1. c.) to show 
in what preparatory relation Israel's consciousness of God, as 
manifest in these two names, stands to that of the Christian 
Church. He remarks—‘ Nomen ond non gtd homines 
duntaxant de Deo sentiant, sed qualis sit in semet ipso, effert ct 
olnipotentem cjus naturam simul eum vita ejus immanente 
denotat, Deum quatenus vitam omnipotentem habet in semet 
1})SO ac proinde omuis vite et principiium est et finis. Lerclatio
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mysterit trinitatis pro hujus nominis explicatione habenda est 
(comp. also Hengstenberg’s Contr. i. 268, Comment. on the 
Book of Psalms, v. iii., p. 42, app.) Contra nomen => Deus 
assumsit, quatenus progressionem generis humani a principio ad 
finem ipse per etatum decursum gubernat et intra limites spatii 
et temporis salutariter se manifestat; que manifestatio in V. 
T. gentis isracliticee terminis preparatorie adstricta erat, donec 
in hac ipsa gente Jehova humanam naturam sibi uniret nominis- 
que sui vim declaret. Incarnatio pro nominis symp explica- 
tione habenda est, nam qua ce causa et quo consilio Deus m V. 
T. Jehova nuncupetur, in facie Jesu Christi elucescit. 

SOURCES AND AUXILIARY SCIENCES FOR THE HISTORY OF 

THE OLD COVENANT. 

§ 14. The Holy Scriptures, contained in the Old Testament, 
whose peculiar character we have described above (v. § 10 and 
11), are the first, the most peculiar, and the principal sources 
for the history of the Old Covenant. We have already shown 
that if the Scriptures are to be properly appreciated and under- 
stood, they require to be male the subject of careful and con- 
scientious research, study, and corament, because, like the his- 
tory of which they bear record, they contain, besides their Divine, 
a human element also. If is the province of a Biblical Intro- 
duction, or rather Biblical Literary History (as it has been more 
correctly designated), to carry on this inquiry and investigation 
(so necessary for science) in its hisforical aspect. The student 
has here to enquire into the origin of the sacred writings, into 
the time, place, authorship, occasion, means and sources, end and 
purpose of their composition. He has also to examine their 
further history, especially that of their collection, preservation, 
and dissemination (1.) The diplomatic aspect of this investiga- 
tion forms the object of textual criticism, which has to present us 
with the text, so far as possible, in all its integrity and purity, 
as ascertained by an examination of all the evidence that may be 
found on the subject. Lastly, exegetics undertakes the philolo- 
gical part of the enquiry. It seeks to ascertain, to its full ex- 
tent, the meaning which every author intended to convey. For 
this purpose it makes use of every aid which history, criticisin, 
and the study of languages can furnish—a task the more in-
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portant, as the differences of time, of circumstances, and of the 
manner of viewing which obtains between an author and his 
commentator, lead to many difficulties, both in respect of the ex- 
pressions used and of the things expressed (2.) 

(1.) *Comp. Herm. Hupfeld on the idea and method of so-called 
Biblical introductions, with a survey of their history and litera- 
ture, Marburg 1844. Among the various problems of Biblical 
literary history, that of the origin of the Biblical writings is at 
once the most important and the most difficult. On this ques- 
tion scientific enquiry is at this moment engaged in a contro- 
very, the final termination of which is not yet within sight. 
Comp. * the author's dissertation on the influence of the histori- 
cal and theological views of a critic on the criticism of the 
Pentateuch, in his work on the unity of the book of Genesis. 
Berlin, 1846, p. 5—20. The question about the authors, about 
the time, place, and occasion of certain Biblical writings, is of 
twofold importance for our special objects. They are both the 
sources of our historical enquiries and also integral portions of this 
history, z.e., they are on the one hand the productions of a past, and 
on the other the moviny springs of a future historical development. 

We append a literary survey of receut general works on the 
introduction to the study of the Old Testament, reserving the 
mention of monographs till we treat of the subjects on which 
they respectively bear. With the exception of the bricf com- 
pendium by De /Vette, the negative and distinctive criticism of 
*S. G. Eichhorn (1780), 4th ed., Gottingen, 1820-1824, 5 vols., 
and of Z. Bertholdt, 1812, has not found more recent advocacy, 
in so far as gencral introductions to the Old Testament are con- 
cerned. But the opposite, the conservative, direction, has had 
many representatives, both among Roman Catholics and among 
Protestants. Since the “ Introductio ad libros canon, Vet. Test., 
ed. JLL., Lips. 1741, 4,” by J. Gottl. Carpzov, a thorough work, 
based, however, on the one-sided and formerly current notion of 
a mechanical inspiration, and not assigning, therefore, to criticism 
its proper place, the following works, which, in particular points, 
also very much prepared the way for Old Testament history, have 
appeared. The Roman Catholics have furnished *J. Jahn’s 
Introd. to the Div. Writings of the Old Test., 3 vols, Vienna, 
2d ed., 1802, 1803; */. G. Herbsé Hist. and Crit. Introduct. to 
the Sacred Writings of the O. T., completed by B. IVelte, Karls- 
ruhe, 1840-44, 4 vols.; *J. AL, Augustin Scholz Introd. to thie 
Sacred Writings of the O. and N. 'T., Cologne 1845, of which 
as yet only 3 vols. have appeared; *D. Haneberg Contributions 
to a History of Bibl. Revel., designed as Introduct. to the O. and 
N. T., Regensb., 1850. From Protestant authors we have Je.
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A. Hévernick's Manual of Hist. and Crit. Introd. to the Sacred 
Writings of the O. T., 4 vols., the 5th vol. by K. Fr. Keil, 
Erlangen, 1836-49 ; a Manual on the same subject by K. Fr. 
Keil is shortly expected (Erlang. 1853).1. E. IV. Hengstenberg 
has some separate treatises on certain points and subjects con- 
nected with an “ Introduction to the Old Testament,’ which had 
been made the subjects of special attack. These form his ‘ Con- 
tributions to the Introduction to the Old Testament, Berlin, 3 
vols., 1831-39,"? a work which, according to its original design, 
was meant to extend over all the controverted portions of the 
Old Testainent. 

(2.) The following are the exegetical auxiliaries to the study of 
the O. T. which are of most use. Amnong Habbinical commentators 
we note especially Jarchi, Aben-Ezra, and D. Kimchi, whose 
commentaries are placed side by side in Buator/’s Biblia Hebraica 
Rabbinica, 4 vol., 4 Bas., 1618. Jarcht has been translated into 
Latin by Breithaupt, 3 vols., 4 Goth., 1710. Among modern 
Jewish commentators*, L. Phtlippson’s Isr. Bible, Leipz., 1839, 
deserves mention. Among patristic writings, those of T’heodoret, 
and of Chrysostom, of Jerome, and of Augustin, are of most im- 
portance. The most notable of Roman Catholic treatises on this 
subject is August. Calmet, comment. litteral sur tous les livres 
de l'ancien et du nouv. test., 23 vols., 4 par., 1707—16, contain- 
ing also able dissertations on difficult questions. (The latter is 
also translated into German, and furnished with learned notes, 
by *J. L. Mosheim, 6 vols., Bremen, 1743—45). Among Pro- 
testant productions, we have, besides Luther's deep and edifying 
but chiefly practical notes, the commentaries of Calvin on almost 
every book of the Bible, which constituted an era in the history 
of exegetics. The exegetical works of successors of the Re- 
formers, and partly those of the latter also, are collected in such 
works as the Critict Sacri, Lond. 1690, 9 vols. fol. (and other 
ed.), and JZ, Pols Synopsis Criticorum Sacr., 5 vols. fol., Lond. 
1699 (and other ed.) The commentaries of G. Clericus (¢1737) 
on the Old Testament, specially those on the historical portions 
of it, are very valuable on account of their able grammatico- 
historical expositions, and their apt quotations from classical- 
profane writings, although they are considerably deteriorated, 
from the baldness of their Arminianism. The English Com- 
mentary, translated (into German), and with additional notes by 
S. G. Baumgarten, J. Brucker, and others, 19 vols., 4, Leipz., 
1748, still deserves attention. *J. D. Afichaelis’ translation of 
the O. T., with notes for unlearned readers, furnishes useful 

1 In this country we should also mention the well-known Introduction by 
Canon Horne.—Tue Tr. 

2 Translated by J. E. Ryland, &e. (Clark, Edinburgh.) 
3
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material. The scholia in Vet. Test., by E. F. K. Rosenmiiller 
(2d ed. 1821), are a full and learned compilation, for which the 
materials collated by Clericus have served as a basis, J*. J. V. 
D. Maurer’s comment. gramm. crit. in V. T. is only useful for 
grammatical purposes. The exegetic manual of *2Z7¢éztg on the 
O. T., Leipz. 1838 (to which Zhenius, Hirzel, Knobel, Bertheau, 
have contributed), is distinguished for the exegetie abilities of 
the writers engaged in it. Its general tendeney is rationalistic 
in various degree; but most of the contributors do not share the 
destructive criticism of its learned editor. The theological com- 
ment. to the O. T. commenced by *Baumgarten (siel 1843), 
furnishes an explanation of great importance for the deeper 
theological understanding of the O. T., as well as for its history, 
although at times manifest mistakes oecur. Among popular 
commentaries, that by O. v. Gerlach (continued by Schmieder) 
deserves special mention on account of the thoroughness and 
originality of its treatinent.' 

§ 15. The results of the investigations, devolving on biblical 
criticism and exegesis, furnish the principal material for a 
scientific treatment of biblical history. But besides history 
(properly so called) some other auxiliary sciences assist us in 
eliciting the conclusions and facts to which we have adverted. 
Among them we reckon first Biblical Antiquities, which, mm the 
wider sense of that term, treat of biblical antiquities in all their 
bearings, and embrace biblical listory and geography. In the 
narrower sense of the term, biblical antiquities differ from sacred 
history, the latter presenting the life of the nation in its progres- 
sive development, the former in its abiding circumstances and 
stationary relations. History records fuets ; archiology, institu- 
tions, relations, manners, and customs. But as these are again 
the results of a historieal development, and exercise a. powerful 
influence on the farther development of the nation, history cannot 
dispense with this important auxihary. 1.) Biblical Geography 
is frequently studied in connection with antiquities. In tts narrower 
and more definite meaning that science must be separately 
treated, as, indeed, ils importance requires. Its value as bearing 
on history is self-evident. 2.) Biblical Chronology is closely con- 
nected with bilbheal history. It may be viewed in one of three 
ways, either as mathematical, as technical, or as historical 

1 It is needless to mention the names of the principal British and Ameri- 
can commentators.—Tue Tr.
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chronology. The first of these presents to us the scientific 
astronomical principles necessary for the division of time; the 
second shews how the nations adapted these principles for the 
purposes of ordinary life; the third applies them for fixing the 
dates of historical events. The first lies beyond the province of 
history, the second forms a part of biblical archeology, while the 
third is so important an element in historical enquiry that only 
the peculiar difficulties, and the special importance attaching to 
it, can warrant us in treating it as a separate study. (3.) Lastly, 
in the study of the history of the Old Covenant, Biblical Theo- 
logy forms an indispensable auxiliary. This science treats of the 
historical and genctic development of religious consciousness 
among the covenant-people, and of their subjective preparation 
for receiving that salvation, which is objectively, and as matter 
of fact, exhibited in and by history. (4.) 

(1.) Among rabbinical treatises on Hebrew Antiquities the two 
works of 22. Moses Ben Maimon (Maimonides) pypy7q 7 (strong 
hand) and pss yy sy (doctor perplexorum) deserve special 
mention. Acuteness and sobriety of reasoning are the pro- 
minent characteristics of that author. Among works written 
by Christians we mention first the large collection of treatises 
combined in Blas. Ugolint thesaurus antiq. ss. Venet. 1744—69. 
34 vols. fol. On the character and the influence of Spencer de 
legibus ritual. Hebr. |. i. (1686) ed. Pfaff Tub. 1732 fol_—a 
work learned and acute indeed, but destitute of all deeper insight 
—comp. Hengstenberg’s contrib. i. p. 4. and following. J. 
Lundius Jewish Antiquities (1704), with notes by Wolf, Ham- 
burg 1732 fol., is diffuse but edifying. The author possesses 
rabbinical lore, but his researches are neither original nor critical. 
J. G. Carpzovit apparatus hist.-crit. antiqwit. sacri codicis et 
gentis Hebr. 1784. 4. is a learned and exhaustive commentary 
on Goodwin’s Moses ct Aaron. J. D. Michaelis Laws of Moses 
Frankf, 1770, 2d ed. 1793. 6 vols. follows in the wake of Spencer. 
The author has collected abundant material, he is painstaking 
and ingenious, but too often descends to silly trivialities, is too 
diffuse, and especially reduces every lofty subject to the level of 
the merest commonplace, comp. Hengstenberg |. c. p. 13, and 
folowing.— 2. Rosenmiiller's Manual of Bibl. Antiq. in 7 vols. 
(treating only of geography and natural history) 1823, and the 
“ancient and modern East” by the same author, 6 vols. Leipz. 
1818, are careful and useful compilations of the materials known 
in his time. J. Jahn’s Bibl. Archeology 3 vols. Vienna 1824. 
Among more recent manuals we may mention the works of
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Pareau 1817; Scholz 1834; Kalthof 1840; Allioli 1842; De 
Wette 3 ed. 1842. The natural history of the Bible has, in its 
various departments, been treated as a special branch of biblical 
antiquities in such works as Celsi? Hierobotanicum. Ups. 1745 ; 
Sam. Bochart ierozoicon (1663), the latest ed. by Rosenmiiller, 
Leipz. 1793—96. 3 vols. 4 (an almost inexhaustible store-honse 
of the most choice and varied learning); finally J. Jae. Scheuchzcr 
Physica, or Sacred Natural Hist., treating of the questions in 
natural history alluded to in the Scriptures, 5 vols. fol. Augsb. 
1731—79. Donat. 3 vols. 4. Leipz. 1777—79 published a con- 
densed edition of this work. For medical questions consult J. P. 
Trusen the discases of the Bible and notes on the passages which 
refer to medicine, Posen 1843; and J. B. Lriedreich's Fragments 
on the natural hist., anthropol., and medic. of the Bible, Nurnb. 
1848, 2 vols. 

(2.) Pulestine, the holy land is the soil on which our history 
develops. Besides, Lgypt, Arabia, and the countries of Western 
Asia occasionally claim also consideration. A complete index of 
the literature of Biblical Geography, in so far as it refers to Pales- 
tine, is furnished 1n J?obinson’s Palestine 11. pp. 533 and following.! 
As sources and auxiliaries in the investigation of the geographical 
questions connected with our history, we have, besides the Bible, 
Josephus, the Talmud, and the Greek and Roman historians 
and geographers, especially the tabula Theodosiana, better known 
by the name of Peutingeriana, being an index (or a kind of rough 
map) of the military roads in the Roman empire during the reign 
of Theodosius the Great, and of the distance between the various 
towns. This map, so long in the possession of Privy Counsellor 
Peutinger, is now in the imperial library at Vienna. Mannert 
has given an exact reprint of it (Leipzig 1829)—the section re- 
ferring to Palestine will be found in L2eland’s Palest. p. 421.— 
Husebut onomasticon urbin et locorum s. sacr. has only been 
preserved in the latin translation of Jerome. Edit. by J. 
Clericus in Nic. Sanson’s geogr, s. Amstd. 1707, The Itinera- 
rium Antonini August: contains an index of names and distances, 
and dates from the fourth century. Comp. 2eland |. c. p. 416 
and following. Since then the holy Jand has, during every cen- 
tury, been visited and described by a multitude of travellers. 
The following works of recent travellers are among the most 
important for the geographical and )istorical knowledge of the 
country. Carsten Niebuhs's journey in the years 1761—67 ; that 
of Ulr. J. Seetzen in 1803—10; of J. L. Burkhardt 1810—16 ; 
of G. H. v. Schubert 1839—10 ; of Jos. ussegger in 1835—41 ; 
and especially that of Ad. Lobinson, Prof. in New York, who, in 

1 The references are throughout to the second edition of Robinson's Pales- 
tine —TneE Tr.



30 INTRODUCTION. (§ 15.) 

company with the Rev. Z. Smith, a missionary thoroughly ac- 
quainted with the language and the customs of the country, visited 
Palestine and the countries south of it in 1838, after the most 
careful preparation, and under the most advantageous circum- 
stances, for the sole purpose of investigating on the spot the most 
difficult portions of biblical geography.’ The diary of this 
journey, edited by Professor Robinson, is an opus palmare. In 
great part it has satisfactorily solved difficulties formerly felt, 
and explained or vindicated many portions of sacred history on 
which criticism had attempted to throw doubts. The extensive 
work of Dr Wilson, who visited the holy places in 1843 (“the 
Jands of the Bible, 2 vols. Edinb. 1847”) deserves in many 
respects attention, although, in point of real value, it is far out- 
distanced by that of his American predecessor. The journey of 
Const. Tischendorf (1844) was undertaken, in the first place, for 
other scientific purposes. It treats only incidentally of anti- 
quarian and geographical subjects. £. A. Strauss and JV. 
Krafft travelled in Palestine in 1845. They have since announced 
a work descriptive of Mount Sinai, and of about 30 places which 
they have succeeded in discovering.” 

The following are the best manuals of biblical geography. 
Hadr. Reland, Palestina ex monum. vett. illustr. Traj. Bat. 
1714. 4, a book of sterling value even in our own days.—A. Fr. 
Biisching, Geography Pt. V. Altona 1785.—K. Ritter has incor- 
porated in his geography (Erdkunde) 2d ed. Vols. xiv. xv. 
(1. 2.) xvi. (1. 2.) Berlin 1848 (Peninsula of Sinai, Palestine, 
and Syria), the materials of all former investigations, and fur- 
nished a masterly scientific work on the subject.—R. von 
Raumer’s Palestine (3d ed. Leipzig 1851) is a manual equally 
distinguished for its scientific merits and its Christian tone. 
The work of Z. El. Gratz on biblical geography, which forms 
part of Allioli’s biblical antiquities, does not come up to the 
present requirements of science. A popular book, of considerable 
merit, is the biblical geography, published by the Calo Union, 
6 ed., 1846. Fr. Arnold's Palestine, Halle 1845, shews learning, 
and deserves attention. 

Before the work of Robinson had appeared, the maps of the 
Holy Land by Grimm and Berghaus were considered to be the 
best. They have since lost their value, on account of the many 
corrections and additions which the researches of Professor 

1 In 1852, Professor Robinson revisited Palestine, and has accordingly 
communicated additional information. The results of these two journeys 
have recently been combined by him into one work (8 vols., London, 1856). 
—Tue Tr. 

2 Since the text was written, besides minor works, the following books on 
Palestine claim the attention of the scholar and student :—Rabbi Schwartz's, 
De Sauley's, Lieut. Van der Velde’s, and Mr Stanley's.—TneE Tr.
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Robinson have made necessary. H. Kiepert has, with great 
diligence and accuracy, drawn the maps for Professor Robinson's 
work. A number of maps have since appeared, each mar in ; 
the latest discoveries. Iiepert has reduced the maps to the 
work of Professor Robinson in size, and added to them those of 
the lands east of Palestine (edited by 22iéfer, Berlin 1842, and 
a revised edition in 1844). On a much larger scale CL Zimmer- 
man drew his map of Syria and Palestine (to illustrate the work 
of K. Ritter), Berl. 1850, in 15 sheets. Of other maps we may 
specially mention those of /tutscheit, Berlin 1843, and of A. v. 
Raumer and Fr. v. Stiilpnagel, Weimar 1844, which latter, by 
adding other necessary maps, satisfactorily meets the demands of 
Bible students generally. 

G.) The principal authorities on the study of mathematical 
and technical CHRoNoLoGy are Jdeler's excellent and thorough 
writings ; the manual of mathematical and technical Chronol., 
2 vols., Berlin 1825, and the manual of Chron., Berlin 1831. 
Comp. also IV. Afatzka, Chrono}. in all its departments, Vienna 
1844. The Chronographies of Jul. Africanus and of Kusebtus 
are of special importance to historical chronology generally, and 
particularly in its bearings on biblical Instory. ‘The first of these 
works has been entirely lost, but Eusebius made considerable 
use of the information it conveyed in his Chronicon, or zravrodazi) 
ioropia. But the original of this important work has also been 
lost, and only fragments of it have been preserved in the writings 
of the Syncellist Georgius. Jerome has furnished a translation 
(in remodelled form) of the 2d book of the Chronicon of Eusebius. 
In his “ thesaurus temporuny’ J. J. Scaliger has attempted, by 
the inost Jaborious research and the most acute combinations, to 
reconstruct the whole of that work. But not many years ago an 
Armenian translation of the original was discovered at Constan- 
tinople, and edited both by Aucher and Aug. Alai. (Comp. 
Niebuhr’s histor. inferences from the Armeman Chronicon of 
Eusebius, in his miscellaneous writings, 1st collect., Bonn 1828). 
The Chronicon Paschale, conyposed in the spirit of Byzantine 
historians, contains a Chronology extending from the creation of 
the world to the time of the emperor Heraclius, arranged accord- 
ing to the paschal festivities. Endit. by du J’resne, Paris 1689, 
fol., and by Dindorf, Bonn 1832. Besides these we have to 
mention the Jewish Chronicon mundi majus et minus (abyy sp 
aq and ggrsyy) hebr., Amstd. 1711, 4; translated into latin 
with a Comm. by J. Aleyer, Amsterd. 1649, 4. The former 
extends to the time of the emperor Hadrian. Its reputed author 
was 2. Jose Ben Chilpetu (Chahpta), who flourished about the 
year 130, known as the teacher of Jehudah Hakkadosh, the cele- 
brated compiler of the Mishnah. The Seder Olam Sutha is of 
raore recent date.
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On chronology generally we have the comprehensive works of 
J. J. Scaliger de emendatione temporum, Par. 1583, fol. ; Seth. 
Calvisius opus chronologicum, Lips. 1605, 4; Dion. Petavius, 
opus de doctr. temporum, Par. 1627, 2 vols. fol., edid. et auxit 
J. Harduin, Autv. 1723, 3 vols. fol.; J. Afarsham canon chro- 
nicus egypt. ebr. srec., Lond. 1672; Alph. de Vignoles, chronol. 
de Vhist. s. et des histt. étrang. qui la concernent, dépuis la sortie 
de ’Kgypte jusqwa Ja captivité de Babyl. Berl. 1738, 2 vols. 4 
(Fr. Clemencet) Yart de vérifier les dates histor. Par. 1818. 

The following works treat exclusively, or at least principally, 
of Biblical Chronology :—Camp. Vitringa hypotyposis hist. et 
chron. s. edit. noviss. Havniae 11774 ; Alph. de Vignoles chrono- 
logie de lhist. s. depuis la sortie de PEgypte jusqu’a la captivité 
de Bab., Berl. 1738, 2 vols. 4; Alb. Bengel ordo temporum 
(1741), ed. ii. cur, Fr. Hellwag, Stuttg., 1770; AK. Chr. von 
Bennigsen, bibl. chronol. of the O. and N. Test., Lerpz. 1788, 4 ; 
J. G. Frank nov. syst. chron. fundamentals, with preface by 
Gatterer, Gottg., 1788, fol—a German condensation of this work 
appeared at Dessau in 1783; J. N. Tiele chronology of the O. 
T. to the first year of Koresh, Bremen, 1839; A. Archinard la 
chronolog. sacrée basée sur les découvertes de Champollion, Par. 
1841; G. Seyffarth chronol. sacra, or enquiries into the year of 
the birth of our Lord, and into the chronology of the O. and N. 
T., Leipz. 18-46. 
Notse.—When applying the Christian era to the events of 

Old Testament history, it is necessary first to place the latter 
into juxtaposition with cotemporary events in profane history, 
whose exact date has been definitely fixed. But this only be- 
comes possible when we reach the point where Persian and 
Jewish history come into contact. But at this period Biblical 
chronology ceases to be independent. The chronology of the 
period preceding that of the Persian is as yet involved in such 
darkness and uncertainty, that it is impossible to apply any re- 
sults thence derived towards ascertaining or fixing the data of 
Biblical chronology. This remark apples not only to Assyrian 
and Babylonian chronology, where we still wait for definite chro- 
nological results from the discoveries made in the neighbourhood 
of the Euphrates and of the Tigris, but also to the history of 
Egypt, the results of which—if, indeed, they may be called re- 
sults—are still so conflicting, uncertain, and doubtful that the 
time seems yet distant when Old Testament events may be 
examined and determined according to a standard furnished by 
them. 

Bunsen imagines that in his work on Egypt (to which we 
shall by and bye refer), he has succeeded in so combining the 
data gathered from monuments with the catalogues of dynasties 
drawn up by Manctho and by the Greck chronographers as to 
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present a perfectly trustworthy Egyptian chronology, reaching 
as far as the fourth millenium before Christ. By means of this 
chronology, he proposes to rectify, not only the dates of the his- 
tories of other nations, but also those of the Bible. He supposes 
that the latter were not handed down by authoritative tradition 
before the time of Solomon, and therefore is subject of en- 
quiry, which must yield to the results of any other enquiry that 
may be carried on with better appliances. (Comp. Bunsen 1. 
288). But the difference, and even the opposition, not only in 
the results obtained, but even in the principles laid down by the 
most celebrated students of Egyptian history—as exemplified in 
the works of Champollion, Bunsen, Lepsius, Bockh, not to speak 
of Seyffarth, whose labours have never been sufficiently appre- 
clated—must convince every one that such anticipations are at 
least premature. ‘The confidence with which, especially Bunsen 
and Lepsius, proclaim as undoubted truth hypotheses which only 
rest on arbitrary combinations and ungrounded assumptions, 
cannot mislead us. We hold that, in a scientific point of view, 
we are warranted, in the meantime, in abiding by that Biblical 
chronology, the trustworthiness of which has hitherto not been 
shaken by any doubts cast upon it. 

J. Chr. K, Hofmann has attempted to reconcile Egyptian and 
Biblical chronology (on Egypt. and Isr. Chronol., Nordl. 1847) 
in a manner deserving attention. While Bunsen and Lepsius 
fix the reign of Menes, the first historical king of Egypt, 4000 
years betore Christ, and hence, according to Biblical chronology, 
at the time of Adami, Hofmann endeavours to show that in 
Manetho’s lists of dynasties three different modes of calculating 
the tame from Menes to Psammenit, each extending over 1651 
years, are mixed up with each other. In this manner he brings 
down the reign of Menes from the time of Adam to that of 
Abraham. 

In order to caletlate the data of Biblical chronology during 
the pre-Persian period, according to the Christian era, we must 
trace Biblical events backwards trom the time of Cyrus and the 
close of the Babylonian exile. But it is often so difficult to re- 
concile these data, that it requires thorough and detailed exami- 
nation of certain points, on which we cau only enter in detail 
when treating of these periods. It will therefore be best snnply 
to follow the thread of Biblical chronology, to investigate diffi- 
culties as they occur, to calculate according to years of the world 
up to the Babylonian exile, and then to adopt the Christian era. 
Only when, at the close of our labours, every difficulty has been 
separately treated, shall we present, in a chronological and syn- 
chronistic appendix, a survey of our general results, applying 
them also to the pre-Persian period. 

(4.) On the province, character, and history of BrButcau 
VOL. L . Cc
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THEOLOGY, comp. the excellent little treatise by G. Fr. Oehler, 
Prolegomena to the Theology of the O. T., Stuttg. 1846—the 
precursor of a very promising work on this science. The follow- 
ing are the more important books on this subject which have 
hitherto appeared :—C. T. Ammon Bibl. Theology, 2 ed., 3 vols., 
Erlang., 1801—02 ; G. Ph. Ch. Kaiser Bib]. Theol., 3 vols., Er- 
lang., 1814—21; IW. Mf. L. de Wette Bibl. Dogmatics ot the O. 
and N. T., Berlin, 1813; LZ. F. O. Baumgarten Crusius ele- 
ments of Bibl. Theol., Jena, 1828; D. G. C. v. Colln’s Bibl. 
Theol., edited by D. Schulz, 2 vols., Leipz., 1836. Vol. i. con- 
tains the Theology of the O. T. In JV. Vatke’s Bibl. Theol., 
vol. i., Berlin, 1835, and Bruno Bauer's Critique of the History 
of Revelation (also uncer the title, the Religion of the O. T.), 2 
vols., Berl., 1838, the religious history of the O. T. is constructed 
a priori on the ideas of Hegel about revelation. Vatke repre- 
sents the religion of Israel as starting from the worship of nature, 
and becoming that of Jehovah only under the later prophets. 
K. Chr. Plank’s Genesis of Judaism, Ulm, 1843, has a similar 
object. According to this writer, the religion of Israel had only 
gradually risen above the Chaldee fire-worship, which is in turn 
represented as identical with the service of Moloch. This direc- 
tion was pushed to all its consequences in the writings of Daumer 
(“ The Fire and Moloch Worship of the ancient Hebrews,” 1842), 
and of Ghillany (‘‘ The Human Sacrifices of the ancient He- 
brews,” 1843), but in a manner not only extreme, but even pal- 
pably absurd. 

All the above-mentioned books belong to the rationalistic 
school, the members of which more or less misunderstand the 
religious import of the Old Testament. But the lectures of J. 
Chr. Fr. Steudel (on the Theol. of the O. T., edit. by G. Fr. 
Oehler), as all the contributions from his pen, are distinguished 
by a reverence for Divine revelation in the QO. T. unhappily too 
rare at that period. The lectures of H. A. Chr. Havernick 
on the Theology of the O. T. (edited by H. A. Hahn, Erlang., 
1848), are still more satisfactory, although they exhibit the de- 
fects attaching to a work which the author himself had not pre- 
pared for publication, The learned world still looks forward to 
the long-expected treatise on the subject, by Oehler of Breslau. 
The work on Biblical Dogmatics, by J. Z. S. Lutz (edited from 
his lectures by Rtietschi, Pforzheim, 1847), indicates great scien- 
tific acquirements, and embodies a thoughtful and sober applica- 
tion of the principles and results of modern criticism of the sacred 
writings. J. Chr. K. Hofmann’s Scriptural Demonstration (1st 
pt., Nordl., 1852) is a work which really opens a new treatment, 
of the subject, and forms an era, however many exceptions may 
be taken on some special points. 

In his Christology of the Old Testament (3 vols., Berlin, 1829
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—35), BE. W. Hengstenberg has treated the grand subject of QO. 
T. theology on a purely exegetical plan. This work has led to 
the orthodox scientific consideration which the subject has since 
received. Of great importance, also, 1 this respect, was J. Chr. 
K. Hofmann's Prophecy and Fulfilment in the O. and N. T., 2 
vols., Nérdlingen, 1841—44, a work which, from its arbitrary 
exegesis, occasionally excites opposition, but on the whole power- 
fully stimulates.the student, and promises to advance and re- 
model the development of Old Testament theology. It is spe- 
cially distingnished for the energy with which the author treats 
the subject, and insists, both im theory and in practice, on the 
necessity of viewing prophecy and history in their continuous 
and organic unity and relationship. Comp. the excellent criti- 
cism of Hofmann’s principles and results, in Delitesch’s “ Bibl. 
Proph. Theol., its development by Chr. A. Crusius, and its latest 
form since the appearance of Hengstenberg’s Christology, Leipz. 
1845.” The wnitings of J. J. Stahelin (the Messian. prediet. 
of the O. 'T. in their origin and development, Berlin, 1847), and 
of Fy. Diisterdieck (de ret propheticee in V. Test., quam wni- 
verse tum Messiane natura ethica, Gottg., 1852), recognise 
indecd the peculiar merits of LZofmunn’s method and views, but 
they afford only a meagre sketch of the material presented. 
A. Schumann's Christ, or the teaching of the O. and N. Test. 
about the person of the Redeemer, Gotha, 1852 (vol. i, 1—125, 
Christology of the O. T.), attempts to combine a fundamental 
belief in Divine revelation with a refusal to acknowledge the O. 
T. writings as wholly revealed. Among works by Roman 
Catholic writers, we may mention the somewhat liberal and 
semi-rationalistic little treatise by Jos. Beck, on the development 
and exhibition of the Messianic idea in the sacred writings of 
the O. T., Hanover, 1835, and the writings of Fr. Herd (Ex- 
planation of the Messian. predict. in the O. T., 1. 1, 2, Regensb. 
1837—45), and of J. Bade (Christology of the O. T., 3 vols., 
Munster, 1850), which are strictly orthodox in their adherence 
to revelation and tradition, display industry, but are defective so 
far as scientific research is concerned. 

§ 16. Althongh the canonical writings of the Old Testament 
are the special and the most important, they are not the only 
sources for which the listorian of the Old Covenant has to seareh, 
or from which he has to draw. Next to them both as to the 
period of their composition and the spint whieh they breathe are 
the Old Testament Apocrypha, which may be considered as 
embodying, with more or less purity and vigour, the echo and the 
effects of that spirit which gave birth to the canonical writings. (1) 

c2
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Of greater importance, however—although the latter statement 
does not imply an equivalent of praise—for our purposes are the 
writings of F'l. Josephus, which are almost the only trustworthy 
authority for the political aspect of the age succeeding the close 
of the prophetic period. (2.) The Talmud affords many impor- 
tant supplementary notices, but its recesses have not yet been 
satisfactorily examined. (3.) Jewish Afonuments, such as those 
which, in the history of other countries, form so important a linkin 
the historical chain, are unfortunately almost entirely awanting 
(4) ; but foreign, especially Egyptian monuments, shed a grateful 
light on certain points which have to be discussed, and foreign 
authors furnish important assistance whenever Jewish is brought 
into contact with secular history. (5.) 

(1.) Roman Catholic historians—such as &. Welte spec. 
Introd. to the deuterocanon. writings of the O. T. Freiburg 1844 
—have defended the historical authenticity of the OLD TESTAMENT 
ApocrRYPHa With great ability, although without always carrying 
conviction, against the attacks of Protestants, which sometimes 
were very violent (comp. especially Raznold censura librorum 
apocryphorum V. T. adv. Pontificios, inpr. Rob. Bellarminum 
2 vols. 4. Oppenheim 1611; and the Introductions of Hichhorn 
and of Berthold). Comp. in defence of the Apocr. also Aloys. 
Vincenci sessio iv. conc. Trident. vindicata s. introd. in scrip- 
turas deut. can. V. T. Romae 1842—-44.—0O. F. Fritzsche and 
W. Grimm have commenced an excgetical manual to the 
Apocrypha (1st Part. Leipzig 1851). 

(2.) Fuavius Josernus (the Jewish Livy) the son of Mata- 
thias a Jewish priest, belonging to the sect of the Pharisees, was 
born in 37 A.D. . His work on Jewish antiquities, in 20 books, 
brings down the history of his people to the time of the Emperor 
Nero. A history of the Jewish War, of which, as Jewish general, 
he was an eye-witness, written at an earlier period than the anti- 
quities, continues the history to the termmation of the Jewish 
Commonwealth. Besides these two works he wrote two (Apo- 
logetic) treatises against Apio, an opponent of the Jews in Alex- 
andria. The best edition of his works is that by Sigb. Haver- 
kamp. Amstel. 1726, 2 vols. fol., which embodied the whole 
literature on Josephus at the time when it appeared ;—that by 
Fy. Oberthiir, Leipz. 1782—85, 3 vols., by K. £. Richter (which 
contains merely the text) Leipz. 1826, 6 vols., and latterly by 
Dindorf, Par. 1847. ‘Tanchnitz has published a stereotype 
edition of the text in 6 vols. 1850. The historical credibility and 
the value of his writings have formerly been subject of frequent.
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controversy. Caes. Buronius, Leo. Allatius, and Harduin 
fiercely attacked, and Scaliger, Gerh. Voss, and Casaubonus as 
enthusiastically defended them. Josephus has, indeed, frequently 
enlarged and arbitrarily chauged the biblical record by intro- 
ducing legends, but he has also contributed to its elucidation, 
and sometimes supplemented its information on political ques- 
tions. His primary aim was to present to educated Romans his 
nation and its history in the most favourable light. Hence he 
attempts to keep in the back ground its servitude, he paints in 
bright colouring, he explains away all that is miraculous and 
might thus raise objections in the mind of heathens, and he 
conceals what to him appeared the dark side ; he ascribes even 
to the patriarchs such wisdom as the Greeks only possessed at 
their most advanced stage, &c. Although his work is, therefore, 
neither trustworthy nor of importance for the more remote periods 
of Jewish history, it is of the greatest value for that succecding 
the exile ; comp. K. v. Raumer’s Palestine, 3 ed., pp. 428 following 
(“ The credibility of Josephus’). 

The numerous treatises of PHILo, an Alexandrian Jew (born 
in the year 20 before Christ) are, on account of his want of 
acquaintance with Hebrew, of his tendency to allegorise, and his 
attempts at identifying platonic philosophy with O. T. modes of 
thinking, almost wholly useless for our purpose. The best edition 
of Philo is that by Thom. Mangey, 2 vols. fol., London 1742; 
Pfeiffer reprinted the text with a Latin translation, in 5 vols., 8 
Erlang. 1785—92; Jtichter furnished a complete edition of the 
Greek text alone in 8 vols. Leipz. 1828—30. A stereotype edition 
of the text was published by Zanchnitz, Leipz. 1851. 

(3.) The Tatmup (ze. teaching) is an important authority 
for the constitution and development of Judaism after biblical 
times. It contains a complete system of all the religious and 
civil ordinances of the Jews, as settled by the traditions and the 
teaching of Jewish sages since the close of the Old Testament 
canon. Jewish traditionalism consists of two parts :—1. of the 
Halacha (i.e. the Rule or Statute) which forms the authorised 
and authentic interpretation of the law. It is binding, and may 
not be called in question. 2. Of the Haggada (7.e. that which 
is told, narrated), which properly indicates only the private in- 
terpretation of sages, and accordingly may be called in question. 
Hence it only embodies that which was uttered, but not what at 
the same time constituted the Shemata (that which had been 
heard, taught in the schools). As it principally consists of 
allegorical interpretations, and therefore generally appears in the 
shape of parables, fables, legends, &c., the term Hagegada is often 
employed as equivalent for these modes of teaching. ‘The TaLMup 
principally deals with the Halachoth. Jt consists of two distinct
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portions:—the Mishna (Deuterosis, lex repetita), which con- 
stitutes the text of the work, and contains the original traditions 
and teaching of the oldest school, and the Gemara (i.e. per- 
fectio, perfecta doctrina), which contains a later and full com- 
mentary on the Mishna. The MisHwna dates from the com- 
mencement of the 3d century, and was compiled by Rabbi Juda 
Hakkadosh, who belonged to the school of Hillel, and presided 
over the academy at Tiberias. It consists of six Sedarim (series’, 
orders), which again are subdivided into Aestktoth or treatises. 
Each Seder has a title derived from the general contents of the 
section, as for example Serain (seeds), Moed (feasts), &c. The 
six Sedarim consist altogether of 63 treatises, whose titles are 
again derived from their contents (for example Berachoth, Kelaim, 
&c.). We possess an excellent Latin translation of the Mishna 
with the commentaries of A/aimonides and Bartenora by Suren- 
huis, Amst. 1698—1703, 6 vols. fol..—and a German, but un- 
readable version of the text only by Rabe, Ausp. 1761—63, 6 
vols. 4.) The Gemara is twofold: Palestinian (or Jerusalem) and 
Babylonian. The former was completed at a much earier period 
than the latter—according to common statement by R. Joachim, 
in the 3d century. However references to much later personages 
and events, such as to Diocletian, to Juhan, &c., occur in it. 
The Babylonian Gemara, completed under the auspices of Rabbins 
Ashe and Joses, in the 6th century, is a gigantic work, embody- 
ing the results of the most laborious and minute investigations 
of collectors and expositors, carried on during three centuries. 
Owing to the pre-eminence of the Babylonian academies and the 
cotemporaneous decadence of those of Palestine, the Babylonian 
Geinara obtained special authority, and is now generally referred 
to when mention is made of the Talmud generally.? All attempts 
to translate the Talmud for the use of Christian students have 
hitherto proved ineffectual. The Abbé Z. Chiarini attempted 
to render the Talmud into French, Par. 1831. Of this version 
only two volumes, however, have appeared. No more successful 
was the attempt of the learned Jew Dr Pinner, who proposed to 
publish the Babylonian Talmud, with a German translation, in 
28 folio volumes. Only one volume of this work has appeared 
(Ber). 1842). Comp. also Pinner’s compendium of the Jeru- 
salem and the Babylonian Talmud, Berlin 1832—4. Seb. Rave 

1 An excellent edition of the Mishna, with German translation (in Jewish 
letters), and a selection from the commentaries, has been published by Dr 
Jost, in 6 vols., Berlin 1831, &c., under the auspices of a society instituted 
for the purpose.—TuHeE Tr. . 

2 In quotations the Jerusalem Talmud is generally distinguished from the 
Babylonian by adding the letter J. when the former, and the letter B. when 
the latter is referred to.—Tue Tr.
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de eo quod fidei mereutur monumenta Judacoruim sacris in 
untiquit, in Oelrich’s diss. 1. 6.) 

(4.) The only Moxuments of Jewish antiquity left us are a 
few coins dating from the times of the Maccabees, denominated 
Samaritan on account of the letters used in their inscriptions, 
some ruins of the foundations of the temple and of other ancient 
buildings, and the triumphal arch of Titus at Rome, with its 
representations of the spoils taken froin the temple. 

(5.) Among the Forercn Nations whose history comes into 
contact with that of the Jews, and about whom we possess 
independent information, we may mention the Egyptians, the 
Phenicians, the Assyrians, the Babylonians, the Persians, the 
Greeks, and the Romans. The most important sources of 
Eeyptiax History, both as regards authenticity and_trust- 
worthiness, are the Monuments, with which, since the French 
expedition to Egypt, the learned world has become familiar. 
The very laborious and careful investigations of French, Italian, 
British, and German scholars, have already been attended with a 
measure of success far surpassing every expectation. ‘The prin- 
cipal works on the subject are: Description de Egypte ou recueil 
des observations et des recherches, qui ont été faites en Egypte 
pendant Vexpedition de l’armée frangaise. Par. (1809) 1821.— 
Champollion, monunens de l'Egypte et dela Nubie. Par. 1837 
(Comp. the Review by Gesenius in the Halle liter. Gaz. 18-42, 
Nos. 110, &., 145, &¢.)—Jppolito Rosellini, i monumenti dell’ 
Egitto e della Nubia, designati della spedizione scientif. letteraria 
Toscana in Tngitto. Pisa 1832, 5 vols—JVilkinson, manners 
and customs of the ancient Egyptians. London 1837, 3 vols. 
Jul. Lud. Ideler's (Junior) Hermapion s. rudimenta hierog). 
vet. AAgyptiorum hterature i. Partes 4, Lips. 1841, is a supple- 
ment and adaptation of the material furnished in these works. 
for the purposes of Biblical history and antiquities these enquiries 
have been largely made use of in Yaylor’s Illustrations of the 
Bible from the Monuments of Egypt, London 1838, and more 
especially for the explanation and vindication of the Pentateuch 
in Lfenystenberg’s Egypt and the books of Moses, Berl. 1841. 
The numerous treatises on Egypt by Seyffarth are not reliable, 
despite the thorough acquaintanceship of the author with his 
subject, on account of the preconceived opinions which give a 
colouring to all his enquiries. The work of J. G. Schwartze, 
Ancient Egypt, or the lang., hist., relig., and constit. of ancient 

1 Various Talmiudical treatises have been translated into various languages. 
A reeent attempt of Dr Iirschfeld’s to publish the Talmud with Latin notes 
has failed like all other previous attempts. We will not weary the reader 
by enumerating the titles and translations of the various treatises. ‘The 
learned labours of Frankel, Geiger, Zunz, Delitzsch, Rappaport, and others 
hare rendered Jewish literature much inore accessible —Tue Tr. 

3
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Egypt, &c., Leipz. 1843-4, vol. i., sect. 1, 2 (treating only of the 
language), has remained incomplete.—Rich. Lepsius, who had 
distinguished himself in this department of study by an edition 
of “the book of the Egyptian dead,” Leipz. 1842 (from a hiero- 
glyphic papyrus at Turin), was appointed chief of a learned 
expedition sent by the Prussian government to explore the 
antiquities in the valley of the Nile (1842-46). He is now, 
or has lately been, engaged in publishing the results of his in- 
vestigations in his ‘“‘ Monuments from Egypt and Nubia,” Berlin 
1850, &e.? 

The only native Egyptian writer mentioned is MANETHO, 
who is stated to have been a noble Egyptian, and the chief of the 
priests at Heliopolis. In composing, at the request of Ptolemy 
Philadelphus, his work on Egyptian history, he is said to have 
inade use of the archives of the temple. With the exception of 
a few extracts, preserved in Josephus c. Apionem and in Eusebius’ 
Chronicon, and consisting almost exclusively of lists of dynasties, 
this production has been wholly lost. The value to be attached to 
Manetho has been matter of much dispute. According to Heng- 
stenberg (in an appendix to Egypt and the books of Moses) the 
work is an intentional fraud, dating from the time of the Roman 
emperors. Hengstenberg attempts to prove this theory by shewing 
the gross errors committed by Manetho in treating of the religion, 
the manners, the language, and geography of the Egyptians. But 
this view is not adopted by any other enquirer. Against it 
comp. Bertheau: ‘ Contrib. to the history of Isr.,” pp. 227, &c. 
The opinion of Béckh (in his recent work on Manetho, Berlin 
1845, p. 7) is as follows: ‘ The credibility of Manetho has, up 
to a certain point, been already established by the Egyptian 
monuments, and will probably more and more appear as dis- 
coveries proceed.” Chr. C. Jos. Bunsen is an almost enthusiastic 
advocate of Manetho. The object of his great work on Egypt 
(Egypt's place in history, 3 vols., Hamb. 1845) is to connect the 
various fragments of Egyptian history into a connected and har- 
monious whole, triumphantly to vindicate the authenticity of 
Manetho, to trace Egyptian history, by a perfectly trustworthy 
chronological table, to almost 4000 years before Christ, and to 
arrange the uncertain chronology of all other nations according 
to these results. The three volumes which have hitherto ap- 
peared are only Prolegomena; and, as eight years have elapsed 
since their publication, we fear we must almost despair of the 
continuation and completion of this work.—#. Lepstus attaches 
the same confidence to Manetho (the Chronology of the Egyp- 
tians, Introduction, and Part I.: Criticism of the Sources, Berlin 

1 Among more recent writers on this subject we may mention Osborne, 
Kenrick, Max, Uhlemann, and others.—T'HE TR.
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1849, fol.)—In the opinion of Saalsehiitz (Contrib. to a Crit. of 
Manetho, Koénigsb. 1849), Manetho is an honest but somewhat 
uncritical compiler. 

The Egyptian history of Charemon, an author despised on 
account of his ignorance, even in antiquity, dates from the time 
of the Roman emperors. Some fragments of it, replete with 
legends, are quoted in Josephus ec. Apion. 
Among foreign ancient writers on Egypt and its history, the 

first place belongs to Herodot. He derived his information 
from personal intercourse with Egyptian priests, and from per- 
sonal observation and enquiry in the country. The compilation 
of Diodor. Siculus, and the one-sided ideal description of Egyp- 
tian affairs in Plutarch, are much less important and reliable. 
Not so the fragments of the chronographers Evatosthenes and 
Apollodorus, preserved by Georgius Syncellus. These, although 
unfortunately very scanty, giving only the lists of Egyptian 
kings, are of very great importance. All these ancient notices 
and fragments about Kgypt have been collated by Stroth 
(Zigyptiaca, Goth., 1782). 

(6.) Students have long regarded the Sanchunzaton of Philo 
as the great native authority on PHENICIAN affairs. The gram- 
marian Philo Byblius (who flourished under Nero and up to the 
time of Hadrian) had edited a Phenician history, which he intro- 
duced as a translation of a work discovered by him, and written by 
Sanchuniaton, an ancient Phenician sage. Only a few fragments 
of the work of Philo have been preserved by Porphyry and by 
Eusebius, in his praepar. evang. But recent investigations have 
sufficiently proved that the book of Philo was itself a piece of 
imposition, devised to introduce his peculiar systein of Atheism 
by putting it into the mouth of a very ancient author. More 
doubtful even is the claim of #r. Wagenfeld in Bremen (died 
1846), which at the time made so much noise, who pretended, 
by the intervention of Pereira, a Spanish colonel, to have obtained 
a complete copy of the manuscript of Philo Sanchuniaton from 
the Portuguese monastery of Santa Maria de Merinhao. JVagen- 
feld first published in German a compendium of the pretended 
manuscript of Philo, with a preface by G. F. Grotefend, Han- 
over, 1836; and when accused of fraud, and pressed, he printed 
what he designated as the original Greek text, with a Latin 
translation (Brem. 1837). But this contained little that was 
either new or of any importance. But although well written, 
the gross grammatical and historical blunders occurring in it 
almost gave certainty to the suspicions formerly attaching to its 
genuineness. Comp. K. L. Grotefend “The dispute about 
Sanchuniaton, viewed in the light of an unpublished correspond.,” 
Hann., 1836; Schmidt von Liibeck, “the newly discovered 
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Sanchun.,” Altona, 1838; Hengstenberg Contrib. i1., 209., &c. ; 
Movers’ “Spurious character of the fragments of Sanchuniaton,” 
in the Bonn Annals for 'Theolog. and Philos., and the work by 
the same author on the Phenicians, i. 116, &.; H. Ewald, 
Dissert. on the views of the Phenic. on the creation of the world, 
and the histor. value of Sanchun., in vol. v. of the transac. of the 
Royal Soc. of Sc., in Gottg., 1851. 

All the information which we possess about the religion and 
the history of the Phenicians is embodied in the classical work of 
F.C. Movers, “‘ The Phenicians,” vol. 1., Bonn., 1841, vol. ii., 1, 2, 
Berl., 1849—50, &c. 

(7.) Berosus, a priest of Belus, at Babylon, who probably 
flourished under the first Ptolemies, is the principal native 
CHALDEE writer with whose works we are acquainted. He com- 
posed three books of BaBvAwyxa (of which only fragments are 
extant in Josephus, c. Ap., and in Eusebius’ prep. evang., and 
which Richter has edited in a collected form in 1825.) His ac- 
count is of special importance so far as Assyrian, Median, and 
Babylonian history are concerned. His notices of most ancient 
history correspond in so remarkable a manner with those con- 
tained in the book of Genesis, that it must at once occur that 
Berosus had partly been indebted to the Pentateuch. ‘The few 
fragments of another native author, Abydenus (aepi tis tev 
Xarbaiwov Baoctrelas), preserved by Eusebius, possess little real 
value. The Greek writers furnish only few incidental and not 
always trustworthy notices about Assyrian and Babylonian his- 
tory. The most important of these are the fragments of Ktesvas. 
Comp. Perizonius, origines Babylonice (to this day a standard 
work) ; Palmblatt, de rebus Babylonicis, Upsal. 1821; Azzinter, 
the religion of the Babylonians, Kopenh., 1827; also Afover's 
Phenicians, vol. ii.; and P. &. Stuhr in his work on the Reli- 
gious Systems of the East, Berlin, 1856. 
We do not possess any ANCIENT PErsIAN historical work com- 

posed by a native author. The most reliable authority is K¢eszas, 
the physician of King Artaxerxes Mnemon. That monarch gave 
him access to the Persian archives. He composed twenty-three 
books of ITepotxa, of which the first six contain a history of the 
Assyrian roonarchy. Diodorus, Atheneus, and Plutarch, have 
preserved considerable portions, and Photius scanty fragments of 
this work. Next to Ktesias in importance, are the notices of 
Heredot., Xenophon, and Arrianus. A careful compilation of 
all ancient notices about Persia is furnished in Brissonius de 
regio Persarum principatu, Arg., 1710; Hyde, de relig. vett. 
Persarum, Oxon, 1704. Anqueéil du Perron brought the Zen- 
davesta in 1762 to Europe, and in 1771 gave a French transla- 
tion of it (transl into German by Kleuker, 1776, 3 vols. 4).
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The original was published by Bournouf in Paris in 1828. 
Rhode’s Religious System of the ancient Bactrians, Persians, and 
Medes, Frankf., 1826, is not very trustworthy. The subject is 
more satisfactorily treated in Stuhr’s Religious Systems of the 
Kast. 

A new era in the study of Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian 
antiquity commenced with the investigations made by Le Brun, 
Niebuhr, Ker Porter, Itich, Schulz, &c., into the inscriptions on 
the monuments in these countries. The attempts of Grotefend, 
Bournouf, Lassen, Itawlinson, and Westergaard to decipher the 
Persian cuneiform inscriptions had becn almost crowned with 
entire success, when the excavations of Botta and Layard, which 
indicated the site of ancient Nineveh, produced the most astonish- 
ing results. When scholars shall have succeeded in reading the 
various kinds of cuneiform inscriptions which cover the monu- 
ments which have already, or which shall yet be excavated, we 
shall be in possession of an amount of information on the ancient 
Asiatic nations and states more ample and extensive even than 
that which we possess about the Greeks and Romans, and fresh 
light will be shed even upon Biblical antiquities, Comp. the 
large and splendid work by Flaudin and Botta, monumens de 
Ninive, Par., 5 vols. fol.; A. H. Layard, “ Nineveh and its Re- 
mains ;° Popular Account of the Excavations at Nineveh, by the 
same author; IV. S. WV. Vaux, Nineveh and Persepolis, a his- 
torical sketch of ancient Assyria and Persia, London, 1855; J. 
Blackburn, Nineveh, its Rise and Ruins, as illustrated by ancient 
Scripture and modern discoveries, Lond., 1850.1 

(8.) On the points of contact with Greek and Roman history, 
compare the later Greck and Roman writers. But their occa- 
sional notices about the internal history of the Jews are full of 
misrepresentations, originating in personal aversion and in mani- 
fest misunderstanding. The same remark applies to certain 
authors who have, “ ex professo,” treated of Jewish history, such 
as Alexander Polyhistor, Apollonius Dlolo, Aristaeus, Arta- 
punus, Eupolemus; ITecataeus Abderita, fragments of whose 
writings are preserved by Josephus, but especially in Eusebius’ 
prep. evang. 1. ix. Comp. Schudt compend. hist. jud. potissi- 
mum ex gentilium script. collectum, Francof., 1700; and F’. 
C. Meier Judaica, Jen., 1832, which, however, are incomplete 
collections of the various notices and fragments of notices on 
Jewish history by profane writers. 

1 Since the appearance of the first edition of this book, a number of other 
books on this subject have appeared. We specially mention “ Layard’s Dis- 
coveries in the Ruins of Nineveh and Babylon,” and “ Loftus Chaldxa and 
Susiana.” Othor writors are so well known to Biblical and other students as 
not to require special mention._—['nE Tr.
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For comparing the present state of the various lands adverted 
to in holy writ, with the statements of Scripture itself, the best 
work is Dr Alexander Keith's Fulfilment of Prophecy, Edin- 
burgh. 

LITERATURE OF THE HISTORY OF THE OLD COVENANT. 

§ 17. The Jewish Antiquities of Flavius Josephus (v. § 16, 
2) may be considered the first attempt at a regular Old Tes- 
tament history. Among Christian authors, we notice Sulpicius 
Severus, an African Presbyter of the fourth century, who com- 
posed a compendium, which, in elegance of style, aims to emu- 
late Sallust. Most of the writers of chronicles and ecclesiastical 
histories in the middle ages commenced their narratives with the 
creation of the world, and hence treated also of Old Testament 
history, though in a manner wholly uncritical and unscientific. 
With the Reformation commenced a new stage in ecclesiastical 
history. But as the religious contests of that period did not 
draw special attention to the study of the Old Testament, the 
movement then begun did not affect this branch of history. 
Among the numerous annals of the seventeenth century, which 
treated especially of the harmony of Biblical and secular history, 
the work of Bishop Usher deserves special attention, and still 
retains its place. The works of Prideaux and Shukford (sup- 
plemented by Lange and latterly by Russel) are meritorious. 
They are meant to show the substantial and chronological agree- 
ment between the classics of foreign nations and the accounts of 
the Bible, Without entering on secular history generally, and as 
i first part of general ecclesiastical history, the following writers 
treated of Old Testament history. Among Protestants, J. Bas- 
nage, Camp. Vitringa, and Fred. Spanheim ; among Roman 
Catholics, Natalis Alexander and Aug. Calmet. The excellent 
history of Buddeus, which has not yet been superseded, far exceeds 
in merit the other works which we have named. The work of 
Rambach has rather a devotional and practical than a scientific 
turn, but deserves notice as specially suited for such purposes. 
All these works are not less distinguished by genuine faith than 
by industry, and thorough and conscientious investigation. But 
their historical criticism labours under the defects connected with
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the peculiar stand-point which theological orthodoxy occupied at 
that time. Their historical misconceptions arose principally 
from the mechanical theory attaching to the idea of inspiration 
and of revelation, which completely excluded the exercise of 
man’s individuality and activity, both in the reception and in 
the delivery of the Divine revelation. The consequence of this 
was, that the organic progress in the Divine revelation of the 
plan of salvation remained unnoticed, that the different modes 
in which those who were the media of revelation regarded the 
truth were overlooked, instead of being viewed as supplementary 
of each other, and that it was ignored that knowledge of salva- 
tion was necessarily defective among the men of God under the 
old covenant. With this unfounded over-estimate of Judaism, 
a corresponding and still greater under-estimate of heathenism 
was connected. All deeper elements in heathenism and in hea- 
then religions were overlooked, and the latter only regarded as 
devilish darkness and lies. 

(1.) The best editions of the sacra historia of Sulptcius Severus 
are those by Schétigen (Lips. 1709) and Hl. de Prato (Veron. 
1741-54, 2 vols. 4.) The Commentary by Chr. Schotanus 
biblioth. hist. s. V. T. s. exercit. ss. in s. ser. et Joseph. per 
modum comment. in hist. s. Sulp. Sev., Franequ. 1662-64, 2 
vol. fol.) is comprehensive, but too extended and not sufficiently 
arranged. 

(2.) Humphrey Prideaux, the Old and New Test. connected 
in the history of the Jews and neighbouring nations, from the 
declension of the kingdoms of Israel and Judah to the time of 
Christ, 2 vols., London 1716-18.—Sam. Shukford, the sacred 
and profane hist. of the world connected, from the creation to 
the clissolution of the Assyrian empire, 3 vols., London 1728-38. 
The work of Shukford only extended to the death of Joshua. 
This hiatus was filled first by Lange, in his attempt at a har- 
mony of sacred and profane writers, in the hist. of the world, 
from the times of the Judges to the decline of the kingd. of Isr., 
Bayreuth 1775-80, 3 vols. ; and latterly by AZ. Russell, in ‘ the 
connexion of sacred and’ profane history, from the death of 
Joshua until the decline of the kingdoms of Isr. and Judah,” 
London 1827, 2 vols. 

(3.) Fr. Spanhemii, hist. ecclest. vet. Test. In the first 
volume of his Opera, Lugd. Bat. 1701, fol—Camp. Vitringa, 
hypotyposis hist. et chronol. s. (1698.)—Jac. Basnaye, hist. du 
vieux et du nouv. test., Amst. 1704, fol.
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Nat. Alexandre, hist. ecclest. veteris et novi. Test. (1676.) 
The best edit., Bing. 1784, 20 vols. 4. — Aug: Calmet, hist. de 
l'anc. et du nouv. test., Paris 1718, 2 vols. 4.—J. Franc, Budder 
hist. eccles. V. T. (1715), ed. iv., 1744, 2 vols. 4.—J. Jac. 
Rambach, collegium hist. eccl. V. T , or Discourse on the ecclest. 
hist. of the O. T'., edited by F’r. Neubauer, Frkft. 1737, 2 vols. 

§ 18. English Deism, which attained its climax in the first 
half of the 18th century, attempted to prove itself the champion 
of enlightenment chiefly by peculiar comments on biblical 
history. Next, French Naturalism (the system of the Ency- 
clopaedists), addressed itself to the same task, by endeavouring 
to popularise the superficial rational criticism of its predecessor, 
by means of its own peculiar “esprit” of levity. Saurin, Stack- 
house, and Lilienthal were the ablest opponents of this Deism, 
and chiefly addressed themselves to the vindication of Biblical 
history. An imperfect and one-sided study of apologetics only 
gave a stronger impulse to the peculiar spirit of ¢hose times, and 
opened the way to Deism and Naturalisin among the theologians 
of Germany. Under the name of Rationahsm it soon ob- 
tained to almost exclusive dominion. Here also the champions 
of so-called enlightenment aimed their critical missiles principally 
against the Old Testament, its miracles and revelations. The 
intellectual impotency of Rationalism appears most clearly in 
this, that even those portions of Biblical, and especially of Old 
Testament history—such as the political relations of the Jewish 
nation and state, their connections with foreign nations—which are 
important and interesting, even to enquirers who deny the Divine 
revelation, remained wholly unnoticed. Rationalistic literature 
produced, up to about the year 1820, scarcely a single monu- 
ment of real historical enquiry either important at the time or 
lasting. The rationalistic works on Old Testament history 
dating from that period have long ago lost all interest, if, indeed, 
they had ever possessed any. 

The last able representatives of orthodoxy were Alb. Bengel 
and Christ. Aug. Crusius. Full of pietistic devoutness, free 
from scholastic dogmatism, and not sharing in that merely 
mechanical view of history peculiar to a former stage of orthodoxy, 
yet retaining the belief of the Church, they deserved to become 
and were capable of forming the hopeful commencement of a
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new development in theological science. But their age was 
neither able nor prepared to comprehend or to follow them. 
This remark applies specially to Crusius, who was the first to 
propound the principles which lic at the foundation of all proper 
historical conception and treatment of the facts comiected with 
salvation. But the attempts made by them had to give way 
before a lukewarm supernaturalism which now entered the lists 
against those who denied the truth of revelation. Still some, 
who had preserved much of the salt of the Gospel, busied them- 
selves with the study of Old Testament history. Among their 
writings we specially mention the excellent work of the Wur- 
temberg divine, Alagn. Fred. Loos, who, however, was rather of 

a practical than of a scientific turn, and that of the Mecklenburg 
pastor, Dan. J. Képpen, which recalls the inflexible firmness of 
former orthodoxy. The comprehensive history of Israel by J. 
Hess of Zurich did not, indeed, wholly escape the contaminating 

influence of the spirit of the times. Still, it is distinguished 
by pious reverence for the word of God, by the ability with 
which the most minute traits are caught, so as, in. their 

combination, to form an attractive and lively portraiture. The 
general plan of, and the progress in, the history of the Old 
Test., 1s pointed out, although generally only in the spirit of 
pragmatism prevalent in his time.—The Roman Catholic writer, 
J. Jahn, followed in his wake, but wanted his depth both of 
intellect and of faith. Indeed, he was wholly smitten with the 
peculiar weakness of the Supernaturalism then current. A very 
different spirit breathes in the work of the noble-minded Solberg, 
a convert to the Church of Rome, but a man full of intensity 
and joyousness of faith to a degree scarcely inet in any other 
writer of that period. 

(1.) Saurin discours historiques, theologiqnes et moraux sur 
les évenemens les plus remarquables du V. et N. Test., con- 
tinned by Du ftogues and Beausobre 1720, &c., transl. into 
German with addit. by /*. £. Rambach, 4 vols. 4, Rostock 1752, 
&e.— Thomas Stackhouse, Defence of the history of the Bible 
(newly edited by Gleig)—T7h. Chr. Lilienthal, the good cause of 
Divine Revelat. vindicated against its enemies, 16 vols., Konigsb. 
1760—82. Herder—in his letters on the study of Theol. i. 4— 
rightly refers in the following terms to this work, which still pos- 
sesses authority: ‘ We have in Germany one who has vindicated
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Scripture, one whom foreigners may well covet—so quietly and 
without excitement did he teach. His ‘ good cause of Revelation’ 
is a perfect library of opinions pro and con., a sea of learning 
and a survey of objections and rephes to them, a real JZoveh 
Nevochim (doctor perplexorum) for these writings.” 

(2.) Alb. Bengel, |. c. (v. § 18. 3). Chr. Ang. Crusius 
hypomnemata ad theolog., prophet., 3 vol., Lpz. 1764, &. ;— 
comp. the work (mentioned above § 15. 4.) by Delitzsch on bibl. 
and prophet. Theol. 

(3.) Magn. Fr. Roos, Introduct. to bibl. history up to the time 
of Abraham,—and his footsteps of the Faith of Abraham in the 
biographies of the patriarchs and prophets. New edit. Tubing. 
1835—38, 3 vols—D. J. Koppen, the Bible, a work of Div. 
Inspir., 3d edit., with notes by J. G. Scheibel, Liz. 1837, 2 vols.— 
J. J. Hess, Hist. of Israel before the time of Christ, 12 vols., 
Zurich 1776—88 ; The Kingdom of God (by the same author), 
Zurich 1'795, 2 vols. ; Substance of the doctr. about the Kingdom 
of God (by the same), Ztirich 1826 ; Libr. of sacred hist. (by the 
same), Frankf. and Leipz. 1791, 2 vols —J/. Jahn, bibl Archeo- 
logy (vol. i, 1 2. polit. antig., with Jew. Hist., Vienna 
1800—01).—Leop. von Stolberg, hist. of the relig. of Jesus 
(vol. i.—iv., hist. of the Old Test.) Hamb. 1806, &c. 

§ 19. Despite its incapacity of producing anything lasting, and 
the mischief which it had wrought both in Theology and m the 
Church, Rationalism was not wholly without influence for good 
on theological science. The orthodox mode of treating the his- 
tory of salvation was also benefitted thereby. Theologians 
had learned, what had formerly been ignored by the orthodox, 
to view the Scriptures and sacred history in their human 
aspect and bearing also. Thus dogmatic bigotry passed away, 
and the idea attaching to inspiration was no longer that of the 
mechanical theory. To these impulses must be added those 
connected with the religious improvement in the spirit of the age, 
consequent on the.German wars of liberation, and with the mighty 
progress which secular science had made during the first decades 
of our century. Besides, the deep researches into profane his- 
tory, a better appreciation of heathenism, more thorough philo- 
logical investigations, &c., exercised all a most beneficial influ- 
ence on theological science. More particularly with reference to 
the Old Testament, Steudel formed the transition from mere 
supranaturalism to modern orthodox and scientific Theology. 
But this divine, so eminent for his piety and talent, was still in
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part warped by the peculiarities of the system which was hence- 
forth to be relinquished. Much more powerful and energetic 
proved the influence of IZengstenbery (since 1829), constituting 
an era in the revival of orthodox investigation into the Old 
Testament. Since that time the resources of scientific investi- 
gation have increased year by year. Among its champions 
Hofmann is specially distinguished, and indeed occupies a place 

of his own, as the representative of a new scientific stand-point. 
But notwithstanding the almost indefatigable activity of that 
school, the entire Old Testament history had not hitherto been 
treated in a scientific and learned manner, although a considerable 
number of preparatory works have appeared. We may, however, 
call attention to some popular books on the history of salvation 
among them, especially to those by Zahn, Kalkar, Ziegler, and 
by the author of this work. The httle work by Ziegler deserves 
particular notice, as distinguished for profound views, and for its 
organic arrangement of Old Test. history, on the basis of the 
principles laid down by Hamann. 

But the opposite party numbers also many and very able stu- 
dents of the Old Testament. Faithful to the negative tendency 
of their school, some attempt to develope their principles more 
cautiously, others in a reckless and merely destructive spirit. 
The latest works which have appeared on Jewish History gene- 
rally belong to this school. They deny the immediate operation 
and influence of the Divine clement in O. T. history, and reduce 
all to natural and ordinary causes of development. JZ. Leo's 
Lectures on Jewish history (1828), distinguished for their bold- 
ness, talent, and power of conception and execution, would reduce 
the pecuhar elements of Jewish History to hierarchism and 
priestly tmposture. The able author of this work has, however, 
long since acknowledged—both by word and deed—that this 
mode of viewing the subject had been totally false. The histori- 
eal articles in ‘“ JViner’s Real-Lexicon” are, as indeed the whole 
work is, models for the indefatigable industry displayed, for the 
trustworthy authorities adduced, for the variety of material, for 
the study of the whole literature of a subject embodied in them, 
for their moderation and caution of criticism, and for manifest 
readiness to profit even by the writings of opponents. ‘The 
historical treatise of Bertheau deserves special notice and praise, 
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on account of its thoughtful and thorough investigation of the 
political and industrial aspects of Jewish history. The work of 
Ewald is not a negative and sceptical view of this subject, but 
an attempt at vivid apprehension of history as a purely natural 
process of development, and at a historical reproduction of this 
process. Throughout, his work is full of fresh and vigorous 
enthusiasm for the subject. But it proceeds on a subjective and 
arbitrary criticism, which at the same time, however, affects an 
air of omniscience and of infallibility. The historical work of 
Lengerke is comprehensive in its plan, but much inferior to the 
two which we have just mentioned, both in point of independent 
investigation and of original conception. Its merits are industry 
in compilation, extensive materials, and great calmness and 
moderation. The attempt of Redslob to construct a history of 
Jewish antiquity on the basis of very arbitrary etymological 
interpretations of the names of Old Testament personages and 
nations, setting aside all biblical notices, is really the climax of 
critical absurdity. The Jewish history of Dr Jost is written 
from the modern Jewish stand-point. 

(1.) J. Chr. Fr. Steudel, Glances at the Old Test. Revel., in 
the Tubingen Journal of Theol., 1835; and his Lectures on 
Old Test. Theol. The works of Hengstenberg and of Hofmann 
have in part already been, and will in the sequel be farther, re- 
ferred to. 

(2.) #. L. Zahn, the Kingdom of God on earth, 3d ed., vol. 
i, Meurs, 1838; Chr. H. Kalkar, Biblical Hist., in Lectures 
addressed to educated persons, Kiel, 1839, 2 vols.; J. F. A. 
Ziegler, Hist. Development of Div. Revel. in its principal phases, 
viewed speculatively, Nordl., 1842; J. H. Kurtz, Manual of 
Sacred Hist., a guide to the proper understanding of the Divine 
plan of redemption, 6th edit., Konigsb., 1853. 

(3.) G. Ben. Winer bibl. Real-Lexicon, 2 vols., 3d ed. 1847. 
E.. Bertheau, Contrib. to the Hist. of Israel, 2 Dissert., of which 
the second bears the title, ‘‘ The Inhabitants of Palest., from the 
most ancient times to the Destruct. of Jerus. by the Romans,” 
Gottg. 1842. H. Ewald, History of the people of Israel to 
the time of Christ, Gott., 1843, &c., 3 vols. (The third vol. 
consists of two parts. A special part, in the form of an appendix 
to vol. ii., treats of the antiquities of the people. The work has 
since passed through a second edition). Ces von Lengerke, 
Kenaan, a history of the people and of the religion of Israel, vol. 
1, Konigsb., 1844. Redslob, the Old Testament names of the
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population, both of the real and of the ideal Jewish common- 
wealth, Hamb., 1846. J. AL. Jost, Hist. of the Isr. Nation to 
our own times, Berl., 1832, 2 vols.? 

1 A large number of other works have since appeared, of which we shall 
only mention the most prominent. iéfo’s Bibl. Encyclop., of which a new 
edition has lately appeared ry Dr Burgess), is, in point of thoroughness, 
not equal to the work of Dr Winer, which it frequently follows very impli- 
citly. Especially does it furnish much fewer data to assist the student in 
making farther investigations. But it abounds in modern illustrations, and, 
generally speaking, is a work which, from its plan and execution, deserves 
the notice and respect of every Biblical student. The other English ency- 
clopaedias are chiefly for popular use. Dr Herzog’s great “ Real Encyclo- 
psedia for Protestant Church and Theology,” (of which a condensed transla- 
tion appears in America and in Edinburgh, T. and T. Clark) is a work every 
way worthy of the cause, of the writers engaged in it, and of the learned 
editor. So far as it has hitherto proceeded, it may indeed he characterised as 
leaving little to be desired. Among other subjects connected with theology, 
it of course gives due prominence to all Biblical questions. Among other 
writers on Jewish history, we may mention Prof. Newmann, whose work 
(History of the Hcbrew Monarchy) is conceived in the peculiarly negative 
strain of his school; Maurice's “ Prophets and Kings of the Old Testament,” 
which exhibit the mental excellencics and the theological characteristics of 
that author; Smith (Sacred Annals: The Hebrew People, or History and 
Religion of the Israclites) ; Dr Raphall (Biblical History of the Jews, from 
420 3.c. to 70 a.c.) an American Jewish writer, whose history ignores Chris- 
tianity, and combines an incredible amount of self-sufficiency with defectivo 
study and want of accuracy. The “ History of the Jewish Nation,” by tho 
Translator of this volume (2d ed., Edinburgh, T. Constable and Co., 1857), 
properly commences after the destruction of Jerusalem, and attempts to give 
a complete survey of Jewish manners—of family, social, and political life— 
of commerce, trades, arts, sciences, theology, &c., from the time of Christ, 
making continual reference to previous periods. Among more popular works, 
we may mention Dr Kitto's Hist. of Palestine (London, Ch. Knight, 1890); 
The Scripture Lands, by the same author (London, Bohn, 1850) ; Rev. 
Brooks’ Hebrew Nation (London, Seeley's, 1841); and others. In German 
or French a number of works on special periods of Jewish history have ap- 
peared (such as those of Salvador, of Herzfeld, of Eisenlohr, &c.), to which 
reference may be made when treating of the periods on which they respec- 
tively bear.—Tue Tr.
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PROVINCE OF THE PREPARATORY HISTORY.—1TS 

SOURCES AND AUXILIARIES. 

§ 20. The preparatory history of the Old Covenant is also at 
the same time the primeval history of mankind. It comprises 
an account of the first developments of the whole race, to the 
period when heathenism and Judaism diverge in different diree- 
tions. But it does not fall within its province to trace, in all 
their relations, the developments of this period, which offers so 
many problems, part of which are not yet solved. It follows 
them only so far as they are the condition or the basis of the 
origin, direction, and development of the Old Covenant. 

(1.) Gen. i—xi., which hands, down the traditions of the 
primeval period, contains the BipiicaL source of this prepara- 
tory history. The canonical authority of this document con- 
stitutes the warrant of its contents. These accounts are legen- 
dary, in so far as during many centuries they were handed down 
in oral tradition, before being embodied in a written record. But 
these legends possess the authority of history, because they are 
derived from the personal experience and the recollection of 
cotemporaries; because they were transmitted from primeval to 
historical times through the medium of comparatively few mem- 
bers of a family consecrated to God (Gen. v. 11), (the first man 
lived to the time of Lamech, the father of Noah, and his grand- 
child Shem to the time of Abraham); and lastly, because even 
though these legends should, in the course of time, have been 
impaired by mythical embellishments, the person or persons who 
wrote them down were under the immediate influence of the 
Spirit of God, who supernaturally assisted and corrected their 
merely huinan researches. It is mdeed true that part of these 
accounts lies beyond the range of human experience or recollec- 
tion. Such, more especially, is the case with the history of 
ercation in Gen.i. ii. In respect of this account, we can neither 
agree with rationalistic commentators in considering it a philo- 
sophumenon suggested by primeval sages, nor with Hofmann 
(Script. Demonstr. 1., pp. 231, &c., 243) in regarding it as an
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inference on the part of the first man, as to the mode in which 
all things had arisen, gathered from a survey of that which had 
arisen, With Delitzsch (Genesis p. 49) we trace it to Divine 
Revelation. But while this scholar regards this revelation as 
communicated by special instruction, we hold that it was im- 
parted through a kind of prophetic intuition, when he who 
first related the legend of creation learned the history of the de- 
velopments which preceded the creation of man in a manner 
analogous to that in which later prophets learned to know the 
history of the future. In both circumstances, the period in which 
the seers lived formed the starting-point of Divine Revelation ; 
in the former case as the close of the past, in the latter as the 
germ of the future. For farther details, v. the author’s “ Bible 
and Astronomy,” 3d ed., ch. iv., § 1—3. 

(2.) Two questions have been raised. It is asked whether the 
author of the book of Genesis, as presently existing, had been 
the first to write down the legend of primeval history, or whether, 
in the arrangement and elaboration of his work, he had made 
use of written records already existmg? and again, at what 
period the author or his predecessors, of whose writings he had 
made use in the Biblical record, had lived ? But a critical reply 
to these enquiries is of small importance to ws in deciding as to 
the faithfulness, trustworthiness, or credibility of these legends 
themselves. For their highest authentication we depend not on 
the human origin of the Biblical records, but on the Divine co- 
operation which supported and assisted those who wrote them. 
Of this Divine co-operation we are not only assured by certain 
express statements to that effect in the Scriptures, and by the 
testnmonies of Moses, of Christ, and of the prophets and apostles, 
but also by the Divine power which has wrought and still works 
by them, by Christianity itself, which is their ripe fruit (for the 
tree shall be known by its fruit), and by the history of the world, 
which, on its every page, bears testimony to the Divine character 
of Christianity. 

We may, therefore, confidently leave to critical research the 
task of replying to such enquiries; nor do we require to wait for 
the final and absolutely certain solution of every critical problem 
(which human science, as such, may perhaps never attain) before 
fecling warranted to compile a Biblical history which presupposes 
the credibility of Biblical records. For even if we granted to 
objectors like Bertheau, that not only the composition of the 
book of Genesis, and of the whole Pentateuch, as presently 
existing, but even that of the entire cycle of Old Testament his- 
torical records, from Genesis to 1 Kings xxv., were to be attri- 
buted to Ezra as the restorer of the law of Moses and of sacred 
literature generally—that this prophet had collated the present
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Pentateuch from the relics of sacred literature then existing 
among the Hebrews, and from the legendary recollections of their 
history—nothing would be gained by ow opponents. Tor in his 
investigations into the sacred laws and sacred history, Ezra him- 
self was also moved and enlightened hy the Spirit of God. We 
should therefore be warranted in regarding those relics of a former 
literature, which Ezra collated and elaborated, as the products of 
sacred historiography, 2.e., as historical compositions made by 
him: with Divine co-operation. And surely to ascribe these com- 
positions to Ezra is the utmost limit to which a reasonable criti- 
cism can push the point in question, at least with reference to 
the Pentateuch. ‘T'o trace its origin, and that of the entire 
literature of the Old Testament, to the command of one of the 
Maccabean princes, is so wild a hypothesis as only to ocewr to 
the mad criticisin of a Sdrensen. 

But let it not be supposed that we are obliged to make even 
this or any similar concession. On the contrary, 1t 1s a historical 
fact, better estabhshed than any other in antiquarian research, 
that the Pentateuch is the basis and the necessary preliminary 
of all Old Testament history and hterature, both of which—and 
with them Christianity as their fruit and perfection—would re- 
scmble a tree without roots, a river without a source, or a build- 
ing which, instead of resting on a firm foundation, was suspended 
in the air, if the composition of the Pentateuch were relegated 
to a later period in Jewish history. The references to the Pen- 
tateuch occuring in the history and literature of the Old Testa- 
ment are so numerous and comprehensive, and they bear on so 
many different points, that we cannot even rest satisfied with 
the admission which Bertheaw himself would readily make, that 
many portions of the present Pentatench date from the time of 
Moses, and were only collated and elaborated by a later editor. 
We go further, and maintain that the whole Pentateuch, its five 
books, and all the portions of which it is at present made up, is 
the basis and the necessary antecedent of the history of the 
Jewish people, commonwealth, religion, manners, and literature. 
We have not reached that stage 1n our researches, when we shall 
subinit proof for this assertion. This indecd is the object of the 
history which we pr@pose to furnish in the following pages. We 
shall, in the meantime, therefore, only refer to some works which, 
in treating of Biblical introduction, have more or less satistac- 
torly and comprehensively discussed this train of argument. 
(Comp., besides Hengstenberg’s Contributions to the Introduction 
to the O. T., vols. iit, and ni, and Delilzsch’s Exposition of 
Genesis, p. 4, &c., the works to which we shall immediately 
refer. ) 

The necessity of considering the Pentatench as the basis of
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Jewish history, in all the relations of its internal development, 
on the one hand, and, on the other, the appearance, at the very 
period when the Pentateuch must have been composed, of the 
man whom Israel celebrated as the founder of its national and 
political history, has always induced, both the representatives of 
the synagogue and of the Church, to maintain, in accordance 
with the most ancient tradition, the Mosaic authorship of this, 
the fundamental work of the Old Covenant. But this principle 
may be held in a narrower and in a wider acceptation of it. In 

view of a higher criticism, 2 vols., Erlang., 1836—40; H. A. 
Ch. Havernick, Manual of Hist. and Crit. Introd. to the O. 
T., vol. i. 1, Erlg., 1836 (translated into English by Professor 
Thomson, Glasgow, and by Dr W. L. Alexander, Edinburgh, 
T. and T. Clark) ; Jf. Drechsler, Defective Science in con- 
nection with the Criticism of the Old Test., Lpzg., 1839, and 
his Unity and Genuineness of Genesis, Hamb., 1838; B. Welte, 
The Post-Mosaic in the Pentat., Karlsruhe and Freiburg, 1841 ; 
J. G. Herbst, Hist. and Crit. Introd. to the s. writings of the 
O. T., edit. by B. Welte, vol. 1i., Karlsr. and Freib., 1841; J. 
M. A. Scholz, Introd. to the s. writings of the O. and N. T., 
Koln, 1845, vols., i. ii.; the Author's Contribut. towards prov- 
ing and defending the Unity of the Pent@iKonigsb., 1844, and 
his “ Unity of Genesis, a Contrib. towards the Criticism and the 
Exeg. of Genesis,” Berlin, 1846; C. Keil on the Names of God 
in the Pentat., in the Luther. Journal for 1852, pt. u. The 
same view will be maintained and defended by the author in the 
Introduction, which is soon to appear. 

In his critical investigations, Delitesch rightly starts from the 
testimony which the Pentateuch bears of itself. The books of 
Exodus and Numbers contain four references to a command of 

“ 

o
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God given to Moses to record certain facts. In Ex. xvii. 14 he 
is commanded to write for a memorial in a book the will of God 
concerning the destruction of Amalek by Joshua. According to 
Ex. xxiv. 4 he recorded the fundamental law given on Sinai in 
a book (called the coyenant-book, Ex. xix.—xxiv.), from which 
he read to the people during their solemn covenanting by sacri- 
fice. When this covenant, broken by the worship of the golden 
calf, was, through the merey of God, again renewed, Moses was 
commanded (Ex, xxxiv. 27) to write down the fundamental 
laws declared on that occasion. Lastly, according to Num. 
xxxiil, 2, Moses kept a list of the various encampments of the 
people in the wilderness, manifestly the same which is given in 
vv. 3—49. As to the authorship, or the time and mode of 
composition of the other portions of these books, we derive no 
further information about them from the text itself. Some, 
indeed, think that Deut. xxxi. 9 affords such testimony in favour 
of the whole Pentateuch. In that passage we are infurmed that 
Moses had written ‘‘ this Thorah,” and given it to the priests 
and to the elders of Israel, with the injunction to read it to the 
people at every feast of tabernacles. But it can readily be 
shown that this expression could not have referred to the entire 
Pentateuch-Thorah. For when in Deut. xxvii. 8 it is com- 
manded to grave, at a future period, all the words “ of this 
Thorah” on Mount Ebal, and when, in fulfilment of this com- 
mand, Joshua (Josh, vii. 32) there grave into stones “a copy 
of the Thorah of Moses,” we are surely not to believe that this 
expression refers to the whole Pentateuch, but only that it 
applied either to Deuteronomy, or, perhaps, only to the legal 
portions of that book. The same remark undoubtedly applies, 
also, to Deut. xvii. 18, where the future king of Israel is enjoined 
to make ‘a copy of this Thorah,” and to Deut. xxxi. 10, accord- 
ing to which “this Thorah”’ was to be publicly read once in seven 
years. We may add that the latter 1s the view handed down by 
the unanimous exegetical tradition of the Synagogue itself: 
Hence Deut. xxxi. 9 affords distinct testimony as to the author- 
ship of the book of Deuteronomy up to this passage. But 
it does not appear whether the succeeding sections down to 
Deut. xxxil. 48 were written by Moses himself or added by 
another after the death of Moses (as doubtless was the case with 
chaps. xxxili, xxxiv.) The Ventatench itself gives no other 
explicit testimony about the composition of any of its other por- 
tions, while the distinct statement that certain sections had been 
written by Moses himself, seems rather to favour the supposition 
that the others had ro¢ been written by him. 

In order to aseertain their origin, Delilzsch next enters upon 
an investigation into the manner in which the names of the
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Deity are employed in these sections. From Gen. i. to Exod. 
vi. the terms Hlohim and Jehovah alternate in such a manner 
that the exclusive or prevailing employment of one or the other 
of these two names constitutes a characteristic mark of entire 
and large sections. It is manifest that the employment of either 
of these peculiar terms was designed. But what, he asks, is the 
explanation of this design 2? We doubt not, he replies, in very 
many of these passages the special meaning attaching to these 
terms accounts for their use. (Comp. §13,1.) But this explan- 
ation evidently does not suffice to account for some other passages 
—especially for such where the expression Hlohim is exclusively 
employed, while that of Jehovah is purposely avoided, and that 
even where the latter seemed to tally with the bearing of the 
passage. It appears to him that Ex. n=-6 throws light on this 
subject. In that passage Elohim declares to Moses that He had 
appeared to the patriarchs as El-Shaddai, but had not been 
known to them by His name as Jehovah (comp. below, § 96, 
1,2.) This declaration does not, indeed, imply that the name 
Jehovah had been wholly unknown to the Patriarchs, but it 
indicates that they had not had full knowledge of what this 
name implied concerning the Divine Being. On account of this 
circumstance, the historian who wrote that passage may readily 
have been induced to avoid the use of the name Jehovah in his 
record of pre-Mosaic history up to that period, and to prefer 
employing the more general name of Elohim. But a second 
historian, engaged in recording the pre-Mosaic history, may not 
have felt himself equally bound by this consideration. ‘Thus, 
without contravening Ex. vi. 2, 3, he may have made use of 
either the one or the other of these names, being guided in his 
choice only by the difference of ideas attaching to them. We 
are, theretore, shut up to the conclusion that the record of pre- 
Mosaic history, as contained in Gen. 1. to Ex. vi., was composed 
by two historians, whose writings are mingled and combined in 
the Pentateuch as presently existing. This view 1s further said 
to be confirmed by the fact that in the Elohistic portions, and 
in these only, the name El-Shaddai frequently recurs along with 
that of Elohim, while the name Jehovah occurs only very rarely, m 
specially marked passages, and then, as it were, in a preparatory 
and fore-shadowing sense (as, for example, in Gen. xlix. 18). 
We are further told that a totally different asus loguendi, and 
certain favourite forms and terms, distinguish the Elolstic from 
the Jehovistic sections—a difference which, if frequently, is not 
always accounted for by the difference of ideas conveyed by these 
terms. As after Ex. vi. the Elohist employs promiscuously 
either of the two names of God, and hence this criterion of his 
compositions ceases, the difference in the usus loguendz furnishes, 

2
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also, the means of distinguishing what parts in the later sections 
of the Pentateuch were written by each of these authors. Thus 
we gather that all Leviticus is from the pen of the Klohist, while 
both authors were engaged in Genesis, Exodus, and Numbers. 
If the foregoing statements are correct, we cannot any longer be 
in doubt as to the manner in which the labours of these two 
authors were combined into one work. Manifestly the Elohistic 
portions form the basis of the whole. After scparating them 
from the Jehovistic sections, they form by themselves an almost 
complete and coherent work. No doubt the Jchovist had the 
Elohistic work before him, and enlarged and completed it by the 
addition of smaller or larger sections as required. In doing so 
he displayed great respect for the labours of his predecessor. 
Generally he inserted these compositions without any alteration, 
but occasionally, if necessary, he re-wrote them, or (as, for 
example, in the history of the Fall), omitted a whole section, 
substituting in its place another of his own composition. 

Manifestly, this mode of viewing the question, both in the 
peculiar criticism applied to it and in the results to which it leads, 
resembles in many respects what 1s known as the ‘“ supplement 
hypothesis” advocated by Zuch (comment. to Genesis); by 
Stahelin (Critic. Invest. of Gen., Basle 1830, and Crit. Investig. 
of the Pent., Josh., &c., Berl. 1843); by De Wette (Introduct. 
to the O. T.); by C. v. Lengerke (Kenaan). Indeed it may 
probably be designated as that prevalent in modern Theology.! 

1 Ewald's Christallisation-hypothesis (as Delitzsch calls it) although based 
on an assumption of critical omniscience and infallibility, and hence exacting 
implicit reception, has not found any support among the learned. Evald 
supposes that seven works were incorporated in the “ great book of what had 
taken place from the first, or in primeval history’ (including the Pentat. and 
Joshua). (1) The oldest historical work, of which only vory few fragments 
are preserved, was the book of the wars of Jahve. ‘hen follows—(2). 
A biography of Moses of which also only a few scanty fragments have 
been handed down. Much more has been preserved © of the covenant-book, 
or the book of covenants, written during the time of Samson, and (4) of the 
book of origins, the author of which was a priest at the time of Solomon. 
These writers are followed (5) by the third narrator of primeval history or 
the first prophetic narrator, a citizen of the Kingdom of Israel at the time of 
Klijah or of Joel,—(6) by the fourth narrator of primeval history (or the 
second prophetic narrator) who flourished and wrote between 800 and 750, 
and (7) by the fifth narrator of primeval history (or the third prophetie nar- 
rator) who appeared not long after Joel, and who collated all former autho- 
rities on preparatory history. Then commenced the purely artistic application 
of primeval history “when the sacred soil of this history merely served as 
the material for prophetic and legislative purposes.” This was done first by 
an unknown author, in the beginning of the 7th century, and then on a much 
more comprehensive scale by the author of Deuteronomy, the prophet who 
restored and completed the ancient Law, and who lived at the time of 
Manesseh and wrote in Egypt. Finally, during the time of Jeremiah flou-
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But in the farther development of his views Delitzsch diverges 
considerably from his predecessors. Lengerke supposes that the 
Elohist flourished at the time of Solomon and the Jehovist at 
that of Hezekiah ; Z’uch that the former lived under the reign of 
Saul and the latter under that of Solomon; and Stdhelin places 
the one in the period of the Judges, the other at the time of 
Saul. But Deliézsch maintains that the Elohistic and primary 
portion of the work had been composed either during the life 
time of Moses, or more probably soon after his death, and that 
the Jehovistic or supplementary portion had been written at a 
somewhat later stage, but at any rate at the time of Joshua. 
Besides, while the above-named critics consider Deuteronomy as 
the last composed portion of the Pentateuch (although Stahelin, 
differing in this from De Wette and from v. Lengerke, supposes 
that the author of Deuteronomy was also that of the supplemental 
portion), Delitzsch regards Deuteronomy and. the sections of 
xodus, Leviticus, and Numbers, which Moses himself had 

written (and which these other critics ascribe to the author of 
the supplementary sections), as the most ancient portions of the 
whole work. 

Delitzsch sams up his general conclusions as follows (p. 27) : 
“The roll of the law (ix. xix—xxiv.), written down by 
Moses himself, and now inserted into the general historical ac- 
count of the giving of the law, must be regarded as the central 
part, as having formed the primary basis of the Pentateuch. 
The other laws promulgated during the stay in the wilderness of 
Sinai and up to the time when Israel occupied the plains of Moab 
were orally given by Moses, but written down by those around 
him, either at his command or of their own accord. As 
Deuteronomy, so far from indicating that the laws formerly given 
had been written down, repeats them, and that not literally, it is 
not necessary to suppose that during the passage through the 
wilderness these laws had ever been committed to writing. On 
the soil of the holy land and at the close of an era in the history 
of Israel was the sacred chronicle commenced. But any account of 
the history of the Mosaic period necessarily implied that the whole 
Mosaic legislation should be engrossed, and hence written down. 
A man, such as the priest Eleazar, the son of Aaron, may have 

rished the author of the poem entitled ‘the blessing of Moses.”” A somewhat 
later historian then combined the work of the author of Deuteronomy, which 
had originally been an independent composition, the smaller sections written 
by his two colleagues, and the work of the fifth narrator into one great work. 
Such “vicissitudes did this great work undergo before attaining its present 
form.” Happily for us Ewald is able not only to assign to each of these ten 
authors his own part in the great work even to single verses and words, but 
generally also to distinguish and to characterise the sources from which each 
of them had again drawn his original materials!
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written the large work commencing with “In the beginning God 
created, &c.,” into which he also inserted the roll of the law, 
dwelling perhaps the more briefly on the last addresses of Moses 
that the latter had himself written them down. Then a second 
historian, such as Joshua, or one of those Elders on whom rested 
the spirit of Moses, supplemented the work and incorporated with 
it the book of Deuteronomy, the spirit of which had moulded that 
of the compiler himself. Thus probably was the Thorah formed, 
the two authors having certainly consulted many written docu- 
ments. Both of them—the priestly Elohist and the prophetical 
Jehovist—are cach in his own way the echo and the copy of their 
teacher and prototype, the great Lawgiver. Just as the Evan- 
gelists wrote the Gospel after the ascension of Christ in His 
Spirit, so did these two after removal of Moses write his law and 
the history of which it forms part. It seems as if the remark- 
able passage in Ezra ix. 10—12, where a commandment of the 
Thorah given during the passage through the wilderness is 
mentioned as being the commandment of the servants of Jehovah, 
the prophets, were due to the consciousness that the Thorah had 
been written in this manner.” 

If we are asked to pronounce an opinion about these conclu- 
sions of the critical investigations of our respected friend, Dr 
Delitzsch, we cheerfully allow that much may be urged in their 
favour—(1) The method by which the learned author has arrived 
at them is neither liable to the objection of being rash, inconside- 
rate, and superficial, nor to that of being tainted by dogmatical 
prejudices; (2) he fully admits and defends all those elements for 
which, in the first place, those contended who defended the 
authenticity and unity of the Pentateuch against its antagonists ; 
and (3) he gives their due weight to some of the arguments of 
opponents, which formerly apologetic critics had not sufficiently 
appreciated, while yet he has not abated aught of the Just re- 
quirements of Apologetics, 

In our two critical works (to which reference has already been 
made) we have, at considerable pains, attempted to refute the 
supplement-hypothesis, as represented by Z'uch and Stdhelin. 
We cannot think that our labour has been in vain; nor will we 
believe that we have failed in attaining our great aim and shew- 
ing that in that particular form the supplement-hypothesis is 
wholly utenable, that in many respects its method is crroneous, 
and that its arguments are inconclusive. We have not indeed 
at any time concealed it from ourselves or from others that, not- 
withstanding the able works of Hengstenberg, Ranke, Drechsler, 
and our own attempts, the argument which upholds the original 
unity of Genesis (and of the Pentatench) was not wholly free 
from difficulties. Among these the following are the principal—
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(1) The almost exclusive use of the name Elohim in the sections 
which manifestly form part of what is called the fundamental 
portion of the work. Granting that the term Elohim may in many 
or even in most of these passages be shewn to have been naturally 
and necessarily chosen on account of the idea attaching to that 
term, still many other passages might be adduced which require 
to be twisted in order to admit of this explanation. If, besides, 
we take into consideration Ex. vi. 2, it is indeed probable that 
the use of the name Jehovah had purposely been avoided in some 
passages; (2) the absence of all reference to the blessing of 
Abraham (Gen. x01. 3; xviii. 18; xxii. 18; xxiv. 7; xxviii. 14— 
all Jehovistic sections) in Elohistic sections where we should 
certainly have been warranted in expecting to find an allusion to 
it (for example in ch. xvii.); (3) frequently we notice a usus 
loquendi peculiar to each of the two sections. It is, indeed, true 
that Stahelin has urged this very much beyond what sound criti- 
cism warrants. We believe that in our two critical works we 
have irrefragably shewn that about nine-tenths of the words and 
modes of expressions which he mentions as characteristic of each of 
the two sections are entirely fanciful. But we confess that in some 
cases we have been unsuccessful in shewing that the differences 
in the mode of expression were due to the difference in the sub- 
jects treated. Among these we reckon the striking circumstance 
that the Elohistic sections always designate Mesopotamia as 
Padan Avram, and the Jehovistic as Aram Naharajim. Comp. 
also the other expressions, enumerated by Delitzsch at pp. 27 
and 391. But despite these difficulties, which at the time we 
Imew we had not perfectly removed, we thought with a good con- 
science to maintain and defend the unity of Genesis. The cir- 
cumstance that individual difficulties attach to a fact do not 
warrant us in rejecting it as untrue, especially if it 1s otherwise 
authenticated. Besides, in the present instance the weight of 
these difficulties is as nothing when compared with the objections 
attaching to the hypothesis advocated by Zuch and by Stahelin ; 
difficulties these, which render the reception of their views—at 
least to our mind—an impossibility. 

Two considerations had especially induced us to maintain the 
unity of the book of Genesis and of the Pentatench itself. We 
were and indeed are still firmly convinced that the Pentateuch is 
the basis of all Jewish history, whether it be that of the nation and 
the commonwealth, or that of the religion and literature of Israel. 
Hence its authorship must date from Mosaic times, a view directly 
contrary to the supplenent-hypothesis as advocated by Tuch and 
Stéihelin. But besides we are equally convinced that whatever 
original historical document is supposed to have existed, must 
have contained some account of the Fall. Tiven the account of
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the deluge, furnished by what is now called the original docu- 
ment, presupposes such an event. But Zuch and Stahelin deny 
this, and consider that what they call the Elohistic sections in 
Genesis, form when separated from the Jchovistic portions a 
separate work complete in itself. It must, however, be allowed 
that the modification of this theory, as advocated hy Delitzsch, 
does not contravene either of the above two postulates which we 
cannot under any consideration consent to give up. Tor that 
author traces in the last instance the entire contents of the 
Pentateuch to the Great Lawgiver, and ascribes its compositior 
partly to Moses himself (giving in this respect due weight to the 
testimony of the Pentateuch itself) and partly to cotemporaries 
and assistants of Moses. At the same time he also holds that 
the original document hai contained an account of the fall. But 
being viewed merely from the stand-point of the writer, who was 
a priest, Delitzsch supposes that the prophet who composed the 
supplementary part of Genesis had felt it to be defective, and 
hence wholly omitted it and supplied its place by another account 
in accordance with the view which he as a prophet took of these 
events. 

But we confess that with all these modifications we hesitate 
adopting these opinions of Dr Delitzsch without at least again 
submitting them to a searching investigation, for which of course 
this is not the place. In the meantime we must express our 
misgivings as to the correctness of the opinion that while the 
party who composed the supplement had (as Delifzsch supposes) 
wholly rejected the history of the tall in the onginal document, 
he had still retained its heading in Gen. ii. 4. Nor can we 
exactly sce how, without violence or else withont leaving the 
question in an unsatisfactory state, we can, considering the many 
modifications of law which Deuteronomy contains, reconcile the 
idea of the Mosaic authorship of that book with that of a later 
origin of the other books in the Pentatench. 

(3.) The following are the principal auxiniaries for under- 
standing the Biblical text of the preparatory history of the Old 
Covenant. 

I. Among exegetical works, composed by Pationalists, we 
mention G. Hichhorn’s Primeval History, recast by Gabler. 
3 vols., Altd. 1792, and the commentaries of .J. Sev. Vater 
(Comment. on the Pent., 3 vols., Halle 1802—03); of G. 
A. Schumann (Pentateuchus hebr. et gr. cum. annot. perpet. 
Only vol. i., Genesis, Lps. 1829); of 2. v. Bohlen (Genesis 
transl. and with notes, Lpz. 1835); of #r. Tuch Comment. on 
Genesis, Hall 1838; of Th. Sorensen (Hist. and Crit. Comment. 
on Genesis, Kiel 1851). The commentary of Vater has no 
claims whatever to merit, that of Schumann is not without its 

VOL. 1. ry
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philological value, that of Bohlen is equally remarkable for its 
confidence, superficiality, and the frivolity and impudence of its 
negations without compensating for these blemishes, cither by 
philological or archeological merit. On the other hand the 
conmentary of Z'uch has been of great use to Biblical criticism 
from the philological and archeological researches which it em- 
bodies, although it is entirely destitute of theological interest. 
All these works treat Genesis as being merely a collection of 
Myths destitute of all proper historical foundation. Sdrensen’s 
commentary affords a specimen of Rationalistic criticism deve- 
loped to its full proportions of absurdity. In it we are informed 
that the Messiah of the Old Testament was the Maccabean prince 
John Hyrcanus, at whose command the Pentatench was com- 
posed, as a kind of Directory for Public Worship to the Syna- 
vogue. The history of Genesis is not even regarded as a Myth, 
but as a deliberate fabrication on the part of the author. Most 
of the other books in the Old Testament, we are assured, were 
composed soon afterwards, in a similar manner and for the same 
purposes. The interpretations of the narratives in Genesis offered 
by this writer may safely be characterised as the climax of 
absurdity. His critical principles and his treatment of the sacred 
text are fundamentally the same as those of Hitzig and of others. 
But so far from employing this method even with the caution of 
his predecessors, Sérensen carries it beyond all bounds, and applies 
it in a manner hitherto unknown in the literature of the Old 
Testament. If “the commentary” had been meant to serve asa 
caricature of negative criticism, the writer had admirably suc- 
ceeded in attaining his object only that in that case we should 
have expected to find some hint to that effect. Rosenimiiller’s 
Scholia are still useful, although somewhat superficial. The 
following are the more recent works of an apologetic character 
on the Exegesis of the Pentateuch: Leop. Schmid (Rom. cath.), 
Explanation of holy Scripture, of which only the first vol. (on 
Genesis) has appeared, Mister 1834; J. N. Zvele, the first 
book of Moses, vol. i. (extending only to ch. xxv. 10, Erlg. 
1836; H. and IV. Richter, Annotated Family Bible, vol. 1., 
Barmen 1834; O. v. Gerlach, Comment. on the Holy Script., 
vol. 1., Berl. 1844; F. IV. J. Schroder, Explan. of the 1st book 
of Moses, Berl. 1844; F. J. Ph. Heim, Bible Hours, Comment. 
on the O. T. vol. 1, Stuttg. 1845; Af, Baumgarten, theolog. 
Comment. to the Pentat., 2 vols., Kiel, 1843-44; Fr. Delitesch, 
Expos. of the Book of Genes., Leipz. 1852. The work of Schmid 
bears the character of theosophic speculation, but without that 
neglect of philological and historical considerations which com- 
monly characterise that stand-point. Zvele’s exposition is devout, 
although somewhat jejune, speculative, and verbose. Still, it
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deserves attention, especially for practical purposes (as for 
preachers), and itis matter of regret that the work has not been 
completed. Among the popular expositions of Itichter, Gerlach, 
Schroder, and Heim, all of which deserve attention for their 
original and comprehensive treatment of the text, that of Gerlach, 
is the best.! Notwithstanding its occasional exegetical errors, 
the work of Baumgarten (comp. § 14, 2) is distinguished by 
breadth of view, and by a fresh, lively nethod of presenting the 
subject. With the exception of an untenable opinion about the 
history of the Creation (comp. our “ Bible and Astronomy, 3:1 ed., 
Berl. 1853”), and of some other mistakes of minor importance, 
the latest work by Delitzsch is equally ingenious, learned, and 
stirring. It is to be regretted that the second part of Genesis 
(from chap. xii.) had uot been treated at greater length. 

II. The following works claim special attention, as bearing on 
the history and the historiology of the subject: J. H. Heidegger, 
hist. ss. Patriarch, 2 vols., Ainsterd. 1667, 4, of which the Ist 
vol. treats of the patriarchs and of primeval history; J. G. 
Herder, the oldest account of man, 2 vols., Riga 1774-76: 
I’, Pustkuchen, the primeval history of man, vol. 1., Lemgo 
1821 ; and Hist. and Crit. Investig. of the primeval history of 
the Bible, by the same author, Halle 1823; K. 7. Beke, 
origines biblicae, or researches into primeval history, vol. 1, 
London 1834; (J. L. Hug), the Mosaic history of man, to the 
rise of nations, Frkf. 1793; FF. A. Krummacher, Paragraphs on 
Sacred History, Berl. 1818 ; Cho. Kapp, on the origin of men 
and nations, according to the Mosaic account, Nurub, 1829 
(based on the Lectures of Schelling at Erlangen); J. H. Pabst, 
Man and his history, Vienna 1830 ; Al. Gutraud, phil. catholique 
de V hist., ou VY hist, exphquée, Par. 1841 (theosoph.) 

III, With reference to Dogmatics and the history of religion, 
comp. especially: 7. Beck, Science of Christian., Stuttg. 1841 ; 
J. P. Lange, posit. Dogmatics, Heidlb. 1851; J. Chr. A. Hof- 
mann, Prediction and Fulfilment, Nordl. 1841, and the Scrip- 
tural Demonst., by the same author, vol. i., Nordl, 1852 ; 
Lectures on Old Test. Theol., by Steadel and LHdvernick. 

(4.) The scientific results of Astronomy, GEoLocy, ANTHRO- 
POLOGY, «nd of COMPARATIVE Pur1LoLoGy must be applied with 
great caution, but may still be considered as subsidiary sources, as, 
starting from the status quo of what appears, they trace back the 
Instory ofits origin. But even irrespective of the insecurity of this 
method, these sciences really furnish fewer pomts of coincidence 
than might have been anticipated, because the kind of information 

1 The works on this subject written in the English language, such as those 
by Henry, Scott, Clarke, Gill, Ainsworth, Bush, &e., are well known.— 
‘Lue Tr. 

rE?
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which the Scriptures communicates is, from its nature, beyond 
the province of empirical investigation. Comp., however, 4. 
Tholuck, the inferences of Science as to the primeval world, in 
his “ Minor Works,” Hamb. 1839, vol. 11.; C. &’r. Aezl, apologia 
Mos. traditionis de mundi hominumque orig. exponentis. 1, 
Dorp. 1839, 4; Dr Wiseman, Connection between Science and 
Revealed Religion, London 1836 ; Afare. de Serres, the Kosmo- 
gony of Moses, translated into German by Steck, Tubg. 1841; 
Fr, Rougemont, fragmens d’ unc hist. de la terre d’ aprés la 
bible, Neuchat. 1841; Seb. Afutzl, primeval history of the earth 
and of man, according to the Mos. account and the results of 
science, Landsh. 1843; And. IVagner, Hist. of the primeval 
world, with a special view to the races of men and the Mos. 
account of creation, Leipz. 1845; A. Ebrard, The Bible's 
account of the world and natural science, in his Journal: The 
Future of the Church, Zurich 1847; and our ‘“ Bible and 
Astronomy;” 3d ed., Berlin 1851.! 

(5.) Although many works have appeared showing the resem- 
blance between the LEGENDS of other nations about the primeval 
listory of man and the Biblical account, we have not yet any 
trustworthy and critical treatise on the subject. It has, especially, 
been overlooked that the ancient writers to whom we are indebted 
for our knowledge of heathen legends mostly belonged to the 
Alexandrian school of Syncretism, which, making use of the 
LXX., attempted to draw the Old Testament tradition into the 
circle of its Eclecticism. Even Delitzesch, who in his Commen- 
tary takes occasional notice of heathen legends, over-estimates 
their importance. At any rate, we do not feel disposed to adopt 
his opinion that some genuine historical traditions, not mentioned 
in the Biblical record, had been preserved in heathen legend.— 
Comp. Grotius, de verit. relig. Christ. ; MHwetius, demonstr. 
evang., prop. iv.,c. 3—11; Pustkuchen, |. c. (v. sect. n.); HZ. 
J. Schmitt, Orig. Revelat., Landsh. 1834; C. J. H. Windisch- 
mann, Philos. in the developm. of history, Bonn 1827, e¢ seq., 
part 1.; Stolberg, Hist. of the relig. of Jesus, vol. i., Append. ; 
Mutel and Rougemont, Il. cc.; H. Liiken, the unity of races 
and the spread of men over the globe, Hannov. 1845 ; lastly, 
most. recently the excellent treatise by A. JVutke, on the 
Kosmogony of heathen nations before the time of Christ and of 
his apostles, Hague 1850. 

1 Among English works on the subject we may specially mention those of 
Drs Pye Smith and King, and among more modern productions Dr Reginald 
Poole’s Genesis of the Karth and of Man, Edinb. 1856, and especially the 
Rev. D. M'Donald’s Creation and the Fall, Edinb. 1856—a work equally 
distinguished for its ability and its learning.—THE Tr.
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THE CREATION AND DESTINY OF MAN, 

(Comp. £. W. C. Umbreit, Specimen of an Expos. of the 
Account of Creation, in the “ Theol. Studies and Critiques,” 1839, 
1.; (Hengstenberg), Account of Creation, Evang. Kirchenzeit, 
1841, No. 37—39 ; Chr. G. Werner, Histur. View of the first 
three chapters in Gen., Tiibg. 1829; Sum. Hirsch, Relig. Philos. 
of the Jews, Leipz. 1842, p. 1, et seq.; O. Krabbe, Doctrine of 

Sin and Death, Hamb, 1836, (ch. ii.) ; &. Sartorius, Doctrine 
of Holy Love, 1. 25—85; The Authors Bible and Astronomy, 
3d ed., ch. iv.; /Zofimann, Script. Demonstr., sect. i.) 

§ 21. (Gen. i. 11,)—In the beginning God created heaven and 

earth. The carth was deseré (without form) and void (1). But 
the Spirit of God moved over the chaotic, dark, and watery 
mass, and filled it with powers of hte. These the Almighty 
word of God’s creative Will individualised as the work of six 
days (2), and called them intu separate existence. Starting from 
the broad basis of telluric life, it ascended, like a pyramid, to 
vegetable and animal life, and reached the gual and high-point 
of creative activity in man, who comprises in himself all the 
furmer degrees and stages of lite, only in an elevated manner. 
In man two clements were combined ; the one Divine, the other 

purely human—the one the form of clay, the other the breath 
of Divine life breathed into it. Thus man is of twofold origin. 
In respect of his body and suul, he belongs to nature (to the 
animal sphere), and is the highest product of nature. Aguin, 
in so far as a godlike spirit dwells in him, he is above nature, 
and the offspring of God (Acts xvii. 28, 29). In virtue of this 
twofold character, he forms the link between God and nature, 
and is the representative of God, the Priest and the King of 
Nature. The indwelling of the breath of the Lord coustitutes 
him the image of Cod, destined for, and capable of, Divine 
Wisdom and Power, [Joliness and Blessedness. Thus he is in- 
tended to rule over nature, and to lead it onwards to perfection. 
A garden in the land of Eden (8) is his first abode and sphere 
of usefulness ; to dress it and to keep it is the commencement of 
an activity whose end and aim is dominion over the whole earth
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But even as Nature, so man also was both capable of develop- 
ment and—dependent ; with this difference only, that as Nature 
is destitute of freedom, it requires to be conducted to the goal of 
its development, while man, as a free and personal spirit, was 
himself to rise to it in the exercise of a free choice and of per- 
sonal activity. Tor this purpose, it was necessary for him to 
emerge from the stage of mere existence, by making a personal 
choice and decision. The tree of the knowledge of good and of 
evil, with the command not to eat of its fruit—and, on the other 
hand, the tree of life, which, by the positive purpose it was to 
serve, supplemented the negative purpose of the other tree and 
formed its counterpart, became the occasion of this choice. But 
before this free development of man could commence, the absence 
of generic distinction must give place to sexual contrast. JMfar- 
riage must be instituted as the commencement and the condition 
of all historical development, and as the means by which alone 
the various races of men (4) could people of one blood the whole 
earth, and have dominion over it. Man is a free and a personal 
being, nor could any kind of development be forced upon him. 
Even that of the distinction of sexes presupposes at least the 
consent of his desire and longing. To awaken the latter, the 
Lord brings to Adam the animals in whom the sexes were already 
marked—at the same time also an act of homage on their part 
as his vassals, and a means for developing his knowledge and 
capacity of language. Thus the desire after an help-meet of the 
same kind with himself is awakened in man, and then God 
builds from a yby (a rib? the side?) of man, woman, whom he 

at once recognises as flesh of his flesh, and bone of his bone. 

(1.) The question, what exact meaning attaches to the ex- 
pression 97499 9y—Whether it indicates entire absence of life,’ 

or only that creation was not yet pervaded by life, or whether it 
implies an actual desolation, succeeding a former state of order 
and of life—is indeed of great importance to, and influence on, 
sacred history, but not with reference to that part of it which 
constitutes the history of the Old Covenant. In another place 
(Bible and Astron., 3d ed., Berl. 1853, ch. iv., and suppl. 1), we 
have expressed, and shown ground for, our opinion that the ac- 
count of the creation does not oblige us to decide either one way 
or the other, inasmuch as the narrator, like a faithful witness,
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only relates what (with prophetic retrospect, § 20, 1) he had 
beheld. At the same time, a comparison of other Scriptural 
statements point to it as very probable that the original Toln- 
va-Bohu was the theatre and the consequence of the first fall, 
viz., that in the angelic world. 

(2.) With reference to the much-mooted question whether 
the days of creation in Gen. 1. are NATURAL OR PROPHETIC DAYS, 
we have shown at large in our work, “ Bible and Astron.,” 3d ed., 
ch. iv., § 4, that criticism must, 1f impartial, explain these crea- 
tive as natural days, z.e., such as are bounded by light and dark- 
ness, and consist of evening and morning, day and night. But 
of course the duration of these days, according to the measure 
of the clock, cannot be determined, at least with reference to the 
first three days. In the same work, we have also shown that 
the conclusions of geology may be reconciled with this exegetical 
inference, and that, even though we were to grant that geology 
could clain: thousands or even millions of years for its preniun- 
dane creative periods. 

(3.) The question as to the GEOGRAPHICAL SITUATION OF 
PARADISE has in part been set aside as irrelevant (by those who 
advocate the mythical view), in part given up as indeterminable 
on account of the changes which the flood had occasioned on the 
face of the globe, and in part been attempted to be answered in 
various ways, by a combination of the geographical data of the 
text with certain other inferences aud conjectures, Comp. 
Winer’s Real-Lex., sub. v. “den, and, besides the authorities 
there quoted, also L. Bertheau (the geographical views on which 
the description of Paradise is based, Gottg. 18-48).? The latter has 
discharged his task in a thoroughly scientific manner, and brought 
to it an equal amount of acuteness and of learning, although 
the materials at his disposal were not sufficient to enable him to 
reach perfectly secure conclusions. Berthcau starts with the 
view that, in determning the statements of Genesis, we require 
wholly to discard, in the first place, our present geographical 
knowledge, and to keep exclusively by the most ancient opmions 
concerning the surface of the earth, and the geographical distri- 
bution of its countries, seas, and rivers. He identifies the J?isoz, 
which compasseth the whole land of Havilah, where there is 
gold, with the Ganges, as the Fathers and Josephus had done. 
Hence he supposes that /favilah must, according to the geo- 
graphical views of the [sraclites, be considered as the castern 
part of the carth, beyond the country of the Tuphrates and the 
Tigris, The river Gihon, which compasseth the whole land ot 

» Comp. also an article by Ldefscht, in Werzog's Real-Eueycl., vol. iii., p. 
642, ct sq.—Tne ‘Tr, 

\
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Cush (2.e., according to Gen. x., the countries of the southern 
zone), he identifies with the Nile, supposing that, according to 
the defective geographical knowledge of his time, the narrator 
had supposed that it rose in Asia, and that, flowing first from 
north to south, then turning and encircling the Persian and the 
Red Sea, and finally passing northwards and through Egypt, it 
flowed into the Mediterranean. From a passage in Strabo (15, 
1, 25), and in Arrian (6, 1), which states that Alexander the 
Great had fancied that the rivers of north-western India were 
the commencement of the Nile, and from a legend recorded by 
Pausanias (11. 5 2), to the effect that the Nile and the Euphrates 
were the same river, the latter losing itself in the mud, and de- 
scending fron Ethiopia under the name of Nile—Bertheau infers 
that the connection of the Persian Gulf with the Southern Ocean 
had been unknown in ancient times, and the rise of the Nile 
generally supposed to have been in Asia. He also reminds us 
of the settled tradition concerning the identity of the Gihon and 
the Nile, expressed sv early as by the LXX. translation of Jer. 
il. 18, and even retained by Josephus, the Fathers, and the By- 
zantines, long after a more accurate knowledge of the connection 
between southern Asia and eastern Africa had been obtained, 
and which obliged those who continued to hold by the above- 
mentioned tradition to have recourse to the supposition that the 
Nile flowed wnder ground, and suddenly reappeared in Africa. 
The other rivers are the Euphrates and the Tigris (the Hidde- 
kel), with which the narrator was better acquainted, and which 
he therefore represents as flowing into the Persian Gulf, without 
making them eucourpass any land. The spq5, whose branches 
become fonr rivers, Bertheau supposes to represent the Caspian 
Sea. This “river,” it is suggested, recalls the Okeanos of Homer, 
from which all the rivers and seas of the globe are declared to 
derive their water, and which the poet also designates as vota- 
pos. Hence the land of Eden had, in the opinion of the narra- 
tor, lain on the northern boundary of the earth, even as all the 
nations of Asia, south of the Armenian and Persian highlands, 
had, from the most ancient times, placed the dwelling-place of 
the gods in the farthest north. 

But even if the geographical views underlying the Biblical 
record were as defective and erroncous as Bertheau supposes them 
to have been, this would not materially affect the character of 
the narrative as a revelation, for revelation has only religious 
knowledge for its aim. Thus in the case under consideration, 
it is the religious purport of the narrative about Paradise to 
communicate instruction about the blessedness and the holiness 
of the original state of man, and about the starting-point of his 
development, which Jecame the history of the world and of sal-
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vation. Hence to describe the appearance ot Paradise was ab- 
solutely necessary for the purposes which the narrator had in 
view. But in order to give to such a narrative a definite and 
stable form, he had to indicate the situation of Paradise. What 
sacred tradition recorded on the subject, the writer of Genesis 
only placed in the frame of the geographical views of his time. 
If these were defective and erroneous, it formed no part of the 
object of revelation to anticipate by centuries or thousands of 
years the progress of geographical science. The circumstance 
that the sacred record is a revelation, only authenticates that 
situation of Paradise which the description of the text would 
indicate, according to the geographical notions of thut time, but 
it does not authenticate those geographical notions themselves. 

However, we feel convinced that Bertheau’s argumentation 
cannot by any means be taken as conclusive. We cannot be- 
lieve that a writer who knew Kgypt so well could have sup- 
posed, far less that it was the common opinion in Egypt itself, 
that the Nile and the Ganges were identical, and that the Persian 
Gulf, together with the Red Sea, was a lake, bordered on the 
south by an immense tract of land, which connected Asia and 
Africa, The strange (and, perhaps, merely legendary) ignorance 
of Alexander is the less intelligible, as Herodotus had already 
entertained more correct notions, nor is it warrantable, from the 
views current among the Greeks at a later peniod, to draw 
inferences as to the knowledge possessed by the Egyptians of an 
earlier age. Tar less can we regard the ideas of Josephus and 
of the Fathers as to the identity of the Nile and the Gihon as 
justifying us in assuming that the author of the book of Genesis 
had shared the same opinion. It rather appears to us that this 
notion, which afterwards retained so firm a hold on the minds 
of writers, had originated among the Eclecties of Alexandria, 
and thence found its way into the LAX., Josephus, and the 
Fathers. Just as the inhabitants of Palestine wished to substi- 
tute the Jordan for the Gihon (Wisd. of Sir, xxiv. 28), so the 
Hellenists naturally sought to vindicate this honour for their 
Nile. The absurdity of such a hypothesis, in a geographical 
point of view, was no obstacle in their way. They assumed thiat 
the Gihon had forced its way under ground to Egypt, and pro- 
pounded it the more readily as, even at the time of Herodotus, 
the sources of the Nile were unknown in Egypt. But it must 
be held as decisive against this view that the river in question is 
not designated by a term usually given to, but, on the contrary, 
by one which is never applied to the Nile in the Old Testament. 
The opinion of Delitzsch that the Upper Nile may have borne 
the name of Gihon is altogether unfounded, and does not meet 
the difficulty ; for, had the narrator meant that river, why eschew
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the name of the Lower Nile, so well known to the ancients, and 
choose a less known name of the Upper Nile, which would so 
readily lead to mistakes ? 

In fact, we feel convinced that other interpretations have 
equal, if not greater, claims to our consideration than the 
hypothesis started by Bertheau. Among them, that proposed 
by Calvin, Huetius, Bochart, &c., has this advantage, that it 
actually points out a river with fowr “arms” (manitestly the 
greatest difficulty in the matter). According to this interpre- 
tation the Shat-el-Arab, or united Euphrates and Tigris, is the 
Nahar of the Garden of Eden—the Euphrates and the Tigris, 
together with their two mouths, are the four Hashim—the Persian 
province of Chusistan is the land of Cush—and Havilah the 
same as the Cholotazoz, who, according to Strabo, lived in an 
adjoining portion of Arabia, celebrated for its gold. But this hy- 
pothesis also, irrespective of other difficulties which might readily 
be mentioned, does not agree with the description in the text of 
a river which divides into four branches outside of the garden. 

Reland and Calmet identify the river Pison with the Phasis, 
which rises in the Moschus mountains and is connected with 
Colchis (= Havilah), the ancient gold-land; Gihon with the 
Araxes (pp == adpattm = to break forth), which to this day 

bears the same name among the Persians, and also rises in the 
mountains of Armenia and falls into the Caspian Sea ; and Cush 
with the country of the Cosseans in the vicinity of Media and 
of the Caspian Sea. Irrespective of the objection that this 
hypothesis does not point out any common Nahar, it would have 
seemed to us the most probable. It is, indeed, true that the 
explanation which identities Cush with the land of the Cosseans 
contravenes the general Biblical statements concerning Cush 
(= Ethiopia). But perhaps the remark of J. P. Lange (pos. 
Dogm., p. 400) may meet this difficulty. Heobserves: ‘ Even 
the Nile docs not compass Ethiopia. Probably it may be 
assumed that the land of Cush had, so to speak, moved south- 
wards, just as, for example, a portion of the Norwegians brought 
with them their Normandy and the Greeks their Hellas into 
Italy. Perhaps the country of the Cosseans may indicate a 
similar movement of the Cushites southwards.” 
Among the other numerous hypotheses, we only mention that 

of Karl v. Raumer (Palest., 3d ed., p. 424), although we cannot 
admit its correctness. That scholar also seeks the original Para- 
disaical abode of men in the Armenian highlands. The river 
Pison he identifies with the Phasis of Xenophon, which, as 
Mannert has shown, is the Arazes ; the land Havilah, com- 
passed by the Pison, is then the country anciently inhabited by 
the Chvalissi, and which had formerly been an island. The
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name is still preserved, as the Caspian Sea is still called by the 
Russians ‘ Chwalinskoye More.” But this hypothesis leaves the 
Gihon unaccounted for. 

Reland, Bertheau, and Raumer agree in this, that the high- 
lands of Armenia possess the highest claim to be regarded as the 
garden of Kden. This must appear the more certain, as the 
mention of the rivers Euphrates and Tigris, which must have 
been well known to the narratur, point to this locality beyond 
the possibility of doubt. 

Manifestly the chicf difficulty in our way is presented by the 
wording of Gen. 11. 10. This verse is commonly rendered— 
“ And a river went out of Eden to water the garden ; and from 
thence it was parted, and became four heads (arms, branches).” 
If this translation is correct, we admit that it is absolutely im- 
possible to reconcile the narrative with geographical facts. In 
that case, nothing would be left but to cut the knot by account- 
ing for the irreconcilable difficulty by the geographical ignorance 
of the period when the narrative was composed, or by assuming 
that some tremendous catastrophe had so changed the appear- 
ance of Eden, that rivers which had formerly been branches of 
one and the same river, are now parted in their sources by hun- 
dreds of miles. To ascribe this revolution to the flood is neither 
warranted by the Biblical narrative, nor in accordance with the 
conclusions of geology. But we cannot account for it on the 
ground of geographical ignorance, regarding, as we do, the whole 
narrative as a tradition from primitive times, and not as an 
apocryphal collection of myths dating from a later period. For 
even it we supposed that the names of the rivers were derived from 
the geographical notions current at the time when the record 
was composed—in which indeed there might be room for muis- 
takes—the Nahar and the ashim into which it parts would still 
have to be considered as belonging to the original tradition. 
But a more accurate examination of the words shows that the 
above rendering of the verse 1s not correct. It is an obvious 
mistake to interpret pyyysyn as branches or arms. <A figure of 
speech so thoroughly reversed and misplaced can scarcely be 
supposed m any language or among any nation. If yryg5_ ts to 
indicate any portion of a river, common sense would seem to 
demand that it should only apply to its suurce or wpper part. 
A river with four heads cannot be one which, after having for 
some time flowed as one streain, is afterwards parted into four 
branches. Evidently it must mean a river formed by the junc- 
tion of fuur sources. If the narrator had wished to express the 
meaning which our translators convey, he would have designated 
the ap43 a8 the yrpgn, and the ow as the ov. But if 
these four rivers are themselves sources (heads) then the 475 of 

2
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the garden can no longer be viewed as their common origin. 
We are therefore inclined to adopt the oft-controverted explana- 
tion, according to which s-75 must be viewed as a collective 
noun, indicating the abundance of water in the garden. This 
view is farther confirmed by the addition of the expression ‘to 
water,” while in this light the absence of the numeral one (with 
reference to the river), by way of contrast to the four (heads or 
branches), appears also striking. Nor does the expression pyjey) 

7T75° militate against this view; for the niph. of 45n is never 

employed to indicate the divergence into many of what formerly 
had been one, but, on the contrary, the divergence of things 
which had formerly independently existed side by side with each 
other. Comp. especially the parallel instances in Gen. xxv. 23, 
and x. 32. The meaning therefore appears to be this, that the 
river-system of the garden (7.e., the rivers which, during their 
course in the garden, had still flowed side by side with each 
other) diverged outside of the garden, and then flowed in dif- 
ferent, and partly in opposite directions. In that case, the ex- 
pression pxyypyyn must, with Luther, Rosenmiiller, and others 
(also our English authorised version), be taken as designating 
flumina principalia, a view which, in other respects, appears to 
be quite correct. 

(4.) Some naturalists and philosophers, such as Borg, St 
Vincent, Desmoulin, Oken, Burmeister, &c., have, on the ground 
of the differences of colour, hair, cranium, and bodily structure 
among the so-called races of men, as well as on that of the dif- 
ference of languages, clenied the original unity of the human race. 
Among the vast number of those who have controverted their 
arguments and defended the unity of the race, we select the fol- 
lowing :—1,. Among Naturalists—Buffon disc. sur la variété 
dans l’espéce humaine ; Cuvier, tableaux élément. de Vhist. nat. 
des animaux, Paris, 1827; Blumenbach de generis humani varie- 
tate nativa, Gott. 1795 ; Rud. Wagner Anthropol. ii., p. 209, et 
sq.; Andr. Wagner, Hist. of the Primeval World, Leipz. 1845 ; 
G. H. v. Schubert, the Kosmos, p. 651, et sq.; and especially 
Hf. Liiken, the Unity of the Race, and its spread over the face 
of the globe, Hann. 1845. 2. Among Philosophers we mention 
—H. Steffens Anthropol. 11. 365, et sq. ; the same author’s Relig. 
Philos. of Christ., i. 287, et sq.; and his Miscellan. Writings, 
11, 365, et seq. ; Hillebrand Anthrop. Mayence, 1822, vol. ii. ; H. 
H. on the various Races, in pt. ii. of the German Quarterly ; 4. 
v. Humboldt in Kosmos, vol. i.; Wauttke, History of Heathen., i. 
27, et sq. 3. Among Geographers—G. A. Wimmer, Cosmol. 
Propaed. to Geogr., Vienna, 1833 ; Roon, The Globe, its Nations 
and States, vol. iii., 1, sect. iv. The most important work is 
Prichard’s Researches into the Physical History of Mankind.
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London, 1828. +. Among Divines we name—A. Tholuck, 
Misccll. Writings, 11. 239, set sq.; J. P. Lange, Miscell. Writ- 
ings, i. 89, et sq.; and Dr JViseman, Connection between 
Science and Revelation. The necessity of assuming the unity 
of the species may be shown on anatomical, physiological (among 
others, from the continuous and fruitful intermarriages of mem- 
bers of various races), on psychological, and on ethical grounds. 
But it must be allowed that the problem regarding the formation 
of different races has not yet been fully solved. ‘The co-operation 
of powerful physical (especially climatic) and ethical causes dur- 
ing the infancy of the species must, in the meantime, be taken 
as affording a sufficient general explanation for a divergence 
which by and bye became fixed. 

THE FALL AND THE FIRST PROMISE OF REDEMPTION. 

(Liter. of the subject—J. P. Liiderwald, the Allegor. Inter- 
pret. of the Fall shown to be unfounded, Helmst, 1701; A. 

Tholuck in the Append. to “Sin and the Redeemer ;” Krabbe 
on Sin and Death, ch. iv.; J2l. Afiiller, the Christian Doctr. of 

Sin (transl. by Rev. W. Pulsford—Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark), 
vol. ii.; Hadvernick, the Theol. of the O. T., p. 86, et sq.; 7. 
Sartorius, Doctr. of Holy Love, Stuttg., 1. 86, et sq.; The 
Author's Bible and Astron., ch. iv.; Hofmann Scriptur. De- 

monstr., sect. ili. and iv.) 

§ 22. (Gen. iii.) —The hints apparently thrown out even in 
Gen. i. 2, and i. 15, that evzd already cxisted in the world, 
which, however, man was to overcome and to set aside, so far as 

he was concerned, are soon confirmed. The tempter, in the 
forin of a serpent (1), mects man, and man is seduced by him. 
The tempter succeeded in introducing into the soul of man lust 
after the forbidden fruit, and lust brought forth sin, and sin 
death. (James i.15.) It actually happened as the seducer had 
promised, though in malice and in an evil sense. TZ'heir eyes 
were opened (v. 7), but they only saw their nakedness and were 
ashained ; they knew good and evil, but only by their sad loss of 

what was good, and by their disastrous experience of what was 
evil. Man became as Glod (v. 22), 2.¢., he ceased to be the re- 
presentative and vicar of (rod, he emancipated himself from God,
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and asstuned independent command and action. Such ‘ becom 
ine as God” did not, however, make him blessed, but, on the 

contrary, infinitely wretched and poor. Death, the wages of 

sin, took hold on his whole being, and brought along with it a 
whole host of miseries, of sorrows, and of curses. Man, formed 

from the dust, who had dared to attempt without God to be as 
God, must, on account of this rebellion, return to the dust whence 
he was taken. But man had not of his own accord produced 
sin in himself. It was rather something foreign to, and forced 
upon him by a seduction from without, which indeed he might 
and should have withstood. His whole being had been pervaded 
and poisoned by sin, but it had not ttselfbecome sin. Something is 
still left within him that opposes sin, and does not find pleasure 
in it; the Divine image in man is noé wholly annihilated (Gen. 
ix. 6; James i. 9; Acts xvii. 28, 29)—on the contrary, it as- 
serts its existence in relation to sin, as the voice of conscience in 

feelings of shame and of repentance. Hence man both requires 
salvation and is capable of it, and God does not leave him to 
himself and to his misery, but, in the prosecution of an eternal 
counsel of grace, commences to prepare and to train him for sal- 
vation. The first manifestation of this council is the curse pro- 
nounced against the seducer (2), when God distinctly and 
avowedly takes the part of man against the tempter, and 
promises to man a final and decisive victory over the author of 
evil, Marriage, which had been the vehicle of the fall, is now 
also to become that of salvation ; the seed of the woman is to 
bruise the head of the seed of the serpent. ve, the mother of 
all hving, is to bring forth children, although in sorrow, and 
through child-bearing is salvation to be brought about. An un- 
broken succession of children are to be become links in the Old 
Testament development, and to prepare the way for salvation. 
But Paradise is henceforth shut against man, and Cherubim with 
flaming sword (3) prevent his access to the tree of life. The 
ground which had been eused becomes now his place of abode 
and of discipline; labour in the sweat of his brow, to be followed 
by death as the sum of all earthly ills, is his lot, inasmuch as sin 
must meet its reward, and all its consequences must appear; all 
its effects must be endured, and Divine justice exact a full and 
unconditional vindication of its demands.
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(1.) It can scarcely be called in question that the record had 
the agency of an evil spiritual being in view when it speaks of 
the skrrPENT, although it is a point of considerable difficulty to 
ascertain in what manner the writer understood that the will of 
Satan was executed by the serpent. It is difficult, if not impos- 
sible to gather the idea in the mind of the writer from the data 
before us. ‘The vecson of this want of distinctness was no doubt 
a desire, instead of interrupting the clildhke and simple cha- 
racter of the narrative (which, indecd, makes it so sublime), 
which was a sacred and venerable relic of primeval times, to 
present it in all its plamness, and without the addition of any 
vloss or comment. In fact, the sacred record faithfully presents 
the recollections and perceptions of the first man, as preserved 
by tradition. So much, however, 1s certain, that the teaching 
of the Bible concerning Satan has its foundation in what is here 
recorded about the history of the fall and about the serpent. So 
soon as man had commenced to reflect on this event, he must 
have gathered from it the existence of a spiritual being opposed 
to God. For this he did not require the aid of a special instruc- 
tion or revelation. Satan had historically manifested himself in 
the serpent. Where facts speak, any further verbal instruction 
becomes unnecessary. 

2. This interpretation throws light on the cuRSsE, as pro- 
nounced against the serpent. So far as its form is concerned, it 
seems to apply, solely and exclusively, to the serpent. But as, 
in reality, the curse was pronounced for the sake of man, and 
not for that of the serpent, the language was adapted to man’s 
peculiar mode of conception, in which the outward appearance 
of the serpent and the spiritual principle of evil were not yet sepa- 
rated. The seducer had appeared to man as a serpent, and 
hence he viewed the enrse pronounced against the serpent as 
applying to the author of sin, and the distinction of, and victory 
over, the serpent by the seed of the woman as deliverance from 
his power and influence. Thus we have here a “ ProTorvaN- 
GELIUM,” Which evidently conveyed to man that the relationship 
subsisting between the seducer and the seduced was not to con- 
tinue such as it had become when the tempter prevailed. Al- 
though man had allowed himself to be drawn into fellowship 
with the seducer, this fellowship was not to be permanent. In- 
stead of friendship and fellowship between them, there was to be 
enmity and a continual contest, which was at last to terminate 
in the complete defeat of the seducer. A}] mankind (the seed of 
the woman) was to wage this battle with the author of sin, and 
in virtue of the Divine will, to come victorious out of the con- 
flict. 

(3.) Although Gen. im. gives httle information as to the



80 PREPARATORY HISTORY. (§ 22.) 

character and import of the CHERUBIM, it affords sufficient com- 
pletely to refute the.views of Bahr (Symbol of the Mos. Rit., i. 
340, et sq.), who regards them simply as the creations of Sym- 
bolic, and destitute of all objective reality—in short, as the re- 
presentations of perfect creature-life. The fact that even such 
scholars as Hengstenberg (Contrib. 1. 643; Comment. on Re- 
velat., translated by Professor Fairbairn—Edinburgh, T. & T. 
Clark) ; Aezl (Temple of Solomon, p. 107—147) ; and Hédver- 
nick (Comment. on Ezek., and Theol. of the O. T., p. 80) have 
endorsed this hypothesis cannot affect our opinion of its character. 
So long as Gen. 11. and ii. are regarded as historical accounts, 
and not as fabulous myths or arbitrary speculations, the real, 
personal and historical existence of the Cherubim also is neces- 
sarily implied. The character, the original position, and the 
purposes of the Cherubim may be gathered frorn Ps. xviii. 11. 
trom the context of that verse, we learn that properly they were 

the attendants and the bearers of the Divine Glory and Majesty 
in its presence and activity in the world. They are, as it were, 
the chariot in which Elohim, the God of the universe, is borne, 
when He manifests Himself in the world, and there displays His 
glory as King and Judge. A further comparison of this passage 
with Ps. civ. 3, 4, will prove that the Cherubim are part of that 
spiritual world of creatures who are elevated above this world, 
and whom we commonly designate by the general term of angels. 
Bearing in mind our former distinction (v. § 13, 1) between the 
Divine manifestation as Elohim and as Jehovah, we shall refer 
them, as indeed angels generally, more especially to the sphere of 
the former, without, however, of course, wholly excluding them 
from that of the latter, inasmuch as Elohim and Jehovah is one 
and the same God, and the two spheres of the Divine agency are 
not eccentric but concentric circles (do not exclude but inter- 
twine with each other). But Gen. in. 24 indicates the period 
when these angels were first transferred from the Elohistic to 
the Jehovistic sphere of action. ‘‘ And Jehovah Elohim drove 
out the man, and placed (caused to dwell) at the east (the en- 
trance to) of the garden of Eden, Cherubim and a flaming sword, 
which turned every way to keep the way of the tree of life. This 
passage is evidently intended to imply a contrast to Gen. 11. 15: 
—‘ And Jehovah Elohim took the man and pué him (caused him 
to settle in) into the garden of Eden to dress it and to keep 2t.” 
The cherub is in the meantime to take the place of man. For 
man should have dwelt in the garden to keep it, as it contained 
the tree of life, the most precious treasure of terrestrial nature. 
However, man was also to dress the. garden. But this duty is 
not now imposed upon the cherub. A being of different kind, 
he is not suited for discharging the positive duty devolving on
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man. It follows that the Cherub is only intended to occupy 
Paradise in the meantime, and that man has the prospect of re- 
turning to it at a future period. This prospect is to become a 
reality at the close of ihe history of salvation. (Rev. xxi. xxi.) 
The heavenly Jerusalem in the transformed earth is Paradise 
renewed, enlarged, transformed, and perfected, and there we 
again find the tree of life, and the nver of the water of life. 
There also man is to dwell again with, and by the side of God. 
Then we read no more of the Cherub. Having faithfully pre- 
served the treasure entrusted to his keeping, he has restored it to 
its original possessor. 

Elohim, of whom Gen. 1. speaks as the God of the universe, 
becomes, in the second and third chapters, Jehovah, or the God 
of salvation. He becomes such when He plants and prepares 
the garden of Hiden to be the dwelling-place of man, and the 
starting-point in his history. His throne is in the heavens, 
borne by Cherubim, and surrounded by myriads of angels. He 
now purposes to prepare for Himself also a dwelling-place wpon 
earth ; Paradise is meant to be the place of Jehovah's throne on 
earth, and man is intended to be the ¢éerrestrial Cherub, even as 
the Cherub is the heavenly man, But the Fall changes the 
whole aspect of things; man must now be driven forth, and yet 
Paradise, with its tree of life, be preserved. Hence God places, 
in the meantime, in it heavenly beings instead of man, to dwell 
there, and to keep it. The Cherubim of heaven are substituted 
for the Cherub of earth. Wherever the Cherubim are there is 
also God, fer they bear and accompany the glory of God in the 
universe, ‘Che flaming sword, which turns every way to prevent 
the presumptuous and premature return of man on whatever side 
he might scek to force an entrance, symbolises the consuming 
tire of Divine holiness. 

From that period the Cherubim appear not only as bearing 
the glory of Elohim in the world, but also as supporting the 
glory of Jehovah in salvation. Accordingly we find them in the 
most holy place both in the tabernacle and in the temple. ‘They 
appear in the sublime vision of Iizekiel (i. 10), and in that of the 
New Testament seer (Rev. iv.) Ezekiel describes them as hav- 
ing four faces—that of a man, of a lion, of an eagle, and of an 
ox. According to Hofmann (Script. Demonstr., 1. 322), these 
four faces ‘‘ represent the union of all powers of life—that of free 
consciousness, characteristic of man; that of power and courage, 
characteristic of the lion; that of firmness and strength, charac- 
teristic of the ox; and that of certain and unchecked rapidity, 
characicristic of the eagle.” Besides this, the reference pointed 
out by Schmieder (in O. v. Gerlach’s Bible, iv. 1, p. 431) is no 
doubt apt:—‘ We readily perceive that the four faces are 

VOL I. F
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borrowed from the four chiefs (kings) of terrestrial creation. 
The lion is king of all the animals of the field, the ox king of 
the flocks, the eagle king of birds, and man king of all the 
earth.” It is only from the point of view to which we have above 
adverted that we understand why, in the representations of art 
or of prophetic vision, the Chernbim assume a terrestrial shape. 
The Cherubim are substitutes of man. If it is objected that as 
man is “ king of all the earth,” to assume his form would itsclf 
have sufliced for the purpose in view, we reply that both this 
question and the other as to the reason why the Cherub was 
substituted for man to inhabit and to keep Paradise, are answered 
in Gen. ili. Before his fall, man, created in the likeness of God, 
was unconditionally and absolutely the climax and the sum of 
all terrestrial and creature perfection, and also unconditionally 
and absolutely lord and king over all the animals. But the Fall 
deprived him of this high place. ‘The animal world has in part 
at least emancipated itself from his dominion; and to humble 
him it also appears that it even possesses powers and capabilities 
which man has not, at least to the same extent or im the same 
perfection. Hence every creature perfection found on earth, and 
no longer existing in man, had to be comprehended and com- 
bined along with the form of man, in order thus to exhibit in 
the Cherubim an appearance corresponding to the purpose in 
view. 

The record furnishes no farther notice of Paradise or of its 
new inhabitants and keepers. But during the time of Moses the 
tabernacle is constructed, in which the most holy place (as shall 
more fully be shown in another volume) bears so manifest a rela- 
tion to Paradise, that we cannot but recognise in it both a repre- 
sentation of what Paradise had been, and a type of what, in its 
erfect state as the heavenly Jerusalem (Rev. xxi. xxii), it shall 
e. The tabernacle, however, was not the immediate counterpart 

of what Paradise had been, but a portraiture of the heavenly and 
ideal pattern shown to Moses on the mount. (Ex. xxv. 9—40.) 
Hence between Paradise and the rearing of the tabernacle a 
series of events must have intervened, in the course of which 
Paradise, or rather that which constituted it Paradise, was taken 
from earth, as formerly it had been taken from man. The Lord 
withdrew the fulness and the powers of life which He had _for- 
merly bestowed on Paradise, to reserve them for His plan of sal- 
vation, and again to communicate them, only in higher develop- 
ment, to the earth and to man, in a history which was to start 
from anew point. When the earthly sanctuary is constructed, He 
again restores these ‘powers in the meantime to His chosen people, 
and in the form of a symbol, but not merely as a representation 
of the Paradise which had been lost, but also as the type of the
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real Paradise which was afterwards to be restored toman. (Rev. 
xxi.) It is scarcely necessary to add, that our above remarks ex- 
press our understanding of these events, and not that which, at the 
time, either Adam or the Jewish Lawgiver had possessed. What 
Adam or Moses could understand or divine of these spiritual 
transactions must be gathered from the history of their time, and 
from a view of the stage to which they had attained in the con- 
sciousness of salvation. 

The fact, inferred from Ex. xxv. 9—40, that since the Fall 
Paradise was removed from earth, or, to speak more accurately, 
that it was deprived of its paradisical powers, which returned to 
Him who had given them, we conceive to have taken place at 
the time and to be coincident with the record in Gen. i. 24, 
according to which Paradise was committed to the charge of 
Cherubim, whose dwelling-place is properly in heaven. Man 
was not only to be driven from Paradise; he was also to see and 
to experience that it had been entrusted to others. Hence the 
miraculous appearance of heavenly beings, manifest to his senses. 
The impression of terror and of awe which this heavenly appa- 
rition must have left on him had, no doubt, for a long time 
deprived him of all desire to return to the garden ; and if at any 
after period he had been sufficiently bold to seck again for the 
place of his former blessedness, he would only come upon what 
everywhere surrounded him—thorns and briers. 

This view of the Cherubim, and of their relation to the history 
of man’s salvation, is entirely different from that which Hofmann 
has declared (Script. Demonstr. i., 179, et sq.; 317, et sq.) to 
be the only scriptural one, and which Deliézsch has implicitly 
adopted (Gen., pp. 145, 199, 282, 401). Hofmann represents 
the Cherubim as the vehicles of the presence of God in the 
world, ‘ through whom the eternal ‘ ‘To be’ of God adapts itself 
to the world, and He ‘who in Himself Is’ becomes present in 
the world, yet as above the world,” so that whenever the 
Cherubim appear, “ the world has its beginning.” ‘“ They are 
beings which hear the same relation to the presence and mani- 
festation of the super-mundane God in the world as the chariot 
does to him who sits upon it. His appearance and manifestation 
rested not on the soil, but freely moved about, borne up by 
moving beings. In this sense we read that Jehovah ewalked 
(Gen. 11. 8) in the original dwelling-place of man.” From this 
it would follow that from the first, anc even before the Fall, God 
manifested Himself to Adam only by means of the Cherubic 
chariot. After the Fall this appearance becomes “ terrific to 
man and drives him from that place.” Still the Garden of Eden 
remained ‘the place of God, and the beginning of the world.” 
Thence God reigned over the world, and thither did man turn 

r2
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to find the Lord. This continued up to the period of judgment 
by the flood. Then the cherub-chariot mounted from earth to 
heaven, and ever since heaven, and not earth, is the place of 
God's presence in the world. God now comes down when He 
is about to manifest His presence upon earth, and having done 
so He again returns to heaven. 

In proof that at the time of the flood the throne of Jehovah was 
transferred to heaven, Ps. xxix. 10 is quoted. We allow that the 
flood spoken of in that passage is that of Noah. Still, we can- 
not agree with Delztzsch that any such inference from the verse is 
warranted. We find no mention in it that the throne of God 
had been transported from earth to heaven. Even though, with 
Hofmann, we would render the passage: ‘“‘ Jehovah seated 
Himself for the flood (to send the judgment of the flood) and 
since then Jehovah sitteth as king for ever”’—this translation, so 
far from enabling or obliging us to adopt his mode of interpre- 
tation, seems not to afford any point of contact for it. But the 
parallelism demands that we should render the 4 in byyyab in 

the same manner as in gbjyb, 7. e. as bearing reference to é¢me. 

Hence we must translate: ‘‘ As Jehovah was enthroned at the 
flood, so is Jehovah enthroned a King for ever ;” 2. e., as Jehovah 

had manifested Himself as Judge and King at the flood, so does 
He still, and will through eternity, continue to manifest Himself 
in the same capacity. Nor do we gather from Gen. i. 24 that 
the record ‘from the first represents the presence and appearance 
of Jehovah in the garden of Eden only in connection with the 
Cherubim,” or that the walking of Jehovah in the garden must 
be regarded “ not as a tonching of the ground, but as free 
moving, borne up by moving beings.” We do not read that 
God had looked from Paradise upon the sacrifice of Abel, nor 
do we anywhere learn that man turned toward Paradise in order 
to find God. It is, indeed, true that when Cain became a 
fugitive he said “from Thy face shall I be hid,” and that the 
narrator remarks: ‘‘ And Cain went forth from the presence 
(Hebr., from the face) of Jehovah.” Bnt from this we cannot 
infer that before the flood the throne of God had been on earth, 
and after <t in heaven, as after the flood, also, we are told of 
Nimrod that he was “a mighty hunter before (in the face of) 
the Lord” (Gen. x. 9), and the Psalmist entreats: ‘‘ Cast me not 
away from Thy presence (Heb. from Thy face),” Ps. lh. 11, while 
the expressions shen wpb and mye syHSy occur in innumer- 
able places. No doubt the smoke of Noah’s sacrifice after the 
flood ascended towards heaven, but it is to be presumed that the 
same had been the case with the sacrifice of Abel before the 
flood. It is equally undeniable that at the confounding of 
language Jehovah ‘came down” in judgment to the earth
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(Gen xi. 5), and that, four hundred years afterwards, after 
having entered into covenant with Abraham (Gen. xvii. 22), 
He “went up again.” But, although in the one case we do 
not read of His having gone up, nor in the other of His 
having come down, it would manifestly be unwarrantable tu 
conclude from this that at the confounding of languages Jehovah 
had transferred His throne again to the earth, and continued it 
there till after He had entered into covenant with Abraham. 
We account for the express mention of His having ‘‘ come down” 
as intended to convey a contrast to the blasphemous language ot 
those who built the tower (Gen. xi. 4), and for the silence about 
the “going up,” after said judgment, on the ground that the 
latter needed no express mention. But this very circumstance 
must convince us that in the manifestations of God on the earth 
there may have been a “ coming down’ and “ going up,” without 
any express statement to that effect in the Biblical record. We 
also hold that the word of the Lord to Cain (Gen. iv. 10): ‘“‘ the 
voice of thy brother’s blood crieth unto me from the ground,” 
must convey to the mind of every unprejudiced reader that it 
had cried toward heaven. Nor can we help thinking that the 
expression in Gen vi. 12: “ And God looked upon the carth,” 
rather implied that the Lord had looked down from heaven than 
that from some place on the earth He had looked abroad upon 
it. Hence, however ingenious in its conception and application 
the idea of Hofmann may be, it does not bear the test of exanti- 
nation. ‘Thus much of truth there may be in it, that the 
“walking” of the Lord had, so long as man abode in Paradise, 
been more intimate and near by far than at any time since the 
Fall. Only redeemed earth and a renewed Paradise (Rev. xxi., 
xxl.) shall again witness such close communion. 

We have to confess entire ignorance as to the derivation of 
the term Cherub. Hofmann has declared lis preference for 
the explanation which makes 5y55 merely a transposition of 

395, = chariot , and which attaches to the term the meaning 

of that word. In corroboration, he appeals to Ps. civ. 3. But 
we cannot agree in this view, not merely because this transposi- 
tion, of which there is no othcr example, is too arbitrary and 
curious, but chiefly because the idea of a chariot as attaching to 
the Cherub, is not characteristic, and attaching to it under all 
circumstances, but only accidental, and occurring under certain 
given circumstances. It is well known that in the Cherubim of 
the tabernacle and of the temple, as well as in those of the New 
Testament vision, there is no allusion to “chariots.” As little, 
perhaps even less, can we adopt the derivation suggested by 
Delitzsch, according to whom the verb y95—which nowhere 
occurs—is referred to the cognate root of the verbs 459, 353), and
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supposed, according to the analogy of the Sanscrit grzbh, of the 
Persian giriften, and of the Gothic gripan, to bear the meaning 
of to grip, to setze, to hold. Thus the word Cherubim is inter- 
preted as they who take hold of, or who bear the throne of God. 
But Scripture nowhere implies that the Cherubim seize, or hold, 
or take hold of the Divine Throne. So far indeed from confirm- 
ing this idea, Eizekiel’s vision implies that the “ firmament” of 
‘“erystal” on which the throne of God stands, rests only on the 
tips of the outspread wings of the Cherubim. Neither can the 
derivation of the word from the Syriac 2;2, which is represented 
as equivalent to secare, sculpere, formare, and according to which 
yW75 Means forma, tmago, an artistic formation or representa- 
tion (Keil, Temple of Sol., 107; Hadvernick’s Ezek., p. 5) com- 
mand our assent, if it were only on the ground, that it rests upon 
or leads to the erroneous opinion that the Cherubim were merely 
symbolical formations of art or of fancy. Considering the idea 
attaching to the Cherubim, we should incline to the derivation 
proposed by Hyde (Rel. Vett. Pers., p. 263), who traces the term 
to ayqp, and explains it as equivalent to those who are near to 
God ; or else to that of Afauzer (Comment. on Is., vi. 2), who 
explains 4345 = oxy, Arab. = nobilis fut, and hence in- 

terprets Cherubim as nobiles principes. These explanations 
would also tally with the probable derivation of the term Serajfim 
(comp. § 79, 1), beings of kindred nature with the Cherubim. But 
there are philological objections to these interpretations. Per- 
haps the view most deserving of, and yet receiving the least atten- 
tion, is that which results from a comparison of Ezek. 1. 10 with 
x. 14 (in which latter passage, among the “four faces,” that of 
a Cherub is substituted for that of an ox), according to which 
the word 3 45 had originally been equivalent to ox (arator, 
from the Syrian root 2;2 = arare.) But this derivation also 
leaves us in hopeless cifficulty. 

We shall not, in the meantime, enter on the relation between 
the Jewish view of the Cherubim, and the similar or kindred 
representations of other nations. Suffice it at present to remark, 
that however stniking the analogies (especially in the Assyrian 
sculptures, which are now being rescued from the oblivion of 
thousands of years, comp. Vaux Niniveh and Persepolis, and fig. 
10 and 11), this does not in any way invalidate either the origi- 
nality or the historical character of the narrative in Gen. 11. 
These similarities, be they great or small, may all be traced back 
to a common source, in the oldest traditions of mankind. For 
the literature of this subject, comp. Winer’s Real Lex., s. h. v. 

(4.) We close with a few general remarks. It has been 
thought strange that the canonical writings of the Old Test. 
contain so few, or, as some have affirmed (for ex., Ammon Bibl.
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Theol., 2d ed., V, 281; Baumgarten-Crusius Chief Points in 
Bibl. Theol., p. 349; Lengerke Kenaan, 1, p. 17, etc.) do noé 
contain any allusions to the history of the creation and of the 
"all, as related in the passage under consideration. From this 
it has been inferred that the “myth” of Gen. ii. and ii. had ori- 
inated at a much later period, or had been imported into 
Palestine. Against this view, comp. Th. Sherlock’s remarks on 
the views which the Jews had entertained, before the birth of 
Clinst, about the cireumstances and the consequences of the 
Fall; O. Krabbe, Doctrine of Sin and of Death, ch. vi.; and 
Hofmann Script. Demonstr., i. 364, et seq. It is indeed re- 
markable that special references to these events oceur so rarely. 
But we have to remember, first, that express references to former 
writings were much more rare in ancient Oriental Literature 
than they are in ours. Even the New Test. contains only 
very few, and, comparatively speaking, equally few express re- 
ferences to Gen. i.— ill, although we might have expected to 
have found many more. Among the Old Test. references to 
these events, we may mention Ps. vii., comp. with Gen. 1. 28; 
—2 Sam. xxn. 16; Ps. xvii. 16, ci.” 14, civ. 29, 30; Job 
x. 8, 9, xxxili' 4—6; Is, ii, 22, xxix. 16, xlv. 9, lxiv. 8, comp. 
with Gen. 11. 7 ;—Is. Ixv. 25; Micah vii. 17, comp. with Gen. in. 
14 ;—Ps. exlvi. 4, civ. 30; Lcel. iit. 20, xii. 7, comp. with Gen. 
in. 19, Equally clear is the reference of Job xxxi. 33, and of 
Hos. vi. 7, to the history of the Fall. Even such authorities as 
Hitzig, xeg. Manual, 1. 95; Umbreit, Pract. Comment. on the 
Prophets, iv. 1, p. £1; comp. also Nelzsch, System, 4th ed., p. 
223, have of late declared in favour of this interpretation, for the 
rendering o7yys ‘after the manner of men,” 1s manifestly un- 

TqYT. 

suitable. The same remark apphes to Is. xhii. 27, where the 
expression, ‘thy first father hath sinned,” can, as the best com- 
mentators (for ex., Hitzig, Umbreit, Knobel, and others) have 
shown, only refer to Adam. However, Hofmann, |. ¢., views 
the latter passage as an allusion to Abraham. Let it also be 
borne in ind, that all the sacrificial services of the Old Test. 
are based on Gen. iii., nor can we be mistaken (comp. also 
Krable, |. c. 98, et seq. ; our Contrib. 1, 98) in finding in the 
expression Ay FAV, Which so frequently occurs in the Mosaic 

Criminal Legislation, a reference to the pays mir of the first 

Jegislation in Gen. 11.17. If any doubt should still occur, wo 
submit that the facts recorded in these chapters are chronicled 
with a child-like simplhecity, and that hence the manifold deep 
bearing of this narrative required a lengthened training before 
it could be perfectly apprehended in the consciousness of the 1n- 
dividual. So rich and deep is always the commencemcené of a
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levelopment, that the continuation of it is not sufficient fully to 
bring its treasures to light. It is only at its completion that all 
which had lain concealed in it appears. As another important 
consideration, in opposition to the above assertion, we may call 
attention to the gradually increasing expectancy of salvation. 
Thus, while Gen. 11. 14, 15, traces salvation to the medium of 
mankind generally, Gen. xii. 3 limits it to the seed of Abraham, 
ch. xlix. 10 to the tribe of Judah, and 2 Sam. vii. 12—16 to the 
family of David. Here the promise attains its narrowest limits, 
which it henceforth preserves throughout the whole Old Testa- 
ment. 

THE TWOFOLD TENDENCY MANIFEST IN THE PRIMEVAL RACE. 

(Comp. Dettinger, Remarks on Gen. iv. 1—6, 8; in the 
Tubingen Theol. Journal for 1835, pt. 1; Fr. Botticher de 
inferis rebusque post mortem futuris, Dresd. 1845, p. 121, et 

seq.) 

§ 23. (Gen. iv.) —The two first sons of Adam and Eve become 
immediately the starting-points and the prototypes of the two- 
fold tendency apparent in man: the one planted and nourished 
by sin, the other by salvation. These two tendencies re-appear 
everywhere in the history of mankind, and become more and 
more distinct, in the one case in a believing surrender fo, in the 
other in a determined alienation from, God, and from His plan 
of salvation. Cain (= the acquired) is the first fruit of Adam’s 
marriage (1.) At his birth, Eve triumphantly exclaims—‘ I 
have gotten a man with Jehovah,” in the belief that she had now 
got one who would victoriously conéend against the seed of the 
serpent. But speedily she becomes sensible of her error, and 
accordingly calls her second son 45>, for her premature and 
impatient hope had vanished like breath. Both sons offer" sacri- 
fices (2.) Abel brings the firstlings of his flock, and Cain of the 
fruits of the ground. The Lord graciously had respect to Abel’s 
sacrifice, but not to that of Cain. This excites the envy and the 
wrath of the latter, and he slays his brother. Henceforth Cain 
is cursed to be a fugitive and a vagabond in the earth. He 
dwells in the land of Nod (44; = flight) on the east of Eden, 
where he builds for his son Chanoch (Encch) a city of that
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name (3). The posterity of Cain follow in the course of estrange- 
ment from God on which their ancestor had entered. They in- 
vent arts, and they devise the pleasures of life; they deify them- 
selves and their ancestors (4). The Cainite Lamech introduces 
polygamy, and boastingly confides in his own strength, as in his 
God. His son Jubal was the ancestor of the nomadic tribes 
which dwell in tents. Jabadinvented stringed and wind instru- 
ments, Z'ubal-Cain was “instructor of every artificer in brass 
and iron.” These statements, as well as the names of his daugh- 
ter Naamah (the lovely), and of his wives Aduh (ornament, 
beauty) and Zillah (shade, perhaps so called from her rich 
tresses; according to First = Song) furnish abundant indica- 
tions of the peculiar development in the family of Cain. 

(1.) Before marriage could take place, or its fruits appear, it 
was necessary for man to pass beyond the stage of mere life, and 
to undergo the trial of his freedom, recorded in Gen. in. For, 
as a thinking, feeling being, possessed of freedom, personality, 
and self-consciousness, man was not to be induced to this union 
merely by impulse like the beasts, and without being conscious 
of its high purpose. Indeed, this the highest stage in the mani- 
festation of his life, presupposed his knowledge of good and evil. 
To this we may add as another reason, that the race was to be 
one organisin, both in joy and in sorrow, im blessing and in curse, 
for its destination depends on this unity. Hence the unfolding 
from original unity into plurality could only take place after man 
had made choice of his peculiar direction. 

(2.) Here, at the threshold of the development of mankind, 
we come upon the mystery of 4000 years—the institution of 
SACRIFICES. What was their origm, and whence the strange 
accord by which sacrifices are the central point in the religion of 
all ancient peoples ? Manitestly the Biblical record does not give 
us light on this subject, but at the same time it seems to imply 
that God had given instructions concerning, and that He had 
instituted, this ordinance. Many theologians have thought that 
the statement (Gen. i. 24) that the ‘“‘ Lord God made coats of 
skins (to our first parents) and clothed them,” refers to the in- 
stitution of sacrifices. The reason why the Lord had respect to 
the one and not to the other sacrifice must chiefly be sought in 
the disposition of those who offered it; Heb. xi. 4—* By faith 
Abel offered unto God a more excellent sacrifice than Cain.” 
However, the view so often expressed that Abel’s bloody sacrifice 
expressed a more profound religious apprehension than that of
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Cain, which was “ without shedding of blood,” seems to agree 
with the general bearing of the text. The view (that man had 
only learned to offer bloody sacrifices after they had become 
crucl), founded on a statement of Porphyry, de Abstin. ii. 1, 
§ 5, according to whom at first sacrifvees of fruits had been 
brought, shows a most wretched want of criticism, assuming the 
vague talk of a Pythagorean as sound historical testimony, while 
it sets aside all real historical evidence to the contrary. Comp. 
Meiner’s Crit. Hist. of Religion, ii. 3, et seq. The sacrifices of 
Cain and of Abel are Shelamim (peace-offerings). Their rela- 
tion to the later institutions of the Mosaic law has formed sub- 
ject of chscussion (comp. Deyling Observ. ss. 11., obs. 4; He7- 
degger 1., Exerc. 18; Leland Antiqu. p. 195; Jken Diss. ii. 5) 
which has led to no definite result. 

(3.) In the circumstance that CAIN BUILT A CITY we recognise 
the same tendency and the same felt want on the part of man 
alienated from God which afterwards reached its climax in the 
rearing of the Tower of Babel. Nor do we feel any difficulty 
about the inhabitants of that city—especially considering that 
the expression is chiefly meant to convey a contrast to the scat- 
tered tents of shepherds. Centuries may have passed before Cain 
commenced to build this city. The attempts of Bochart, Huet, 
and even of modern writers, to identify the name of the land and 
of the city of Cam, are equally needless and useless. Some 
particulars connected with the narrative about Cain presuppose 
that men had already spread over the face of the globe ; a view 
this which we hold to be quite tenable. According to hints 
gathered from Gen. iv. 25, the murder of Abel must have taken 
place immediately before the birth of Seth, or 130 years after the 
creation of man. During that period Adam must have had a 
large number of descendants. Some have felt difficulties in 
connection with the evident necessity of intermarriages between 
the nearest relations, as implying incest. But that idea cannot 
attach to such connections. In incest, homogencous points must 
meet. But this could only take place after mankind, which, in 
our first parents, were as yet one unseparated whole, had de- 
veloped and settled into individual and separate families. Comp. 
on this subject, against the view of J. D. Afichaelis, an article 
(by Hengstenberg ?) in the evangel. Kirchenzeitung, 1840, Nos. 
47—52, 58, 59, and Br. Bauer, Crit. of Revel. i. 192, et seg. 
We shall return to this subject when treating of the Mosaic 
legislation. 

(4.) Ph. Butitmann (on the mythic period from Cain to the 
flood, in the “ Mythologus, Berlin 1828,” p. 152—179)—and 
before him many others (as, for example, G. Vossius, Bochart, 
Huetius, and others)—has attempted to trace a connection 

2
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hetween the NAMES of the DESCENDANTS OF Cain and those of 
heathen mythologies, but for purposes different from those of his 
predecessors, Tubal-Cain was = Vulcan, Jabal and Jubal = 
"ABéros = Apollo, &c. The suggestion by the same author 
that the genealogy of the family of Cain was originally the same 
as that of the family of Seth (an Gen. v.), has gained more 
general support than the other hypothesis. According to that 
view Noah was the son of Zillah (Simla = Semele), and the 
same as Bacchos; Lamech and Chanoch occur in both genea- 
logics ; Adam was = Enosh, Cain = Kenan, Ivad = Jered, 
Mechujacl — Mahalalecl, Methushael = Methushelach. This 
hypothesis has been adopted by Z'uch, ad h. ]., by Hwald (Hist. 
i, 313, ct seq.,), and by Lepsius (Chronology of the Egypt., 1. 
396, et seq.) ; it has been controverted by Havernick (Introd. 1. 
2, p. 262) and by J?asm. Rask. (oldest hebr. Chronol., from the 
Danish, by Jfohniche, Leipz. 1836, p. 37, et seq.) Butimann 
himself allows that there is a great difference in the roots and in 
the meaning of these names. Besides, the two series of names 
are differently arranged, while some names are wholly omitted ; 
a circumstance the more important when we bear in mind the 
respect paid to such data in ancient times, a feeling to which we 
owe the preservation of names and genealogies diwing the lapse 
of thousands of years. Still, the identity of two of these names, 
and the similarity of others, is remarkable. Hdvernick, 1. c¢., 
accounts for this on the ground “of the paucity of names in 
primeval times ;” JZ, Baumgarten (Comment. i. 1, p. 93, et seq.) 
thinks “ that, by adopting the names of the family of Cain, the 
descendants of Seth had intended to shew that they had taken 
the place of the first-born but degenerate line ;” while Delitzsch 
(Gen., p. 157) infers that the two families had continued inter- 
course with cach other. Dettinger, 1. c. p. 9, et sey. very aptly 
ealls attention to the fact that the text furnishes more detailed 
particulars about Chanoch and Lamech, whose names were so 
slnilar, in order to prevent the possibility of their being iden- 
tified, and to shew more clearly that the direction in which the 
development of these two lines tended was opposite. Indeed, 
without doubt this is the reason why the gencalogy of Cain is 
given, On this ground, also, it closes with Tamech, the sixth 
from Cain, in whom the ungodliness of a family which only 
sought after the things of this world reached its climax, as may 
be gathered from his polygamy, from his godless confidence in, 
and hymn to, the sword, and trom what is recorded of his sons, 
who directed their energies to cultivate exclusively the worldly 
side of life by arts and industry. His family foreshadowed the 
later stage of heathenism in its twofold aspect (§ 31.) For 
further particulars we refer to the exposition of this chapter by
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Delitzsch. Ewald constructs, from the data furnished in the 
genealogy of Cain, quite an Olympus, with gods, heroes, and 
emi-goddesses ; for particulars of which we refer the curious 

reader to the works of that writer. 

§ 24. (Gen. v.)—In room of Abel, who had been slain, Eve 
now gets Seth as compensation. Nor is this a misnomer. Seth 
is the ancestor of a family, which, continuing in the faith, become 

heirs of the promise, and whose aims, character, and tendency 
are in direct contrast to those of Cain (1.) Even during the 
time of Enos men began formally to serve Jehovah, in opposition 
to the worship of self and of ancestors, which had at the same 
time commenced in the family of Cain. noch (the dedicated), 
the seventh from Adam, walked with God, and was in consequence 
“taken away” (2.) Lamech (Lemech), as formerly Eve, hoped 
to have found in his son Noah (rest)—(probably as being the 
tenth from Adam, with whom he hai anticipated this era would 
close)—one to comfort him concerning his work and toil, on the 
ground which Jehovah had cursed. Adam lived till Lamech 
had attained his sixty-fifth year (3.) 

(1.) The separation of the race into Sethites and Cainites was 
not stopped by the circumstance that, according to Gen. v. 4, 
Adam begat many other sons and daughters. According to their 
respective tendencies, these would jom either the one or the other 
party. 

(2.) From Heb. xi. 5, we learn that ‘by faith Enoch was 
translated that he should not see death”—a view which certainly 
agrees with the purport of the onginal account. We do not, 
however, see that the explanation offered by M. Baumgarten has 
either proved “the internal necessity of this fact,” or ‘‘ removed 
every difficulty connected with it.” That writer has left out of 
consideration the principal difficulty which arises from a com- 
parison with Rom. v. 12—14, and with 1 Cor. xv. 20—-23. If 
Enoch was removed from communion with God here to com- 
munion with Him there, the latter can, according to 1 Cor. xv. 
20—23, not represent the state of perfect glory. He was trans- 
lated that he should not see death, but he cannot have been 
exempted, any more than those to whom 1 Cor. xv. 50 refers, 
from those two elements connected with death, according to 
which it is both the result of sin and the condition of the resur- 
rection. The manner, the character, and the place of the trans- 
lation of Enoch must all be fixed within these limits. Our 

3
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iynorance of the circumstances and relations after death precludes 
our knowledge of further details. The son of Sirach says (xliv. 
16)—* Enoch was translated, bemg an example of repentance to 
all generations,” while the pseudepigr. book of Enoch, and after 
it Jude, 14, 15, expressly speak of him as having, during his 
life-time, preached repentance and judgment. Comp. Cave, in 
Fabricius’ Codex pseudepigr., 1. 201; Hoffmann, the book of 
Enoch, p. 69; Fr. v. Meyer in the “Studien and Kritiken,” 
1841, p. 640, et seq. On Enoch, comp. generally 4. Pfeiffer 
decas exercit. ss., eX. Ii. 

(3.) Adam attained the age of 930 years, Methusalah that of 
969. On the duration of life among the patriarchs before the 
flood comp. J. A. Avanne, bibl. Researches and Expos., Erlang. 
1819, 1., et seq. ; Fr. v. Schlegel, Philos. of History, Vienna 1829, 
1, 60 et seq. The attempts of others (4. G. Hensler, Remarks 
on some passages in the Ps. and in Gen., Hamb. and Kiel 1791, 
p. 287 et seq.; Hufeland, Macrobiotic 1, ch. 5; Ltusm. Mask, 
oldest chronol., Leipz. 1836), to bring those ages within our 
present limits of life by assuming that those years consisted of 
only 1, of 3, or of 6 months, are simply absurd. Equally un- 
satisfactory is the view of H. Leo (Evang. Kirch. Zeit. 1842, 
No. 36), who suggests that the names of individuals represented 
entire groups of generations. Against the opinion (of Bertheau, 
Lepsius, etc.) that these numbers indicated cyclical periods, 
such as we find in the mythic dynasties of the Egyptians, Chal- 
(leans, &c., we urge the decisive fact that the only number of 
astronomical importance is that in connection with Enoch. The 
statement of Z'uch that these numbers were meant to shew that 
the duration of human life was continually decreasing, refutes 
itself, as no such decrease appears in the genealogies. The 
duration of life decreases, indeed, with Mahalaleel to 895 years, 
but it rises again with Jared to the figure 962, which had never 
before been attained ; with Enoch it again decreases to the mini- 
mum of 365, once more to rise with Methusalah to the maximum 
of 969 years, &c. The question as to the possibility of a hfe of 
7, 8, or 9 centuries cannot be settled by the rules of modern 
Physiology. Any assertion of impossibility must be regarded 
either as a piece of arrogance or as a proof of rashness. Instances 
of lives prolonged for 150 or even 200 years occur almost in 
our own days, and if under peculiarly favourable circumstances 
men may attain an age three times that of ordinary duration, 
why should, under much more favourable circumstances, life not 
have attained ten times its present average length? And we are 
warranted in inferring that, during the first ages of our species, 
conditions had taken place which singularly favoured longevity, 
but which for thousands of years have ceased. Among them
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we reckon an undiminished youthful vigour in the men of the 
first generations, and a corresponding deeper energy in telluric 
and natural life generally. All that geology discloses about the 
antediluvian state of the earth proves that these suppositions are 
founded on fact. Besides these we might urge, in support of the 
Biblical statement, other reasons derived from the Divine plan 
concerning the world and salvation. 

On the CHRONOLOGICAL Di¥FERENCES between the Hebrew 
original, the Samaritan version, and the LXX., comp. J. D. 
Michaelis de chronol. Mosis ante diluvium (the 14th in the 
collect. of the commentt. soc. Gott. obl.), who attaches authority 
only to the statements of the Hebrew text. Comp. also the re- 
marks of bibl. chronlog. generally, and ZL. Reinke, contrib. to 
the elucidat .of the O. T., Minster 1851, p. '70 et seq. The two 
other recensions have arbitrarily altered the text, to make it 
agree with some of their own suppositions. Béckh rightly sug- 
gests (Ilanetho p. 86), that the Alexandrians had made the 
periods longer in order to reconcile the chronology of the Bible 
with that current in Egypt. The alterations in the LXX. would 
no doubt have been as readily discarded as those in the Samaritan 
version, if it had not been for the use made of the former by 
New Testament writers. Js. Vossius, Joh. v. Afiiller, and 
Sey ffarth have followed the LXX. According to the orginal 
the flood had taken place in the year 1656, according to the LXX. 
in the year 2242, according to the Samaritan text im the year 
1307 of the world. At present it is pretty generally allowed 
that only the statements of the Hebrew original are authentic. 
Of course this statement does not of itself imply the general credi- 
bility of these data. We can scarcely wonder that Rationa- 
lists should, in consistency with their principles, deny their 
accuracy. But the objections of students of Egyptian history 
would, if well founded, raise more grave difficulties. Bunsen 
maintains that the chronology of Egyptian history can be satis- 
factorily traced to the year 4000 before Christ, while Lepsius as - 
confidently asserts that the Egyptian king Menes commenced his 
reign in the year 3893 before Christ. But even scholars who 
cannot be accused of entertaining prejudices in favour of the 
Bible have admitted that the correctness of this chronology has 
not yet been proved. We may, therefore, in the mean time, 
dismiss this objection. The same remark applies still more 
strongly to the ingenious hypothesis of Bertheau (comp. the 
Annual Report of the German Orient. Soc., Leipz. 1846, p. 40— 
58), who supposes that all the three recensions are chronological 
systems, drawn up in cycles, all equally trustworthy or non- 
trustworthy, and invented in order to fill up a gap in historical 
tradition. ‘The Hebrew text—according to Bertheau—speaks of
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1656 lunar years (= 1600 solar years) in order to assign a dura- 
tion of 160 to each of the ten generations. It is scarcely neces- 
sary to comment on so arbitrary and groundless a hypothesis. 

We subjoin a table of the three recensions. (a refers to the 
Hebrew text, B to the Septuagint, c to the Samaritan text.) 

. | Ss | . S a 

eB] 5./] a. | sz] s.| a 
se | es | 3s | HE | Be | 3s O22 | ‘eg | #4 23 {| 34 | 
"ela [a | "E| 2 | 2 

A{ 130 800 930 A| 162 800 962 

ADAM, B/ 230 | 700 | 930 || Jaren, Bi 162 | 800 | 962 
c| 130 8u0 930 c| 62 785 847 

Al 65 | 300 | 365 
Enoce, B/ 165 | 200 | 365 SETH, B{ 205 | 707 | 912 

c}/ 65 {| 300 | 365 

al 90 | 815 | 905 | a| 187 | 782 | 969 
Enos, B}/ 190 | 715 | 905 |MeEtaosaLan,|B! 187 | 782 | 969 

c} 90 | 815 | 905 | c| 67 | 653 | 720 

a| 70 | 840 | 910 | a} 182 | 595 | 777 
Carnan, |B] 170 {| 740 | 910 LAMECH, |B/ 188 | 565 | 753 

70 | 840 | 910 c| 53 | 600 | 653 

Al 65 | 830 | 895 Aj} 500 (950) 
MAHALALEEL,| B] 165 | 730 | 895 Noau, B| 500 (950 

c| 63 | 830 | 895 c 500 (950 

THE JUDGMENT OF THE FLOOD. 

§ 25. (Gen. vi.)—From the long duration of life the race in- 
creased very rapidly (1). But their alienation from God increased 
in the same ratio, It attained its climax when the sons of God 
intermarricd with the daughters of men (2), and the offspring of 
these connections, the Ne/filim, committed their deeds of violence. 

This corruption spread even ito the ranks of the pious descen- 
dants of Seth, until only one man, Noah (“a preacher of right- 
eousness,” 2 Pet. ii. 5), was found who walked with God. But 
the Lord allowed other 120 years to pass to “ give space for re- 
pentance” (3). In the mean time Noah had, by Divine command, 
built an ark of three stories, 300 cubits long, 50 cubits broad, 
and 30 cubits high (4). But despite all warnings men continued 
in their course of godlessness (comp. Matth. xxiv. 37—39),. 

(1.) Computations of the number of men in existence at the
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time of the flood, being the result of a calculation of probabilities, 
become sometimes really absurd. Thus S. Baumgarten (contrib. 
to Univers. Hist. i, Ann. 175) computes their number at 
2,,238,030,282,752. Before the flood the human race apparently 
inhabited only a part of Asia. 

(2.) The following three are the leading views about the BNE 
Etouim :—(1.) They are represented as “ filit magnatum puellas 
plebejas rapientes ;” (2.) They are supposed to have been angels ; 
or (3.) pious persons = the descendants of Seth, while the 
daughters of men are supposed to have been descendants of Cain. 
The first-mentioned is the view of the Samaritan version, of 
Jonathan, Onkelos, Symmachus, Aben-Esra, Rashi, Varenwus, 
&c., but is at present generally abandoned. The second view is 
that most generally entertained both by the ancient Synagogue 
and Church. It was possibly shared even by the LX X.—at least 
the authority of the Manuscripts is divided between the readings 
viol Tod Oeod and ayyeror tov Geov. It is, however, adopted 
(with mythic embellishments) in two old apocryphal works: the 
book of Enoch, and what is known as little Genesis (Aer? 
yéveots, of which Dillmann has given, in the annual survey of 
Ewald, a German translation based on the Ethiopic.) It is also 
adopted in the epistle of Jude (vv. 6, 7), and in the second 
epistle of Peter (ii. 4, 5), as well as by Philo, by Josephus, and 
by most of the Labbins (comp. Hiscnmenger’s Judaism Un- 
masked, i., 380), and by the most ancient of the fathers, such as 
Justin, Clemens Alex., Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrosius, and 
Lactantius. Since that time it has, however, been gradually 
discarded ; Chrysostom, Augustine, and Theodoret contended 
vehemently against it, Philastrius directly stigmatised it as 
heresy, and the older German Theologians turned from it almost 
with aversion. It was also opposed in the Synagogue. Rabbi 
Simon ben Jochat excommunicated all who advocated this view. 
In our own days all the Divines who have held that the book of 
Genesis was mythical have adopted this view; but others also, 
and among them a large number of interpreters who believed in 
revelation, have pronounced in its favour. Among them we may 
mention Kdppen (The Bible, a work of Divine Wisdom, i., 104; 
Fr, v. Meyer (Blatter fur hoh., Wahrh., xi. 61 et seq.); 
Twesten (Dogmatics, it. 1, p. 332); Nitzsch (System, p. 234 et 
seq.) ; Drechsler (unity of Gen. p. 91 et seq.) ; Hofmann (Predict. 
and Fulfillm., 1. 85 seq., and Script. Demonstr., i. 374 seq.) ; 
Baumgarten (Comment. on the Pentat. ad h. 1.); Delitesch 
(Comm. ad h. 1.) ; Stier (Ep. of Jude, p. 42 seq.; Dietlein 
(Comment. on 2 Pet., p. 149 seq.); Huther (Comment. on 
the ep. of Peter and of Jude, p. 204 seq. 341).! 

1 Dr Maitland, in his Essay (on False Worship, London 1856), advocates
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The third mode of interpretation which we have above men- 
tioned is advocated by Chrysostom, by Cyrillus Alex., by 
Theodoret (who supports it by the curious argument that Seth 
had, on account of his piety, obtained the cogromen @eos, and 
that his descendants had on that ground been called viot rod 
Geod), and by almost all the later orthodox Theologians. In 
our own days it has been zealously advocated hy Hengstenberg 
(Contrib. ii., p. 328, &c.); by Havernick (Iutrod. i., p. 265) ; 
by Dettinger (1. c. v. § 23); by Hel (in the Luther. Journal for 
1851, ii, p. 239), and by many others. 

Weighty arguments may be adduced in favour of both the last- 
mentioned interpretations, so that it is almost difficult to decide on 
their respective claims, In favour of the view according to which 
the designation is applied to the descendants of Seth, it is urged 
(1.) that the context isin favour of it. Ch. iv. is said to give 
an account of the family of Cain, ch. v. of that of Seth, and then 
ch. vi. of the commingling of these two lines, and the corruption 
ensuing from it, which afterwards led to the judgment of the 
flood. (2.) The expression “they took them wives” seems to 
indicate legitima conjugia. (3.) The remark which follows “ of 
all which they chose,” is supposed to prove that their sin con- 
sisted not in taking wives, but in choosing them according to 
their lusts—a statement which could only apply to men, not to 
angels. (4.) In ch. iv. the beanty of the female members of the 
family of Cain is repeatedly adverted to. However, none of 
these arguments is decisive. On the other hand, it is decisive 
against this view that in vy. 2 the Bne-Elohim are placed in con- 
trast to the Bnoth-Adam, nor can the latter expression be limited 
so as to refer to others than those spoken of inv. 1. But that 
verse refers without doubt to the daughters of men generally, 
without distinction of families or of religious views. Besides the 
general meaning of the term Bne Elohim, as ascertained from 
other passages, and—unless the authority of the epistles of Peter 
and of Jude be denied—the testimony of the New Testament, 
are in favour of the other view. Deep dogmatic prejudice only 
could have induced any to deny that certain angels are there re- 
presented as having fallen in consequence of their intercourse 
with the daughters of men. Comp. Dietlein, Stier, [Tuther, 
Hofmann, ll. ce. 

For the interpretation which renders the Bne Elohim hy angels 
it is urged :—(1.) That the wsus loguendi is in its favour. The 
term Bne Elohim is elsewhere always applied to angels, as in 
Ps. xxix. 1; Ixxxix. 7; Job i. 6; 1. 1; xxxvin. 7; Dan. in. 25. 

this view, carrying it, however, into fanciful particulars, and deriving the 
whole ancient mythology from this union of angels and men.—Tue Tr. 

VOR. I. G



$8 PREPARATORY HISTORY. (§ 25.) 

The contrary reference to Deut. xiv. 1, 2; xxxii. 5; to Ex. iv. 
22, comp. with Is. i, 2—and even to Gen. iv. 25, is not to the 
point, as the expression in the passage under consideration is not 
Bne Jehovah but Bne Elohim—a fact the more striking that it 
occurs in a Jehovistic section. Nor is there any force in the ap- 
peal to the term Elohim in Gen. v. 1, as in the sense there im- 
plied the descendants of Cain are also Bne Elohim. Of greater 
importance is the expression in Ps, lxxiii. 15, where, in the ad- 
dress to God, the pious are designated in opposition to the wicked 
as “the generation of thy children.” But then the expression 
Bne Elohim is throughout the Old Testament applied to angels, 
while the filial relation between the pious and God is conveyed 
by the term, “ children of Jehovah” (Ix. iv. 22; Deut. xiv. 1; 
xhi, 5; Is. i. 2). Ps. lxxii. 15 must, therefore, be understood 
in the latter sense. The objection that the common term 
“ Maleach” would have been employed if angels had been meant, 
may be removed by the remark that Maleach is the official 
designation of angels, Bne Elohim their nomen naturae. (2.) It 
may be argued that if the Bne Elohim had referred to men, the 
expression “daughters of men” would not convey any idea of 
contrast. (3.) The statement in v. 4, ‘“‘ The same became mighty 
men, men of renown which were of old,” manifestly traces the 
heathen mythological legends about the sons of Gods and the 
heroes to this event. (4.) 2 Pet. 1.4 and Jude wv. 6, 7, are 
decidedly in favour of this interpretation. (5.) A consideration 
of the position and of the bearing of this event on history will 
lead to the same conviction. We call attention to the fact that 
it seemed to be necessary to destroy all mankind, and to com- 
mence as it were a new racc—a circumstance which can only be 
accounted for on the view which we have advocated. It surely 
cannot have been an arbitrary arrangement that, when a new 
development of grace commenced with Abraham, the rest of 
mankind were allowed to continue, while in this case it seems to 
have been necessary that they should be destroyed. But in de- 
claring ourselves m favour of this view, we must notice the 
objections urged against it. Ae (1. c.) lays great stress on the 
circumstance that the passage reads Bne haelohim (and not Bne 
Elohim, without the article). Haelohim, he argues, is “the true 
God,” and hence Bne haelohim can only apply to holy angels. 
But we cannot sec the force of this argument. Angels are called 
the sons of God on account of their heavenly origin, not of their 
holiness, and this remains the same after as before their fall. 
If fallen angels may be called Bne Elohim they may equally bear 
the title of Bne haelohim, for ‘hat God from whom they derive 
their origin is the true God, whether they continue in or fall 
irom their original holiness. Another argument, drawn from v.
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4, has more weight. It is inferred from it that Nefilim had not 
merely becn the offspring of marriages between the sons of God 
and the daughters of men, but also of other and not unfrequent 
connections. But—so runs the inference—if the Bne Elohim 
were angels, their progeny would also have been specifically dii- 
ferent from that of any other union, This reasoning, however, 
rests on an erroneoils interpretation of the verse quoted. The 
latter does not imply that Nefilim had been the offspring of any 
but the marriage of angels, and the assumption that the expres- 
sion ‘‘and also after that” bears any reference to Nefilim in 
Palestine at the time of Moses is perfectly gratuitous. On the 
contrary the verse explicitly says: “There were (sprung up) 
Nefilim in the earth in those duys,” a.e. during the 120 years of 
grace which the Lord granted to the race that had so fearfuliy 
deteriorated in consequence of these intermarriages, Afterwards 
the origin of these Nefilim is traced to these unions between 
angels and men. Lofmann (Script. Demonstr, 1., 375) trans- 
lates the expression ‘‘ Again, in future when they shall come and 
when they shall bear,” the terms “ the same are the mighty men” 
being then a kind of inference and the whole forming a predic- 
tion concerning “a future degeneracy of mankind similar to that 
which had taken place before the flood, m consequence of which 
there would again be mighty men such as had been of old, men 
of renown.” But we prefer the interpretation of Delitesch, who 
renders the verse as follows: ‘“ Nefilim arose in those days (of 
long-suffering), and also after that, when the sons of God joined 
themselves (came) to the daughters of men, and they bore to 
them—tl.ese are the mighty men, &c.” He adds, “ The Divine 
warning did not pnt a stop to the connection between angels and 
men, which continued despite the threatening. The words 
‘after that’ cannot refer to a period posterior to the flood, as the 
latter was intended to pnt an end to this iniquity—which was 
also done, especially as the angels who had carnally lusted were 
at that time bonnd with chains (Jude v. 6; 2 Pet. ii. 4). Hence 
the pretension of the Anakin to have sprung from these Nefilim 
could not possibly have been well-grounded, although their claim 
was admitted by some of their cotemporarics (Numb. xii. 33).” 
This interpretation 1s, on the whole, satistactory, although it is 
not perfectly natural. Hence we prefer with Dettinger to refer 
the 99 not to something additional, but to interpret it as indi- 
cating an emphasis, in the sense of “just” or “since” (comp. the 
instances in Gesenii thes. s. h. v. No. 3, and especially the mean- 
ing of the word in the second clause of Gen. xxix. 30). The verse 
wonld then be rendered, “There were Nefilim in the earth in 
those days, and that just after the sons of God came in to 
the daughters of men and they bare children to them. These 
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are the men of renown which were of old.” We cannot agree 
with Hofmann (Predict. and Fulfillmt. i. 86), in deriving the 
word as4yp5 from bp» fo be cast out, to be born (Is. xxvi. 19), 
in which case it would “ indicate those who were cast out or born 
in a way different from that in which the race is commonly pro- 
pagated.” We prefer to abide by the old derivation of the word 
from Spy = fo attack, and to render it by “ violent men.” 

Dogmatical arguments are also urged against our view. These 
have, since the days of Chrysostom and of Augustin, had so 
powerful an influence on orthodox criticism, that commonly the 
simple and natural meaning of the words has altogether been set 
aside. The chief reasons against our interpretation have always 
heen either that drawn from Matth. xxii. 30, with which it is 
supposed to be mcompatible, or the notion that angels were 
merely spirits without any corporeity. To the first argument it 
may be rephed that the statement of the Lord (that the angels 
of God neither marry nor are given In marriage) only implied 
that all sexual connection is entirely contrary to the nature of 
holy angels, not that they may not have fallen from their 
original holiness and then have been guilty of sinftd conduct 
contrary to their nature. If we bear in mind that there 1s some- 
thing mysterious about the love and connection of the sexes, and 
that in all who are not wholly sunken, the animal aspect of it— 
which sin isolates—is pervaded by a more elevated and noble 
principle ; when we farther think of its importance in the his- 
tory of the world and of salvation, we may perhaps not regard it 
as quite impossible that the angels should have not only desired to 
look into this mystery of human nature, but also to share in it. 
Comp. Ziwesten (Dogm. 11. 332): “That this idea may not be 
quite so absurd as it may appear at first sight, could scarcely 
have been more brilliantly shown than in the beautiful poem of 
Moore.” The refutation of the objection drawn from the absolute 
incorporeity of angels we leave to those who can reconcile behef 
in this doctrine with a correct interpretation of Gen. vi. The 
view of Hofmann, with whom Delitzsch agrees (p. 175), 1s un- 
satisfactory. He thinks that “the possibility of progeny in con- 
sequence of the influence of a spiritual nature may be inferred 
from the fact that the virgin had conceived by the influence of 
the Holy Spirit.” But the human nature of the second Adam 
was not begotten by the Holy Spirit, like that of the first Adam 
it was created. The eternal Word was begotten into the holy 
child which the virgin bore in consequence of the creative influ- 
ence of the Holy Spirit. But no such creative influence could 
possibly be ascribed to any created spirit. Besides, spirit could 
only beget spzrit. We can only conceive a sexual connection 
between angels and daughters of men if the idea of corporeity
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attaches to the former, and if their body was entirely subject to the 
spirit which inhabited it, so as entirely to adapt itself not only 
to the peculiar purposes for which that spirit was created, but also 
to lusts which in themselves are contrary to its original nature. 

The question whether the Bne Elohim of Gen. vi. were angels 
which had already fallen or were only then falling cannot be 
fully decided from this passage alone. The most ancient testi- 
mony (that of the book Enoch, of little Genesis, and of the oldest 
of the fathers) is in favour of the latter view, and the epistles of 
Peter and of Jude scem distinctly to bear it out. 

It is scarcely possible to do more violence to historical facts 
than J. P. Lange (pos. Dogm. 569) has done. His statement 
that “the more celibacy came to be in repute in the Church the 
more did the fathers entertain this hypothesis” refutes itself. 
This ‘“ hypothesis” was generally entertained (in the 2d and 3d 
centuries) when cclibacy was not yet, or at least only began to 
be in repute while it was attacked and declared to be heresy ever 
since the fourth century, when so much value was attached to 
celibacy. 

(3.) Contrary to the manifest meaning and connection of the 
passage, Josephus (antiq. i. 3, 2) thinks that the period of oNE 
HUNDRED AND TWENTY YEARS was not a space given for repent- 
ance, but a shortening of the duration of life to 120 ycars—a 
view which has recently been adopted by T'uch p. 157, by Ewald 
1. 324, and by AZ. Baumgarten 1. 1, p. 102. Against it comp. 
Hofmann (Predict. i. 86; Script. Demonstr. i. 445), and 
Delitzsch (Gen. 177). 

(4.) The Ark was neither intended nor suited for nautical 
purposes. It was not meant for navigation, but tor carrying 
freight, for which it was much more suited than if it had been 
constructed according to the principles of shipbuilding. The 
vessel, after the model of the ark, which P. Jansen built at Hoorn 
in the year 1609, was capable of carrying one-third more freight 
than ordinary vessels of the same tonnage, but was unfit for 
navigation (comp. J. D. Michaelis, Orient. Libr. xviii. 26 et sey.). 
N. Tele shews in his Comment. that the ark was sufficiently 
large to receive all those animals which were to be preserved. 
Of the 3,600,000 cubic feet which it contained he reserves 9-10ths 
for the victualling department, and assigns a space of 54 cubic 
feet to every species of animals, and accordingly finds that there 
was rooin for nearly 7000 different species. T’ishes, worms, and 
insects were, of course, not received into the ark. Comp. also 
Silberschlag, Geogony ti., 63 ct seq. 

§ 26. (Gen. vil. vill.)—The space given for repentance had 
passed by unimproved, and Noah entered the ark with his wife,
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with his sons Shem, Ham, and Japheth, and with their wives. 
(Shem = Name, Glory ; Ham or rather Cham = Heat ; Japheth 
or Jepheth = widely-diffused, Enlargement). Of every kind of 
beasts which live on dry ground he took one pair with him into 
the ark (and of clean beasts, ¢.e. of such as may be sacrificed, by 
sevens), and of all food that is eaten; and Jehovah shut him in. 
Then the flood began on the 17th day of the second month, in 
the 600th year of Noah, or 1656 after the creationof man. The 
fountains of the great deep were broken up, the rain was upon 
the earth forty days and forty nights, the waters rose 15 cubits 
above the high hills (1), and all flesh that moved upon the earth 
died. The ark rested upon the mountainsof Ararat. Gradually 
the waters again decreased, and on the 27th day of the second 
month of the following year (2) Noah went forth out of the ark (3.) 

(1.) The account of the flood bears all the marks of being a 
carefully kept diary. Hence we infer that the sTATEMENT OF 
THE DEPTH OF THE WATERS was derived from actual measure- 
ments made on board the ship itself, which rested upon one of 
the tops of Ararat. Similarly we conclude that the expression : 
“all the high hills that were under the whole heaven’ referred 
to the mountains in sight, z.e. to the highlands of Armenia. A 
volume of water 30 feet above the top of Ararat (which accord- 
ing to Parrot is 16,254 feet high), and which prevailed for 
almost a year, must have found its equilibrium, and thus covered 
the face of the whole globe. According to the calculation of 
Lilienthal (v. 69) the quantity of water necessary to cover the 
surface of the earth to a height of one mile above the level of the 
sea is only equal to the 272d part of the volume of the earth. 

(2.) The flood prevailed for a year and 10 days. But although 
in this and other places we have certain definite data, the com- 
putation of the year of the flood (comp. the chronologies of 
Bengel, Bennigsen, Tiele, and others) is not without its difficul- 
ties, partly froin the inaccuracy necessarily connected with the 
calculation of a year computed according to lunar months, and 
partly from the uncertainty attaching to the question whether or 
not the 40 days of rain were included in the 150 days during 
which the waters increased. 

(3.) We have now to advert to some points of importance in 
the history of the flood. (1.) The GATHERING OF THE DIFFERENT 
ANIMALS to be taken into the ark does not imply very great 
difficulties when we remember the equableness of chmate before 
the flood, and the instinct of animals, who generally gather 
around man im anticipation of any great natural catastrophe.
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Besides, it is not necessary to understand the words of tne text 
as conveying that literally all kinds of beasts had been taken into 
the ark. We know that some spccics have died out with the 
flood. The collection of food became more easy, as the event 
took place in autumn (in the second month of the year, which 
always commenced in autumn). It is more difficult to explam 
how the animals spread after the flood. Prichard (in his 
Natural History of Man) proposes one of two solutions of this 
question. Hesuggests that cither the flood had only covered and 
laid waste that portion of the earth which was inhabited by man, 
or that a partial creation of animals had again taken place after 
the flood. In favour of the latter hypothesis he mentions that 
certain strange and abnormal organisms are found in Australia 
(New Holland). Prichard inchnes to the latter view, and in 
its favour adduces as an argument from analogy that fresh 
creations marked every new geological period of the earth. The 
difficulty might also be removed by supposing that the various 
continents had formerly been connected together—a view borne 
vut by geographical considerations, and supported by the legends 
of other nations (comp. also Gen. x. 25), especially by that con- 
cerning Atlantis, (2.) On the LeGenps and accounts of the 
flood current AMONG OTHER NATIONS comp., besides the authori- 
tics mentioned in § 20, 5, also Z. v. Stolberg i app. u. to vol. 1. 
of his history; Buttmann Mythologus 1., 180 et seq. ; v. Bohlen, 
Luch, and Delitzsch in their respective Comment., and Paravey 
documens sur le déluge de Noé, Par. 1838. On the Indian 
tradition comp. Fr. Bopp, The flood with other three of the most 
important episodes of the Maha—Bharata. Transl. from the orig. 
Berlin 1829, T'he popular accounts current both in the old and in 
the new world agree in part with those of the Bible in so striking a 
manner that we can scarcely err in supposing that the former 
were derived from—or at least modified by the latter. Comp. 
the remarks of Hengstenberg in Egypt and the books of Moses, 
pp. 242, 274. An impartial critical enquiry into the whole 
subject might be of importance. But however strictly car- 
ried on, sufticient would be left to warrant the remarks with 
which Delitzsch concludes his survey of this tradition : “ A survey 
of all these traditions carries to our mind the conviction that the 
tlood was a historical event, which had struck deep root in the 
memory of nations. Therecollection of it extended from Armenia 
to Britain, and from China across Kastern Asia to Amcrica. The 
biblical account of this event is equally free from all mythological 
and merely national elements, and presents the only faithful and 
purely historical representation of a tradition which had spread 
over all the nations of the world.” 

On the’ GroLogicaL aveEsrioxs involved comp., besides the
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works mentioned in § 20, Bukland reliquiae diluvianae, Lond. 
1823, K. v.. Raumer Manual of Univers. Geogr., 2d ed., Leipz. 
1838, p. 395 et seq.; Jéud. Wagner, Natural Hist. of Man, 
Kempten 1838, vol. 1.; G. H. v. Schubert, Kosmos, Erlg. 1852, 
p. 659 et seq. ; A. Wagner, Hist. of the Primeval World, pp. 215, 
526 et seq.; A. Hbrard, in the Journal, ‘‘ The future of the 
Church” (3d year), p. 357 et seq.; Fr. Klar, Original state of 
the earth, Stuttg. 1833. 

/ 
NOAH AND HIS SONS. 

§ 27. (Gen. ix. 17.)—The development which had preceded the 
flood had not attained its goal, viz., to exhibit salvation by the 
seed of the woman. If this purpose was not to be given up, the 
former development had to be broken off by a universal judgment 
and a new development to be commenced. The latter begins 
with Noah as the former commenced with Adam. On the part 
of man its starting-point is that emphatic confession of his sin- 
fulness and hope of salvation, which finds in sacrifice an appro- 
priate expression. On the part of God we have a gracious 
acceptance of the sacfifice and the promise: “I will not again 
curse the ground any more for man’s sake, for the imagination of 
man’s heart is evil from his youth, . . . While the earth 
remaineth seed time and harvest, and cold and heat, and summer 
and winter, and day and night shall not cease.” The result is a 
new covenant between God and the new race (1), in virtue of 
which He again bestows on man dominion over nature and the 
blessing of being fruitful, and gives them a preliminary law (2) 
to be their first (elementary) schoolmaster (Gal. ii. 24). The 
rainbow is to serve as the handwriting of the Lord, and to bear 
witness of this solemn transaction both in the sight of Noah and 
of all succeeding gencrations (3)—as it were a writing In sym- 
pathetic ink which always becomes legible when the dark storms 
which recall a former judgment give place to the glowing rays of 
the sun, which remind of the grace dispensed since that period. 
It 1s the characteristic of this covenant that through the forbear- 
ance of (fod sin ia now to be passed over until the fulness of 
time (+.) 

(1.) But even the generation which perished in the flood is not
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wbsolutely and entirely shut out from the blessings of this cove- 
nant (comp. 1 Pet. iii. 19, 20), inasmuch as salvation was not 
only to spread but also to extend into the past and the future. 
Delitzsch (p. 180 et seq.) aptly remarks about the bearing of the 
flood on the history of salvation: “It is a universal judgment 
and forms a period in history, so extensive and well-marked, so 
powerful and universal as only to be placed by the side of the 
tinal judgment, which constitutes the outmost boundary-line of 
all future history. But this Judicial Act is at the same time also 
an act of salvation, the flood is also a flood of grace, and in this 
respect a type of baptism (1 Pet. mi. 21). This destruction has 
preservation, this drowning purification, this death of the race 
a new birth for its aim; the old and corrupt world 1s buried in 
the flood that from this grave it may emerge a new world. Then 
Ararat points to Sinai: the Elohim-covenant into which God 
enters with the holy seed which He had preserved and with all 
nature points to the covenant of Jchovah; the few and _ brief 
precepts given to the decendants of Noah are the commencement 
of a positive Thorah, and in their contents and purpose the basis 
and the commencement of the law given from Sinai.” 

(2.) From this preliminary legislation the Synagogue has de- 
rived the seven Noachic ordinances, which were held to be bind- 
ing on all heathen prosclytes (of the gate). These are (according 
to Buxtorf lex. talm. s. voce 4, p. 407 et seq.), (1.) prohibition 
of Idolatry, (2.) of Blasphemy, (3.) of Murder, (4.) of Incest, 
(5.) of robbery and theft, (6.) of eating blood and strangled 
animals, (7.) injunction of obedience to magistrates. 

(3.) The impression conveyed by the text is that the RAINBOW 
appeared then for the first time in the firmament. Some have 
interred, among other passages, from Gen. ii. 5, that rain had not 
fallen before the flood. De Luc and Schubert have, on grounds 
drawn from natural philosophy, maintained the probability of 
this supposition. Comp. also Hofmann Script. Demonstr. 1., 247. 

(4.) The Lord admits the fact of universal sinfulness as some- 
thing actually existing—it forms an clement in the economy of 
His government and in part determines its direction (comp. the 
significant word “ for” in the promise Gen. vill. 21). The com- 
passion of the Lord, who, until all possibility of lis salvation has 
passed away, regards and pities the sinner as one wretched and 
miserable, and His long-suffering which bears with the sinner 
and spares him so long as his return is possible, retard the second 
and final wnzversal judgment of Divine Holiness—which must 
view and punish this sinfulness as guélé—until His grace shall 
have accomplished all that it had afore devised and determined 
for the salvation of sinful man. Comp. also [Zofmann Script. 
Demonstr, 1., 448 et. seq.
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§ 28. (Gen. ix. 18 ct seq.)—Noah became an husbandman, 
and planted a vineyard. And when he drank of the wine he was 
drunken, and lay uncovered in his tent. Ham, his youngest son, 
mocked him, but Shem and Japheth covered the nakedness of 
their father, their faces being averted from him. In this appa- 
rently insignificant act—the first on the part of Noah's sons in 
the new development—their hidden character and tendency 
became manifest. These traits could only develope in their race 
as the peculiarities of character descended in their generations. 
When Noah awoke and knew what had been done he predicted, 
in the language of prophetic blessing and curse, the fate of the 
nations which would descend from his sons: 

(v. 25.) “ Cursed be Canaan ! 
A servant of servants be he to his brethren ! 

(v. 26.) Blessed be Jehovah, the God of Shem, 
And Canaan shall be his servant | 

(v. 27.) God enlarge Japheth ! 
May he dwell in the tents of Shem, 
And Canaan shall be his servant !” 

(1.) Clericus understood THE BLESSING AND THE CURSE OF 
Noad to refer to the subjugation of Canaan by the Greeks and 
Romans; von Bohlen considers it as a prediction post eventum 
referring to the passage of the Scythians through Asia at the 
time of Josiah (according to Herod.), and Afovers (Bonn Journ. 
for Philos. and Cath. Theol. Fasc. 18, p. 97 et seq.) applies it to 
the subjugation of Canaan by the Hebrews, and to the cotem- 
porary subjection and expulsion of the Phenicians from their 
colonies by the Greeks who took their place. According to this 
writer this blessing could only have been uttered or written down 
at that period. Zuch, viewing it from his peculiar stand-point, 
aptly remarks (p. 193) : “‘ It cannot possibly be intended to convey 
that conquerors descending from Japheth would take possession 
of the provinces held by the descendants of Shem. The state- 
ment refers rather to the co-operation of these tivo brothers, who 
are influenced by similar pious considerations, and to point out 
the ideal union in which as the ancestors so their descendants 
also shall combine for higher purposes. The idea, which is soon 
afterwards more distinctly expressed, that the salvation of man 
is to flow from Shem (Gen. xi. 3) appears here for the first time, 
and in the most general outlines.” Viewed along with the con- 
text the expression can certainly not imply that Shem was placed 
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at disadvantage. Noah intends to bless Shem, not to curse 
him. or farther particulars we refer to Hengstenberg's Christol. 
1, p. 47, &e.; Hofmann’s Predict., 89 seq. ; Huvernick's Theol. 
ot the Old Test., p. 120 ct seq.; Baumgurten and Delitzsch ad 
h. 1. Hengstenberg renders it: ‘ Japheth shall dwell in the 
(spiritual) tents of Shem,” ¢.¢. he shall be received into the fellow- 
ship of that salvation which is to proceed from the race of Shem. 
Hofmann (Script. Demoustr. i., 161) and Baumgarten decide 
in favour of an interpretation less suitable. They render: 
“ Elohim shall dwell in the tents of Shem,” ze. as Onkelos had 
already explained it: May the Shechina of God dwell in the 
tents of Shem. Delitzsch has (p. 210) well shewn that the sub- 
ject in the second clause of v. 27 can only be Japheth. He 
observes: Sven the expression, ‘ Blessed be Jehovah, the God of 
Shem,” implies that Goud’s gracious preseuce was to be with Shem. 
But that Japheth is the subject of the clause in question may be 
inferred from the fact that v. 27 treats of Japheth, as vv. 25 and 
26 had respectively treated of Canaan and Shem. Besides, the 
short and eniginatic exclamation: “ Jlay Elohim enlarge Jap- 
heth,” is in favour of the supposition that the following clause is 
supplementary to it; the God of Shem is designated as Jchovah 
in contradistinction to Elohim, the God of Japheth; the term 
‘‘ enlarge” indicates local extension ; and, lastly, the cluldlike and 
delicate action which Shem and Japheth had performed in con- 
cert may be expected to point to such a final blessing as would 
involve a mutual relationship of concord between these two sons 
of blessing. Comp. Ps. cxxxiil. 1. At any rate the prediction 
of Noah connects itself with the promise of salvation in Gen. 1. 
15, adapts it to the new circumstances, and thus further deve- 
lopes it. Jehovah, the God of salvation, who had decreed and 
who executes the council of salvation (comp. § 57, 2) is the God 
of Shem ; Shei is the chosen one of Jehovah: the promised sal- 
vation of man is to come not from the race of Japheth, nor from 
that of Ham, but from the tents of Shem. ‘The judgment of the 
flood had destroyed sinners, but not sin. Sin again makes its 
appearance in Ham, as formerly in Cain; and the twofold ten- 
dency which in the primeval race had been represented by the 
descendants of Seth and of Cain (§ 23) 1s now reproduced in the 
races of Shem and Ham. The descendants of Japheth occupy 
an intermediate position, With reference to Ham, but not to 
Jehovah, they stand in the same relation as the descendants of 
Shem. Jehovah is not properly the God of Japheth, but Elohim 
prepares for Japheth a way to the tents of Shem, where he is to 
find both Jehovah and His salvation. His participation in sal- 
vation is brought about through Shem. 

The enquiry why the curse was pronounced against Canaan,
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and not against Ham who had transgressed, is not without its 
difficulties. Hofmann thinks that the sorrow which Ham, the 
youngest son of Noah, had occasioned to his father was to be 
requited by similar sorrow occasioned by Canaan, whom he sup- 
poses to have been the youngest son of Ham. But Gen. x. 6 can 
scarcely be held as bearing out this supposition. The table of 
nations in that chapter is manifestly arranged on a principle dif- 
ferent from that of comparative seniority. The difficulty would 
be removed if we were warranted in assuming that Canaan was 
at that time the only son of Ham. Besides, Canaan is no doubt 
singled out because of the special relation in which he stood to 
Israel. Hence, what is said of Ham’s son, as such, applies equally 
to all hissons. Comp. also Drechsler 1. c. pp. 114,115. From 
the fact that deliverance from the curse of bondage and partici- 
pation in the salvation of Shem are not promised to Ham, it may 
not be inferred that such will never take place. On this occasion 
Ham is only to be cursed and not to be blessed. The blessing 
which, proceeding from the tents of Shem, was designed to extend 
to the later descendants of Ham was on. this occasion to be still 
withheld from him. In his peculiar state at the time, Ham was 
not capable of receiving, nor was Noah, indignant against his son, 
capable of prophetically apprehending or apportioning such a 
blessing. Comp. Ps. Ixviii. 32. 

THE CONFUSION OF TONGUES AND THE DISPERSION OF NATIONS. 

§ 29. (Gen. x. xi.)—From the Highlands of Armenia (1) 
the descendants of Noah first journeyed to the plain of the land 
of Shinar, between the Euphrates and the Tigris. In the pre- 
sentiment that their dispersion would soon become necessary, 
they are anxious to fix upon a central point of union; with a 
presumption like that of the Titans, they attempt to reach unto 
heaven, and thus, by a combination of all the forces of man, to 
oppose Him who dwelleth in heaven (2.) But Jchovah descends, 
and rends the only remaining bond of unity, that of language, 
which was the first and the most necessary conclition of common 
action (3.) God breaks up their sinful union, and scatters them 
abroad, in order afterwards again to combine them into a true 
union. Henceforth every nation is to pursuc its own course 
(Acts xiv. 16) till they at last again meet in the tents of Shem. 
Thus this course of development also has not led to the goal ; it 

3
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also must be broken off and another commenced. The period 
of this catastrophe is not definitely fixed (4.) The table of 
nations (in Gen. x.) (5), constructed on the twofold principle 
of descent and of geographical settlement (6), exluibits the dis- 
persion, of which the Divine interposition was the occasion. 

(1.) Raumer (Palest. App. v. p. 447, et seq.), and after him 
more fully Rud. Wagner (Nat. Hist. of Man, 11. 256, ct seq.), 
have well shown the mportance of Mount Ararat, not only 
geographically, from its central position, but also in respect of 
civil and natural history, as being the central and starting point 
of civilisation, of languages, of the various races of men, and even 
of domestic animals, and of all plants that are cultivated. In 
opposition to Bredow (Rescarches into Ancient Hist., p. 130, et 
seq.), Who identifies the land of Shinar with the neighbourhood 
of Babylon, P. Schleyer (Reply to Obj. against the Predict. of 
the O. Test., Friburg, 1839, § 48—52) has shown that it—(“ the 
country enclosed between the Euphrates and the Tigris, and ex- 
tending from the southern border of Armenia to the Pasitigris”) 
—included a much larger tract of land. Its peculiar name is 
still preserved in Mount Sindshar (Niebuhr, Journey, ti. 338.) 
The expression “ castward,” as applying to the land of Shinar 
(Gen. xi. 2), must be understood as referring not to the point 
whence the wanderers started, but to that which the narrator oc- 
cupied. 

(2.) It is somewhat difficult to determine the precise INTEN- 
TION, and hence the degree of ungodliness, oF THOSE WHO 
REARED THE TOWER. Josephus, Antiq., 1. 4, 2, says that they 
had wished to set the vengeance of God at defiance, and to pro- 
tect themselves against another flood. To this Perizonius 
(Origines Babylonica, ch. 10—12) replies:—Turris illa (py = 

onuetov) futura erat signum, quod ut aquila legionem Romanam 
in acie sic hosce homines (pastores) per pascua ct prata vagantes 
cogerct denuo ct colligeret identidem in unum et proprium sibi 
locum, ne singuli facile dispergerentur etc. Sunilarly Ld. 
Neyelsbach (the prophet Jeremiah and Babylon, Erlg. 1850, p. 
7): “If we consider that those who reared the tower regarded 
the earth as a large disk, and that they expected that an increase 
of the population would lead to its being peopled to its utmost 
boundaries, we can readily conceive that they sought to prevent 
any estrangement on the part of those who might be scattered to 
the utmost ends by erecting a great monument of which the top 
would be visible from all points of the disk.” But fear of dis- 
persion seems only to have been a subordinate element ; the chief 
consideration was: ‘“‘Iet us make us a name (pyj)” which Shem
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sees to bear some reference to the Shem in ch. ix. 26, 27. It 
is the more probable that a hostile antagonism to the race of 
Shem and to the salvation which was to proceed from it was in- 
tended, as according to ch.*x. 8—12 the statement of Josephus 
that this rebellious movement had originated with Nimrod, the 
descendant of Ham, is apparently correct. In their rebellious- 
ness they refuse the pyj appointed by God, and wish to make 

themselves a pyj, and to prepare salvation for themselves by 

combining all human forces ; they are, so to speak, the socialists 
and the communists of primeval times. Besides, v. 6 distinctly 
indicates that God had regarded this building of a city and tower 
as only the commencement of a much more dangerous course, the 
further development of which the confusion of tongues was in- 
tended to arrest. On the probable ruins of the tower comp. S. 
Preiswerk, ‘‘ The East,” for 1839, Fasc. i. Commonly this tower 
is identified with that of Belus, of later times, described by 
Herodotus (i. 181) and Strabo (i. 16 ¢. 1) (comp. Prideauzx i. 
98; Universal Hist, 1. 308 et seq.; Afiinier, Relig. of the Baby- 
lon. p. 48.) But this opinion is rightly controverted by Prets- 
werk, who identifies the Azll Amram on the eastern bank of the 
Euphrates as the ruins of the temple of Belus, and the Bi7s 
Nimrud on the western bank of that river as those of the tower 
of Babel. Delitzsch, however, dcems it improbable that “ stone 
ruins of this edifice reared by the race after the flood should still 
be preserved.” 

(3.) It is very difficult to realise the PROCESS OF THE CONFU- 
SION OF TONGUES. In his treatise de confusione linguarum (in 
his observ. ss. i. 1) C. Vitringa objects to the new commonly 
entertained, and attempts to shew that so far from the dispersion 
of nations having been caused by the confusion of tongues, the 
opposite had been the case. The expression: ‘ And the whole 
earth was of one lip and of the same words (of one language and 
of one speech)” applies in his view to their agreement of thoughts 
and councils, which they were about to perpetuate by the building 
of a tower; the “ confusio labiu,” of v. 7, he explains as a “ dis- 
sensio animorim, per quam factum sit, ut, qui turrem struebant, 
distracti sint in contraria studia et consilia,’ just as we read in 
Ps. lv. 9, ‘‘ Divide their tongues.” He also argues that the verb 
yoy in v. 7 does not necessarily mean inéelligere, but as in 
many other passages auscultare, obtemperare. According to 
another view (A. Feldhoff the table of nat. in Gen. Elberf. 1837, 
p. 5 et seq., and Hofmann Predict. i. p. 96) the problem may be 
solved by assuming that the organs of language had been vio- 
lently aftected in this catastrophe, while according to the common 
interpretation language was divided and multiplied by a miracu-
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lous and direct interposition on the part of God. In deciding in 
iavour of the latter view as being indicated by the language of 
the text we would not, however, absolutely set aside the other two, 
but rather incorporate them with ours, and especially wish to call 
attention to the natural aspect of this event, and to the natural 
basis from which the diversity of tongues sprang. Since the fall 
all the relations which in the life of man primeval had been joined 
into unity have become separated and disjointed. But this 
separation was not sudden, nor did it take place immediately after 
the fall, but only after the powers derived from original creation, 
which had still preserved the unity of man, had been consumed, 
and the elements which caused the separation had accumulated ; 
and even then only in consequence of a violent catastrophe, in 
which the separating obtained the victory over the binding and 
uniting forces. Thus the death of the body only takes place 
after a life of 900 years’ duration, the climatic changes in nature 
only after the flood, and lastly the separation of men in respect 
of language, nationality, and race, only by the violent catastrophe 
here recorded. But as death or the separation between body 
and soul in the life of the individual is the condition of a 
future and real re-union of the two (in the resurrection), so are 
these revolutions also in the life of nature and of mankind. 

If an empirical, one-sided, and unphilosophic Anthropolog 
has raised objections to the Biblical doctrine of the unity of races, 
a mistaken Philology controverts, in connection with the objec- 
tions already mentioned, the Biblical statement concerning the 
original UNITY OF LANGUAGES; and as the former maintains that 
man had gradually developed from the lower and animal stage, 
so the latter would attempt to derive human language from a 
gradnal development of sounds natural to animals. In opposi- 
tion to this, comp. the opinions and conclusions of eminent 
philologists, such as Adelung, I'v. v. Schlegel, Merian, Klaproth, 
Abel Itemusat, Prichard, Lepsius, and above all, IV. Humboldt 
(on the Kavi-language, Introd., Berlin, 1836—40); J. Grimm 
(on the Origin of Langnage, Berlin, 1852). Delztzsch (Jesurun 
Grimmace, 1838) has, by showing the relation between the Shem- 
itic and Indo-Germanic languages, most satisfactorily estab- 
lished his belief that a comparison of different languages affords 
a glimpse of their former and original unity. Comp. for the 
elucidation of this subject, also Zholuch, Mutal, and Wiseman, 
Il. ce. (§ 20, 4); G. 2. Chr. Kaiser on the Original Lang., 
Erlg. 1840; Leop. Schmid, Mixplan. of H. Script., Munster, 
1834, 1., p. 423, et sey. It 1s another and not less important or 
difficult question, which jiad been the ONE ORIGINAL LANGUAGE, 
and in what relation the languages presently existing stand to it. 
In former times, it was universally held that the Ilebrew was the
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original language, preserved from primeval times,—a view which 
M. Baumgarten (i. 155) still entertains. Comp. V. £. Léscher, 
de causis Linguee Hebraice, c. 1i1.; Morimus de Lingua Pri- 
meeva; G. Carpzovit Critica 8. Lips. 1748, p. 174, et seq.; J. 
Buxtorf, Dissert. Philol. Theol., Basil. 1662, Diss. i. et ii.; 
Calmet, Bibl. Researches, with Notes by J. Z. Jfosheim, Bremen, 
1741, i. 1, et seq. On the other hand, even Gregor Nyss. 
(Orat. 12 c. Eunom.) already maintained that the oldest lan- 
guage had been lost. The same view was afterwards advo- 
cated by Grotzus ad Gen. xi. 1; by Huetius Demonstr. ev. Prop. 
4,c. 13; and especially by Clericus, in the Diss. de Ling. Hebr. 
in vol. i. of his Comment. Of late, the view that all existing 
languages are only derived from the one original tongue, and are 
of nearly the same age, has almost generally been entertained. 
Comp. Delitzsch Gen., p. 230, et seq. The principal ground for 
the former opinion—in the fact that the Biblical names from the 
time before the flood are all of Hebrew derivation—is not con- 
vincing. It proves no more than what we already know—that 
the Hebrews had preserved these ancient traditions, In general, 
the word, but especially the name, is the body with which the 
mind clothes its representations and ideas. But if the des- 
cendants of Shem had carried with them the representations 
and the recollection of the persons and facts of primeval times 
through that catastrophe in which the capacity of the mind to 
form language underwent so thorough a transformation, these, 
even as all other representations and ideas, had to be re-moulded, 
in accordance with the altered principle at the basis of the for- 
mation of language, in order to be capable of being communi- 
cated. Nor may we overlook the fact that in antiquity—and 
that increasingly as we ascend—a most intimate connection sub- 
sisted between the idea attaching to a person and the name of 
that person. 

(4.) It has rightly been supposed that Gen. x. 25 furnishes 
an approximative indication of THE TIME OF THAT CATASTROPHE 
—‘‘ The name of one (son of Shem) was Peleg, for in his days 
was the earth divided.” Accordingly, some have fixed the date 
of the dispersion of nations as in the year 101 after the flood, 
being the year of the birth of Peleg. But against this we 
have to urge, first, that the expression “‘in his days,” seems to 
indicate a later period, when Peleg was already a man of note; 
then, the common use of names; and lastly, the impossibility 
that so many persons as would have been requisite for the build- 
ing of the tower should have existed at that period. Peleg lived 
239 years, and we may therefore place this event towards the 
close of the third, or the commencement of the fourth century 
after the flood. For the want of definiteness in the Biblical
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statement, we may account from the faet that the narrator de- 
sienedly follows the chronological thread only zz and for the 
race to whom the promise attaehes. Others (as for ex. Kapp, 
l. e., § 119, et seq.; AKatser, “the Original Language”) under- 
stand by this division of the carth a severance of the eontinents ; 
and Aaiser thinks that the expression “ let us go down,” (Gen. 
xi. 7) refers to the natural event which caused this separation, 
(and rendered a return impossible to those who were seattered 
abroad). 

(5.) For an explanation of the REGISTER OF NATIONS, eomp. 
the monographs of Buchart, Phaleg et Canaan, in vol. 1. of his 
works ; J. D. Michaelis Specilegium Geogr. exteree post Boehar- 
tum, 2 vols., Goett. 1769, 4; Losenmiiller’s Biblical Archeeol., 
vol. i.; A. Feldhoff, Table of Nations, Elberf. 1837 ; IV. Ariicke, 
Iixplanation of the Table of Nat. in the book of Gen., Bonn. 
1837; Beke Origines Biblice, or Researches in Primeval His- 
tory, Lond. 1834; Gorres, the Table of Nations in the Penta- 
teuch, vol. i1., Regensb., 1845: the Descendants of Japheth; A. 
Knobel, the Table of Nations in Genesis, Giess., 1850 ; also Ch, 
Forster, the Historieal Geography of Arabia, 2 vols., London, 
1844; and besides the Comment. and Diction., /’r. v. Aleyer, 
Bible-Interpretations, p. 155, et seq. ; “‘ Pages for Higher Truth,” 
x1. 65, et seq.; J. BP. Lange Misc. Works, 1., 122, et seq. ; and 
v. Braunschweig, Outlines of Univers. Hist., Leipz., 1833, p. 
S—27. As to the historical charaeter of this register of nations, 
eomp. Havernick Introduct., 1, 2, p. 273, et seq. ; Hengstenberg 
Egypt and the books of Moses (transl. by Robbins and Taylor ; 
Kidin. T. & T. Clark.) As to their importance in Univers. Hist., 
consult the opinions of J. v. Miller in J. G. Aftiller’s Examin. of 
the Bible, ii. 458 ; and of Fr. v. Schlegel Philos. of Hist. i. 227 et 
seq. of. G. Miller}. c. aptly deseribes it as “a genealogieal map 
of the world, shewing how the descendants of Noah had settled in 
the vicinity of that part of Asia.” It brings down the development 
and the spread of nations to the time of Moses (eomp. Gen. x. 19, 
Ewald Hist. 1. 278 et seq., and the Author's Essay on the original 
Inhabitants of Palest. in the Lutheran Journal for 1845 Fasc. 3). 

To take THE NAMES OCCURRING IN THE TABLE OF NATIONS as 
applying merely to single individuals or to founders of tribes, is 
to misunderstand the eastern mode both of viewing and of writing 
history. They eliefly reter to groups of nations, the later name 
of a nation being transferred to its ancestor, as aceording to 
oriental ideas a tribe and its founder are in reality one. Besides 
in many eases the same name applies both to the land and its 
inhabitants. Thus the names Canaan, Aram, &c., were in the 
first place transferred from the country to the nation and then 
from the latter to its founder, who represented the nation in its 
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totality and unity. When the personal name of the founder of 
a tribe was not preserved by the remembrance of events connected 
with him, it gradually sank into oblivion, and the name of the 
nation took the place of that of its founder. Besides, we have to 
bear in mind that the table of nations starts with the status quo 
at the time when it was written down, and only solves the problem 
of the origin of nations formally by shewing their evolution (from 
one to many), while materially it proceeds on the plan of reduc- 
tion, inasmuch as it only traces the origin of those nations which 
were either of importance at the time or lay within the horizon 
of the water. With Hengstenberg and Delitzsch we regard 
patriarchal tradition enriched by that acquaintance with the his- 
tory of nations which the Israclites derived from the Egyptians 
as the source of this table of nations. Hengstenberg has in part 
shewn that the knowledge of other nations, which, as the monu- 
ments prove, was possessed in Egypt, was also rendered available 
for‘constructing this table of nations. nobel fixes the composi- 
tion of this portion of Genesis (as forming part of the original 
clocument) about the year 1000 before Christ, and hence concludes 
that assistance had only been dertved from Phenician sources. 
On the importance of this table for sacred hist. comp. Ranke 
Research. 1., 182; Drechsler Unity, 110; Af. Baumgarten 1., 132 
et seq. ; Deletesch, 212 et seq. The preservation of the names of 
these nations, while sacred history is about to leave them to 
pursue their own ways, indicates that they are not to be wholly 
erasecl from the records of sacred history, and that they are not 
entirely omitted from the council of eternal love. The special 
interest for the history of the old covenant attaching to this table 
consists in this, that it generally “indicates the genealogical posi- 
tion which Israel holds among the nations of the world.” Besides, 
as all primeval Biblical history, it forms a striking contrast to the 
philosophical notions and to the myths of heathenism which 
speak of gods, of heroes, and of millions of years. 

It has been specially objected to the HIsToRICAL CREDIBILITY 
of the table of nations that the affinities of languages render it 
impossible to credit this account of the origin of nations. More 
particularly while we are here told that the Canaanites were 
descended from Ham, their language, it is asserted, proves their 
affinity to the race of Shem. But even granting that in the pre- 
sent defective state of our knowledge of the relations then sub- 
sisting it were impossible satisfactorily to remove these difficulties, 
it is certainly very unhistorical to set aside definite historical 
data for any abstract and @ priori reasoning or presumption 
such as that of the affinity of languages; especially when not a 
single tenable argument has been brought forward to shew that 
these data are false. With reference to Canaan it has indeed
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been urged (as for ex. by Tuch p. 245) that the national hatred 
of the Israclites had induced them to represent the former as the 
descendants of Ham; but to this it has often been replied that 
although the Israclites had no doubt cherished similar prejudices 
against Edom, Moab, Ammon, and Amalck, such feelings did: 
not induce them to deny that they had “sprung from the same .. 
stock. Besides, this method of tracing the pceculiaritics of the 
table of nations to supposed sympathies and antipathies 1s entirely 
refuted by the similar mention of Elam and Ashur. On the 
other hand the statement of classical writers that the Phenicians 
had originally inhabited the southern zone of the earth, whence 
confessedly the nations sprung from Ham had migrated, fur- 
nishes an important, because an entirely independent, historical 
testimony in favour of the Biblical account of the affinity between 
the Canaanites and the nations belonging to the family of Ham. 
Comp. Bertheaw Contrib. to the Hist., &e., p. 172 et seq., and 
Ewald i, 328 ct seq., 436 et seq. In our opinion Anobel has 
(1. c. p. 315) completely removed the difficulty by suggesting 
that when the Canaanites migrated into Palestine they adopted 
the Shemitic language spoken by those descendants of Shem who 
had resided there before their arrival, comp. § 45,1. The same 
remark most probably applies to the descendants of Terah who 
at a later period migrated under Abraham into Palestine (§ 46), 
as from Gen. xxxi. it inay safely be inferred that the ancestors 
of Abraham had spoken the Aramean and not the Hebrew lan- 
PLAGE, 

° (6.) THE DIRECTION WHICH THE DESCENDANTS OF NOAH TOOK 
on their dispersion was neither the result of mutual accord, of 
choice, nor of chance, They followed each an unconscious and, as 
it were, instinctive motive, a kind of internal “ rapport” between 
their character and that of the zones towards which they directed 
their steps. Japheth, easily excitable, was only adapted for 
the north and for the temperate zone. Tlis descendants, who 
constitute the moving and impelling element in history, settled in 
northern Asia and all over Kurope (comp. Hor. Od. i., 3: audax 
Japhett genus). Ham turned toward the south—the heat of a 
southern sun corresponded both with his name and his character. 
He scttled at first in the southern peninsulas of Asia, from whence 
he migrated into Africa. ‘The race of Shem forms the stable 
fixed element in history. In accordance with this its character 
it was probably less atlected than any other by the storm that 
caused the migration of the nations. It struck its roots in ante- 
rior Asia, The circle described by the settlements of Shem is 
drawn by Ewald (i. 327) as “commencing in the south-east 
with Elam (Elymais), on the other side of the Tigris by the 
Persian Sea, extending thence through Assur (the Assyrians) 
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northwards, along the Tigris, turning with Arpaxad to the 
northwest, then continuing with Lud (the Lydians) westwards 
to the Shemitic nations of Asia Minor and again returning with 
Aram in a south-casterly direction to the Euphrates.” This 
threefold division of nations according to the sons of Noah, does 
not, however, completely tally with the division of races as at 
present exhibited. Comp. Feldhoff 1. c., p. 134 et seq., and -J/. 
P. Lange |. c.1., 127 et seq. The latter rightly remarks that 
this very circuntstance speaks in favour of our table of nations. 
It were inconceivable that the three kindred original types, Shem, 
Ham, and Japheth, should at that period have already become 
completely separated and formed into individual races. The 
formation of races must necessarily have taken place at a later 
period in the development of the life of these original tribes. 

he descendants of Japheth develop into the Caucasian race ; 
the African descendants of Ham into the negro race. The 
sympathy subsisting between Shem and Japheth and the anti- 
pathy between them and Ham, as well as the fact that the two for- 
mer had settled beside each other around Ararat, occasioned the 
common features in their bodily conformation and their differ- 
ence from the race of Ham, while*the Mongolian conformation 
of the race of Ham in southern Asia and in the north-east of 
Africa, which holds an intermediate place between the Caucasian 
and the Ethiopian or pure negro race, indicates the many points 
of relation in intercourse, commerce, culture, and language which 
subsisted between the descendants of Ham and those of Shem 
and Japheth. For an excellent sketch of the peculiarities of 
each of the three great races we refer to Gérres I. c. 1., 52 et seq. 

HEATHENISM. 

(Comp. Ad. Wutke Hist. of Heathen. in its bearing on Relig., 
Science, Art, Morality, and the State, vol. 1., Bresl. 1852; J. A. 
Méhler Heathenism, in the Munich hist. polit. Journal i1., p. 
185 et seq.; Volkmuth on the paed. Rel. of the anc. World to 
the Christian age, Bonn (Roman) Catholic Journal, Fasc. xxv., 
p. 38 et seq.; J. P. Lange Life of Jesus 1., 45 et seq.; J. A. 
Steffens Anthropol. i., 354 et seq.; Schubert View of the dark 
side of Nature, &c., 4th ed. 1840, pp. 50 et seq. 241 et seq.; K. 
H. Sack Christ. Apologetics, 2d ed. Hamb. 1841, p. 92 et seq. ; 
J. Seb. v. Drey Apologetics, Mayence 1843, vol. 11., 53 et seq. ; 
J. B. v. Hirecher Chr. Ethics 3d ed. 1., 346 et seq.; If. Baum-
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yarten Apost. Hist. (transl. by the Rev. A.J. W. Morrison, Edinb. 
T. & T. Clark) 1, p. 159 et seq.) 

§ 30. The birth of heathenism may be dated from the moment 
when the presumptuous statement was uttered: ‘Go to, Ict us 
build us a city and a tower whose top may reach unto heaven, 
and let us make usa name.” Viewed in its negative aspect it is 
the principle of heathenism to deny the living and personal God 
and to slight the salvation which He has afore-determined ; 
viewed in its positive aspect, heathenism cherishes the vain hope 
that man is able, even as he is shut up, to deliver himself by his 
own powcr and wisdom, and hence is an attempt to bring about 
salvation with the means at the disposal of man (1.) The 
undertaking to which the text refers brought this principle tor 

the first time clearly to consciousness. Thus the building of the 
tower became the commencement of a new development which, 
as it could neither attain its goal nor was to be cut short by a 
universal judgment like that of the flood (Gen. viii. 21 et seq., 
comp. § 27, 4), could only terminate in ruin. But the Provi- 
dence of God could render even this ruin subservient to 
its purposes and yet ultimately conduct towards salvation even 
this development which had formerly renounced the way of sal- 
vation (2.) The circumstance that the text represents the con- 
fusion of tongues and the dispersion of nations in which it re- 
sulted as being a judgment and a punishment does not exclude— 
it rather implies that it was also the natural consequence of the 
development which had commenced, and that as being a means 
of chastisement it was also fraught with blessing in its bearing 
upon the development which was yct future. Wlnle God allows 
the nations to follow their own ways, He has set even to these 
ways a goal, in agreement with His own good pleasure, and 
while Ie leaves them to themselves He does not forsake them. 
In this sense heathenism also has its Divine Sanction. 

(1.) Even Josephus is of this opinion. Of Nimrod, whom he 
describes as the originator of the scheme for building the tower 
and as the father of heathenism, he says (Ant. 1. 4, 2): “He 
persuaded them not to ascribe it to God, as if it was through 
His means they were happy, but to believe that it was their own 
courage which procured that happiness.”
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(2.) Heathenism is the prodigal son whom, because he will no 
longer remain in his father’s house and under his special super- 
intendence, care, and instruction, the father allows to depart into 
the world, well knowing that when at last he shall have wasted 
all his goods and would fain fill his belly with the husks which 
the swine eat, both present wants and past experience will make 
him willing, gladly and thankfully to occupy the place which had 
been kept ready and open for him. The relics of his original 
state, of primeval times and of primeval religion, these are the 
portion of goods which the son takes with him and which he 
wastes in the riotous worship of nature—but they are also the 
solemn and ever-present monitor who had followed him; ‘the 
law written in the heart” followed him wherever he strayed, and 
however far he may have wandered from his father’s house it 
still constitutes a@ bond of connection with it. Hence the draw- 
ing which is the consequence of his descent and affinity as the 
“ offspring of God” (Acts xvii. 29), hence also the felt want within 
which ever manifests itself, and the longing after the lost peace 
of heart which can never be wholly suppressed. The prodigal 
could not find the bliss for which he had hoped in those ways 
which he had chosen. On the contrary, they led to misery, 
hunger, and nakedness. But still these thousands of years ot 
wandering were not to be wholly lost nor to pass without leaving 
any result. On his wanderings he was to acquire experience and 
possessions, he was to develop powers and capacities, with which 
on his return he could become the more useful and serviceable to 
his father’s house, that there they could not have been acquired 
in the same measure, because there the whole energy and all the 
force of development was in the first place to be applied for the 
attainment of other and more important objects which could only 
be realised there. 

§ 31. We have to acknowledge the existence of, and to dis- 
tinguish between, a brighter and a darker aspect in heathenisin. 
{tf from this point of view we regard first the religious develop- 
ment of heathenism, we must admit that it was not entirely 
destitute of every element of truth. Else, whence the almost 
inconceivable fascination and the seductive power which it exer- 
cised during its brightest period ? Falsehood, if unmitigated, is 
not attractive—it only attracts by means of the partial truth which 
it contains (1.) Among these elements of truth we reckon 
not only the relics of a primeval religion, but also and especially 
its anticipations of future truths. Heathenism was throughout 
amd wholly Pantheistic; it was a religion for time, and wholly
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ignored both a tuture salvation and a hereafter. It wished to 
enjoy where it could only hope, to Anow where it could only have 
anticipated, to behold where it should have believed. It turned 
away from the living God, because He was a God not only at 
hand but also afar off, because He pointed His people to the 
future and to a hereafter, while on the other hand it wholly sur- 
rendered itself to nature, whose fulness of life and of enjoyments 
was ever present and at hand. It broke through the boundary- 
lines of organic development, it anticipated that truth which 

could only make its full and healthy appearance at a later period, 
and hence presented it not as truth but immature, and as a 
caricature of the devil’s invention. The nature-worship of 
heathenism is a hot-house in which the exotic plant of a future 
and of a hereafter is made to grow on soil foreign to it, through 
powers not natural to it, and with a premature development. 
Thus for example the Shibboleth of Pantheism “that God may 
be all in all” (1 Cor. xv. 28) is such a truth. But it is a truth 
which can only attain its full and perfect realisation after thou- 
sands of years of development, and at the termination of the 
present order of things. But heathenism anticipated this truth 
and placed it at the top of its development. The hot-house 
plant bore blossoms among them, some that were lovely, but they 

could not ripen into fruit. This mixture of truth and falschood, 
of the Divine and the devilish, this premature anticipation, this 
deceptive splendour of early blossoms constituted both the power 
aud the seductive fascination of heathenism. Its power could 
only be broken when what was false in it had wholly absorbed 
every remainder of truth, when the blossom had faded and was 
fallen off without giving place to the fruit. Then it could no 
longer withstand the charge of hollowness and of entire impo- 
tence to satisfy the cravings of the soul. At that stage it had 
reached both its natural and necessary termination, and the 
Divinely decreed goal of its development. 

(1.) If heathenism had been merely a delusion and entirely a 
lve it could not again and again have entangled in its meshes the 
people of God, who were daily witnesses of Divine omnipotence, 
and possessed in their worship the richest and most profound 
mysteries. Nor could it have enabled its adherents to make 
those unparalleled sacrifices which they continually and willingly 

2
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rendered in its service. It could not have been merely an empty 
superstition which produced the resignation necessary for offering 
to the gods whole hecatombs—it could not have been ordinary 
madness which induced the priests of Cybele to make themselves 
eunuchs—it was not low carnal lust which induced the noblest 
virgins to give themselves up to any stranger in the temple of 
Mylitta—nor was it want of love to their children or unfeeling 
cruelty which induced parents to throw their children into the 
arms of Moloch, &c. 

§ 32. In respect of worldly civilisation, heathenism was in- 
tended to lead to another issue than that of its religious de- 
velopment. It was not negatively only, but also positively, to 
prepare the way for the perfection of the kingdom of God. In 
this respect heathenism also was to furnish materials for that 
magnificent building, the kingdom of God, which was designed 
to cover everything. Indeed, what heathenism has produced in 
philosophy and poetry, in art and science, or, in general, in 
worldly culture, remains, and is in part unsurpassed, while it has 

also materially aided that Christian culture which is destined to 
pervade every department, and to render it sacred. These 
blossoms were followed by fruit, which remain and form the im- 
perishable and living bases of Christian culture. On this ground 
heathenism has its preparatory character as well as Judaism, 
and occupies a parallel and independent place. These two 
directions could only be joined into one, when both had attained 
maturity—and the fruit of their union is Christian culture. 

(1.) Our remarks about heathenism refer, of course, only to 
the period before the coming of Christ. Its later stage is wholly 
without the Divine sanction, which, in some measure, attached 
to its former era. Ancient heathenisin, as well as Judaism, had 
fulfilled its purpose at the time of the Lord. In its present 
shape, heathenism as well as Judaism is only a caricature. It 
may be compared to decaying ruins, or to lifeles¢ and decaying 
members of the body. Hence, neither art, nor science, nor 
culture, can develop in it. 

APPENDIX ON THE LIMITS OF A PREPARATORY HISTORY. 

H. A. Hahn (in Reuter’s Repert. 1849, P. 9, p. 201) has ob- 
jected to the limits within which we have traced this preparatory
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history. This critic holds that sacred history bears, after the 
time of Abraham, essentially the saine character as before that 
patriarch ; and he would extend the bounds of the preliminary 
history to the giving of the law on Mount Sinai, where, in his 
view, the history of the Old Covenant really commenced. We 
cannot, however, share this opinion. We do not agree with this 
scholar that “the covenant with Abraham was essentially the 
same as the transference of the promises to Shem, and from the 
latter to Arphaxad, with this difference only, that the latter trans- 
ferences were not expressly recorded.” We are not warranted in 
inferring this, since it is not mentioned in Scripture. On the 
contrary, the silence of the text implies that no such transference 
had taken place. The register of names in Gen. xi. 10, et seq., 
as well as the short remark in Gen. x. 21, are only of importance 
in respect of genealogy, not of historiology, while Gen. x. 25 has 
only a chronological bearing, and cannot be regarded as a testi- 
mony that the promise had been exclusively transferred to Peleg. 
If such had taken place, we would, in agreement with the plan 
and spirit of the record, have expected that, just as in the case 
of Isaac and Jacob, so in that of the patriarchs in Gen. xi. 10, 
et seq., the fact would have been expressly mentioned. Besides 
—and this decides the question—the character of the history be- 
fore the calling of Abraham is essentially different from that sub- 
sequent to that event. His sclection constitutes a new principle 
in sacred history, which continues to develop till it reaches its 
climax in the incarnation of God in Christ, so that in Abraham 
and in Christ we have the beginning and the end, the promise 
and the fulfilment, of this one and unbroken portion of sacred 
history. The giving of the law on Mount Sinai does not break 
off this development, as the judgment of the flood and of the 
confusion of tongues had broken off former series’ of development. 
The history which commences with Abraham continues unbroken 
till the judgment which Titus was called to execute against the 
covenant-people. The giving of the law on Mount Sinai is only 
a high point, although the most prominent, in the history be- 
tween Abraham and Christ. It is not the commencement of a 
new history. True, it is called a covenané, but it does not differ 
essentially from that with Abraham. It does not stand in the 
same relation to the Abrahamic as the latter to the Noachic
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covenant. The covenant with Noah was made with all man- 
kind; the covenant with Abraham was made with him as the 

ancestor of the holy people, while that on Sinai was made with 
‘athe people as the seed of Abraham. When the building of 
the tower commenced, the principle of heathenism appeared in- 
deed for the first time, and after that all nations followed in their 

own ways. But at that time not only the descendants of Japheth 
and of Ham, but even—although at a later period, yet no less 
clecidedly—those of Shem also went astray, as, according to 
Josh. xxiv. 2, 14, even Terah, Abraham’s father, had been an 
idolater. Then, if ever, a new period must have commenced ; 
and this really took place when God chose, called, and entered 
into covenant with, Abraham. Hence we do not think that the 
separation of the nations in the plain of Shinar is the point where 
heathenism and Judaism, or, more correctly, where the two an- 
tagonistic series’ of developiment in the history of the world before 
Christ, which appeared in heathenism and Judaism, diverged. 
The latter only takes place when Abraham is called; and here 
the separation of the two really commences. Hahn is indeed 
right in thinking that the history of the Theocracy only com- 
mences with the giving of the law on Mount Sinai. But then 
we write the history of the Old Covenant, and not that of the 
Theocracy. The Noachic covenant is indeed more ancient 
than the Abrahamic (which is called the old in contradistinc- 
tion to the new covenant). If we had treated of this covenant, 
we should have commenced with the history of Noah, and 
brought it down to the period when, by means of the missionary 
activity of Paul, the descendants of Japheth entered the tents of 
Shem. Lastly, we do not intend to write—what Hahn would 
entitle—‘‘ A History of the Pre-Christian Development of the 
Kinedom of God,” else we should have commenced with the 
Fall, if not with the Creation. Nor could we have scientifically 
finished our undertaking. If the kingdom of God is the subject, 
x scientific treatment of the subject would require that it should 
be continued to its perfection at the end of time. 

J
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HISTORY OF THE OLD COVENANT.





THE MEANING, PURPOSE, AND GOAL OF THE 

OLD COVENANT. 

§ 33. After the Fall, deliverance from sin and from its conse- 

quences had become the object and aim of history. This salva- 
tion was to appear among men as the fairest blossom, and as the 
climax of all historical development, directed as it was by the 
Divine purpose of grace. But soon afterwards this development 
took a direction contrary to the will of God and fundamentally 
wrong, and that to such an extent that a universal judgment 
from the Lord had to break it off, because, had it continued m 

the saine direction, it would have led, not to salvation, but to 
absolute destruction. One man only was rescued from the 
general ruin, and he became the commencement of a new de- 
velopment, which again tended to the goal formerly set. But it 
also degenerated, not, indeed, to the extent of necessitating an- 
other universal judgment in order to preserve the Divine plan of 
silvation, but so far as to become incapable of sustaining or 
carrying out the Divine purpose of grace. Yet, if not in a posi- 
tive, still in a negative manner, this development might prepare 
the way for the coming dcliverance. Having started with con- 
fidence and reliance on personal power and wiscom, it could only 
end in despair of all possibility to attain the salvation of man by 
ts own efforts. But this also prepared the way for the advent 
of that true deliverance which God Himself had in the meantime 
prepared. 

§ 34. Although the descendants of Shem had resisted longer 
than others the threatening aggressions of the principle of 
heathenism, they ultimately succumbed to it. (Josh. xxiv. 2, 
14.) It is manifest that when even the race, in whose tents, ac- 
cording to the promise, salvation was to be wrought out, fell 

victims to the antagonistic power, something new required to be 
created, in order to prepare the way of salvation. A new de- 
velopment, in direct opposition to that of heathenism, required
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to be commenced, the posztive fruits of which could alone give 
import and value to the negative results of heathenism. Con- 
necting itself with the former prediction and in fulfilment of it, 
this new development must proceed from the race of Shem. As 
a brand plucked from the burning one man was to be rescued 
from this race which had already become entangled in the com- 
mon degeneracy and to be transplanted into fresh soil, there to 
be placed under new conditions and to be furnished with fresh 
powers and new aid. With this chosen one God entered into 
covenant; he is destined again to become the commencement of 
what was to prepare the way for salvation. The care of the 
sanctuary is committed to him and to his successors ; they become 
the centre of all revelation and of every preparatory institution ; 
there the salvation is prepared in which, when it has appeared, 
all nations are to share. Hitherto deliverance had been expected 
through the seed of the woman ; now the circle narrows and all 
nations of the earth are to be blessed in Abraham’s seed. 

§ 35. This third commencement in the development of salva- 
tion is distinguished by its Particularism from the Universalism 
of the two former commencements. The latter principle lay at 
the foundation of the two former serics’ of development: the care 
of the sanctuary had formerly been committed to mankind gene- 
rally. This arose from the circumstance that in each of the two 
former cases the development had always commenced with one 
universal ancestor. Creation had given a universal character to 
the first, the general judgment of the flood to the second series. 
But if the new development of salvation were a third time to 
have been committed to mankind generally, the whole degenerate 
race, with the exception of that individnal with whom the new 
development was to have commenced, would have required to 
have been swept from the earth by a universal judgment. But 
its corruption was not so manifestly and entirely contrary to God 
as it had been at a former period, when a universal judgment 
had become absolutely necessary. It had rather taken a direc- 
tion which, despite its erroneous character, did not render it 
wholly mcapable of coming wnder the influence of salvation. 
But this susceptibility was so much pushed into the background 
that it could only re-appear when the seeds of destruction, by
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which it was overshadowed, had attained to maturity, and then and 
thus destroyed themselves. Mankind was therefore still capable 
of being brought within the pale of salvation. But this could 
not be done either m a sudden manner or by violent and magical 
means, nor could it be immediately applied to mankind generally. 
Mankind had to be prepared for salvation, and this salvation 
prepared for them. Hence the deliverance about to be com- 
menced started from a particuluristic principle, and tended 
towards a universalistic goal. As every true development of 
the creature must organically unfold and progress, salvation also 
had to unfold from germ to fruit, and to grow from the one 
root into the tree with its many branches; it bore the character 
of separation only till it had matured so far as to become capable 
of becoming universal. And as salvation destined for man could 
only develop 7 man, it cond only be entrusted to one single 
individual, with the development of whom salvation also was to 
develop. Hence we sce Judaism develop by the side of hea- 
thenism—the latter was to prepare mankind for salvation, the 
former salvation for mankind. 

§ 36. Judaism and heathenism are two series’ of development 
running parallel and yet opposed to each other, conditioning and 
yet excluding each other. In distinct contrasé with heathenism 
the chosen race exhibit from the first the characteristics of deep 
humility, of confident faith, and of longing, hope and waiting. 
These traits appear also throughout the whole course of their his- 
tory in so far as the latter was in agreement with the idea and 
the requirements of the covenant. This people does not expect 
anything from its own power or wisdom, but everything froin the 
interposition of Jehovah. It does not expect deliverance from 
anything present but from something future—thither its longing 
gaze is directed, thither «do predictions, worship, and national 

institutions point. Israel is emphatically the people of longing 
and expectation ; the voice of one that criecth in the wilderness 
‘prepare ye the way of the Lord.” True, the common corruption 
of the human heart appears frequently in this race also, and that 
the more painfully the more it contrasts with everything around. 
Too frequently the spirit of the world claims this people also 
as its own, and too often does it voluntarily subject itself to the
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essential principle of heathenism ; but under the discipline of God 
the manifestations of its own pecuhar tendency by and bye always 
re-appear again, and that generally in each case more distinctly 
than formerly. On the other hand heathenism and not Judaism 
is distinguished by art and science, by culture and worldly 
civilisation. But that which was wholly wanting in heathenism 
appeared the more richly in the people of God. It is rich in 
religious culture and in Divine wisdom, it is strong in hope and 
mighty through a faith which conquers the world. Science, art, 
worldly culture, and in general the vessels for the coming salva- 
tion were to be prepared by the heathen, but satvaTion ttself 
solely by the Jews (John iv. 22). However this is not to be 
understood as if heathenism had in the fruits of its development 
become serviceable only and for the first time to Christianity, as 
the perfection of Old Testament revelation. Heathenism exer- 
cised also a mighty influence on the development of the prepara- 
tory religion of the Old Testament (1); and that to such an 
extent that the history of the Old Testament might even be 
divided into periods according to the heathen elements under 
which it developed (2.) Israel is brought into contact with all 
the forms of heathenism, and all of them give a fresh impulse to 
a new and niore full development of its religious consciousness. 

1.) This influence of heathenism on Old Testament revelation 
is threefold. It is formal in so far as heathenism offers a suit- 
able form in which its contents may be presented. This remark 
applies specially to religious Symbolic. Another source of influ- 
ence may be designated as material and that negatively in so far 
as the lie of heathenism became the oceasion and motive for the 
unfolding of the opposite truth; and positively in so far as the 
distorted and prematurely developed truth in heathenism passed 
through the sanctifying and purifying flame of the Old Testa- 
ment religious principle, and of the progressive Old Testament 
revelation, thereby losing its distortion and impure additions, 
and then became an element in the religious consciousness of the 
Israelites. 

(2.) The banks of the Euphrates and of the Tigris were the 
common birth-place of heathen culture. Without doubt the 
races which sprung from Terah, and to whom through the seed 
of Abraham the chosen race belonged, had shared in this common 
original culture. And when this original culture had separated 
into various forms, Israel shared in each of them whenever they
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had each attained to maturity. In the sense above explained 
Israel came first under Egyptian, then mnder Pheenico-Baby- 
lonian, then under Persian, and finally under Greco-Iiellenistic 
influences, 

§ 37. It is the purpose and ain of the old covenant to exhibit 
that salvation which is indeed to proceed from Israel alone and 
is tntended for Israel, yet not for /srael alone but in him for ald 
nations. Trom this twofold point of view we gather at what 
period salvation shall make its appearance, and with it the his- 
tory of the old covenant close. That fulness of time in which 
the two series’ of development—the Jewish and the heathen— 
with their fruits and results meet and unite to produce a Christian 
and all-comprehensive culture, presupposes that an objective and 
subjective development have at one and the same time attained 
to maturity. As in Judaism so in Heathenism that which each 
had to exhibit—the one salvation, the other sclence—imust have 

attained to such a degree of maturity as is requisite if the meet- 
ing of the two is to lead to appropriate results. Again, viewing 
it subjectively both Jews and heathens must have become mect, 
or rather everything must have taken place by which they might 
be rendered mect for individually receivmg salvation, Then 
have both Heathenism and Judaism reached their destination, 
and if either of them should seck to continue any longer it has 
lost its Divine sanction and with it its import in the history of 
the world. Henceforth it is only a dead body from which the 
living soul has fled—nor is there other hope left for it but this, 

that when the breath of life shall breathe on the dead bones that 
they may return to life (zek. xxxvii.) it also shall arise and 
become part and member of the living body. 

A.—THE SCENE OF THE HISTORY OF THE OLD 
COVENANT. 

(Comp. the works mentioned in § 15, 2.) 

BOUNDARIES AND NAME OF THE HOLY LAND. 

§ 38. Separated from the great mountain chain of Western 
Asia, and like an advanced post to oppose the irruptions of the 
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Mediterranean, a mountain tract rises from the valley of the 
» Eleutherus, extending eastward to the wilderness of the Eu- 

phrates, southward to that of Arabia, and westward to the 
Mediterranean. The first and most northerly division of that 
country includes two parallel mountain-chains extending from 
north to south-west, embracing in the west, Lebanon, which de- 
scends in many gradations from the snow line to the valley of 
the Leontes, which above Tyre flows into the sea; and in the 
east, Anti-Lebanon, which stretches farther south, and, im the 
snow-covered Great Hermon, attains a height of more than ten 
thousand feet. Between these extends the valley el-Bukda— 
some hours broad,—the ancient Coclesyria, from which in a 
southerly direction the Leontes and in a northerly the Orontes 
flows into the sea. At the foot of Hermon, but separated from 
the valley el-Buka’a by a low mountain-chain running parallel to 
Hermon, commences the Jordan valley, which divides the southern 
continuation of this mountain-chain longitudinally also into two 
parallel] mountain-ridges, running from north to south. This 
country, on both banks of the Jordan, bounded on the east by 
the desert of the Euphrates, on the south by that of Arabia, on 

the west by the Mediterranean, on the north-west by the valley 
of the Leontes, and on the north-east ly Hermon (1), was the 
scene of our history and the place where all the institutions pre- 
paratory to salvation were enacted. The central part of this 
country, its western division (2), bore the name of Canaan from 
its former inhabitants, Since the time of the Romans the whole 
country has been called Palestine. 

(1.) Comp. C. Ihken diss. iii. de finibus terrae promissae ii. 95 
and following, and L. de Laborde comment. géogr. sur l’exode et 
les nombres. Paris 1841 ad Num. xxxii. xxxiv. For a geogra- 
phically accurate indication of the boundaries of the land assigned 
to the people of God v. Numbers xxxiv. 1, &c., with which for 
the eastern division comp. Num. xxxii. 33—42, and Joshna xiii. 
1, &c. According to these passages the conntry east of Jordan 
extended southwards to the banks of the Arnon, while the 
country west of Jordan stretched from the southern shore of 
the Dead Sea to the river of Egypt or the Wady el-Arish (in 
Coptic auradsh = boundary), called by the Greeks, Rhinocorura. 
It is more difficult to trace the northern boundary. According 
to Joshua xiii. 5, 6, and Num. xxxiv. 8, all Lebanon, together
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with the country of the Sidonians, from Hor (probably = sq = 

Hermon) ¢éi7 you come to Hamath, formed part of the territory 
of Isracl. The expression “till you come to Hamath” is probably 
meant to indicate the northern part of the Orontes valley, el- 
Bukié’a, which forms the northern entrance to the country. 
Hamath is either the modern Hamah on the Orontes (the 
’Enipavewa of the Greeks), comp. Burkhardt’s travels i., p. 249 and 
following, or Hums, lying a few miles to the south of it, called 
by the Greeks Ekmesa. It follows that properly the whole moun- 
tain-range which we have above traced, including the two 
Lebanons, which with Palestine forms an organically connected 
whole, was originally destined for and given to the Israchites, 
with the exception only of the barren wilderness south and east. 
This territory they uever wholly possessed. Gen. xy. 18 (comp. 
Ex. xxiii. 31, and Deut. xi. 22—24) seems to promise a still 
greater extent of country, from the Nile in the west to the 
Euphrates in the east. In opposition to Zken and Laborde we 
maintain that the river of Hgypt means the Nile, and may not 
be confounded with the rivulet of Egypt or the Wady el-Arish. 
But against Hengstenbery we hold that the passage in question 
is not meant to give an exact geographical account of the boun- 
daries. In perfect accordance with the prophetic contents of 
that passage the general extent of the land of promise as situated 
between the two great historical rivers, or rather between the 
two empires which they represent, is there delineated. Accord- 
ing to this promise the country which the seed of Abraham was 
to possess would be of sawed importance as to maintain its inde- 
pendence by the side of the powerful Egypt, and the still more 
vast Asiatic empires—and all other nations and empires which 
might rise between these two great monarchies would either be 
unable to maintain themselves, or else, on account of their insig- 
nificance not deserve special mention. 

(2.) The NAME oF CANAAN yy55 (= low country) is always 

exclusively applied to the country west of Jordan. It isas much 
the name of the people as of the country. The strange circum- 
stance that a land so decidedly mountainous should obtain such 
a name becomes only intelligible by the historica] statement in 
the table of nations Gen. x. 15—19, according to which the 
Canaaniies had first settled in the low country of Phenecia, 
whence they gradually spread to the Dead Sea. The name 
IIaxaotivn sc. Svpia is the Greck mode of pronouncing the 
word pyiby which originally applicd to the territory of the 

Philistines along the southern shore of the Mediterranean, but 
was extended by the Romans to the whole country (comp. 
Ptolem. v.16: “ Palestine, which is also called Judea.”) In the 
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Bible the following names also occur: the land of the Hebrews, 
Gen. xl. 15; the Lord’s land, Hosea ix. 3; the holy land, Zech. 
ii. 12; the coast, or the land of Israel, Judges xix. 29; Ezek. 
vii. 2; the land of promise, Heb. x1. 9. 

THE JORDAN VALLEY. 

(Comp. IV. £. Lynch, Report of the Expedition of the United 
States to the Jordan and the Dead Sea; K. Rutier’s Georgy. vol. 
xv. (1.)) 

§ 39. The Jordan valley commences at the foot of Hermon, 
and runs parallel with the sea-shore, at about eight geographical 
miles to the east of it, from north to south between the two 
mountain chains which issue from Lebanon. The deep depres- 
sion of the valley below the level of the sea, and the abrupt rise 
of its mountain sides, induce enquirers to account for the pecu- 
liarity by some volcanic disturbance which had taken place at a 
period anterior to history (2.) Jordan itself issues at the foot 
of Great Hermon from three or four sources, which mnite in 

Lake Merom,a beautiful, deep hollow in the valley (8.) From 
the mountains which enclose this lake, the Jordan falls, and 
rapidly flows for about two geographical miles, to pour its waters 
into the charming Alpine lake of Gennesareth (4.) Issuing from 
this lake, which is fringed and shut in by high and fertile moun- 
tains, the Jordan takes innumerable bends and windings, forms 
twenty-seven larger, and about eighty smaller waterfalls, and 
very rapidly passes—having gained a breadth of from thirty to 
seventy paces—through the Jordan valley, the el-Ghér, a valley 
thirteen German miles long, and, on an average, about two hours 
broad, and shut in by steep and bare, calcareous mountains (5), 
and then flows into the Dead Sea, a deep hollow, in a valley 
surrounded by steep and naked rocky mountains, which occa- 
sionally rise to a height of 2500 feet (6.) On both sides a num- 
ber of wadys and defiles, which intersect the high lands, carry 
the streamlets from the mountains, either to the Ghér or to the 
Dead Sea. But for three-fourths of the year, these wadys are 
dry, and indeed are only filled with water during the rainy sea-
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son. Perennial streams flow into the Jordan only from the eastern 
high lands (vide § 42.) It 1s at present impossible to determine 
whether the valley of the Jordan, together with the southern 
portion of the Ghér (the Arabah), had at one time (before his- 
torical records existed) been filled with water, and thus the 
waters of the Jordan flowed into the Red Sea (7.) 

(1.) However often the Holy Land had formerly been visited, 
the course of the Jordan and the Dead Sea had never been pro- 
perly investigated, and attempts to NAVIGATE both have only 
been made within the last twenty years. The jirsé attempt was 
made in 1835 by Aly Costigan. In a small open boat, which 
was conveyed from the Mediterranean to Tiberias, and only ac- 
companied by one Maltese servant, he made the bold and almost 
romantic attempt to navigate Jordan and the Dead Sea. But 
he succumbed under the terrible heat, the continuous labour of 
rowing, and the want of provisions. His servant was obliged 
to hasten to Jericho for assistance, leaving is master half dead 
on the shore. He was carried to Jerusalem, where he died after 
afew days. Having only left illegible short notes of his journey 
around the margin of some of his books, the results of an under- 
taking, so dearly purchased, were wholly lost. (2.) T'wo years 
afterwards, Jlessis Moore and Beek renewed the attempt. But 
impediments thrown in their way by the authorities, and the 
refusal of the Arabs to assist, forced them to abandon the 
undertaking. A few measurements were the only result of it. 
Schubert, who soon after, from Jericho, visited the Dead Sea, 
was not a little surprised to descry on its waters a small boat 
adrift, bearing the British flag. (8.) The expedition under 
Major Scott and Lieutenant Symonds, sent by the British Ad- 
miralty to survey the coast of Syria, attempted also Gn 1841), 
under the direction of Lieutenant Symonds, an investigation of 
the Dead Sea. Hitherto only the principal results, bearing re- 
ference to the measurement of level and of depth, have been pub- 
lished. (4.) In 1847, Lieutenant Molyneaux had his ship’s boat 
conveyed by camels from the Bay of Acre to the Lake of Tiberias, 
and, tor the first time, not only succeeded in navigating Jordan 
and the Dead Sea, but made a tour which rendered essential service 
to science. Although all his sailors had fled to Tiberias on ac- 
count of the attacks of Bedouins near Jericho, he was not deterred 
from prosecuting his undertaking. With ouly two companions, 
who, however, were ignorant of navigation, he explored the Dead 
Sea. But the immense fatigues of the journey exhausted even 
his vigorous constitution. He returned to Beyrout completely 
worn out, and died before he could scientifically elaborate the
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observations he had made. (5.) The last and most successful 
navigation was that made, at the instance of the United States 
Government, under the direction of Commander Lynch, in 1848. 
With two iron boats, which were conveyed by camels from Acre 
to ‘Tiberias, Lynch commenced, on the 10th April, the navigation 
of the Jordan, and nine days after, that of the Dead Sea, where 
he remained for twenty-two days. At the same time, a caravan, 
under the command of Lieutenant Dale, explored the western 
bank of the nver. When returning through the valley of 
Kedron to Jerusalem and Jaffa, the comparative levels of the 
Mediterranean and the Dead Sea were ascertained. The im- 
portant results of this expedition were communicated to the 
Admiralty of the United States, with the intention that, previous 
to their official publication, they should be scientifically elabo- 
rated. But when Mr Montague, one of the members of that ex- 
pedition, published a popular and superficial account of this in- 
teresting journey (Philadelphia, 1849), Commander Lynch felt 
obliged to anticipate the proposed full and scientific description 
by giving, in the meantime, a correct account of his journey, in 
a style adapted for the public generally (London, 1849.) 

2. On the FALL OF LAND, m which the Jordan valley must 
have originated, comp. G. H. v. Schubert, Cosmos, Erlang., 
1852, p. 261 :—‘‘ Where the hollows on the surface of the globe 
(which arose when it was formed) approached each other most 
closely, where its vaults came out more distinctly from among 
the vast continuous mass of its surface, there these vaults some- 
times fell in, and the hollow which had formerly lain below the 
surface of the soil became a longitudinal or cauldron-valley. It 
was such a fall of these vaults above former subterrancan hollows 
and caverns which gave to the bed of the Jordan a depression 
unique among all other similar phenomena on our planet.” This 
savant was the first to call public attention to the unexampled 
DEPRESSION of the valley of the Jordan, of the lake of Tiberias, 
and of the Dead Sea. But his measurements, for which his 
former long journeys through the wilderness had only left him 
one barometer, and that one defective, arc not so accurate or re- 
liable as might be desired. But in general his observations were 
confirmed by the careful measurements of Russegger and Bertou, 
us well as by the surveys of Symonds. No doubt the most re- 
liable measurements were those made by Lynch, who had the 
best instruments, the most able assistance, and most leisure at 
his command. The depression of the valley commences at the 
bridge of Jacob, half an hour below the place where the Jordan 
issues from Lake Merom. Here the river is on a level with.the 
Mediterranean. Thence it falls so rapidly that, after a course 
of about twelve hours, the surface of the sea of ‘Tiberias is, ac-
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cording to the measurement of Lynch, 653 feet below thie level of 
the Mediterranean. The depression of the Dead Sea amounts to 
1235 feet, so that where the Dead Sea attains its lowest depth, 1t 
is 2462 feet below the level of the Mediterranean, and 3800 feet 
lower than the mountain chains which surround it. 

(3.) JORDAN Qa = the flowing down, called by the Arabs 

Sheria, or Sheriat el Kebir, t.e., the great place of watering) 
rises, according to the statement of the ancients, trom two sources, 
near the town of Paneas (the modern Banias), at the southern 
base of Hermon. One of these sources, the Nahr Baniéas, rises in 
a large cavern, hollowed in the side of a perpendicular rock. 
The other, called by Josephus the fountain of Dun, or also Little 
Jordan, rises at the Tell-el-Kady, to the W.N.W. of Banas, 
and joins the Nahr Banids about au hour below the Tell. But 
there is a third source of the Jordan, near Hasheiya, at the north- 
western base of Hermon, which supplies a much larger quantity 
of water than the Nahr Banias, although the ancients do not 
mention it. It is called the Nahr Hasbény (Hasbeiya). The 
Nahr-el-Kharab, to the west of this source, which comes from 
the beautiful valley Merdj’ Ayfin, and joins the Nahr Hasbeiya, 
is commonly regarded as a fourth source of the Jordan. After 
having, for a short time, flowed separately through the broad plain 
Ard-el-Hileh (probably the same as the “valley of Lebanon 
under Mount Hermon,” Josh. xi. 17) the two principal streanis 
(the Nahr Banids and the Nahr Hasbény) join their waters im 
Lake Merom (94s wy = upper waters, called now Bahr el- 

Hileh). Although the waters of Hermon abundantly supply 
this lake, its rapid descent renders it in summer soon dry, when 
it resembles a marsh covered with reeds. 

(4.) Lake GENNESARETH 1s so called frum the shores sp>9 

(Chald., probably = garden land, country of gardens) around it, 
and designated in the Old Testament “the sea of Chinnereth,” 
Josh, xl. 27; Numbers xxxiv. 11; or of Chinneroth, Josh. x1. 
2 (from s§35 cithara, from the sound of its falling waters), and 

in the New Testament as the “sea of Galilee,” Matt. xv. 29, and 
“ the sea of Tiberias,” John vi. 1; at present, Bahr ‘Tubariveh. It 
is somewhat more than eleven geographical miles Jong, and from 
five to six miles broad.! Its limpid waters are fail of fish. Its 
neighbourhood is charming, rich, and tertile. It belongs to the 
most attractive spots on the earth, nor is there any part of 
Palestine which for beauty can be compared with it. 

(5.) The valley between Lake Tiberias and the Dead Sea, 
called at present the JiL-Guor, was the “ plam of Jordan,” or 

1. the measurements of Lyneh and Robinson —Tne Tr.
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simply the plain of Gen. xiii. 10, 11, 12, &., and “ the region 
round about Jordan” (Matt. iii. 5) of the LXX. and the New 
Testament. The name Ha Arabah, which at present applies 
only to the southern part of the valley from the Dead to the Red 
Sea (Wady el Arabah), ineluded in the Old Testament also the 
Ghér (comp. Robinson, ii., p. 186.) As to the meaning of the 
word Avrabah, comp. Hengstenberg, Balaam, p. 231, &c. The 
climate of the Ghor is hotter than that of any other part of 
Palestine, on account of the ste¢p and rocky mountains, which 
compress the heat, and prevent the westerly winds from cooling 
the air. Under these cireumstances, when left without cultiva- 
tion, it became a dry parched wilderness. In the neighbourhood 
of the Dead Sea stretches the plain of Jericho (the plain of the 
valley of Jericho, Deut. xxxiv. 3, or the plains of Jericho, Josh. 
iv. 13) at present a barren and uncultivated track, but capable 
of great fertility, and formerly an almost continuous forest of 
palms. On the opposite side lie the plains of Jfoab, Numb. 
xxn. 1. Of the place where the pilgrims bathe, near Jericho, 
Lynch writes as follows (1. c., p. 264, &c.) :—‘‘ Notwith- 
standing the most diligent inquiry, I could procure no infor- 
mation to be relied on, respecting the river, mn Tiberias. To 
my consternation, I soon found that the Jordan was inter- 
rupted in its course by frequent and most fearful rapids. ; 
We had to clear out old channels, to make new ones, and some- 
times, placing our sole trust in Providence, plunged with head- 
long velocity down appalling descents. So great were the 
difficulties, that. on the second evening we were in a direct line 
but 12 miles distant from Tiberias. On the third morning I 
was obliged to abandon the frame boat from her shattered con- 
dition. No other kind of boats in the world than such as we 
have, combining great strength with buoyancy, could have sus- 
tained the shocks they encountered. . . . . . The great 
secret of the depression between Lake Tiberias and the Dead Sea 
is solved by the tortuous course of the Jordan. In a space of 
sixty miles of latitude and four or five of longitude, the Jordan tra- 
verses at least 200 miles. The river is in the latter stage of a freshet 
—a few weeks earlier or later, and passage would have been im- 
practicable. As it is, we have plunged down twenty-seven threat- 
ening rapids, besides a great many of lesser magnitude.” Lynch 
found that the depth of the river varied from two to twelve feet. 
The level of the water seemed to fall every day two feet. In the 
Dead Sea a decrease of seven feet, from what in that year had been 
its highest level was distinctly noticeable. The Jordan surrounds 
also a number of little islands. Lynch discovered on either side 
many larger or smaller tributaries which had not previously heen 
marked on any map.
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(6.) The Deav Sea (mare mortuum Justin. 36, 3. 6 ; @dkacca 
4 vexpd Paus. 5, 7. 3), 1s called in the Bible pbyyeq pp, the Salt- 

sea Gen. xiv. 3; TPT O the Eastern Sea, Ez. xlvii. 18; 

Jocl ii. 20 in opposition to the Mediterrancan or Western Sea; 
sayrt Oo the Sea of the Arabah, Deut. iv. 49, by Josephus and 

7 vv Tr 

the Classics Aduvn "Aodartizes, by the Arabs Bahr Lit. For 
the views and opinions current with the Romans, compare Jos. 
B. jud. iv. 8,4; Strabo xvi. p. 525 f.; Pho. nv. h. v. 15; Tae. 
hist. v. 6,7. Little was known about the Dead Sea up to the 
time of Robinson, who was the first to make careful investigations 
about its situation, nature, and constituents (vol. 1. 509, &c., 
h. 187, &c.) In this respect also the United States expedition 
under Lyneh communicated facts as important as they are sur- 
prising. According to the measurements of Lyneh the surface 
of that sea is 1235 feet below the level of the Mediterranean. 
Its length amounts to about forty gcogr. miles, its breadth, which 
is much the same along the whole of its extent, to between seven 
and nine geogr. miles,’ It les in a deep cauldron, surrounded by 
almost perpendicular rocks. The rays of the sun striking into this 
hollow make it almost intolerably hot, and convert the tributaries 
of the sea into hot vapours, All around is sterility and death- 
like solitude. The salt marshes along its shores, the overpower- 
ing heat, and the vapours which ascend, render the neighbourhood 
unhealthy. But the tales current about its pestiferous atmos- 
phere are mere fable. Pieces of sniphur and nitre scattered 
about, hot fountains, &c., shew the volcanic origin of the district. 
On an average the water of the lake holds from 24—26 per cent. 
of different salts in solution (Robinson i. 514.)? On this aceount 
(possibly with the exeeption of some species of shellfish) no 
hving animal can exist in it. ‘The southern fourth of the Dead 
Sea iy separated by a large peninsula which from the castern 
shore stretches into the sea (the el-Mesraa.) Lyneh very aptly 
compares its appearance to that of a wing spread out. A. Latter 
has called the channel between this peninsula and the western 
shore, which is two or three miles broad, the Lyneh ehannel in 
honour of the celebrated explorer of that name. Lynch hunself 
gave to the northern cape of the peninsula the name Point Costigan, 
and to the southern that of Point Molyneaux, in honour of his un- 
successful predecessors. ‘T'he most remarkable result of Lyneh’s 
investigations is certainly this, that the Dead Sea consists of two 
very different portions, separated by the penmsula el Mesraa. The 

1 The author erroncously represents the above as English and not geogra- 
phical miles. A comparison with Lynch and Robinson will show the mis- 
take which we have also corrected in regard to L. Tiberias.—TneE Tr. 

2 We have here also corrected the text.—Tne Tr.
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southern part, commencing at Point Molyneaux, comprises about 
one-fourth of the entire extent of the sea. Its greatest depth is 
sixteen feet, while in some places along its southern margin it 
scarce measures one foot. There salt marshes everywhere cover the 
ground, which is heated by hot springs rising from beneath. 
The northern basin on the other hand has, along the whole of its 
extent from north to south, commonly a depth of more than 1000 
feet, while a long part of it, to the north, measured no less than 
1227 feet. Lynch channel is also very shallow along its southern 
portion. This difference between the two basins proves incon- 
testibly that the origin of the southern belongs to a different 
period, and must be traced to different causes from those of the 
northern. This circumstance affords a remarkable confirmation 
of the account in Gen. xix., according to which a catastrophe 
had, during the time of Abraham, subverted the whole district 
of the southern valley (the valley of Siddim, Gen. xiv. 3; xii. 10.) 
Lynch writes on this subject (p. 380): ‘“ Upon ourselves the 
result is a decided one. We entered upon this sea with conflicting 
opinions. One of the party was sceptical, and another, I think, 
a professed unbeliever of the Mosaic account. Atter twenty-two 
days’ close investigation, 1f Iam not mistaken, we are unanimous 
in the conviction of the truth of the scriptural account of the 
destruction of the cities of the plain.” With this AK. Litter per- 
fectly agrees, and even Ewald (vol. 1., 2d ed., p. 636) writes: 
“The buried cities must have stood in the place now occupied 
by the southern portion of the Dead Sea; the bottom there is 
remarkably shallow. Only the larger northern basin, which is 
much deeper, had existed previous to the last great revolution in 
the soil. . . . The peninsula looks exactly hke a piece of 
land preserved during the catastrophe” (comp. also § 61.) At 
the south-western border of the Dead Sea Mount Ahashm-Usdum 
(z.e. Nose-bridge of Sodom) arises to a height of from 100 to 150 
feet, and extends two-and-half hours in length. The main body 
of the mountain is a solid mass of rock salt (Robinson ii. 108.) 
The Salt valley of 2 Sam. vin. 13 must have been the Ghor 
south of the Dead Sea, which bordered on this salt mountain. 
This salt valley is bounded on the south by a fringe of steep 
calcareous rocks, which rise to a height of upwards of 100 feet, and 
are called in the Bible pyaq py (¢.e. scorpions, Num. xxxiv. 4.) 

“The saut in the Dead Sea,” says Ritter (1. c. p. 765), “and 
in the layers of rock salt in its neighbourhood, is one of those 
remarkable phenomena which probably could only be accounted 
for if the various geognostic circumstances of the entire crust of 
the carth were known and taken intoaccount. . . According 
to the most recent ohservations three great salt zones extend 
through the north of Africa, rnnning in parallel lines through
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almost the whole of its extent from west to east. The most 
northern, or Algerian, extends to the southern point of Sicily ; 
the second runs from the date-zone, Datt or Danmas (which 
contains a good deal of rock salt), to Tripolis; the third com- 
mences on the islands of Cape Verd. The salt basin at the 
southern end of the Dead Sea, and the rock salt formations of 
Usdum, form the extreme links of this chain as drawn toward 
the north-east. From this it wonld follow that the rock salt 
formation at the southern end of tlie Dead Sea was in its origin 
not connected with the plutonic period in which the Ghor sunk. 
That connection, although pre-arranged, was only accidental 
(secondary), due to local contact, and the circumstance that the 
Dead Sea is at present saturated with salt was, therefore, not due 
to its original state. The garden of the Pentapolis till you come 
to Zoar (Gen. xii. 10, or the valley of Siddim Gen. xiv. 3), com- 
pared to the garden of kgypt (watered by the Nile) was, therefore, 
at that period not watered by a salt lake, which would have 
destroyed all vegetation, but fertilised by sweet waters that 
caused the neighbourhood to be clothed with richest verdure.” 

(7.) Formerly it was usually assumed that the Dead Sea had 
only existed since the destruction of Sodom, and that previous to 
that event the waters of the Jordan had flowed through the 
Arabah into the gulf of ’Akabah. J?2obinson was the first to 
shew the improbability of the former (ii. 188), and the impossi- 
bility of the latter supposition. His investigations have shewn 
that in the middle of the Arabah, a few miles trom the gulf of 
’Akabah, a water shed intervenes between it aud the Dead Sea. 
The discovery of the great inequality existing between the level 
of these two seas has given uudoubted certainty to the views of 
Robinson. But it is another question whether or not the great 
valley which extends from Lebanon to Elah may not in pre- 
historic tines have formed the bed along which the waters of 
Lebanon flowed into the southern ocean. 2ztter decides in 
favour of the probability of this view (xv. 773.) Founding on 
a statement of Leopold v. Buch, who would apply here also his 
“elevation theory,” he suggests that “the porphyry elevations 
with the layers of sandstone on thar back which are found in 
the middle of the whole eastern portion of the Wady Arabah” 
may have been accompanied by an clevation of the water shed, 
forming, as it were, a cross bolt i the long valley, and that the 
catastrophe in the valley of Siddim may also have stood in some 
connection with it. According to this view the gulf of Elah 
would originally have extended to Jebel el Sheich (Hermon.) 
But “such an elevation of the soil, which it is well known may, 
driving centuries, be gradually produced on the crust of the 
earth, while the men who inhabit the soil may not be aware of
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it, might long before the memory of man have impeded the 
original course of Jordan and converted it into a sweet lake” 
(which had by gradual evaporation sunk to so deep a level), 
“until the catastrophe (at Sodom) put a termination to the 
whole process by a sudden and terrible explosion, which caused 
the saltness of the waters (by pouring into them the contents of 
a layer of rock salt which was then brought into contact with it) 
and the consequent devastation of the neighbourhood.” But 
although so great an authority is in favour of it we confess our 
inability to believe in the possibuity of the zmperceptible eleva- 
tion of a whole track of country by plutonic agency. The 
areuments of A. Wagner (original Hist. of the World, Leipzig 
1845) have completely convinced us of the futility of the whole 
hypothesis ; and we therefore regard the elevation in the Arabah 
which now serves as water shed, as having been formed at the 
same time with the Ghor. If this view is correct the idea of a 
connection between the waters of Lebanon and of the Red Sea 
of course falls to the ground. 

THE WESTERN HIGHLANDS OF PALESTINE. 

§ 40. The soil of the country west of Jordan is rich, and cap- 
able of producing a variety of crops, to an extent unequalled 
within the same narrow limits in any other district. The high- 
lands west of Jordan, which commonly rise from the valley of 
the Jordan to a height of from 2000 to 3000 feet, and gradually 
slope down towards the shore of the Mediterranean, comprise the 
second and third portion of the mountain chain which com- 
mences with Lebanon. The second branch of this chain, form- 
ing the highlands of Galilce (1), is separated from Lebanon by 
the valley of the Leontes, and from the south-western termina- 
tion of the Great Hermon by the valley Merj’-Ayan (which 
is traversed by the western source of Jordan.) It extends south- 
ward about twelve German miles to the plain of Jezreel (2), 
through which the Kishon flows into the sea. The southern 
highlands, which run into the desert et-Tih in Arabia, rise from 
this plain, and form the third branch of the chain of mountains 
to which we have referred. The northern portion of it is called 
Mount Ephraim (3), the southern the mountains of Judah (4.) 
The highlands of Galilee consist of wide and undulating plains,
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and of swelling hills, with circular deep valleys, of volcanic 
origin. The southern highlands have not so many of these 
plains, and are frequently rent by steep and jutting mountains, 
by deep chasms, hollows, and cauldrons; but the mountains of 
Judah have a greater number of large plains, and of deep and 
broad valleys, capable of cultivation, than the mountains of 
Ephraim. A straight line drawn through the highlands of 
Galilee, over Sychem and Jerusalem, and to the wilderness of 
Arabia, would alinost indicate the water-shed of the whole high- 
lands west of Jordan. 

(1.) The following are the most marked portions of the HIGH- 
LANDS OF GALILEE, From the upper valley of the Jordan (north 
of Lake Gennesareth) rise abruptly the Alountains of Naphtals 
(Joshua xx. 7), called at present Jebel-Safed, to a height of 
2500 fect, and form a sweeping and undwating high plain, in 
the form of a triangle, running to a point toward the south (near 
the town of Safed.) The north-western side of this triangle rises 
from the valley of the Leontes, the south-eastern side being 
formed by a long branch running down from the white Promon- 
tory (promontorium album, Ras-el-Abyad.) Passing southwards 
through a wild mountainous country, we reach the plain of 
Zebulun (el Bettauf), fringed by steep, white, calcareous moun- 
tains, which extend from cast to west to a breadth of from two 
to three, and a length of from three to four German miles. The 
soil is very fertile, but at present completely uncultivated. At 
the eastern extremity of this plain, rises what is known as the 
Mount of Beatitudes, Kurin el Hattin, z.e., the horn of Hattin. 
The waters of this plain fallinto the Kishon. Still farther sonth- 
east, we come upon the deep and circular plain Ard el Hamma, 
shut in by the terminations of Tabor and the mountains along 
the border of the Sea of Galilee. The waters of this plain run 
into the Jordan, ‘hence the mountains slope gradually towards 
the west into the plain uf Acco, and more abruptly towards the 
south-west to the plain of Jezrecl. Towards the south-east rises 
the beautiful Mount ‘Tabor (Ze, mountain-top, at present, 
Jebel cl-Tur), a calcareous and isolated cone, 1748 fect high. 
On the top of Tabor, an oval and level plain stretches for about 
a quarter of an hour in extent. Toward the south the mountain 
extends far into the plain of Jezreel. 

(2.) The southern slope of the highlands of Galilee, and the 
northern elevation of Mount Kphrann, are intersected by three 
plains, which are connected among themselves, and run across 
the highlands west of Jordan, from the sea-shore to the banks
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of the Jordan. These are—the plain of Acco by the sea, the plain 
of Jezreel, and that of Bethshean, which stretches towards 
Jordan. The PLAIN OF JEZREEL, or of Esdraeclon (Joshua xvii. 
16, at present, Merj’ Ibn Amir) is exceedingly fruitful. It is 
the most extensive valley of Palestine. Its connection with the 
two others makes it the most open plain in the country. Hence 
it always formed the central point of military evolutions. Ac- 
cording to the barometrical measurements of Schubert, it-rises 
439 feet above the level of the sea. It is four German miles 
long, and from two to three German miles broad, and runs to a 
point towards the south-east. A narrow rocky valley to the 
north-east, which runs betjveen the base of Carmel and the;pro- 
jecting ledges of the mountains of Zebulun, connects it with the 
plain of Acco. The Kishon (Nahr el-Mukatta), which rises at 
the foot of Tabor, flows through the whole extent of these two 
plains into the sea. At the north-eastern termination of the 
plain of Jezreel rise Mount Tabor in majestic beauty, and south 
of it, running from east to west for about two German miles, the 
chain of hills called Little Hermon (Jebel el-Dahy) ; still far- 
ther south, and stretching to the north-west, Alount Gilboa 
(Jebel Fekiiah.) A rocky elevation forms the watershed, and 
connects the western terminations of these two mountains, em- 
bracing at the same time the plain of Bethshean, which extends 
to the banks of Jordan. 

(3.) From the plain of Acco, the north-eastern side of Jfount 
Carmel (Jebel Mar Elyds) rises abruptly to a height of 1500 
feet, forming a fruitful field, the hills of which are watered by 
many rills, and covered successively by meadows, with their rich 
bloom, by pleasant valleys, by fruitful vineyards, olive groves, 
and corn fields. It runs for three German miles (from south- 
east to north-west) to the Mediterranean. There it terminates 
in a promontory—bearing the same name (1200 feet high)—in 
which nature has formed thousands of caverns, which have served 
for the dwelling, first of Troglodites, and then of monks. The 
south-western side of the mountain slopes into the plain of 
Sharon. As Carmel to the north-west, so Mount Gilboa to the 
north-east, forms a kind of advanced post of Mount Eruraim. 
The latter rises abruptly from the plain of Jezrcel, and attains 
its highest elevation in the neighbourhood of Sychem. There 
the valley el-Mekhna (probably the same as spy, the place of 

encampment of the patriarchs), which runs from north to south, 
and is four hours long, and one hour broad, forms a watershed. 
From this valley numerous wadys run in all directions, and often 
deeply intersect the mountains. Towards the north, and in a 
somewhat westerly direction, this valley is connected with that 
of Sychem. Mount Gerizim rises at the southern side of the
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valley of Sychem to a height of 2400 feet. Opposite, and at the 
northern side of the valley of Sychem, stands Mount Hbal, 

(4.) Mount Ephraim inperceptibly merges towards the south 
into the HIGHLANDS oF JuDEA. ‘The mountains of Judah (in the 
narrower sense of the term) form the central part of this district. 
The south country of Judea descends in a southerly direction 
towards the desert cl-Tih; the wilderness of Judea extends east- 
ward towards the Dead Sea. ‘To the west, towards the sea, the 
mountains slope into the plain of Sefelah, while to the north 
they extend into the possessions of Dan and of Benjamin (Josh. 
xi. 16.) The latter is a mountainous district, on either side fre- 
quently intersected by deep chasms. The valleys along the 
acestern slope of this district are numerous, extensive, and much 
ramified. They allrun into the large Wady Serdr, which de- 
bouches into the sea below Joppa. According to Robinson (vol. 
ii., p. 21), the valley of Terebynths (1 Sam, xvii. 2, at present, 
Wady el-Simt), forms the extreme south-eastern arm of this 
wady. The valley AMenj’ Ibn Ometr runs from below Beth- 
horon, forming a long arch from north-east to south-west, and 
merges into Wady Scrar, near the sea-shore. By the side of 
the long hill which encloses this beautiful and broad valley hes 
the village of Yalo. We therefore conclude that the valley in 
question is the same as the well-known valley of Ajalon (Josh. 
x. 12; Robinson, vol. u., p. 253.) The valleys which run to- 
ward the cast join near Jericho in Wady Kelt, probably the 
same as the brook Cherith (1 Kings xvii. 3; Rob., vol. 1., 558.) 
The siounTaIn or JubAH (Joshua xv. 48) reaches its lighest 
elevation in the neighbourhood of Hebron. The city of that 
name lies in a valley, connected with the great Wady el-Khalil. 
It is surrounded on all sides by hills, and lies 2700 feet above 
the level of the sea. The mountain ridge is about eight German 
miles long, and about two German mules broad. Compared with 
Mount Ephraim, which is so frequently intersected, it may almost 
be described as level. TWady el-Khalil commences north of 
Hebron, and along its whole extent divides the mountain ridge 
in a southern direction, then turns westwards to the sca, and 
bears the name of the valley of Beersheba, Wady es-Seba. Zhe 
wilderness of Judea (Joshua xv. 61) 1s formed by the castern 
descent of the inountains, where, between high rocky tracts, 
many a place of pasturage is found. Then it descends preci- 
pitately, being intersected by many chasms, which reach to the 
very base of the mountain, and terminates at the Dead Sea. 
From Wady Fikreh, through which the waters of the Arabian 
wilderness that flow eastward are carried to the Dead Sea, to 
that dreary and desolate rocky chasm through which the brook 
Aidron flows from Jerusalem to the sea, from fifteen to eighteen
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of these chasms and passes have been traced. The largest of 
these is the pass of Hazezon-Tamar or Engedi (Ain Jidi), 2 
Chron. xx. 2, which stretches to about the middle of the Dead 
Sea. Towards the south, the mountains of Judea form a high 
wall, through which only one door opens (the Wady el-Khalil) ; 
to the west also, and toward the southern sea-shore, they form a 
high wall, through which only few and narrow wadys open. 
The southern declension of the mountain chains towards the 
wilderness of el-Tih, which is also called the mountain of the 
Ammorites (Deut. i. '7, 19, 20, 44), bore the designation of the 
south country of Judea (Joshua xv. 21.) The country is ter- 
raced, and extends from six to cight German miles in breadth, 
rising gradually from the wilderness, and in its ascent occasionally 
forming broad meadows. It surrounds the mountains in the 
shape of an arch. The ascent opens by the pass of Zephath 
(Judges 1. 17, at present, Nakb es-Sefah.) 

THE SEA-SHORE. 

§ 41. South of Tyre, by the sea-shore, rises the promontorium 
album (Ras el-Abyad), and still farther south, along with the 
Ras en-Nakirah, the rocky shore of Tyrian ladder. Thence the 
coast becomes more flat, and round the arched bay of Accho 
forms the beautiful and broad plain of Accho, where the Belus 
falls into the sea. South of this plain, where Avshon falls imto 
the sea, rises Carmel, the high and steep promontory of which 
reaches so close to the water that only a narrow road along the 
coast is left. South of Carmel, a plain commences, which is 
generally very fruitful, and extends for thirty German miles to 
Wady el-’Arish, the boundary line between Palestine and Egypt. 
This plain becomes broader as it runs southwards, so that near 
Joppa it is four, and near Gaza six miles broad. A projecting 
hill, near Joppa, bounds its northern portion, which is formed 
by the plain Sharon (1), about ten German miles long. From 
below Joppa to Gaza extends the plain of Sefelah (2), about 
eleven German miles long. South of Gaza the fertility of the 
coust decreases, and long before the traveller reaches the ’Arish, 
he passes through a complete wilderness. 

-(1.) During spring the plain of Suaron is fragrant with 
flowers. Its splendour and fertility were proverbial (Is. xxxv.
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2; Song. u. 1.) Only smal] brooks, commonly winter torrents, 
flow through it into the sea. The principal of these are the 
Nahr Zerka (called by Pliny the river of crocodiles), south of it 
the Nahr Arsiif, and still farther south the Nahr Audjeh. The 
Nahr el-Kassab, probably the river Kanah of Joshua xvi. 8, is 
a tributary of the Arsiif. 

(2.) The plain of SEFELAH is broad and fruitful. Rocks pro- 
ject towards the sea. The waters of Wady Serdar flow through 
Nahr Rubin, below Joppa, into the sea. T'arther south, near 
Askelon, Wady Simsim debouches. 

THE HIGHLANDS EAST OF JORDAN, 

§ 42. The country east of Jordan, called in the Bible the 
land of Gilead, or the country on the other side of Jordan (1), isa 
mountainous district, extending from great Hermon (2) all along 
the valley of Jordan and the Dead Sea. Thence it continues by 
the name of mountain of the Edomites to the Gulf of ’Akabah. 
Toward the west it rises abruptly from the Ghor, to a height of 
from 2000 to 3000 feet. On the top of this elevation, a vast 
sweeping and almost uniform level plain (3) extends, gradually 
sloping castwards into the desert steppes of the Euphrates, Ex- 
tensive oak forests alternate there with pasturage. The waters 
of the highlands cast of Jordan flow into the Jordan and into 
the Dead Sea, generally through deep valleys, which are shut in 
by almost perpendicular mountain sides. 

(1.) Properly speaking the name GILEAD applied only to the 
mountain of that name. By and bye it was also used to desig- 
nate all the country east of Jordan. The expression “on the 
other side Jordan,” as designating the cast country, arose from 
the circumstance that the west country was regarded as the 
central part of the land. Hence this expression was also em- 
ployed even where the party who spoke resided in the east country 
(comp. Hengstenberg Contrib. ii. 313.)  Welte (The post- 
Mosaic elements of the Pentateuch, p. 176) accounts for the use 
of the expression in the above circumstances by the fact that the 
term sy may apply equally to “this” and to “the other side” 

Jordan. Hengstenberg has refuted the objections which that 
author has urged against the view which we have above men- 
tioned (Balaam p. 27). (Comp. also ez’, Commentary on 
Kings, p. 56.) But sometimes, for the sake of greater distinctness, 

VOL. I. K
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the term yiny} smn, or others of similar import, are em- 

ployed (for ex. Deut. iv. 41; Josh. 1. 15; 1 Chron. vi. 63.) 
Occasionally the country west of Jordan is designated in the 
Pentateuch and in the book of Joshua—but only in these writings 
—by JV Tay: This is accounted for on the ground that at 
that time the east country was properly the home of the Israelites. 
If the east country is in Deuteronomy designated as on ‘ the 
other side,” this arises from the circumstance that the writer 
passed from the subjective and temporary point of view which he 
then occupied, and took the objective and permanent stand-point 
of the future. Comp. Hengstenberg ll. cc. 

(2.) Great Hermon, Psa. xlii. 7 (according to Arab etymology 
== mountain top) was according to Deut. in. 9 called by the 
Sidonians yw: and by the Amorites sss) (= cuirass.) At 

present it bears the name Jebel es-Sheikh, or that of el-T'seldsh 
(snow-mountain.) This enormous mountain ridge, the snow- 
covered top of which is more than 10,000 feet high, forms the 
northernmost boundary of the country eastof Jordan. Its southern- 
most branch is Jebel Heish, which runs to the northern shore of 
the sea of Galilee (perhaps the same as the Sijon of Deut. iv. 48.) 

(3.) The eastern high plain rises only on two pomts to the 
height of mountains, viz., in the north-east as Mount Hauran, 
and in the south-west as Mount Gilead. ‘The northern portion 
of these highlands is intersected by the Yarmiik or Sheriat 
el-Mandahir (called by Josephus the Hieromax), which carries 
the waters of Mount Hauran through narrow and deep defiles 
into the Jordan, an howr-and-a-half below Lake Gennesarcth. 
Six German miles further south, the foaming waters of Jabbok 
or Zerka gush through a narrow defile, 500 feet deep, right in 
the middle cf Mount Gilead, towards Jordan. Nahr Ammon, a 
tributary of Jabbok, separated the land of promise from the 
territory of the Ammonites, The brook Heshbon, Wady Hesban, 
bursts through a narrow and rocky pass and debouches into the 
plain of Moab. The brook Meon, Wady Zerka Main, flows into 
the’ Dead Sea; so does Arnon, whose deep and almost perpendi- 
cularly cut bed formed the boundary between the land of Israel 
and that of Moab. The country which stretched north and south 
of Mount Gilead, and comprised the plain of Hauran and Mount 
Hauran 1s called in the Bible Bashan. This plazn has many 
fertile meadows and corn fields ; the mountains are covered with 
rich forests. Mount Gilead, the highest top of which is called 
Mount cl-Osha (Hosea), has most extensive forests of oaks, 
and great abundance of olive and other fruit trees. The high 
lain which stretches south of this mountain to the river Arnon 

is called in the Bible Hamishor (Deut. iii. 10), de. the plain (at 
present designated el-Belka, a district which includes the moun-
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tuin to the brook Jabbok), and offers the richest and the most 
extensive pasturage. 

ADAPTATION OF THE HOLY LAND FOR ITS PECULIAR PURPOSES. 

(Comp. XK. v. Raumer, Pal. p. 88 and following; Bertheau, 
Contrib. to the Hist. of the Isr. p. 119 and following; Eveald, 
Hist. i. p. 258 and following. ; J. P. Lange, Life of Jesus ii. p. 24 
and following.) 

§ 43. In itself and in its relation to other countries, the coun- 
try which the Lord had chosen as a nursery for his kingdom was, 
from 7s soil and position, better adapted for this purpose than 
any other on the face of the globe. The covenant-people was in 
the organism of mankind to be the heart of the nations. ‘There 
fresh and healthy blood was to be prepared, and thence it was 
vigorously to cireulate through all mankind, everywhere earry- 
ing with it renewed youth and fresh life. Separated and shut 
out from other nations, Israel was under the quickening influ- 

ence of the Divine counsel to become the soil where the germ of 
future salvation was to be deposited, nourished, and matured, 
that when ripened the fruit might be offered to all nations of 
the earth. But the relations between a nation and its country 
are similar to those between body and soul in the individual. 
Hence the land of Israel must have been suitable for the purposes 
which that nation was to serve. If Israel was to unite in itself 
the two requisites of greatest sechision from all other nations and 
yet of oceupying the most central position among them, the 
country in which these purposes were to be realised must have 
corresponded to them. And in point of fact Palestine united in 
itself, in an unparalleled and wonderful manner, the apparently 
apposed characteristics of being secluded from, and yet central 
to, all other countries. In truth, whether viewed geographically, 
politically, or commercially, Palestine is the “ umbillieus ter- 
rarum’” of the ancient world. Lying right in the middle of the 
three then known parts of the world (1), it may in some respects 
be regarded as belonging to all the three. T’rom this central 
position Palestine becaine also the central point of all political 
movements and of the commerce of the world (2.) On the other 

K 2 
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hand it will readily be perceived that the Holy: Land was also 
almost as secluded as an island. South and east imhospitable 
deserts, to the west the sea, shut it off from other lands, while 
Lebanon on the north bounds it by an almost insurmountable 
wall, stretching from the sea to the eastern desert. This 
characteristic of seclusion appears even more distinctly and 
prominently when we bear in mind that (as is abundantly evident) 
the highlands west of Jordan were the central portion of the 
country, assigned to the covenant-people, where it was intended 
that all the principal events in its history should, and where they 
actually did, take place. The district in question rises like a 
mighty, lofty, and impregnable rocky fortress, from the wilder- 
ness of the south, from the sea shore in the west, and from the 
deep valley in the east. These high mountains, with their steep 
rocky sides, their chasms, caverns, and defiles ; these high plains, 
with their numberless hills, and deep valleys, could not but impede 
equally the destructive progress of conquering armies and the 
corrupting influence of foreign spzrztual elements. On the other 
hand—despite the numerous population which inhabited these 
valleys, and the continual intercourse and interchange all around 
-—the peculiarities of the country would also offer special advan- 
tages for the quiet, undisturbed, organic development of all the 
powers and faculties inherent in, or bestowed upon, the peculiar 
and independent culture of its inhabitants, both in its social, 
moral, and religious aspects. Like the people, the land of Israel 
may be compared to a vineyard well fenced in, watched over, and 
planted (Isa. v. 1), where everything had been done that could 
be done. 

(1.) To this central situation of the land of promise, Ezekiel 
v. 5 (compare Lament. 1. 15) also refers. In our opinion this 
interpretation of the passage is not, according to Calvin and 
Havernick ad. h. 1., a childish Rabbinical fancy unworthy of the 
rophet. We hold that the ethical meaning of the verse, which 

Havernick advocates, does not exclude, but includes, its physical 
application. Comp. also the appropriate remarks of Theodoret 
on the passage in question. 

(2.) All the voutes—both by water and by land—which con- 
nected the three parts of the ancient world, passed through 
Palestine. The commerce between Asia onthe one, and Europe 
and Africa on the other hand, had its centre in the great mer-
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cantile cities of Phenicia and Philistia. Toward the south the 
Araba led to the Gulf of Elath, and the Sefelah to that of 
Heroopolis, while toward the east the ordinary caravan road led 
to the neighbouring Euphrates, to the Persian Gulf, and thence 
to the important countries of southern Asia. Even the high- 
ways which connected Asia and Africa touched Palestine. A 
inuch frequented commercial route led from Egypt to Gaza, and 
from Damascus over the plain of Jezrecl to the Phenician coast. 

§ 44. While thus the Holy Land was negatively and _ posi- 
tively adapted for the destiny of its inhabitants, in a manner 
almost unique, it also presented peculiar advantages to the de- 
velopment of the covenant people. It was intended that, by the 
immediate guidance of Jehovah himself, by Divine blessing or 
punishment, by mercics or chastisements, the people should be 
trained for what they had been designed. But there is not 
another country on the face of the globe where blessing or curse 
might so readily be realised, as a space so narrow does not, in 
any other part, present so numerous sources either of the one or 
of the other. In no other country do fertility and barrenness 
pass into each other by suv rapid transitions—nowhere else do 
flourishing fields, laden with blessing, so readily change into the 
wilderness on which tlie curse rests. Thus the almost Paradi- 

sical valley of Siddim becomes, in one night, a pool of destruc- 

tion, whence everything that has life flees, thus showing the 
solemnity of Divine judginents to all succeeding generations ; 
and over against it, to the north, lies its counterpart—a lake 
whose shores present in combination all the various attractions 
of nature, and which thus continuously exhibits the mercy and 
goodness of God. The peculiarities of climate and of soil in 
Palestine presented, besides the richest promise of blessing, also 
many means of punishment and of chastisement, through barren- 
ness and failure of crops, consuming winds from the wilderness, 
and earthquakes, swarms of locusts, and destructive diseases, 
such as pestilence, leprosy, &c. On the other hand, the exceed- 
ingly favourable circumstances of the country, and its political 
position, offered indeed numerous advantages to its imhabitants, 
but also continual temptations to neighbouring nations, aud to 

the great powers to subdue the land, aud to crush its inhabitants : 
and however strong and secure its situation had rendered it, 
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swarms of hostile nations, who poured over it, and the armies of 
the great powers could—when they were sent to execute the 
Divine judgments—find their way into the heart of the land, over 
seas and through deserts, over mountains and through defiles. 

(1.) On the former rertiuity of the promised land, comp. 8. 
Deyling, Observ. ss., 11., diss. ix., and Rauwmer, Palest., § 88, 
&c. Holy writ offers almost innumerable evidences of this ex- 
traordinary fertility. In contrast with the difficulty which at- 
tended the cultivation of land in Egypt, the spontaneous fertility 
of the land of promise (Deut, xi. 1O—12) is extolled. With 
this agree the testimonies of Tacitus (Hist. v. 6), of Justin 
(xxxvi. 2), and Ammianus Marcellinus (xiv. 8.) The data 
of Josephus as to the fertility of the land, the almost un- 
exampled number of its population, and its numerous cities and 
villages, must at least be regarded as a generally correct histori- 
cal statement (comp. Raumer’s Palest., App. i1., p. 427, &.) 
The best evidence of the ready adaptation of the land either for 
blessing or for curse, is afforded by comparing its present with 
its former state. Even the Rabbins of old had clearly perceived 
this adaptation of the land to the blessing or the curse of God. 
We read in Jalkut Rubeni, fol. '72 :—Terra sancta non cependet 
& natura, neque manu armata capi potest, sed dependet vel a 
meritis vel poenis, quae per potentiam Dei supremi benedicti 
immittuntur. On the climate, meteorology, as also on the cul- 
tivation and products of the country, comp. v. Lengerke, Kanaan, 
i, pp. 49—177; Arnold, Palest., pp. 57—79; but especially 
Schubert's Journey, iii., p. 112, and following; also Russegger's 
Journey. 

THE INHABITANTS OF THE LAND OF PROMISE BEFORE ITS 

POSSESSION BY THE COVENANT PEOPLE, 

(Comp. Bochart, Phaleg et Canaan; J. D. Michaelis, Spicil. 
Geogr. Ext.; Sosenmiiller, Antiquities; Raumer, Palest., p. 
312, and following ; Bertheau, Contrib. to the Hist., p. 137, and 
following; Ewald, Hist. 1., p. 272, and following ; Lengerke, 
Kanaan, i., p. 178, and following; Gesenius, Thes. s. sing. vv. ; 
Knobel, the Table of Nations in Genesis, Giess. 1856; G. Baur, 
the Prophet Amos, pp. 76—96; K. Jitter, Geogr., vol., xv., 
sect. 1, pp. 91—118; vol. xv., sect. 2, pp. 91—151; vol. xvi, 
sect. 1, 168—192 ; Hitzig, the Original History and the Mytho- 
Jogy of the Philistines, Leipz. 1845; Hengstenberg, de reb.
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Tyriorum, Berol, 1832; Movers Contrib. to most Ancient 

Hist. (in the Magaz. for Philos. and Roman Cath. Theol., New 
Series, v. 2), and JDfover’s Phenicians, vol. 11., sect. 1; the Au- 
thor’s Treatise on the Origing] Inhabitants of Palestine (in the 
Lutheran Journal for 1845, part 3); A. Keil, Comment. on 
Josh., pp. 40, &e., 217, &e., 230, &e., 242, &.) 

§ 45. Considering the character and position of the country, 
we can scarcely wonder that this narrow space of about 11,000 
square English miles,! should have been the scene of migrations 
and tumults of nations, such as had not taken place in any 
other country. The most diverse nations, the descendants of 
Shem, of Ham, and of Japheth—nomadic wanderers, agricul- 
turists, and inhabitants of towns—commercial nations and con- 
quering powers, have by turns contended for the possession of 
this land ; nor is there any nation of importance in history which 
had not, at an earlier or later period, with more or less success, 
attempted to hold it. With reference to the nations who had 
possessed the land before the Israelites, we gather that its 
first inhabitants, after the scattering of the nations, were in 
ull probability descendants of Shem, and probably of the tribe 
of Lud (Gen. x. 22.) Below or beside them, the Canaanites, 
a powerful tribe of the race of Haim, settled, having come 
from the east. At first they occupied a position subordinate 

to that of the former inhabitants of the land, and adopted the 
Semitic language ; but repeated nigrations into Palestine gradu- 
ally gave them a decided preponderance (1). At a later period, 
the Philistines, who were, through Mizraim, likewise descended 
fru Ham, came over the sea, and drove the Canaanites, in the 
first place, from the southern sea-coast (2). Then followed a 
still more powerful inroad on the part of the races of Teruh 
(which are traced to Terah, the father of Abraham.) Branches 
of these races, such as the Moabites, the Ammonites, the Edomites, 
&e., had, from the first, settled along the eastern and southern 
borders of the land, and cither destroyed, subjected, or absorbed 
the Canaanitic tribes which inhabited these districts. But the 
main body of this race, the Israelites, had to pass through a 
peculiar training, and to submit to protracted domination on the 

1 According to Kitto.
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part of strangers, before, under Divine guidance, they were to 
take possession of the land destined for their inheritance. It is 
the object of this treatise to describe the development of the 
races of Terah in general, and of the Israelites in particular, and 

their collisions with the original inhabitants, and afterwards with 
the conquering powers of the ancient world. 

(1.) Gen. x. 15—19 details the origIN OF THE CANAANITISH 
races, Of the eleven tribes mentioned in that passage, we only 
meet again with five on the territory which was afterwards as- 
signed to the Israelites. The name of the other six may with 
certainty be traced in some of the cities north and north-east of 
Sidon. But besides these, a number of nations are mentioned as 
inhabiting Palestine, but whose names do not occur among the 
Canaanitish races in the table of nations, and of whose migration 
into the country no trace is discoverable. Hence recent writers 
(Bertheau, Ewald, Lengerke, Baur, Knobel, Ititter, Delitzsch ) 
have regarded them as aborigines (of Shemitic descent), who had 
possessed the land before the Canaanites migrated into it. But 
Hengstenberg, Movers, Keil, and the author of this, in the treatise 
to which we have above referred, suppose them to have been of 
Canaanitish descent. Before entering on this question, we shall, 
in the meantime, collate what is known about the names and the 
settlement of these nations. We commence with the names 
given in the table of nations. (1.) The Hittites inhabited Mount 
Ephraim and the mountains of Judea, as far as Hebron (Gen. 
xxl. 7; Num. xii. 29.) They appear to have been one of the 
most important of the Canaanitish tribes ; and the word ‘‘ Hittite” 
is in Joshua 1. 4, 1 Kings x. 29, 2 Kings vii. 6, employed to de- 
signate the Canaanites generally. (2.) Below them, in Jeru- 
salem (Jebus) and its neighbourhood (Num. xiii. 29; Josh. xi. 
3; xv. 8, 63; xvi. 28; Judges xix. 11) dwelt the Jebusztes, 
apparently a much less important branch of the race. (3.) The 
most powerful and warlike among the Canaanites were the 
Amorites (from sy, Is. xvi. 9, 2.e., that which is prominent, 

specially, the top; hence the name is gencrally interpreted as 
‘inhabitants of heights,” but may more properly be rendered as 
‘the prominent or high nation.” Comp. our treatise on the 
original inhabitants.) At the time of Abraham the Amorites 
inhabited the neighbourhood of Hebron and of Hazeron-Thamar 
(Gen. xiv. 7, 13), the mountain of Judah and its southern de- 
clivity (Num. xiii. 29; Deut. i. 7,19, 20; Josh. xi. 5), which 
hence also bore the name of “ mount of the Amorites’” (Deut. 
1. 7,&c.) They were also found further north, as far as Sychem 
(Gren. xlvmi. 22). if indeed the word Amorite in that passage
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was not meant in a more general sense, comp. Gen. xxxivy. 2. 
At a later period the Anmporites spread across the Jordan, and 
took from the Ammonites and Moabites all the country (between 
the Jabbok and the Arnon) which the latter had formerly taken 
from the Rephaim (Num. xxi. 13—26; Judges xi. 13, &.) 
The name is also frequently used to designate the Canaanitish 
tribes generally (Gen. xv. 16; Josh. xxiv. 18; Judges vi. 10.) 
(4.) Scripture does not furnish many particulars about the Gir- 
vashites. Fron Joshua xxiv. 11, we gather that they lived in 
the country west of Jordan, (5.) The Hivites inhabited the 
district of Gibeon (Josh. xi. 19), that of Sychem (Gen. xxxiv. 
2), and also the neighbourhood of Hermon (Josh. x1. 3; Judges 
ili. 3). (6.) We read also repeatedly of the Canaanites in the 
narrower sense of the term (Gen. xv. 21; Exod. xxiii. 23; Deut. 
vii. 1, &c.), who, according to Num. xii. 29, Deut. x1. 30, Josh. 
v. 1, seem to have chiefly inhabited the sea-coast, and also the 
valley of the Jordan. In Joshua x1. 3, they are expressly de- 
signated as the ‘‘ Canaanites on the east and on the west.” The 
reason why the general name of Canaanites is specially applied 
to this tribe must probably be sought in the circumstance that 
their places of settlement corresponded with this designation. 
In all probability they were a commercial people, and hence the 
name Canaanite is often used simply for “merchant.”  (‘7.) 
Lastly, we read in Gen. xv. 20, and afterwards, whenever the 
seven Canaanitish nations which were to be exterminated are 
enumerated, of the Perizztes, as in Hixod. ni, 8, xxill. 23; 
Deut. vii. 1, &c. Their name indicates that they inhabited the 
flat country (comp. HZengstenbery, Contrib. 11. p. 186.) The 
name does not occur in the table of nations among the sons 
of Canaan. Bertheau ascribes this to some oversight, and 
argues that the eleven, there enumerated as Canaanitish nations, 
point to the fact that originally twelve had been recounted. 
But we rather account for it on the ground, that at that, and 
even at a later period, the name was cliefly used in the sense 
of an appellative. Probably they inhabited the igh plains of 
the west country (Gen. xi. 7; Josh. xi. 3.) Sometimes the 
two names “‘ Canaanites and Perizzites” are combined (Gen, xi. 
7, and xxxiv. 30), to indicate all the inhabitants of Palestine, so 
that by the former we are to understand the commercial inhabi- 
tants of the sea-coast, and by the latter the agricultural and 
pastoral tribes of the highlands. 

The following races which are commonly regarded as among 
the original inhabitants of Palestine do not occur in the table of 
nations. (1.) The Rephaim, UXX. yiyavres 7.e. the tall, comp. 

&) = altus, cmincns fuit, the common name of certain races 
distinguished by their gigantic stature (Mwaldt. p. 275.) Another
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common name of these tribes of giants was that of Hnakim or 
sons of Enak (z.e. long-necked, gigantic), with this difference, 
however, that the giants on the east of Jordan are specially 
designated as fephaim (Deut. 11. 11; 11. 11, &c.), and those 
west of the Jordan as Hnakim (Deut. ix. 2; Num. xiii. 22, &c.) 
But the expression Rephaim 1s also employed for the giants on 
his side Jordan, in Joshua xvii. 15; and 2 Sam. xxi. 15—22. 
To the Enakim of the country west of Jordan belong also the 
Avim, Joshua xi. 21, &c., comp. with Joshua xiil. 3, and 2 
Sam. xxi. 15—22. This tribe inhabited the southern sea coast. 
The Enakim of the highlands (in Mount Judah, and especially in 
the neighbourhood of Hebron) existed till the time of Joshua 
(Deut. ix. 2; Num. xiii. 28), by whom they were exterminated, 
Joshua xi. 21, &c. The Avim at the sea coast had at a former 
period been expelled by the Philistines, but remnants of them 
still continued in the towns of Philistia, Deut. ii. 23 ; Joshua xi. 
21, 22, xiii. 3. The following are the giant tribes who inha- 
bited the country east of Jordan. (a.) The Hmim, ze. the 
terrible, who, according to Gen. xiv. 5, dwelt in Shaveh (or the 
plain) Kiriathaim, between the Arnon and the Sared. ‘Thence 
they were either expelled or exterminated by the Moabites, 
Numb. xxi. 12, &c. (b.) The Susim, z.e. the promment. They 
are mentioned in Gen. xiv. 5 in connection with the predatory 
excursion of Chedorlaomer. As the account given in that pas- 
sage is manifestly most accurate in its description of localities, 
we gather from the position assigned to them that they inhabited 
the district between the Jabbok and the Arnon. They are, 
therefore, the same as the race of giants whom the Ammonites 
that expelled them, called the Zamzummim, Deut. 11. 20; Judges 
xi. 13, &c.; Joshua xii. 2. (c.) The Rephatm in the narrower 
sense of the term who lived in the neighbourliood of Ashtaroth- 
Karnaim, in Edrei, Gen. xiv. 5; Deut. i. 4, and hence on the 
high plain of Bashan. The Israelites exterminated them and 
their king at the time of Moses. Among the original inhabitants 
of the land, who were not of Canaanitish descent, recent writers 
have also included, 2dly, the Horites, z.e. dwellers in caves. At 
the time of Abraham they lived in Mount Seir, which, at a later 
period, became the mount of the Edomites, Gen. xiv. 6, and where 
many large caverns and grottos are found (Joseph. de hillo jud. 
iv. 9,4; Robinson ii. pp. 68, 154.) Even betore the time of 
Moses they had either been exterminated by, or else amalgamated 
with, the Edomites, Deut. ii. 12,22; Gen. xxxvi.—3dly, We 
read in Gen. xv. 19 of some other tribes which are also supposed 
to have been original inhabitants of the land, and to have 
clescended from Shem. Among these we reckon the Kenites, 
the Kenizzites, and the Kadmonites. Ata later period a branch 

2
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of the Midianites, with whom Moses became related by marriage, 
bore the name of Kenites, 2.e. those who carry lances. They 
separated from their own tribe, and dwelt peacefully among the 
Israelites (Judges 1. 16, iv. 11; 1 Sam. xv. 6, xxvil. 10, xxx. 29.) 
Another tribe of Kenites belonged, according to Num. xxiv. 21, 
&e., to the enemies of Israel. (On the probable connection 
between these two tribes, comp. below vol. 2.) No farther par- 
ticulars are given about the Aenzzzttes, 2.e. the tribe of hunters, 
but the name occurs afterwards in one of the families of the 
tribe of Judah. Of the Aadmonites also nothing farther 1s said. 
These three tribes probably inhabited the south-eastern borders 
of Palestine, and so early as the time of Moses had either been 
extirpated or absorbed by the side branches of the races descended 
from Terah. Livald, Lengerke, and Anobel (p. 200) rank the 
Amalekites among these old Arabic tribes. At so carly a period 
as that of Gen. xiv. 7 they appear to have inhabited the great 
wilderness between Palestine and Mount et-Tih, in the Sinaitic 
peninsula, while in Num. xxiv. 20 they are mentioned as among 
the original inhabitants. The Arabs trace them to Laud 
{= Lud) as their ancestor. On the other hand Hengstenberg 
(Contrib. iit., p. 303, &c.) appealing to Gen. xxxvi. 12, 16, 
regards them as a branch of the Edomites. ‘This view appears 
to us correct, cl.iefly because the name Amalekites does not 
occur in the table of nations. For we cannot believe that a 
nation so powerful, which had so frequently exercised an im- 
portant influence on the history of Isracl, and remained imde- 
pendent so late as the time of the Jewish kings, should not have 
een specially mentioned in that list if it had not been of 

Teralutic descent. In fact the Amalekites are not mentioned in 
any of the numerous passages in which the names of the original 
inhabitants of the country are detailed. In Gen. xiv. 7 we read 
—according to a very frequent prolepsis—of the country but not 
of the people of the Amalekites. In Numb. xxiv. 20 they are 
indeed designated as “ the first of the nations,” but this does not 
imply that they were “ original inhabitants,” but that they were 
the first among the heathen nations to oppose Israel (comp. 
Hengstenberg’s Balaam, p. 188, &c.) It does, however, seem 
strange, that if the Amalekites were (according to Gen. xxxvi. 
12 and 16) descended from a son of Exau, they should, at the 
time of Moses, already have become so powerful a nation, But 
it may be supposed that the idomitic Amalckites had increased 
in a manner similar to the main branch of the tribe of Edom, 
who, within so short a period, became of importance, by having 
subjected and absorbed other races (such as the Horites, &c.) 
Lastly, we read that in the southern part of the country, besides 
the Amalekites, the following races had lived (t Samuel xxvii.
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8), viz.:—the Geshurites (Joshua xi. 2); the Girzites ; and, 
according to Judges x. 12, 1 Chron. iv. 41, 2 Chron. xxvi. 27, 
the Afaonites on Mount Seir, where their name is still preserved 
in the town of Maon (Robinson, vol. 1., 494, &c.) These three 
tribes cannot with certainty be farther traced back. Probably 
they were offshoots of Terahitic races, dating from a time posterior 
to that of Moses. 

We now address ourselves to the enquiry, whether or not the 
races above mentioned (the Rephaim, Horites, &c.) were, as most 
recent investigators have maintained, ORIGINAL INHABITANTS, 
who preceded the Canaanites, but were not of the same descent. 
To this question, we had, in a former edition, given a negative 
reply ; but a renewed examination has convinced us that the 
preponderance of argument is in favour of the opposite view. 
True, we do not find that these tribes had inhabited the land 
before the entrance of the Canaanites, nor that they were ex- 
pelled or even attacked by them; while they appear to have 
been expelled or exterminated by those later arrivals, the Phi- 
listines and Terahites. Neither can it be denied that the 
Rephaim, the Enakim, Horites, &c., are frequently designated 
simply as Canaanites or Amorites. But all this is satisfactorily 
explained if we regard the entrance of the Canaanites into the 
country, not as a hostile irruption, but as a peaceful settlement 
among and by the side of the Shemitic original inhabitants. If 
the Canaanites, as seems probable on other grounds (comp. 
Knobel, 1. c., p. 315), gradually migrated into the country, we 
can readily understand that they should have amalgamated with 
its former inhabitants, and become Shemitic both in manners 
and language. But by repeated migrations, to which Gen. x. 
15—18 points, the Canaanitish element obtained so decided a 
preponderance over the original inhabitants, that the latter were 
partly absorbed by the former; and the name of Canaanites or 
Amorites became the general designation for all the inhabitants 
of Palestine, without distinction of their descent. Although all 
the arguments urged in favour of this view are not satisfactory, 
this one seems to us decisive, that we can only account for the 
Shemitic language of the Phenicians and the Canaanites gener- 
ally, if the above explanation is correct. 

According to the statement of classical writers (Herod. 1. J, 
and vii. 89; Strabo, 1. 1., p. 42, and |. xvi., pp. 766, 784), the 
Phenicians had, by their own statements, and by those of the 
Persians, migrated into the country by way of the Erythrean (2.e., 
in Herod. the southern sea), or more accurately, according to 
Strabo, by way of the Persian Gulf. Following Bochart, (1. c. iv., 
c. 34), Perizonius (Aeg.. p. 348), and Vitringa (Obs. ss. 1. 1, § 13) 
—Hengstenberg (de rebus Tyriorum, Bero]., 1832, p. 93, &c.). 

3
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Movers (Phenicians, ii. 1, p. 23, &e.), and A. fetter (I. ¢., p. 
95, &c.) have controverted the accuracy of these data, on the 
ground that, according to Gen. x. 15—19, the Canaanites had 
from the first settled on the shores of Palestine, and that not a 
trace of any former inhabitants could be discovered in the Bible. 
But the latter statement is erroneous. But even if correct, it 
would not prove anything, as against the testnnony of the classics, 
since Palestine might have been still unmbhabited, even if the 
Canaanites had not at once, and immediately after the dispersion 
of the nations, migrated into it. ‘The first assertion of these 
critics is not borne out by Gen. x. 15—19. On the contrary, 
there is nothing in that passage inconsistent with the view that, 
before taking possession of Palestine, the Canaanites had pre- 
viously becn settled in other places, as the table of nations is 
only meant to indicate the relations of nations as they existed at 
the time of Moses. We would even go farther, and assert that 
it contains hints which lead to the supposition that the Canaanites 
had not migrated into Palestine immediately after the dispersion 
of nations. It is reasonable to infer, that as the descendants of 
Ham migrated southwards, and Palestine lay outside the range 
of their settlements, the Canaanites had at first followed in the 
direction of the other descendants of Ham, until, at a later 
period, and for some special reason, they had left, and struck off 
in a different direction. The expression in Gen. x. 18, ‘ after- 
ward were spread abroad,” may point to this later migration of 
the Canaanites, which was independent of the first and general 
dispersion of nations. Even the circumstance that Canaan is 
named last among the tribes of Hain, may indicate that, in point 
of fact, this race had been the latest offshoot from the main tribe, 
and the last to take an independent direction. For, as the table 
of nations records the birth of nations, not that of single indivi- 
duals, its arrangement is not according to the age of ancestors, 
but according to the carher or Jater origin or settlement of na- 
tions. But if the statement of the classics, so far from contra- 
dicting that of the Bible, tallies with it, it must also be considered 
as in ttself deserving of historical credence, being an authentic 
testimony on the part of these nations themselves, and that more 
especially since the Biblical statement concerning the descent of 
the Phenicians from Ham, the correctness of which has frequently 
been controverted on philological grounds, agrees so remarkably 
with it. For the classics represent, as the mother-country of the 
Phenician settlers, that very spot from which, according to the 
Bible, all the movements of the races of Ham must have issued. 
comp. also Bertheau, |. c., pp. 163—186, and Anobel, 1. ¢., p. 
314, &e. 

If linguistic considerations render it necessary to suppose that
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the oldest inhabitants of Palestine were of Shemitic descent, this 
view is confirmed by the relative positions of the races of Shem 
since the dispersion of the nations. In this respect both the ar- 
rangement of the table of nations in Gen. x., and still more de- 
cisively tle Arabic accounts of the original position of nations, 
lend the greatest probability to the supposition that Palestine 
had been occupied by the Shemitic tribe of Lud (Gen. x. 22), a 
view which the careful investigations of Knobel (p. 198, &.) 
has established. With Bertheau, we account for the circum- 
stance that these, the original Shemitic inhabitants of Palestine, 
are, in the table of nations, not enumerated according to their 
individual tribes, on the ground that when the Israelites 
took possession of the land, they had already lost their imdepen- 
dent existence, and been either absorbed or expelled by the 
Canaanitish, Philistine or Terachite settlers. For it must always 
be borne in mind that the table of nations is only meant to detail 
the ethnographical state of that time (comp. § 29, 5.) 

2. Our investigations on the oRIGIN and the MIGRATIONS of 
the Philistines must be based on the following Biblical accounts : 
—In Gen. x. 14, the Casluhim and Caphtorim are mentioned as 
the two last branches of the Chametic tribe Mizraim (Egypt), 
and after the word Casluhim, we have it within parenthesis— 
Of whom came the Philistim.” In Jer. xlvii. 4, the Philistines 
are called the remnant of the isle (the coast ?) of Caphtor. In 
Amos ix. 7, Jehovah says, ‘‘ Have I not brought up Israel out 
of the land of Egypt ? and the Philistines from Caphtor, and 
the Syrians from Kir?” In Deut. ii. 23, we are informed that 

The question which we have now to answer is, WHAT COUNTRY 
was Caputor? According to J. D. Michaelis (Spic. 1. p. 292, 
&c.), it was the isle of Cyprus, which, according to Swinton 
(Inscript. Cit., Oxon, 1750, pp. 78, 85) was designated on a 
Phenician coin as 4445. But however the situation of this 
island would tally with Gen. x. 14, this hypothesis must be given 
up, as it has been shown that Swznton had not read the inscrip- 
tion correctly (Gesenius Monum. Phoen. ii, p. 320.) Latterly, 
Redslob (the Old Testament Names, Hamb., 1846, p. 15, &c.) 
has again asserted this theory, and attempted to show that syp5
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is either a modification of the word 45, or at any rate a com- 
bination of sp5 and 455, which he thinks he is the rather war- 
ranted to infer, as the plant 455 was in Greek designated by 

xvmpos. But irrespective of the unsatisfactory character of this 
argumentation, we shall immediately show that the country in 
question must have been Crete. Bochardé (Phal. iv. p. 32) at- 
tempts to uphold the correctness of the ancient versions (LXX., 
Vulg., Syrv., Chald.), according to which Caphtor is the same as 
Cappadocia (a view towards which Gesenius also uclines, 'Thes. 
». 709; comp. also Aez?, Comm. to the book of Kings, p. 15.) 

e asserts that as Cappadocia had formerly extended to the 
Pontus Euxinus, it may well have been designated as an 45, 

With this he thinks the passage in Gen, x. 14 agrees, inasmuch 
as Colchis (the same as Caslulum) was contiguous to Cappadocia. 
But however important the agreement of the various versions 
may he, it cannot counterbalance the data of the Old Testament 
itself, and of classical writers, all of whom show that Crete was 
the country meant. Besides, the explanation of the term sp, by 

“ sea-coust,” is, to say the least, in the present instance, unsatis- 
factory, both on philological and other grounds (Hiézzg, 1. ¢. p. 
15), while the remarkable agreement of the versions may be 
satisfactorily accounted for from the similarity of name between 
Caphtor and Cappadocia, which had probably misled them (ac- 
cording to Lassen, Ancient Persian Cuncitorm Insecript., p. 88, 
the latter name was originally written Katpatuk.) Since the 
appearance of Calmet's Bibl. Observ. (ii. p. 25), and of Lake- 
macher’s Observ. Philol. Gi. p. 11, &.), the view that Caphtor 
was the same as Crete has been more and more generally received. 
The arguments in its favour have been most clearly set forth by 
Bertheau |. ec. p. 186, &e., and by Hitzty 1. ¢. p, 14, &e. The 
passages 1 Sam. xxx. 14, 16, &., Ezek. xxv. 16, Zeph. 11. 5, in 
which the Philistines are distinctly called Cretes, fully decide 
the question, as it is impossible with AZéchaelis to interpret that 
name as an appellative, equivalent to “ Exsules.” Tins view is 
also confirmed by the well-known names of the royal body-guard, 
which, after carefully weighing the arguments for and against it 
(which shall be detailed in the sequel), can only be regarded as 
the patronomics of Philistine tribes. The Greeks and Romans 
also bear testimony to the correctness of this opinion. In Z'acetus 
Hist. v. 2 we read: ‘ Jndaeos Creta insula profigos novissima 
Libyae insedisse, qua tempestate Saturnus, vi Jovis pulsus, ces- 
serit regnis: argumentum e nomine petitur: inclytum in Creta 
Idam mortem, adcolas Idacos; ancto in barbarim cognomento 
Judaeos vocitari.” The manifest mistake in this passage arises 
from confounding the Jews and Philistines, an error common
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both among the Romans and Greeks, as even the name Palestina 
== Judaea shows. But in that view the passage, which we have 
quoted, affords distinct testimony for the descent of the Philis- 
tines from Crete. Again if it were maintained that the above 
statement has no historical foundation, resting as it does on a 
mere etymological combination of the words Judaci and Idaei, 
it must of course fall to the ground. The former opinion is 
advocated by Bertheau and Hitzig, while the latter has been 
adopted by Gesenius. In defence of the identity of the Philis- 
tines and Cretes, it may be urged that the name Idaei is nowhere 
mentioned as that of a nation, and that making every allowance 
for the very defective knowledge of Jewish history on the part 
of classical writers, the mythic Dactiles (Cretan Demons to whom 
legend traced the art of working iron), and who bear the epithet 
of Idaci, do not in any way seem capable of being brought into 
connection with the Jews. The combination of Idaei and Judaei 
would scarcely have led to the assumption of a migration from 
Crete into Palestine. On the other hand it may readily have 
been taken as affording confirmation of the above historical tra- 
dition. We also read m Steph. Byz. s. v. Tafa that that city 
was also called Miywa,—which, however, does not afford a very 
secure basis for argumentation on account of chronological diffi- 
culties (according to Hoch, Crete 1. p. 360, Minos only lived 
about 1300, while according to Gen. xx. 2, and ch. xxvi. Phihstine 
kings reigned in Palestine even at the time of the Patriarchs.) 
The Casluhim have, since the time of Bochart, been generally 
identified with the Colchi. According to Herod. 11. 104 they 
stated that they were of Egyptian descent. But Hitzeg controverts 
this view. According to him the similarity between the names 
is only accidental, and if Caphtor is Crete and not Cappadocia, 
the chief ground of the above view—the neighbourhood of Col- 
chis to Cappodocia—would be taken away ; while the statement 
of Herod. applied probably to a transportation of exiles from 
Egypt to Colchis at the time of the Assyrian conquests (comp. 
l.c. p. 87, &c.) But Knobel (p. 290, &c.,) rightly controverts 
this opinion. He finds that the most ancient settlements of the 
Casluhim were by the sea-coast, from the Pelusian mouth of the 
Nile to Palestine, which district Ptolemy calls Cassiotis (iv. 5, 
12.) Their transportation to Colchis on the Black Sea may 
have taken place in consequence of the campaign of Sesostris, or 
perhaps at an earlier period, as according to an ancient legend, 
in Diodorus i. 28, Egyptians had migrated even before the time 
of Sesostris, and founded Colchis. 

The name Philistines is commonly derived from the root yn 
== migravit, which is still in use in Ethiopic. Accordin oy It 
would mean emigrants—a rendering with which that of the
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LXX., who translated ’AXAoduAo, avrees. Hitziy, who, as We 
shall see, takes the Philistines to have been Pelasgi, traces the 
name to an Indo-Germanie root (p. 35, &c.), and supposes that 
it is derived from the Sanscrit word valaksha = echife (from the 
colour of their skin), being the same as the root of the name 
Pelasgi. But this view falls together with the above-mentioned 
untenable hypothesis. 

With reference to the pEscENT of the Philistines, we have first 
to consider the difference between Gen, x. 14, according to which 
they came from the Casluhim, and the other passages of the Old 
Testament, according to which they came from Caphtor or Crete. 
The easiest solution of this difficulty is to assmme a corruption 
in the text (the words in parenthesis having originally stood after 
Caphtorim and not after Casluhim.) Zuch, Bertheau, and others 
decide in favour of this view. But this solution is not satisfac- 
tory, as the expression occurs again in the same manner in 
1 Chron. 1,12. It will, therefore, be more advisable to attempt 
another solution without interfering with the text. Jf. Baum- 
garten (ad. h. 1.) thinks that the Caphtorim were a sub-division 
of the Casluhim and had settled in Crete, while the main body 
of the tribe had migrated into Colchis. £H7tzig, p. 90, &c., 
appeals to the expression of Tacitus “novissima Libyae,” and 
infers that the Casluhim had, in pre-historic times, migrated from 
Crete, and settled along the eastern borders of Egypt. Thence 
the colony of Philistines, mentioned in Gen. x., had migrated into 
the neighbourhood of Gerar, where alone, at the time of Abraham, 
Philistines seem to have been settled. Afterwards, in historical 
times, he supposes, the Caphtorim, another colony of Philistines, 
to whom Amos and the writer of Deut. allude, had migrated 
from Crete and settled along the coast of Palestine, to the north 
of Gaza. At any rate we have to distinguish two different 
bodies among the Philistines of Palestine: the onion and the 

ona (Ezek. xxv. 16; Zeph. ii. 5) probably the same which 

in other places are respectively designated as the spyp and 

. noe (2 Sam. viii. 18, xv. 18, xx. 7.) This removes every 

difficulty. We have already seen that the Cherethim must be 
traced back to the Caphtorim (Jer. xlvii. £; Amos ix. 7), while 
from Gen. x. 1+ we Jearn that the Philistines mnst be traced to 
the Casluhim. The Casluhim, who were the first to migrate 
into Palestine, obtained the name of Philistines (2.e. emigrants.) 
The Caphtorin or Cherethim, who were related to them, arrived 
at a later period, and were probably much fewer in numbers. 
Hence they were included under the general name of Philistines, 
while, when a more accurate determination was desired, they were 
distinguished as the Cherethim from the Philistine proper. 

VUL t. L
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Ewald (i. p. 289), however, thinks that only one colony of 
Philistines had migrated into Palestine, and that its settlement 
had taken place during the first half of the period of the Judges. 
He accounts for the occurrence of the name of Philistines at the 
time of Abraham, Gen. xx. xxi. xxvi., and at that of Moses, 
Exod, xii. 17, &c., by supposing it to be a prolepsis, and that 
the historian designated the tribe inhabiting the south-western 
portion of the country by a name of later origin, with which he 
was familiar. But even Lengerke, l. c.i. p. 196, &., and Hitzzg, 
l. c. p. 147, &c., have controverted this view. In Gen. xx. xxi. 
(vv. 32, 34), and in Exod. xiii. 17, xv. 14, the historian refers 
indeed only to the country of the Philistines, and these passages 
might tally with the hypothesis of Hwald. But in Gen. xxvi. 
1, 8, Abimelech is distinctly called the king of the Philistines, 
and in verse 18 his subjects are designated as Philistines. It is 
manifestly impossible to assume a prolepsis in this case. Thus 
we may imagine that in a history of America before its coloniza- 
tion, the district which at present bears the name of Pennsylvania 
might per prolepsin be so designated, but not that its original 
inhabitants might be called Britons. According to Deut. 11. 23, 
and Joshua xii. 2, 3, Philistines inhabited the country even at 
the time of Moses and Joshua. Judges iii. 3 also refers to 
princes of the Philistines. During the first period of the Judges, 
the Philistines attempted to oppress Israel, and were beaten 
by Shamgar (Judges iii, 31, comp. with x. 11.) If £wald 
appeals to the circumstance that the Philistines are not men- 
tioned when the Israelites first took possesston of Canaan, we 
answer with Hitzig that this is readily accounted for on the 
ground that no part of the territory of the Philistines had been 
gained by them. Again, when we read in Judges i. 18 that after the 
death of Joshua the tribe of Judah had taken the cities of Gaza, 
Ashkelon, and Ekron, which, however, are not expresslymentioned 
as cities of the Philistines, any inference e szlentio would not 
prove much. Lastly, the fact that the Philistines only became so 
dangerous at the time of Samson and Eli does not prove that 
they had settled in Palestine at a later period than the Israelites, 
since Judges iii. 31 and x. 11 show that they had before that 
time attempted to subject the Israelites, although without per- 
manent success, 

With Hitzig, Knobel, and Ritter, we therefore suppose that 
there were two settlements of Philistines in Palestine. As the 
first of these we regard the migration of the Casluhim, which 
must have occurred before the time of Abraham. That migration 
was probably not from Colchis, which was a later settlement of 
the Casluhim, but from their earliest seats, in the neighbouring 
Cassiotis. The second migration of Philistines was that of the
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Caphtorim or Cherethim, as they are called, who left Crete and 
arrived in Palestine during the period between Abraham and 
Moses. Of the latter we read in Deut. it. 23 that on their 
arrival from Caphtor they had destroyed the Avim unto Gaza. 
But Philistines lived south of Gaza—for Gerar lay at any rate 
farther south—even so early as the time of Abraham. These 
must therefore be distinguished from the Caphtorim, and hence 
regarded as Casluhie Philistines. 

We now return to the question of the descent of the Philis- 
tines. The two tribes, the Casluhim and the Capbtorim, are, in 
Gen. x. 14, traced back to Ham, through Mizrain. But Anobel 
denies the descent of the Caslnhim from Mizraim. He thinks 
that the expression rendered ‘Out of whom came Philistim,” 
does not prove the derivation of the latter from the Caslulim. 
He holds that the term syjyy refers only to the locality. If the 

writer had wished to mention their descent, he would have used 
the term p>. Hence he infers that the passage only intimates 

that the Philistines had at one period dwelt beside the Casluhim, 
but that afterwards they had removed to other settlements. He 
adds that the Biblical writer had not mentioned the descent of 
that tribe, because he had been unable to ascertain anything 
about it. However much may appear to be in favour of this 
view, we cannot, with Delitzsch, assent to its correctness. Is it 
possible to conceive that at that period the Philistines should 
already have lost every tradition about their descent and their 
former settlements? But if they had preserved any such tradi- 
tion, how could it have escaped the observation of so careful an 
enquirer (who manifestly was thoroughly acquainted with this 
subject) as the writer of the table of nations? We allow that 
the term pyjyy applies, in the first instance, to locality. But 

does not the whole table of nations bear the character of an 
cthnographical index of localities? Besides, what other term 
could the writer have employed to indicate the descent of the 
Philistines from the Casluhim ? According to Knobel, he would 
certainly have used the expression py, instead of py. But 

he also adinits that this would not have entirely removed the 
difficulty, as the term gy may also be understood of local de- 

rivation. We therefore repeat the question, how could the writer 
have indicated more distinctly that the Philistines were a colony 
of Casluhim ? ‘To have connected them with the descendants 
of Mizraim (like the other branches of the family of Mizraim) 
by means of the nota acc. ppg, would have been to misrepresent 

the real state of the case. Again, from the peculiar construction 
of the sentence, it was impossible to introduce them simply as 
the descendants of the Casluhim. Any want of precision is 

L 2
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readily explained from the parenthetic character of the sentence. 
As for the Caphtorim or Cretan Philistines, Gen. x. 14 distinctly 
proves their descent from Ham. 

We hold therefore that the descent of these two tribes of 
Philistines from Ham is established; and that the opinion of 
Liwald (i., p. 284) and of Bertheau (p. 190, &c.), who, referring 
to 2 Sam. xx. 23, 2 Kings xi. 4, 19, hold them to have been a 
Shemitic, and more particularly a Corian tribe, must be rejected, 
as also that of Anobel, who would trace them to the Shemitic 
tribe Lud. The hypothesis of Hitzig, who employs all his in- 
genuity and learning to show that the Philistines were of Pelasgic 
origin, and that any relics of their language must be traced to 
the Sanscrit, is wholly groundless. 

B. THE PEOPLE OF THE OLD COVENANT. 

DESCENT OF THE COVENANT PEOPLE. 

(Comp. Bertheau, 1. c., p. 200, and following ; Hwald, 1. c. 1, 
p. 327, and following ; Lengerke, 1. c. i., p. 208, and following ; 
Knobel, Table of Nations, p. 168, and following.) 

§ 46. The prophetic declaration of the common ancestor had 

already pointed out the race of Shem as that from the tents of 
which salvation was to be expected (comp. § 28.) From Shem 
the line of promise descends through ten generations—(Shem, 
Arphaxad, Shelah, Eber, Peleg, Reu, Serug, Nahor, Terah, 
Abram)—to the ancestor of the chosen race (1.) The Biblical 
record points to the land of the Chaldeans, Ur-Chasdim (2), as 

the place where the youngest members of the above line had 
originally settled. Thence the first and nomadic tribes of the 
Terachitic races migrated in company with T'erah, the father of 
Abram, from motives which can only form subject of conjec- 
ture (3.) To this division of races belonged also the chosen 
people, who bear the distinctive name of Hebrews (4.) The des- 
tination of the tribes was Canaan, but they settled by the way 
in Haran, in Mesopotamia (5.) There Terah died. Nahor, 
the brother of Abram, remained in Haran, while the latter, in 

consequence of an express command of God, passed into Canaan, 

accompanied by Zot, the son of Haran, Abraham’s brother, who 
had died in Ur-Chasdim (6.)
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(1.) The curono.oaica thread of sacred history is now con- 
nected with the GENEALOGY OF SHEM, as befvre the flood it had 
been with that of Seth. Here as before, differences of numbers 
occur in the Hebrew text, as compared with the LAX. and the 
Samaritan. Comp. J. D. Michaelis, Sent. de Chronol. Moses, 
a Deluvie ad Abrah., Comment. xv., and the treatises of Ber- 
theau and of Leinke (1. c. p. 76, &c.) mentioned above in § 24, 3. 
In this case, there is the additional difficulty, that the Alexan- 
drians insert between Arphaxad and Shelah a name which does 
not occur in the other two texts, viz., that of Karan (Kenan.) 
But irrespective of all the critical testimonies in favour of the 
reading in the original, this addition becomes more than suspi- 
cious, by the fact that they give the same numbers to Kainan as to 
Shelah. But as Cainaan is mentioned fourth in the genealogy of 
Seth (ch. v.), Just as here im the version of the LX-X., it seems 
probable that his name may, for some reason or other, have been 
transferred from thence. It will scarcely be deemed a decisive 
testimony against the Hebrew original, that Luke, who always 
makes use of the LXX., retains this name in his genealogical 
table (Luke iii. 36.) However, recently Eavald (i. p. 313) has 
maintained the genuineness of the name, as ‘“‘many reasons” 
(which he does not recount) are in favour of it. According 
to the statements of the original, Terah, Abram’s father, died 
A.M. 2081, and in the year 525 after the flood. We close by 
giving a comparative table of the three texts. a refers to the 
Hebrew text, B to the LXX., and c to the Samaritan version. 
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Manifestly both the Samaritan and the LX. version attempt 
to extend the interval between the flood and Abram, which they 
deemed far too short in the chronology of the original text. The 
same difficulties were also felt at a later period. With respect 
to them, G. H. v. Schubert (“ Original World and Fixed Stars,” 
2d ed., p. 275, &c.) remarks:—‘ Recent chronologists have 
deemed this period far too short to account for the existence of 
so large a number of men as are implied in some events which 
took place at the time of Abraham. But if we consider that, as 
the history of medicine has shown, by a wonderful process of 
equalization in nature, a terrible pestilence, for example, is suc- 
ceeded by a period of such general increase, that marriages which 
for many years had been without children, are blessed with them, 
and twins are very frequently born—and that to all appearance 
(Gen. x. 2, 6, xi. 11, 13, 15, 17, &c.) something similar, but on 
a much larger scale, had taken place after the flood—if, farther, 
we suppose that during the first generation after the flood, the 
sons of Noah had each, on an average, ten children, making 
altogether fifteen pairs, and that then each pair had, during 
each succeeding generation of about thirty years, on an average, 
only about four pairs, or eight children, the number of men, not 
including any swviving parents, grand-parents, &c., may, dwing 
fourteen generations, or 420 years, at any rate have amounted 
to one thousand and six millions.” Considering that the ossi- 
bility of such an increase 1s capable of demonstration, its appa- 
rent improbability, which cannot have escaped the writer, must, 
according to the rules of historical criticism, be rather considered 
an evidence for the accuracy and the historical character of the 
record. 

(2.) In the table of nations in Gen. x. 22, we find among the 
descendants of Shem, besides ARPHAXAD, also the names of 
Elam, Ashur, Lud, and Aram, whose settlements were in wes- 
tern Asia. With Joklan, the brother of Peleg, a number of 
nations separated from the race of Arphaxad, and settled in 
southern Arabia, while the main body of the race remained with 
its other branches in the district where it had originally settled. 
The latter—as, since the time of Bochart, it has been generally 
held, except by Schleyer, 1. c., p. 302, &c. (who identifies the 
land of Arphaxad with Sincar)—is "A ppamrayires (Ptol. vi. 1), or 
the northern part of Assyria, at the southern boundary of Ar- 
menia. Lohlen and Benfey interpret the name as meaning 
“the country lying close by Aria” (Arjapakshata.) ALrchuelis, 

Gesenius, and Knobel (deriving it from Gh border, and >y55 

== 5, Gen. xxii. 22, whence wp y9, Chaldees) render it by 

“border of the Chaldees.” In a similar manner, but not so well,
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Ewald derives it from WW»)! = “to bind,” “to make firm,” and 
renders it “the fortress of the Chaldees.” With this the state- 
ment of Josephus (Ant. 1. 6, 4) agrees, who states that the Chal- 
deans were derived from Arphaxad, as also the inference derived 
from Isa, xxiii. 13, and from other data, which show that the 
original settlements of the Chaldeans had been in that neigh- 
bourhood, Lwald (i. p. 333) identifies, with great probability, 
Ur-Cuaspiy, the country of T'erah—which name he regards as 
that given at the time of the author of Gencsis—with this Arra- 
pachitis. Rejecting the interpretation of Bertheau, who derives 
it from the Zend root Vare = country (1. ¢., p. 205), he thinks 

that a comparison with the Arabic c_s,/ (according to Freitag. v. 
and vill. “ continuit se in loco, permansit”) is sufticient to prove 
that it meant place of residence, with which the translation of 
the LAX., yopa trav Xadbaiwv, also agrees. The most common 
interpretation is that first propounded by Bochart (1. c. L. 2, ¢. 
6), and adopted also by Delitzsch (). 240), according to which 
Ur of the Chaldeans is the same as the Persian fort Uv, men- 
tioned by Ammianus Marcellinus (xxv. 8, 7), six days’ journey 
west of Hatra. The statement of J. D. Alichaelis, who, for the 
sake of his favourite hypothesis, that the original settlement of 
the Chaldeans had been between the Black and the Caspian Seas, 
regards the word Ur as an appellative (= fire), and derives it from 
the Naphtha fountains, near the town of Bakn, scarce deserves 
mention. Delitzsch is certainly mistaken in thinking that the 
view of Ewald is incorrect, on the gronnd that as Ur stands con- 
nected with the genitive Kasdim, it cannot refer to a country, 
but only to a residence. If the word Uy can be shown to mean 
place of residence or country, his statement falls to the ground. 
Comp., for example, the name England = country of the Angh. 

(3.) On the ground of the supposed derivation of the name 
Ur from the Zend root Vare, Bertheaw (1. ¢., p. 206), and after 
hin Lenyerke (i. p. 213). think that a probable irruption of 
Arian races was the MOTIVE FOR THE MIGRATION oF TERA. 
Considering the uncertainty of all such hypotheses, it is better to 
confine one’s-self to the data furnished in the book of Genesis. 
In point of fact, we there dixcover (Gen. xiv.) traces of extensive 
migrations among the races at this time. The irruption of 
Chedorlaomer in Gen, xiv. took place shortly betore the birth of 
Ishmael, or cleven years after the entrance of Abram into Pales- 
tine (Gen. xvi. 16.) But as the five cities in the valley of Siddim 
had, for twelve years previous to this, been tributary to Chedor- 
laomer, the tirst expedition of that king must have taken place 
just about the period when Terah also left Is former settle- 
nents, 

(4.) Opinions hare always heen divided as to the origin of the 
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NAME Hebrews. Some (among them latierly especially Ewald, 
1 p. 134, &c., and Lengerke, 1. p. 213, &c.) regard it as a 
patronimic, and derive it from the patriarch Eber (Gen. x. 25, 
xi. 16.) Others, and among them Hengstenberg (Balaam, p. 
206, &c.) consider it an appellative, and accordingly interpret 
the term by “ Truns-Euphratics.” The chief objection to the 
latter view is that sy is not in any other place used as an equi- 

valent for s>374 any. But irrespective of the fact that in Num. 

xxiv. 24 it is used in this sense (for the connection, the parallel- 
ism, and the whole tendency and bearing of the prediction mani- 
festly do not admit the application of the term sy to the 

Israclites, comp. Hengstenberg, 1. c.)—the correctness and suit- 
ableness of this interpretation is proved by the use of the analo- 
gous terms np 93, "249799, While it is readily accounted for by 

the circumstance that the Zuphrates was to the inhabitants of 
Syria and of Palestine the stream «ar é&. On the other hand, 
many and decisive arguments can be urged in favour of this 
derivation. That the name is used in the Old Testament onLy 
—‘“ubi alienigenze loquentes inducuntur, . . . vel ubi ipsi 
Israelites de se ad alienigenas dicentes sistuntur, . . . vel 
ubi aliis gentibus opponuntur.” . . . . (Gesenius, Thes., 
987)—shows that it is not a name which (as Ewald and Len- 
yerke are obliged to argue) Israel gave to itself, but one of which 
the other nations among whom they lived made use, and “ that 
it originated more especially with the Canaanites, and designated 
the Jewish emigrants in contradistinction to them” (Hengsten- 
berg, l.c.) 2. Meter, in his dictionary of roots, p. 273, curi- 
ously remarks :—“ Everything (??) speaks against such a de- 
signation (as Trans-Euphratics), more especially that manifestly 
the name must have originated with the Hebrews themselves, 
and not with any foreign nation, and that they would not have 
adopted it if it had come from the Canaanites, just as any other 
victorious nation would not adopt a name applied to it by those 
whom it had conquered.” But this statement completely ignores 
two facts—(1.) That the ancestors of fhe Israelites had for two 
hundred years dwelt among the Canaanites as unimportant and 
merely tolerated strangers, and not as conquerors among the 
conquered ; and (2.), that in the Old Testament the Israelites 
ure not represented as adopting the name in question, but only 
as using it by way of accommodation to the heathens who had 
applied it to them. But Gen. xiv. 13 (where even the LAX. 
render s\yy74 by 6 wepatns) is decisive as to the origin of the 

name. We read—* And there came one that had escaped, and 
told Abram the Ibri.” On this passage Hengstenberg aptly re-
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marks :—" In this place, while the term which the fugitives em- 
ployed is retained, it appears that the natzves sought protection 
and assistance from the strangers.” TEqually decisive is Gen. x. 
21, where, after Shem, and before his children are enunierated, 
it is added, ‘“‘ who was the father of all the children of Eber.” 
A geographical reference is the more natural m this verse, as 
iminediately before (v. 19) we are informed that the Canaanztes 
had taken possession of this side Jordan. To apply the expres- 
sion, “all the children of Eber,” in the sense of a patronimic, 
would, considering that Eber is only mentioned as the third 
member from Shem, be as inadmissible as it were to confine the 
sbove expression to the Israelites alone, since 1t applies to add the 
children of Eber, Lastly—and this by itself refutes the view of 
our opponents—it is quite inconceivable and incongruous with 
the character and the general analogy of the most ancient history 
of Israel—(difficulties which only increase, if, as our opponents 
would have it, this history is mythical)—to suppose that the 
Israelites would have called themselves after a person of whom 
tradition had preserved nothing beyond the mere naine, (so 
that it would have been much more natural that they should 
have called themselves after the name of Shem), and who 
would yet be described as the father of many other nations. 
This argunient is the more weighty, as they did not even take 
their name trom Abram, an ancestor whom they so highly re- 
vered. The interpretation of Luwald, who derives the name from 

as (== to indicate, explain, interpret), and renders it by “he 
that speaketh distinctly” (Hist of the Isr.,i., p. 7), 1s a hypothesis 
devoid of all probability. The same remark applies to the view 
of L. Meter (comp. 1. c.), according to whom yyy meant ori- 

ginaily “ contraction, connection,” hence a connected and com- 
pact mass of men—in short, a people or a nation ; nor is it at 
all supported by the fancied analogy of French assumption of the 
title—* Un de la grande nation.” 

(5.) No doubt exists as to the posirion oF Haran (LXX.: 
Xappdv.) Itisthe Kaspar of the Greeks and Romans, afterwards 
cclebrated hy the defeat of Crassus, and which Amman. AMare., 
xxiil. 3, designates as “antiquum oppidwn.” The town les in 
one of the extensive plains ot Mesopotamia (to the south-east of 
dessa), and is specially adapted for a residence of Nomadic 
tribes. This accounts for the fact that the progress of the emi- 
erants, who had come from their Chaldean home in the north- 
cast, was arrested in this district for a considerable time. 

(6.) When treating of the table of nations in Gen. x. we 
readily admitted that the names there mentioned were chiefly 
thuse of races, and not of individual ancestors. This we stated from 

2
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@ conviction that the writer of that table would have his state- 
ments to be understood in this manner. This seems implied in 
the general plan, tendency, and details of that table itself, as also 
by the undoubted import and form of most of the names in it. 
But in the genealogy now before us we may not thus generalize 
the names, since the writer of it manifestly refers to individuals, 
as appears from the detailed chronological data, and from the 
many special historical reminiscences which attach to these 
names. 

Still, it were a sad misunderstanding if, misled by the con- 
tinual and exclusive prominence given to leading individuals, and 
overlooking the occasional statements to the contrary, we were to 
hmit the original number of settlers to those few persons who 
are expressly named. These are rather represented in the record 
as heads of tribes, or Nomadic chieftains. ‘To this conclusion 
the statements as to the immense number of flocks possessed by 
Abram and Lot (Gen. xii, 5—7) point, and still more clearly 
the cireumstances that Abram could furnish for an expedition 
318 trained servants, born in his house (Gen. xiv. 14), and that 
at a later period Esau could mect Jacob at the head of 400 men 
(Gen, xxxiii. 1.) Such a number of men capable of beamng 
arms pre-supposes some thousand souls at least. Even if some 
of these servants belonged to a different tribe (Gen. xvi. 1, xv. 
2), the principal number must have belonged to the same tribe 
as the chieftains, and have stood in close and familiar relation- 
ship with the family of their prince (Gen. xv. 2, xvi. 2, xvu. 12, 
13, xxiv. 2, &c.) The more the family of the chieftain increased 
(irrespective of those numbers who afterwards separated from 
the family and founded new tribes), the more did any differences 
between the descendants of the chieftains and those of the sub- 
ordinate family disappear. This process of equalisation was the 
more rapid that not the least trace of a difference of castes existed, 
and that the servants of Abraham were by cireuincision placed, 
in reference to worship and religion, on the same level with his 
direct descendants. The increase of the side-brarfches of the 
Terahitic race appears to have been hastened and furthered by 
the absorption of the remainders of nations whom they had sub- 
jected, but not destroyed, and whose country they had occupied. 
It was otherwise with the Israelites, and hence their development 
into a complete nation and state was more slow than that of the 
other Terachites. 

In conclusion we present a SURVEY OF THE VARIous branches 
of the race of Terah. The sons of Terah were Abram, Nahor, 
and Haran. Haran died in Ur-Chasdim, leaving behind him 

' Lot, Milcah, and Iscah. According to Jewish tradition (Jos. 
Act. i. 6, § 5) Iscah is the same as Sarah, the wife of Abraham. 

2
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comp. Gen. xx. 12. The name Sarai (= Principatus, comp. 
§ 58, 1) may have only been given to her at her marriage, when 
she became the wife of a chieftain. Nahor was married to 
Mileah. The whole family left the land of the Chaldeans, and 
settled in the first place in Mesopotamia, in the neighbourhood 
of Charrae. Nahor remained there, and according to Gen. xxii. 
20—2+ became the ancestor of twelve Nahoritic tribes. Abram 
journeys in company with Zoé to Canaan, where the two tribes 
soon separate. Moab and Amon, the sons of Lot, lecome the 
ancestors of two nations, the A/oubites and the Ammonites, who 
inhabit the country east of the land of promise. The descendants 
of Ishmael, Abraiw’s son, form as the Lshmaelitic Arabs another 
offshoot from the main tribe (Gen. xxv. 12—18.) So do the 
sons of Abram by Keturah or the Keturian Arabs (Gen. xxv. 
1—4), of whom the Midianites were the principal branch. These 
two races occupy extensive tracts along the north and north-east 
of Arabia, and bear the title of Arabized Arabs (Arabi facti, 
adscititii) in contradistinction to the southern or Joktanidic 
Arabs (Gen. x. 26—29), who call themselves Arabic Arabs or 
real Arabs (comp. Hottenger Hist. Orient. p. 210; Lferbelot 
Bibl. Orient. p. 501; Abulfeda Hist. Anteisl. ed. F’'letscher p. 
281.) Lastly, Esau or Adon, the grandson of Abram, forms 
the powerfill offshoot known as the Ldomites, who take mount 
Seir, and from whom the tribe of the Amalekites sprung. The 
latter soon become an independent nation, and occupy the 
southern border of Palestine. After all these offshoots, the 
Israelites alone remain, who develop more slowly but more cer- 
tainly than others ito an independent nation, being always 
under special Divine superintendence and guidance. 

THB GREAT PERIODS IN THE COVENANT-HISTORY, 

§ 47. The history of the Old Covenant passes, from its com- 
mencement to its termination, through siz stages. In the rirsr 
stage it is only a FraMILy-history. During that period we are 
successively made acquainted with each of the three patriarchs, 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. The twelve sons of the latter form 
the basis of the national development. In the seconp stage 
these twelve tribes grow into a PEOPLE, which under J/oses attains 
independence and receives its laws and worship. Under Joshua 
it conquers its country, while during the time of the Judges the 
covenant is to be farther developed on the basis of what had 
already been obtained. The THrrp stage commences with the
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institution of RoyALTY. By the side of the royal office, and as a 
counterpoise and corrective to it, the prophetical office is insti- 
tuted, which is no longer confined to isolated appearances, but 
remains a continuous institution. The separation of the one 
commonwealth into two monarchies divides this period ito two 
sections. ‘The rourTH stage comprises the EXILE AND RETURN. 
Prophetism survives the catastrophe of the exile, so as to re- 
arrange and to revive the relations of the people who returned to 
their country, and to open the way for a further development. 
The FIFTH stage, or the time of expectation, commences with the 
cessation of prophecy, and is intended to prepare a place for that 
salvation which is now to be immediately expected. Lastly, the 
SIXTH stage comprises the time of the FULFILMENT, when salva- 
tion is to be exhibited in Christ. The covenant-people reject 
the salvation so presented, the Old Covenant terminates in judg- 
ment against the covenant-people, but prophecy still holds out to 
them hopes and prospects for the future. 

A



FIRST STAGE OF THE COVENANT HISTORY. 

THE FAMILY.





CHARACTER AND IMPORT OF THIS STAGE IN 

THE HISTORY OF THE OLD COVENANT. 

§ 48. It is the purport of this period to lay a foundation on 
which the great salvation is ultimately to appear; during its 
course the nation among which this salvation is to develop is 
being prepared, and the germ of that deliverance, which is to 
unfold in and with this people, appears from the very com- 
mencement. Hence it is the goal of the whole history of this 
period to form the chosen race into a nation, Butas, according 
to § 35, the preparation of salvation was no longer to be entrusted 
to all mankind, but was to have one particular starting-point, 
so that one individual, and in him Ins posterity, were, for this 
purpose, to be separated from the existing race, it will necessarily 
be characteristic of this period of histroy that it should move 
within the narrow circle of a FamILy. Hence we also infer that 
the principal element in the development of that period must be 
the ¢érervease of that family, so that the one individual who was 
called and separated might unfold into a plurality. For how- 
ever it must necessarily have commenced with the individual, 
manifestly the proyrcss in the development of salvation demanded 
that this unit should become a multitude. If the germ of salva- 
tion was not always to remain a germ ; if the different aspects, 
tendencies, and capabilities which lay yet undeveloped in this 
verm were to appear and to assume form, they could not continue 
or remain concentrated in one individual. For Iuman nature 
is so linited that the totality of forces and capacities can only 
concentrate in one individual, so long as they remain capabilities 
and commencements, and that in the farther development only 
some of them, and especially those which are peculiarly strong 
in that individual, ripen into realities, while the rest remain in 
germ. It is therefore necessary that a 2umber of mdividuals 
should mutually complement cach other, in order that, in the 
totality of forces, each of them may separately evolve.
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(1.) As the commencement of the preparation of salvation 
requires the selection of one individual, and as its progress 
depends on the development of this Monas to a plurality, so, 
vice versa, at its goal, it must return again from being a 
plurality to a unity. For when salvation was perfected, and 
about to be offered to all mankind for whom it had been 
prepared, it was not to be presented as something broken up into 
tragments and distributed among a number of individuals, in 
which case it would have passed away without producing any 
effect. But this concentration and combination of all the various 
forms in which salvation had appeared was not only demanded 
by the oljective purport of salvation when complete, but also by 
its subjective character. By itself, and irrespective of its external 
object, salvation was only completed when unity was again 
attained, for, as the commencement, so the completion “of a 
development pre-supposes such unity. But what was inpossible 
to those who had occupied the intermediate place, who had been 
the representatives of salvation during its development, becanse 
they were merely men and hence limited, that became possible 
in Him who closed and summed up the series. He exhibited 
salvation in all its perfection, because He was elevated above all 
such hmitations, uniting in His nature both divine and human 
powers. Thus was the history of the covenant to commence with 

; a Monad, which was to contain in germ all that was to be finally 
evolved ; during its progress towards this goal these manifesta- 
tions were to be exhibited in a plurality of individuals, while at 
its completion all the separate manifestations were again to be 
combined and reduced to a unity, and to be thus completed and 

\ absolutely perfected. 
This circumstance imparts a singular importance to the most 

ancient history of Israel. It stands in peculiar and living con- 
nection with the fotal development, both with that period in 
which the totality of ths unity of capabilities unfolded into 
actual plurality, and also with the completion, when this plu- 
rality was again to become the unity which it had been at the 
commencement, while, at the same time, that which had merely 
been capability had then ripened into perfection. 
We glance, in the first place, at the relation between the 

earlier and the later history, or, rather, between the patriarchal 
fainily and the nation which had sprung from that family. With 
that family commences not only the history of Israel, it also 
becomes the prototype thereof, according to which it is after- 
wards to assume shape and form. For in that family the germs 
and capabilities of the character, tendency, and aim, which in 
the regular farther development of the family into a nation are 
unfolded, already appear in all their distinctness and fulness.
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Hence the history of the Patriarclis 1s the commencement and 
the type of all later lnstory, both in its divine and in its human 
aspects—both as exhibiting human liberty and as manifesting 
divine grace. The character and the leadings of the ancestors 
of Israel exhibit the same peculiarities as those of the people 
who sprung from them, at least in so far and so long as it 
did not forsake its source of hfe or forget its character and 
destiny. The pecuharitics of Patriarchal times, as represented 
in Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (with whom, in some respects, 
Joseph may be classed, as forming a special type of life), reflect 
to future generations in Israel their own likeness. Besides, the 
standing designation of the God of Israel as the God of Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, and many passages in the history, teaching, 
and predictions of the Holy Scriptures of the Old Testament, 
prove that this significancy of Patriarchal history was not 
unnoticed hy the people. As an instance, we quote the pro- 
phetical utterance in Isa. i. 1, 2: 

“ Hearken to me, ye that follow after righteousness, 
Ye that seek Jehovah! 
Look unto the rock whence ye are hewn, 
And to the hole of the pit whence ye are digged, 
Look unto Abraham your father, 
And unto Sarah that bare you! 
For I ealled him alone, 
And blessed him and increased him. 

The relation subsisting between the Patriarchal period and 
that of the completion consisted in this, that in both all the 
powers and manifestations of salvation were concentrated in one 
individual—in the first case merely as capabilities and com- 
mencements ; in the second as evolution and completion. This 
imparts to the stage of the commencement a greater similarity 
with that of the end than is found in any of the intervening 
stages, This totality and fulness, this unity and concentration 
in the manifestation of salvation, implied, despite the undeveloped 
character at that period, so evident a type of its completion that. 
even more distinctly than the later, it appeared as an anticipation 
of evangelical elements. This characteristic comes out more 
clearly from the absence of the law during this the age of child- 
hood in history (as in every age of cluldhood.) True, as in the 
relation to which we have above referred, so in this instance 
also, the difference and the gradation from ovzw to ov«ére (in 
the first case the law has not yet intervened ; in the second, it is 
already fulfilled) obtains ; but still the ob common to both 
remains their common characteristic. 

VOL. I. M



178 THE FAMILY. (§ 49.) 

§ 49. All the revelations and leadings of God, and all the 
hopes and resolutions of the chosen family, move, during this 
period, round these two points—the seed of promise and the 
land of promise. The SEED OF PROMISE, the substance of this 
history, the medium by which salvation is to be prepared, 1s to 
be the fruit of generation. In its first as in its last member 
this was to be rapa ¢vew, that from the first the truth which 
was to be manifested in the end should appear, viz., that the 
salvation about to be developed could not reach its goal by 
natural means, but only by those of grace. The same law, 
according to which the connection and the ordinary bonds of 
nature were rent asunder (in order that the bonds of grace and 
of calling might become the more firm), and on which depended 
the selection of the individual who was to commence this history, 
is also continued during the course of that history. We notice 
its continuance during the first stages of this history in the 
peculiarities of generation ; it occasions the separation of several 
of the descendants of the family, until at last the twelve heads 
of tribes become the basis for a proper national development. 
We may, therefore, sum up the contents and the object of this 
period, so far as it bears on the appearance of the promised seed, 
in the following statement: one branch is taken from the tree 
of the Shemitic race, to which the promise had been given 
(§ 28) ; zt is transplanted into other soil, where, under the 
fostering care of the great husbandman, tt takes root ; there tt 
is purged from all offshoots, which are the product of nature, 
and so grows up into one trunk, which shoots into twelve strong 
branches. Of no less importance is the connection between this 
period and the LAND OF PROMISE. ‘There, and nowhere else, was 
the foundation for the new development to be laid; there and 
nowhere else was the promised seed to be conceived and born ; 
there was the history of Israel to pass through its age of child- 
hood, in order that, from the first, the mutual relation between 
the country and the people might exercise its powerful influence. 
If the selection of Palestine to be a nursery to the kingdom of 
God was neither casual nor groundless (§ 43), and if a lively 
and mutual relation obtains between a country and its inhabi- 
tants, this influence was also to be exercised during the infancy 
of this nation, because the time of childhood is also that when
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influences of this kind are most readily received. ‘There, where 
the chosen race was to dwell after it had grown into a nation, 
and where it was to discharge its peculiar task, it was also to 
spend the time of its infancy, in order that the people might 
ever regard it as their proper home, and that, as such, it might 
obtain that deep hold on them which only a home has upon the 
heart. For a man’s home, to which his affections attach, is the 
place where he was born, where he has spent his childhood, with 
its joys and its sorrows, with its hopes and its longings. And, 
in truth, this object was, in this case, attained in larger measure 

than in any other recorded in history. Again, the land of 
promise was, in the first place, given to the chosen family only 
as a land of pilgrimage, while its possession was only promised 
for the future. Thus was faith to grow and to become streng- 
thened. The circumstance, also, that in its transition from being 
a family to becoming a nation, Israel had occasion for four 
centuries to be absent from the land of its childhood, of its pros- 
pects and hopes, has its deep meaning, which will appear in the 
course of history (§ 92, 7.) 

§ 50. If we consider the peculiar revelation vouchsafed by the 
Lord during this period, we shall anticipate that, as a basis was 
to be laid for a new development, and as its beginnings were even 
then to appear, a more than common and peculiarly marked 
manifestation of God’s superintendence should take place. In 
point of fact, we find that historical reality quite answers this 
expectation. True, the fresh commencement now made cannot 
be the same as the first or paradisical, because sin, which had 
put an end to the latter, was not yet overcome and removed. 
The time when the Lord dwelt by and with man in the garden 
of Eden, when He walked continuously and visibly near him 
(Gen. iii. 8), cannot return until renovated earth becomes again 
a Paradise, and man is restored to his original position. But 
this, so far from being the commencement of the history which 
now opens, cannot even be its goal and end, but only the goal 
and end of a history which at that time lay in the far distant, 
and the commencement of which was to coincide with the close 
of our history (Rev, xxi. xxil.) The goal of our history is the 
incarnation of the Son of God, when the whole fulness of the 

Mm 2
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Divine being entered bodily and personally into essential and 
permanent union with human nature. This goal was to be at- 
tained in the course of a historical development, and hence by a 
successive progress, in which this development continually un- 
folded and approximated towards the goal. In patriarchal 
history we witness the first beginnings of this development. 
Hence we shall also expect there to meet only the first, the most 
simple, and, in a certain sense, the most elementary manifesta- 
tions of the Divine plenitude of miracles and of prediction. In 
point of fact, history answers this expectation. The communi- 
cation and interpositions of Divine power and wisdom generally 
take place without any intervening medium, 2.e., almost always 
God Himself performs the miracle or makes the prediction, while 
during the progress of the succeeding historical stages this state 
of matters is gradually changed. We have not yet reached the 
period when Divine power and knowledge are assimilated with 
the covenant history, and have become a gift which God com- 
municates to men, and over which man has control, as having 
been entrusted to him as his property, although, of course, within 
certain defined limits. Hence at that period miracles are not 
yet performed by man; rarely even does he utter predictions. 
On the contrary, Divine power and knowledge interposes side by 
side with human activity, and as something foreign and external 

to it (comp. §97,1.) Hence also the forms which revelation takes 
in patriarchal history are chiefly either that of immediate inward 
communication, when God speaks in the soul of man without 
employing the mediwn of the senses, or that of Theophany, when, 
by way of revealing Himself, He assumes human form. The 
latter manifestation was cither znternal, being then a vision or a 
dream ; or external, when He appeared in bodily form (1.) The 
principal, and perhaps the only form of this second mode of 
Theophany, is by means of what is designated as the Angel of 
the Lord, in whom Jehovah appears and manifests Himself to 
the senses (2.) This mode of manifestation occurs for the first 
time in patriarchal history. 

(1.) It would be mere idle presumption to attempt ascertain- 
ing in every case why the Lord had chosen one or other form of 
manifestation ; but it falls within our province to enquire, in 
every particular instance, what form had actually been selected.
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We are indeed convinced that Scripture attributes the same im- 
portance to what is revealed, whether it have been by the medium 
of inward communication, of a dreain, of a vision, or of a literal 
Theophany. At the same time, we expect to find, in every case, 
sufficient indications for inferring, beyond doubt, in what form 
the revelation had taken place; and we would therefore repudiate 
the arbitrary criticism of those who refer events to dreams or 
visions, as it suits their own peculiar system. On the contrary, we 
feel that we are only warranted in speaking of a dream, or in sup- 
posing an ecstatic state of mind, when such is expressly mentioned 
in the Biblical record. In every other case we suppose a state 
of wakefulness and of consciousness. But, on the same ground, 
we also assume a real Theophany only when such apparitions of 
God are expressly mentioned. All those revelations to the Patri- 
archs in which, without farther defining the medium, we simply 
read that God spake to man, we class with what we have desig- 
nated as inward communications. 

(2.) The opinions of interpreters on the question who THE 
ANGEL OF THE LorD was, may be ranged under two classes 
One party understand it to have been a manifestation of God in 
human form, patent to the senses, and hence a prototype of the 
incarnation of God in Christ. Others think that this was merely 
an ordinary angel, but that he is represented as Jehovah, and 
even speaks and acts in that character, inasmuch as he appears 
in the name and as the representative of Jehovah. The former 
view was that of the earliest theology of the Synagogue, and was 
formulated in the doctrine about the Afetatron, who had emanated 
from God, was equal to Him, and in whom He revealed Himself. 
But in course of time foreign elements were mixed up with this 
view (comp. Hengstenbery, Christol., i. 1, p. 239, &c.) Most of 
the fathers and of the old Protestant divines also advocated this 
opinion (Hengstenberg, 1. c., p. 249.) Latterly it has been most 
distinctly and fully set forth by Hengstenberg, |. c., pp. 219— 
251. With the fathers and the old Protestant divines, he regards 
the Angel of the Lord as God manifest, the Logos of the Chris- 
tian dogma of the Trinity, and supposes that this mode of view- 
ing the subject was at least so far current throughout the Old 
Testament history of revelation as to afford a basis for the teach- 
ing of John about the Logos (comp. Hengstenberg’s Comment. 
on Revelation, i., p. 613.) Even before that time, Sack (Com- 
mentatio Theoll., Bonn, 1821) had, in treating of this subject, 
declared that the expression ‘“ Angel of the Lord,” was equivalent 
to Jehovah, but had at the same time maintained that it only 
indicated the mode in which Jehovah appeared, but not a dis- 
tinct personality. Hence he preferred rendering the term by 
“embassy,” rather than by “ ambassador” (comp. his Christian
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Apologetics, 2d ed., p. 172.) In the wake of these two writers, 
the author of this history had attempted to follow, in a paper 
that appeared in Tholuck’s “ Anzeiger” for 1846, Nos. 11—14. 
There we endeavoured to show, that in the Old Testament the 
Maleach Jehovah was ‘“ God appearing, manifesting Himself, 
entering into the limitations of space and time, and accessible to 
the senses, in contradistinction to the invisible God, whose super- 
sensual existence is far above all limitations of space and time, 
and hence not perceptible—which, however, does not necessarily 
imply that men were quite conscious whether this distinction was 
merely ideal or also real, and whether it was to be viewed as 
merely temporary, or as permanent, and based on the nature of 
the Deity.” The chief portions of this paper were reproduced by 
us in the first edition of the present work. The same view has 
also been advocated by Delitzsch (Bibl. and Proph. Theol. p. 
289), Nitesch (System), 7. Beck (Christ. Dogmat.), Keil 
(Joshua, p. 87), Hdvernick (Old Test. Theol., p. 73, &.), 
Lbrard (Christ. Dogmat., vol. 1.), J. P. Lange (Posit. Dogmat. 
1., 586), Stier (Isa. not Pscudo-Isa., p. 758, &c.), and others. 

The other interpretation of the term “angel of the Lord” has 
been advocated by Augustin (De Trin. ii. 11), and since then 
by Roman Catholic theologians, in order thus to establish the 
worship of angels, and by Socinians, Armenians, and Rationalhsts, 
from a dislike to the orthodox view of the Trinity. But of late 
some who were free from these prejudices, and whose opinion is 
entitled to all weight, have pronounced im favour of it. Among 
them we mention Steudel, in his Program for 1830, and in his 
Old Testament Theol. p. 252, &c., Hofmann (Predict. and Ful- 
filment i. 127, &c., and in his Script. Demonstr. i. 154—159, 
321—340), Baumgarten (Comment. i. 1 p. 195), Tholuck 
(Comment. on the Gospel of John, 6th ed., p. 52), Pelt (Theol. 
Encycl. p. 241), and latterly, retracting his former view and 
supporting that of Hofmann, F'r. Delitesch (Comment. on 
Genesis p. 249, &c.) Steuclel and Hofmann differ in this respect, 
that according to the former the Maleach Jehovah was an angel 
specially commissioned by the Lord for every individual case, 
leaving it uncertain whether one and the same angel was always 
employed, while according to Hofmann it is always one and the 
same prince of angels, who at first as Maleach Jehovah, then as 
Captain of the host of the Lord (Joshua v. 14), and as the angel 
of His presence (Isa. Ixiii. 9), bearing the name of Afichael (Dan. 
x. 13, 21, xii. 1), presides over the commonwealth and history of 
Israel as the representative of Jehovah (Predict. and Fulfil. pp. 
131,132.) But in his latest work Hofmann has so far modified 
his views as to state that although it was always a definite angel 
of Jehovah who performed one or another duty. he was not
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selected for this purpose once and for all, it being still held by 
him that Israel has its special prince and angel, who bears the 
name of Michael (Script. Demonstr. i. 157.) 

Barth has attempted to combine in a peculiar manner the 
views of Lengstenberg and of Hofmann (The Angel of the 
Covenant, a contribution to Christology in a letter to Schelling, 
Leipz. 1845.) With Hengstenberg he holds that the Maleach 
Jehovah was a Divine person, with Hofmann that he appeared 
as an angel and ay a creature, and he combines these two state- 
ments by supposing that the Logos had at a former period taken 
upon Himself the form of an angel m the same manner in which 
He afterwards took upon Himself the form of a man. But this 
view is wholly unsupported, and deserves no farther notice. 

Our own position with reference to the question under discussion 
is sunilar to that of Delitesch. However decidedly and zealously 
we had formerly advocated the view of Hengstenberg, and con- 
troverted that of JZofmann, we have to contess that a renewed 
study of the subject has convinced us that we had been mistaken. 
We felt it no easy matter to surrender a long-cherished convic- 
tion, but truth has compelled us to yield, and to adopt the view 
of Hofmann. 

Our former reasoning has by many been deemed successful, 
and frequently referred to with approbation. We therefore re- 
produce it in the form in which it appeared in the first edition 
of this work, and add to it a justification of our change of views. 
We wrote as follows :— 

“ Kiven the xame is decidedly in favour of the view that the 
person of the Maleach Jehovah was unique and the same on all 
uccasions, Grammatically, the expression pypy 4 by and 
onbys Sr, can only be rendered the angel of Jehovah, i.e. 
the definite and known angel of the Lord, called so nar’ eEoynp. 
It is indeed true that the circumstance that these two forms 
have the character of definite article, does not always necessarily 
imply ‘an absolute identity with something known, but may 
arise from a graphic mode of representation, which transports 
the reader into the scene’ (Baumgarten.) Thus sys 3 is the 

son of Ishai, of whom the passage speaks, but docs not mnply 
that Ishai had not other sons also. Similarly in Malachi i1. 7 
the priest is called pyyay-aa joo: and in Hage. 1. 13 the 
prophet = 5 nbn: in which cases it were manifestly impossible 
to suppose that these parties were identical with the Maleach 
Jehovah so frequently mentioned in Genesis, &c. But still 
whenever we read about ¢he son of Ishai without the express ad- 
dition that one of the older sons of Ishai was meant, we shall 
without hesitation apply it to one and the same well-known son 
of Ishai, viz. to David. Similarly after the angel of Jehovah has
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in Gen. xvi. appeared in so striking and significant a manner, 
we apply this expression always to the one known and distin- 
guished ‘angel,’ unless, of course, the text expressly bears that 
another definite individual was meant, as is actually the case in 
Mal. ii. '7 and Hagg. i. 13, but in no other instance.” 

‘As the name Maleach Jehovah indicates that He was unique 
and always the same person, so do His predicates and attributes 
shew that His was a peculiar and a divine nature and agency. 
All that the Biblical writers say or record about Him clearly 
proves that they regarded and represented Him as God becoming 
inanifest in a manner accessible and patent to the senses. His 
appearance and His claims, His words and His actions are so 
peculiar, so striking and distinct, that nothing analogous to it 
occurs within the entire compass of holy writ. But these pecu- 
liar and distinctive characteristics, which distinguish His first 
appearance, remain the same, equally remarkable in each of His 
frequent manifestations and revelations, Always and without 
exception He speaks and acts as if He were Himself the Creator 
and Director of all things, and the Covenant-God of Israel; nor 
does He anywhere appeal to a Divine mission as the warrant of 
His appearance or activity; He never rests His claims to 
obedience on a commission with which God had entrusted Him ; 
never does He in word or deed point to a difference of nature 
between Himself and Jehovah; He determines by Himself and 
immediately the fate of nations and of individuals; He claims 
Divine power, honour, and glory, and allows sacrifices and wor- 
ship to be offered to Him, as something to which apparently He 
hasa right. More or less all to whom He appears are impressed 
with the fact that Jehovah Himself had appeared to them, and 
they address and honour Him as God—yea Jacob blesses his 
grand-children in the name of this angel (Gen. xlviii. 16.) The 
sacred writers also always represent His appearances as Theo- 
phanies, in the proper sense of the term ; in their narratives the 
use, without hesitation, alternately the terms Maleach Jehova 
and Jehovah, nor do they ever give the slightest hint that they 
regarded Him as different from Jehovah, either in His nature 
and being, or in His power and dignity.” 

“These facts are so far admitted by our opponents, but they 
think to avoid the conclusions which we draw from them by 
applying in this case the principle: Quod quis per alium fecit, 
apse fecit. They maintain that the angel is called, or designates 
Himself, acts and speaks as Jehovah Himself, because He is the 
medium by which the Lord reveals Himsclf, and hence the re- 
presentative of Jchovah. But while it is true that occasionally 
those who act as the representatives of God among His creatures 
(such as princes, judges, &c.,) bear in the Old Testament the
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name Elohim, as being invested with Divine authority (Exod. 
iv. 16, vii. 1, &.), we do not anywhere find that the name 
Jehovah is applied in the same manner, nor indeed could any- 
thing be more contrary to the spirit of the Old Testament than 
to transfer that title to any creature. Nor is it in point to appeal 
to the circumstance that the prophets utter Divine decrees aud 
declarations announcing them in the first person as if they were 
Jehovah, and not prefacing, as is most commonly the case, by a 
‘Thus saith Jehovah.” But, manifestly, this does not prove 
that a created angel might behave himself, speak, and act as the 
Maleach Jehovah did. Jfor (1) the fact is left ont of view that 
such declarations of the prophets, without an appeal to a Divine 
commission, are very rare exceptions from the rule, while in the 
case of the Maleach Jehovah they are the invariable rule. Hence 
with the prophets this unusual and exceptional mode of speaking 
inust be held to be fixed and limited by that which they com- 
monly and regularly employed. But in the case of the angel of 
Jehovah the constant recurrence of the peculiarity to which we 
have adverted shows that it may not be ascribed to a momentary 
and oratorical personification of Jehovah, but must be traced to 
a permanent right of nature ;—(Z) Besides, in the case of the 
prophets no misunderstanding which would result in worship of 
the creature, and by which the person representing would be 
confounded with the person represented, was to be apprehended, 
while in that of an angel or being from a higher world there 
was lunminent danger of it. Hence an angel could not have 
acted as one of the prophets would have done without endanger- 
ing the observance of the first commandment ;—(3) Such an 
Enallage was natural and true only when the prophets had 
reached the high point of prophetic inspiration, when, absorbed 
by the object in view, they wholly forgot themselves, their per- 
sonality, and their intermediate position, while the Maleach 
Jehovah always speaks and acts in this manner, even under com- 
paratively ordinary circumstances, so that the calmness of His 
manner and of His specch indicates that He speaks and acts 27 
propria persona ;—(4) Even where a prophet so far looses sight of 
his individual position as to speak of Divine decrees and leadings 
as if he himself had decreed them, or as if he himself were the 
Alnughty who would execute them,—he does not in any case 
allow himself to be regarded as God, or to be worshipped by 
those whom he addresses, nor does he receive their sacrifices. 
Would Jacob on the ground of Gen. xlix. 7, or Elijah on account 
of the occurrence mentioned in 1 Kings xvii. 1, have allowed 
their audicnce to adore or to offer sacrifices to them? would 
they not rather have acted like Paul in Acts xiv. 14, 15 >—(5) 
Lastly, the Biblical writers represent the Maleach Jehovah as
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acting like Jehovah, not only when they dramatically and 
graphically describe His appearance, but they also designate him 
by that title in plain and purely historical passages. But no 
historian ever applied the title of Jchovah to any prophet who 
came and spake in the name of the Lord.” 

“Tf with this we compare the appearance of what we cannot 
doubt were created angels—as for example in Gen. xix. I—16 
—we are sensible of a vast and essential difference between them 
and the Maleach Jehovah. An ordinary angel does not of his 
own accord determine the fate of men ; he does not lay pretence 
to Divine power or dignity ; he does not allow sacrifice or worship 
to himself; Biblical writers do not ascribe Divine titles to him. 
Such angels, on the contrary, make a wide distinction between 
their own persons and that of God (Gen. xix. 13, 14); they ex- 
pressly appeal to a Divine commission with which they had been 
entrusted (Gen. xix. 13), and very pointedly refuse all Divine 
homage or worship (Rev. xix. 10.) Besides, created angels are 
generally employed in a totally different sphere. Their ministry 
is commonly called into service in the general administration of 
the Divine government of the world, while that of the Maleach 
Jehovah belongs to the economy of salvation. He is the proper 
and permanent medium of all those revelations which bear 
reference to the development and fintherance of the Divine 
counsel of salvation. Hence also independent appearances of 
ordinary angels are, compared with that of the Maleach Jehovah, 
extremely rare in the Old Testament—in the New Testament 
this relationship is of course changed.” 

“But replies Hofmann (Predict and Fulfil.): ‘What more 
plain than that yy yyy5r does not mean the King himself, 
nor spp why Jehovah Himself, but some one different from 
Him and hence not God the Son, but a created being?’ But it 
is to be remarked that the angel of the Lord does not more 
frequently indicate His identity with, than He makes a distinction 
between Himself and Jehovah (comp. the proofs in Hengsten- 
berg) ; He is different from Him in reference to His personality, 
but the same in nature, power, honour, and dignity. We do not 
indeed maintain that the doctrine of the Trinity was dogmati- 
cally taught in the Old Testament ; but we hold that the general 
cast of Old Testament teaching is in the direction of this doctrine, 
and that it came out more and more clearly as time proceeded. 
But we regard the manifestation of the Maleach Jehovah, to 
whom on the one hand all the attributes of the Deity were 
ascribed, while on the other He was represented as sent by 
Jehovah, and hence as distinct from Him,—whether men were 
conscious what a consistent carrying out of this view implied or 
not—as one, and that a very important, element in the develop-
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meut of the doctrine in question. In the Old Testament the 
Maleach Jehovah is represented as God manifest and revealing 
Himself, in a manner perceptible by the senses, and as distinct 
from the invisible God, in His supersensual and therefore non- 
perceptible existence. This, however, docs not necessarily imply 
that men fully understood whether this distinction was merely 
ideal or essential, merely momentary or permanent, and based 
on the nature of God. The Old Testament does not clearly in- 
dicate the character of the relationship between the modes of 
Divine revelation and the Divine Being Himself ; the requirement 
to frame this relationship in clear and sharply defined notions 
had not yet been felt. But as the Divine activity unfolded and 
enlarged in the covenant-history of the Old Testament, the 
hypostatic distinction in God—between the ultimate ground of 
all, the Logos as God manifest, the Creator and the Redeemer, 
and the Holy Spirit as the source of life and light, and He who 
perfectcth all things (Gen. 1. 2)—increasingly manifested itself 
objectively, and would in the same measure also be subjectively 
apprehended and recognised.” 

“Tf it is said that the term Afaleach, applying as it did to a 
definite class of spiritual beings, could on that account, in the 
case under consideration also, only refer to a being of’ this kind, 
we answer by appealing to Mal. ii. 7, and Hag. 1. 13. Our 
opponents forget, when making this assertion, that Afuleach is 
not a xomen nature, but a nomen offici’, of angels, and hence 
that by itself it conveys nothing about the nature of those who 
bear it. Similarly, the name dzrocronXos is in the New Testament 
(Heb. iti. 1) assigned to Christ, although it was manifestly not 
meant to convey that the term applied to His nature as it did to 
that of the other apostles. And yet the word apostle became 
as much a fixed designation of the disciples of Jesus who were 
sent forth, as that of Maleach for the ministering spirits of 
heaven.” 

““* Again,’ continues Hofinann (Predict. and Fulfil.), ‘if the 
view of our opponents is correct, how are we to render the New 
Testament expression dyyedos xupiov, which is manifestly a 
translation of Alaleach Jchovah, especially in such passages as 
Matt. i. 20; Luke ii. 9; Acts xii. 7?) We agree with Hofmann 
that the dyyeXos xvotov who there appeared was not the Logos 
but a created angel, although in Acts vii. 30 it is said that the 
dyryedos xupiov had appeared to Moses in the burning bush 
where the expression is manifestly a translation of the Maleach 
Jehovali in Exod. iii. 2, We maintain, however, that in Acts 
vii. this expression designates another person than that referred 
to in the three New Testament passages in which the term occurs, 
and we assert this on the ground that the former is in reality a
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quotation from the Old Testament, while the other three are 
New Testament statements. For the Maleach Jehovah called 
such xa7’ éEoynv belongs properly only to the sphere of the Old 
Testament. Inthe New Testament Christ, the incarnate Son of 
God takes his place. The Maleach Jehovah is the futwre— 
Christ the present—God-man ; the former is a prototype of the 
eternal plan of salvation, the latter its plerosts. With the 
incarnation of God in Christ, the Lord ceases to appear and to 
act as the Maleach Jehovah, inasmuch as He has entered into 
permanent and real union with the Man Jesus. Hence if that 
name 1s again employed it no longer designates the Maleach 
Jehovah xar’ é€oynv; it has lost the unique and prominent 
definiteness which it bore in the Old Testament, and has again 
become a general term. The dyyedos xupiov is only in words, 
bunt not in meaning, the same as the Maleach Jehovah of the 
Old Testament; bearing no longer reference to the Maleach 
Jchovah of the Old Testament, he is only a created being. But 
this remark does not apply to Acts vii. 30, where we are again 
on Old Testament ground, and hence must view the subject 
from the Old Testament stand-point. There the a@yyedos xupiou 
must, therefore, mean the same as the Maleach Jehovah in the 
Old Testament passage, from which the verse is quoted (Exod. 
ill. 2.) On the objection of Steudel, based on Exod. xxiii. and 
XXX1L., comp. our exposition in Z'holuck’s Anz. 1.c. pp. 108— 
112.” 

“ But Baumgarten objects to our view, observing that: ‘ Those 
who regard the Maleach Jehovah as the Logos must surely have 
forgotten that the angel of Jchovah first appeared to an Egyptian 

. handmaid’ (Gen. xvi.) WDelitesch (1. c. p. 289) has replied to 
this by a quotation from the objector himself (i. 1 p. 517): ‘from 
this we gather that the Revelation of Jehovah was one by which 
the Gentiles also were to attain to faith in Jehovah.’ JVereply: 
the Maleach Jehovah is the covenant-God, who visibly appears 
in the form of a man to perform the Divine covenant-work. 
His interpositions are confined to the house and race of Abraham, 
to the development of that covenant which He had made with 
Abraham and his seed. He can and does only appear after that 
covenant was actually made—and this had only taken place in 
the chapter preceding that in which Hagar’s flight is recorded. 
That He should have first appeared to Hagar arose simply from 
the circumstance that her flight was the first event after the con- 
clusion of the covenant which called for an interference on the 
part of Jehovah ;—that He appeared to her at all has its ground 
in the fact that Hagar belonged to the household of Abraham, 
that she stood in most close relationship with Abram, and that 
the seed of Abram, to which she was about to give birth, was
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included in those general promises of blessing which had been 
made to the seed of Abram, Lastly, we account for the fact that 
He appeared as the Mateach Jehovah, on the ground that, of all 
the modes of visible manifestation on the part “of the Deity, this 
was the most condescending, the most encouraging, and the most 
gracious.” 

Thus we argued in the jirst edition of this book ; we have now 
to add the following retractation :— 

The principal defect of our former discussion Jay in this, that 
we had confined ourselves exclusively to the Pentateuch, and had 
not at all, or only in passing, taken notice of the manner in which 
the doctrine about the angel of Jehovah was treated m the later 
writings of the Old Testament, and in those of the New, Testa- 
ment. At any rate, we had, not assigned their proper place, nor 
given their due weight to these passages. We feel that if we 
look at the Maleach Jchovah only as He appears in the Penta- 
teuch, and in the historical books of the Old Testament, the pre- 
ponderance of evidence will be in favour of the view of Henysten- 
berg, more especially if, as all the advocates of this view are in 
the habit of doing, we weigh the arguments according to our 
occidental, and not according to the oriental standard. But even 
in these books there are data which must be strained, and then 
also only with difficulty tally with this view. But the case is 
entirely changed when we examine the writings of the later pro- 
phets, especially of Daniel and Zechariah. Here the interpreter 
will, if impartial, and not prepossessed in favour of a theory 
which he has drawn only from the Pentateuch, soon learn that 
these prophets had not regarded the angel of the Lord as of the 
same nature with Jehovah. If from the prophets we pass to the 
New Testament, it requires certainly a large measure of self- 
deception, or of want of consider ation, to maintain that the d aryye- 
os xupiov, there so frequently spoken of, was the Logos, or God 
manifest, in contradistinction to the hidden God—a mistake this, 
with which, however, neither Hengstenberg nor the author of 
this treatise are char genble—although it may, at least in part, be 
imputed to J. P. Lan ye, as will appear from the following ex- 
tract (Posit. Dogmat., p. 588) :— Kurtz should not have made 
an arbitrary distinction between the term ‘ Angel of the Lord,’ as 
occurring in the New Testament (Matt. i. 20, and Luke ii. 9), and 
in the Old. For the angel of the Annunciation must certainly 
be regarded as the angel (?) of the future (?) God-Man. Again, 
the angel of the Lord interferes for the deliverance of Peter 
(Acts xu. 7), because the apostle is only awakening to conscious- 
ness, and obtains, as it were, only a night-climpse (?) of the pre- 
sence of Christ, his real Deliverer.” 

To return. If therefore we were, on the gr ound of our sup-
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posed inferences from the Pentateuch, to believe that the Maleach 
Jehovah of patriarchal and pre-prophetic history was the Logos, 
or God manifest,—in other words, in His own nature, Jehovah 
himself,—it would imply two different modes of Scripture teach- 
Ing and interpretation, and that not only in the sense that one 
and the same subject had been apprehended and developed under 
two different aspects, but that it had been presented in a manner 
twofold and wholly irreconcileable. It follows that we must either 
suppose that Scripture contains contradictory and irreconcileable 
dogmas, or else that the view concerning the Maleach Jehovah, 
which we had gathered from the Pentateuch, rested on a mistake 
and misunderstanding. We suppose that we had misunderstood 
the passages in the Pentateuch bearing on this point, and not 
that we mistake those in the prophets or in the New Testament, 
because the latter are not only plain and unequivocal, but also 
because we expect there to find a clear, deep, and comprehensive 
view of the nature and being of all that enters mto the history of 
salvation. Hence in any case of doubt, we deem it proper to 
explain the earlier by the later representation of an event or a 
person. 

It were in truth a discovery totally reversing all our well- 
grounded ideas about the continuous development and progress 
in the knowledge of salvation, as presented in the Scriptures, if 
we were to conclude that at the commencement of Old Testa- 
ment history so clear a consciousness of the difference between 
the hidden God and God manifest had obtained, and that this 
consciousness had gradually become obscured in the Old Testa- 
ment, until at last, under the New Dispensation (when the re- 
velation and knowledge of the history of salvation had reached 
their climax) it had entirely disappeared ; and that indeed the 
New Testament writers had not even the most distant conception 
of the important position and meaning of the dyyedos xupiou 
under the Old Testament. 

Even if the LX X. had not formed a connecting link between 
the Hebrew of the Old and the Greek of the New Testament, 
beyond doubt, philologically speaking, the expression “AyyeAos 
Kupiov, whether with or without the article, is exactly equivalent 
to => aNd (just as dyyedXos Tod Geod is equivalent to = 
ose.) But if Matthew or Luke had even had the slightest 
conception that the expression dyyeXos xupiov indicated in the 
Old Testament the Son of God, who in Christ became incarnate, 
they would not have applied the term so frequently and unhesi- 
tatingly—nay, they would not have applied it at all to a created 
angel (comp. Matt. i. 20; xxviii. 2; Luke i. 11; ii. 9; Acts v. 
19; vill. 26; xii. '7; xii. 33; xxvii. 23; x. 3.)  Hengstenberg 
takes no notice of this difficulty ; and we have to disown the
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solution which we had formerly attempted, and which, indeed, 
had never appeared to us wholly satisfactory. Nor can we now 
(as we had formerly endeavoured to do) plead that at least Acts 
vii. 30 was in accordance with the supposed Old Testament usus 
loguendi. or, irrespective of the circumstance that the reading 
diryryeros (instead of dyyedXos xupiov), as proposed by Lachmann 
and Tischendorf, appears to be correct, the point in question is 
not what idea the author of Exod. iii. 2 had attached to the ayy 
ears, but what both Stephen and Luke had meant by the ex- 
pression dryyeAos xvpiov. But this question can only be decided 
according to their usus loguendi, from which we conclude that 
if in nine out of the ten passages in which he employs the term, 
Luke had, beyond doubt or controversy, meant a created angel, 
the inference is plain that he meant the same thing in the tenth 
passage. J. P. Lange would indeed apply even Matt. 1. 20 and 
Luke ii. 9 to the Logos. In reply, we ask whether the incarna- 
tion of God had commenced when Jesus was conceived, or only 
when He was born? And if, in order to maintain the above 
hypothesis, the latter opinion were adopted, we would farther 
ask whether it can be maintained that the d@yyeXos xupéov who in 
Luke ii. 9 announces to the shepherds that the birth of Jesus 
had taken place was the God-man who was to appear? We 
will not comment on Lange's curious explanation of Acts xi. 7 
(to which we have above referred), and only ask with Deltzsch 
(Gen. p. 255)—“ Why should the a&yyeAos xupiov who announces 
the birth of John the Baptist be different in nature from him 
who announces that of Samson? Why should the dyyeros 
xupiov who sites Herod Agrippa, so that he dies, be different 
in nature from him who, in one night, destroyed the host of 
Sennacherib? Why should the dyyedos xupiou who encourages 
Paul in his bonds be different in nature from him who comforts 
Hagar when she is driven forth ?” 

But we go farther, and maintain that express data are not 
wanting to show that the New Testament writers understood the 
Maleach Jehovah of the Old Testament to mean a creafed angel. 
Frequently and clearly do we find it i the New Testament that 
the law was received “ by the disposition of angels,” that it ‘‘ was 
spoken by angels” (Acts vii. 53; Gal. 11. 19; Heb. iit. 2); nor 
can it possibly be doubted that created angels are meant in these 
passages. Even the Old Testament affords a basis for this view 
in Deut. xxxil. 2, comp. with Ps. lxvin. 18. It is indeed true 
that Jehovah Himself descended in fire upon Mount Sinai (Ex. 
xix. 18); that God spake all these words (xx. 1); and that the 
voice of God then shook the carth (Heb. xi. 26.) But it is 
equally true that the ten thousands of saints with whom He came 
(Deut. xxxiii. 2) were not merely His attendants, but also acted
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as ministering spirits, by whose mediation the law was ordained 
(Gal. iii. 19), and the word of God was spoken (Heb. ii. 2.) 

' We gather, therefore, that the Lord did not Himself and im- 
mecliately utter the words of the law, but had, so to speak, em- 
ployed angels as His mouth-piece. When Stephen only refers 
to one angel (Acts vii. 38) who had spoken on Sinai, he of course 
means the angel of the Lord; but the mere fact that he calls 
him simply a@yyeAos, without adding any more specific determi- 
nation, shows that he had an ordinary, and hence a created angel 
in view. Still more clear is the evidence derived from Heb. ii. 
2, according to which the pre-eminence of the gospel as compared 
with the law, consisted in this, that the latter had been announced 
only ‘‘ &¢ dyyéAwv,” but the former ‘ d:a tod xupiov.” Hence the 
dyyexos who had, according to Stephen, spoken with Moses, 
could only have been the mouth-piece of, and not the kupzos 
himself. 

It amounts also almost to a proof in the same direction, when 
in Heb. xiii. 2 we are told, in recommendation of hospitality, that 
some had entertained angels unawares. It is generally acknow- 
ledged that the allusion refers to the visit of the three men to 
Abraham in “the plains of Mamre” (Gen. xviii.) If, then, it 
had been understood that Jehovah had been one of these three, 
the writer would certainly have specially pointed out the fact that 
hospitality had been so much owned, that on that occasion the 
Lord allowed Himself to be entertained. 

Leaving the New Testament, let us farther consider what the 
prophets of the Old Testament say concerning the angelic medium 
of Divine revelations. Turning first to Daniel, we find that the 
prince of angels, who, in ch. x. 13, 21, and x13. 1, bears the name 
of Michael, and is distinguished as 4y495 sq, and as one of 

OMNI Dipr, occupies exactly the same position which, in 

the historical books (comp. especially Josh. v. 13), is assigned 
to the Maleach Jehovah. This is clearly shown by Hengsten- 
berg (Contrib. i., p. 165; Revel. i., pp. 66, 612, &.), and ad- 
mitted by Hofmann. But Hengstenberg maintains that Michael 
also was God manifest, the Logos of the New Testament ; while 
Hofmann holds that he was only a creature, although a prince 
of angels. The mere fact, however, that he is not the sole -yp> 
by, and only one among many equal DO MWAA Ow, proves 
that Michael was not the Logos. In Dan. vuni. 16, ix. 21, we 
read of another prince of angels (archangel), under the name of 
Gabriel, Job xii. 15 adds Raphael, and 4 Ezra iv. 1, Uriel, 
so that it is not improbable that the seven angels of the book of 
Revelation (viii. 2), who stand continnally before God, may be 
the same as the angel-princes in the book of Daniel. J. P,
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Lange attempts to get rid of this difficulty in his own way, by 
resolving these exalted beings into mere ideas, although they 
manifestly appear as independent and distinct personalities. 
According to this view (Dogin., p. 589), “they are all manifes- 
tations of one and the same Jehovah-angel, only individualised 
in accordance with the different operations of the coming Saviour. 
Gabriel was a vision of the coming Redeemer of the world, 
Michael of its coming Judge, Raphael of Christ as the physician 
of men, Uriel of the Logos as shedding light over the world.” 
But however ingenious spiritualistic interpretations like these 
may appear, they cannot lead us away from the plain truth. As 
we believe in only ore Logos (as being one distinct personality), 
so also would we, if Michael were as prince of angels the Logos, 
only look for ore prince of angels, while Daniel refers to several. 

That Michael occupied, in point of nature and being, the same 
place as the other princes of angels, appears still more clearly 
from a comparison of ch, x. 13, 21, with ch. xi. 1. Ifichael 1s 
the prince of Israel (x. 21), who standeth for the people of 
Israel (xii. 1.) Another prince of angels, whose naine is not 
mentioned, presides over the empires of the world. The latter 
informs Daniel (x. 13, 21) that none had held with im in the 
contest with the prince of the kingdom of Persia (probably an 
evil spirit), except Michacl. But he also adds, that he had stood 
to confirn and to strengthen Michael (x1. 1.) A statement like 
this can scarcely be reconciled with the notion that Michael was 
the Logos, or God manifest. 

Thus far briefly ; for a more full argumentation of the point, 
and the proofs that the Michael of the book of Daniel referred 
no more to the Logos than do passages such as Jude v. 6, and 
Rev. x11. 7 (despite the reasoning of Hengstenberg, Contrib. i., pp 
166 and following, and Comment. on Revel. i., pp. 611, &c.), we 
refer the reader to a later portion of our investigations. 

The prophecies of Zechariah also make mention of the angel 
of the Lord. But even ch. i. 12 clearly shows that the prophet 
had regarded him as not only personally distinct from, but also 
as subordinate to, Jehovah—in fact, as a created being. The 
statement in Is, 1xili, 9 is based on Ix. xxiii. 32, 33, and must 
be explained in accordance with it, as the prophecies of Isaiah 
do not contain any passage which might appear decisive either 
as to one or the other mode of viewing the question. Mal. iii. 1, 
where Messiah 1s expressly called pygmy ayy5r, gives most 

countenance to the interpretation of Hengstenbery. But it is no 
more than a gratuitous assertion that the “angel of the cove- 
nant” and the “angel of the Lord” are the same. If Malachi 
had, by the term “ Maleach of the covenant,” meant the Maleach 
Jehovah, he would have designated him by that title. The truth 

VOL. I. N
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is, that this prophet, who (generally speaking) uses the term 
Maleach in its primary and proper meaning (= messenger, see 
chs. 11. 7, 111. 1), designates Messiah as the messenger and media- 
tor of a new covenant, in contradistinction to the servant of the 
Lord (iii. 22), who was the mediator of the old covenant. Be- 
sides, if Maleach Jehovah meant the Logos, the emphasis of the 
expression would lic ob the word Jehovah (not on Maleach), 
which gives it the pecuhar and distinctive character attaching to 
it. But this very word is wanting in the expression used by the 
prophet, and instead of it another word is employed, which places 
the Maleach in the same category with Moses, who—it needs no 
proof—was also a messenger (or mediator) of the covenant. 

We need not here discuss the appearances of the angel of 
Jehovah, recorded in the historical books, as they are quite ana- 
logous with that chronicled in Genesis, to which we shall by and 
bye refer. But Ex. xxiii, 32, 33, has something peculiar about 
it, which renders special remarks necessary. According to Ex. 
xxiii, 20, an angel accompanies the people on its pilgrimage from 
Egypt. Him Jehovah designates (vy. 23) as sayy, and of Him 

He says (v. 21), “ Aly name ts in Him” Gata ‘oy). Even 

the designation ‘Non shows beyond doubt that this angel is the 

same who, in patriarchal history, so frequently meets us as the 
Maleach Jehovah. This view is confirmed by Ex. xiv. 19, where 
he is expressly called paabys Non: As in patriarchal his- 
tory, so in Ex. xi. 21, &., his activity is designated as that of 
Jehovah. From this Hengstenberg infers that in both places 
the Logos is meant. But he supposes that Ex. xxxii. 33 refers 
to a (lifferent personage. According to him, God threatens the 
people, after their sin of worshipping the golden calf, that instead 
of the Logos, or uncreated, a subordinate and created angel was 
to be their guide (xxxil. 34), which punishment was afterwards 
withdrawn, in answer to Moses’ prayer (xxxiii. 15.) But mani- 
festly the passage docs not refer to fvo angels, It is the same 
angel who, both before and after the intercession of Moses, is 
appointed to accompany the people. This appears, not only 
from the circumstance that, according to ch. xxxii. 2, the sup- 
posed inferior angel has exactly the same task assigned to him 
as that of the supposed higher angel in eh. xxiii. 13, but also 
from this, that in ch. xxxii. 34, Jehovah designates this supposed 
inferior angel as »5yg47, just as he did the supposed superior 
angel in ch. xxiii. 23. Besides, it cannot be doubted that the 
term smybyy, as used by Jehovah, is equivalent to the ayby 
snip of the narrator. Hengstenberg endeavours to evade the 
force of this argument, by assuming (contrary to the express 
statement of ch. xxxil, 33) that v. 34 contains, not the language
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of Jehovah, but of the Maleach Jehovah, and that the term 
Maleachi referred to the Maleach of the Maleach Jehovah. But 
this view is wholly arbitrary and unfounded, and necessitates an 
interpretation which ZZu/mann rightly designates as impossible 
(comp. Script. Demonstr., i. pp. 156, &.) The difficulty of the 
view, according to which, before the mtercession of Moses, 
Jehovah is unwilling to go up Himself (xxxiti. 3), and hence is 
bout to retract the Sapa ww predicated of the angels in ch. 

xxiii. 21, lest He should be obhged, by the way, to destroy the 
stiff-necked people, while, in answer to the prayer of Moses, He 
twain condescends to allow “ His presence” to go with them 
(xxxiii. 14), in consequence of which the angel who accompanies 
them becomes again the sys5 qj (Is. lxili. 9)—has been satis- -2 1S 72 
factorily cleared up by Bawmyarten (Theol. Comment., 1. 2, p. 
109.) 
We return now to the consideration of the Maleach Jehovah 

of patriarchal history. Above we have admitted that thence, 
nud from the later historical books, the view advocated by 
Hengstenbery derived its chief support. Passages occur which, 
regarded irrespective of the general bearing of Scriptural teach- 
ing, and of the oriental modes of viewing, thinking, and speaking, 
appear to admit of only that peculiar explanation. But if we 
enter more particularly upon this subject, we will even there 
discover points which are scarcely, if at all, compatible with the 
above view. 

Among these we reckon: (1.) The peculiar statements con- 
cerning the three angels who visited Abraham in the plain of 
Maire (Gen, xviii. 19.) It will be noticed that uot only the 
angel who remains behind with Abraham represents Jehovah, 
but that the other two angels also (xix. 1) whe went to Sodom 
are addressed by Lot, so soon as he recognises them to be 
heavenly visitors, by the title s 4x3 (which peculiarly applies to 

God), and that this designation is not only given to one of them 
but to both (xix. 18), in phraseology similar to that of Abraham 
(xviii. 3) and of the writer of the whole narrative (xviii. 1.) 
It would, then, appear that Lot had considered the appearance 
of the two angels as being a representative manifestation of 
God. Besides, the angels themselves, who in ver. 13 had ex- 
pressly stated “ Jehovuh has sent us,” personate the Lord in 
v.21. In that passage the writer of the narrative introduces 
the two angels as one, and as Jehovah who manifested Himself 
in them (wv. 17, 21), just as Lot had addressed the two as if he 
spake only to one. We had formerly thought that the angel 
(the Maleach Jehovah) who had remained belund with Abraham, 
had, during the interval, again joined the other two angels. 

x2
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But this view, although not open to the sarcastic objections of 
Hofmann, has no warrant in the text, and is hence arbitrary.— 
(2.) Several objections may be raised against the assertion that 
the angel of the Lord is a personality distinct from, but in being 
and nature identical with, Jehovah. In fact, both assertions 
are true. Sometimes he appears, both in personality and nature, 
as distinct from, at others as in both respects identical with, 
Jehovah. To say that whenever the Maleach Jehovah speaks of 
Jehovah as “J” he identifies himself with Jehovah, as to His 
nature but not as to His personality, is purely arbitrary. The 
same stricture applies to the assertion that whenever he speaks 
of Jehovah in the third person, he intends to indicate only a 
difference of personality, and not of nature also.—(3.) This 
change in the language, in the use of the pronouns “J” and “ He,” 
employed alternately by the Maleach Jehovah, proves that they 
are not identical in nature, on which supposition we should 
always have had the pronoun “7.” But the promiscuous use of 
“FT” and “He” quite agrees with our supposition that the 
Maleach Jehovah appeared identical with the Lord only when 
sustaining the character of His Representative.—(4.) If the 
writer of the narrative had known that so important a difference 
of nature obtained between the Maleach Jehovah and the other 
angels, he would certainly have only spoken of him either as 
Maleach Jehovah or else as Jehovah and not simply as an 
angel. But the latter is done not merely by Stephen in the 
New Testament (Acts vii. 38, and, according to the correct 
reading, also in v. 30), but even by Moses (Numb, xx. 16), 
and that in a passage in which it is impossible to gather from 
the context that this angel differed from others, and where 
yet it appears important for the argument to ascribe the guidance 
of Israel not to an ordinary angel merely.—(5.) Nor is it with- 
out significance in deciding this question that the Maleach 
Jehovah appears for the first time in the history of Hagar. If 
he were the Logos, the God-man who was about to become 
manifest, and if his peculiar appearance were a personal and 
real manifestation of the Lord Himself, resulting from the cove- 
nant of God with Abraham, we should have anticipated that He 
would not for the first time have appeared to an Egyptian hand- 
maid, who, along with her seed, was to be excluded from the 
history of salvation, but rather as taking part in an event which 
directly and immediately subserved to the purposes of the 
covenant. Farther, as the events tending towards the incarnation 
of God commenced not with the calling of Abraham but imme- 
diately after the fall, may we not ask with Hofinann, why, from 
the commencement of the history of salvation, and not from the 
time of Abraham merely, the manifestations of God, in so far as
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they bore on the preparing for the coming of Christ, were not 
related as appearances of the Maleach Jehovah ?—(6.) Lastly, it 
is not and cannot be explained how the designation Maleach 
Jehovah should have been chosen to denote a personal and real 
appearance of God manifest. Hofmann is. perfectly right in 
saying that by every rule of language the joan Jud means 

not the king himself, nor the =y-y5 Tron Jehovah Himself, but 
in cach case a distinct and subordinate messenger of the king or 
of Jehovah; just as in Revel. i. 1 and xxii. 16 the “angel of 
Jesus” indicates not the Lord Hinself but an angel sent by Him, 
and that although that angel speaks as if he were Jesus (comp. 
xxii, 6, 12: “ Behold I come quickly and my reward is with me, 
to give every man according as his work shall be.”) 

We have yet to consider the grounds which, according to some 
writers, render it absolutely necessary to believe that the Maleach 
Jehovah was Himself a Divine person. These grounds may be 
summed up «as follows: (1) The Maleach Jehovah expressly 
identifies Himself with Jehovah ; (2) those to whom He appears 
own, designate, and worship Him us true God; (3) He accepts 
of sacrifices and prayers without protesting against such acts of 
worship; (4) Biblical writers frequently designate Him as 
Jehovah. 

It has already been pointed out that all these facts are accounted 
for by the lively consciousness that Jehovah personally appears 
and speaks in this angel, and that the difficulties and the 
strangeness connected with the representative character of the 
Maleach owe their origin in our minds to our modern and occi- 
dental mode of viewing which deals chiefly in the abstract and 
renders it next to impossible to transport one’s-self into the modes 
of viewing, thinking, and speaking of the ancients, and especially 
of orientals who dealt clnefly in the conerete. But to enter more 
fully into cach of the above four points. Ap. 1: We cannot 
deny that the prophets also frequently identify themselves with 
Jehovah. But—it is objected—in their case such is the exception, 
while in that of the Maleach Jehovah it is the rule; in their case 
it only takes place in moments of highest prophetic aftlatus, in 
that of the angel always in ordinary circumstances. To this we 
reply: Such afflatus can only be expected to take place in human 
begs, not man angel, and in Revel. xx. 6, 12 he whom all 
own to have been merely an angel says, and that withont bemg 
under any such influence: ‘Id0b, épyopar rayd &c. Besides, an 
angel always rejoices in fulness of communion with God, while 
the prophet only enjoys a temporary elevation beyond the bonds 
of self and of Ins nature. Nor is it quite proved that such a 
personification of another only takes place (cither with prophets 
or men generally) In moments of fullest affatus.  Delitesch has
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cited some striking instances of such personifications, occurring 
in profane writers. Thus in the Thad 18, 170 Iris, the mes- 
senger of Juno, speaks as if she were Juno herself: in the Iliad 
4,204, Talthybios speaks as if himself had sent. Other instances 
in point, from prose and historical writings—especially of eastern 
authors—might no doubt be found. Ap. 2: On this point 
secular historians afford numerous analogies. Comp. Delitzsch 
p. 253: “In Herodot. 1, 212 (ed. Gron.) Tomyris replies to the 
messenger of Cyrus as if he were Cyrus; similarly, in Herodot. 
3, 14 Psammenit speaks to the messenger of Cambyses as if he 
were Cambyses ; in Xenoph. Cyrop. 3, 3, 56 (ed. Zeune), Cyrus 
addresses the ambassador of Cyaxares as if he spake to the latter 
personally. For other instances comp. Cyrop. 5, 4, 25; Anab. 
1, 4,16.” Av. 3: We allow that it were high treason if one in 
the employment of a king claimed, or even accepted unsought, 
such rights and honours as only belong to the king himself. But 
it is not high treason if, in the name and by authority of the 
king, and as the representative of his person, he accepts for 
example the loyal acknowledgment of the subjects. Such in 
reality is not made to him, but to the king whose person he 
represents. Similarly also may an angel §ay99 morn ow WR 

(ix. xxiii. 21) accept the sacrifices and the worship of those to 
whom he is sent as the personal representative of God, without 
being guilty of high treason against the Divine Majesty. Ap. 4: 
If the writer felt convinced that in this His messenger Jehovah 
Himself had appeared, spoken, and acted, he might readily have 
given prominence to and made mention of the contents rather 
than the form of this manifestation, following in this the concrete 
modes of expresssion current in his time and among his people. 

The above investigations lead to the same result as that which 
Delitzsch has presented in the following sentences (Gen. p. 256) : 
‘Jehovah presents Himself in the Maleach, but by the medium 
of a finite spirit, and hence in a manner which one who occupies 
a lower stage of communion with God could more readily bear. 
But let it also be borne in mind that God manifests Himself as 
a person in this personal, living, and finite spirit. Jehovah is 
not without, but in the angel—yy>99 yyy, @.¢. he is the medium 
of God’s revelation of Himself, tor the name of Jehovah is the 
Lord bearing witness of Himself and thereby making Himself 
known. The relation between Jehovah and the Maleach Jehovah 
is, so to say, intermediate between taking the form of, and merely 
deputing an angel—it is less then the former and more then the 
latter ; less then a ‘unio personalis,’ more then using a merely 
dynamic medium. It bears analogy to the presence of God in 
the prophets, but is only a type of, and preparation for, the pre- 
sence of God in His incarnate Son. As the prophet so the
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Mualeach also has given up his whole being for the service of the 
God of Revelation, that the latter may speak and act through 
him. But the manifestation of God is much more transparent 
in an angel than in a prophet, inasmuch as the former is a purely 
spiritual and sinless being. In and through the angel it is indecd 
not the Deity exclusively who appears, but 1 approximates that 
result, as the angel wholly and passively surrenders himsclf an 
instrument to Divine activity, and transmits the rays of Divine 
glory unbroken and undarkened.” 

In conclusion we have to reply to two queries. First: Is the 
Maleach Jehovah one and the same personage throughout the 
whole history of salvation, or is he indeed a definite person chosen 
for every appearance, but not always one and the same personage ? 
Philologically speaking, either of these views were admissible. 
For as on is not the designation of a person but of an office, 
the -ysp joy need not always indicate one and the sanie person, 
but only éhaé personage to whom the office pointed out in the 
status constructus is entrusted, viz., to represent the personal 
presence of Jehovah. This question, therefore, can only be 
answered by a study of the history of this subject. From Dan. 
x. 21 and xii. 1 we learn that among the angelic princes one, 
who bears the name of Afichael, presides especially over Isracl, 
being depnted by the Lord and employed by Him to watch over 
the history of the chosen race. But this angel manifestly occu- 
pies the position which the more ancient historical books had 
assigned to the Maleach Jehovah. We therefore agree with 
Hofmann (Script. Demonstr. i. 33) in the opinion that this angel 
is specially meant whenever the Angel ot Jehovah appears as 
engaged in some service particularly connected with the lnstory 
of Abraham and his chosen seed. But this reasoning does not 
hold good in cases when an angel-representative of the Lord is 
sent to persons who are beyond the cirele of the chosen seed, as 
for example to Hagar and to Lot. 

it may farther he asked whether this manifestation of God in 
the Maleach Jehovah was the only form of theophany in the Old 
Covenant, or whether the Lord had personally appeared in another 
manner than by the mediwn and through the representation of 
an angel, deputed for that purpose. Hofmann adopts the tormer 
view (Script. Demonstr. i. p. 331.) He argues that, “as after- 
wards the two expressions manly Saal and => ToD ss7y>> 

are used promiscuously whenever manifestations of God are 
recorded, and evidently mean the same thmg, we are not only 
warranted but bound to apply the inference derived from this to 
all manifestations of God.” We cannot allow that this argument 
is conclusive, although we are inclined to regard every manifes- 
tation of God, made patent to waking and sensible consciousness
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as for example in Gen. xii. 7 and xvii. 1), as having taken place 
through the Maleach Jehovah. This suggestion we would sup- 
port by the following reasons :—(1) Man has since the fall become 
so much estranged from his original communion with God that 
he is no longer able to bear an immediate manifestation of God. 
‘We behold in a glass darkly” (1 Cor, xiii. 12.) In the history 
of the patriarchs, the Maleach Jehovah, the vision, the dream, 
the symbol and the Word of God, whether as voice from heaven 
audible to the ear, or only as inward suggestion, represented 
these ‘‘ mysterious (dark) glasses.” (2) Considering the impor- 
tant position assigned to the Maleach Jehovah in the whole his- 
tory of the Old Covenant, it is probable that even the first visible 
manifestation of the Covenant-God (Gen. xii. 7 ;—according to 
Acts vii. 2, Gen. xii. 1 would also belong to this category) had 
taken place in a form which seems afterwards to have been so 
constantly adopted. - (3) We conceive that the outward appear- 
ance of the Maleach Jehovah was like that of an ordinary 
man, as those who for the first time beheld him supposed him 
to be such (Gen. xvi. 8, xix. 2; Josh. v. 13; Judg. vi. 13, xin. 
6, 8, 15), and only afterwards perceived his heavenly ongin. 
It is otherwise in the case of Abraham, Gen. xvii. 3. At the 
first view of his exalted guests he recognises and salutes Jehovah 
in them. This mode of manifestation seems, therefore, not to 
have been new to him ; and the event recorded in Gen. xi. 7 
was probably the occasion of his first becoming acquainted with 
it. 

Since then the Maleach Jehovah is a created being in whom 
God makes His personal presence known to man, in a manner 
accessible to his senses, and through whom in accordance with 
His Covenant purposes He actively interposes in the events 
which were to prepare the way of salvation—what relation, we 
may ask, does this manifestation of God bear to the high point 
of all these manifestations, we mean, to the incarnation of God 
in Christ? In our opinion the Maleach Jehovah, viewing him 
as we have done above, was typical of the incarnation. The 
whole preparatory history of salvation points forward to the 
incarnation, and, from the first, God overruled and directed all 
things in such a manner that every event tended towards that 
great fact. The manifestation of God in the Maleach Jehovah 
was a testimony and an earnest of His purposes in that respect, 
and of their ripening. The history of salvation had indeed not 
as yet so far progressed in its development that God could 
become incarnate in a man, for He in whom alone this miracle 
of grace could take place had not yet come and could not yet 
come. But to manifest Himself in a transient, z.e. to some 
extent in an xusory. human form would not have been in
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accordance with the solemn reality of the case. We conceive 
that any form which the Lord had called forth for the purpose 
of a momentary outward manifestation of Himself would, espe- 
cially if the form so chosen had been that of a personal creature, 
have been real, and hence also permanent. It was on this ground, 
we venture to suggest, that God chose for the purpose of manti- 
festing Himself an individual from among the holy angels. The 
Maleach Jehovah is a type of the mcarnation of God. But it is 
not God Himself who immediately takes human form ; the angel 
in whom He appears takes the form of a man, and he can readily 
do this, because he has already a corporeal form which is either 
in itself analogous to that of man, or at least can readily accom- 
modate itself to it. 

Norre.—For the better understanding of the history of this 
period, we prefix to it a genealogical table of the family-connec- 
tions to wluch it refers. 

Terah 

Haran. Nahor, ABRAM, 
A ~ By Milcah, — A 

“Iscah, Mileah, Lot. _—+*— By Hagar. By Sarai. By Kethurah. 
-—--— —Bethuel. 
Amon, Moab. Ishmael. ISAAC. Six Sons. 

Laban, Rebecca. By Rebecca. 
is a “ 

Leah, Rachel. © Esau(Edom), Jacor (Israel.) 
¢ — 

By Leah. By Bilhah. By Zilpah. By Rachel. 
nn / a cenennedl =—™ —— A —_ 

Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Dan, Naphtali Gad, Asher Joseph, Benjamin 
Judah, Issachar, Ze- — A . 
bulon, Dinah. Ephraim, Manasseh. 





FIRST CYCLE IN THE HISTORY OF THE 
PATRIARCHAL FAMILY. 

ABRAHAM. 

CALLING AND PILGRIMAGE OF ABRAHAM. 

§ 51. (Gen. xii. 1—9.)—The Lord chose Abram, the son of 
Terah—according to the genealogy handed down to us, the tenth 
in the series of patriarchs since the flood—to commence with him 
a new stage in the development of salvation (1.) His calling 
took place when he was in the seventy-fifth year of his age (2.) 
It involved a forsaking of what was behind, and a seeking after 
something new. It consisted in a call to leave his country and 
kindred, to sever those ties which bound one that was childless 
to his people and family (3); and in a pvomzse that instead of 
his former home, shared by those whom he was now to Icave, he 

would find a new home, which would belong to him alone, and 
that instead of those advantages which a connection with the 
collateral branches of his family held out, himsclf should become 
a great nation, and that from him blessings and salvation should 
issue fo all nations (4.) In every relation grace was to take the 
place of nature, as the covenant into which his calling introduced 
him was entirely one of grace. Abram was not to expect any- 
thing from nature, but everything from grace. This Divine 
promise called forth his faith, the Divine command his obedience : 
he believed, renounced, and obeyed. With his wife Saraz, and 

accompanied by Lod, his sister’s son (5), he goes forth without 
knowing his destination. In the “ plain” of J7oreh, near Sychem, 
he is informed that he has now reached the end of his journey. 
Jehovah appeared unto him, and said, ‘ Unto thy seed will | 
give this land.” Abram then consecrates the place where 
Jehovah had appeared to him, by building an altar. After that 
he pitched his tent on a mountain between Hai and Bethel. 

? a 
"IO
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There also he built an altar, and called upon the name of the 
Lord (6.) 

(1.) The separation and exclusion which the calling of Abra- 
ham and of his seed implied, was necessary, and prepared the 
way for a dispensation which was to embrace all nations. God 
had indeed conferred a high distinction; but to enjoy it, the 
world and self had to be renounced, while all along the chosen 
people were subjected to a discipline and training, and visited by 
punishments and judgments, such as no other people required. 
Together with the distinction so vouchsafed, a yoke was laid on 
the chosen people which every other nation would have felt in- 
tolerable. Besides, it required a disposition of character which 
is not readily found. It must also be remembered that God 
chose in Abram a people which as yet did not exist, and which 
He was to call into being by His almighty power, mapa ducuw, 
from a sterile body which was as good as dead. 

(2.) It has always been matter of dispute whether the calling 
and journey of Abram had taken place during the lifetime or 
after the death of Terah. If the latter had been the case, Abram 
must have been born in the 130th year of Terah. The statement 
(ch. xi. 26) “Terah lived seventy years, and begat Abram, 
Nahor, and Haran,” must then be understood as meaning that 
Haran (the oldest of the three) was born when Terah was seventy 
years old, but that sixty years elapsed between his birth and that 
of Abram, the youngest son. But in our view the statement in 
ch. xi. 26 (as that in ch. v. 32) is intended to furnish a chrono- 
logical datum, and refers to Abram (who is first named among 
the three sons), in whose history the chronological thread is con- 
tinued. This passage leaves it therefore undecided which of the 
three sons was the oldest. But as Terah died at the age of 205 
years (x1. 32), and Abram was seventy-five years old when he 
departed, the latter event must have taken place in the 130th 
year of Terah, or sixty years before his death. Despite these 
indubitable data, the departure of Abram has generally been 
supposed to have taken place in the year when Tcrah died, be- 
cause, misunderstanding the historical style adopted in Genesis, 
it has been assumed that Abram left after the cleath of Terah, 
inasmuch as the latter event was recorded before the former. 
Hence the Samaritan version alters, in xi. 32, the age of Terah 
trom 205 to 145 years, while in Acts vii. 4, Stephen expressly 
states that Abraham had departed after the death of his father. 
But the arbitrary alteration of the Samaritan text deserves no 
more credit in this than in other instances, while the statement 
of Stephen can only be regarded as indicating what, at the time, 
was the view current among the Jews. Many chronologists and 

3
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interpreters, however (such as Usher, 'rank, &c.), have deemed 
themselves bound to submit to the authority of Stephen. Some 
have attempted, though in vain, to reconcile the two views above 
mentioned. In general, comp. Kanne, Bibl. Researches, i., p. 8 
and following ; L?anke, Investig. i., p. 198, &. ; Lele, Chronol. 
p. 28; Leinke, Contrib. to the Explanation of the Old Test., 
Minster, 1851, p. 86, and following ; and others. According to 
the chronological data of the text, the calling of Abram took 
place when Terah was 145 years old, or in the year of the world 
2021, and 365 after the flood. 

(3.) The commMaxpDMENT of Jehovah—* CGiet thee out of thy 
country, and from thy kindred, and from thy futher’s house, 
anto a land that [ will show thee,” imports both something objec- 
tive and something subjective. The Divine interference with (the 
negation of) the attempts at ungodly (because godless) human 
development, which commenced with the confusion of tongues 
and the scattering of the nations, became complete when Abram 
was singled out. In the former case, the separation was forced, 
in the latter it was voluntary ; in the former case, 1t was merely 
the act of God, in the latter that of God and of man. In the 
former case, God had merely interfered to prevent; in this, we 
perceive more than mere interference—a positive purpose. There 
God interfered in judgment; here grace is manifestly the final 
purpose of the judgment. He judges in order to bless; He 
separates in order to unite. A new order of things was to com- 
mence with Abram. He had therefore to forsake what was be- 
hind, to be separated from his kindred and people, else he would 
have remained only a member in the old chain, the chict of one 
of the common nomadie tribes ; even irrespective of the fact that 
to retain his former connection would have involved imminent 
peril, as idolatry had made rapid strides among those by whom 
he was surronnded. (Josh. xxiv. 2, 14.) Had he remained with 
his kindred, the peculiar religions and political development of 
his descendants would have been impeded and retarded ; sooner 
or later he or his posterity would have been lured back, and their 
national life sprung up and grown on the soil of nature and 
heathenism. Again, viewed subjectively, the call of Abram im- 
plied a trial and confirmation of his obedience of faith, by exact- 
ing rentinciation and self-denial, hoping and waiting. Thiese 
were to become the distinctive characteristics in the popular and 
national life of the covenant people, and hence were also typically 
brought into the fore-ground as the characteristics of their an- 
cestor. 

(4.) Abraham obtained this Promise (comp. Hengstenberg, 
Christol., i., p. 53 and following ; Sack, Apologet., 2d ed., p. 
267, &c.; Hofmann, Predict. i., p. 97)—“ J will make of thee
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a great nation, and I will bless thee, and make thy name great ; 
and thou shalt be a blessing: and I will bless them that bless 
thee, and curse him that curseth thee: and tn thee shall all 
families of the earth be blessed.” In this promise the blessing 
first given to Shem, in Gen. tx. 26, 27 (comp. § 28), is again 
taken wp, continued, and more fully unfolded. In the promise, 
“ Unto thy seed will I give this land,” the sentence of bondage, 
to which Canaan had been condemned, is implied, and again 
confirmed, but this time only in so far as it was a blessing to 
Abram, and not as a curse npon Canaan. Similarly is the pro- 
mise that Japheth was to find Jehovah and His salvation in the 
tents of Shem again taken up in the words—‘ In thee shall all 
families of the earth be blessed,” only that it is no longer re- 
stricted to the descendants of Japheth, but extended to all the 
nations who do not refuse the blessing coming from the seed of 
Abraham. That which gives its emphasis to this blessing is, 
that at the time Abram was childless, and his wife barren. The 
glorious fulness which is treasured up in this blessing rests upon 
a physical impossibility. Only a miracle of almighty power can 
bring a numerous progeny from the dead womb of Sarai. This 
very circumstance elevates the whole development above the 
sphere of mere nature, and transports it into that of grace. The 
promise starts at a point where the isolation is most marked, and 
it advances till it reaches a point where it embraces all. Bless- 
ing and salvation are to extend from chosen and blessed Abram 
to all mankind. This prediction contains both the foundation 
and the aim, the commencement and the close of the new history 
which commenced with him. But the blessings which are to 
extend through Abram to all nations cannot be other than those 
which had been first vouchsafed to Abram and his seed, viz., the 
knowledge, fellowship, and love of the one true God, and all those 
benefits of salvation which flow from this source. If it is asked 
whether this prediction was Afesstanic, we answer—if by that 
expression (as its terms, strictly speaking, bear) only such pre- 
dictions are meant which imply consciousness of a future, per- 
sonal Messiah—No. On the other hand, we answer the question 
afirmatively, if every reference to the great salvation is designated 
as Messianic, even where the knowledge of a personal Saviour 
was wanting. For nothing is more certain than that this pre- 
cliction does not as yet contain any hint which might have called 
such knowledge into existence. The seed of Abraham, 2.e., the 
people which descended from Abraham, in its totality and unity, 
is to be the medium of salvation. The hypothesis of Hengsten- 
berg (1. c., p. 57), who admits this, but suggests as more than 
probable that Abram had obtained another revelation, not re- 
corded in the text, and in which what in this blessing remained
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indefinite was clearly explained, is not only entirely groundless, 
but even inadmissible. As yet the hope of the patriarchs of a 
coming salvation was dependent on their expectation that from 
the one ancestor a great nation was to spring. Only after this 
hope lad become a reality could the expectation of salvation, 
which had depended upon this, concentrate itself, and rise into 
waiting for a personal Messiah. Jor a more full argumentation 
on this subject, we refer the reader to § 94,3. If from the close 
relationship in which Abram stood to God (Gen. xviii. 17), we 
were to suppose a deeper insight on his part, we might as well 
infer that he had been Divinely instructed in all religious 
mysteries. The saying of the Lord, (John viii. 56), “ Abr aham 
rejoiced to sce my day, and he saw it, and was glad,” must be 
taken as uttered in the fulness of New Testament consciousness, 
What had been promised to Abram, filled his heart with joy 
and longing; and Christ designates as his day the period when 
the promise which Abram had seen in spirit and realised by 
faith, was fulfilled. Delitzsch, who takes the same view, aptly 
remarks, p. 261:— The salvation of Jchovah is to be brought 
about by the medium of Abraham! ‘Thus far has the promise 
of salvation been unfolded. Already it points to the union of 
Divinity with humanity; but its human aspect is as yet mnde- 
finite, and points to a yysy, an expression which might cither 

apply to a race or toa person. The real basis of the promise 1s 
still found only in its Divine aspect, according to which Jehovah 
is to make use of the seed of Abraham, in order to bring about 
the salvation of man. As yet it is not revealed that Himself is 
to become incarnate, and to take upon Him the seed of Abra- 
ham.” This second promise, then, rests on the same foundation of 
indefinite generality as the first in Gen. iii.15. But already clis- 
tinct progress has been made in the transition from the one to the 
other. In the former case, the promised salvation was described 
as coming through the human family generally; in this it is 
limited to the seed of Abraham. In the former case, only an 
assurance was conveyed that destruction would be averted ; in 
this, positive blessings are already held out. 

It is a thorough misunderstanding on the part of JV. Leeuter 
(in /T, euter’s Repertor. for 1846, p. 122), when he says that 
“af the New Testament commandment, ‘ Love your eneniics, 
bless them that curse you, &c., really proceeded from Divine 
revelation, the promise of Jehovah, ‘Him that curseth thee I 
will curse, &¢., cannot be regarded as im the same manner re- 
vealed.” The two statements cannot be held side by side with 
each other. It is not that here, as in many other places (for 
example, in 2 Kings i. 10, as comp. with Luke ix. 54, &.), we 
have to bear in mind that the stand-poimt of the Old was different
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from that of the New Testament, but that in the one case it is 
God who speaks as the just and holy judge and avenger, in the 
other it is man who is addressed, as a sinner who requires grace 
and pardon, and who having obtained pardon and grace, should 
again unconditionally forgive and love even those that had of- 
fended against him. There is no analogy in this respect between 
the conduct of God and that of man, either in the Old or in the 
New Testament. In the latter, it is written as distinctly (Heb. 
x. 30) as in the Old Testament (Deut. xxxii. 35, &c.), “ Ven- 
geance is mine, I will repay, saith the Lord,” and one and the 
same rule must always apply to the dealings of the great Judge, 
viz.. “An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth.” Besides, 
Abraham is here not viewed as an individual, but as the repre- 
sentative of the chosen race, and as the medium by which the 
great salvation was to be developed. Hence those who cursed 
Abraham were not his personal enemies, but rather those who 
opposed and disturbed the Divine plan; m Abraham and in 
his seed they hated, not the person, but the calling and the 
place which God had assigned to it in reference to other nations. 
The curse of God therefore implies his retributive justice, mani- 
fested in the history of the world, by which the curse which the 
nations and kingdoms of the world would bring upon the chosen 
race is thrown back upon themselves. The whole history of 
Israel, and of its collisions with other nations, shows that God 
was in earnest in pronouncing this curse, and that it was literally 
fulfilled. One after the other, the Egyptians, the Amalekites, 
the Edomites, the Moabites, the Ammonites, the Syrians, and 
the Assyrians, the Chaldeans, the Persians, the Greeks, and the 
Romans have fallen under this curse. But let it not be thought 
that such threatenings and denunciations would, in Abraham 
and his posterity, have excited hatred or resentment towards the 
heathen. The opposite of this is the case. For when God says, 
“ Vengeance is mine,” He clearly intimates that its execution was 
not to be left to Abraham ; and when He adds, “‘ in thee shall all 
the nations of the earth be blessed,” He plainly indicates that 
theirs it was to bless and not to curse. 

(5.) God had not intended that Lor sHouLp goin Abraham on 
his journey. This is sufficiently manifest from his later history. 
But God allowed it, probably from condescension to Abraham's 
attachment to his family. 7 

(G.) We add some explanations as to the localities to which 
we have referred in the text. The pilgrims passed through the 
plain of Jezreel, which, so to speak, formed a large gateway into 
the land (§ 40, 2), and then turned to the mountains of Ephraim. 
Sycuem (the present Nabulus) lies in the beantiful and fruitful 
valley which divides Mounts Ebal and Gerizim; to the south,



CALLING OF ABRAM. (§ 51.) 200) 

the broad plain of el-Mukhna joins this valley. The name which 
it still bears (“place of encampment”), reminds us of the time 
when the patriarchs passed through it. tobinson, who entered 
the valley of Sychem through Mukhna, describes it as one of the 
most attractive portions of Palestine. ‘ All at once (he writes, 
vol. ii. p. 275) the ground sinks down to a valley running towards 
the west, with a soil of rich black vegetable mould. Here a scene 
of luxuriant and almost unparalleled verdure bursts upon our view. 
The whole valley was filled with gardens of vegetables and 
orchards of all kinds of fruits, watered by several fountains, which 
burst forth in various parts and flow westward in refreshing 
streams. It came upon us suddenly, hke a scene of fairy enchant- 
ment. We saw nothing to compare with it in all Palestine.” 
Such then must have been the first view which Abraham got of 
the land of promise. The plain (or rather the wood) of Aforeh, 
where Abraham settled, probably derived its name from the 
Canaanitish proprietor of that district. Abram journeyed south- 
wards for the sake of pasturage. The town of BETHEL was 
originally called Luz (Judg. i. 23; Josh. xvii. 13), and here only 
bears the former name “per prolepsin.” According to Robznson 
the ruins beside the little village of Makhriin, which by the people 
are called Beitin, are the remains of ancient Bethel. They lie 
five geographical miles to the south of Sychem, two geographical 
miles north of Jerusalem, and at the entrance of a valley which 
debouches into Wady Kelt (compare § 40, 4, Robinson vol. 1. 
pp. 448 and 449.) The agreement both of situation and of name 
affords decisive confirmation that Beitin is the ancient Bethel. 
The Arabic termination 7 for the Hebrew el is not an unnsual 
change. Latterly this view has been quite established by the 
discovery of the ancient A1. Z?obinson vainly sought to discover 
traces of At, which, according to Joshua vii. 2, vil. 1, lay on the 
east of Bethel, and not far from it. But he supposes 1t probable 
that this city is represented by a ruin half-an-hour to the south- 
east of Beitin, and near the village Deir Duwén (vol. 1. pp. 443 
and 575.) But Krafft and Strauss (compare Avrafft, Topogr. of 
Jerus. p. 9, and Strauss, Sinai and Golgotha, 2d ed., p. 365) 
discovered about an hour to the east of Jeba (the Geba of Saul), 
and hence about two hours to the east of Beitin, some ruins upon 
a height, overhanging Wady es-Suweinit, which bear among the 
Arabs the name Medinct-Chai, and which they identify with 
the ancient Ai. Séreauss describes them as tollows. ‘The 
mountain on which Gibeal is built descends on tle eastern side 
of the town, and runs into a plain which stretches eastward. 
Following it, we reached in halt-an-hour a Inil-hke elevation, 
where we discovered the riins of Medinet-Chai, or Ai. They 
consist of a considerable quantity of ruins, surrounded by a 

VOL. I. U
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circular wall, and the place is further proteeted by the precipitous 
rocks which form the sides of the valley of Farah to the south, 
and of the valley of Suweinit to the north (whieh join half-an-hour 
farther cast.)” Weshall by and by see how well this deseription 
tallies with the statements of the Old Testament, especially with 
the account of the expedition of Joshua against Ai. With such 
testimonies in its favour, the hypothesis of Thentus (in Kauffer’s 
Bibl. Stud. II, p. 129, &e., to which Ae’, Comm. on the Book 
of Kings, p. 325, &c., and on the Book of Joshua, p. 112, &c., has 
also adhered), who identifies Bethel with the little village Singil, 
to the south-west of Seilun, and Ai with the village of Turmus 
‘Aya (obinson ii. p. 267), not far to the east of Sinjil, cannot 
bear investigation. It is indeed true that some weight attaches 
to his reasoning against the identity of Beitin and Bethel, but 
his arguments are not so strong as to set aside the similarity of 
the names. Still less important is the suggestion of Gross (in 
Tholuck’s Anz. 1846, No. 54, &e.), who, admitting the identity 
of Beitin and Bethel, finds Ai in the village Taiyibeh, about 
half an hour to the north-east of Beitin. 

ABRAM IN EGYPT. 

§ 52. (Gen, xii, 10, &.)—But soon the joy of Abram, occa- 
sloned by the beauty of the land which he had entered, and the 
possession of which had been promised to his seed, gives place to 
sorrow. A new and a heavy trial awaits him. The country 
whieh had been assigned to him in room of all he had surrendered, 
is visited with famine, and he and his numerous dependants can 
no longer find sustenanee in it. To avoid the impending danger, 
he leaves the land of promise, and, without waiting for direction 
from on high, journeys into fertile Egypt, to the borders of which 
he had approached during his nomadic migrations through the 
land of promise. Thus he escapes indeed the trial whieh God 
had prepared for him, but he rushes into an ordeal much more 
trying and severe. He is in danger of not only loosing the land 
of promise, which himself had now given up, but also the other 
and much more important part of the blessing, the promised 
seed. As he could not but fear that the beauty of his wife might 
become a source of danger to him among the voluptuous Egyp- 

({}tians ®, he passes her off as his sister, dceming it suffierent 
excuse that she was in rcality a half sister (ch. xx. 12) (2.) In
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point of fact her beauty attracted the attention of Pharaoh's 
princes, and, contrary to Abrain’s expectation, she 1s sent for to 
Pharaoh’s harem, while numerous presents whieh would be of 
ralue to a nomadic chief are given to her supposed brother. But 
unlike Abrain, Jehovah does not surrender her who was to be 
the mother of the promised seed. He visited Pharaoh and his 
house with great plagues. Thus the attention of the king was 
aroused, and by and by he ascertained the true state of the case. 
He addressed to Abram reproaches not wholly undeserved, 
although they scarcely excuse his own conduct, and returned to 
the Patriarch his wite without having touched her (3.) Con- 
voyed by a royal guard of honour, Abram returns to Palestine. 

(1.) Some have taken exception to the historical character ot 
this narrative, on account of the age of Sarat (which must have 
been between sixty-five and seventy years.) But we must re- 
member that at that time a man’s lite commonly lasted twice as 
long as at present. Besides a noble nomadic princess, such as 
Sarai, must have led a life free from all trouble and anxiety, 
while the beneficial influence of continual exposure to fresh air 
mist have contributed to preserve her health and beauty. Nor 
can we wonder that Sarai seemed to the Hgyptians of rare beauty 
as compared with their own women, who, from all accounts, 
ancient and modern, are commonly sunburnt and inattractive. 

(2.) On ABRAM's CONDUCT IN lucyPT, compare the essay by 
Hengstenberg on the unholiness of holy persons, in his Contrib. 
vol. il. p. 526, &e. We have first to consider what Abram could 
gain by pretending that Sarai was merely his sister. If she had 
been introduced as his wife, any one who wished to possess her 
could only attain this by violence, which would have greatly 
endunrgered the lite of Abram. But if she passed for his sister, 
it seemed probable that overtures would be made, and thus time, 
in this case the one thing requisite, gained. Besides, he probably 
hoped that Jehovah, who had destined his wife to he the mother 
of the promised seed, would vindicate the honour of his promise. 
With regard to the moral character of Abraim’s evasion, Jews 
and Christians have emulated each other in attempts to remove 
evory slur from the “friend of God.” Even Luther was so much 
under the influence of this traditional prejudice that he supposed 
that Abram “had conceived this purpose in the exercise of a very 
strong faith, and by inspiration of the Holy Spirit” (Ed. of Walch 
1. p. 1188.) Airseh (an his Rel. Phil. of the Jews, p. 486) has 
suggested that a divorce had been agreed upon in case the worst 
should happen, that thus all possibility of criminality had beca 
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avoided, and that the character of Abram appeared in this very 
transaction in the brightest light. The same writer further sup- 
poses that, in taking his wife from him, God had subjected Abram 
to a trial similar to that when afterwards He took his son from him. 
Calvin, in his Comm. on Gen. xx. 12, was the first impartially 
to view the transaction, and the majority of Reformed and 
Lutheran theologians have since followed in his steps. Comp. 
for example Hetdegger Hist. Patr. ii. p. 149, Rambach Eccl. 
Hist. of the Old Test. i. p. 273. It is no excuse under the cir- 
cumstances to say that in some sense Sarai was really the sister 
of Abram (being cither the daughter of Terah by another mother, 
or what is not improbable, the daughter of Haran.) The defence 
set up by Augustine (c. Faust. 22, 3): ‘“indicavit sororem, non 
negavit nxorem ; tacuit aliquid veri, non dicit aliquid falsi”!— 
misses the point in question. However, we may conclude that 
at that stage in the history of revelation, the moral consciousness 
was by no means so clear and settled as now, and hence we must 
Jndge of the conduct of Abram with charity. Despite the weak- 
ness manifest in this virtual denial of his wife, we may suppose 
that Abram’s faith had come out even here, and that the prayer, 
‘Lord, I believe, help thou mine unbelief,” had, so to say, em- 
bodied itself in his conduct. Delztesch is right: in observing that 
this account is given not to cast blame upon Abram, but to 
reflect honour on Jehovah, and Hengstenberg also is warranted 
in stating that the object of the writer was not to honour Abram, 
but Jchovah. 

It is well known that the name my yp, LXX. Sapaw, Arab. 
2 39U- 

(+ \9& 3, is the common official name of all the Kings of Egypt 
in the Old Testament. osellint and Lepsius suppose that it 1s 
the ancient Egyptian word 6—PH, 1.e. the sun, used to indicate 
the royal dignity. But Gesentus Thes. 1129 and #. Meer 
(Dict. of Roots, p.'703) retain the former derivation of the word 
(Joseph. Ant. 8, 6, 2) from the Coptic ovpo (or with the masen- 
line article qroupo), t.e. King. The chronology of ancient Egyp- 
tian history is so uncertain that it is impossible to fix upon either 
the dynasty or the place of residence of this King at the time of 
Abram. But it is both important and remarkable that we do 
not at this period observe any trace of the prejudices entertamed 
at a later period in Egypt, when nomadic shepherds were an 
abomination to the Egyptians. This fact affords decisive testi- 
mony in favonr of the antiquity and of the historical character 
of this narrative. 

(3.) All suppositions as to the kind of ruacuEs which God 

1 He pointed her out as his sister, but did not deny that she was his wife. 
{le withheld part of the truth, but said nothing that was false.
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sent upon Pharaoh and his household are entirely destitute of 
foundation. Even the analogy of Gen. xx. vy. 6 and 17 is un- 
certain, although it is probable that the plagues were of such a 
nature as to point to their true cause. If, in accordance with 
the religious views of antiquity, Pharaoh regarded these plagues 
as au Divine judgment, he or his magicians and soothsayers must 
readily have traced them to Sarai, who had at any rate been 
violently and unjustly taken from the house of Abram. Under 
the circumstances it would be casy to learn the true state of the 
case, either from Sarai herself or from the servants of Abramn. 
As Pharaoh had destined Sarai—the supposed sister of a nomadic 
chicf—to be not merely his concubine but his ewife (v. 19), both 
custom and law demanded that sometime should elapse ere the 
union could be completed—compare Esther it. v. 12. 

(4.) Following the indication in Psalm cv. vv. 8 to 15, Heng- 
stenberg (Contrib. iii. p. 532) infers that this fact shews that 
‘the Providence of God watches over His elect, that he delivers 
him from difficulties into which his own sin had led him, and 
from which merely human wisdom could never have found an 
escape. While Abram in his carnal wisdom does all that lieth 
in him to annul the promise, God preserves it through the 
chastity of her who was to become the mother of the chosen race ; 
and the most powerful King of that time has to bow before 
Abram, who yet is apparently utterly helpless and defenccless. 
Pharaoh must restore to the Patriarch what he had unjustly 
taken away.” But the circumstance that this took place in 
Egypt, the country bordering on the land of promise, and which 
held out the temptation of riches, of worldly culture and wisdom, 
thus forming a type of the kingdonis of this world in their power 
and glory, gives to this event a peculiar import. Indeed, all 
throughout, Egypt was to the chosen race, as it were, like the tree 
of the knowledge of good and evil. As in Abram we trace the 
gerni of the later developments of lis posterity, so does his lite 
furm a type of the relationship mto which his descendants stood 
towards Egypt. The same wants brought him and them to 
Kigypt, the same danger threatens them, and the same mighty 
arn. delivers and brings them back, enriched with the precicus 
things of that country. 

ABRAM AND LOT. MELCHISEDEC. 

§ 53. (Gen. xn.)—Abram returns to Canaan with Ins flocks 
increased, and again settles in his former place of residence, 
between Bethel and Ai, where onee more he formally worships 

Schovah. Hitherto Lot had accompanied him in all his journies.
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But this communion had its origin in the old development, and 
hence as gradually the new development appeared it was to be 
dissolved, as improper and contrary to the Divine intention 
towards His elect. Abram was unconscious of this circumstance, 
but in the Providence of God His purposes are realised by means 
of certain occurrences. The pasturage which the Canaanites had 
left did not afford sufficient room for the flocks of Abram and of 
Lot. Disputes arose between their shepherds, and ultimately 
led to a peaceable separation. Abram, who was already accus- 
tomed to exercise self-denial, left the choice to Lot. The latter 
following the suggestions of his self-interest, which as frequently 
so here also was made subservient to the plans of God, chose the 
neighbourhood of Jordan which lay beyond the beoundarics 
allotted to the seed of Abram, a country well watered everywhere 
as the garden of the Lord. He took up his abode at Sodom (1), 
without being deterred by the corruption of the place, which 

already called to heaven for vengeance. Abram, now left alone 
with his God, obtains again a more full and definite promise (2) 
of the land. He journeys through it in the length and in the 
breadth of it, and at last settles an the plain of Mamre (the 
wood of Mamre) where he built an altar unto the Lord. 

(1.) On the situation and the natural features of the district 
chosen by Lot, comp. § 39, 6 and § 61, 2. 

(2.) ‘The Promise of the land to Abram and to his seed 
becomes more full, being assigned to him for an eternal possession 
obiy 4). With reference to his seed it is now promised that it 
shall become like dust of the earth in number. On the expres- 
sion od yy ay A. Baumgarten remarks: “ Only that is eternal 
which rests upon an intrinsic necessity. . . . Hence the 
words indicate that Abram and his sced should obtain possession 
of the land in virtue of such a necessity on which implicit reli- 
ance could be placed. ‘The bond therefore between the people 
and the land of promise could not be broken by any power from 
without.” We add that this bond still continues, even thongh 
Israel has been banished for seventy and again for 1800 years 
from the land of its inheritance. As the body is adapted and 
destined for the soul and the soul for the body, so is Israel for 
that country and that country for Israel. Without Israel the land 
is like a body from which the soul has fled; banished from its 
country, Israel is like a ghost which cannot find rest. 

(3.) The wood of Mamre derived its name from the Amorite
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princes of the neighbourhood—Vide chap. xiv. 13. Hebron is 
one of the oldest cities of the world, having been built seven 
vears before Zoan (Tanis), the ancient capital of Egypt (Numb. 
xiii. 23.) In Abram’s time it also bore the name of the czy of 
Mamre trom its possessor (Gen. xxi. 19, xxxv. 27.) After- 
wards when the Hnakun took the city, 1t was called the city of 
Arba, after their prince. But the original name of Hebron came 
again into use when, at the time of Joshua, the Israelities retook 
it from the Hnakim. Comp. Numb. xii. 23; Josh. xv. 13 and 
14; Kanne Invest. 1. p. 102, &e. ; Havernick Introd. 1. 2 p. 306, 
&e.; Hengstenberg Contrib, ni. p. 187, &e.; MWelte Post-Mos. 
p. 166, &e. The present name of Hebron, el-KKhulil (ze. the 
friend), was given in honour of Abram, whom the Arabs call 
“the friend of God,” a title which he bears in Scripture also 
(2 Chron. xx. 7; [satah xh. 8; James 11. 23.) For a history of 
the town comp. Jtobinson 11. pp. 73 to 94, and Preswwerk in the 
“Orient” for 1840, p. 33; compare also especially A. Litter 
xvi. 1, pp. 209 to 260. The neighbourhood of Hebron presents 
some of the finest scenery in Palestine. Schubert (n. p. 463) 
observes: ‘ The neighbourhood of this city resembles an exten- 
sive and fertile olive-grove; the declivity of the hills and the 
valley present the richest verdure and gardens which, in the 
direction of Jerusalein, are intersected by beantiful vineyards.” 

$ 54. (Gen. xiv. 1—16.)—Lot imagined that he had chosen 

an excellent place of residence, but lis mistike soon became 
manifest. The kings of the five cities m the lower valley of the 
Jordan (Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboim, and Bela, which 
is Zoar) where Lot had settled, had for twelve years been tribu- 
tarics of Chedorlaomer, the powerful king of Elam (Elymais in 
the Persian Gulf.) In the thirteenth year they revolted, assisted 
by three other (vassal) kings. Chedorlaomer marched against 

them, made an incursion into the valley of Jordan, everywhere 
carrying fire and stvord, defeated the rebels, and took rich spoil 
and many captives—among them Lot hiniself. One that had 
escaped told this to Abram, who tmmediately armed three 
hundred and eighteen trained servants born in his own house, 
and, being joined by his neighbour Mamre, and his brothers 
Esheol and Aner, he followed the victorious army in its march 
northwards, surprised it during the night, smote it (2). mr- 
sucd the fugitives unto Damascus, and brought back all the eap- 
tives, together with iminense spoil (3.) ° 
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(1.) For the political motives, from the peculiar position of 
the five cities, which had induced Chedorlaomer to war against 
them, and for geographical details of the expedition described in 
the text, compare the excellent paper of T’uch (notes to Gen. 
xiv.), in the Journal of the German Oriental Society (vol. 1., No. 
2, p. 161, &c.) 

(2.) Abram overtook the enemy near Dax—not the same as 
the town of Laish or Leshem, which only obtained the name of 
Dan during the time of the Judges (Josh. xix. 47; Judges xviii. 
29.) Probably it lay in the north of Palestine, and was the same 
which in 2 Sam. xxiv. 6 is called Dan Jaan. Comp. Havernick 
Introd. 1. 2 p. 310; LHengstenberg Contrib. i. p. 192, &e.; and 
Welte Post-Mos. p. 166. Any objections as to the improbability 
that so small a band could be victorious over the army of the 
allied kings have been satisfactorily answered by Schleyer (Re- 
marks on the prophecies of the Old Test. p. 285, &c.) The suc- 
cess was principally due to the faith of Abram, and to the 
assistance of God. At the same time we must not forget that 
the reinforcements of his neighbours may probably have increased 
the army of Abram to a thousand men, while it is erroneous to 
suppose that the army of Chedorlaomer which was only intended 
for a foray, would be very considerable. Besides, we have to 
keep in mind that the enemy thought himself perfectly secure, 
was suddenly overtaken during a dark night by the army of 
Abram, who evidently came upon them from different directions 
(v. 15), and that confusion and panic must have ensucd. Abram’s 
host was also swelled by many who had escaped from the cities 
of the plain, and, during the contest, those who had been led 
way captives must have joined their deliverers. 

(3.) Ewald (Hist. i. p. 353, &c.) speaks in enthusiastic lan- 
cuage of this account, and supposes that it constitutes the only 
record handed down from the time of the Patriarchs which bears 
a strictly historical and entirely reliable character. ‘‘ All at 
once we descry a totally different mode of viewing history, and 
gain the most clear perception of what had really taken place. 

Nothing therefore is left us but to be thankful for the 
rare fortune by which this unique piece has been preserved. For 
if any one were inclined, with this piece before him, to doubt the 
real existence of Abram and Lot, or the historical greatness of 
the former, he could scarcely be supposed to have commenced 
the study of the marks by which any really historical circum- 
stance can be recognised.” Although, from the peculiar views 
which have brought upon our author this sudden fit of enthu- 
siasm, we cannot quite share it, we are grateful for the testimony 
which it embodies in opposition to the critical absurdities of those 
who would entirely deny the existence of Abram, and trace his
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name to Brama, and that of Sarai to Sarasvati (Bohlen Gen. p. 
195; Hiteig Ps, ii. p. 42; Vatke Relig. of Old Test. 1. p. 689 ; 
comp. against it also £. Meyer Dict. of Heb. Roots p. 282, &c.) 
Bertheau i, p. 216 also thinks that “ the position of this narrative 
1 the book of Genesis, its peculiar contents, aud the whole 
character of the account, shew that it was a fragment from a 
larger historical work written for a totally different purpose from 
that of the book of Genesis, and indicate a very accurate know- 
ledge of antiquity.” According to Z'uch also, “‘Gen. xiv. Is 
beyond doubt a very ancient document, of genuine historical 
value.” In opposition to such testimonies from his own friends, 
the false criticism of Hitzig (Ps. ii. p. 176), who declares that 
this aceount isa pure invention intended to imitate the can- 
paign of Sennacheril), appears quite wntenable. This kind of 
eriticism: may safely be lett to refute itself (comp. also Bertheau 
p. 217, note.) It is otherwise with the statement of Zwwald and 
Bertheau, who think that the style and mode of thinkmg in this 
chapter is totally different from the plan and purposes pursued 
in the book of Genesis. We admit that Genesis xiv. embodies 
a document which had existed hefore the composition of Genesis, 
but we also maintain that it was inserted by the writer of Genesis 
because it tallied with the purposes and the plan of his work. 
Wherein, may we ask, consist these elements which are supposed 
to be so different from the plan of Genesis? Bertheaw states 
that the book of Genesis was not intended to record the martial 
achievements of Abram, and that therefore the narrative under 
eonsideration was, by way of exception, loosely inserted. But it 
is not the case that the narrative is either loose or unconnected. 
On the contrary it presupposes what precedes it (for it is one 
of its purposes to shew that Lot’s selfish clioiee had borne bitter 
fruit), and it 1s necessary in order to explain what follows, for it 
accounts for the circumstance that in the following chapter 
Jehovah encourages and comforts Abram. Nor can we admit 
that this narrative forms an exception, as it is quite possible that 
this may have been the only martial achievement of Abram. 
Equally incorrect is it to suppose that the main purpose of the 
narrative had been to recall the martial glory which Abram had 
vained, or his disinterested attachment to his relatives. All 
these were only seeondary, not primary objects in view. It 1s 
indeed true that affection for Lot may have been the moéfeve, and 
his deliveranee from captivity the object of Abram’s expedition. 
But both this and his vietory had a higher meaning when viewed 
objectively and in their bearing upon lnstory. It is not the 
purpose of the narrative to exalt Abram, but to shew the 
wonderful leadings of God towards his clect, by which every- 
thing is brought into immediate relation with the Divine plan.
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Abram is intended to become the possessor of the country ; it is 
therefore his province to protect the land or to deliver its inha- 
bitants from all violence on the part of enemies, while God, who 
has chosen him to be the possessor of the land, gives hii the 
victory. His success presents him to the inhabitants in the 
hght of one who brings protection and blessing on the country, 
while in his own mind it must have appeared as an earnest that 
the promised possession of the land was as secure to him as its 
future actual possession, and that he was even already called to 
be its possessor and protector. 

§ 55. (Gen. xiv. 17.)—On his return, Bera, king of Sodom, 
went to meet Abram as far as the Kings’ valley to the north of 

Salem, where the roads to Hebron and Sodom diverge (1.) 
Delchisedec, king of Salem, and a priest of the Most High God, 
also came to salute the victor, and, in his function of priest, 
entertained him with bread and wine, and blessed him in the 
name of the Most High God, who had given him the victory. 
And Abram gave him tithes of all the spoils he had taken (2.) 
Bera offered him the goods re-taken from the enemy in reward 
for his assistance, but Abram swore by the Most High God that 
he would not take from a thread toa shoe-lachet. Not the king 
of Sodom, but Jehovah had called and blessed him, and He 
would also enrich him. At the same time he claimed for his 
allies the portion which by right was theirs. 

(1.) SaLem is the ancient name for what afterwards became 
the capital of the Jewish commonwealth. Jerusalem (according 
to Hengstenberg Ps. iii. p. 331 = sby> yrs, the peaceful 
possession, while Hofmann, Predict. 1. p. 102, derives it from 
=; and mb, and interprets it as «ricpa eipjuns, from a com- 
parison of the meaning of 4s in Genesis xxxi. 51, and the 
name ‘yy, 2 Chron. xx. 16) is either an enlargement of the 

name Salem, or the latter is an abbreviated form of Jerusalem. 
Psalm Ixxvi. 3, where Salem is certainly the same as Jerusalem, 
points to this inference, which is borne out by the later Jewish 
tradition in Onkelos and Josephus (Antiq. 1. 10,2.) Another 
confirmation is derived from the name Adonizedec = Melchisedce 
(Josh. x. 3), which the king of the Jebusites bore, as had been 
the custom of all the rulers of that city. The place also where 
Abram met with Melchisedee—the Kings’ valley—points to Jeru- 
salem. For, when in 2 Sam. xviii. 18 we read that Absalom 
erected a monument for himself in that valley, we may be pretty
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certain “ that this was not in some out-of-the-way corner, but m 
the vieinity of the capital” (7Zengstenbergy—comp. also Krafft, 
Topogr. of Jerus. p. 88; Josephus, Antiq. 7, 10,3.) Ltaumer 
(Palest. p. 303) supposes that this valley 1s the same as that of 
Jehoshaphat, lying to the north of Jerusalem, and traversed by 
the brook Kidron. Robinson (vol. 1. p. 270) remarks, “ Before 
reaching the city and also opposite its northern parts, the valley 
spreads out into a basin of some breadth, which is tilled and 
contains plantations of olive and other fruit trees.” Tradition 
also confirms the identity of the valley of Jehoshaphat and that of 
the king by fixing, although incorrectly (comp. Avafft 1. ce. p. 
89), on a monument in the valley as that of Absalom. We 
cannot attach any weight to the objectio. that Jerusalem had 
borne the name of Jebus before it was taken by David (Judges 
xix. 10.) The same remark applies to this name as to those of 
Hebron. Salem or Jerusalem was the original name, although 
that denved from its Canaanitish possessors was also current, and 
only fell into desuctude after the time of David. Strictly speaking 
it cannot even be proved that Jerusalem ever bore the name of 
Jebus (comp. Hofmann 1. ¢.), as that name (in Judges xix. LO, 
comp. verse 11) may have been the designation of the people. 
Besides if the name Jebus had alone been in use at a former 
period, that of Jerusalem must have been given by David. But 
of this there is no trace, nor does it appear likely considering that 
this name bears no reference to any event which had then taken 
place. tosenmiiller, Bleck, Tuch, and Ewald suppose that 
Salem was the same as the place on the other side Jordan, where 
John baptised (John iii. 23.) This statement rests on the 
erroneous opinion that on his return from Damascus to Sodom, 
Abram may and indeed must have passed through this Salem 
and not through Jerusalem. But this is utterly ungrounded, 
and depends ou the hypothesis that Abram had made a consi- 
(erable detour and passed by Sodom to Hebron. But his reso- 
lution to have nothing to do with the king of Sodom appears so 
clearly that we canmot suppose he had taken this ronte. On the 
other hand the way from Damascus to Hebron leads through 
Jerusalem. Krafft rightly observes, ‘“‘ The king of Sedom passed 
up through the modern Wady en-Nir, which is a continuation 
of the valley of Kadron, and leads to the Dead Sea, while 
Melclusedee descended towards that valley from his neighbouring 
mountain fortress of Salem.” Despite the confidence of Z’uch in 
the .correctness of his interpretation, we take leave not only to 
doubt, but with equal confidence to declare it erroneous. We 
do not see that Abram: must have passed down the Jordan valley 
as far as Sodom in order to bring back the captives whom he had 
rescued. _ The text dues not indicate that he cither did this, or 
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that there was any necessity for it. To suppose that there was 
a Salem in the neighbourhood of Sechem is an untenable hypo- 
thesis, derived from a mistranslation of Gen. xxxi. 18, where 
Shalem is equivalent to “zn good order” (comp. Hengstenberg 
l. c. and § 46, 3.) The best defence of the correct view on this 
subject is furnished by J. D. Michaelis, Typical Theol. Preface 
pp. 14 to 72; Tiele, adh. 1.; Hofmann, |. c.; Hengstenberg, |. ¢. ; 
WV. Krafft, Topogr. of Jerus., Bonn 1847, p. 87, &c. We will 
immediately shew that it is of great importance for our history 
that Salem was Jerusalem. 

(2.) The question as to the import and the person of MEr- 
CHISEDEC, who is so suddenly introduced to our notice, and the 
typical interpretation of his history in Psalm cx. 4, but especially 
in Hebrews vii. (‘“‘ Without father, without mother, without 
pedigree, having neither beginning of days nor end of life; but 
made like unto the Son of God”), has led to the most curious 
interpretations (comp. Heidegger Hist. Patr. 1. p. 38, &c., 
Deyling Observ. ss. ii. p. 71, &c.) Most of the Rabbins took 
him for Shem, Jurieu for Ham, Hulsius for Enoch, Crigen for 
an angel, Kloppenburg for a man, purposely and immediately 
created by God, Ambrosius, Cunaeus, Hottinger for Christ Him- 
self, and the sect of the Melchisedecites for the Holy Spirit 
(Watch History of Hersies i. p. 556), while Josephus supposes 
that he was an ordinary Canaanitish king. But if we bear in 
mind that in all probability the original inhabitants of Pales- 
tine had been descendants of Shem (through the race of Lud), 
who were driven back or absorbed at a later period by the 
Canaanites, and if we farther consider the peculiar position of 
Melchiscdec among the later possessors of Canaan, we shall pro- 
bably infer that he was of Shemitic and not of Canaanitish origin, 
and more particularly that he was the last independent repre- 
sentative of the original Shemitic population, which had already 
been vanquished by the Canaanites. This view tallics, at least, 
better with the blessing of Noah, recorded in Gen. ix. 25, &c., 
while it sheds a new hght upon the narrative of the text. For 
the most full explanation of the whole circumstances, we refer to 
Hofmann |. ¢. i. p. 101, &c. Abram, the elect of Jehovah, and 
to whom so many and so comprehensive promises had been made, 
is blessed by Melchisedec, and gives tithes to him. ‘This sub- 
ordination is the more striking as Abram was conscious of his 
high calling, and immediately afterwards took care to vindicate 
before the king of Sodom the dignity and honour of his position. 
Hence Melchisedec must have stood—at least relatively—higher 
than Abram, and the latter must have known and recognised 
this circumstance as distinctly as he did his own superiority over 
the king of Sodom. We say with Hofmann, “the greatness of 
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Abram consisted in his hopes, that of Melchisedec in his present 
possession.” Melchisedec has at the time what Abram yet wants 
and what is only promised to him as still future, and he bows 
before this exalted personage who meets him, perhaps quite un- 
expectedly, and whose existence may have been quite unknown 
to him. Melchisedec is a priest of the living God whom Abram 
served, while the Patriarch is as yet only a prophet, the meditun 
of that “which Jehovah is to bring about.” To Melchisedec 
God has manifested Himself as the God of the present, the 
possessor of heaven and earth, as the Most High; to Abram as 
the God of the future, who promises salvation, and as Jehovah. 
Melchisedec is recognised as the possessor and king of the country 
which is indeed pronnsed to Abram, but of which as yet he does 
not possess any part. True, the future will, when unfolded, be 
much more glorious than the present, aud Abram would, in a 
much higher and more perfect degree, become in his seed what 
Melchisedec was at that time. But the possession, although it 
be smaller, imparts for the time being a higher character than 
the prospect of greater privileges tocome. AU this Abram and, 
as it seems, Melchisedec also recogmsced. Hence Melchisecec 
owns in appropriate manner the future by blessmg Abram, while 
Abram recognises the present in giving tithes to Melchisedec. 
Melchisedec is the last remaining blossom of a past development ; 
Abram is the germ and commencement of a new development, 
fraught with blessing and with hope. Melchisedec is still within 
the old Noachic covenant, which rested on a universal, Abram 
is within the new covenant, which rests on a particularistic basis 
—and even in this respect the position of Melchisedec is more 
exalted. But this universalistic covenant terminated in one in- 
dividual, just as Melehisedec stands alone among a degenerate race 
which had apostatized from God and adored the powers of 
nature. He is the only remaining servant and worshipper of the 
God who had entered into covenant with Noah. On the other 
hand the particularistic covenant which commences with Abram 
is to cnlarge into the fullest and most comprehensive universalism, 
destined to bring salvation to all nations—and in this respect 
the position of Abram is higher. Viewed from this point all 
that might seem strange, as also the typical bearing of this 
narrative, as explained in the epistle to the Hebrews, is vindicated 
and accounted for. Melchisedee is the highest and the last 
representative of the Noachic covenant; he is a type of Christ, 
the highest and Jast representative of the Abrahamic covenant. 
Melchisedee unites in his person the royal and the priestly offices. 
Abram does not possess as yet cither of these dignitics, but both 
are promised to hin; he or his seed after him is to become a 
Melchisedec only in much higher degree. In Aaron Abram
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attains one part of the position of Melchisedec; in David the 
other. Butas yet the two are separated, nor have they so far 
matured as to be capable of being combined. Hence in Abram 
both Aaron and David bow before Melchisedec. But in Christ 
Aaron and David are united. Hence Christ is, like Melchisedec, 
higher than Aaron or David. But He is also infinitely higher 
than Melchisedec, as the latter closes the old and past develop- 
ment while the former crowns and completes the new and ever- 
lasting development. AZelchisedec is only a shadow and a type, 
Christ is the reality and the antitype. We enter into some 
farther particulars: The name Melchisedec implies that he is 
king of righteousness—his residence, that he is prince in the 
citadel of peace. Both united point him out as the repre- 
sentative of that kingdom where justice and peace kiss each 
other (Ps. Ixxxv. 11.) Under any other circumstances this 
might be considered as merely an accidental concurrence; in 
sacred history it is full of meaning (Heb. vii. 2.) The text does 
not mention his father nor his mother, the day of his birth nor 
that of his death. It is certainly characteristic and striking that 
although in the book of Genesis so much care and attention is 
bestowed on genealogical tables, the pedigree of a person so 
exalted that even the honoured ancestor of the chosen race bowed 
before him, should not be at all mentioned. However, it may 
be possible to account for this silence by sttpposed ignorance on 
the part of the writer, we know. that a higher power watched 
over the sacred penmen. In supreme wisdom He opened to, or 
shut from, them the sources of historical investigation. Hence 
any such omission in their narratives gains special importance. 
With the epistle to the Hebrews (chap. vii. 3) we may infer 
that, from this point of view, the silence of the text indicates that 
the position and dignity of Melchisedec did not merely depend 
upon his natural descent, and that this typified the idea that the 
office of the perfect royal priest should derive its authority and 
its warrant not merely from human descent. Besides Jerusalem, 
the royal city car ¢cEoyyv, 1s the residence of Melchisedec. 
Jerusalem is queen among the cities (Ezekiel v. 5), as Palestine 
among countries. It was such by nature and situation (as we 
shall by and by show), nor did it attain its rank either through 
David or even through Christ. Abram is to become Melchisedec. 
In David the royal dignity is attained, and hence the city of 
Melchisedec becomes that of David. We agree with Hofmann 
that the bread and wine which Melchisedec brought to Abram 
were not merely meant for refreshment. The statement which 
immediately follows, “‘ And he was a priest of the Most High 
God,” indicates that some priestly service was implied. In this 
case, as throughout antiquity and especially in the Mosaic service
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bread and wine symbolised, as the best frnits of the land, nourish- 
ment generally. The fact that Abram reccived these gifts from 
the hand of the priest indicated that God, whose mediator the 
priest was, would refresh him after every contest, and bestow on 
him the best fruits of the promised land. Symbolically, the 
bringing of bread and wine serves the same purpose as the 
blessing of Melchisedec. By that blessing Abram is set apart 
for his career ; it is the blessing of an old man who has finished 
his work bestowed upon a youth who stands at the commence- 
ment of an indefinite development. With this blessing Mel- 
chisedec disappears from the stage. Abram gives tithes to this 
royal priest, not of his own goods, far less of those which he had 
again rescued, but from the spoils which he has taken from the 
enemy. He knows that God has given him the victory, and he 
acknowledges it by offering unto the Most High God, through the 
priest, a tithe of its fruits. Melchisedec has often, but very im- 
properly, been compared to king Anius, of whom Virgil writes 
(Aen. 111. 80): ‘ Rex Antus, rex idem hominwn Phoebique 
sacerclos, ” 

On this subject compare the appropriate remarks of Creuzer 
(Symbol., 1st edit., vol. iv., pp. 405 to 408.) 

To this view of the history of Melchisedec A. Hahn has 
objected in Reuter’s Repert. for 1849, Sept. p. 208 He says: 
‘We cannot persuade ourselves that the record implies either 
that Melchisedec had blessed, or that Abram was blessed. To 
our mind this view depends on the ungrounded supposition that 
the subject in verse 20 is Abram and not Melchisedec ; but it is 
difficult to perceive, considering that the other is the most 
natural interpretation, why it should be set aside. Indeed it is 
impossible that Abram should be the subject of that sentence. 
We do not read that Abram had, on this expedition, got any 
prey, and the general expression ‘ of all’ scarcely allows any such 
supposition. But everything becomes plain if Melchisedec, as 
Gentile royal priest, gives tithes of all to Abram in acknowledg- 
ment of his superiority. In that case the expression defines 
more clearly the words in v. 18, ‘he brought bread and wine.’” 
But v. 19 clearly shews the correctness of our interpretation. It 
is only necessary to appeal to it. The context places it beyond 
doubt that the subject 1s changed in v. 20. The idea of “ tithes” 
is so closely connected with that of a priest that the wri'+r could 
not anticipate any misunderstanding. Melchisedec was a priest, 
Abram was not. When therefore the writer says, “He gave 
tithes to him,” his readers could not doubt that Abram gave and 
Melchisedec received them. The addition “of all” comprises 
everything of which Abram could dispose at the time, nor could 
this be aught else than the prey taken from the enemy.
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THE OFFERING OF A COVENANT-SACRIFICE FORMS THE FIRST STAGE 

OF THE COVENANT. 

§ 56. (Gen. xv.)—The victory which, by the blessing of God, 
Abram had gained over Chedorlaomer had raised him above the 
sphere of his natural strength, and this elevation had been farther 
increased by his meeting with Melchisedec. It was natural that 
this tension should give way when he returned to his ordinary 
avocations, The higher he had been raised above his ordinary 
feelings, the more decided was the reaction, and the fear and dis- 
trust which accompanied it. Humanly speaking his expedition 
against the powerful king of the Hast had been a dangerous 
undertaking. It was reasonable to suppose that the vengeance 
of this powerful conqueror would overtake him. When over- 
whelmed with such fears Jehovah came to Abram in a vision (1), 
saying: ‘ Fear not, Abram, I am thy shield and exceeding great 
reward.” But frequently when we give place to fear everything 
appears dark, because our vision has grown dim, and fears and 
doubts increase continually. Thus Abram also now not only 
felt apprehension on account of the vengeance of Chedorlaomer, 
but also doubts with reference to his own relation to the promised 
future. All this filled his heart with sadness. Encouraged by 
the words of Jehovah, he pours out his cares before Him. 
“ Jehovah Adonai’—he asks—‘ what wilt Thou give me, seeing I 
go childless, and the steward of my house is this Eliezer of 
Damascus” (2.) But Jehovah replies, in distinct and unmis- 
takeable terms, ‘‘ This shall not be thine heir; but he that shall 
come forth out of thine own bowels shall be thine heir!” And 
He brought him forth abroad: “ Look now toward hearen and 
tell the stars. Art thou able to number them? So shall thy 
seed be.” Then Abram believed Jehovah, and He counted it to 
lum for righteousness (3.) This faith required a sign in order 
to attain assurance, so that if at any future period he should be 
assailed by similar doubts and fears he might have this pledge 
to strengthen and to comfort him. And on this basis Jehovah 
now actually enters into covenant (4), by a covenant-sacrifice 
which Abram prepares and offers (5.) Birds of prey come down 
upon the carcases, but Abram drives them away. Meantime the
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sun has gone down. <Abrain, grieved about this omen which 
seemed to endanger the ratification of the covenant, fell mtoa 
deep sleep, and horror and great darkness came upon him. That 
omen, and the reason why he is not immediately to obtain pos- 
session of the land of promise, are now explained to hin. The 
iniquity of the Amorites is not yet full, and only the seed of 
Abram would obtain possession of the land. But lke Abram 
himself, his sced also must pass through trials and sorrows. 
Four hundred years shall they be strangers in a land that is not 
theirs, be obliged to serve and be afflicted. But Jehovah will 
also judge that nation whom they shall serve, and afterwards 
shall they come out with great substance (6.) And when night 
had gathered around, the glory of the Lord appeared in the 
symbol of a pillar of smoke and of jive, that passed between the 
pieces of the sacrifice, and, as it were, sanctioned and ratified the 
covenant on the part of God (7.) Finally, Jehovah repeats the 
promise “to thy seed will I give this land,” and enlarges it by 
giving a prophetic delineation of its boundaries (8.) 

(1.) Interpreters are not agreed whether all the events here 
recorded took place zn vision, or whether and at what exact point 
the ecstatic vision gave place to ordinary perception. Baum- 
garten thinks that the transition is marked in verse 5; others 
that it is only in verses 8 and 9, In our opinion, considering 
the external and internal connection of these events, the whole 
took place in vision, so that the description in v. 1 applies to the 
whole chapter. It is objected that the choice of the sacrifices, 
the killing and dividing them, which were purely external events, 
Implied a cessation of the ecstatic state. But this objection rests 
upon a misunderstanding of that state, or rather upon confound- 
ing it with a merely natural, or morbid, or magnetic ecstasis. 
Genuine prophetic vision is neither mesmerism nor a morbid 
magnetic phenomenon, which excludes full use of the senses, or 
renders external activity impossible. The inward sense is not 
raised by depressing the outward senses ; for, when what is Divine 
affects human nature, the natural harmony is not disturbed, but 
elevated and properly adjusted. Tnterpreters are also divided as 
to the time when these events took place. Baumgarten, laying 
stress on verse 5, thinks that the vision took place during the 
night. Zengstenberg (Balaam p. 51) appeals to v. 12, and 
inferg that it had taken place during the day. The former sup- 
poses hat the events had lasted from one night to the other, 
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while the latter thinks that stars may in vision have been seen 
during the day also. But if we remember that prophetic ecstasis 
was not a morbid and unnatural, but a healthy though super- 
natural state, which did not unfit a man for ordinary life, we 
cannot be startled by finding that it lasted between twelve and 
eighteen hours. At the same time it seems to us inappropriate 
to suppose that he should have seen the stars during day-light, 
as there is no reason why that which was object of external vision 
should have been transfefred into the sphere of inward vision. 

(2.) It. is foreign to our purpose to enter on the exegetical 
difficulties of these words. Separated from all his relatives, and 
childless in his old age, having for ten years waited in vain for 
the promised seed, Abram is no longer able to look with confi- 
dence on the promise. Present fears darken his prospect, and 
he thinks that nothing is left save that his steward Ehezer 
(generally supposed to have been the servant, chap. xxiv. 2, who 
possessed the implicit confidence of Abram) should become his 
heir. Perhaps he even meditated adopting him, and thus trans- 
ferring to him his own rights and hopes. 

(3.) He who, in the exercise of his free will, comes up to the 
Divine idea, and to the purpose of his existence, 1s RIGHTEOUS. 
By the fall man lost this righteousness, or rather the capacity for 
attaining it. But as salvation is impossible without nghteous- 
ness, and as in the eternal counsel of His grace God has resolved 
to save man, He must Himself restore righteousness to man. 
This then 1s the object of the plan of salvation. In room of the idea 
laid down by God in creation, that embodied by Him in the plan 
for restoring and saving man becomes the rule and testing point for 
human freedom. Just as according to the original arrangement 
he would have been just who had come up to the requirements 
of the Divine idea expressed in creation, so now is he righteous 
who submits to the conditions of the plan of salvation. But the 
idea embodied in this deliverance is not that man should, in the 
exercise of his freedom, justify himself, but that this freedom 
should not operate as an obstacle to the righteousness of God, 
and that man should fall in with the salvation offered to him, 
in as far as it became manifest in each successive stage of 
development. Thus, then,a new way has been opened in which 
to obtain righteousness, that of fazth, z.e. of a free, full, and un- 
conditional surrender of one’s-self to the idea embodied im the 
Divine plan of salvation. This faith does not indeed work out 
salvation, but it is the condition under which salvation becomes 
ours. Abram believed, z.e. he wholly surrendered himself to the 
Divine promise, under which at that stage of development, sal- 
vation appeared, and thus he became just. But as his faith takes 
hold of the salvation objectively proferred, his gustitia formalis
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becomes juséitia matertalis, t.e. his faith 1s accounted to him for 
righteousness. And because Abram was the first in whom this 
indispensable relation to the idea of salvation clearly and de- 
cidedly pervaded the consciousness, because im his faith and as a 
witness to all generations he fully represented this relationship, 
he became the father of the furthful. 

(4.) We read here tor the first time of a covENANT into which 
(tod is about to enter with Abram. All that had preceded, all 
the demands, promises, and leadings on the part of God, and all 
the obedience, fiith, sclf-renunciation, and self-reliance on thie 
part of Abram, were only preliminary steps. But even the 
covenant row made is only partial, and requires completion, on 
which ground we have designated it as the first stage of the 
covenant. It is only partial, inasmuch as God only, and not 
Abrain also, enters into and binds Himself by it. For only God 
and not Abram passed between the pieces of the sacrifice. This 
view perfectly tallies with the account here given. The motive 
from which the covenant was made was the tear and unbelief of 
Abram. By formally and solemnly entering into covenant, God 
vives him a pledge that His promise might be implicitly relied 
on, and at the same time a token to support his faith. For these 
purposes it is quite sufficient that God alone ratifies the cove- 
nant, nor does He yeé require Abram solemnly to undertake the 
covenant obligations devolving on him. It is only afterwards, 
when, on the ground of the engagement which God had in this 
covenant undertaken, the faith of Abram had become strong, and 
when the birth of the promised seed was nigh at hand, that 
giving and asking, on the part of God, go hand in hand, and 
that He calls upon the patriarch to ratify the covenant by solemnly 
undertaking its obligations. This takes place in the covenant of 
circumcision (chap. xvii.) Hence these two events condition 
and supplement each other. 

(5.) The covenant is made by sacririce. Tor God is holy, 
and nothing unholy can stand before him. Hence He can only 
enter into covenant with man when sin, which had separated 
between God and man, has been removed. True, Abram’s faith 
has been accounted to him for righteousness, but this mghtcous- 
ness 1s only the form for the justitia materialis, which was to be 
provided by the Divine plan of salvation. During the period 
when salvation is only preparing, the latter is concentrated in the 
sacrifice. By the atonement of animal sacrifice the sinner obtains 
through faith the forgiveness of his sins. The distinguishing 
peculiarity of the sacrifice ot Abram, which constituted it a suit- 
able basis for the covenant, lay in the selection of certain annals, 
anc in the division of these sacrifices into two portions, through 
the midst of which the parties to the covenant were to pass, 
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thereby solemnly ratifying their union in the covenant. Commonly 
this circumstance is interpreted as implying that what had been 
done in the sacrifices which were divided should happen to the 
party who would break the covenant (comp. [Viner Real. Enc. Art. 
Covenant.) Tiele asserts that such a transaction were unworthy 
of God, and, in his fictitious zeal for the honour of God, despite 
the explicit statement in v. 18, maintains that the whole narra- 
tive has no connection with the covenant. But even supposing 
that the assertion were correct in itself, such an accommodation 
to human customs on the part of God is no more contrary to the 
Divine character than is the circumstance that He condescends 
to enter into covenant with man at all, and by an oath under- 
takes certain covenant-engagements. But we go farther, and 
hold that the above view is not (as is asserted) corroborated by 
Jeremiah xxxiv. 18 to 20, and that it does not correctly explain 
the meaning of this symbolical transaction. It was first pro- 
pounded ata later period, when the understanding of symbols 
was no longer clear and reliable. It will be noticed that this 
view mnilitates against the institution of sacrifices, as in that case 
the killing and the shedding of blood would not represent the 
atonement, on the basis of which the covenant was to be made, 
but only and exclusively an idea wholly foreign to that of sacri- 
fices. Indced if it were correct we should no longer feel war- 
ranted in employing the term sacrifice at all. But it is mani- 
festly the purpose of this symbol to express, along with the sepa- 
rate existence of the two who had entered into covenant, the 
unity laid down in the covenant. This circumstance both 
Klaiber (Doctr. of Reconciliation, Tubing. 1828, p. 81) and JAZ. 
Baumgarien (ad. h. 1.) have perceived and expressed. The divi- 
sion of the sacrifices into two portions represents the two parties 
to the covenant. As these portions constitute in reality only one 
animal, so are the two parties to the covenant joined into one. 
The passing through the portions of the sacrifice represents, as 
it were, the means by which they who had been separated were 
to be united. In the selection of the sacrifices, the command- 
ment of Jehovah that, of course excepting the doves, all should be 
three years old, appears striking. The view of Hofmann (i. p. 
98): “the animals must have been three years old, and Jehovah 
accepted them when in their fourth year, because the seed of 
Abram was only to enter the land of promise in their fourth 
generation, v. 16” (which is also adopted by Delitzseh ), 1s more 
satisfactory than that of Baumgarten, who thinks that it refers 
to the part God had in the sacrifice. But God took no part in 
the sacrifice, as the sacrifice about to be offered represented the 
sinning party only. He ¢akes part in it after the sacrifice has 
been offered to him. On the other hand we can readily under-
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stand that the age of the animal should have borne reference to 
a particular generation of the descendants of Abram, as the 
sacrifice represented Abram, and no doubt his seed also. 

(6.) On the four hundred years of servitude, comp. vol. ii. 
(7.) For the first time THE GLORY oF THE Lorp (the She- 

chinal:) appears in a symbol similar to that which was afterwards 
scen by Moses in the burning bush, by the Israelites during 
their passage through the wilderness in the pillar of cloud and 
of fire, and in the tabernacle in the cloud above the mercy-seat. 
As at a later period it was hid by the bush and by the cloud, so 
here it appears enveloped in a furnace (of the kind, more common 
in the East, shaped like a cylinder, at the upper opening of which 
fire, enveloped by smoke, bursts forth.) It is the symbol of the 
gracious presence ot God. The splendour of His glory, the de- 
vouring fire of His holiness, which the eye of man cannot bear, 
and before which the sinner cannot stand, is in grace enveloped. 

Delitzsch observes: “Commonly in His intercourse with the 
patriarchs, Jehovah manifested Himself in a form much more 
condescending. But on this occasion, He, once for all, shows to 
Abram how infinitely elevated and fearfully majestic was that 
God who ordinarily condescended so much to him.” 

(8.) On the prophetic DETERMINATION OF THE BOUNDARIES of 
the land of promise, comp. Hengslenberg, Contrib. 111., p. 265, &e. 
The river of Egypt, which forms the boundary on the one side, 
is certainly the Nile (and not the rivulet El-Arish.) It is equally 
true that even during the most flourishing period df the Theo- 
cracy, the boundaries of the country never extended from the 
Euphrates to the Nile. But then it is not and cannot be the 
object of this prophetic promise to furnish data meant to be 
geographically exact. As in many other places, the Euphrates 
and the Nile are here considered as the representatives of the 
two great powers of the Kast and of the West ; and the meaning 
of the promise is, that the land and the commonwealth of the 
descendants of Abram should be independent, and continue by 
the side of, and between, these two empires, and that no other 
enipire or nation should permanently bear independent sway in 
the districts which lay between Juda and these two great em- 
pires. 

HAGAR AND ISHMAEL. 

§ 57. (Gen. xvi.)—Abram is now aware that the proniised 
seed is to be the fruit of his own body (xv. 4), and in believing 
confidence he awaits the fulfilment of God’s word. Not so, im- 

patient Sarai. Hitherto none of the promises had contained any
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special notice of her, and her prospects of becoming mother de- 
creased with her age. At length, concluding that she had not 
been destined to give birth to the promised seed, she urged her 
husband to take her Egyptian maid Hagar as concubine, that 
(as the custom was at the time) she might obtain by her servant 
that which seemed denied to herself. Abram complied; but the 
consequences soon showed how vain any such attempts at self- 
deliverance were. Hagar now despised her mistress, and when 
the latter intended to humble her, fled towards her native coun- 
try. But the connection with Abram surrounds even the rebel- 
hous maid with a certain halo, The son whom she is about to 
bear is to be educated in the house of Abram, in order to be 
capable of obtaining the measure of blessing destined for him 
(1.) In the wilderness not far from Shur (2), the angel of the 
Lord (3) arrests the course of Hagar, and induces her to return. 
In the eighty-sixth year of Abram’s life, she gave birth to a son, 
who, according to the angelic injunction to Hagar, was called 

Ishmael (2.e., Heard of God.) 

(1.) The angel of Jehovah found Hagar by a fountain in the 
way to Shur. On the situation of Shur, comp. especially Tuch, 
in the Journal of the German Oriental Society, 1., p. 173, &c. 
In Gen. xxv. 18, this Shur is said to be “ before Egypt” (comp. 
lL Sam. xv. 7; xxvii. 8.) At any rate, it seems likely that 
Hagar would have fled toward her own country, Egypt. ‘ As 
the wilderness is not a place through which many different roads 
lead, it is likely that Hagar pursued the path that was followed 
at all times. This leads from the modern Cairo to Ajrud, and 
thence through the pass of Mukhjeb to the plateau of the Kt- 
Tih, then passes through the western part of the great wilder- 
ness as far as the northern boundary of the Jebel Helal, and 
turning eastward merges in the roads which lead from Sinai 
and Akabah by Beersheba to Hebron” (uch, I. ¢., p. 175.) 
Hence, speaking generally, Shur is the western part of the wil- 
derness, which is presently called by the Arabians the wilderness 
of Jifar, in contradistinction to the eastern portion, or “the 
wilderness of the children of Israel.” It is still considered as 
belonging to Egypt. In the narrative, the exact locality is even 
more particularly indicated by the statement that it was between 
Kadish and Bered. But as the situation of the former place has 
not yet been exactly fixed, while the latter is wholly unknown 
(Tuch supposes that Bered is the modern Jebel Helal) this 
statement only confirms what had otherwise been ascertained,
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viz., that these events took place in the wilderness between 
Palestine and Egypt. Hagar calls the fountain where this 
vision is vouchsafed to her the “ fountain of the living who be- 
holds me.” According to Lowland (in Williams, the Holy 
City, p. 489, &c.), the Arabs still call a fountain about ten hours 
beyond Ruhaibeh (2tobinson, 1., pp. 196, &e.), ‘ Afotlaht Hagar,’ 
which he curionsly enough interprets Moi = water, and Lahi 
== spb. Robinson also knew of this place, but calls it Muweilih 

(i., p. 172, &e.) uch thinks that the locality exactly agrees 
with the Biblical account, a statement to which Raumer objects 
(Palestine, p. 44), since the situation of Aadesh, as indicated 
by Jtowland, cannot possibly be correct. For farther particulars 
about Kadesh we refer to vol. 1. 

(2.) On the prophecy to Hagar about her son, comp. § 6-4, 6. 
(3.) About the angel of the Lord, comp. § 50, 2. 

CIRCUMCISION, THE SECOND STAGE OF THE COVENANT. 

Preratory Note.—Thirteen years have now elapsed since 
God had last revealed Himself to Abram. During this period 
of probation, he was to preserve and to prove that faith which 
had been reckoned to him for righteousness. But during the 
long time which had elapsed since the promised seed had been 
expected, it had appeared that Sarai was by nature barren. 
Now the period had arrived when that which was impossible to 
nature should be obtained through grace—when the promise 
should pass into the first stage of its fulfilment, and that son be 
born to Abram by whom he was eventually to become a great 
nation and a blessing to mankind. Hitherto the promise had 
remained without earnest of its fulfilment. But from this period 
the fulfilment was to appear by the side of the promise, to grow 
up and to enlarge, gradually to narrow the promise, until at last 
it would be completely swallowed up in the reality. The pro- 
mise was entircly God's, but the fulfilment was the result of the 
co-operation of God and man. Hitherto the covenant had been 
ratified only by one party, as Abram had not yet undertaken any 
covenant obligation (vide § 56.) Tis defect is now to be sup- 
pled. As yet Abram had only called into requisition the power 
of nature. An experience of twenty-four years had convinced 
him that only grace, not nature, could qualify him for the high
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calling, to become, in his seed, a blessing for all nations. But 
this high point was only attained after the covenant had been 
fully ratified. When Ishmael was born, Abraham had not yet 
been circumcised ; but then Ishmael was not the son of the pro- 
mise. The promised seed could only be obtained through means 
of the covenant, and through the co-operation of the two parties 
to it. Abram begat, and the dead body of Sarai became a spring 
of life, in consequence of the co-operation of the creative and re- 
viving power of God. The birth of Isaac is the first result of 
the covenant. It must therefore be preceded by a complete rati- 
fication of the covenant. 

§ 58. (Gen. xvil.)—When Abram was ninety-nine years old, 
the Lord appeared to him. “I am the Almighty God, walk 
before me, and be thou sincere. . . . As for me, behold my 
covenant is with thee. . . . Thou shalt keep my covenant 
therefore, thou and thy secd after thee.” The promise that 
Abram is to become a father of many nations is here repeated. 
On the ground of this promise his name is no longer to be 
Abram, but Abraham, nor is Sarai, who was to become the 
mother of the promised seed, any longer to be called Saraz, but 

Sarah (1.) Besides this seed, through whom salvation is to 
come, everlasting possession (2) of the land, in which this salva- 
tion is to become manifest, is again promised to Abraham. 
The Lord also appoints czrcuncision (3) as the sign of the cove- 
nant, which is now to be completely ratified by both parties. 
To this institution Abraham and all the male members of his 
household (4) are immediately-to submit, and every new born 
child on the eighth day after its birth. The Lord said: “ And 
my covenant shall be in your flesh for an everlasting covenant’ 
(5.) To neglect circumcision was to break the covenant, and 
deserved the punishment of death. To receive circumcision was 
to have part in the blessings of the covenant. At the same time 
it became also a personal and lasting admonition to remember 
the obligations of that covenant which had been undertaken (6.) 
But Abraham cannot yet understand how God is to give him such 
secd, secing Sarah was as good as dead. Accordingly he prays 

Oh! that Ishmael might live before thee.” To this the Lord 
replies in express terms, “ Yea, Sarah thy wife shall bear thee a
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son indeed, and thou shalt call his name Isaac. With him will 
I establish my covenant, and with his seed after him. And as 
for Ishmacl, I have heard thee. Behold, I have blessed him, 
and will multiply him exccedingly. But my covenant will I 
establish with Isaac, whom Sarah shall bear unto thee in the 

next year.” 

(1.) It certainly has a peculiar meaning, that when we enter 
on the second stage in the hfe of the chosen, the names of ABRAM 
AND HIS WIFE SIIOULD BECHANGED. This, as it were, is a symbol 
and an earnest of the new thing which the Lord is to bring forth. 
For “the name indicates the character” (2. v. Meyer, Pages 
fur Higher Truth, 8, p. 388.) It is the motto for the new path 
of life opening before them. (On the nuport of the giving and 
changing of names generally, comp. the profound remarks of 
Hengstenbery, Contrib. ii1., p. 270, &c.) Etymologically, the 
former name DIAN is = OWAN (1 Kings xvi. 3+), aud equi- 

valent to ‘ pater altitudinis” (comp. Tuch, adh.1.) On account 
of its indetiniteness, this name is less suitable for indicating the 
peculiar calling of the father of nations, than the new name 

S - 3 

DTA = “paler multitudinis” (el, = numerus copiosus.) 

More difficult is it to interpret the other two names. Commonly 
the word sqy) (LXX. Sdpa) is translated “my princess,” and 

“wiry (LAX. Sdppa) “ princess.” According tv the precedent 

of Jerome, this is then explained as implying that she was not 
to be the mother of only one family, but in gencral and without 
limitation to be called a princess. But irrespective of the cir- 
cumstance that sy) is @ masculine form, Zien (Dissert. Phill. 
Theol. i, Dissert. 2) is certainly right in remarking, “‘ quid 
quaeso dici potest frigidius!” Liwald maintains there is no dif- 
ference between the two names, that the second form is only a 
more full pronunciation of the first, and he interprets both as 
meaning “ contentious,” deriving them from sy, to contend. 
Lengerke also thinks that the two forms are identical (= prin- 
cess), the one being an earlier and the other a later modification 
of the word. But without doubt the author of Genesis regarded 
the change as not only a modification of the form, but also of 
the meaning. Hence the greatest probability still attaches to 
the opinion of Zhen, who suggests that, according to a common 
use of the plural, sayy nicans as much as principatus or nobilitas, 
while yyy must be derived from },., u., to be fruitful. The 
change of the letters yg and 9 is not uncommon. ‘This inter- 

a 
°
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pretation is confirmed by the reduplication of the second radical 
letter in the L.A-X., while it admirably agrees with the context 
(v. 16, ‘‘she shall become nations.”) Delttesch (p. 227) has 
again called attention to an old but deep remark, to the effect 
that the fundamental letter of the name Jehovah, which is the 
guiding star of that wonderful future, towards which the seed of 
Abraham was, in virtue of the covenant, to tend, had been now 
inserted into both these names. But we confess to some diffi- 
culty in supposing that this was specially intended in the change 
of the names. 

(2.) In this promise (v. 8) both the possession of the land 
and the covenant about to be instituted, are designated as ever- 
lasting (vv. 7 and 13.) Nor can we wonder that the covenant 
should be called such, since it was certainly to attain its goal. 
For, if the result of the covenant is everlasting, the covenant 
itself, whose completion that result is, must likewise be such. 
The promise of an everlasting possession of the land indicates, 
in the first place, that the future position was to be vastly diffe- 
rent from the present circumstances of Abraham, when, as pil- 
grim, he could not call one foot of the promised land his own. 
But farther, the land of promise is the inheritance and the pos- 
session of his seed, and ever remains such, even though Israel 
should be banished from it, and their exile last not only seventy 
but even 2000 ycars. 

(3.) On CrrcumcIsion, comp. especially J. Bergson (Circum- 
cision viewed in its Historical, Critical, and Medical Aspect, 
Berlin, 1844), F'riedreich (Remarks on the Bible, 11., p. 39, &.), 
Hofmann (in the Halle Enclyp., ix., p. 267, &c.), Winer (Real 
Lex., s. h. v.), and the literature there indicated, which, how- 
ever, does not much assist us in understanding the religious 
meaning of the rite. According to Herodotus, the Israehtes de- 
rived circumcision from the Egyptians (11. 104): Modvo. mdav- 
tov avOpwatrwy Korxor cai Aiyurrrio. Kas AiOtores mepitapvovtat 
amt apyns Ta atdota. Poivixes 5é Kat Svpsow ot ev tH Iadas- 
OTivn Kal avTol Oporoyéovet Tap AiyuTTiov pewabnxevar. But 
this information. was certainly not derived from Palestinian 
Syrians but from Egyptian priests. Christian writers have, on 
the other hand, been formerly in the habit—chiefly from unhis- 
torical prejudices—of maintaining that the Hgyptians had de- 
rived circumcision from the Israelites. To this view Tuch 
(Comm., p. 344) rightly objects that at the time of their sojourn 
in Egypt, the Egyptian system of isolation had been fully esta- 
blished, and that foreign nomadic races were held in abhorrence. 
At the samctime circumcision was not in universal practice 
among the Egyptians. According to Origen (Hom. 5 in Jer.) 
only priests, and according to Clement (Strom. 1., p. 302, Ed.
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Sylb.) those also who wished to be admitted to the mysteries, 
underwent this rite. A comparison of the religious symbols of 
the Old Testament with those of ancient heathendom, shows 
that the ground and the starting point of those forms of religion 
which found their appropriate expression in symbols, was the 
same in all cases, while the history of civilisation proves that, on 
this point, priority cannot be claimed by the Israclites. But when 
instituting such an enquiry, we shall also find that the symbols 
which were transferred from the religions of nature to that of the 
spirit, first passed through the fire of Divine purification, from 
which they issued as the distinctive theology of the Jews, the dross 
of a pantheistic deification of nature having been consumed. 
Taking this view of the subject, we cdo not hesitate to admit that 
the circuncision of the Egyptians, or, if you like, of any other 
nation, originated at the same time with, or even prior to, that 
of Abraham. It is possible that during lis sojourn in Kgypt 
Abraham had there become acquainted with the rite of circwn- 
cision, and that this circumstance formed, in his case, a subjec- 
tive point of connection for the objective Divine institution. But 
it is equally possible that circumcision was introduced in the 
family of Abraham and in the country of Pharaoh without any 
reference to each other, and that in both cases it owed its origin 
to a kindred direction of religious thinking which expressed itself 
in symbols. This is the more probable, as circumcision was in- 
troduced among nations (as, for example, in America, in the South 
Sea Islands, &e.) who cannot possibly have stuod im any connec- 
tion either with the Israelites or with the Kgyptians. 

It, cannot be denied that in those forms of religion which con- 
sisted in nature-worship, circumcision was connected with the 
service of Phallus. But we most decidedly object to the view of 
V. Bohlen (p. 194), of Tuch (p. 344), of Vatke (i. p. 380, &c.), 
and of Br. Beaur (1., p. 88), according to whom it was “a mo- 
dification of the habit of emasculation in honour of the Deity, the 
foreskin only heing in this case taken away.” It rather implied 
the opposite of this. Emasculation was the removal, circunici- 
sion an increase of the powers of nature. The former was a sa- 
crifice and surrender made to the destroying, the latter to the 
generating power of nature in its highest manitestation. In 
general, Symbolic takes its starting-point from the outward 
phenomenon and experience, and transfers to superscnsuous 
ideas the import of objects in nature, as this import is gathered 
from such experience. The statement of Herodot. ii, 37: ra 
Sé uléota wepetapvortar naGapiotyntos eiverev, to which Philo de 
Circumcis. ii., p. 210, adds frwitfulness as another reason, dates 
from a time when the freshness of symbolic views had been lost, 
and an attempt was made to supply this defect by utilitarian
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theories. Besides, it does not explain why the rite of circumci- 
sion should have been confined to the priests, as the preservation 
of health and fruitfulness were of the same importance to the 
other classes in the community. Still, this view contained ele- 
ments capable of serving as a foundation for such a symbol. 
The religious importance of generation in the worship of nature 
consisted in this, that it was regarded as the central and highest 
point in the (deified) life of nature. Hence the rite of devoting 
it to the gods, to which we have above referred. But as every- 
thing human required to be purified, set apart and dedicated, 
before it could be brought into immediate contact with the Deity, 
so gencration also, which was to exhibit a perfect representation 
of the Divine power of procreation inherent in nature. Hence 
the rite of circumcision was, on the grounds indicated by Hero- 
dotus and Philo, regarded as the removal of something undedi- 
cated and prejudicial, and thus became the syinbol of dedication 
to the Deity. Hence also those persons who had peculiarly or 
exclusively devoted themselves to the ministry of the worship of 
nature were specially bound to submit to circumcision, in order 
to exhibit, in the highest ideal purity, power, and fulness, thosc 
functions of life which, above all others, were regarded as the 
representations of life-manifestation on the part of the Deity. 

But this view of circumcision was distinctively that of hea- 
thenism ; and Judaism could not adopt it without, at the same- 
time, contradicting itself. On the other hand, it was in general 
true that, in itself, all natural generation was unsanctified and 
non-dedicated, that it was surrounded by impure and disturbing 
elements (represented by the foreskin); nor was a conviction 
like that discordant from the religious views of the Patriarchs 
and their descendants, And as their view of generation in its 
relation to religion, so that of ‘the impurity attaching to it, was 
wholly and essentially different from that of the heathen. To 
Abraham, also, and to his descendants, generation had its religzous 
import, being the medium by which the covenant was to develop: 
“in thy seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed.” The 
fulfilment of this promise implied that the seed of Abraham 
should continue until salvation was fully exhibited before all the 
nations of the earth. Up to that period, then, gencration was 
to be directly subservient to covenant purposes, which could not 
have been attained without it. But merely natural generation, 
which, in the case of Abraham, could not have been the means 
of producing the first link in the chain, would, even in his 
descendants, not have led to the goal in view. Hence, in the 
covenant, God promised His co-operation, and as His power at 

i the first gave to Abraham the first link of the great chain, much 
more cloes his omnipotence appear in the production of the last
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link in which the promise was to be wholly fulfilled. Merely 
ordinary generation could not produce that seed, through whom 
salvation should be brought, because this seed must have been 
free from the guilt and condemnation which results from sin. 
Generation is the channel through which the nature of man, 
infected by sin, is continued from father to son. The impurity 
and unholiness which clings to it must be removed, if the object 
of the covenant is to be attained. But the foreskin 1s the symbol 
of natural growth, of impurity and disturbance. To exhibit, 
therefore, the idea that, in ¢/self, natural generation was tainted 
with impurity, and hence incapable of attaining the object in 
view, but that this was to be reached by the operation of God, 
the Lord commanded that the foreskin should be taken away, 
and that, before the first link of the chain was called into being. 
Still, as the foreskin is merely the symbol of these impediments, 
its removal is not identical with that of the cmpedimené itself. 
By and by, when the object of the covenant would be attained, 
God would, in the course of the development, also remove that 
impediment itself. Hence, what at that time was a symbol, 
became also a type for the future, and, as such, it points to a 
mode of generation where sin and impurity should actually and 
absolutely be removed, and where the aim of the covenant should 
be attained. (Comp. Lbrard, The Doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, p. 26.) 

If, viewed in its negative hearing, circumcision, as introduced 
in the family of Abraham, implied a symbolical removal from 
generation of what was unholy and impure, viewed positively, it 
conveyed a symbolic dedication and setting apart thereof for 
Divine purposes, in and through the covenant. Tor, in this 
manner, the covenant people is called into beg and continued, 
and this people is to be a holy and a priesély nation (Exod. xix. 
5 and 6.) This, then, is the objective import of circumcision, 
the ground on which God insists upon it. Its subjective aspect, 
the ground on which Abraham acdininistered the rite to himself 
and to his family, was, that thereby man falls in with the Divine 
covenant-idea, and undertakes the covenant obligations devolving 
on him. Thus circumcision becomes a sign and seal of the cove- 
nant, 7. e., it makes every one who has submitted to it a partaker 
of the privileges, and demands at Ins hands fulfilment of the 
duties connected with the covenant. And because not only the 
abstract and ideal totality of the people, but every single indi- 
vidual, shares in the covenant privileges and obligations, he must 
also personally have part in the covenant, and take its sign 
upon himself. 

If even the generation of the covenant. people is to be sanctified 
and devoted to covenant-purposes, it follows, as matter of course,
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that their whole life, which commences with this generation, is 
to be set apart for these objects (Rom. xi. 16), to subserve and 
to advance them. The child begotten in circumcision is thereby 
sanctified for the covenant (1 Cor. vii. 14), and this is realised 
when, in turn, it undergoes circumcision. Circumcision, which 
is to remove the growth of nature—that which is unholy and 
impure—from the principle and source of life, is, so to speak, to 
extend its power and influence through all the ramifications of life. 
It implies the obligation of withdrawing all the other relations of 
hfe from the dominion of nature, of circumcising the foreskin of 
the heart, of the lips, of the ear, &c. (Lev. xxvi. 41; Deut. x. 
16; xxx. 6; Jer. iv. 4; ix. 25, &c.), and of devoting heart and 
mind to the duties and purposes of the covenant. 

The new-born child was to be circumcised on the EIGHTH 
pay. This ordinance had its origin in the sanctity attaching to 
the number 7. Seven periods (days, years, weeks of years) form 
a cycle in which smaller or larger circles are described, to be in 
turn followed by new circles and a new development. Hence, 
the eighth period of the old formed always the commencement 
of a new development, and the child was to be circumcised after 
the first seven days had run out. By circumcision the child 
entered into covenant with God ; he was introduced into a new 
world, into the kingdom of God—and a new era commenced in 
his life. This was to take place when, with the eighth day, a 
new cycle had begun. 

Circumcision was confined to the male sex. Females had no 
equivalent for it. This was neither owing to the physical nor to 
the ethical state of woman, but to the dependent position which 
she occupied in antiquity. Circumcision, indeed, implied as 
much the humiliation as the exaltation of man, expressing, as it 
did, both his natural incapacity for being a member of the 
covenant, and his especial divine calling in that direction. The 
absence of circumcision does not convey that these lessons and 
privileges apphed not to woman also, but that she was dependent, 
and that her position in the natural and covenant-life was not 
‘awithout” the husband, but zn and zzth him, notin her capacity 
as woman, but as wife (and mother.) But woman is sanctified 
and set apart in and with man; in and with him she has part 
in the covenant, and, so far as her nature and position demand 
and admit of it, she has to co-operate in the development of the 
covenant. 

(4.) Not only Abraham and the son of promise who is to be 
born unto him, but Zshmael also, the son of the handmaid, and 
even all the servants of the family, whether born in the house 
or bought with money, are to be circumcised. By taking upon 
themselves this sign of the covenant, they also obtain part and
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share in the covenant into which God entered with Abraham. 
Ishmael left afterwards, indeed, the communion of his father’s 
house, and hence also the covenant, which was confined to this 
family, But he was only cut off by his own act, and because he 
had become wholly a stranger to the purposes and interests of 
this covenant. But all those servants who continued in com- 
munion with the chosen family remained also in communion with 
the covenant. Here also we see how unjust the accusation, as if 
the Old Covenant was the expression of a narrow-minded and 
exclusive particularism. 1 was not such even in its commence- 
ment, and ever afterwards any stranger who was not of the seed 
of Abraham might, by submitting to circumcision, enter into 
communion with the covenant and share its blessings. The only 
essential difference between such members of the covenant-people 
and the descendants of Abraham was the continuance of the 
promise that the chain which was to terminate in Him who was 
to work out salvation, would commence with and continue in the 
direct descendants of Abraham. 

(5.) We have scen that, in the second stage of the covenant, 
man sanctions and ratifies the covenant into which God had 
formerly entered. The duties which Abraham now undertook 
may, in general, be summed up in the words with which the 
Lord: addresses him: ‘“ Walk before me and be thou perfect 
(unblaimeable.)” He is to display a faith which implicitly sur- 
renders itself to the guidance of God ; and this faith is to result 
in an obedience, which, so far as in him lies, causes him to come 
up to the demands of God. As the promises of God, which, in 
the covenant, He had undertaken to fulfil, so the demand made 
upon man is, in the first place, general and indefinite. The 
covenant-duties of Abraham come out more definitely in chap. 
xviii. 19, when Jehovah expresses what linc of conduct He ex- 
pected of the seed of Abraham. ‘I know him, saith Jehovah, 
that he will command his children and household after him, that 
they shall keep the way of Jehovah, and do justice and judgment, 
that Jehovah may bring upon Abraham that which He has 
promised to him.” 

JEHOVAH VISITS ABRAHAM IN TITE WOOD OF MAMRE. 

§ 59. (Gen. xvii. 1—15.) Soon afterwards three men, in 
whom Abraham immediately recognises a personal representation 
of Jehovah, appear before his tent in the wood of Mamre. His 
correct and delicate tact induce him to receive the strangers in a 
manner corresponding to the form of appearance which they had
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seen fit to choose. Although knowing their character, he humbly 
and pressingly invited them to come into his tent, and enter- 
tained them with the utmost hospitality. But their visit had 
rather been intended for Sarah than for Abraham. Accordingly, 
the strangers enquire after her, and, when Abraham informs 
them that Sarah was in the tent, one of them solemnly promises 
and announces that Sarah should within a year bear a son. 
When Sarah heard this, the contrast between the promise and 
her actual circumstances appeared to her so odd that, consider- 
ing her own dead body, rather than what had been promised 
and the character of Him who now spoke, she laughed, doubting 
within herself the possibility of the event announced. This led 
to a conversation with Sarah, in which, while her unbelieving 
merriment was reproved, the promise was repeated in the most 
confident and circumstantial manner, and its fulfilment directly 
traced to the omnipotence of Jehovah. Ashamed of her unbelief, 
Sarah would now fain have denied that she had laughed, but the 
heavenly stranger replied to her assertions: “ Nay, but thou 
didst laugh.” 

(1.) Baumgarten holds that it had been the PURPOSE OF THIS 
THEOPHANY to “ repeat once more to Abraham the great and 
important promise of the birth of a son by Sarah.” Referring to 
this statement, Tuch points out the identity of this promise with 
that in chap. xvii., and the chronological data of the two accounts 
(comp. xviii, 10 with xvii. 21), and infers that both are only 
different narratives of one and the same legend. In point of 
fact it is, to say the least, highly improbable that Jehovah should 
have again appeared to Abraham merely to repeat to him what, 
only afew days before, he had announced with the same fulness 
and distinctness. But the three strangers have a twofold mission : 
the one to Sarah, the other (comp. § 60) to Abraham. In his 
former manifestation God had assured Abraham of the birth of 
a son by Sarah, and Abraham had in faith received this promise. 
In virtue of this believing surrender to the promise, the Divine 
creative agency rendered Abraham capable of begetting a son. 
But, in order that Sarah might also learn to believe and be enabled 
to bear the promised seed, her dead body also must be quickened 
and revived by the same-power. Probably, Abraham’s account 
of the Divine revelation with which he had been honoured had 
not sufficed for this purpose. A stronger appeal must be made 
to her, and Jehovah himself must announce and assure her of
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that which had seemed incredible to her. Then only she believes 
and attains that spiritual elevation, where she becomes capable 
to be the mother of the promised seed (Heb. xi. 11.) The nar- 
rative distinctly and decisively proves that the renewal of the 
promise was meant for Sarah and not for Abraham. The first 
sentence which the strangers utter, is to enquire: ‘“ Where is 
Sarah thy wife ?’ and immediately afterwards the messenger of 
Jehovah adds the prediction, which it was meant Sarah should 
hear, and which she actually heard. ‘Then follows the colloquy 
hetween the heavenly guest and Sarah, in which Abraham takes 
no part, but, so to speak, remains in the background. 
We have no difficulty in understanding how the angels (as 

they are expressly called in chap. xix. 1) who represent Jchovah 
“partake of the food” set before them. If they took upon them- 
selves a human body, they could also cat. The account is similar 
to that in Luke xxiv. 41. At the same time the fact that the 
angel of Jehovah condescended to enter into Abraham’s tent, and 
to partake of his hospitality—which we regard as a type of Him 
who tabernacled among us (Jolm 1. 14), and was found in manner 
asa man (Philip. 11.'7)—must have been to Abraham a guarantee 
for the reality of the covenant, and a prophetic pledge of future and 
still more condescending manifestations on the part of Jehovah. 
That Jehovah was in this instance represented by three angels, 
and not by one only, we explain with Delifzsch on the ground 
that it was their mission not mercly to promise, but also to 
punish and to deliver. We doubt that it could have borne any 
reference to the Trinity, as the knowledge of this mystery must 
have lain beyond the consciousness of the Patriarchs, We should 
rather feel inchned to think of the symbolical meaning of the 
number three, in which plurality again returns to unity. We 
suppose that the angel who talked with Sarah, and remained 
behind with Abraham, was that prince of angels who, according 
to Dan. x. 21, xii. 1, in the appointment of Jehovah, occupies a 
peculiar rglationship to the seed of Abraham. This view, how- 
ever, does not in any way imply that the other two angels who 
came to Lot, and whom he addressed in the same manner as 
Abraham had addressed the three, hy “My Lord” (xix. 18), 
were not also the representatives of the Deity (comp. § 50, 2.) 

§ 60. (Gen. xviii. 16, &c.)—One purpose of this Theophany 
had now been obtained. Sarah has been brought to believe in the 
promise, and thus rendered capable to become the mother of the 
promised seed. Therefore the men now leave the tent of Abraham, 
and return towards Sodom. Abraham accompanies them on the 
way, and then the second purpose of the Zheophany, in so far as 
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it appled more particularly to Abraham, is brought to light. 
Jehovah cannot hide from him who was His friend, and with 
whom He had entered into covenant, that He was going down to 
execute judgment upon the cities in the valley of Siddim, the 
measure of whose sins had become full. Remembering his 
calling and position in the covenant, Abraham, equally bold and 
humble, ventures to mtercede that Jehovah would spare the 
cities for the sake of those righteous that might be found in 
them. Jehovah hears his prayer. Every gracious reply inspires 
Abraham with fresh courage to make farther intercession, until 
at last he obtains promise that Jehovah would spare these cities 
if even ten just persons were found in them, for these ten’s sake. 

(1.) The Divine PpuRPOSE oF JUDGMENT which Jehovah has 
come down to execute upon the degenerate cities bears such 
close relation to Abraham that, in virtue of the covenant, Jehovah 
must reveal it to the Patriarch. ‘“ How can I hide from Abra- 
ham,” saith the Lord, “that thing which I do? secing that 
Abraham shall surely become a great and mighty nation, and all 
the nations of the earth shall be blessed in him. For I have 
chosen him that he may command his children and his household 
after him, that they may keep the way of Jehovah and do justice 
and judgment; and so Jehovah may bring upon Abraham that 
which He has promised to him.” Through the covenant with 
Jehovah, Abraham has become the hereditary proprietor of the 
Jand. Mindful of this covenant, Jehovah will not do anything 
with the land without the knowledge and the assent of Abraham. 
On the other hand this covenant-condescension on the part of God 
also increased the covenant-obhgationsof Abraham. The Patri- 
arch possesses or inherits the land only in virtue of the covenant. 
These blessings are secured to him only if he and his seed after 
him walk in the ways of Jehovah, in obedience to the covenant. 
He is therefore to instruct his household and his children in these 
ways, and to see to it that they remain faithful to the covenant. 
If they forsake the ways of Jehovah and choose to walk in those 
of the heathen, the same judgment which had been executed on 
the Gentiles would also overtake them. Thus the communication 
of Jehovah’s purpose in reference to Sodom is at the same time 
a solemn and telling warning addressed to Abraham and to his 
posterity. As, at a later period, the Israelites are to execute 
the ban upon the Amorites when the measure of their iniquity 
has become full, and thereby practically to declare that this 
judgment was just, and that they themselves incurred the same 
if they should ever forsake the ways of Jehovah and enter on
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those of the heathen (Deut. viii. 19 and 20), so when Abrahain’s 
intercession could not be farther extended than to the supposition 
that ten just men were to be found in Sodom, the patriarch has 
virtually to approve of the judgment against the doomed cities. 
Thus also in his own name and in that of his descendants he 
approves and consents that a similar judgment should overtake 
them, if, forgetful of the covenant-obligations, they should, by 
their apostacy and sin, ever share in the iniquity of the heathen. 
In the text and indeed throughout the whole Old Testament the 
judgment upon Sodom is not regarded as being an isolated event 
which had taken place before the Israechtes had got possession of 
the land, and which bore no special reference to ¢éhezr own history, 
but as a continual warning and a call to repentance, as a type 
and prediction of future judgments, which they might either call 
down or else turn aside (Deut. xxix. 23; Isaiah 1. 9 and 10, x1ii. 
19; Jer, xx. 16, xxiii, 14, xlix. 18; 1.40; Lament. iv. 6; Ezek. 
xv1. 46, &c.) 

This is the only reason why Jehovah will not and cannot hide 
His purpose from Abraham; and it becomes sufficiently appa- 
rent, from the manner in which He couches His communication. 
The words “in him shall all the nations of the earth be blessed” 
imply yet another motive for this communication. It is not to 
be hid from Abraham, who was the medium by whom all nations 
should be blessed, what God had determined in regard to these 
nations. 

These two considerations shew us the only correct mode of 
viewing the INTERCESSION of Abraham, on behalf of the cities over 
whom the judgment of destruction hung like a threatening cloud. 
It is altogether erroneous to lémzt the motive for this intercession 
to the interest which Abraham took in the fate of Lot, or even 
to a kind of sentimental generosity. In respect of the former it 
would have been snfficient had he only pled for the family of 
Lot, and the latter would, to say the least, have been quite out 
of place in presence of the holy and just Judge. The promise of 
the land, and of the salvation of all nations through his seed, are 
the two great turning-points on which the history of Abraham 
moves. ‘They are the two powerful levers which throughout are 
brought to bear upon the development of the covenant. They 
are also the turning-points and the levers of this intercession, 
and inspire the patriarch with humble eourage and _ hope. 
Abraham was set apart to be the proprictor of the land in which 
these degenerate cities lay. As on that ground (§ 54, 3) he had 
formerly appeared as the protector, avenger, and deliverer of the 
land from itg enemies, so he felt now called as mediator to appeal 
from the wrath of Jehovah the Judge to the mercy of Jehovah 
the Covenant-God. Besides, Abraham was.to be the medium of 
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blessing and of salvation to all nations : he or his seed after him 
were to be the medium by which the Divine plan of salvation 
was to be accomplished for the heathen. Hence he was both 
warranted and called upon to act in this case also as mediator for 
the nations who, in the judgment of God, were threatened with 
destruction, that so by appealing to the mercy of Jehovah who 
had decreed salvation, he might, 7f possible, deliver them from 
destruction, and preserve them for that salvation which was to 
proceed from him and to extend to all nations. 

SODOM IS DESTROYED AND LOT PRESERVED. 

§ 61. (Gen. xix. 1 to 26.)—While Abraham holds communion 
with one of the three heavenly visitors, the others turn towards 
Sodom. Lot (1) received them hospitably, but the heavenly 
beauty of the angels only excited the vile licentiousness of the 

Sodomites. At night they surrounded the house of Lot, and 
demanded the surrender of his guests. In vain Lot remonstrates, 
and at last, to avert from his visitors the threatened indignity, 
even offers his own two daughters to the populace. Exasperated 
by Ins refusal, the Sodomites now rush forward to attack Lot, 
but the angels deliver him and smite the presumptuous sinners 
with blindness. Warned by the angels, Lot leaves Sodom early 
next morning, together with his family, unaccompanied however 
by those who were to have been marnied to his daughters, and 
whom he had been allowed to take with him in his flight. The 
attempt to deliver them was vain. To his admonition they re- 
sponded only by derision and scorn. Outside the city Jehovah 
admonishes Lot to make haste and flee to the mountains ; but in 
compliance with his entreaty He spares the little town of Bela or 
Zoar to be a place of refuge to him. And now Jehovah sends 
fire and brimstone from heaven and destroys the whole district, 
with its cities and inhabitants (2.) Despite the express com- 
mand to the contrary, Lot's wife looks behind, and is changed 
into a pillar of salt (3.) 

(1.) THE MORAL AND RELIGIOUS POSITION oF Lot clearly ap- 
pears from the account before us. No doubt he had entered into 
too close fellowship with the Sodomites, although the text dis- 
tinctly bears that he had frequently opposed their sins, the
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expression (ver. 9), ‘‘ He will needs be a judge,” referring, as 
Tuch rightly observes, to previous and repeated admonitions of 
J.ot under similar circumstances. The statement in ver. 29, that 
Lot was delivered from the overthrow because God remembered 
Abraham, does not (as Zach supposes, p. 358) contradict chap. 
Xvili. 26, according to which he was to be spared on account of 
his own nghteousness. ‘The latter passage neither affirms nor 
denies the righteousness of Lot, and chap. xix. 29 only proves 
that God had listened to the intercession of Abraham so tar as it 
was consistent with His judicial justice. 

(2.) In general compare J. Clericus Diss. le Sodomac et fimit. 
urbium subversione, in his Commentary on Genesis. In Deut. 
Xxix, 23 THE NUMBER AND THE NAMES OF THE CITIES DESTROYED 
are particularly mentioned as Sodom, Gomorrah, Adma, and 
Zeboim (comp. Hosea xi, 8.) In Wisdom x. 6 we read of five 
cities, but the expression Pentapolis must not be too closely 
pressed. If in Gen. xix, 24 we have only an account of Sodom 
and Gomorrah, this is explained by the circumstance that the 
record professes to fnrnish a narrative of the deliverance of Lot 
rather than of the destruction of the cities. Strabo (1. 16, 2) 
speaks of thirteen cities that had been destroyed. 

It is commonly supposed that the Deav Sea occupies the 
place of the destroyed cities, But this has been controverted by 
Reland (Pal. p. 254, &c.), with arguments which have not been 
set aside by J. D. Michaelis (De Natura et Origine Maris 
Mortui in his Commentat. soc. Gott. obl. iv. v.), and which claim 
to be heard and weighed even after the publication of the account 
furnished by the American expedition to Jordan (comp. § 39, 6.) 
The supposition of Lynch that the cities destroyed are buried in 
the mud forming the southern basin of the Dead Sea can, in our 
opinion, not be inferred with certainty from the mere difference 
of bottom in the northern and southern basins. According to 
Gen. xin. 10 the cities lay in the cireuzt (circle) of the Jordan, 
and according to Gen. xiv. 3 the Dead Sea covered the place of 
the vale of Stddim ;—but this is no reason for completely iden- 
tifying the above localities. Indeed the last quoted passage 
shews that the vale of Siddim was in the neighbourhood of these 
cities, nut that they lay in that vale. More than that, the state- 
ment that the kings of the five cities assembled for battle in the 
vale of Siddim seems rather to imply that the cities had not 
covered the valley. On the other hand Deut. xxix. 23 and 
Zeph. ii. 9 (Jeremiah xl. 18, 1. 38) appear to favour the view of 
Jteland. According to Zeph. ii. 9 the locality of Sodom and 
(xomorrah had become “the breeding of nettles and saltpits and 
a perpetual desolation,” while according to Deut. xxix. 23 the 
whole land “burned with brimstone and salt that it 1s not sown
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nor beareth, nor any prass groweth therein.” In perfect accord- 
ance with this Josephus (de bell. Jud. iv. 8, 4) mentions that 
the district Sodomitts, which had formerly been a fruitful country, 
containing many cities, lay along the Dead Sea. However, the 
southern basin of the Dead Sca must have originated with the 
destruction of these citics, as, according to Gen. xix. 17 and 25, 
the whole neighbouring country, not the cities only, was destroyed. 
But as the Dead Sea is still bounded on the south by salt-pits 
(as described in Zeph. ii. 9 and Deut, xxix. 23), and as, accord- 
ing to Genesis x. 19, these cities had formed the southermost 
boundary of Canaan, we are warranted in supposing that the 
four cities had stood on the spot where now salt-pits surround 
the southern boundary of the Dead Sea. In general we may 
state that the formation of the southern basin of the lake by the 
sinking of ground, undermined by subtcrranean fire, probably 
belongs to a period posterior to that of the destruction of the 
cities. 

Robinson hag made special investigation of the sits ur ZOAR 
(vol. ii. pp. 517, &c.) The notices in the Bible, in Josephus, in 
Jerome, in Husebius, &c., lead us to look for this city on the 
eastern shore of the Dead Sea, and within the territory of Moab. 
Robinson inchnes to fixing its site at the mouth of Wady Kerak, 
where the latter opens upon the Isthmus of the long peninsula 
that stretches into the Dead Sea. On that spot Irby and Jlangles 
had On) traces of an extensive ancient site (Robinson, vol. 
i. p. 107. 

It is not difficult to discover some points of resemblance 
between this account in the Bible and the legend of Philemon 
and Baucis (Ovid Metam. viii. 616, &c.) But it is impossible 
to decide whether there is any real resemblance to them. We 
are not inclined entirely to set aside the conjecture, considering 
the extensive spread among non-biblical writers of the account of 
the destruction of the cities (for example Tacztus Histor. v. 7, 
Solin. c. 36, and especially Strabo xvi. p. 374.) 

(3.) The older commentators generally supposed that Lot’s 
WIFE had, in the most literal sense, been changed into a pillar of 
salt. Indeed, to carry it to the extreme of absurdity, legend had 
it that 1t was still with her after the manner of women (Carm. 
de Sodoma in Tertull. p. 813, Iven. 4, 51.) Tuch maintains: 
‘* Any person who should hold that such a metamorphosis would 
have been incongruous with the spirit of the Old Testament, or 
with the character of Jchovah, and who should attempt to inter- 
pret it into a possible fact, only declares that he has not under- 
stood the spirit of this ancient poem.” Notwithstanding this 
remark we still hold that it was a possible fact, and assert that 
any one who would convert a metamorphosis of Ovid ito a
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judgment on the part of the God of the Old Testament 1s wholly 
unacquainted with the character of the Old Testament. However, 
assertions and counter-assertions of this kind are of no value. The 
text says nothing of a metamorphosis, and the expressions em- 
ployed are so indefinite as to shew that the writers were really 
ignorant of the manner of her death. Lot himself lad to hurry 
on, and could not stay to investigate what had become of his 
wife, who had remained behind. Probably a later seareh would 
shew that the place where she had been left was converted into a 
heap of salt, which therefore was considered both as her grave 
and as a monument of Divine judgment upon man’s unbelict 
(amatovons >uyiis pvnpetov éotnxvia aTndn adds Sap. 10, 7.) 
Josephus (Ant. 1. 11, § 4 iotopnxa 8 adrhv, ere yap Kal viv 
diayéver), and later travellers have declared that they had seen 
the pillar themselves, but their remark must refer to some mass 
of salt in the neighbourhood, which popular opinion would point 
out as a relic connected with this ill-fated woman. The members 
of the American expedition under Lynch discovered on the 
eastern side of Usdum a pillar of massive salt, cylindrical in 
front and pyramidal behind. The upper portion is rounded, and 
about torty feet high. It rests upon a kind of oval pedestal, 
from forty to sixty feet above the level of the sea. Probably this 
is the pillar to which Josephus refers. The command not to 
stand still nor to look round had reference both to outward cir- 
cumstances and to the state of mind of those who were escaping. 
If neglected, a person might readily have been overtaken by the 
rapid progress of destruction. On the other hand, to look round 
was to manifest a corresponding state ofmind. , When Lot’s wite, 
even m that hour of anxious haste, could not forbear to look 
round, it implied not only doubt and unbelief as to the Divine 
warning, but a drawing towards those who had been left behind, 
which showed that her heart clung to the lusts of Sodom, and 
that she had unwillingly followed the angels’ bidding (Luke xvii. 
32.) Comp. Clericus Dis. de Statua salina in his Comin. For 
a great mass of other dissertations on this subject, we refer the 
reader to the Universal History, vol. ii. note 3; comp. also 
Friedreich, Contrib. to the Bible 1i., 188, &e. 

§ 62. (Gen. xix. 27, &c.)\—Lot does not long remain in Zoar. 
The judgment executed upon Sodom had filled his soul with 
such awe that he no longer decmed himself safe anywhere in the 
neighbourhood of the Canaanites, all of whom were more or less 

guilty of the same estrangement from God as the Sodomites. 
He now sought refuge in the wilderness. A cave in the moun- 

tains of what afterwards became the land of Moab served him
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for a dwelling-place. His daughters, infected by the morzl 
poison of Sodom, concluded that his retirement from the world 
would deprive them of every prospect of marriage. Accordingly, 
to make up for the loss of their intended husbands, they intoxi- 
cate their father, and, as the result of their incestuous union, 
give birth to Afoab and to Ben-Ammi, respectively the ancestors 

of the Moabites and the Ammonites. 

1,) Since the time of De Wette (Crit. of Mos. Hist. pp. 94 
&c.) a certain kind of criticism has spoken of this narrative as if 
it could only have originated in the NATIONAL HATRED WHICH 
THE IsRAELITES BORE to the Ammonites and the Moabites. But 
the Pentatench shows the very opposite of such national hatred 
(Deut. n. 9 and 19.) It is only in punishment of their un- 
brotherly and hostile conduct towards Israel (Deut. xxiii, 4 and 
5), and to protect the Hebrews from their lascivious and seduc- 
tive worship of nature (Numb. xxv. |, &c.), that they are inter- 
dicted from entering the congregation. Nor is it as Jf. Baum- 
yarten supposes, the purpose of the above narrative to shew the 
interest which sacred history takes in the nephew of Abraham. 
It is rather intended to point out the reasons of the peculiar 
relation which afterwards subsisted between Israel and these 
nations, and to bring the history of Lot to a proper conclusion. 

Although Jehovah had expressly assured Lot that Zoar would 
be a safe place of refuge, the latter deemed it more advisable to 
take up his abode in the desert mountains which had previously 
been pointed out to him. . This want of faith quite agrees with 
what we know of the character of Lot. The more close and in- 
timate his former communion with these degenerate races had 
been, the more natural is it that in so weak a character a com- 
pete revulsion should take place after the judgments which he 

acd witnessed. 
It is almost absurd to account for the sin of the daughters of 

Lot on the supposition that they had fancied that all the male 
population of the earth had perished in the destruction of Sodom. 
But neither is it correct when Baumgarten (p. 215) explains it 
on the ground that Lot’s fear of any contact with strangers was 
shared by his daughters, and that they deemed even incest ex- 
cusable in order to procure descendants of pure and unmingled 
blood. Their proposed marriage with Sodomites shews that 
considerations like these did not weigh very heavily either with 
their father or with them. We can be at no loss for their 
motives. Disappointment about the loss of their intended hus- 
bands, dislike of the isolation of their father, sensuality, stimulated 
by the lusts of Sodom, perhaps at that time asserting its power
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more than ever before, a low moral sense, and perhaps a real or 
fancicd desire for progeny, may all have conspired to bring about 
this result. 

Buumgarten explains the name aygiyy as derived by a difference 

of dialect, or by a corruption which fr equently occurs in proper 
names, from IND: and he interprets ‘OY Ja as “Son of my 

People,” implying that he had been derived not from a for elon 
but from their own race. But as the text does not furnish any 
hints for an etymological derivation of these names, we are not 
warranted to suppose what is erroneous, at any rate so far as the 
name Moab is concerned. Manifestly IN = INI is derived 

from 495, and therefore means ‘‘ He that has been desired, or 
longed for.” The name seems to refer to the longing, expressed 
(in vv. 31 and 32) hy the elder daughter to obtain sced. 

ABRAHAM AND ABIMELECH. 

§ 63. (Gen. xx. xxi. v. 22 to 34.)—The day after Abraham 
had made intercession for the cities of the valley, he got up early 
in the morning to the top of the mountain near Hebron, whence 
he obtained a view of that district. And lo! the smoke of the 
country went up as the smoke of a great furnace (chap. sax. 27, 
28.) Either on account of its vicinity to the valley of destruc- 
tion, or in quest of pasturage, he left Mamre and journeyed 
towards the seuth-east, settling within the territory of Abimelech 
of Gerar, king of the Philistines (1.) As formerly in Egypt he 
again passes “his wife for a sister. Misled by this statement, 
Abimcelech sends for her to his harem (2.) Apparently the king 
was not a violent or despotic ruler, but generous, noble, and even 
feared the Lord. On this ground God prevented Abimelech (for 
his own sake also) from touching Sarah, by laying him on a bed 
of sickness, and He even condescends to reveal to himn in a dream 

the true state of matters, calling upon him not only to return to 
Abraham his wife, but, for the atonement of his guilt, also to 
secure the intercession of the Patriarch, who was a prophet (3.) 
The king obeys. In the most respectful manner, and in solemn 

public assembly, he restores to Abraham his wife, at the same 
time bestowing rich presents upon him (4.) To the reproof of 
Abimelech that by his former misrepresentation the Patriarch 
had brought him into danger, he has nothing else to reply than 

Souk).
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that he had thought that the fear of God was not in this place, 
and that in a certain sense Sarah really was his sister (5.) In 
answer to the prayer of Abraham, God then removed the plague 
with which the household of Abimelech had been afflicted (6.) 
Not long afterwards the king, accompanied by Phicol, his chief 
captain (7), visited Abraham to enter into covenant with him: 
for he had observed that God was with him in all that he under- 
took. The covenant between them was made in Beersheba (8.) 

(1.) From Gen. x. 9 it would appear that Grrar was not far 
from Gaza, and from ch. xxvi. 26 that it lay in the neighbour- 
hood of Beersheba. But as, according to Gen. xxvi. 23, they 
went up from Gerar to Beersheba, we shall have to look for it 
between Gaza and Beersheba, on a site nearer to the seaboard 
than the latter place. This quite agrees with 2 Chron. xiv. 12, 
according to which Gerar lay to the south-west of Judah, and 
with Gen. xx. 1, according to which it lay between Shur (§ 57, 
1) and Kadesh. Lowland has lately discovered, three hours to 
the south-cast of Gaza, a deep and broad wady, called the Jur/- 
el Gerar (i.e. the river Gerar.) Somewhat above that place, and 
where the Wady es-Sheriah debouches, traces of an ancient city 
were also discovered, bearing the name Jthzbet el-Gerar (comp. 
K. Ritter Geo. xiv. p. 1084, &c.) 

(2.) On the conduct of Abraham, comp. our remarks § 52, 2; 
see also the note preceding it as to the doubts thrown on the his- 
torical character of this event on account of the AGE or SARAH. 
In the present instance this difficulty 1s somewhat increased, as 
since her visit to Egypt twenty-three or twenty-four years had 
passed over Sarah, and, according to chap. xviii. 11, 1 was no 
longer with her after the manner of women. We cannot get 
over this difficulty by supposing with Drechsler (Genuineness of 
Genesis, p. 222) that in this case as in others the love of change, 
or a freak of oddity, should have inflamed the lusts of a royal 
debauchee. For, neither does the text represent Abimelech as a 
‘brutal’ debauchee, nor do we imagine, even had he been such, 
would his lust have been excited by a woman ninety years of 
age, at least if her appearance was similar to that of an European 
at that period of life. But the matter admits of ready explana- 
tion. Since the visit of the angels in Mamre when Sarah was 
set apart to become a mother, and through the creative agency 
of God rendered capable of it, her youth and beauty had returned. 
If she was to conceive and become mother, her youth must have 
been renewed ; this new life would manifest itself in her appear- 
ance, and lend it fresh beauty and new charms. 

(3.) God designates Abraham as a PROPHET. Comparing 
3
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merely the naéural position of Abraham in this transaction with 
that of Abimelech, the Patriarch would have appeared under 
great disadvantage, and therefore God points out that by grace 
and calling he occupied another and a much higher place, from 
which he was not removed even when, through the weakness of 
his nature, he lost so much of his personal dignity. With 
Abimelech God holds intercourse only by a dream ; but Abraham 
is the friend of God. ‘To him He confides His council, into his 
mouth He puts His words; Abraham acts as mediator for the 
nations, and even, while Abimelech stands so much higher than 
the Patriarch in point of natural dignity and moral strength, the 
latter has to intercede for him, that the sin, of which without 
knowing its full extent he had become guilty, might be forgiven, 
and that the plague, with which he and his household had been 
afflicted, might be removed. 

(4.) For an explanation of the difficult expression in ver. 16, 
DIyy Mio», we refer to the Commentaries. Comp. also Larsow 

Survey of Genesis, p. 107, and Lwvald’s Grammar, p. 242, note. 
(5.) Abraham declares that Sarah was indeed his sisrer, 

being the daughter of his father, but not of his mother. It is 
remarkable that the genealogy of Terah (chap. x1. 27) does not 
contain any mention of the name of Sarah. It has therefore 
been suggested that Iscah, the daughter of Haran (chap. xi. 29), 
was the sameas Sarah. Josephus (Antiq. 1. 6, 5) already adopts 
this view, which is also preserved in Arabic tradition (4 bulfedu 
Historia anteisl, ed. Fleischer p. 20.) In that case the word 
sister would, as in other analogous instances, be employed in a 
wider sense, and Iscah would have obtained the name Sarai = 
the Princess, on the occasion of her marriage with Abraham, the 
first born son of 'T'erah, and the chief of his family. 

(6.) According to verse 17, “God healed Abimelech, and his 
wife, and his concubines, that they bare children.” This expres- 
sion has been frequently understood as implying that the injury 
done to Abraham had been punished by rendering the wives of 
Abimelech barren. As in that case it is conjectured that at 
least two or three years must have clapsed before this barrenness 
could have heen observed, it is concluded that this section must 
be out of its proper place, as, according to chap. xvn. 18, “ Sarah 
was to bear a son within the year,” and according to chap. Xx1. 
she actually gave birth to Isaac. But the circumstance that 
Abimelech himself had to be healed (comp. also verse 6) shews 
that the punishment was not what is supposed by some. We 
conceive that it consisted in an “ impotentia copulae” from dis- 
ease on the part of both Abimelech and his wives, and which 
therefore implied also barrenness. Some such plague must have 
shewn itself during the first days of Sarah’s sojourn in the harem.
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Tuch and others understand the expression to refer to some 
weakness in the pangs of birth, on account of which the wives of 
Abimelech could not bring forth their children, in which case it 
would not be necessary to suppose that Sarah had remained for 
any length of time in the kmg’s harem. But many reasons 
might be urged against this suggestion. In the text we read of 
the conjugal connection in the family of Abimelech, but it is not 
viewed as for the purpose of the gratification of lust, but for that 
of obtaining children, and hence the latter is prominently brought 
forward as the result of the removal of the plague. 

(7.) Baumgarten rightly remarks, ‘that Abimelech should 
have taken with him his chief captain, shews that he had not a 
private, but a public transaction in view.” The same names 
occur again in Gen. xxvi. 6 (comp. § 71, 1.) 

(8.) IN ENTERING INTO THIS COVENANT, Abraham set seven 
ewe lambs by themselves as a symbol of the covenant to which 
they had sworn. It is not said that they were offered in sacrifice, 
but this seems probable from the practice common at that time 
in making covenants, and from the peculiar expression used in 
v. 27. 

Seven is the number indicating the covenant, and hence also 
an oath (comp. Bahr, Symbolic i. 187, &c., and the writer's 
Essay on the Symbolical import of numbers in the “Stud. u. 
Krit.,” for 184-4, pp. 346 to 352.) The text connccts the name 
of the place with the transaction which then took place. Tuch 
is right in stating that the name BrrersHEeBa means in the first 
place “‘ seven wells,” and not ‘well of the oath.” But this ad- 
mission proves nothing either for his or our view of the text. It 
must also be remembered that in making this covenant Abraham 
claimed a well, which he had digged, but which the subjects of 
Abimelech had violently taken from him. The situation of 
Beersheba, a town of great importance, not only as being the 
southern boundary of Palestine, but also from the recollections 
which from the time of the patriarchs were connected with it, 
has been accuratcly indicated by Robinson, who, after the lapse 
of centuries, was the first again to visit its site. He describes 
the ascent from the wilderness as follows (vol. 1. p. 203) :—‘ Our 
road thus far had been among swelling hills of moderate heiglit. 
We now began gradually to ascend others higher, but of the 
saine general character. . . Wereached the top . . and 
looked ont before us, over a broad lower tract ; beyond which our 
eyes were greeted with the first sight of the mountains of Judah, 
south of Hebron, which skirted the open country and bounded 
the horizon in the east and north-east. We now felt that the 
desert was at anend. . . Inan hour anda haif we reached 
Wady es-Neba, a wide water course or bed of a torrent. 

3
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Upon its northern side, close upon the bank, are two deep wells, 
still called Bir es-Seba, the ancient Beersheba. We had entered 
the borders of Palestine. . . . Ascending the low hills north 
of the wells, we found them covered with the ruins of former 
habitations, the foundations of which are distinctly to be traced, 
although not one stone remains upon another.” Aceording to the 
interpretation of Hitzig the name Beersheba would mean, ‘the 
well of the camel, which can bear tlurst for seven days” (see 
Orig. Hist. of the Philist. p. 109.) 

» 

ISAAC IS BORN. ISIIMAEL IS CAST FORTIIL. 

§ 64. (Gen. xxi. 1 to 21.)—At Beersheba, in the neighbour- 
hood of which Abraham sojourned for a long time, Sarah gave 
birth to the long-expected son of promise (1) (in the one hun- 
dredth year of Abraham’s, and in the ninetieth of her own life.) 
Abraham called the name of his son Isaae (2), and circumeised 
him on the eighth day. At the feast made when Isaac was 
weaned (3) Sarah demanded that Ishmael, who had mocked, 

should be cast out with his mother. Abraham was unwilling to 
comply, but God commanded hin to do so, and, to make his 
obedience the more easy, He added the promise that of the son 
of the hond-woman also He would make a great nation, because 
he was the seed of Abraham. The Patriarch now obeys, and 
sends away Hagar with herson (4.) They depart towards Egypt, 
but, on her journey through the wilderness which commenced 
near Beersheba, Hagar loses her way. The angel of the Lord 
preserves Hagar and her child from perishing by thirst. Ishmael 
grows up in the wilderness of Paran’(5), and beeomes the 
powerful ancestor of twelve Arab tribes. 

(1.) Ture Brrru or Isaac is the first result of the covenant, 
and the first step towards its goal. But if the development is 
to make organic progress, its commencement must already con- 
tain in gern what shall fully appear at its close. Hence, with 
the birth of Isaac, the promise ‘‘in thy seed shall all the nations 
of the earth be blessed” commences to unfold, and to tend to- 
wards its fullest realization, In truth, Isaac himself is that seed, 
and his birth is an implicit but practical pledge on the part of 
God that the salvation of the world shall be accomplished. The 
further increase of Isaac farther unfolds that salvation, and the
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goal ot this development constitutes also the attainment of the 
great salvation. This development is carried on by means of 
generation, which is, therefore, sanctified within the bounds of 
the covenant. So long as Abraham was uncircumcised, he was 
not to beget Isaac, thus indicating that the goal was not to be 
attained by merely natural generation. But the generic, not the 
endividual, development of Isaac will lead to the goal. Genera- 
tion is to continue subservient to covenant purposes until the 
seecl of promise has passed through the preparatory process, and 
attained the maturity necessary for being capable of presenting 
salvation in its fulness. Hence, Isaac and all his seed after him 
must be circumcised, unézl, in the fulness of time, the develop- 
ment of the seed of promise which had been aimed after, has 
been fully attained. ‘Then the purpose of circumcision has been 
exhausted and fulfilled, and its further continuance is super- 
fluous. With Isaac commences therefore a series, of which, at 
that time, the termination was not yet in sight. But from the 
first the goal was clearly indicated, and the commencement is 
itself a guarantee that that goal shall ultimately be. reached. 
For the generation of Isaac was not cata dic, but mapa 
¢vowv, not by human strength left to itself, but by the co-opera- 
tion of creative omnipotence, and in accordance with the promise 
of the covenant. Again, the commencement is not merely a 
guarantee but also a typical representation and a pre-formation 
of the end, as the tendency at work, the life-power, in virtue of 
which the course of development will be continued and carried 
on to the end, must manifest itself from the first, and impress 
upon the commencement of the development its peculiar stamp, 
and thus, from the first, have exhibited its distinguishing charac- 
teristics. Ifthe entire development of the covenant could only 
be brought about by a special and powerful Divine co-operation 
—if, more especially, the goal could only be attained by the 
highest manifestation of this Divine co-operation, the commence- 
ment also must have been vrapa gvow. On the other hand, if 
the commencement was zrapa vow, we are warranted in expect- 
ing and inferring that the goal towards which that commence- 
ment tends shall likewise be vrapa duou. 

(2.) The NAME given to the son of promise points to the con- 
trast between the idea and the reality; to the promise of God 
and the Divine guarantee of its fulfilment on the one hand, and 
on the other to the incapability of Abraham and of Sarah for 
generation, and to the physical impossibility that the promise 
should become true, resulting from this circumstance. When by 
the birth of a son this contradiction has been removed, a new 
and no less decided contrast appears between the inexhaustible 
fulness of blessing for all nations of the earth which the promise
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had attached to this son, and the weakness and poverty of the 
child which had just come into the world, feeble and helpless 
like other children. The former contrast had caused the langh- 
ter of Abraham and Sarah—the latter that of Ishmac]l. In 
Abraham the laughter was that of joy and hope, inspired by 
faith (chap. xvi. 17.) When the announcement was first made 
to Sarah, she laughed, while thinking of a contrast which, to all 
appearance, could not be removed (chap. xviii. 12); and after 
the birth of a son, she exclaims, in the happy consciousness that 
the promised event had now really taken place (chap. xxi. 6): 
“ God hath made me to laugh, so that all that hear will langh 
with me.” Again, when Isaac is weaned, Ishmael laughs, mock- 
ing the weak babe, about whom his parents make so much work, 
and with whom they connect such excecding hopes (chap. xx1. 
9.) In each case the laughing ts not accidental nor unimportant ; 
it stands in connection with the central point of these occur- 
renees, and indicates the relation which cach of these persons 
occupied towards the great event. Comp. also Hengstenberg’s 
Contrib. i., p. 275, and Drechsler, Unity and Genuineness of 
Genesis, p. 214, &e. 

(3.) It is impossible definitely to ascertain the exact téme when 
IsAAC WAS WEANED. From 2 Mace. vil. 27 ; from 1 Sam. i. 23, 24 ; 
and from Joseph, Ant. i. 9, 6, it has been inferred that among 
the Hebrews suckling was continued for so Jong a period as three 
years. ‘To this Tzele and Baumgarten reply that the cases there 
mentioned were extraordinary, but then the same remark applies 
to Sarah. Generally the youngest children were weaned at a 
later period than others, The point is only of importance in 
order to determine the age of Ishmael when cast forth. Bawm- 
garten rightly observes that “ weaning is the first step in the 
direction of independent existence, it was therefore solemnised 
by a feast ;” and we add, it was therefore at that time also that 
Sarah demanded that Ishmael should be east forth. 

(4.) IsHmaE was at least fifteen years oLb when he was cast 
forth. He was thirteen years of age when circumcised (chap. 
xvii. 25.) A year passed before Isaac was born (ehap. xvii. 21, 
xvi. 10); and at least another year must have passed before 
Tsaac was weaned. ‘This might indeed appear inconsistent, if, as 
Tuch maintains, p. 382, the narrative represented Ishmacl as a 
little child whieh had still to be carried in its mother’s arms. 
Tuch supports lis statement by the following three reasuns :—1. 
In verse 14, Abraham is said to put on the shoulder of Hagar pro- 
visions * and the child.” The TAX. indeed translate this ésaBev 
dptous Kat aoxov bdatos Kat Edwxe TH” Ayap Kal éréOnxev eri Tov 
@pov auras To wadiov, and Tuch agrees with them. But, lite- 
rally translated, the words of the text are as follows :—‘ Abraham
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took bread and a bottle of water, and gave it to Hagar, putting 
it on her shoulder, and the child, and sent her away.” The posi- 
tion of the words shews beyond controversy that the writer only 
meant that the bread and the water were put on her shoulder, 
and not the child. 2. In verse 15, &c., we read that Hagar had 
cast “the weeping child” under one of the shrubs. But this de- 
scription, it is argued, implies that the ‘child was very young,” 
and had to be carried or led by the hand (v. 18.) In this in- 
stance also T’uch seems to have followed the LXX., who, with- 
out any warrant in the text, render v. 16 by way of painting the 
scene in language sufficiently dolorous and pitiable: ava@Bojoav 
Sé TO wasdiov éxravoev. But in the original we do not read that 
the child had wept, although it is distinctly said that sHE (Hagar) 
lifted up her voice and wept. Manifestly the narrative, bearing 
in this the impress of truth, represents the lad as so worn out 
with thirst that he is not able even to cry, while the mother is 
stronger, and at least capable of weeping, and of escaping from 
the sight of her suffering child. But itis well known that woman 
is much more capable of bearing such difficulties and privations, 
and that she docs not so rapidly sink under then, as man, far 
less as a lad of fifteen years of age would do. That she cast 
the lad under one of the shrubs does not prove that he was a 
mere child, but only that he was so worn out as no longer to be 
able to walk without support, and hence that his mother had 
almost to carry and to lay him down. Again, the express state- 
ment that after he had been refreshed by drinking from the 
spring, Hagar led the lad, who must still have been exhausted, 
by the hand, proves that he could not have been a child, as else 
he would have had to be carried. 3. It is inferred that Ishmael 
was not grown up, because we read in verses 20 and 21, that 
when he was grown up he became an expert archer, and took a 
wife from Egypt. But this inference makes no account of the 
possibility that Ishmael may not have been full grown when in 
his fifteenth year. Zach has also overlooked the account in verse 
9, where Ishmael is represented as mocking. This expression 
would rather lead us te infer that he was a rude, rough lad of 
fifteen, and not a child of two or three years. Nor is it possible to 
convert the expressions used in that verse as referring to ‘‘ mere 
childish jokes.” It is well known that the Piel always implies 
intense or reiterated action. The word there used can therefore 
only be translated by “mocking much, or frequently mocking.” 
Besides, the meaning intended to be conveyed, and the whole 
context, are against the rendering of T'uch. Manitfestly the state- 
ment, ‘“‘Sarah saw the son of Hagar mocking (that he was a 
mocker),” is meant to indicate the reason which induced her to 
demand at that very time that Ishmael should be cast out. If
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so, how would this agree with the theory of “ childish and harm- 
less joking 2?” The casting forth of Ishmael was for the purpose 
of separating him from the chosen family, and from its calling. 
Inwardly he had already separated himself, and his external 
separation was only a necessary consequence. Had Ishmael re- 
mained a inember of the houschold of Abraham, he could not 
have fulfilled the destiny towards wlich his natural disposition, 
his own choice, and the blessing of God pointed. On the other 
hand, had he remained with the chosen family for a longer time, 
his presence would have interfered with its peculiar development. 
That this separation took place in the manner in which the narra- 
tive records it, was no doubt meant for the instruction of Abraham 
rather than for the sake of Ishmael ur of Hagar. Abraham was 
to learn to renounce everything for the Divine calling and for the 
promise—even his natural paternal affection. In this manner 
was he to reach that height of self-renunciation, of devotedness 
to God, and of faith, which, as we shall by and bye see, he at- 
tained. j/. Buumgarten (1. ¢.) aptly remarks—‘ Abraham is 
to renounce his natural feclings, and to comply with the demand 
of Sarah. Accordingly the dismissal of Ishmael takes the form 
of casting forth; and it is a complete misunderstanding when -/. 
D. Michaelis and Viel adorn the scene, and depict it as if it had 
been an affectionate leave-taking. Hagar receives only a piece 
of bread and a bottle of water; neither servant nor beast of bur- 
den accompany her (v. 1+.) Abraham felt the more able to use 
this severity that he had received a promise for Ishmael, which 
had but lately been reiterated. This was sufficient guarantee 
that Ishmael and his mother would not be allowed to perish in 
the wilderness. ‘This casting forth was necessary, in order dis- 
tinctly and prominently to exhibit the all-important difference 
between the child of grace and that of nature. After this dif- 
ference had been fully brought ont, Ishmael was again allowed 
to approach his father, and to share in his wealth.” It will 
be noticed that, according to chap. xxv. 6, Abraham gave 
rich gifts to all the sons of his concubines, That Ishmael was 
included among them may the more certainly be inferred that, 
according to chap. xxv. 9, Isaac and he buried their father in 
the cave of Macphielah. 

(5.) On the zetiderness of Panay, which must be songht in 
the north-eastern part of Arabia Petraa, comp. Waren (8. h. v.) ; 
Laumer (Wandering of the Israelites, p. 37, &e.) ; Litter (Geo- 
graphy, vol. xiv., p. 270.) For further particulars, we refer to 
vol. 11. of the present work. 

(6.) Even )efore Ishmael was born, when Hagar of her own 
accord fled trom the house of Abraham (chap. xvi.), the angel of 
the Lord had portrayed the future character of her son in brief 

VOL. J. R
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but strong outlines. ‘‘ He will be a wild man (literally, a wild 
ass of a man); his hand will be against every man, and every 
man’s hand against him; and he shall dwell before (7.e., to the 
east of—comp. Baumgarten, ad Genesin, xvi. 16) all his breth- 
ren.” And to this day his descendants are like their ancestor. 
It were impossible to describe more accurately than in these 
terms the unbridled love of liberty, and the wild irregular roam- 
ing of the Bedouin Arabs, characteristics which have remained 
unchanged for the last thousands of years. Comp. J. D. 
Michaelis’ Notes for the Unlearned on Genesis xvi. 10; J. P. 
Lange's Miscellaneous Works, i., p. 156, &c. Genesis xxv. 12 
to 18 describes the further course by which the descendants of 
Ishmael developed into a nation. Ishmael died at the age of 
137 years. Huis descendants, which, even at the time of Moses, 
had organised themselves under twelve powerful chieftains, then 
lived “ from Havilah unto Shur, east of Egypt, as thou goest 
towards Assyria.” They therefore roamed through the whole 
territory from the wilderness of Egypt to the steppes of the 
Euphrates. 

THE OFFERING UP OF ISAAC. 

§ 65. (Gen. xxi. 1 to 19.)—During the long sojourn of Abra- 
ham at Beersheba, the son of promise had grown up, And it 

came to pass that in a night vision the patriarch heard the voice 
of God éempting him: ‘“ Take now thy son, thine only son, whom 
thou lovest, and get thee into the land of 2foriah, and offer him 
there for a burnt-offering upon one of the mountains which I 
will tell thee of.” This was the climax of all the trials and lead- 
ings In the life of Abraham. He had first been called to give 
up his country and his friends; he had next learned, in the son 
of his hand-maid, who was only the son of nature and of the 
flesh, to surrender to faith his natural paternal affection; he is 
now sufficiently prepared for the greatest and most difficult of 
all his trials; he is to tear the son of promise from his natural 
heart, and to cast him forth, and that not only like Ishmael from 
his house, but wholly from the land of the living; nor has he 
now the consolation of a Divine promise such as was granted him 
when Ishmael was cast forth. But in this case also does the hero 
of faith trimuph through faith over all the perplexities and doubts 
which flesh and blood must have suggested. Early in the morn-
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ing he takes the lad and two servants, and goes unto the place 
of which God had told him. On the third day, he reaches his 
destination. At the foot of the mountain Abraham leaves the 
servants, ‘ Abide ye here,” he says, “I and the lad will go 

yonder, and when we have worshipped, will come again to you.” 
Isaac himself carried the wood for the burnt-offering, Abraham 
the fire and the knife—and so both went together. In child- 
like simplicity, Isaac enquires :—‘ My father! behold the fire 
and the wood, but where is the lamb for a burnt-offering ?” 
This question must have entered the soul of the father like a two- 
edged sword, yet he calmly replics—‘‘ My son, God will provide 
himself a lamb for a burnt-offering.” The conviction that this 
was to be emphatically the work of God filled the son with peace, 
and sustained the futher under his heavy trial—and so both went 
together. On the mountain Abraham built an altar, and bound 
his son upon the wood. Already he had taken up the sacrificial 

knife, when the angel of the Lord stayed is hand, calling unto 
him from heaven—‘ Lay not thine hand upon the lad, neither 
do him any harm, for now I know that thou fearest God, seeing 
that thou hast not withheld thine own son from me.” And _ be- 
hold, behind him was a ram caught by his horns in a thicket ; 
and Abraham offered him up in the stead of his son. Then the 
angel of the Lord again repeated the former promises granted to 
Abraham, but with more fulness and particularity than ever be- 
fore, and confirmed them with an oath. Afterwards Abraham 
returned with his son to Beersheba. 

(1.) It is impossible accurately to fix the Time when ¢his event 
took place. The circumstance that Isaac carried the wood for 
the sacrifice shews that he could not have been a mere child. 
But the general cast of the narrative 1s opposed to the statement 
of Josephus, Antiq. 1. 14, according to whom he was twenty-five 
years old, and to that of the Rabbins, who make hin even older. 
In order to understand the narrative, it 1s necessary carefully to 
examine all its relations, and to view the event not only in its 
subjective but in its objective bearmg. Comp. Jddvernick, 
Introd, i. 2, p. 337, &e. 

Those critics who reject the historical authority of the Pen- 
tateuch, and suppose that Judaism, durmg the times of the 
Prophets, gradually evolved from the worship of nature, infer, 
from this narrative, that the religion of Jehovah had originally 
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occupied the same level as the service of Moloch (Vatke, Bib. 
Theol. i. p.276.) V. Bohlen expresses it as his opinion (Comm. 
p. 231, &c.) that in its original form the narrative had borne 
that Isaac had really been offered up in sacrifice. This prepos- 
terous idea has been carried out by G. Fr. Daumer (The Fire- 
anc’ Moloch-worship of the ancient Hebrews, Braunschweig 
1842, pp. 34, &c.) with a degree of presumption and coarseness 
hitherto unknown in this branch of literature.’ JViner (Real 
Lexicon 1., 16, &c., 2d ed.) more cautiously suggests that the 
custom of sacrificing children, derived from the Phcenician tribes, 
was the occasion of Abraham’s attempted sacrifice. According 
to that author, the narrative intends to display the pious resig- 
nation and the active faith of Abraham in their highest form, 
and, at the saimetime, to express the divine prohibition of human 
sacrifices. Similarly Beriheaw remarks (p. 224, &c.), “ that 
Abraham could have received such a comniandment presupposes 
that his consciousness of God had become dim, and is explained 
by the influence of a custom widely spread among the surround- 
ing tribes, and by,the power of habit . . In his willingness 
to offer up that which is dearest to him, he is not a whit behind 
the Canaanites. But, at the moment when he is about to offer 
up the sacrifice, he obtains by revelation the assurance that his 
god would not accept the sacrifice of a child. . . Hence, the 
narrative implies that Abraham was aware of the objectionable- 

1 We subjoin the following as a specimen of the cleverness of Daumer : 
“Tf people were not accustomed to be purblind on such subjects, this sacrifice 
of his child on the part of Abraham (although, according to the text in its 
present form, it had not been completed) might have served to enlighten 
readers on the subject,’’—a result this reserved for the wisdom of G. Fr. 
Daumer. Accordingly he informs us that, from a statement of Sanchuniathon 
(Eusebius preparatio 1. i.), we gather that the tradition of Abraham's worship 
and sacrifice of his child was not completely related in Genesis. According 
to Sanchuniathon, Chronos, whom the Phoonicians called Israel, had during 
the prevalence of a plague offered up his only real son to his father Uranos, 
then undergone circumcision, and obliged his followors to do the same. 
“ Abraham was a worshipper of Moloch, a fanatic of the first kind; hence he 
occupied so high a place among the Moloch-serving descendants of Shem ; 
hence also the reforming pseudo-Isaiah (chap. xshil. 27), who appoars to have 
possessed & more complete tradition about Abraham, reproaches his cotem- 
poraries with the sin of their first ancestor.” Again, while in the narrative 
handed down to us Abraham appears as an old man, childless on account of 
the barrenness of his wife, the older and the more accurate narrative (which 
of course exists merely in the bright im: gination of Daumer) only represents 
him as childless because he had sacrificed all the children of his marriage to 
Moloch-Jehovah. And from that time till the events enacted at Damascus in 
1840 the history of the Jews presents, according to Daumer, a continuous 
series of innumerable sacrifices of children and of men, all of whom were 
offered up to their dark and cruel idol Moloch-Johovah. The explanation of 
Ghillany (1. ¢. p. 660, &c.) in the main agrees with tle above, although it is 
not quite so coarse and silly. '
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ness of human sacrifices . . . and that, in consequence, he 
came to occupy a position of direct antagonism to the idolatry of 
the Canaanites.” We shall find that this explanation closcly 
npproaches the truth, only that it wholly ignores the reality and 
the meaning of the introductory words : “ God tempted Abraham, 
aud sced unto him.” 

Henystenbery (Contrib. in., pp. 145, &e.) holds that a divine 
command to offer a sacrifice had, indeed, been issued, but that 
Abraham had misunderstood its import. The import of the 
temptation had lain in this, to determine in what sense God 
demanded the sacrifice of man (1 Sam. i., 25.) The same view 
is advocated by Lange (Life of Jesus, i, p. 120): ‘ Sehovah 
commanded Abraham to offer up Isaac. The patriarch sub- 
mitted, but in the decisive moment understood the commandment 
as if Aloloch had enjoined hin to slay Isaac. ‘Then Jehovah 
interposed, praised the obedience of the patriarch, but corrected 
his error, and showed him the difference between death and sur- 
render, by calling on him to slay the ram, in token that he had 
given over and offered up his son. Both by the vigour with 
which Abraham complied with the command of God enjoining 
the sacrifice, and by the clearness with which he understvod the 
voice of (rod explaining the sacrifice, the patriarch shewed that 
hie was the chosen one whom Jehovah would employ for founding 
a theocracy in which all human life should be offered up to him, 
and yet no human life should be taken away in the exercise of 
pretended but iniquitous priestly functions.” All this is very fine, 
and in part very ¢rue. But it is manifestly erroneous to say that 
Abraham had misunderstood and mistaken the command of 
God. very expression in the divine counnand runs contrary 
to this view, and shews that it was not Abraham’s exegesis but 
that of the Christian interpreters of the 19th century which is at 
fault. IfAbraham should and could have understood the demand 
ot Jehovah as merely implying an ideal though real surrender of 
Isaac, it would have been equally uscless and confusing to have 
ordered him to take Isaac to go with him to a mountain in the 
land of Moriah, and there to offer him up as a burnt-offeriny. 
If it had been the intention of the writer to make a distinction 
between the Anowledge and the intention of Abraham, and to 
characterise the one as false and the other as proper, it would 
somehow or other have appeared in the narrative itself. But of 
this we do not discover a trace. Had Abraham’s understanding 
of the Divine commandment been as opposed to it as his inten- 
tion was in agreement with it, God would have reproved the one 
when He commended the other. If the view of Lange were 
correct, the only alternative left {0 us were to assume either that 
God had intentionally couched His command in language which
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Abraham could not but misunderstand, or else, as this would 
have been unworthy of God, that Abraham might have correctly 
understood it, in which case the blame of the misunderstanding 
rests with the patriarch. But what would have taken place if 
Abraham had understood it correctly, z.e. according to the view 
of Lange? In that case we see insuperable difficulties ; for How 
and IN WHAT MANNER could or should Abraham have carried 
out suchacommand? J, P, Lange (Positive Dogmatics, p. 823) 
very naively ignores his former statement, and says ‘he would 
have done so in the very manner in which he actually carried vt 
out.” Butif this be true, wherein, we ask, consisted his supposed 
mistake ? A mere abstract frame of mind, without a concrete 
and actual manifestation of it, was not what God demanded; a 
deed, a striking fact, was requisite. We therefore maintain that 
Abraham had rightly understood the command of God, and that 
God had really demanded at his hand the slaying of Isaac." 

At the same time we must allow that there 1s some difficulty 
in the case, considering that the same Jehovah who in the law 
(Lev. xviu. 21, xx. 1 to 5; Deut. xii. 31, xviii. 10) expresses the 
utmost abhorrence of human sacrifices, and prohibits them as an 
abomination, should, in this instance, Himself command a human 
sacrifice. The solution of the difficulty lies in the introductory 
statement ‘“ God tempted Abraham,” and in the corresponding 
issue of the event, when God interposed in the decisive moment 
and gave implicit praise to Abraham on account of his ready 
obedience. God tempted Abraham to see whether his faith was 
capable of producing the self-renunciation, the obedience, and 
the trust which were necessary for its perfecting, and 1n order to 

1 Jn the work to which we have referred (p. 848, &c.), J. P. Lange urges 
no less than nine arguments against the view advocated by us, which he is 
pleased to designate as the common view of ecclesiastical schools. We will 
not weary the reader by enumerating and refuting them, but we assure them 
that while indeed two thirds of them are new and unrefuted, they do not 
deserve or require refutation. The cther third has been frequently urged, 
and as frequently refuted. Only the fifth objection claims not an answer but 
a reproof. ‘If correct, the inference that God may in vision have really 
addressed such commandments to individuals, and perhaps have allowed them 
to be executed, would be legitimate. Without doubt this misunderstanding on 
the part of theologians is in part the cause of the extravagancies which in this 
respect have occurred." Alas for those iniquitous critics who, by their correct 
interpretations of Gen. xxii., are to blame for all the dreadful misdeeds of 
religious fanaticism, from the Christian Fakirs of the Egyptian wilderness 
down to the attempt at self-crucifixion, which, according to newspaper reports, 
have lately been made in a German University town! And what is still 
more dreadful, among these guilty critics are all the ecclesiastical authorities 
from the oldest to the present time. But despite all these dangers we can 
ecarcely think it the duty of the critic to interpret away everything, which 
nay give occasion to a half or wholly crazed fanatic for introducing absurdi- 
tiow in the naine of religion.
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advance his faith to that stage. Hence, Abraham must be ready 
for the Lord to sacrifice even that which is nearest and dearest 
to him, more dear even than his own life. It is true that Ged 
did not seek the slaying of Isaac in facto, but ouly the implicit 
surrender of the lad, in mind and heart. But if all mental 
reservation, every refuge for flesh and blood, all mere appearance 
and self-delusion were to be avoided, this surrender could only be 
accomplished in the shape in which it was actually required. If 
it was to be wholly an act of faith left to its own energies, with- 
out any other point of support, God could not merely ask a 
mental surrender, but must have demanded an actual saerifice. 
On the part of any other than God such a guid pro quo would 
have been a dangerous game. Not so on the part of God, who 
held the issue entirely in His own hand. When Abraham had, 
in heart and mind, completely and without any reserve, offered 
up his son, God interposed and prevented the sacrifice in facto, 
which was no longer required for the purpose of trial, and would 
indeed have completely run counter to it. This znterposition on 
the part of God forms the link of connection between the com- 
mundment addressed to Abraham, and the prohibition addressed 
to his posterity. Inmplicitly, it already contains the prohibition 
which is afterwards explicitly laid down in the law. Hence, the 
antagonism between this command and the prolibition is not 
eeparated by a development of GOO years, but the two are placed 
side by side in this very history and reconciled by the issue of it. 
‘Now I know,” says the angel of the Lord, “ that thou fearest 
Grod, and hast not withheld thine own son from me.” And 
again: ‘ By myself have I sworn, because thou hast done this 
thing and hast not withheld thine own son, that in blessing 1 
will bless thee, &c., because thou hast obeyed my voice.” 

But why, it may be asked, does the trial of Abraham take this 
form, and what bearing has it upon the history of Abraham and 
the development of the covenant? This bearing must have been 
the inore important and deep, as manifestly the trial and its 
issue marked the highest stage in all the leadings, trials, or 
triumphs in the life of Abraham, and the fullest: manifestation 
of his faith. Every one is prepared to find that the history of 
Abraham has now reached its climax, and in point of fact the 
remainder of his life passes quictly and undisturbed, without any 
other trials, contests, and triumphs, till in a good old age he is 
gathered to his fathers. Liwald (p. 382) beautifully and aptly 
delineates the bearing of this “myth,” as he calls it, and that in 
language so appropriate that its meaning as a fact could scarcely 
have been better expressed. ‘But as yet even Isaac, that 
precious gift so long promised, was only a natural blessing for 
Abraham. A son like any other, although the offspring of
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Sarah—the son of Abraham was born to him and educated in 
his house. Since his birth he has not been called upon to bear 
for him pangs, the pangs of a soul struggling in faith; and yet 
every blessing becomes only spiritual and truly lasting if we are 
able also to appropriate it in the contest and in the struggles of 
a belicving spirit.” Comp. also especially Bawmgarten’s Comm. 
1.1, p. 232, &c., which presents probably the best treatment 
which the subject has hitherto received, although it requires to 
be supplemented in some not unimportant particulars. Abraham’s 
natural powers had ceased; but through the power of Divine 
promise was Isaac begotten. Hence, although Abraham had 
begotten the seed of promise by the strength of his faith in the 
promise, it was still in the natural way and by the will of the 
flesh. True, Isaac was begotten in circumcision, ¢.e. the natural 
character and the impurity of generation had been removed, but 
only symbolically, not really. Hence Isaac is the son of promise 
and of grace, but at the saine time also the son of nature and of 
the flesh. This led to a two-fold relation between Abraham and 
his child. He cherisheth Isaac as the son of promise and as the 
gift of Divine omnipotence and of grace; but he also cherishes 
him as the offspring of his own body. In the heart of Abraham 
this fleshly affection contends with the spiritual for the sole pos- 
session of Isaac. But if the faith of Abraham, which is accounted 
to him for righteousness, is to be perfected, he must deny his 
fleshly love to his son, as he had formerly in the exercise of faith 
given up his father and mother, his kindred and country (Gen. 
xi. 1.) The carnal generation was the basis of his carnal at- 
tachment; the promise that of his spiritual attachment towards 
Isaac. But the former must be given up that the promise might 
remain the sole basis of his affection. Baumgarten aptly remarks : 
‘The circumstance that Abraham begat Isaac necessarily implied 
that his relation to the promised seed becaine obscured ; and if 
Abraham was to return to the stage of pure faith, he must, as it 
were, by another act, annul that of begetting. As by the will 
of the flesh he had given life to Isaac, so he must by the will of 
the soul take it from him, in order to receive him again from 
Jehovah as purcly and simply the son of promise and of grace.” 

Such then is the bearing of the Divine command given to 
Abraham, But it had also an important object and meaning as 
bearing upon Isaac and his position in the covenant. In our 
view, what CIRCUMCISION was to Abraham (qua begetting) THIS 
OFFERING UP was to Isaac (qua begotten.) The natural lite of 
Isaac was to be surrendered, because through generation this lite 
in its origin was defiled. The circumcision of Abraham which 
liad preceded the begetting of Isaac had symbolically, not really, 
removed natural defilement. The command to sacrifice Isaac 1s
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an illustration of the fact that circumcision is not capable of 
accomplishing really that which it exhibits symbolically, and 
that natural defilement continued to descend, As the necessity 
of circuneision showed that the act of natural generation was 
impure, so this command to sacrifice Isaac manifests that the 
natural life of the party begotten was also mpure. 

But circumcision was not to be emasculation. Although 
tainted with impurity, generation was to continue in order to 
prepare for the last and perfect generation, in which every defect 
of nature was not only symbolically but really removed. In lke 
manner also the life of Isaac was to be offered up, but not taken 
away. Although tainted by natural sin it was to continue sub- 
servient to covenant purposes, until in the course of the develop- 
ment of covenant-activity that life which was perfectly pure and 
holy should be exhibited. Asin circumcision Abraham had sur- 
rendered himself to God, symbolically to remove the natural 
impurity of generation, that henceforth it might be dedicated 
and devoted to covenant-purposes, so Isaac also offers up his life. 
By this act doom is pronounced on its natural impurity, and 
after it had passed through the terrors of death he receives it 
again at the hand of God, but devoted and sanctified for covenant 
purposes, 

Lastly, this event, happening to Abraham—the first m the 
series of the covenant who begat, and to Isaac, the first who was 
begotten—has not mercly an individual and transitory, but a 
typical import for the general development. It indicates the 
character and the conditions wider which alone the development 
can lead to its proper goal. In general it clearly expresses that 
within the covenant all natural possession must be surrendered, 
in so far as carnal affection has there its place and claim, Even 
life, viewed independently and as a product of nature, must 
willingly be yielded up as in itself unfit for covenant purposes, 
that it may again be received back from God, but now sanctified, 
dedicated, and a gift of grace. As the circumeision of Abraham, 
so the sacrifice of Isaac must henceforth be repeated in every 
member of the covenant nation, But in the sacrifice of Isaac it 
has clearly appeared that God demands only the ideal, not the 
real sacrifice of life. The putting away of everything connected 
with self and our own will, the surrender of thought and heart, 
had manifestly been the great object in view, and was therefore 
sufficient on the oceasion of every succeeding birth. Still, ever 
afterwards was this abstraet 1dea embodied in syimbolical action, 
when the frst born was offered up im the sanetuary, Such 
dedication of the first born implied also that of all the other 
one, just as eo 1pso Woman was sanctified in the circumcision 
af the nian, 
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Before proceeding farther we must accompany Abraham on 
his sad journey to the place where Isaac was to be sacrificed, in 
order to gain a proper view of his subjective relation to the ob- 
jective command of God. He is to offer up the son for whom 
he had hoped and waited for twenty-five years, and on whose life 
hung all the precious and glorious promises which held out such 
unspeakable blessing and salvation itself to all nations. And 
yet Abraham was to preserve his faith in the promises, and his 
confidence i Him who had given them. ‘This was the testing 
point in the temptation. And by faith he stood this test. Without 
finding special mention of it in the text, we conclude that the 
demand of God niust have occasioned a severe struggle in the 
soul of Abraham; that doubt and faith, fears and hopes, had 
contended for ascendancy. But, as according to verse 3 he had 
commenced his journey early on the morrow after that vision, 
the contest had not lasted long. Similarly the whole issue of 
the history proves that the struggle had been followed by most 
complete and undoubted victory. Verse 5 shews in what manner 
the contest was carried on, and the victory achieved. Abraham 
orders the servants whom he had brought with him to wait at 
the foot of the mountain, and confidently adds, “I and the lad 
will go yonder, and when we have worshipped we will come again 
unto you.” This confident declaration shows how correctly the 
author of the epistle to the Hebrews had interpreted the meaning 
and the thoughts of Abraham when in chap. xi. 19 he comments, 
‘accounting that God was able to raise him up even from the 
dead ; from whence also he received him in a figure.” If God 
lad at first given the son of promise from the dead body of 
Sarah, he could also again restore him from the dead. Nor 
could he feel any doubt on this point, since on the life of this son 
hung all the promises confirmed with an oath. As formerly 
Abraham had considered not the dead body of Sarah, but the 
omnipotence of Him who had given the promise, so now he con- 
sidered not the sacrificial knife nor the fire, but only the command 
of God, and comforted himself with the faithfulness of Him 
who, despite all appearances to the contrary, would fulfil His 
promise. 

But these considerations neither wholly remove the difficulties 
of the command to sacrifice Isaac, as compared with the later 
absolute prohibition of human sacrifices, nor do they exhaust the 
rich and dcep bearing, and the comprehensive and extensive 
meaning of this fact, viewed in connection with the history of 
salvation generally. On all the heights around, Abraham descried 
altars smoking with human sacrifices which were offered to the 
idols of Canaan. It was impossible but that Abraham must have 
viewed the Divine command to offer up his son Isaac—this 

2
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climax of his self-renunciation—as standing in some relation to 
the climax in the worship of nature, of which he had witness in 
these heathen sacrifices. Not only Abrahain, but every student 
ot history in later times, mast draw a parallel between those 
human sacrifices which were actually slain and this offering 
which was indeed demanded but arrested in the decisive moment. 
Indeed, the full meaning and the real relation of both kinds of 
sacrifices appears only in this parallelism, and by a comparison 
of the two. 

Hengstenberg (Contrib. iii. 144) denics not only that this 
event bore reference to human snerifices in the wor ship of nature, 
but that human sacrifices were general among the heathen. Bat 
in both these respects he is mistaken. He maintains: “ Human 
sacrifices do not form part of heathenism generally ; they are only 
the darkest night-side of heathenism. They occur among nations 
who, religiously and morally, are most degraded. The moral 
feeling of the more noble among the heathen revolted against 
them, and was not lured by the appearance of magnitude or 
devotion attaching to them (comp. Cicero de officiis 11. 25, and 
Curtius iv. 3, p. 23. )” But this assertion of Hengstenbery runs 
counter to undoubted historical facts. Human sacrifices took 
place not only among the cannibals of Oceania, but, without 
exception, among all the nations of antiquity, and that not only 
among barbarous, but among cultivated races; not only among 
rude tribes, but among the most thoughtful and intelleetual 
peoples (comp. Buseb. Prep. Ev. iv., 16; Baur Symb. ii. 2, p. 293, 
&e.; Lasaulz, The Atoning Sacrifice among the Greeks and 
Romans, 1841, pp. 8 ; Ghallany, The Hunan Sacrifices of 
the Ancient Hebrews, ‘Niremb, 1842, pp. 107, &c.) Indeed 
they seem to have been most frequent at the periods when the 
moral and religious life of the nations was most vigorous, and to 
have disappeared in times of moral degeneration and of religious 
indifferentisin. Cicero inay call the sacrifice of Iphigenia ny 
“tetrum factnus,” and Curtius designate human sacrifices gene- 
rally as a “ sacrilegium” and a “dura superstitio.” But the 
religious and rationalistic superficiality of these writers is well 
known. Besides, they wrote at a time when the religious life of 
heathenism in general had sunk so low that one haruspex could 
not meet another without laughing, and the oracles of Pythia 
were regarded as the result of clever tricks on the part of the 
priests, ‘ke. Without doubt, the moral life of the Greeks and 
Romans was much more vigorous and pure during the period 
when human sacrifices took ‘place, than in the dissolute times of 
the Roman emperors when such offerings were no longer brought. 
True, in those ancient times also, natural feeling—the voice of 
flesh and blood, paternal and inaternal affection—must have 
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resisted such demands on the part of religion, but the intensity 
of religious feeling silenced and removed this opposition. 

It cannot be denied that, however human sacrifices belong to 
the sombre part of religious development, they spring from a 
true and deep want of religious consciousness. In proof of this 
we appeal to the general experience that every error, however 
dangerous, is based on some truth misunderstood, and that every 
aberration, however grievous, had started from a desire after real 
rood, which had not attained its goal because the latter was 
sought neither in the right way nor by nght means. We further 
appeal to the universality of this worship among all nations, 
which proves that the want which it embodied was genuine, 
however false its realisation may have been ; and, lastly, we point 
to the strength and pertinacity of this error, however great the 
obstacles which it required to set aside, and which it actually 
overcame, for falsehood is only strong through the truth which 
in perverted form it embodies. Human sacrifices are indeed a 
dreadful madness, but they are the madness of despacr. They 
express despair of real sacrifice, and utter hopelessness of dis- 
covering a real atonement. So deep and strong in the religious 
consciousness of man is the sense of the impurity attaching to 
human life, and the want of sufficient atonement and sanctifica- 
tion, that to attain these blessings, nothing seemed too dear or 
too precious. But in all the wide world no object is more dear 
or precious than this very tainted and unholy lite of man. Hence 
the first impulse was to surrender one’s own life in order to 
obtain forgiveness and sanctification, and next to sacrifice that of 
another man as a substitute. The general religious basis of 
both these acts consists in the consciousness of unholiness, the 
need of forgivencss, the knowledge that death is the wages of sin, 
that man’s life was forfeited by sin, and also in a deep sense that 
while no real equivalent could be offered, what is most elevated, 
dear, and precious, was not too great a substitute for it. But 
the terrible error and the satanic seli-delusion of the first-men- 
tioned kind of these sacrifices consists in this, that so far from 
attainme a vew and holy hfe by surrendering one’s unholy hie, 
all hope of such a change is thereby completely taken away. 
Still more dreadful and abominable is the other kind of sacrifices 
in which the life of another is substituted for one’s own. In that 
case the personality of the substitute, which is to give to the 
sacrifice its high and only value, is most iniquitously trampled 
upon, and the person treated as matter, while the fact that the 
lite which is substituted is as unholy as that whose place 1t 1s to 
take is purposely kept out of sight. Heathenism could not 
indeed wholly ignore this fact, but the sense of felt want impera- 
tively called for some such satisfaction. This was not obtained
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by substituting animal sacrifices, of which the insufficiency was 
self-evident. In despair men resorted to human sacrifices ; only 
when the earnestness of religious life more and more gave place 
to indifferentism: animal sacrifices were again exclusively resorted 
to. Paumgarten aptly remarks: “ This circumstance should not 
be regarded as constituting a real progress ; it was only the pro- 
gress of a refinement which found it more easy to get rid of the 
sense of sin. The Erinnys (Iuries) were appeased, but not 
satisfied.” The substituting of animal sacrifices had no objective 
warrant among the heathen ; it was merely the result of suljec- 
tive choice. 

Viewed from this point, we regard our history in a new light, 
and that both in respect of its subjective and objective import. 
An important truth, which may not be lightly passed over, ltes 
at the foundation of the statements of Miner and of Bertheau— 
however madmissible in other respects they may be—that the 
attempt to sacrifice Isaac had been occasioned by the Canaamitish 
custom of the same kind, and that the Divine command presup- 
posed that Abraliam’s knowledge and sense of God. had, through 
frequent contact with such sacrifices, become somewhat dun. 
If human sacrifices embody a genuine religious element, however 
perverted it may have become, the sensorium of Abraham, which 
was so susceptible for everything religious, must have been affected 
by it, and that in proportion as both the self-denial of heathenisin 
which appeared in such acts was great and energetic, and 
Abraham hinself felt conscious that his faith could not be per- 
fected except by renunciation and self-denial. These Canaanitish 
sacrifices of children, and the readiness with which the heathen 
around lim offered them, must have excited in Abraham a con- 
test of thoughts accusing and excusing one another, and mduced 
him to examine himself whether he also was capable of sufficient 
renunciation and self-denial to do, if his God demanded it, what 
the heathen around lin were doing. But if this question was 
raised in the heart of Abraham, tt must also have been brought 
to a definite setilement through some outward fuct. Such was 
the basis tor the demand of God so far as Abraham was con- 
cerned, and such the educational mofive for this trial. The 
obedience of Abrahaim’s faith must in energy and entireness not 
lag behind that which the religion of nature demanded and 
obtained from its professors. Abraham must be ready to do for 
his God what the heathen nations around him were capable of 
doing for their false gods. lu every respect Abraham, as the 
hero of faith, is to out-distance all others in self-denial. 

Viewing it objectively, we add the following remarks :-— 
Human sacrifice was the chinax of worship in the religion of 
nature. ~ As this contained an clement of truth, and covenant-
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religion had absolute truth for its aims, it was necessary that 
true and false religion should in this respect also from the very 
first diverge. That which was ¢rwe must, therefore, be recog- 
nised ; that which was false and lying must be condemned and 
denied. Human sacritices had originated in a sense of the 
insufficiency of animal sacrifices. But the command to sacrifice 
Isaac 1s a recognition of the truth of the feeling that human life 
must be given up and sacrificed, inasmuch as it was unholy and 
undedicated. ‘The interposition on the part of God was a refu- 
tation and a condemnation of the horrible misrepresentation 
of this truth in heathenism. Lastly, by the ram whom God 
substitutes, Abraham is again directed to offer animal sacrifices 
as substitutes and symbols of the offering up of human life, and 
the divine acceptance of the animal sacrifice sanctions, and, for 
the time being, solemnly acknowledges the sufficiency of animal 
sacrifices, which in themselves would have been quite inadequate. 
The circumstance that in themselves animal sacrifices are inade- 
quate, and that God, nevertheless, accepts them as sufficient, 
is a type and guarantee (comp. the Author's “ Mosaic Sacrifice,” 
p. 40) that full, genuine, and sufficient satisfaction and sancti- 
fication of human life shall really and absolutely be obtained, 
even as then it was symbolically represented. By the restitution 
of the life which in thought and intention Abraham had already 
offered up, the despair of heathenism is, in the case of the 
covenant-people, entirely removed. Thus in its very commence- 
ment the religion of the chosen race has overcome the principle 
of the worship of nature, and left far in the back ground its deve- 
lopment, even where it contained an element of truth. The 
human sacrificcs in the worship of nature are the fearful cry of 
need and anxicty, elicited from man seeking salvation in his own 
way—a dreadful dissonance which only Christianity can resolve 
into hymns of joy and praise; it 1s a human device, neither 
approved by God nor man—to solve the problem of all religion, 
the enigma of a religious struggle and enquiry continued during 
forty centuries, and which God alone solved on Golgotha. We 
subjoin an apt remark of Baumgarten :—“‘ The sacrifice of the 
ram on the part of Abraham is not an e@edo08pnoxeda [worship of 
his own desire or choice] but of divine appointment. Hence the 
substitution of the ram does not diminish the former solemnity 
of the event, but establishes the purpose which the promised 
seed was to serve by placing its fulfilment in the future.” 

Before closing we must refer to the peculiar locality chosen for 
the sacrifice. In verse 2, one of the mountains in the land of 
Moriah is pointed out as the place to which Abraham was to 
journey. According to verse 4, the patriarch arrives there (with 
an ass and some servants) on the third day after leaving Beer-
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sheba; and according to verse 14 he designated that place: 
Jehovah-Jireh, “ Jehovah Sees.” As the name itself (land of 
Moriah), so the distance mentioned leads us to suppose that it 
was in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, From Bir-es-Seba, 
Robinson took twenty hours and twenty-five minutes to Jeru- 
salem, travelling by the straight way, and with camels—a dis- 
tance, therefore, which Abraham could easily have made in three 
days. Bleck (Stud. u. Krit. for 1831, p. 520, &c.; also the 
Observ. by the same author, p. 20), and after him Z'uch and 
others, propose to read AZoreh instead of Moriah, and refer it to 
that height near Sychem, where Abraham had formerly (chap. 
xii. 7.) been honoured with a theophany, and where he had built 
an altar. But this cannot be reconciled with the distance men- 
tioned in the text, 2obinson took fourteen hours and thirty 
minutes to travel with mules by the straight road from Jern- 
salem to Sychem (Nabulus), so that the entire distance from 
Beersheba amounted to thirty-five hours, which Abraham could 
not have made in three days. But even the name points to the 
neighbourhood of Jerusalem. The designation AZoriah, applied 
in verse 2 to the whole district, was at a later period confined to 
that particular mountain where this remarkable event had taken 
place. There afterwards the temple was built (2 Chron. iii. 1; 
Joseph, Antiq. i. 13, 2.) We now perceive why Jehovah chose 
that particular mountain. The olject in view was to give Divine 
sanction to the substitution of animals in sacrificing. But for 
the sake of the idea and of the plan pursued in the history of the 
covenant, it was necessary that this sanction should be given in 
that very place, where afterwards the only central point of all 
worship and of all sacrifices should be fixed. A mountain is the 
most natural place for a sacrifice—it is an altar of nature’s own 
making. Its height indicates that it is destined for Him who 
dwelleth on high. ‘The journey to Moriah was to occupy three 
days, so as to make the trial greater, as it would have been much 
inore easy for Abraham to obey the command of God imme- 
diately after it had been given, and during the freshness of first 
impressions, than after three days’ interval and reflection. 

The name “ J/oriah” scems to have been derived from the 
event recorded in our history ; hence that designation is used in 
verse 2, per prolepsin, for, according to verse 14, Abrahain called 
the name of that place Jchovah-Jireh (Jehovah Seeth), and the 
writer adds: “ whence it is said to this day in the mount where 
Jehovah is seen.” lence /engstenbery (Contrib. ii. p. 263, &c.) 
explains the name as composed of the purt. hoph. of the verb 
syn, and of an abbreviation of the name Jehovah = that which 
is shewn of Jehovah, His apparition. vez? (Lutheran Journ. 
for 1851, p. 227) rejects this interpretation because it confounds
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the Hophal with the Niphal—the for mer meaning “‘ to be shewn,” 
“to shew himself,” or “to appear.” But from 2 “Chron. iii. 1 we 
infer that this ar ‘eument i is not conclusive. If that passage is 
translatet by: ‘In Mount Moriah, which was sheen to David,” 
it proves that the difference between the Hophal and the Niphal 
is not so decided as Aezl had supposed. But if it is rendered by 
“In Mount Moriah, where the Lord appeared unto David,” it will 
scarcely be possible toignore the ethimological allusion of IN} 
to min. It is not difficult to reply to the enquiry of Aedd, 

“by whom was Jehovah to have been shewn ?” We answer, by 
that Angel of the Lord who was the representative of J ehovah 
(§ 52), 2.e. by whom He showed Himself. For the sake of his 
peculiar interpretation of Exod. vi. 3, Hbrard (in his essay on 
the name Jehovah, in the Journal for Historical Theology for 
1849, iv. 501), who thinks that the name Jehovah had not 
existed at the time of the Patriarchs, derives the word from the 
Arabic Hamara = aqua fluxit (comp. Psalm. exlix. 11) and 
attaches to it the idea of a country rich in springs. But irre- 
spective of the fact that this interpretation of Ex. vi. 3 is erroneous 
(comp. § 96 1.), the above view is contrary to the Masorctic 
punctuation which regards the 4 at the commencement of the 
word as the article, while Ebrard has to punctuate myn 

and to regard it as part of the root. Besides Jez, l.c. , declares 
that the derivation of a word meyior with dagesh in the Jod is 

a grammatical impossibility. We therefore regard it as most 
advisable to retain the view of Hen gstenberg, nor clo we see our 
way to agree with Aezl that “as much uncertainty attaches to 
this name as to that of Moreh in Gen. xii. 5.” 

DEATH AND BURIAL OF SARAH. MARRIAGE OF ISAAC. LAST DAYS 

OF ABRAHAM. 

§ 66. (Gen. xxiii.)—It is uncertain how long Abraham may 
have continued in Beersheba after this event. By and bye we 
find him again in Hebron. There Sarah died at the age of 127 
years (1.) Abraham who, as yet, did not possess a foot’s breadth 
in the land of Promise, in public assembly purchases for 400 
shekels of silver from Ephron the Hittite, the cave of Macphelah 
near Hebron, together with the field connected with it, to be a 
burying place for his family (2.) There Sarah is buried. In the 
land, which his descendants are to possess, the bones of Abra- 
ham and those of his wife are to rest undisturbed. <A testimony
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this of his faith in the promise, an admonition also and a call to 
his descendants during their 400 years of forcign servitude (comp. 

§ 56) (3.) 

(1) Lightfoot (Opera i. p. 14) remarks about the age of Sarah : 
‘‘sola inter mulicres, cujus etas in scriptura commemnorectur.” 
As Isaac was «a boy when he was offered up, and thirty-seven 
years of age when Sarah died, a considerable interval must have 
elapsed between these dates. But the text passes rapidly over 
this period to the close of the history of Abraham, as the temp- 
tation on Mount Moriah was the climax and the completion of 
God's leadings with him. 

2) The name Macphelah (double, double cave) is a nomen 
proprium, The place in Hebron to which tradition points as 
the exact spot of the patriarchal burying ground 1s at present 
occupied by a mosque surrounded by high walls, and is called 
the Great Haram. The jealous bigotry of the Mussulmans of 
Hebron precludes Jews and Christians from entering this sanc- 
tuary. Hence no reliable account of its interior has as yet been 
given. Compare the interesting statement of Lobinson (vol. ii. 
pp. 72 to 83.) This traveller remarks: “ The outer structure 
evidently belongs toa high antiquity ; and the resemblance of its 
architecture to that of the remains of the ancient temple of 
Jerusalem, seems to point toa Jewish origin. . . . I know 
of nothing that should lead us to question the correctness of the 
tradition which regards thisas the place of sepulchre of Abraham 
and the other patriarchs, as recorded in the book of Gencsis. On 
the contrary there is much to strengthen it. Josephus relates 
(Antiq. 1. 14; Bell. Jud. iv. 9. 7) that Abraham and lis descen- 
dants erected monunents over the sepwchres in question, 
aud that the sepulchres of the patriarchs were still seen in 
Hebron, built of marble, and of elegant workmanship. In the 
days of Fusebius and Jerome, the monument of Abraham was 
yet pointed out (Onomast. Art. aArboch) and the Bourdeaux 
pilgrim, in A.p. 333, deserihes it as a quadrangle built of stones 
of admirable beauty. His description appears to me, withont 
much doubt, to refer to the exterior structure as we sce it now ; 
and I venture to suppose that this existed already in the days of 
Josephus, and probably much earlier.” After mentioning later 
accounts L?obinson continues: ‘ Thus it appears to me we may 
rest with confidence in the view, that the remarkable external 
structure of the harem is, indeed, the work ot Jewish hands, 
erected long before the destruction of the nation, around the 
sepulchre of their revered progenitor, . . . . The cave of 
Maephelah is deserthed in Scripture as at the ‘end of the field’ 
over against Mamre, the same as Hebron (Gen. xxiii. 9. 17—19 ; 
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xxxv. 27); and all the later writers speak of the sepulechres of 
the patriarchs as a¢ or 2x Hebron, not near it. . . . Just at 
the left of the principal entrance of the harem is a small hole in 
the massive wall, through which the Jews are permitted at 
ecrtain times to look into the interior, . . . although the 
whole was now closed by a shutter from within.” On the value 
of the purchase money, FOUR HUNDRED SHEKELS OF SILVER, 
‘eurrent money with the merchant,” eomp. especially Bockh's 
Metereological Investigations, Berlin 1838, p. 56, and Lertheau, 
Contrib. to the History of Israel, pp. 17, &e. Béckh supposes 
that coined money was unknown to the Hebrews before the time 
of the Persians. Others again deem it probable that even before 
the exile they used coined, or at least stamped pieces of metal. 
The explanation in v. 16, “eurrent with the merchant,” shews 
that, even in patriarchal times and in the age of Moses, definite 
pieces of metal, whieh somehow or other indicated their own 
value, were employed in ecommeree or interchange. It 1s more 
difficult to ascertain what was the exact value of the shekel. 
This question depends on a comparison with the well-known 
Maceabean shekel (274 Parisian grains), and on determining 
whether the common shekel or that of the sanctuary (which was 
double the weight of the former) had been the original coin 
(comp. IV’zner, Real-Lex., and especially Bertheaz, 1. €.) 

(3.) Ranke remarks (Investigations 1., p. 46): “ Even in his 
death Abraham wished to shew his fazth in the truth of the 
promise received, just as at a much later period Jeremiah, 
inmediately before the exile and when the approaching fall of 
Jerusalem had been revealed to him, with all due formalities, 
prenased the field of Hamameel in Anathoth, in order to shew 
iis firm confidenee in the promised return of his people to their 
own country.” It is strange that some critics should regard this 
event us a myth, invented to establish the elaim of the Israelites 
to the country. On the contrary it proves that the patriarchs 
had no right or claim to the laud (eump. Br. Bauer, Criticism, 
1, M4, 

On the difference between the account in verses 9 and 17 and 
the specch of Stephen in Acts vii. 16, comp. the various Com- 
mentaries, and Lilienthal, “the Good Cause, &e.,” in. p. 44, 
Kanne, Bibl. Invest., 1. p. 108 to 225. 

§ 67. (Gen. xxiv.)—Three years after the death of Sarah 
Abraham resolves to fill the gap made in his own family and in 
the heart of Isaac (comp. chap. xxiv. 67), by seeking a wife for 
his son. He had some time before obtained tidings that his 
brother Nahor in Mesopotamia had been blessed with numerous
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descendants (chap. xxii. 20, &c.) He could not give to the son 
of promise a wife from among the Canaanites around lim. He 
therefore despatches his oldest and most confidential servant (1) 
to Mesopotamia, thence to bring a wife for Isaac. But first he 
binds him by a solemn oath (2) not m any case either to bring 
a Canaanite to his son or to suffer him to return into Meso- 
potamia. The servant departs with camels Jaden with rich 
presents, Ina miraculous manner God, to whom in prayer he 
had committed his mission, brings him into contact with her 
who was destined to be Isaac's bride. Before he has finished 

his request, the beautiful and aflable maiden offers to him water 
from her pitcher, and, of ler own accord, proposes to draw for 
his camels also (3.) This had been the sign which the servant 
had requested from the Lord. Still, he keeps silence, though 
rejoicing in anticipation he presents her with golden chains and 
bracelets. But all doubt disappears when he is told that she is 
Rebekah, the daughter of Bethuel, and the grandchild of Nahor. 
He now introduces himself as the servant of Abraham. The 
maiden hastens to communicate the discovery to her friends, and 
her brother Laban hospitably receives the stranger into the 
house. But before partaking either of food or of drink, the 
servant introduces the object of his mission, which fills the whole 
household with joy, as they also recognised the finger of God in 
the matter. To the enquiry “wilt thon go with this man,” the 
maiden unhesitatingly replies, “1 will go.” The blessing of her 
relatives accompanies her. Isaac, who had gone forth at even- 
tide in order to meditate without disturbance, met her by the 
way, and brought her into the tent of his mother Sarah. She 
became his wife; he loved her, and was comforted after his 
mother’s death (4.) 

* 

(1.) It is commonly supposed that the servant here spoken of, 
“who ruled over all that Abraham had,” was /éezer of Damascus, 
the steward of Abraham (chap. xv, 2.) There is no express 
warrant for this view, but great probability attaches to it. As 
formerly the steward was introduced as the presumptive heir of his 
childless master, so here the oath which Abraham demands from 
him implies that if Abraham died this servant would occupy an 
influential position towards Isaac. 

(2.) Abraham, when making his servant swear, causes him to 
s2
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ut his hand under his ta1gH. This custom is only mentioned 
in the case of the patriarchs, in this place and in chap. xlvii. 29. 
The ecclesiastical fathers and later interpreters regarded it as 
bearing reference to the promised seed; the Rabbins (and 
Delitzsch, p. 386) refer it to the covenant-sign of circumcision ; 
Grotius to the sword which, was attached to the thigh, and by 
which the party who broke the covenant was to perish (comp. 
Valkenaer, de ritibus jurisjurandi caput vil., in Oelrich’s Col- 
lectio Dissert. 1., p. 264.) It is most natural to explain the 
symbol as referring to the thigh as the seat of firmness and of 
strength. 

(3.) Robinson (vol. ii., p. 22) describes a similar scene by a 
well as follows :—‘‘ There was an ancient well in the vallcy, 
exhibiting quite a pastoral scene of patriarchal days. Many 
cattle, flocks of sheep and kids, and also camels, were all waiting 
round the well, while men and women were busily employed in 
drawing water for them. These people at once offered and drew 
water for us and our thirsty animals, without the expectation of 
reward.” 

(4.) The great importance attaching to the marriage of Isaac, 
which appears from the fulness of its pictorial descriptions, does 
not merely proceed from the idyllic and typical character of the 
event, but from the general importance attaching in the history 
of the covenant to marriage as the means and the condition for 
the fulfilment of the promise. 

§ 68. (Gen. xxv. 1—10.)—After the death of Sarah Abraham 
took Keturah (whose descent is unknown) for his concubine. 
She bare him six sons, who became the ancestors of Arabic 
tribes (1.) Having constituted Isaac his sole heir, and given to 
the sons of his two concubines rich gifts, Abraham died, 175 
years old and full of years. His sons Isaac and Ishmael buried 
him in the cave of Macphelah, by the side of Sarah his wife. 

(1.) The descendants of Abraham by Keturah were in part a 
fulfilment of the promise that Abraham was to become the 
father of many nations. Their names cannot always be traced 
with certainty. The best known race among them were the 
Midianites, who settled along the Elamitic gulf, and afterwards 
repeatedly came into contact with Israel. Baumgarten aptly 
remarks (p. 245): “As the marriage with Keturah and its 
issue was entirely within the sphere of nature, it differs from the 
connection with Hagar, when Abraham sought to obtain the 
promised seed, and from his marriage with Sarah, in which this
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seed was both promised and given. Hence there are no pro- 
mises for the sons of Keturah.” Abraham begets six sons after 
his body had before been as good as dead for many years, since 
his vigour had been restored, at the time when Isaac was 
begotten.





( 279 ) 

SECOND STAGE IN THE HISTORY OF THE 
FAMILY. 

ISAAC. 

THE SONS OF ISAAC. 

§ 69. (Gen. xxv. 11—26.)—Abraham seems to have spent the 
latter years of his life in peaceful retirement, having settled along 
the southern borders of Palestine (v. 11 and chap. xxiv. 62.) 
There, by the well La-hai-roi (§ 57), we also find Isaac. This 
quiet, solitary district, far from the busy haunts of the Canaauites, 
is adapted to his retiring disposition. As formerly Abraham, so 
is Isaac now called upon to hope and to wait. T*or twenty years 
his wife is barren (1), and during this lengthened period he hag 
sufficient occasion to exercise his faith in the promise. At last 
God hears his prayer, and Rebekah conceives. But the children 
struggle together within her. In deep-felt, anxiety she takes this 
circumstance as indicative of evil; nor was her apprehension un- 
grounded. She went fo enquire of Jchovah, aud the Lord said 
unto her (2) 

“Two nations are in thy wom), 

And two manner of people shall be separated from thy bowcls ; 
The one people shall be stronger than the other people, 
And the elder shall serve the younger.” 

And when her days to be delivered were come, she gave birth to 
twins. The first born was rough and hairy, and was called 
Escu. he second held by the hand to the heel of his brother, 
and was called Jacob (3.) 

(1.) Here also the fact that the ceed of promise was to be 
gotten mapa duo again becomes apparent. It is indeed true 
that among the ancient TWebrews many eminent men, destined to
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form an era, were born of mothers who had reached a more 
advanced age, anc whose natural barrenness seemed to preclude 
any hope of descendants. But this view is neither an illusion, 
a popular fancy, nor a phantom without reality ; it results from 
experience as well as from the nature of the case. Hven in 
common life it is a fact, which perhaps may admit of physiological 
explanation, that frequently persons born under such circum- 
stances are specially gifted. The religious fecling of all ages 
considers such persons as the gift of Divine mercy, and we shall 
not therefore deem it strange if this view was strongly held among 
the chosen race, whose history was meant to ilustrate that 
Divine mercy, and whose calling and purpose was distinctively 
Tapa pucw. 

(2.) Commentators have hazarded various conjectures as to 
the manner in which Rebekah had ENQUIRED or JEHOVAH. 
Luther supposes that she went to the patriarch Shem, who had 
still been in life; others that she had enquired of Abraham or of 
Melchisedec, just as in later times the prophets used to be con- 
sulted. This supposition is confirmed by a reference to 1 Sam. 
ix. 9, where “to enquire of the Lord” through prophets or seers 
is characterised as a very ancient custom in Israel. Havernick 
supposes that of the three modes of enquiring at the Lord 
mentioned in 1 Sam. xxvii. 6 (by dreams, by the Urim, and 
by prophets), the first was chiefly characteristic of the earlier 
periods of Jewish history. But the expression “she wené” can 
scarcely be reconciled with the idea of a dream. Others again 
suppose that Rebekah had simply turned in prayer to the Lord, 
and obtained from Him a direct answer. Although this would 
so far agree with the expression ‘she zent,” the whole tone of 
the narrative seems to point to some special and peculiar manner 
of enquiring of the Lord, such as through some prophet. We 
do not indeed in this respect attach any importance to the title 
“prophet,” given to Abraham in chap. xx. 7 (comp. § 63, 3.) 
But we suppose that as among all the nations of antiquity, so at 
the commencement of the Jewish race also, and before in the 
Theocracy the regular order of prophets appeared, there had 
been seers, who divined and gave oracular answers to questions 
proposed to them. Only we must not forget that as the whole 
religious life of the chosen race, so any such oracle was given not 
in dependance on idols, but on Jehovah, and that these pre- 
decessors of the prophets prepared the way and formed a transi- 
tion for the manifestation of God by His prophets in after times. 
For, ‘‘ before time in Israel, when a man went to enquire of God, 
thus he spake, Come let us go to the seer; for he that is now 
called a@ prophet, was before time called a seer” (1 Sam. ix. 9.) 
‘De Wette indeed thinks that instead of asking Jehovah,
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Rebekah would have only required to have consulted a midwife. 
If Rebekah would have been satisfied with an answer such as 
that, then De IWeftte's suggestion were in place. But we suppose 
she did not much care for that which a midwife could have told 
her.” — Baumgarten. 

The reply which she obtains confirms her apprehensions. The 
struggling of the children in the womb points to future hostile 
feelings, and the contest which is to enstte when both shall have 
become nations. Hence both cannot be destined for divine 
covenant-purposes. The purposes of the law of separation (§ 49) 
and of selection, in virtue of which Abraham was taken trom lis 
kindred and friends, and which manitested itself when Ishmael 
was cast out, have not yet been wholly met and fulfilled. For 
their completion it is necessary that one of Isaac’s children should 
be separated. But on the other hand, the fact that the two sons 
are the fruit of the same generation, aud born at the sanietime, 
shews that this process of separating the wild branches of nature 
from the vine which God hath planted, had now reached its goal. 
The contrast between the sons of Abraham arose from the cir- 
cumstance that they were the children of different mothers, and 
that the one was begotten in uncireumcision the other in circum- 
cision. (Comp. § 58.) Hence, the difference between them was 
external and manifest. But the separation which was now tu 
take place, would be between two sons of Isaac who in external 
position were equal to cach other. Nay more, to shew how 
thoroughly the divine call and grace differ from nature, the 
younger would he preferred to the older, who, according to 
human arrangements, should have had the pre-eminence. Here, 
as throughout the whole history of salvation, it becomes manifest 
that God chooses for his purposes “ the mean things of the world 
and things which are not.” As Abraham was to shew his faith 
in casting out Ishinael, and surrendering his paternal affection to 
the divine choice, so here also,‘and. for similar purposes, were the 
parents to surrender their parental affection to the great purposes 
of this history. 

(3.) With reference to the struggling of the children in the 
womb, even the circumstance that the second held by the heel of 
his brother is significant, and obtained for him the name of 
Jucob. Tuch mdecd declares that the narrative “ runs counter 
to all physical possibility.” This however, is, only the random 
statement of a theologian who, on such a question, should scarcely 
venture to give a decisive verdict, especially when those who 
understand the matter do not find any difficulty in it. Honest 
Rosenmiiller contented himself by saying : “ de qua re judictum 
esto penes artis obstetricia peritos.” Froin numerous testimonies 
of medical writers we select one of the latest. Trusen (“the



282 Isaac. (§ 69, 70.) 

diseases of the Bible and the passages of Holy Writ bearing 
reference to Medicine,’ Posen 1843) observes (p. 59): “‘ We ac- 
count for the circumstance that the arm of the second child 
should have fallen forward, by this, that generally twins are 
smaller than when there is only one child. In those cases the 
delivery is generally rapid, and certain parts of the second child 
fall forward.” 
When we read that the first born was covered with reddish 

hair we must not think that he was a monstrosity, however un- 
common and striking his appearance may have been (comp. chap. 
xxvil. vv. 11 and 16.) Nor is it necessary to suppose, with 
Friederich (Contrib. to the Bible i. p. 298) that this was a case 
of hypertrichosis, Steffens (Relig. Phil. 1. 228) remarks that 
the want in man of a covering envelope, such as animals have, 
indicates that he is destined for a supersensuous sphere. Its 
presence, therefore, in the case of Esau would typify that the ten- 
dency of his life would be in the direction of the sensual. Len- 
gerke i, p. 296 suggests that the myth of Ksau’s hairy appearance 
was devised because the Edomites inhabited the wooded moun- 
tains of Seir! Even WV’iner marks this discovery only with a 
sign of exclamation (Real. Lex. 1. p. 345 note 2.) 

Both sons obtained their name from circumstances connected 
with their birth. The oldest is called Hsau, or the hairy, the 
younger Jacob, or he that holds by the heel. For, the verb ayy 
is the denominative of apy, a heel, and means to hold by the 

heel. (Hosea xii. 4.) From this, the other meaning “to sup- 
plant,” Gen. xxvii. 36, has probably been derived, since taking 
hold by the heel was regarded as a type of cunning by which 
it is proposed to throw down another. (Comp. Gesenins in the 
Thes. 1060.) 

§ 70. (Gen. xxv. 27, &.)—As the boys grew up, the differ- 
ence in their character and tendency appeared more and more 
clearly. It manifested itself even in the choice of their occupa- 
tions, The wild disposition of Esau finds pleasure in the roam- 
ing, free life of a hunter. Jacob is quict and retiring, and continues 
the peaceful avocation of shepherd which his fathers had pursued. 
Strange to say, the wild Esau is the favourite of lis quiet father, 
while the quick Rebekah loves the retiring Jacob. On one 
occasion Esau returned from hunting, faint and hungry, just as 
Jacob had prepared a mess of pottage. Unaccustomed to, and in- 
capable of, controlling the desires of the moment, he impctuously 
demands the dish, while the cunning and calculating Jacob takes
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advantage of the opportunity to get his brother to concede to 
him his rights as first born, (1.) 

(1) The narrative presupposes that what the divine oracle 
had formerly declared, was known to all the parties interested. 
Only under this supposition can we understand and appreciate 
the conduct not only of Isaac and Rebekah, but also of Ksau and 
Jacob. 

The ground for the opposite preference of the two parents 
must mainly be sought ina very common drawing towards an 
opposite pole. Instead of Jeading husband and wife, according 
to divine arrangement and direction, to seek in each other the 
opposite counterpart, it manifested itself in analogous preference 
towards their children. Isaac, quiet, retiring, and timorous, 
discovers in the impetuous and wild Esau that strength and 
resoluteness, the want of which he had often painfully felt in 
nimself. He overlooks, however, all the godless excrescences, 
the perverse wildness, and the incapacity for recciving higher 
and spiritual impressions, of his first born. He hopes to find in 
him the support of his vld age, and instead of looking to God for 
rotection against outward enemies (comp. § 71) he expects it 

trom his son. The quiet, retiring, and timorous Jacob does not 
inspire him with the same confidence as Nsau. If once the sim- 
plicity and sincerity of his spiritual vision had become dim, how 
readily might not the divine oracle be overlooked, and Isaac 
persuade himself that there might have been some mistake or 
error of persons about it! Besides the text seems to indicate 
that the preference of Isaac was partly due to the savoury venison 
which Esau brought. On the other hand the quick, impetuous, 
and decided Rebckah, who sometimes is even hasty and 
passionate, fecls herself drawn towards the quiet and outwardly 
timorous but cunning and astute Jacob. Although her preter- 
ence also arises from natural and carnal reasons, she can at least 
plead m her favour the coincidence of the Divine promise. As 
strong-minded women generally make up by intriguing for their 
want of external strength, so Rebekah finds the astuteness and 
cunning of Jacob a welcome assistance ; and thus it 1s again the 
ungodly element in Jacob which she takes into alliance. 

Luch acknowledges that the narrative “ docs every justice to 
the character of Hsau, who is otherwise placed in the background, 
and especially pourtrays him as an upright, straightforward, and 
honest man.” ‘Ibis acknowledgment is the more valuable as 
coming from one who continually objects that narrow-minded, 
natural hatred appear in the descriptions furnished by Holy 
Writ. At the sametime we must remark that in this instance 
his admirsion is in a certain sense as erroneous as usually his ob-
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jections are. The description in the text does, indeed, shew that 
Esau was straightforward, open, and honest. But it also brings 
out the dark sides of his character and life, and it does so in 
order to shew his incapacity for the divine purposes of salvation, 
and to indicate the reasons why he was rejected by God. For 
example, how sarcastic is the verdict implied in the words with 
which the account closes: ‘‘ He did eat and drink and rose up 
and went his way ; thus Esau despised his birth-right.” This 1s 
especially noticeable when we think of the infinite importance 
which the text attaches to the right of primogeniture on account 
of the blessing commonly connected withit. The Epistle to the 
Hebrews, which in one word paints the character of Ksau as that 
of a “‘ profane person,” has certainly given the meaning of our 
passage much better than Z'uch with his well-meant praise. 

V. Lengerke (Canaan i. 302) admits that, “in this legend the 
CUNNING with which Jacob gains the right of primogeniture from 
his honest brother, and at last even deprives him of the blessing 
of his father, is represented asa wrong.” Tuch, however, objects 
that in the text: “ the cunning and calculating conduct of Jacob, 
which might appear objectionable to a stricter moralist, is repre- 
sented as wholly blameless.” But in the same manner it might, 
for example, be maintained that the text represented the iniqui- 
tous conduct of the sons of Jacob towards the inhabitants of 
Sychem (chap. xxxiv.) as “ perfectly blameless.” And yet what 
a sweeping condemnation of it is casually expressed in chap. 
xlx. The truth is that here, as in other places, the record 
neither praises nor blames, but simply relates without disguise 
or embellishment what has happened, and how it has taken place ; 
but at the same time lays peculiar emphasis on those events in 
which the divine Nemesis, so to speak, has pronounced judgment. 
Hence, in the present instance, the conduct of Jacob is not 
expressly blamed. But how very distinctly and unmistakcably 
does it appear in the sufferings, in the want, in the labour, in the 
trials of Jacob, that God had visited and condemned his unge- 
nerous cunning as an iniquitous perversity. 

It is more difficult to ascertain what Esau and Jacob supposed 
were surrendered with the nIGHT OF PRIMOGENITURE. We know 
that the external rights of primogeniture gave at least a double 
inheritance (Deut. xxi. 17), if not more (Gen. xxv. 5 and 6), and 
implied primacy over the family (Gen xlix. 3.) With the latter 
a third advantage was connected in the family of the patriarchs, 
viz., the transference of the promised blessing. We can readily 
understand that Esau attached no value to the latter, and hence 
did not much care for its loss. But it is all the more surprising 
that, for a worthless mess of pottage, he should so readily have 
given up the two first-named material advantages. But on the 

2
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one hand daily experience shews that light minded persons will, 
for the sake of a momentary enjoyment, even cast aside and dis- 
sipate future material advantages and temporal possessions. 
Besides, we have to bear in mind the urgent want and the im- 
petuous desire of the moment in one who was so little accustomed 
to control or to deny himself the satisfaction of any lust. Lastly, 
the after-course of this history (chap. xxvii.) proves, whatever 
may be said of Esau’s former uprightness, straightforwardness, 
and honesty, that from the deciced preference of his father for 
him, he had some Jatent expectation that the actual possession 
of the rights to which he was entitled by his birth, would not be 
injured by this private bargain. 

Tuch (p. 421) and Lengerke (i. p. 296) suppose that the 
NAME OF THE EpomiTEs ‘was undoubtedly comected with the 
Red Sea,” and that, therefore, the statement in the text that 
the name of their ancestor (dom) was derived from the ex- 
clamation of sau (v. 30), ‘‘ Let me swallow of the ved, even 
this ved,” was a poor etymological myth. But their deriva- 
tion of the name is anything but certain. Indeed, it is highly 
improbable—first, because the designation I?ed Sea is not of 
Shemitic but of Greck origin, and then, because in ancient 
times that name included the whole southern sea, the Persian 
as well as the Arabian Gulf, while the land of the Edom- 
ites only in one place touched the bay of one of the gulfs of 
this immense sea. Those who watch the origin of such names 
even in our own times will find it the less strange that Esau 
should have derived a byename from such an exclamation, since 
it disclosed at once the unbridled impetuousness and thoughtless- 
ness, the haste and rudeness of his character. In general, it is 
very remarkable how frequently such byenames, apparently 
derived from trivial and accidental circumstances, characterise 
the inmost tendency of life, whether by some strange concur- 
rence, or through an unconscious power of divination—and how 
frequently therefore they, perhaps sometimes oddly enough, 
determine in after life the direction of the inner man and the 
history of the individual. 

We do not, indeed, approve of the attempt of so many inter- 
preters in ancient and in modern times, to whitewash the con- 
duct of Jacob, or at least to represent his motive as being 
merely a spiritual desire after the rights of primogeniture, even 
though the mode of his conduct had been ungenerous and carnal. 
But neither can we assent to the opinion which would discover 
nothing but the mere desire after material advantages in his 
conduct. It was impossible that spiritual desire after the right 
of primogeniture and an anticipation of the promise should have 
been wholly awanting in Jacob, whatever admixture of the carnal
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mind and tendency there may have been along with it. The 
influence of his mother, his own retiring disposition, and the 
bright form in which his character afterwards appears, all 
warraut this inference. Despite his carnal devices, despite his 
ungenerous cunning, Jacob is and remains called and chosen. 
True, much suffering, sorrow, wretchedness, poverty and want ; 
much labour, care and anxiety, and much grace and pity on the 
part of God, are necessary to purify such a character from its 
Impure admixtures, and to sanctify it for divine purposes—but 
the more glorious does such a character appear after the gracious 
working of the Spirit of God. The conjecture of Lightfoot 
(Opera i., p. 16), who connects this event with the rise of prices 
mentioned at the commencement of the following chapter, may 
perhaps deserve notice: ‘ Ex textu veresimile est, famem cam, 
quae causa Esavo fuit, communicandi primogeniti jus, causam 
quoque fuisse Isaaco ex sede propria exeundi et proficiscendi 
aliorsum, quaesitum vite necessaria. Apparet magnum tunc 
victus penuriam fiisse, redacto Jacobo ad hoc Jentium jusculum, 
Esavo autem ad eas angustias, ut nisi potiretur isto edulio, fame 
videretur defecturus.” 

THE PILGRIM-LIFE OF ISAAC. 

§ 71. (Gen. xxvi.)—A famine more grievous than that in the 
time of Abraham had visited the land of Promise. Following 
the example of his father, Isaac journeyed southward to Gerar 
(§ 63, 1), intending thence to pass into Egypt, which was con- 
sidered the granary of the ancient world. But Jehovah appears 
unto him (for the first trme.) He prohibits hin from leaving 
the land of his pilgrimage, and formally and solemnly transfers 
to him the blessing and promise given to Abraham, in all its 
threefold bearings (the outward increase of his descendants, the 
possession of the land, and the salvation of all nations through 
him.) Isaac therefore remains in Gerar, and, finding his wife, 
and, on her account, himself also in danger from the violence of 
the people, like Abraham under similar circumstances, he passes 
Rebekah as his sister. But being less strong than his father, he 
is spared the trial with which the former had been visited. 
Unnoticed by Isaac and Rebekah, Abimelech, the king of the 

country, had observed the intimacy between them, and at once 
inferred their real degree of relationship. Accordingly, under
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pain of death, he interdicts any of his subjects from interfering 
with then. The continuance of the famine induces Isaac to 
attempt combining tillage with his former occupation of rearing 
cattle. Te is blessed with an hiundredfold harvest, and he learns 

that even ina year of scarcity and famine, he will not require 
from the land of Promise to have recourse to Wyypt. His riches 
increase to a degree that the envy of the Philistines is highly 
excited. Even Abimelech is no longer able to protect him 
against the ceascless annoyances to which he is exposed. By 
his advice, Isaae leaves the city and settles in the Valley of 
Gerar, But here also the envy of the shepherds of Gerar leads 
to incessant quarrels about the wells which Isaac had digged. 
Incapable of commanding respect. by his appearance, and only 
great in the elasticity of his endurance, Isaac again gives way, 
but the persecutions continue, and he is at last obliged wholly 
to leave that district, and to remove to Beersheba. There 

Jehovah appeared to him a second time, to comfort and to 
encourage him. Strengthened by this communication, and enjoy- 
ing a season of external rest, he now crects, in his character of 
Patriarch and Prophet, an altar, and establishes the worship of 
Jehovah, Abimelech visits hin in order to enter into covenant 
with him, to which proposal Isaac agrees. Again Beersheba 
becomes a witness as of the former, so ot the present covenant 
(§ 63, 8.) But scarecly is Isaac free from the external troubles 
which had hitherto followed hnn, than domestic troubles over« 
take him. Esau, who had long before mentally lapsed into 
heathenism, now takes two daughters of the Canaanites to wives, 
which are a gricf of mind unto his parents. 

(1.) It is the MAIN PURPOSE OF TITIS CHAPTER which sums up 
every thing recorded about the lite of Isaac (so far as it is not 
subservient to or absorbed in the history of Abraham or of 
Jacob) on the one hand to sketch in those events the character 
of Isaac, and on the other to exhibit the peculiar guidance of 
this patriarch as occasioned by his moral and spiritual wants. 

Klasticity of endurance, which does not resist evil nor contend 
against it, but by patience and yielding overcomes it, constitutes 
the FUNDAMENTAL TYPE of the character of Isaac, and in this lies 
his real claim to greatness. It does not take from this great- 
ness that it is not recognised, indced that it is cried down by men
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generally, nor that in Isaac also it is not wholly free from an 
impure admixture of weakness and instability. All this only 
proves that as the divine strength so the divine weakness (1 Cor. 
1.) does not manifest itself in all its purity and elevation in any 
man. On the character of Isaac compare also Krummacher’s 
Notes on Sacred History, Berlin 1818. 

It is certainly striking that the events of Abraham's life, and 
even the resolutions which he took tn consequence of them, 
repeatedly recur in the history of Isaac. In the one and in the 
other case there was famine in the land of Promise. In the one 
case the patriarch actually passed into Egypt, in the other he 
intended to do so; in both cases recourse is had to the same 
falsehood by which a wife is passed as a sister; in the one case 
the wife is actually removed, in the other this danger is happily 
averted ; in one and in the other case a covenant 1s made with 
Abimelech; in one and in the other case, we read in part of the 
same stations, of the same wells, of the same origin of the name 
Beersheba ; while lastly the manzfestation of God and the pro- 
mises appear in both cases to have taken place in the same 
manner and with the same tendency, and in consequence of them 
each of the two patriarchs erects an altar and serves Jehovah. 
Criticism has ‘long ago” “ recognised” the unity of these facts, 
which professedly had taken place on two different occasions in 
the history of different personages, but which in reality “are 
only different forms of one and the same event.” But if these 
facts, which legend has borrowed from the life of Abraham, in 
order to hide its lamentable poverty and impotence in reference 
to the life of Isaac, are taken away, nothing almost remains to 
attach to the life of our patriarch. Under these circumstances 
we cannot wonder that v. Lengerke should maintain that we 
‘have no manner of guarantee for the historical existence of his 
personality” (Canaan 1., pp. 290, 291), the more so as this kind 
of criticism does not attempt to trace the deeper bearings and 
the natural points of connection in this similarity of accounts. 
Still there are such points, and they are quite sufficient to remove 
anything that may at first sight appear incongruous and strange. 
First of all, the events in which the life of Isaac resembles that 
of Abraham, are not as they may appear merely accidents, but, 
in so far as they depend on the Providence of God, form the sub- 
stratum in the divine educational process repeated because of the 
continuance of the reasons which had at first occasioned them. 
So far as they were the result of man’s self-determination or of 
the collision of existing circumstances, they arose from similarity 
in their position and in their character, or from the continu- 
ance of certain circumstances (comp. JViner’s Real-Lex. 1, p. 
615, 3d edit. : ‘‘ These events are so simple and so natural, con-
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sidering that age, that it is impossible to think of fiction im 
regard to them.”) But secondly, we may not overlook that in 
mest of the events recorded, this similarity exists side by side 
with a deeper dis-similarity which even amounts to contraricty, 
so that if both were weighed not only according to their outward 
appearance, but also according to their inward meaning, the 
balance would incline towards the side of dis-similarity. This 
difference is in itself perfectly sufficient to set aside the doubts 
as to the existence of Isaac, which criticism derives from the defi- 
ciency in distinctive sketches of his character and lustory. 

The more deficient Isaac was in outward energy and indepen- 
dence, the less was he capable and called to form the com- 
mencement of a new development ; again the more glorious and 
splendid the mighty example of his father must have appeared 
to him, the more would he feel himself also warranted to follow 
in the footsteps of Abraham as opportunity offered. Still, 
although the tendency of God’s leadings remained the same in 
both cases, how different were these leadings themselves and 
their results, and however similar the aspect of his life to that 
of Abraham, how different was his inward and outward position, 
owing to the difference of character between the two patriarchs ! 
As at the time of Abraham, so now also there is famine in the 
Jand, which had been promised as a great gift of mercy to them for 
their descendants. In so far as this is a trial of their faith, the 
agreement in the two histories is perfect. Abraham takes refuge 
in Egypt, and Isaac is about to imitate him. But Abraham learns 
only by the complications and dangers in which he is imvolved 
that this device was contrary to the will of God. On the other 
hand, Isaac, whose greater weakness of character wowld not have 
been equal to the dangers which there threatened him, or whose 
softness could not have resisted the peculiar attractions of the 
land, 1s by Divine intervention preserved from following the 
device which he had at first conceived. What Abraham could 
not experience, Isaac learned by the hundred-fold harvest which 
he reaped, viz., that even in a year of famine and failure the land 
of promise would yield a blessing, and manifest the reality of the 
promise given him. Analogous and not less apparent is the 
difference between Abraham and Isaac under those circumstances 
which had led to another fall of Abraham. ‘That patriarch 
loses his wife. The protection of God does not preserve him 
from this trial, although it delivers him from dangers which 
might thence have resulted. The weaker Isaac is spared this 
trial, and the protection of God manifests itself in this, that the 
falsehood of his pretence appears hefore it is too late. 

The similarity of their nomadic occupations, and the con- 
tinuance of former circumstances, account for the fact that in 
both cases we read of the same stations and wells, and of another 
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alliance with Abimelech. But what a contrast between the 
personality of Abraham, who commands respect, and the patient 
yielding of Isaac. People do not interfere with the rights and 
privileges of Abraham, but Isaac must give place before continual 
hostilities and interferences, &c. 

(2.) We add some explanations on special points. Most of 
those interpreters who believe in the historical reality of the 
events here recorded, suppose that the ABIMELECH of Isaac was 
another person from the cotemporary of Abraham (§ 63.) The 
equality of name does not militate against this supposition, as it 
is well ascertained that “‘ _Abimelech,” and chief captain “ Phicol’ 
are not the names of persons, but of offices. Thus it will scarcely 
be supposed that the Pharaoh, king of Egypt, who lived at the 
time of Joseph, was the same person as he who, at the time of 
Moses, is designated by that name. Still, we believe with Tuch 
that the Abimelech of Abraham was the same as that of Isaac, 
because a careful examination will shew that the chronological 
reasons urged for their non-identity are not conclusive. If we 
bear in mind that Abraham died at the age of 175, Sarah at 
that of 127, Isaac at 180, and Jacob at 147, we shall infer that 
their cotemporaries also may have attained an age extending 
beyond one century. The meeting of Abraham with Abimelech 
took place shortly before the birth of Isaac. From that period 
sixty years elapsed to the birth of Esau and Jacob, and seventy- 
five years to the death of Abraham. The meeting of Isaac and 
Abimelech therefore must have taken place about eighty years 
after that between the latter and Abraham. If Abimelech was 
from forty to sixty years old at the first meeting, he would have 
been between 120 and 140 at the second. This appears the more 
probable, as on the former occasion Abimelech himself had pur- 
posed taking the wife of Abraham, while on the latter he is only 
afraid that one of the people might do injury to Rebekah. He 
appears therefore to have been very old at that time. 

It is very remarkable how the name Rrnosorn, which Isaac 
gave to one of the wells he had digged (verse 22), is preserved 
in the Wady er-Ruhaibeh, which Robinson (vol. 1, p. 196) dis- 
covered about mid-way between Wady Jerar (Gerar) and the 
Wady es-Seba’ (Beersheba), at that very point in the wilderness 
where the roads to Gaza and Hebron diverge. Here that 
traveller also found the ruins of a city which must anciently have 
been of some note. However, Robinson does not identify these 
two places, because he thinks that Isaac’s well must have been 
farther north, and because there is no mention in Scripture or 
elsewhere of a city connected with Rehoboth.' But as, according 

1 The Author has omitted to mention that Robinson argues against the 
identity of these two places, also on the ground that in Ruhaibeh there was
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to verses 22 and 23, Isaac 1s already on the journey from Gerar 
to Beersheba, the situation of er-Ruhaibeh agrees very well with 
that of Rehoboth. 

Similarly, Lobinson discovered (2., p. 204), in the northern 
portion of Wady es-Seba’, near to the ruins of the ancient Beer- 
sheba, two deep wells, which agrees with the statement that the 
servants of Isaac had digged a second well beside that of Abraham. 
‘These wells are some distance apart; they are circular, and 
stoned up very neatly with solid masonry, apparently much more 
ancient than that of the wells at ’Abdeh. The longer one is 
twelve and a half feet in diameter, and forty-four and a half feet 
deep to the surface of the water; sixteen feet of which at the 
bottom is excavated in the solid rock. The other well hes fifty- 
five rods W.S.W., and is five feet in diameter, and forty-two fect 
deep. The water in both ts pure and sweet, and in great abun- 
dance ; the finest indeed we had found since leaving Sinai. Both 
wells are surrounded with drinking troughs of stone, for camels 
and flocks, such as were doubtless used of old for the flocks 
which then fed on the adjacent Inlls. The curb stones were 
deeply worn by the friction of the ropes in drawing up water by 
hand.” From the prolepsis, “theretore the name of the city is 
Beersheba unto this day,” it is by no means clear that at the time 
of Isaac, as at that of Joshua (Josh. xv. 28), a town had stood 
in that valley. The very value attaching to these wells may 
have been the occasion for building a city there. 

(4.) The circumstance that “sau married two CANAANITISH 
WIVES shews (comp. chap. xxiv. 3 and xxvut. 46) how much he 
had become estranged from the religious hopes and views of the 
chosen family. If anything, this should have opened Isaac’s eyes 
to the perversity of his preference for sau. 

THE BLESSING OF ISAAC. 

§ 72. (Gen. xxvii. 1—29.)—Mecantime old age and its troubles 
have come over Isaac. His eyes have become dim, and thoughts 
of his approaching departure fill his soul. He therefore feels 
impelled, in the exercise of his patriarchal and paternal power, 
formally and solemnly to transfer the nght of primogeniture to 
his favourite (1), and so to bring this mportant and still dubious 
and unanswered question to a definite and unchangeable decision, 

no well, “the inhabitants having been apparently supplicd with rain water 
by means of cisterns.” However, the balance of probabilities seems to us in 
favour of Dr Kurtz's view.—TneE Tr. 

. 2
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thereby making an end to all farther machinations on the other 
side. The patriarch requests Esau to go out to the field to take 
some venison, and to make him such savoury meat as he loved, 
that his soul might bless him before he died. But the prudent 
and watchful Rebekah, who had long apprehended something of 
that kind, had been an unobserved witness of this interview. 
Her faith, her hope, and love induce her to stake everything in 
order to prevent the purpose of her husband from being carried 
out. Another hour, and, humanly speaking, the fairest hopes of 
her’ life are destroyed—her beloved Jacob is cast out, the wild 
and careless Esau blessed, and the promise which she had ob- 

tained from the Lord set at nought. The only human hope now 
lies in quick resolution, and in equally decided action, and 
Rebekah is equal tosuch an emergency. She has neither the time 
nor the inclination closely to examine her faith and love, her 
hopes and fears, or to sift the suggestions of her carnal wisdom. 
The moment is pressing, and her plan is ready. Jacob is to take 
advantage of the dimness of his father’s sight, he is to pass him- 
self for Esau, and thus to take away the blessing which otherwise 
had been denied to him. Jacob hesitates to enter into his 
mother’s plans. To his timorous and calculating mind the deed 
appears too bold and too dangerous. How easily might the 
deceit be discovered, and he bring a curse instead of a blessing 
on himself. But Rebekah quiets his doubts. She readily takes 
the curse upon herself, for she feels certain that she only carries 
out the will of God, and in her mind the ungodliness of the 
means employed disappears in view of the importance of the 
object which to her seems in accordance with the will of God (2.) 
In haste two kids of the goats are made savoury meat, such as 
Isaac loves; Jacob is arrayed in the garments of Esau, and his 
neck and hands are covered with the skins of the kids, that the 
smoothness of his skin may not betray his identity. Thus dis- 
guised, Jacob brings the savoury meat to his father. But he 
has a difficult part to play. Various circumstances make the 
old man suspicious. His commission has been too quickly 
executed, and then the voice is that of Jacob. But the lies of 
Jacob, his boldness, the roughness of his hands, and the raiment 
of Esau, mislead the old man. In truth another, whose honour 
is also concerned in the matter, effects it that Isaac gives up his
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well-grounded distrust. The Patriarch eats of the supposed 
venison, he drinks of the wine which Jacob brings him, he kisses 
him (3), and when he smelled the smell of his raiment he blessed 
him, and said: 

“See the smell of my son is as the smell of a field which Jehovah 
has blessed ! 

God give thee of the dew of heaven and of the fatness of the 
earth, 

Plenty of corn and of wine! * 
Let people serve thee, 
And let nations bow down to thee! 
Be thou lord over thy brethren, 
And let thy mother’s sons bow down tv thee ! 
Cursed be every one that curseth thee, 
And blessed be he that blesseth thee !” (4.) 

(1.) This is one of the most remarkable complications of life, 
shewing in the clearest manner that a higher hand guides the 
threads of history, so that neither sin nor error can wtimately 
entangle them. Itach one weaves the threads which are com- 
mitted to him according to his own views and desires, but at last 
when the texture is complete we behold in it the pattern which 
the master had long before devised, and towards which each 
labourer had ouly contributed one or another feature. We first 
direct attention to the impor?’ OF THE BLESSING, which Isaac 
feels impelled to pronounce, There is something peculiar and 
mysterious about the blessing and the curse of purents. Huch 
word of blessing and of curse into which the whole strength and 
fulness of the Psyche, the seat of personality and of will, descends, 
has a kind of magic power (comp. Lasaulx on the curse among 
the Greeks and Romans, Wtirzburg 1843.) It is the magic 
attaching to the image of God in man, imparted to him in 
creation, aud which sin las only weakened and darkened but uot 
wholly effaced, as language is the royal sceptre of man. The 
blessing or the curse of parents approximates the creative power 
from which this magic at first originated. Tor, as gencration 
is a representation of the Divine creative power, so is education 
and the ruling of children, of the Divine governing and judg-. 
ing power, and so long as the world shall continue will this 
word of the ancient sage prove truc: ‘The blessing of tlic 
father builds the children's houses, but the curse of the mother 
pulls them down.” But the blessing of the patriarchs in the
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chosen family leads us beyond the sphere of nature to that of 
grace. In virtue of the covenant-relation, which in this case 
pervades and determines everything, the pneumatic power of the 
Divine counsel of salvation is here jomed with the psychical 
power of a father’s blessing or curse. Human freedom is here 
allied with Divine necessity. Here man is not suffered to act 
arbitrarily, but the capability of the human will, now purified, 
is endowed with the strength of Divine omnipotence ; and thereby 
the blessing or the curse becomes irrevocable and unchangeable. 
What Jehovah said to the prophet (Jeremiah 1. 9 and 10) applies 
also to the prophetic blessing gr cursing of the patriarchs: 
“ Behold I put my words in thy mouth. See, I have this day 
set thee over nations and over kingdoms, to root out and to pull 
down, and to destroy and to throw down, to build and to plant.” 
Abraham was called to become the ancestor of the chosen race, 
and as such God Himself invested him with the fulness of blessing, 
which was to be gradually unfolded through his descendants. 
According to § 49, 2, the law of separation was to exercise its 
sway until in the course of development the pure kernel should, 
as it were, be set free from all husks, z.e., until that ancestor 
would appear whose entire posterity should, without any sepa- 
ration from among them, become the medium for preparing 
salvation. Hence until this goal was attained, the formal inves- 
titure with the Divine calling and blessing, 7.e., the selection and 
setting apart to become the ancestor of the promised seed, had 
each time to be expressly transferred from father to son, that so 
one should be always fixed upon (as the chosen), and the other 
set aside (as separated or excluded.) But as the whole of this 
development depends on the covenant-relation, the investiture 
inust equally be made by both parties to the covenant, 7.e., the 
patriarchs as the possessors of the calling at the time must ratify 
the investiture as well as Jehovah. Abraham had per factum 
done this when Ishmael was cast out (chap. xxi.), and when the 
whole of his inheritance was given to Isaac (ch. xxv. 5.) After 
that any further investiture by words was needless. But Jehovah 
expressly invests Isaac (ch. xxvi. 2 to 5.) Again, as one of the 
two sons of Isaac was to be separated, 1t was necessary that both 
partics should again bestow this formal investiture. In the 
account under consideration this is done by Isaac, and soon after 
it is ratified by Jehovah (ch. xxvii. 13—15.) If it 1s objected 
that the formal investiture was invalid because the intention and 
the thoughts of Isaac were directed towards another, we answer 
that Isaac afterwards expressly repeated it (ch. xxvii. 3 and 4.) 
Besides it requires to be borne in mind that even when Isaac 
first gave the blessing, his inmost spiritual tendency was in the 
right direction, and that the ray of his intention would have
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fallen upon Jacob, if, in passing through the dark medium of his 
carnal preference, it had not been broken and thus diverted from 
its real aim. This unhealthy divergence on the part of Isaac 
was counteracted by the deccit of Jacob, who placed himself 
where the diverted ray fell upon Jim. Thus wrong is punished 
by wrong, and the positive appears through the medium of two 
negatives. So far from any interference with the freedom of 
Isaac, this circumstance set him free from the bonds in which he 
ras held ; for when properly viewed, his carnal intention was as 

much opposed to his own as to Jacob’s interests. When this 
carnahity is circumvented, what in him had been merely arbitrary 
is sanctified and elevated into real and true freedom. Isaac 
deceived to appearance is not deceived im deed and in truth. 

(2.) Entering more particularly into the SHARE OF EACH PARTY 
IN THIS TRANSACTION, we gather that all four were guilty of sin 
and of error. But the more clearly appears from this both the 
firmness and the security of the divine comnsel, as despite these 
hindrances, that which God had intended actually took place. 
Isaac feels disposed and impelled to bless, and this 1s an evidence 
of his faith, and position within the covenant. He must bless, 
but he is mistaken in him whom he is about to bless. His 
carnal preference gives a peculiar taint to his view of the circum- 
stances, and his mind is averted from the proper to a wrong 
object. Viewed in this light, the right of nature which is in 
favour of Esan, appears to him as outweighing every other con- 
sideration. ‘The Divine oracle which, even before the sons were 
born, had decided the question, the rude and profane disposi- 
tion of Exau, the careless sale of his right of primogeniture, the 
religious indifferentism which he had displayed in the choice of 
his wives, and all the grief of mind which the Jatter had caused 
to him, could not, in the opinion of Isaac, take away the sight of 
birth. He had put his heart into the scale, and therefore this 
right appeared to him invested with an indelible character. 
Thus his faith, which shews itself in the desire to bless, appears im 
the garb and under the form of a carnal intention. Still it 
existed, and the flesh having been Inunbled, it ultimately 
obtained the victory. Esau had no right, either divine or human, 
to claim the patriarchal blessing. The outward right which his 
birth might have given him, had from the first been taken away 
by Tim who rules the course of nature, and Ksau himself had, 
by a formal sale, ceded it, Hence, the blame of circumventing 
their father for the inheritance attached to Esim more than to 
Jacob. But the issue places hin in the right position which 
God had destined for him. Ie storms and threatens, but soon 
submits to what cannot be altered. L2ebekah was, indeed, in a 
difficult position. She knows that God had destined the hless-
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ing for her younger son. This consciousness had hitherto been 
her hope, her joy and her support, but now all this was to be 
swept away. Under these circumstances she is ready to try 
anything which promises to secure her object. She attempts 
the only possible, although extremely precarious, means which 
offered. Itisa proof of her faith, of her trust in God’s assistance, 
and of her confidence that God would not allow His promise 
to fail, that she raises her plans on so dangerous a foundation, 
exposes herself and Jacob to such peril, and boldly undertakes a 
venture which, according to human calculation, it was ten to 
one must miscarry. Had she, indeed, possessed that power of 
faith, which on Mount Moriah could lift the knife against that 
only son with whom all promises were connected, without in the 
least doubting either the promise or Him who had given it— 
had she taken counsel of God instead of her own carnal wisdom 
—had she, instead of attempting to deliver herself, committed 
her cause to Him who had undertaken it, no doubt, as on Mount 
Moriah, so in Isaac’s closet, a miraculous interposition on the 
part of God would have averted the danger and established the 
promise. But it was not Rebekah’s way, in quiet faith, to wait 
for help from without and from above, so long as she could help 
or counsel herself. If God does not interpose with His power, 
she is ready to assist with her wisdom and strength. This per- 
verseness and unbelief arose from the circumstance that the glory 
ot God was not her only aim, and the fulfilment of His will not 
her sole object, but that she sought also her own honour and the 
gratification of her own desire. The moral state of Jacob was 
similar to that of Rebekah. Zach remarks: ‘ Truly it needed 
a great deal of impndence to reply to the question of his father, 
manifestly prompted as it was by real anxiety, ‘Art thou my 
very son Esau? by a bold ‘fam.’” And Luther remarks on 
verses 20 and 21, “I should probably have run away from terror 
and let the dish fall.” But what, we ask, gave to Jacob, who 
was naturally so timorous, and who clearly realised both the 
greatness of the danger to which he exposed himself, and the 
improbability of success, according to human calculation (verses 
11 and 12)—the needed strength to stand this close examina- 
tion, on the part of the distrustful old man, without betraying 
himself, either by anxiety or by want of confidence? Certainly 
only faith in the divine promise, which could not fail. But Jacoh 
also is awanting in full strength of faith, and in unconditional 
confidence of trust. He also thought that he must assist the 
Lord, lest His counsel should perish, and in his case also this 
arose from not seeking the glory of the Lord alone. In this 
instance also the text expresses neither approbation nor disap- 
probation. But the Nemesis of history apportions to each of the



TIE BLESSING OF ISAAC. (§ 72.) 297 

four parties concerned their punishment. Isaac and Hsau imme- 
diately feel the consequences of their conduct; Rebekah and 
Jacob soon afterwards. Just because lier plan had been success- 
ful, Rebekah must send away her favourite during the dark of 
the night, destitute and helpless, nor will she ever behold his 
face again. The deceit of Jacob is repaid him in the same com 
(§ 76), and much sorrow, auxiety, labour, and want, are the con- 
sequences of his godless cunning. 

(3.) With reference to the PREPARATIONS FOR THE BLESSING, 
it appears strange why, before pronouncing the blessing, Isaac 
should have deinanded MEAT such as he loved. It will not do 
to set it down to the score of Isaac’s liking for good living 
(chap. xxv. 28)—the meat demanded must somehow have had 
soine essential connection with the blessing. ‘This would be the 
case if it were possible to regard the meal as a covenant-feast ; 
and, explaining it (Bdhr Syinb. of the Mosaic Worship, i. p. 
273; The Author’s Mosaic Sacrifice, p. 103, &c.), as a repre- 
sentation of joyous communion, and as thus offering a sym- 
bolical basis tor this blessing. But if this had been the case, 
both parties, he that blessed and he who was blessed, must have 
joined in it, while the record only bears that Isaac had eaten and 
drunk (v 25.) Nothing, therefore, remains but, according to 
the analogy of similar circumstances, to suppose that Isaac had 
wished to excite his animal spirits, and to predispose hunself for 
pronouncing a blessing, by partaking of savoury meat and drink- 
Ing wine ; in a mauner similarto that in which islisha wished to 
encourage and to excite himself for prophetic inspiration by 
music (2 Kings ui. 153; comp. 1 Sam. x. 5, 10; xvi, 15—23.) 
This appears the more likely as, irrespective of its acceptable- 
ness, the gift desired was one of love, an expression of the attach- 
ment of tlie son to Ms father ; just as the blessing was an expres- 
sion of the tenderness of the father for his son. Hence, the 
transaction represents, that reciprocity which is characteristic of” 
love: the son gives to the father what he can give, and what is 
pleasant and dear to the father, that in turn the father may fecl 
the more impelled to give to the son what he has to give to hin 
and what is pleasant. 

To prevent, if possible, the discovery of the deceit, Rebekah 
clothes her favourite with the Garments oF Issav. The older 
interpreters regarded this as a peculiar or priestly dress, inas- 
much as Esau, the first born, had administered priestly functions 
in the family of Isaac (Gen. xhx. 3.) But the text does not 
give the slightest hint to warrant such a supposition. Besides, 
it should be remembered that such an arrangement would have 
been caleulated for the sight of Isaac, while the actual device 
was solely resorted to with a view to his smelling (v. 27, “he 

r]
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smelt the smell of his garments.”) fichaelis (‘‘ Notes for thie 
Unlearned,” i1., p. 127) thinks that it refers to the custom 
among the Arabians of perfuming their dress. But although 
this practice is referred to in Psalm xlv. 9, and in the Song of 
Solomon iv. 11, it cannot have been alluded to in the circum- 
stances under consideration (see v. 27.) We must therefore 
agree with Tuch, that an aromatic smell of the herbs, flowers, 
and other produce of the field, must have been felt off the var- 
ments of Esau, who was “a man of the field” (chap. xxv. 27) ; 
a supposition this which involves no difficulty, considering that 
the country was so rich in aromatic and smelling herbs. Equally 
apparent was the propriety of covering the hands and the neck 
of Jacob with the skins of the kids, where, however, we must 
bear in mind that they were not such goats as are common in 
Kurope. “ The text refers to the Eastern Camel-goat, the black 
and silky hair of which was also used by the Romans for false 
hair—Martial. xii. 46.” uch. 

But it is altogether mistaken to suppose with Twuch that 
‘Tsaac demanded a kiss (v. 26), in order thereby to distinguish 
the shepherd who would smell of the flock from the huntsman 
who would smell of the field.” After Isaac has partaken of the 
meal, he has given up all distrust (v. 25.) The kiss is only the 
expression of paternal love, excited by having partaken of the 
savoury clish ; it is the acme of his now overflowing emotions and 
the transition to the blessing. 

(4.) The difference apparent on comparing this blessing GIVEN 
BY Isaac to Jacob, with the blessing given by Jehovah to 
Abraham and to Isaac, is both remarkable and characteristic. 
The two former contain a threefold reference (§ 71.) In the 
present instance only the two first promises—the possession of 
the land and political power—are here repeated. The third 
point, that of being the medium of salvation to the nations, is 

' only alluded to in the words ‘‘ Blessed ts every one which blesses 
thee”—words, it will be remembered, which, when the blessing 
was first given to Abraham (chap. xu. 3) formed the transition to 
the highest point in the promised blessing. It would, therefore, 
appear as if Isaac had not as yet reached that purely spiritual 
elevation in the promise, and as if he had, therefore, clung in 
preference to the more concrete and material aspect of it, or else, 
as if in his view, the two had been inseparably identical. 
Although the blessing of Isaac is prophetic, it is limited in 
expression by that stage of knowledge and of religions conscious- 
ness which he himself occupied. The main point in the mind 
of Isaac was the future relation between the two brothers, 
and this gives to the blessing its peculiar form, contents, and 
Imits,
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§ 73. (Gen. xxvil, 30—40.)—Scareely had Jacob gone away 
after obtaining the blessing, than Tsau came with the venison 
which he had prepared. Isaac trembled exceedingly. But his 
heart does not revolt against Jacob’s eunning deceit, nor does he 
change the stolen blessing into a curse—he rather says: “‘ [have 
blessed him and he shall remain blessed.” The darkness which 
had gathered around his inward sight was now being dispelled. 
He recognises the finger of God who had averted the danger 
threatening from his error and his sin. He sees that without 
knowing it he had blessed, not according to his own will, but by 
the authority and according to the will of God. Now for the 
first time also Esan seems to have some apprehension of the great- 
ness of that salvation which he had so lightly despised. He 
almost becomes sentimental, he cries, and says: ‘‘ Hast thou but 
one blessing, uy father ? Bless me also, O my father!” And 
the soul of Isaac once more wings itself to the heights of pro- 
phetic vision, and he says: 

“ Behold thy dwelling shall be without fatness of the earth, 
And without the dew of heaven from above. (1.) 
But by thy sword shalt thou live and shalt serve thy brother ; 
Yet it shall come to pass that as thou shakest it thou shalt break 

lus yoke from off thy neck !” (2.) 

(1.) The word y0 In THE PROPHETIC DECLARATION oF Isaac 

may be rendered by “ wethout” or “ far from.” This rendering 
is grammatically correct, and demanded by the context (comp. 
Ewald’s Larger Grammar, § 217. b. p. 408.) For, in verse 37, 
Isaac complains that he had no more corn nor wine to give, and 
in the prophecy itselffemphasis is laid on the circmnstance that 
Esau is to live by his sword. The authorised version (as well 
as that of Luther) renders WO, a8 verse 28, “thy dwelling 

shall be the fatness of the earth, and of the dew of heaven from 
above.” But although tlns view is defended by modern critics, 
it neither agrees with the context, nor 1s it grammatically cor- 
rect, as in that case a & would have stood betore Twin (as in 

verse 28.) But the point in the blessing lies in this, that so far 
ius possible the same expressions as formerly are chosen to desig- 
nate an opposite state of matters. [or an analogous instance 

a
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we refer to chap. xl. 13 as compared with verse 19. If it is 
objected that, according to our interpretation, the words of Isaac 
would imply a curse rather than a blessing, we allow that this 
statement is at least in part correct. Butthe text does not any- 
where designate this as a blessing, nor if it did would such a 
designation have been wholly incorrect. For, the promise that 
Esau was to live by his sword, and that, although he was to serve 
his brother, he should at a future period throw off the yoke from 
his neck, implies that the curse changes into a kind of blessing. 
Again, the remark of von Gerlach that our rendering is opposed 
“to philology, to history, and geography,” is partly ungrounded 
and partly based on evidence which is not to the point. It may, 
indeed, be true, as Buckhardt has it, vol. ii. p. 702, that ‘the 
declivities of Mount Seir are covered with corn fields and 
orchards,” and, as Jtobinson remarks, vol. il. p. 154, that ‘‘ the 
mountains on the east appear to enjoy a sufficiency of rain, and 
are covered with tufts of herbs and occasional trees. The Wadys, 
too, are full of trees, and shrubs, and flowers ; while the eastern 
and higher parts are extensively cultivated, and yield good erops.” 
But it 1s equally true that Seetzen (osenmiiller, Antiq. 11. 1, p. 
156), from personal observation, describes the country as “ per- 
haps the most desolate and sterile mountain in the world.” And 
Robinson himself expressly states that the western mountains 
‘are wholly desert and sterile.” And this must have been the 
general impression produced by a sight of the country, as the 
propiet Malachi says in the name of Jehovah (chap. 1. 3): “ 
ated Esan, and laid his mountains and his heritage waste, for 

the dragons of the wilderness.” Under the circumstances, Isaac 
is only disposed prophetically to regard the sterile aspect of the 
land of Ksau. But this does not imply that the country had not 
its fairer and more fertile distriets. This very one-sidedness and 
this partial incongruity between the blessing and its fulfilment 
is an evidence of the authenticity of the event recorded. 
We shall, therefore, not adopt the new interpretation proposed 

by Delatzsch, according to whom the x in ssyyy575 1s not a pre- 

position but a letter used for transforming the word into a nomen. 
He translates: ‘‘ Behold, fatness of the earth shall be thy dwell- 
ing, and of the dew of heaven from above shalt thou live.” Against 
this view we not only urge our former observations, but also this, 
that we do not anywhere mect with such a word, and that the 
parallélism between ssypyiry and ‘yyy, demands that in both cases 

the » should be taken as a preposition. 
(2.) Delitesch rightly observes, that although the blessing of 

Ksau seems only a diminished curse when compared with that of
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Jacob, it still introduces an element of diminution into the latter, 
so that thereby the improper means used for obtaining that 
blessing were punished. For it will be noticed that it implies a 
continuous and not unsuccessful, though ultimately vain, reaction 
on the part of Esau against the blessing of Jacob. And, in point 
of fact, the historical relation between Edom and Israel was one 
of continual alternation of submission, of rebellion, and of re- 
newed subjection. 

§ 74. (Gen. xxvii. 41—xxviii. 10.)—In his wrath Esau 
threatens to slay Jacob. Rebekah, ever watchft, obtains tid- 
ings of this purpose, and knowing her son sufficiently to fear his 
quick revenge only for the moment, she urges Jacob hastily to 
fly to Laban her brother, promising to inform him whenever 
Esau’s anger had allayed. She prudently spares Isaac, and 
does not communicate to him the proximate cause of Jacob's 
journey. Hence she lays special emphasis on the other aim of 
his journey on which she was no less intent, viz., that Jacob 
should take a wife of the daughters of Laban (1.) Too keenly 
does Isaac feel the grief which Esau’s Canaanitish wives had 
caused him, not at once and cordially to have seconded such a 
proposal ; the more so as he has now perceived that in many 
respects he had been unjust to Jacob, and has learned to regard 
him as the person in whom the promised race is to be continued. 
As formerly, unconsciously and in prophetic emotion, so now con- 
sciously, and of sct purpose he transfers the blessing of Abraham 
tothe son whom he had erst neglected, and sends him away with 
the injunction not to take a wife of the daughters of Canaan. 
When Esau learned this, he takes unto the wives which he already 
had a daughter of Ishmael (2), in order to remove the dis- 
like which his father felt towards his Canaanitish wives. A new 
evidence this of his kindliness and yielding disposition, but also 
of his limited knowledge, betraying also, by his foolish mistakes 
in the choice of means, how thoroughly deficient he was in under- 
standing the religious position of his family, to which he only 
belonged by external descent, not by inward calling. 

(1.) Combining Genesis xvii. 9, xlv. 6, xli. 46, and xxx. 22— 
25 we gather that Jacob was SEVENTY-SEVEN years old at the
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time of his flight to Mesopotamia. It must appear to us very 
strange that he had remained so long unmarried—even though 
we make allowance for the circumstance that at the time mar- 
riages seem to have taken place at a later period of life (Esau 
only married in his fortieth year.) But history furnishes seve- 
ral data to account for this delay. From the conduct of Abra- 
ham (Gen, xxiv. 1 &.) we gather that the marriage of sons was 
under the immediate supervision of the father—a custom this, 
to which Esau, in his careless temper, did not submit. But the 
indifference of Isaac towards Jacob manifested itself in this re- 
spect also, nor was the influence of Rebekah, considering the 
disagreement between her and her husband, sufficient to induce 
the patriarch to take such a step in deference to her wishes. 
Jacob had certainiy resolved not to marry a daughter of the 
Canaanites, and nothing was left to him but to submit in patience, 
which was the more easy as the tenderness of his mother in 
measure compensated for the want of the affections of a wife. 
(A similar relation had obtained between Isaac and Sarah.) A 
certain kind of criticism objects to the double motive in this 
journey of Jacob, and infers that the narrative is the composi- 
tion of two different authors, one of whom (the original record) 
‘ knows nothing of the dispute between the brothers, and derives 
the journey of Jacob to Mesopotamia from other motives.” In 
another place (compare the author's Unity of Genesis, p. 151, 
&c.) we have sufficiently proved that ‘the supplementary” as well 
as the “ original text” represent the journey of Jacob as a hasty 
flight. 

(2.) On the so-called contradictions IN THE NAMES OF THE 
WIVES OF Esau in Genesis xxxvi. 2 as compared with xxvi. 34 
and xxvill. 9, compare also Hanke’s Investigations, 1. p. 245, 
and Hengstenberg’s Contrib. 11. p. 273, &c. We refer especially 
to the ingenious explanations offered by the latter, which have, 
in our opinion, removed the principal difficulties. Zuch, indeed, 
thinks (p. 429), “‘ that 1t 1s impossible by any interpretation to 
reconcile these contradictory statements.” But this opinion 
must appear the more hasty that he himself, and Stahelin 1.c., are 
obliged to refer the two accounts, supposed to be contradictory, to 
one and the same author (“ to the original record.”) The state 
of matters is as follows. According to chap. xxxvi. 2 and 3 
Esau had three wives: 

1. Adah, the daughter of Elon the Hittite. 
2. Aholibamah, the daughter of Anah, the daughter (— 

grand-daughter ?) of Zibeon the Hivite (Horite ?) 
3. Bashemath, the caughter of Ishmael, the sister of Ne- 

ajoth.
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According to chaps. xxvi, 34, and xxviii. 9 the following were 
his three wives: 

1. Judith, the daughter of Deer: the Hittite. 
2. Bashemath, the daughter of Zlon the Hittite. 
3. Muhalath, the daughter of Zshmael, the sister of Ne- 

bajoth. 

Except in the case of Aholibamah, who is once mentioned as 
the daughter of Anah and another time as that of Beeri, the 
names of the fathers are identical. Jtanke (I. c.) and Telée (in 
Herbst’s Introd. i., p. 266) propose to solve this difficulty by 
supposing that Ancuh was her mother and Beert her father, in 
which case the apposition “the daughter of Zibeon the Hittite” 
(chap. xxxvi. 2) would refer to Anah and not to Aholtbamah. 
But against this view we have the fact that the name of the 
mother does not anywhere occur in the genealogies instead of 
that of the father, except under very special circumstances. 
Besides, a comparison with xxxvi. 34 and the analogy of verse 3, 
where the expression “ sister of Nebajoth’ must of course neces- 
sarily refer to Bashemath, are all opposed to this theory. Nothing 
else would therefore be left but to render py by grand-daughter, 
in which sense it also occurs in other places. But Hengstenberg 
has shewn that it is very probable that Anah and Beert are two 
names of one and the same personage. In the genealogy of the 
Horites, who possessed Mount Seir before Esau (in chap. xxxvi. 
24), the name Anah occurs, of whom it is said: “ This was that 
ANAH that discovered the warm sprigs in the wilderness (pro- 
bably the warm baths of Callirrhoe—comp. f'rtedreich, Notes to 
the Bible, 1. 44, &c. ; the authorised version aud Luther translate 
falsely ‘that found the mules in the wilderness’) as he fed the 
asses of ZrBeon his father.” Even the identity of the name of 
his father would be a presumption in favour of the identity of 
Anah and Beert. To the same conclusion points also the name 
Beeri = man of springs, which manifestly refers to the remark- 
able event in the wilderness, from which he derived that name. 
TTengstenbery remarks that “in the narrative that name is used 
by which the man was commonly designated among jis cotem- 
poraries, since that most important event of his lite was in some 
respects identified with him, Whoever saw him immediately 
thought of the warm springs. But his proper name Anak occurs 
in the genealogy in chap. xxxvi., as in a genealogical point of 
view it could never be set aside by any bye-name.” The diffi- 
culty from the circumstance that in chap. xxxvi. 2 Anak is 
described as a Tivite, in xxxvi. 20 as a Horite, and in xxvi. 34 
as a Hittite, cannot counter-balance the above remarkable coin-
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cidence. For the name Hittite is frequently used sensu latiori 
as == Canaanite in general, and the difference between chap. 
xxxvi. 2 and verse 20 can easily be removed as proposed by J. 
D, Michaelis and by Bertheau (‘Two Essays towards the History 
of Isracl, p. 150) by changing the »y4 (of verse 2) into wp, 
which is not only warranted but required by the identity of the 
names Anah and Zibeon in the two passages of that chapter. 
But as everything else is quite plain, the opinion that in chap. 
XXxvV1. other wives were meant must be set aside as wholly 
ungrounded, and the difference between the names accounted for 
from the frequency with which especially female names in the 
Kast were changed (comp. Rosenmiiller, the East in Anc. and 
Mod. Times, 1., p. 63, and Jahn’s Arch., ii., p. 281.) Probably 
the change of names took place when they were married. Heng- 
stenberg also rightly points out that in chap. xxxvi. all the wives 
of Esau bear different names, and infers that the change in all 
the names shews that it proceeded not from any mistake on the 
part of the writer. He concludes that all the three had got new 
names on the occasion of their marriage, when they left their 
own famihes. 

(3.) Thus by his own choice as well as in the development of 
history, Esau is removed from connection with the history of the 
covenant. His communion with the chosen family had always 
been only external. He had always been, and he remained a 
stranger to its higher interests, to its calling and destiny. He 
went his own ways, and that even while he remained im his 
father's house, and was yet invested with the outward and natural 
claims to be the head of his family. His total exclusion from 
the chosen family is only the completing of his former tendency. 
But, like Lot and Ishmael, he thereby becomes really a heathen. 
From the first, and even before we have studied the life of Jacob, 
we can fully understand the choice of Jacob and the rejection of 
Esau. Hengstenberg (Contrib. 11., p. 538, &c.) has aptly shewn 
this: ‘“‘ Any one capable of decper views will certainly not dream 
that Esau would have been better adapted than Jacob to become 
the medium of Divine revelations. Esau is the representative 
of natural kindliness and honesty, but these qualities are joined 
to rudeness and to a want of susceptibility for what is higher. 
He is void of all anticipation and longing. He is satisfied with 
what is visible; in short he is a profane person (Heb. xii. 16.) 
Such persons, even if grace reaches their hearts, which was not 
the case with Esau, are not adapted for heading a religious 
development. For the latter purpose not only is such faith 
necessary, to which any individual may attain, but faith also as 
& ydpicpa, which presupposes a natural substratum not found 
in characters such as that of Esau. The natural disposition of
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Jacob is much more complex than that of Esau. There are 
many tolds and corners in his heart, which himself and others 
find it difficult thoroughly to examine, while a man like esau 
may be pretty well known in the course of an hour. Jacob is 
mild and pliable, sensitive and susceptible for every contact with 
a higher world ; always disposed and ready to sce the heavens 
opened and the angels ascending and descending. Bunt at the 
same time, as in all characters in whom the imaginative prevails, 
he is also apt to deceive himself, he is under strong temptation 
to dishonesty, prone to cunning, and without sufficient openness. 
(sod took this man into his own training, to remove the many 
shadows always found when there is much light. Under this 
training alone is it possible really to learn, and in that school 
Jacob became Israel, while Esau, who was incapable of any such 
training, remained to the end only Esau.” 

(4.) After this event, Isaac lived other forty-three vears. But 
he no more appears on the stage of covenant-history, as Jacob 
takes up the thread of farther development, the promise hav- 
ing now devolved on him, The text only records that he was 
gathered to his fathers when 180 years old and full of clays, 
and that he was buried in the cave of Macphelah by Iusan and 
Jacob, whom he was privileged to see once more standing as 
reconciled brothers by his cleath-bed. When Jacob leit, his 
father dwelt at Beersheba. The desire to be nearer to his 
paternal place of sepulchre may probably have been the ground 
of his later settlement in Mamre, where he died (chap. xxxv. 27 
to 29.) Rebekah, who at parting had so confidently promised 
Jacob to let him know whenever Ksan’s anger was appeased, had 
probably died soon after her favourite had left. At least the 
promised message was never delivered, nor is her name mentioned 
on Jacob's return.





THIRD STAGE IN THE FAMILY HISTORY. 

JACOD., 

FLIGHT OF JACOB TO MESOPOTAMIA. 

§ 75. (Gen. xxvill. 11, &)—Jacob tarried all night m the 
open air, mm the neighbourhood of Luz (§ 51. 6.) Rescued from 
inmninent danger, torn from the embrace of an affectionate 
mother, and far from his father’s house with which the promise 
was connected—poor and forsaken, his prospects for the future 
unsettled, he laid lim to rest, weary and worn with care. But in 
a dream, (1) le beholds a ladder which reached to heaven. The 
angels of God ascended and descended on it, and Jehovah Him- 
self stood above it (2.) He reveals Himself to Jacob as the 
God of Abraham and of Isaac, invests him with the threefold 

covenant-blessing, and promises to keep him im all his ways, and 
to bring lim again into the land which he was now about to 
leave. When he awakes, his soul is still filled with the awe 

occasioned by the presence of the Lord. He exclaims, ‘ How 
dreadful is this place! This is none other but the house of God, 
and this is the gate of heaven!” He pours o7f on the stone on 
which his head had rested, and sets it up for a pillar (8.) He 
called the name of that place Bcthel, and vows on his return to 
convert that stone into a house of (rod, and thereby, on his purt 
also, to make the name which he had given to the place a 

reality (4.) 

(1.) The dream of Jacob is not merely natural but prophetic ; 
it is the mediwn of divine revelation and promise. But the 
inward state of Jacob at the time formed its natural basis. This 
dream ippears much more significant when we recall to mind 
the feelings with which he would Jay him down to rest. Thoughts 
accusing and excusing one another would overwhelm him and 
refuse to be controlled, amid the nnwonted solitude and in the 

- c 2 
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loneliness of his position, as night gathered around him, and all 
circumstances conspired to make him look into the depth of his 
sonl, The present weighs on him as a curse which he had 
drawn on himself; nor is the dark future before him as yet lit 
up by a single ray of divine promise. He has, indeed, obtained 
the blessing of his father, but only by cunning and deceit, nor 
has the divine sanction been as yet given to it. Consciousness 
of euilt, remorse of conscience, doubts, cares, and anxieties of 
various kinds, only tended to deepen his sense of loneliness. If 
he is not to despair, he requires to be comforted and strength- 
ened from on high. And this is now done, The dream and its 
vision are the reply of God to the cares and anxieties with which 
he has lain down to rest. 

(2.) THE MEANING OF THIS vision will be evident. It em- 
bodies in a symbol that which the divine promises (verses 13 to 
15), of which it is the basis, declare in words. It formsa bridge 
between heaven and earth. Below, is the poor, helpless, and 
forsaken man—a representative of human nature with its in- 
ability and helplessness. But the angels of God ever descend to 
bring him help, and again ever ascend to fetch new deliverance. 
Above, Jehovah Himself stands upon it. By the promise, “ I will 
bless thee, and i thee (and in thy seed) shall all the families of 
the earth be blessed,” He connects the goal with the commence- 
ment of that development, so that this forsaken and helpless 
man is to become the source of blessing and the medinm of sal- 
vation to the whole world. It is thus that the ladder connects 
heaven with earth, and Jacob at the foot of it with Jehovah 
above it. The ladder which connects heaven with earth repre- 
sents the promise, which equally joins heaven aud earth, which 
brings down and imparts the powers of heaven to man, as the 
iuedium of the promise, yea, and in virtue of which, Jehovah 
Himself comes down in order that by His covenant and co-opera- 
tion with him whoisthe medium of the promise, the goal might 
he attained and all the families of the earth blessed in him. All 
this, so far as Jacob was concerned, lay only in germ anc unde- 
veloped in the promise. But looking back on its fulfilment we 
know that this goal was to be attained by the descent of the ful- 
ness of the personal God into helpless and disabled human 
nature, through the incarnation of God in Chnist. Baumgar- 
ten (Com. 1. 1. p. 263) is therefore right in saying that not the 
ladder but Jacob, on whose account the ladder connected heaven 
aud earth, was a symbolic representative of Christ. But equally 
right are Luther and ‘Calvin in regarding the ladder in the 
light of John i. 52, and viewing it as a representation of the 
inystery of the incarnation of God. Since the ladder, in the first 
place, represents the promise by which the divine strength, and 
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ultimately God Himself, is bronght from heaven to carth, it ts 
also at the sametime a representation of the manner in which 
God successively descends froin heaven and ultimately becomes 
man. Thus, viewed objectively, the vision of Jacob becomes a 
grand survey and summary of the history of the Old Covenant. 
As Jacob now commences the course of his independent covenant- 
development, so Jehovah also appears standing on the uppermost 
step of the ladder, commencing, as it were, His descent. Again, 
as the last step of the ladder is by the side of Jacob, it is plam 
that He is descending to Jacob (as the ancestor and represen- 
tative of the chosen race.) But the whole history of the Old 
Covenant is nothing else than, on the one hand, a successive 
descending on the part of God, until He becomes incarnate in 
the seed of Jacob, and, on the other hand, « successive ascent 
of Jacob and of Ins seed, until it becomes capable of receiving 
within itself the personal tulness of the divine nature. 

(3.) Jacob called the place where this apparition was vouch- 
safed (verse 19) Berne. (the House of God.) The city in the 
immediate neighbourhood was at the time called Laz (comp. 
§ 51, 6.) The descendants of the patriarchs transferred the 
name of Bethel to that city. Of course the Canaanites did not 
care for this, and continued to call it Luz. The heathen name 
was only abrogated after the occupation of the land by Joshua. 
Even in Joshua xvi. 2 (the boundary “ gocth out from Bethel tv 
Luz’) Bethel the place is distinguished trom Luz the city (comp. 
Hengstenberg, Contrib, 1i., p. 200, &c.) Jacob dedicates the 
stone on which his head had rested, and converts it into a pillar 
or monument by POURLNG OIL ON THE TuP OF Ir. The outward 
import of this action is to distinguish the stone, with a view to 
the time when in virtue of the vow it was to become a house of 
God. But im accordance with the views prevalent throughout 
the whole Old Testament, this action must also, and pre-eminently, 
have had an mward and symbolical meaning. The symbolical 
use of oil as an emblem of the Spirit of God, who enlightens, 
revives, and heals, is derived from the use of oil in common life 
among Orientals, In the Kast it is employed for giving: flexi- 
bility, freshness, and health, for alleviating pain and healing 
diseases, for giving a flavour to food, and also for hght. Henee 
to pour oil over anything symbolised its dedication to Gud and to 
Divine purposes, as also the communication of Divine strength 
to it necessary for such dedication (comp. Bahr, Symbolic ii., p. 
171, &e.) The erection of a STONE MONUMENT (“J 4y99) for rell- 

vious purposes by Jacob invites a comparison of this action with 
the worship of such Mazeboth in heathenism. In itself the 
erection of stones to be monuments and signs in remembrance 
of religious events and ideas is so natural and unimportant. that
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we can scarcely wonder that heathenism and Judaism shared 
that practice, whether independently of, or in some connection 
with, each other. Stone was the most lasting, unchangeable, 
immoveable, and imperishable material. Hence, it was specially 
adapted to become a witness to coming centuries. But this very 
peculiarity must have lent a particular religious meaning to 
stone in the worship of nature, which regarded all natural objects 
us the forms in which the spirit of nature appeared. Be it 
noticed that no object in nature expresses so distinctly as the 
stone the idea of a blind and inexorable natural necessity, not 
animated by consciousness, by pre-intended and rational volition, 
not moved by any feeling of pleasure or of sorrow, of sympathy 
or of pity, but following its unalterable course without regard to 
any other consideration whatever. But this idea is the central 
point in what is characteristic of the worship of nature, where 
free and personal will is absorbed in absolute umty with the 
eternal necessity of the law of nature. Thus in heathenisin 
stone was the representation of the Deity, in so far as the latter 
was regarded as the dark and impersonal fate which, with im- 
exorable necessity, presided over hfe. But Judaism from the 
first shared not in any way these views of the Deity; indeed 
they were distinctly and consciously opposed to the religion of 
the Old Testainent. Hence, in making use of stone for religious 
purposes, Judaism could only do so on account of the adaptation 
of that material for becoming a lasting and unchangeable monu- 
ment, and a token of remembrance—a use this equally warrant- 
able and appropriate. It was equally natural and suitable, at 
least in the case of the patriarchs, that places which had been 
set apart by such monuments as sacred, and as standing in 
closer relation to God (cither on account of a revelation or some 
other manifestation of merey which had been there vouchsafed), 
should also have been specially selected by cotemporaries or 
descendants for the purposes of Divine worship. Afterwards, 
under the law, every use of the Mazeboth for the purposes of 
Divine worship was repeatedly, and mn the most stringent terms, 
interdicted as a heathen abomination (Ex. xxii. 24, xxxiv. 13; 
Ley. xxvi. 1; Deut. xi. 13, xvi. 22, &.) This prohibition was 
not merely directed against the heathen view, by which the 
stone appeared as a representative of the Deity, but also against 
the worship of Jehovah in the neighbourhood of these Mazeboth, 
which liad been allowed at the time of the patriarclis—and that 
hecause any such worship was an ungodly and heathen opposition 
to the sole and lawful sanctuary in the tabernacle. The worship 
of the Betylia, declared to have been stones (meteoric stones ?) 
that had fallen from heaven, among which the black stone in 
the Kaaba in Meeca also belongs, is a later form of this heathen
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worship of stones, The name Sastva reminds us s0 clearly of 
the name Bethel that it is almost impossible to doubt a connec- 
tion between the two. But as, according to very distinct 
evidence, the worship of the Betylia arose among the Phoenicians 
(the Canaanites), we can readily conceive that as heathenism was 
always prepared to adopt foreign forms of worship, the pouring 
of oil by Jacob on the stone at Bethel may have been the jist 
starting-point of the later worship of the Betylia. Hence those 
ancient writers (such as Bochart, Vossius, &c.) who derived it 
from a caxofndia on the part of the Canaanites, may not have 
been wholly in the wrong. On the worship of the Betylia 
generally, comp. Bochurt, Phaleg., 11. 2, 2, p. 707, &e. ; Winer, 
x. v. Stones; De Mette, Archeology, § 192.! 

(4.) The question has been raised to whom JacosB, WHEN 
MAKING HIS vow, neant to pay tithes from all those things 
which he owed to the protection and blessing of God. By the 
law the tithes were given to the priests, and through them to 
God. Butas in the family of the patriarchs there was no special 
priesthood, but themselves discharged such duties, this cirenm- 
stance has been deeined an objection to the authenticity of the 
narrative. It is trne that the reply commonly given that Jacob 
had meant to use it in a manner similar to that common along 
the Israelites every third year, when the tithes were employed in 
at feast (Deut. xiv. 28, 29), is somewhat improbable. We rather 
suppose that the words inpiy that he meant therewith to erect 
the promised house of God, to preserve and to maintain it, and 
tu discharge the expenses connected with the worship there. 

JACOB'S SOJOURN IN MESUPOTAMLA. 

$76. (Gen, xxix. 1—30.)—At a well near Haran Jacob meets 
with Raehel, Laban’s daughter, who was leading her father’s 
sheep to the watering-place. With overflowing heart he falls 

We take this opportunity of bringing before the reader a curious discovery, 
for which we are indebted to the wisdom of Mr Sérensen, in Kiel (Comm. on 
Genesis, p. 232, €¢.) ‘The history of the heavenly laddcr and of the Mazebah 
was only invented 10 order to claim for Jacob, as if he had introduced it into 
Babylon, the invention of the sun-clock, which is commonly ascribed to the 
Babylonians. The heavenly ladder with its steps meant the hour marks in 
that clock, and the setting up of the Mazcbah was nothing else than tho 
setting up of that sun dial after the model of that visionary revelation. 
“From the statement that Jaco) had leaned his head on er upon the stone, 
we may inter that the sun dial in Bethel had a globe or a semi globe at the 
top. Perhaps on this globe the degrees were marked, and this may also have 
given occasion to trace the marking of such a heavenly Indder to a night 
Vision.”
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upon her neck, rolls the stone from the well’s mouth, and waters 
her sheep (1.) Laban also gives him a hearty welcome, and 
being soon convinced of Jacob’s fitness, he endeavours to secure 
his services as a shepherd. Jacob, for whom the first meeting 
with Rachel had already been of great and decisive moment, 
sues for her, and promises a seven years service as her price (2.) 
But Laban, not Jess selfish than crafty, endeavours to bind him 
for a longer time, palms upon hun, instead of the beautiful Rachel, 
her elder and less attractive sister Leah, and, in reply to Jacob's 
reproaches, pleads as his excuse the cnstom of the country, which 
did not allow the marriage of a younger sister before that of au 
elder. Thus Jacob, who cannot give up his love for Rachel, is 
compelled to bind himself for other seven years, and now also 
weds his chosen bride (3.) 

(1.) Robinson informs us (i. 490), “ Over most of the cisterns 
is laid a broad and thick flat stone, with a round hole cut in the 
middle, forming the mouth of the cistern. This hole we found 
in many cases covered with a heavy stone, which it would 
require two or three men to roll away.” The established regu- 
Jation of the well demanded that the stone should not be rolled 
away until all the flocks had been brought together (ch. xxix. 8.) 
But when Jacob learned that the approaching shepherdess was 
Laban’s daughter, he oversteps this arrangement, and, in the 
overflowing joy of his heart, he offers his services, and rolls away 
the stone. The shepherds present do not interfere, probably 
from a feeling of hospitality towards the stranger, who had given 
them to understand that he was a near relative of the rich and 
respected Laban, perhaps also because, when the flock of Laban 
had arrived, the flocks that had a night to the cistern were 
assembled. We are scarcely surprised that Jacob, in the excess 
of his joy, should, without farther ceremony, have fallen upon 
the neck of his near relative, whose arrival must have appeared 
to him asa token that God had favoured his journey and its aim. 
Calvin correctly observes: Ex morum hujus temporis integritate 
manavit quod Jacob ad consobrinae suae osculum properare 
ausus est, nam in vita casta et modesta multo major erat Jibertas. 

De Wette's difticulty (Criticism of Mos. Hist., p. 114), who, 
with reference to the sumilar meeting of Ehezer (§ 67), observes 
that “chance would hardly have played the suitor twice m so 
welcome a manner,” Baumgarten sets aside by the remark, *‘ first, 
that the correspondence of circumstances arose from a constant 
custoin in the East, which even up to the present day has been 
preserved, and then, that the Supreme Director of all these things
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is not chance, but Jehovah, who for this purpose causes stmilar 
circumstances to return with similar occasions, m order fully to 
convince us of the connection of the sacred history.” 

(2.) The reason why the selfish Laban, after four weeks, him- 
celf insists on fixing the wages of Jacob lies in this, that he does 
not wish to concede to his nephew any claims to gratitude, which 
are more difficult to satisfy than the exactly defined claims of 
right. It is exactly in this apparent unselfishness that Laban’s 
heartlessness comes out. The custom of paying to the fathcr a 
purchase-price ou a daughter’s marnage is founded on the one 
hand in the pre-christian position of woman, and on the other 
hand in the loss which befel the household through the departure 
of a daughter, and which required compensation. Yet here also 
Laban’s avarice appears, on a comparison with the conduct of his 
father Bethuel, who demanded no purchase-price at Rebekah’s 
marriage. Laban’s daughters (ch. xxxi. 15) also expressly 
coniplain of this, that their father had disposed of them as of a 
piece of merchandise. That Jacob, instead of the purchase- 
price, offers a seven years’ service is possibly connected with the 
law of slaverw (Jix. xxi. 2), which probably was already cus- 
tomary and afterwards was fixed by Moses as a statute, in virtue 
of which a fellow-countryman entering on the relation of servant 
was to go out free in the seventh year. The custoni of the 
purchase-price places the value of a daughter on a par with that 
of a bondman. While Jacob thus undertakes the entire term of 
service of a bondman, he gives to Laban full compensation for 
the loss of his daughter. If criticism declares it ncomprehensible 
that Jacob did not rather procure the purchase-price from his 
rich father, the greater couvenience of this proposal could scarcely 
have escaped Jacob, if this history or the author of the same is 
to be considered as a myth. We account for the circumstanee 
not so much from the difticulties which the still continuing wrath 
of Ksan would have been able to lay in the way of the attainment 
of this end, as rather from Jacob’s pecultar position both with 
respect to lis father's house and to God’s promise. As Jacob 
had himself occasioned the circumstances by which he was sepa- 
rated from his father’s house, he is cast upon his own resources. 
In as far, however, as through the appearance of God at Bethel. 
he has entered into covenant-relationship with God, he is alsu 
cast upon Schovah. Tad he now appealed to his father he 
would have been guilty not only of mean cowardice, but of 
blameworthy unbelief. 

(3.) Usserius (Annales V. ct N. Test., p. 7), and after him 
among others fess (History of the Pautriarchs ii, p. 87), suppose 
that the MarriaGE had taken place during the first year of 
Jacoh’s servitude, and they interpret the expression used by the 

2
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patriarch in verse 21, ‘‘ for my days are fulfilled,” which in the 
connection seem to point to the fulfilment of the seven years of 
servitude agreed upon, by “ quod uxori maturus esset plus satis.” 
Probably this hypothesis owed its origin to the chronological 
difficulties in our chapter, to which we shall by and bye refer, but 
which by no means warrant us in giving this rendering to the 
words. THE DEceIT oF LaBan became possible by the custom 
of leading the bride veiled into the dark bridal chamber. This 
imposition is the Nemesis that overtakes Jacob, and must have 
reminded him of the similar wrong of which himself had been 
guilty. As instead of the beloved son he had brought to Isaac 
him whom he had despised and neglected, so Laban now sub- 
stitutes the despised Leah for his beloved Rachel. But as then 
Isaac had rightly blessed the son whom he had not loved, so also 
was Jacob’s wife, though not beloved, yet destined for him by 
God. For it was Leah and not Rachel who became the mother 
of that son who afterwards inherited the most precious part in 
the promise (comp. § 94,3.) Even profane histury and common 
life offer many strange anil manifest evidences of a retributive 
Providence, but in sacred history these appear in a manner 
specially striking. However, Laban is at least not so unjust as 
to require Jacob to discharge his second servitude before the 
marriage with Rachel. Immediately after the marriage-week is 
past, he gives to Jacob Rachel as his wife. The ceremony lasted 
seven days (comp. also Judges xiv. 12 and 17), from the sym- 
bolical idea attaching to the number seven, as being that of the 
covenant. ‘Thus, instead of one, Jacob had two wives, aud these 
sisters. The remarks of Culvin (ad h. 1.), who exclaims about 
the incest and the ‘ belluinus mos,” do not apply to the period 
before the giving of the law. Still it 1s mamfest that im the 
course of this history the ungodliness of this relation is condemned, 
and the way prepared for the prohibition in Lev, xviii. 18. 

$77. (Gen. xxix, 31—xxx. 24.)—The Lord now owns Lesh, 
who was despised by Jacob. Wule for many years Rachel re- 
mains barren (1), Leah, in rapid succession, becomes the mother 
of four sons, J?euben, Simeon, Levi, and Judah. The envy of 
her sister increases 1n the highest manner. Jacob, although he 
reproves the expressions of her passionate complaints, yields to 
her impatient demand, and takes her maid Bilhah, that Rachel 

might have children of her. Bilhah bore him two suns, Dan and 
Laphtalt. As Leah, in the interval, had not borne children, 
she also, following her sister’s evil example, gave to Jacob Zilpah, 
her maid. who bore Gad and ctsher, But Jacob neglected Leah
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lit sO Unjust a mauncr, and fixed his afiections so exclusively on 
Rachel, that the former had to buy from her sister the favour of 
her hus! and, by Duduem (2), which her son Reuben had found 
in the field, and which were supposed to have the power of pro- 
curing fruitfulness. But despite her possession of these Dudaim, 
Rachel remains barren, while Leah gives birth to Jssachar 
(comp. Gesenius, Thes.. p. 1331), to Zebulon, and then to a 
daughter called Dinah. However, in the meantime, Rachel's 
tiine of probation comes to an end, and towards the close of the 
fourteenth year of servitude, she gives birth to Joseph (8.) 

C1.) Lhe longing to become mother has its origin in the natural 
destination of woman. But this natural longing was heightened 
during the period when the equality of woman was not acknow- 
ledged, and the wife occupied a position uf importanee only when 
she became a mother. In religions antiquity, barrenness was 
considered a reproach and a ptnixhinent, and that im measure 
us the consciousness that children were a gift of God (Ps. 
CXxvil. 3) was common and deep. Lastly, to fill the measure of 
evils attaching to barrenness, a childiess woman would, both in 
the chosen fumily and in the chosen race, regard herself’ as ex- 
cluded from that connection in which iarriage stood to the 
promised blessmg. Nor can we be mistaken in sty»posing that 
the latter consideration may have inflrenccd Rechel, as it is, at 
any rate, more than probable that Jacob had informed Ins wives, 
and especially the wife of his affections and of his choiee, with 
his peculiar position and calling. Hence, however defective and 
one-sided their understanding of these subjects, the wives of 
Jacob had no doubt shared to some extent his views and Ins 
hopes, 

(2.) About the Dupatm, comp. Zuch, Comm., p. 446, Ke. ; 
Friedreich, Notes to the Bible, 1, p. 158, &e.; Lenyerke, 
Canaan, 1..p. 133; Timer, s. ve“ Alraun.” It is now generally 
understood that by this term, the “ Vaudregora vei malts” Was 
meant (comp. Bertoloud, Comm. de Mandragoris, Bologua, 1836, 
toho,) The small yel low and odoriferous apples of this plant Were, 
both in ancient and modern times, in the Hast, regarded as capable 
of sthnulating and exciting, and hence of excrelsing a peeuhar 
influence on the nervous system. They were therefore also e- 
ployed iu the preparation of love potions. uch entirely mis- 
takes the text in remarking, p. 446: “The Dudain effect that 
Leah again gives birth, and that Rachel. hitherto barren, be- 
comes a mother.” To this Baangarien rightly replies: -* Zueh 
himself remarks, at p. 444. that there is no mention of the iivan-
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dragora afterwards. Yet he will not see that the narrative is 
meant to show that the mercy of God, and not natural means, 
bestows children upon these women. Leah does not refuse to 
her sister the mandragora of her son. Yet Leah conceives, and 
Rachel remains barren, and this because the former had called 
upon the Lord, and He had heard her (verse 17.) Again, it 1s 
when God remembers Rachel (verse 22), that she conceives. To 
enforce this truth, the Holy Ghost here brings before us a pic- 
ture of human life, without keeping anything back.” Leah con- 
siders it an act of self-denial when she gives her maid to her 
husband, for which she supposes herself rewarded when she bears 
a son, and therefore calls him Issachar, 2.e., ‘it 1s a reward.” 

(3.) Like a stream that had long been stemmed, the fruitful- 
ness promised in the Divine blessing manifests itself at last in 
the abundance of CHILDREN GRANTED TO JAcoB. But here also 
the idea that without the intervention of grace, nature is incap- 
able of producing the promised seed, appears, at least in part, in 
the long-continued barrenness of Rachel. As Joseph was born 
before the fourteenth year of servitude had elapsed, and as the 
marriage had taken place in the seventh year of servitude, twelve 
children must have been born diwwing the seven intervening 
years. However, if, as some have maintained, the text meant to 
convey that these children were born in succession, it would 
imply the most curious and manifest impossibility. But even 
older interpreters and chronologists (for example, Petavius, De 
Doctr. Temp., 9, 19, and Heidegger, Hist. Patr., 2, 253), and, 
after them, later writers, as, for example, Hengstenberg (Contrib. 
i., p. 351, &.), Baumgarten (a. 1, 272), Lengerke (Canaan, 1., 
p. 308, &c.), Zeinke (Contrib. to the Expl. of the Old Test., p. 
95, &c.), have satisfactorily removed this difficulty. The alleged 
contradiction arises from the mistake of supposing that the Vav 
conseq. in a narrative always imples continuous progress in the 
order of time. (Against this, comp. Avvald’s Larger Gramnnar, 
p. 614, § 332, a ; Lengerke, Canaan, 1., p. 310, note 1; and the 
Author's Unity of Genesis, Berlin, 1846, pp. 7 to 12.) “ The 
fact in such case related does not necessanily connect itself with 
what immediately precedes, but, as in many other cases, with the 
whole context, and implies a succession indeed, but in the whole 
narrative, not in its individual parts” (Hlengstenberg, 1. c.) 

appear credible that Rachel had given Bilhah to her husband 
only when Leah had ceased to bear, as the text m chap. xxx. 
seems to imply, inasmuch as her jealonsy would, under these 
circumstances, not have heen so much called forth.” The first
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four children of Leah were born within the shortest possible in- 
tervals of time. Before Leah felt her temporary barrenness, 
Rachel had already given Bilhah to Jacob, and whenever Leah 
Imagined that she was to bear no more children, she followed the 
example of her sister, by giving Zilpah to her husband. Consi- 
dering how rapidly she had formerly borne children, and the 
jealousy existing between the sisters, we can readily understand 
that this was done after the lapse of a very few months. Soon 
afterwards she again conceived, and before the seven years were 
elapsed bore other three children. Nor is it necessary to suppose 
with Lightfoot (i. 18) that Zebulon and Dinah had been twins. 
The occurrence connected with the mandragora took place im- 
inediately liefore Leah conceived for the fifth time, and Reuben, 
who found the plant, was at the time about four years old. It 
does not appear either remarkable or improbable that a child of 
that age should have been taken to the fields, and “have been 
attracted by the beautiful flowers and fruits.” 

§ 78. (Gen. xxx. 25, &c.)—Jacob is now anxious to return 
home, in order to provide for his own family. Laban, who had 
experienced how remarkably the blessing of God had rested upon 
all that his son-in-law had done, endeavours by all means in his 
power to retain his services. With selfish readiness he agrees 
to the apparently foolish demand made bry Jacob, that all the 
young of the flock which shall be speckled or spotted were to 
become his hire. But here also the cunning and calculation, 
which formed an element in Jacob’s natural character, appear as 
strikingly as formerly in his relation to Esau. As then, so now, 
the purposes of God coincide with those of Jacob, notwithstand- 
ing the nmproper means by which he seeks to attain his ends. 
Jacol) meets cunning with cunning, and returns the deceit of 
Laban with deceit; but Jchovah allows success to follow his 
cunning, in order to punish one wrong with another. By clever 
tricks, which he has learned during his experience asa shepherd, 
Jacob seeks to effect it, that the strougest cattle should bear the 
colours agreed on (1), while a vision assures him that even 
without any such artifices, God would right him in his cause with 
Laban (2.) Thus it happens, that however frequently Laban 
changed the conditions of agreement, eventually the advantage 
is always on the side of Jacob (3), and within six years, the 
flocks which by agreement became his increased very rapidly.
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(1.) The AGREEMENT between Jacob and Laban depends upon 
the fact that, in the East, the shcep are commonly white and the 
goats black, while speckled and spotted animals are rarely seen. 
All spotted and dark sheep, and all speckled goats, are re- 
moved from the flock entrusted to Jacob, and led over to the 
flocks entrusted to the sons of Laban, so that only sheep of pure 
white colour, and goats of pnre black colour remain. All in 
that flock which should bear different colours were to become 
the hire of Jacob; and as in the ordiniry course of nature, any- 
thing of the kind expected by Jacob was scarcely to be antici- 
pated, Laban agrees to his demand, selfishly rejoicing over what 
he supposes the folly of his nephew. And yet Laban comes off 
worst in a compact which apparently seemed so very advantage- 
ous to him, Jacob makes use of an observation which as yet 
seems to have escaped the shepherds of Mesopotamia, viz., that. 
any impression on the imagination at the time of conception, or 
during pregnancy, has frequently the effect of showing itself on 
the foetus. This is a fact, the reality of which has been placed 
beyond doubt, by innumerable instances at all times, both among 
animals and in the human species, but which specially applies to 
sheep. Comp. Bochart, Hierozic. 11., 49, pp. 543—547 ; Rosen- 
miller, the East, i.. p. 150; Tuch, p. 452; Lengerke, Canaan, 
1, p. 152, &.; J. D. Alichaelis, Miscellaneous Works, i., p. 61, 
&e.; J. B. Friedreich, Contrib. to Bible, Niwenberg, 1848, 1., 
p. 37, &c. ; Trusen, Diseases of the Bible, p. 52, &e. ; and [Viner, 
s. v., Jacob, p. 523 (83d ed.), and the authorities there adduced. 
Accordingly Jacob, at the time of conceiving, put rods of various 
trees, strakes of which he had pilled away, and the white wood 
of which was peculiarly bright, into the watering troughs to 
which the flocks came to drink, that so the imagination of these 
animals should be impressed with the speckled rods while they 
conceived, The event proved that the device was well contrived. 
Again, when speckled animals appeared in the flock, Jacob 
adopted another and similar plan, the more certainly and fully 
to attain his object. He separated those animals which were of 
one colour from those which were spotted, and so placed them 
towards each other that the former were always obliged to look 
toward the latter, while the latter never saw the former. How- 
ever, Jacob was just enough only to apply these artifices in spring 
and not in autumn, so that the second produce of the year always 
belonged to his father-in-law. It mnst, however, be admitted 
that the text expressly remarks that the animals conceived in 
spring were stronger and hetter than the others, as the mothers 
were better fed at that scason of the year. (Bochart, 1. c., 11. 46, 
p. 514; comp. Tuch, 1. c., p. 453, &e., and Lengerke, |. c., p. 
151.) The conduct of Jacob mnst be viewed in the same hight
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as the falsehood of Abraham (§ 52, 2), and the former manites- 
{ations of ctunning and deceit on the part of our patriarch. So 
far as Laban’s heartlessness and selfishness was concerned, he 
was right. He considered limsclf. as it were, on his defence, 
and regarded his deception as simply necessary for protection. 
As formerly, so now, his faith was too weak, and he was naturally 
too much disposed to have recourse to cumming and methods of 
self-deliverance, wholly to commit his cause to the Lord, and, 
if necessury, to expect even a miracle, as Abrahain had done on 
Mount Moriah. The vision which the Lord had granted hin, 
and to which we shall immediately refer, might indeed have 
taught the patriarch that such faith would not be disappointed. 
any more than the confidence of Abraham had been vain. In- 
deed, the position and the character of Jacob lead us to expect 
that in his history self-deliverance and Divine deliverance shall 
always meet. We cannot therefore agree with Z’uch, that the 
report of Jacob’s artifices arose from “a kind of rationalism on 
the part of him who wrote the supplementary portion of Genesis,” 
and who, in opposition to the original document” (comp. our 
work on the Unity of Genesis, p. 164, &c.), always attempts to 
account by natural means for the manner in which miraculous 
events had taken place, in the fashion in which afterwards ich- 
horn and Paulus of Heidelberg had done it. But if we are to 
speak of rationalism, we would rather ascribe it to rationalism 
on the part of Jacob, who, despite lis experience of miracles, felt 
it very difficult to expect any such interposition. Drechsler 
(Onity of Genesis, p. 237, &c.) 1s entirely mistaken as to the 
meaning of the passage, when he attempts to convert Jacob’s 
sclf-deliverance into an evidence of simple furth. 

(2.) It seems that imnicdiately after Jacob had made the 
agreement with Laban, he beheld a vision (chap, xxxi. 10, &c.), 
in which all the rams which leaped upon the cattle were ring- 
straked, speckled, and grisled. and the angel of God at the same 
time testified that “he had seen all that Laban had done unto 
him.” Manifestly this vision must have heen prophetic, and 
ineant to announce that the rams of the flock, which were of one 
colour, should have the same progeny as if they had been speckled 
or erisled, Again, the fact that while the artifice of Jacob was 
designed with a special view to the sheep, while the vision espe- 
cially refers to the rams, shows that it was intended to teach him 
the difference between his own device and the help of God, and 
that the latter alone was quite sufficient to vindicate his rights 
against the selfishness of Laban. In his conversations with his 
wives, Jacob refers only to the deliverance of God, while he 
passes in silence over his own device, showing that his conscience 
had reproached him, that his cunning was ungenerous, and had
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better be concealed, even from his wives. From the connection 
between v. 13 and 14, Baumgarten and others infer that this 
vision was repeated at every time of conception, but this supposi- 
tion is very improbable. In his narrative to his wives, Jacob 
does not pay strict attention to the question of succession of time, 
and therefore connects together the two visions that had been 
vouchsafed to him, one of which had taken place at the com- 
menceiment of his last six years of servitude, and the other at 
their close. 

(3.) When Jacob says that Laban had cHancep his wages 
TEN TIMES, this is manifestly a round number, which, from its 
symbolical meaning, as that of completeness, is intended to indi- 
cate that Laban had changed the conditions of the compact so 
frequently, that it was impossible to change them any farther. 
It is not expressly stated wherein these changes consisted, but 
they probably refer (v. 8) to modifications of colour, and to the 
changes from the speckled (dotted) to the ring-straked, and 
again to the grisled (chap. xxx. 39.) All these changes brought 
out the more clearly, that the artifices of Jacob alone would 
have been insufficient, and that the effect produced was rather 
clue to the assistance of God. It was perhaps also on this ground 
that, in his narrative of the circumstances to his wives, Jacob 
laid exclusive emphasis on the assistance of God. 

RETURN OF JACOB TO CANAAN. HIS WRESTLING WITH JEHOVAH. 

§ 79. (Gen. xxxi.)—The prosperity which equally attended 
Jacob under all circumstances, excited the envy and hatred of 
Laban and of his sons, and their bitter remarks made him desire 
to put an end to the relations subsisting between them. This 
wish is met by the call of God to return into the land of his 
fathers. But Jacob, always accustomed to prefer crooked ways 
to straight, resolves to fly by stealth, and his wives, embit- 
tered by the unworthy and careless manner in which they had 
been treated by their father, readily consent to his proposal. 
The desired opportunity for executing this design offers when 
Laban goes to shear his sheep. Without the knowledge of 
Jacob, Rachel takes away the 7'erapham of her father (1.) But 
on the third day Laban is informed of the circumstance. Suc- 
coured by his kinsmen, he pursues the fugitives, and on the 
seventh day overtakes them on Mount Gilead (2.) But the



RETURN OF JACOB TO CANAAN. (§ 79.) 321 

night before this, the God of Jacob had, in a vision, solemnly 
warned Laban against using any violence. He thercfore only 
reproaches the patriarch about his secret flight, hypocritically add- 
ing that thereby he had even been prevented from kissing his 
daughters, and from sending away his son-in-law with all proper 
formality. But he is most concerned about the stolen Teraphim. 
Jacob himself insists upon a search being made for them, which, 
of course, leads to no result, as Rachel, pretending to be after the 
eustom of women, keeps her father from her person and her seat, 
under which she had concealed the Teraphinm (3.) The reconci- 
hation of Jacob and of Laban 1s solemnised by a covenant, by an 
oath, by a sacrifice, and by a covenant-feast. A stone monument 
erected on the spot was to be at the same time a witness of this 
covenant, and the boundary-mark of nomadic excursions to them 
and to their descendants (4.) 

(1.) On the Terarnim, comp. J. D. Michaelis “ de Teraphis,” 
in his Comment. Soc. Gott. obl.; FViner, s. h. v. ; Zuch, Com- 
ment., p. 457, &c.; FZengstenberg, Christol., 11., p. 177; iii, p. 
129; Havernich, Wzekicl, p. 347, &c.; Lengerke, Canaan, i., pp. 
256 and 306. Probably they were statues bearing the form of 
man, but of smaller size (comp. Gen. xxxi. 34 with 1 Sam. xix. 
13), which were worshipped as house- and family-gods, as the 
givers and disposers of domestic happiness (Gen. xxxi.; Judges 
xvi. 24.) Probably they were also consulted as domestic 
oracles (Ezekiel xxi. 26; Zech. x. 2.) Their worship passed 
from the Arameans to the Israelites, where it repeatedly appears, 
up to the time of the captivity, although it is always stigmatised 
as idolatry (Gen. xxxv. 4; 2 Kings xxii. 24; Zech. x. 2; Hosea 
in, 4.) We cannot therefore agree with IZengstenberg, who 
supposes that they were intermediate beings, which might find 
a place in any system of religion, and the consulting of whom 
did not necessarily imply idolatry, as they were always enquired 
at in the name of Jehovah (comp. Hdvernich, |. c.) Michaelis 
regarded them as a kind of satyrs or sylines, according to the 
statement of Pausanias, 6, 24, 6 (@vnrdv eivar to yévos Tav 
Sinveav eixdoar tis av parsota ert tots Taos avtav'ev yap TH 
"EBpaiwy yopa Strnvod pvjpa), with which, as he supposes, the 
statement in Genesis xxxv. 4, according to which Jacob buries 
the Teraphim under an oak, near Sychem, remarkably agrecs. 
But even if this strange statement of Pausanias should have any 
connection with that in Genesis xxxv. 4, which is conccivable, 
since Judges ix. 6 and 37 shows that the remembrance of this 
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event had become settled in popular tradition, it still rests on a 
vague and arbitrary combination. We do not discover a trace 
of the name or of the worship of Teraphim in any but in Ara- 
mean or Hebrew idolatry. Allied to this is the opinion of 
Creuzer (Symbolic, 2d ed., p. 340), according to whom they 
were Penates, and popularly supposed to bestow children. This 
view is again propounded by Lengerke, but is entirely unground- 
ed. For, the statement that Rachel had taken with her “ those 
sylines,” as a last resource, in order to obtain children, and that 
Michael, the daughter of Saul (1 Sam. xix.), had, on account of 
her barrenness, also worshipped them unknown to David, is the 
more unwarranted, as at the time Rachel was no longer barren, 
and Michael had been married too short time to conclude that. 
she would not be mother. (Nor can this opinion be supported 
by the analogy of the Greek designation tpdyos with the corres- 
ponding Hebrew word.) The intention of Rachel in stealing the 
‘Teraphim is evident. She is anxious to preserve or to gain for 
her own household the happiness which she connects with the pos- 
session of the Teraphim. In reference to the etymology, we agrce 
with Hofmann (Script. Demonstr., i., p. 328) m regarding the 
word as the Aramean form of a Hebrew word, and in explaining 
it, according to the Arabic root «3.2, “‘ altus, excelsus, nobilis,” 

that which is elevated and above the earthly. In the heathen 
Aramean mode of expression, it is equivalent to oy qbyy (Gen. 
xxx). 10; xxxv. 2), with which it also has in common the mean- 
ing attaching to its plural. We cannot attach importance to the 

derivation from (3,3 (bonus comodisque vite effluxit), pro- 
pounded by Haiverneck, 1. c., far less to that of #. Meer, Dict. 

Dict. of Roots, p. 382 (Ayn, as derived from Aap = 3,5, to 
leave behind, hence “ undoubtedly psspyyp those that are left be- 
hind, as it were the relics, the portraits of departed ancestors.”) 
Sorensen (Comm. on Genesis, p. 248) informs us that the Tera- 
phim were corpses covered with resin or gum, and that the name 
must be derived from ry = gum, resin. The statement that 

Rachel had concealed the Teraphim under the saddle of the 
camel does not in the least disturb our ingenious and sagacious 
commentator. For, “manifestly the Teraphim are here also a 
symbol of something greater, and are not merely family mummies. 
They are in this case also the representatives of the tribes of 
Israel. . . . If Rachel conceals them, and withdraws them 
from the view of Laban, the camel, with its two hwmphs, is at 
the same time a pictorial representation of Mount Lebanon, 
under and behind the declivities of which Rachel hides her 
robbery from the eyes of Laban, who lives on the other side 
Lebanon.”
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(2.) The sHEEP-sHEARING of Laban was in many respects a 
favourable opportunity for Jacoh’s flight. It necessitated, in the 
first place, that the shcep of Laban and of Jaco) should be 
separated. It withdrew Jacob from the supervision of his 
father-in-law ; it removed Laban and lis family several days’ 
journey from the vicinity of Jacob, while the duties and festaivi- 
ties connected with it (1 Sam. v. 24; 2 Sam. xin. 23) would 
engage the attention of the suspicious Laban in another manner. 
However, in this latter respect, Jacob scems to have been mis- 
taken, as, on the third day, Laban receives tidings of Ins flight, 
whence it appears probable that, with his wonted suspiciousness, 
he had left spies in the neighbourhood, who at once informed 
him of the flight of his son-in-law. It is just as we should have 
expected, when the text, as Zuch remarks, “does not explain 
how the son-in-law and chief superintendent of the flocks of 
Laban could have been absent from the festivities of the sheep- 
shearing, to which commonly relatives and friends were invited 
(v. chap. xxxvili. 12; 2 Sam. xin. 23.)” This circumstance is 
quite natural, as every reader can, without any statement of 
reasons, casily imagine them. The dissension between them had 
reached its highest point, so that the absence of Jacob would 
appear desirable to both parties, nor could Jacob be at any loss 
in finding excuses for declining an invitation. 

(3.) On the arrangement of the couch on the camel, which may 
have served also as a bed for Rachel, comp. T'uch, p. 459, and 
Gesenius, Thes. p. 715, &c. The pretext of Rachel presupposes 
that the Levitical law (Lev. xv. 19—24), according to which 
any contact with woman under such circumstances rendered 
unclean, must have been in force at that time, and even among 
the Arameans. Considering that the view upon which this law 
was based, was not exclusively Jewish, but also shared by many 
other nations of antiquity (comp. Bdhr. Symb. n1., p. 446, &e., 
and Sominer, Bibl. Discuss. 1. 271, &c.), this circumstance cannot 
be urged as an objection to the historical credibihty of Genesis. 

(4.) Baumgarten aptly remark, i. 1., p. 279, about the erec- 
tion of this Mazebah: “ The heap of stones is intended to serve 
as a ratitication of the covenant, For, a thing is completed by 
becoming an ontward reality, perceptible by the senses.” On 
Mount Gilead, comp. § 42, 1. ‘The name of the heap of stones 
sy6q hill of witness, (Laban gives it the equivalent Aramean 

name wri sn) was chosen with allusion to the name 

Gilead, which already attached to that mountain. 

§ 80. (Gen. xxxii.)—The gracious providence of God has 
delivered Jacob from the dangers that threatened him by the 
pursuit of Laban. But before him are other perils from a m«et- 

x 2
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ing with his brother Esau. On his arrival at the boundary of 
the Holy Land an host of angels now meets him as a guarantee 
that there also the protection of God should not be awanting 
him. ‘ This is God’s host,” exclaims Jacob, and he designates 
that place Mahanaim (double host) (1.) Thence he sends 
messengers to Mount Seir to inform Esau of his return, and to 
dispose him to be friendly toward him. But when the mes- 
sengers return with the tidings that Esau was coming to meet 
him, at the head of 400 men, Jacob apprehends some hostile 
design (2.) He cautiously prepares for the worst issue of the 
meeting about to take place, and divides his people and his 
flocks into two bands, that if the one company should he slain 
by Esau, the other at least might escape. In this hour of 
anxious anticipation, when he is cast upon the help of God alone, 
he reviews his former life so full of aberrations on his part, and 
yet so full of mercy and of gracious provision on that of the 
Lord. Now at last he casts away all confidence in his own 
strength and wisdom, and ascribes to God alone all glory, con- 
fessing: “I am not worthy of the least of all the mercies and of 
all the truth which thou hast shewed naoto thy servant ; for with 
my staff have I passed over this Jordan, and now I am become 
two bands.” This confession is followed by earnest prayer for 

deliverance, full of believing reference to the promise of God (3.) 
He then sets apart rich presents for Esau, which he sends to 
meet him in droves at certain intervals, next brings his family 
over the ford Jabbok, and remains behind on the other side by 
himself alone. There a man wrestled with him until the break- 
ing of day. It was the angel of the Lord. He from whom alone 
Jacob could look for help and deliverance, meets him as an 
enemy. Before meeting with Esau he must first have completely 
settled his concerns with God. Jacob had, by his own attempts 
at deliverance, disturbed the covenant-relationship subsisting 
between himself and his God. This must first be settled before 
Jehovah can be wholly on his side and entirely assist him in his 
approaching contest with his brother. And Jacob, although he 
succumbs, yet prevails in this wondrous contest. For when the 
angel saw that he prevailed not against him, he touched the joint 
of his thigh, and in wrestling the joint of his thigh was dislo- 
cated. Thus rendered incapable for continuing the contest, and
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thereby probably realising who it was that contended with him, 
Jacob takes up those weapons with which alone God is overcome. 
He betakes himself to prayer and entreaty, and he prevails. In 
reply to his continuous prayer: “I will not Ict thee go except 
thou bless me!” God declares that Jacob had prevailed. His 
own strength is now broken, but he is born again after the 
inward man, and thus Jacob comes out of this wrestling with 
God, with a new name, indicating his victory, and with the 
blessing of Him who had erst threatened him with destruction. 

4 Jacob calls the name of this place of contest, Priel, “tor,” says 
he, “I have seen God face to face, and my soul has reco- 

vered.” Then the sun rose upon him, and he halted upon his 
thigh (4.) 

(1.) “ Mutatis mutandis” THE MEETING WITH THE HOST OF 
ANGELS answers to the vision of the heavenly ladder which twenty 
years before had conveyed comfort and strength to his heart. 
At that time the angelic apparition had convoyed hin on his 
departure from the Holy Land. It now welcomes him on his 
return as the possessor of the country who at last comes back 
iufter a long absence. Then the vision merely betokened peace 
and blessing ; now the hosts of God point also to a contest, and 
imply a promise of assistance and of defenee. Then the promise 
was conveyed in a dream; now while waking, which inplies a 
nore Immediate and strong assurance. On this ground we 
cannot agree with the view of Hengstenberg (Balaam, p. 51): 
“The appearance of the angels at Mahanaim must have been 
only internal, analogous to that vouchsafed to Jacob when he 
departed trom Mesopotamia, Genesis xxvii. 12, and of which it 
is expressly stated, that it had been in a dycam.” However, we 
have not the slightest indication that this transaction was inter- 
nal. In general we cannot sympathise with Zlenystenberg in 
always supposing a state of ccstasis, whenever apparitions of a 
higher world are granted to a person. We adinit that in the 
view of sacred historians, divine revelations were equally trust- 
worthy, whether sent in vision and in dream, or in a state of 
wakefulness (Numb, xi. 6.) But as it is equally clear that they 
sometimes represent these apparitions to have taken place in one 
and at other times in the other of these two states (for example. 
Gen. xviii. 19), we do not see why we should have recourse 
to the supposition of an ecstasis, when the sacred writers do 
not expressly state so. That a similar apparition of angels 
(2 Kings vi. 17) had taken place in vision docs not necessarily
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imply that such had been the case with that under considera- 
tion. The same apparition was equally trustworthy, whether 
beheld in vision or ina state of wakefulness, and took place under 
cither of these arcumstances, according as the peculiar circum- 
stances of the person for whom it was designed demanded. 

(2.) Jacob despatches his messengers to Mount Srir. Tueh 
remarks, p. 464, on this subject : “ Esau then appears already as 
an inhabitant of Seir, who, with his companions in arms, in 
Bedouin fashion, roams as far as Gilead, while according to 
chap. xxxvi. 6, when special purposes require it, he still remains 
in Canaan, and only afterwards separates from his brother.” 
But it is a mistake to suppose that these two statements are 
wholly irreconcilable. There are many ways of solving the 
difficulty. Comp. Lilienthal, ‘The Good Cause of Divine Reve- 
lation,” ii., p. 48, &c. Among the various suggestions that have 
been offered, the following appears to us the most probable. In 
the first place it does not necessarily follow from Genesis xxxii. 4 
that Mount Seir was then the permanent dwelling place of Esau, 
but only that aé the teme he had been there. The statement 
that the messengers had found him at the head of 400 men, 
seems to afford the means for removing the apparent contradic- 
tion. In our opinion it implies that he was there engaged in a 
warlike expedition. It was probably at this very time that, 
at the head of a warlike band, Esau conquered that country. 
But if this supposition is correct (and it will not be denied that 
this is not only possible but even probable), it quite agrees with 
the circumstances of the case, that his wives, children and flocks 
(to whom alone ch. xxxvi. refers) should still have remained in 
the neighbonrhood of Beersheba, and only afterwards, when the 
Horites were driven out, have passed into Mount Seir. Compare 
also Ranke Investigations 1., p. 248, &., who accounts for the 
notice in chap. xxxvi., from the peculiar structure of Genesis. 
No doubt the FoUR HUNDRED MEN, who were in company with 
Ksau, joined him in a manner similar to that related in Judges 
xi. 3, and in 1] Sam. xxu. 2. Since the patriarchal blessing 
originally designed for him had, by a remarkable concatenation 
of circumstances, been transferred to Jacob, his relation towards 
[saac will probably not any longer have been so close and cordial 
as before. His profane and heathenish disposition, which his 
mother had long dishked, must also have more and more alien- 
ated his father, when once his eyes had been opened to his real 
conduct. All prospect of obtaining the promised land was now 
taken away, for it cannot be doubted that even Esau ascribed 
implicit. power to the blessing of his father. He therefore freely 
chooses that, which from the first God had destined for hin, aud 
the more readily. that he felt increasingly il at ease in hts
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father’s house, and that the quiet and peaceable pastoral life did 
not agree with his rongh and martial disposition. By his rela- 
tion with the Canaanites, but especially with the house of 
Ishmael, he obtained auxiliaries for carrying out his plans. 
Otherwise also, persons of equally rough and martial disposition 
with hinnself, may have readily flocked to his standard. We can 
only venture on a suggestion, in reply to the enqwry, why Esau 
should have met his peaceful brother at the head of 400 men. 
One of four solutions of this difficulty can be adopted. 1. He 
vither came with decidedly hostile intention, in order now tu 
execute the long intended vengeance upon his brother, which 
Jacob’s flight had delayed for twenty years; or else, 2dly, to 
enjoy the cruel and indelicate sport of causing anxiety to Jacob ; 
or, 3dly, to bring out the strong contrast between present circum- 
stances and the promised future, so far as the relation of the 
two brothers was concered, and thus to humble Jacob ; or, lastly, it 
may have been due to an accidental co-incidence of circumstances, 
sinee Esan had been at the head of these 400 men, with other 
purposes in view, when the messengers of Jacob met him, and, 
unwilling to dismiss them, had taken them along with hin, 
without, however, intending anything hostile against Jacob. 
The latter view agrees best with the character of Esau. Con- 
sidering his liglt-mindedness and his sanguine character, we can 
seareely believe that lhe had for twenty years cherished and 
nourished his former thoughts of vengeance, the more so as, con- 
tent with his position, which was outwardly more happy and 
honoured than that of Jacob, he had no oceasion to revive his 
former animosity. In point of fact, when Egau met Jacob, his 
conduct displays only studied kindliness, honesty, and openness. 
The same reasons of course render the second supposition impos- 
sible; but the third is not incompatible with these views. We 
admit that the whole context, the report of the messengers 
returning, the fear of God, and the conncction between the 
appearance of the angel, the wrestling with God, and the 
approaching meeting with Esau, are in favour of the first hypo- 
thesis; in which case the friendliness of Esau towards Jacob 
would have to be regarded as the effect of divine influence, 
bringing about a change in the disposition and intention of 
Ksau. But we decide in favour of the fourth supposition, taken 
In connection with the third, since the divine protection and 
assistance indicated by the appearance of the angels and the 
wrestling with God has, objectively and subjectively, in this 
view also, its full meaning. For, considering the subjective 
position of Jacob, the danger was real and not inerely imagi- 
nary, while, objectively viewed, the change in the disposition of 
Esau is equally the result of divine guidance, whether occasioned
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by natural causes, or by the special influence of Him who turns 
the hearts of men, as streams of water. 

(3.) The remark of Z'uch, p. 466, about the beautiful and 
fervent PRAYER OF JacoB, v. 1O—13, is more than “a little 
inapt.” He says: “The writer of the supplement represents 
Jacob as somewhat inaptly reminding God of His commands 
and promises, in verses 10 and 13, thus calling upon Him now 
to keep His word.” But from the time of Jacob to that of 
Luther and our own days, those who have experienced the power 
of prayer have done the same, and therein lies the greatest 
strength and the highest blessing of prayer. 

(4.) In Hosea xi. 3, &c. we read about THE WRESTLING OF 
JACOB WITH THE ANGEL OF THE LorD: 

He took his brother by the heel in the womb, 
And by his strength he had power with God, 
Yea he had power over the angel and prevailed— 
He wept and made supplication to him. 

From the text it would appear that this contest was the turn- 
ing point in the life of Jacob. Before that we notice halting on 
both sides, continual attempts at self-deliverance, lying and 
deceiving, artifices and cunning, weak and defective faith ; after- 
wards, we descry humility and resignation to the will of God, 
confidence and trust in God and in His leadings. At last, the 
catastrophe, long preparing, takes place, by which old Jacob is to 
become a new man, and the wild excrescences of a richly endowed 
nature are to be removed. It is only now that we can under- 
stand how God had borne with all his perversity and so visibly 
blessed him, notwithstanding his cunning and his artifices. All 
this tended, through the mercy of God, to lead him to repent- 
ance. Much labour and sorrow, many trials and chastisements, 
and much pity and patience, were required before Jacob, so 
strong and wise in himself, was humbled and broken in heart. 
But the more glorious also was the fruit of this long and difficult 
training. 

The former stages in the life of Jacob were only preparatory 
to that great and striking event to which they pointed. All 
along it had been a struggle on the part of a clever and strong, 
a. self-confident and self-sufficient person, who was only sure of 
the result, when he helped himself—a contest with God, who 
wished to break his strength and his wisdom, in order to bestow 
upon him real strength in divine weakness, and real wisdom in 
divine folly. The life of Jacob had been a continuous struggle 
carried on by the patriarch with the weapons of his own 
streneth and wisdom, and by (rod, with the weapons of grace, of
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patience, and of long-suffering. This stage in his life closes with 
the fervent prayer uttered bye the ford Jabbok, in which his 
oppressed heart found relief. The new direction of lus soul, 
which now appears, expresses itself in the full confesszon : “ I 
um not worthy of the least of all the mercies and of all the truth 
which thou hast shown unto thy servant ”—and in the confident 
entreaty: “ Deliver me from the hand of my brother, for thou 
saidst, 1 will surely do thee good, &e.” In this confession he gives 
to God alone the glory, as formerly he had taken it to himself, 
and in this prayer, he casts away all confidence in his own 
strength and wisdom, which hitherto had been the anchor of his 
life, and he implicitly throws himself upon God and his promise. 
But this new direction, and with it the result of all his former 
contests, victories, and defeats—which in this prayer appeared 
as yet only as the longing of his heart—was to become matter of 
full and clear consciousness. Thus the import of all his former 
leadings was to be opened up before him, as if a sealed book, 
written by the hand of God, were now broken open, that so even 
the last remainder of self-confidence and seli-deliverence might 
beremoved. For this purpose, the whole course of his former life, 
with all its contests and its final victory, is now repeated and 
concentrated into one pregnant fact ; and in bringing before lin 
such a fact, God presents to the soul of Jacob, as it were, in 
the glass of self-contemplation, a clear representation of the 
important bearings of his former life. Such is the purpose and 
meaning of the wrestling with which the first stage of Jacob's 
life closes; and the delaration : ‘I have seen God face to face, 
and my soul has reeovered,” proves that he had understood the 
transaction in this manner. 

Jacob’s apprehension of an impending contest with Esau, forms 
the basis of the event here recorded. ‘The fountains of his own 
strength, wisdom, cunning, and artifices, which had hitherto 
flowed so plentifully, are wholly dried up in view of the power of 
Ksau. Besides, he feels and knows that in many respects he had 
been in the wrong towards his brother, and that his attempts 
against him were, at the sametime, and chiefly, attempts against 
Jehovah. Hence the great and important truth which was now 
to become matter of clear consciousness to him, was that he had 
not only to apprehend the wrath and vengeance of Esau, but 
also that of Jehovah. Indeed, his wrong towards Esau was no 
longer of such importance as in many respects it had been 
counterbalanced by Esau's wrong against Jacob. The “ restitu- 
tio in inteyrum” had already taken place in reference to his 
relationship towards his brother, and the Nemesis had tully coni- 
pleted in the life of Jacoh. anything which, in this respect, night 
vet have been awanting. But Jehovah, on whom he has placed
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his sole dependance against Esau, is now his real, his chief, and 
his first enemy. The “restitutio in integrum ” is yet awanting 
in his relationship towards Jehovah ; the ungodly artifices and 
cunning, the lying and deceit, whereby he has desecrated God’s 
holy work, and the great purposes which He had mm view, are yet 
unatoned. His guilt towards Jehovah consists in this, that in 
virtue of the covenant Jacob has, as it were, involved Him, who 
on account of the covenant could not give him up, in the degra- 
dation of his own trickeries—and this guilt is not yet removed. 
God is, indeed, walling, in virtue of the covenant, to help him 
against Esau, and on account of the irrefragable promise given 
He will certainly come to his assistance. But Jchovah will not 
make common cause with Jacob, in a common contest against 
the comuion enemy, until that which had disturbed the relation 
between them has been settled, and that relation itself restored 
to its full purity. Therefore, while Jacob is chiefly concerned 
about the dangers which continually threaten him from Esau, 
God meets him as an enemy, and wrestles with him till the day 
breaks. By this hostile encounter he virtually says: “ I am thy 
real and most dangerous enemy, prevail with me and thou shalt 
have nothing to apprehend from a contest with Esau.” But there 
is a second consideration also, which had something to do in this 
contest. Jacob is about to re-enter the land of promise. That he 
is allowed to return laden with rich blessings, is the result of the 
covenant-assistance and the blessing of God. But the perverse- 
ness manifested in the former life of Jacob, which had drawn 
upon him the wrath of God, renders him both unworthy of and 
unfit for entering into the land of promise. Hence, in this re- 
spect also, must the difference obtaiming between them be setiled ; 
and on this ground also must Jacob prevail against, the wrath of 
God and the covenant-relationship be restored ‘in integrum.” 

It is of great importance for understanding this transaction to 
ascertain whether Jacob had, from the first or only during the 
progress of the contest, recognised the person who met him in 
10stile encounter as the angel of the Lord. It cannot be doubted 
that he had become aware of the fact when he said: “ I will not 
let thee go except thou bless me.” But similarly the manner 
in which he meets the attack of the man, seems to uuply that 
he had not from the first, at least not distinctly, recognised the 
character of lis opponent. This is also conveyed in the expres- 
sion : “ There wrestled @ man with him.” Hence we shall have 
to fix upon a period between the two limits above indicated, when 
Jacob became quite certain of the character of him with whom 
he contended. This we suppose took place when the man, -hav- 
ing touched the hollow of his thigh, and put it out of joint, said 
to him: ‘“ Let me go, tor the day breaketh.” ‘That moment
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seems quite adapted for the purpose in view. Even the proximity 
of that heavenly apparition must have filled the soul of Jacob 
with anxious expectation. This feeling must have increased 
during the wrestling, and attained its climax when his thigh was 
out of joint, and all hope of prevailing in the contest was taken 
away. Lut then, instead of destroying Jacob, who was incapaci- 
tated for prolonging the contest as a human adversary would 
have done, the man ntters those strange words which so clearly 
pointed to a mysterious and unearthly apparition ; and by these 
words the anxious anticipation of the patriarch became certainty. 
In this decisive moment he collects himself and seizes the weapons 
of prayer and of entreaty by which alone it is possible to prevail 
with God, and he does prevail with him, so that he yields, and, 
ius he had entreated, blesses lium. 

Above we have seen that this wondrous transaction, the pro- 
vress and result of the contest, was intended to convey to Jacob 
a concrete representation of the bearing of his former life. As 
in the first place he had contended against “ the man,” with all the 
inight of his natural strength, without clearly and distinctly 
knowing that he really contended with God, so had he formerly, 
through the whole course of his life, while imagining that he 
contended against human opponents, in reality contended with 
God, and that with all the might of his own carnal strength, 
with deceit and with cunning. For a long time, even till the 
breaking of day, the issue of the contest remained undecided. 
But when the man saw that he could not prevail against him, he 
touched the hollow of his thigh, and the hollow of Jacob’s 
thigh was out of joint, as he wrestled with him. So had God, 
all through Jacob's life, wrestled with him and not prevailed 
against him, because the strength and wisdom in which Jacob 
withstood God had not been broken. But when a new day is 
about to dawn, it appears that God is stronger than he, and that 
the endurance of God had borne tlie victory over the resistance 
offered by the old man in Jacob. As with the thigh the seat of 
the natural strength in which he had contended was paralysed, 
and he has now to betake himself to entreaty and prayer, so on 
the last day of his former life, all confidence in Ins own strength 
which he had hitherto cherished, all trust in his natural cunning 
and cleverness, is cast away. Ile acknowledges that he is over- 
come (chap. xxxii. 11) and only appeals to the grace and the 
promise of God (chap. xxxii. 13.) Our interpretation of this 
wrestling differs from that hitherto common in this, that we do 
not find the reason of the victory of Jacob over Jehovah, in the 
continuance of his bodily wrestling as a symbol of spiritual 
wrestling, but that, on the contrary. we regard this very bodily 
wrestling as representing the perversity which had characterised
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his former life. Manifestly the dislocation of his thigh consti- 
tutes the turning point in the history. Formerly his wrestling 
had been bodily, but its continuation had become impossible 
when his thigh was out of joint. He now betakes himself to 
other weapons, and his wrestling becomes spiritual. These two 
kinds of wrestling, the one in his bodily strength, the other in the 
spiritual strength of prayer, are evidently opposed to each other ; 
and Jacob prevails through the latter and not through the for- 
mer. Hence the contest in which he succumbs cannot be a 
representation of spirtual wrestling which, under all circum- 
stances, has the promise of victory. On the contrary, as bodily 
strength forms the contrast to spiritual strength, it must rather 
be the representation of carnal, non-spiritual and ungodly wrest- 
ling-in the strength of unsanctified nature. 

Not less clearly and distinctly than from the account in 
Genesis does this interpretation appear to be correct on a com- 
parison with the explanation of the narrative in Hosea. Comp. 
especially Umbreit, Pract. Comm. iv. p. 82 &c., who thus points 
out the connection and the meaning of the prophetic declaration 
in verses 1—3. ‘‘ Again, is the address of the prophet levelled 
against faithless Ephraim. The latter is charged with cunning 
against God, as if he had surrounded Him with the meshes of 
lying and deceiving. And Judah also still walks in the ways of 
unfaithfulness, seeks here and there after strange gods besides 
Jehovah, who as a husband keeps inviolate the covenant which 
He had once made with his people. . . . . Therefore, the 
everlasting justice of the living and jealous God must manifest 
itself to shake Judah and Ephraim from this vanity, . 
verse 4 to'7. The prophet makes apt use of what the sacred 
legend records, about the typical cunning of their ancestor and 
the meaning of his name. ‘That which attaches to the people as 
its special guilt—decect and a contest against God—had already 
appeared from the commencement in their ancestor according to 
the flesh. Even in his mother’s womb, and before he had at- 
tained consciousness, Jacob held his brother Esau by the heel to 
prevent him as the first-born; aud when he had attained to the 
age of maturity he contends with God. But nothing can thus be 
gained from God. If man is to prevail with him, he must weep 
and entreat ; thus Jacob also attained his pre-eminence ouly in the 
way of humiliation and of sincere prayer. Thereby only became 
he the blessed friend of the living God, &c.” While the prophetic 
application of the history of this wrestling shews that Jacob’s 
carnal contest with God was entirely parallel with the perversity 
of Ephraim and of Judah, who also contended against God with 
the carnal weapons of cunning and deceit, we are at the same 
time directed to the typical meaning of this transaction. We 

3



RETURN OF JACOB TO CANAAN, (§ 80.) 333 

learn that this contest, which formed the high-point in the life 
of Jacob was, in virtue of a real but mysterious co-relation 
between the ancestor and his progeny—the prototype of the his- 
tory of that nation of whom Jacob was the father. Throughout 
the whole of their history Jehovah wrestles with the chosen 
people, in order to gain and to prepare them for his own purposes. 
But throughout their whole history, this people contend in 
almost all their generations against God, by their own works 
and their own devices, by cunning, lying, and deceit, until in the 
contest God touches and puts out of joint the thigh of their own 
strength, when, like their ancestor, they exclaim: I will not let 
thee go except thon bless me,” and like lim they are blessed. 

Froin the above statements it will sufficiently appear that we 
suppose the contest of Jacob to have taken place, neither zn 
dream, nor in vision, nor in the ecstatic state, but in outward 
reality, and in a state of wakefulness. Even the halting which 
was the consequence of this wrestling could only have been the 
result of a real and outward contest. The supposed observa- 
tion that any powerful excitement of the inner life (whether in 
dveam or in the ecstatic state) may lead to analogous bodily 
effects, which continue ever afterwards in the ‘‘ wakeful state,” is 
by no means certain. On the contrary, in most instances of that 
kind it is rather the bodily ailment which gives to the dream 
its peculiar and analogous form (comp. Firvedreich, Notes to 
Bible, 1. p. 187.) 

But it is quite cdlecisive on the point that the text contains not 
the slightest indication that this wrestling had been different 
from the passage over Jabbok (v. 23), and from the breaking of 
the day (v. 26 compared with v. 31.) Again, it is not more 
difficult to believe that the angel of the Lord should, under cer- 
tain circumstances, have really wrestled with Jacob than that he 
should outwardly and perceptibly have entered the tent of Abra- 
ham, have allowed his feet to be washed, and condescended to 
partake of the feast which the patriarch had hospitably spread 
tor him (Gen. xvii. v. 1, 4,8.) The remark of /Tengstenberg 
(Balaam p. 51) ‘that in an external contest and wrestling it 
would have been impossible to prevail by prayer and tears,” 
requires not refutation. It falls to the ground when we bear 
in mind that the outward contest of bodily wrestling and the 
spiritual contest by prayers and tears, were distinct and even 
opposite transactions. 

Jacob obtains the new name Israel = ‘ Wrestler with God,” 
because something new has been attained by the issue of this 
contest. At first sight it appears indeed strange that his former 
name does not henceforth wholly disappear, but continues along 
with the new, and is even more commonly employed, so that the
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name of Israel only occurs when something peculiarly solemn is 
intended to be conveyed. This circumstance must appear the 
more striking as the former name of Abraham had entirely dis- 
appeared when he had obtained his new designation. Besides, 
the name Israel is afterwards again conferred upon Jacob (chap. 
xxxv. 10), asif he had not before borneit. But here we remark 
that these two circumstances (the use of the old name along 
with the new, and the repetition of the bestowal of the name) 
are connected with and support each other (comp. our remarks 
on chap. xxxv.) But even after the name had in chap. xxxv. 
been again given, the two designations still occur. It would not 
in the least explain the difficulty 1f we were to suppose that 
chaps. xxxil. and xxxill. were written by two different authors 
(as is proposed by Stahelin, though Tuch feels constrained to 
ascribe them to the same writer, comp. our “ Unity of Genesis,” 
pp. 166, &c., and 170, &c.), because both the supposed authors 
employ the two names side by side with each other. Hengstenberg 
(Contrib. ii., p. 279) rightly observes that this question cannot 
be answered by a merely external consideration of the names. 
His reply satistactorily shews why the use of the old name may 
have been retained along with the new. He observes: ‘ The 
name Abraham indicates his destination by God. After the 
promise had been given, that name must have continued along 
with the object which it indicated. But the name Israel only in- 
dicates a subjective state, or is at least based on it. Hence the old 
name continues along with the new, and because the name stands 
in closest connection with the object indicated by it, it always 
re-appears when the object is again brought forward.” Again 
the name Jsrael, and not the old name Jacob, 1s selected for the 
chosen race, manifestly because the latter was given by man, and 
is that of nature, while the former was given by God, and js that 
of grace and of the Divine calling. By taking the name of 
Israel, the people indicated that only through God’s gracious 
leading they had become what they were. But if the name 
Isracl was used to indicate the nation and its ancestor as the 
representative of the whole race, it was natural that by way of 
distinction the name Jacob should have been used to designate 
more especially this ancestor as a single individual ; hence the 
author of Genesis, who was conscious of ¢hzs distinction, so 
frequently employs the name Jacob in tracing the individual 
history of this ancestor. 

Although Jacob feels already certain that it was God Himself 
with whom he had wrestled, he still asks ‘‘the man” for his 
name. The angel of the Lord evades any reply to this question 
(just as in Judges xiii. 16—18.) The novelty and strangeness 
of the manifestation of God in this contest awakens the desire in
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Jacob to fix it in his mind, and to recall it by attaching to it a 
new and eorresponding name of God. But, as the angel does 
not satisfy his request, this desire seems to have been precipitate. 
The time had not yet arrived when that mode of Divine mani- 
festation, of which the Maleach Jehovah was the representative, 
should attain to that perfectness and maturity in history whieh 
rendered a specific name necessary in order to exhihit its character. 
Jacob says: “I have seen God face to face,” whereby, according 
to the measure of his knowledge, he designates, as it were, the 
angel as “the face of the Lord,” and he perpetuates this for all 
future generations by calling the place “ Pael.” 

Before passing from the consideration of this event, we must 
glance at the contrast, and the opposition between it and the 
angelic apparition in Mahanaim. There God meets Jacob with 
an heavenly embassy who, at the entrance of the promised land, 
are to welcome him as its proprietor and heir, and to assure him 
of Divine protection and assistance against all enemies and oppo- 
nents. Here—almost immediately afterwards—the same God 
mects him by the way as an enemy and opponent, and is about 
to prevent him from re-entering the Holy Land. ‘This relation 
between God and Jacob bears the same double aspcct as that 
between Jacol) and God, and the former is occasioned by the 
latter. Viewed objectively Jacol) was the friend of God and the 
heir of promise, and in this respect the angels appeared to him 
in Mahanaim. Viewed subjecetively, there was much in Jacob 
which was eontrary to God, and henee the contest in Pniel. 

§ 81. (Gen. xxxii.)—Jacob who, in his contest with the 

angel of the Lord had, by prayer and entreaty, prevailed against 
his most dangerous enemy, now also prevails by humility and 

modesty against Esau, who comes to mect him with 400 men. 
Overcome by the humility of Jacob, and by the kindliness of his 

own heart, Esau falls upon his neck, embraees, and kisses him (1.) 

It is with reluctance that he accepts the rieh presents of Jaeoh, 
and he offers to accompany him to the end of his journey with 

his men of arms—a proposition which Jacob declines ina friendly 

spirit. Thus the two brothers, long separated in friendship and 

affection, are reeonciled to cach other. Their good understand- 

ing remained undisturbed til] the day of their death. Jacob 

continued his journey northward along the valley of the Jordan 

to the neighbourhood of Succoth (2), where probably he remained 

fur some time. ‘Thence he passed over Jordan, and through the 

plain Jezreel into the highlands of Ephraim, where he settled in
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the neighbourhood of Sychem. The purchase of a field, and the 
erection of an altar, which, to designate all his leadings in life, 
he called El Elohe-Israel, indicate his joy in having, after his long 
pilgrimage, once more found a home in the land of promise (3.) 

(1.) On this account of their reconciliation, Z’uch remarks 
(p. 470): “ The openness and the honesty of Esau form an 
agreeable contrast to the cringing of the timorous Jacob.” But 
however willing we are to acknowledge the good parts in the 
character of Esau, and however little we desire to conceal the de- 
fects and weaknesses in that of Jacob, we cannot call lis conduct 
timid cringing, but rather real and genuine humility. The 
conduct of Jacob shews the prudence and submission of one who 
understands the present circumstances, and readily bows to the 
arrangement. Any rebcllion against them or want of considera- 
tion would only have been a piece of mad fanaticism. In the 
meantime, and whether he deserved it or not, Esau possessed 
external advantages, and was the more powerful; and, although 
his future destiny assigned to him a higher position, Jacob was 
at the time under outward disadvantages, and the circumstance 
that in this he must have recognised a well-merited retribution, 
only makes it the more his duty really and readily to submit to 
the present contrast. On the other hand, while we do not deny 
the openness, honesty, and kindliness of Esau, we must not forget 
that the consciousness that his brother was not equal to him in 
prosperity and power, rendered his friendliness and yielding more 
easy, and gave greater assurance to his conduct. For the 
character of the two brothers, and their conduct to each other, 
comp. also Drechsler (Unity of Genesis, p. 231, &c.) 

(2.) Succorn, where afterwards a city was built, lay in the 
valley of the Jordan, on the eastern bank of that river, and 
within the possession of Gad (Josh. xiii. 27, Judges vii. 5), 
“civitas trans Jordanem in parte Scypthopoleos” (Hieronymus, 
ad Gen. xxxiii. 17.) It is therefore a mistake in Winer, 2d ed., 
and before him in Rawmer and others, to identify our Succoth 

with the ruins of a place b&w (which name in Hebrew would at 
any rate be yoy), which Burkhardt (ii., p. 595) discovered on 
the western bank of Jordan, to the south of Beisan (Bethshean) 
or Scythopolis. Zuch (p. 471), without any reason, supposes 
that the city had been built on both banks of the Jordan. 
Delitzsch suggests that Scythopolis had derived its name from 
an erroneous combination of Succoth with the Scyths. We may 
confidently infer that Jacob had for some time remained in Suc- 
coth from the circumstance that he had there built him an house, 
and made booths for Ins cattle. The hurry and the toil of his
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flight, and the consequent disorder and fatigue of his journey, 
may have made a longer stay necessary, when once he had reached 
i secure resting-place. 

(3.) Luther and our authorised version translate verse 18: 
“ Jacob came to Shalem, a city of Shechem,’a rendering of which 
even Robinson approves, because he had fonnd a village called 
Salim in the neighbourhood of Sychem. But without doubt 
eyign5y is here an adjective = “untouched, unharmed” (comp. 
Hengstenberg, Comm. to Psalms, p. 331.) Tor in verse 18 
Shechem is expressly mentioned as being the first statiun in the 
land of Canaan reached by Jacob, and the word pbyj is manifestly 

intended to point back to the oid'n in the vow of Jacob (chap. 

xxvnl, 21.) What at the time Jacob had, in virtue of the pro- 
mise in verses 3 and 13, mentioned as the condition of his vow, 
had now become fulfilled. ‘To this points both the use of the 
word pbys, and the addition of the terms, “in the land of Canaan,” 
which would else be wholly useless. On the position and neigh- 
bourhood of the city of Sychemn, comp. § 51,6. Having arrived 
at Sychem, the place where Abraham had first felt himself im 
the Holy Hand, and where he had erected an altar to the God 
who there appeared to him, Jacob realised that he was again at 
home in the land of promise, and at the end of his pilgrimage. 
This happy consciousness hic now expresses by the purchase of a 
piece of ground, and by the erection of an altar. The PURCHASE 
OF LAND from the Shechenites may perhaps have been occasioned 
by the circumstance that at this time the country had already 
been more fully inhabited than when Abraham entered it; and, 
while the latter hnys an inheritance only tor a burying-place, the 
former must procure one also for a dicelling-place. The purchase 
price amounted to a hundred KesrtaH. ‘The more ancient trans- 
lators all rendered this term hy “lambs,” but the Jews understood 
i. to refer to a picce of money (conip. also Acts vn. 16: ‘A piece 
of money”), and later writers (Dochart, Miinter, &c.) combined 
these two opinions by suggesting that 1¢ was a picce of money 
bearing the inpress of a lamb. It is impossible to ascertain any- 
thing about its value, not even from a comparison with Genesis 
Xx. 16 (compare Gresentus, Thes., p. 1241; MW useman, Connect. 
between Se. and Rev. Rel.; Bertheau, 2 Dissert., p. 24.) On 
the well near Sychem, which tradition identifies with the well 
of Jacob (John iv. 5), and ascribes to the patriarchs, so that it 
would at the same time indicate the situation of the field purchased 
by Jacob, comp. 2obinson, i. pp. 283—287. ‘Tis well lies at. the 
southern debouchnre of the valley of Shechem. ?obenson defends 
the authenticity of this tradition. As Abrahain (chap, xii. 7), so 
Jacob also erects an ALTAR near Shechem, which he calls El-elohe- 
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Isracl (God the God of Israel.) In Mesopotainia he had not 
been allowed to erect an altar. ‘This was only lawful in the land 
of promise, which God had chosen as His peculiar place of wor- 
ship. The name attaching to the altar would recall to his 
posterity the result of those Jeadings in his life by which Jacob 
had become Israel. In reply to the question sometimes raised, 
why Jacob should not have immediately gone to his father to 
Hebron (where probably he resided at the time, chap. xxxv. 27), 
we would say that Jacob may have paid one or more visits to 
his father, either from Shechem or even from Succoth, without 
the circumstance being expressly mentioned in the narrative, 
From chap. xxxv. 8, compared with chap. xxiv. 59, we gather 
at any rate that soon after his return Jacob must have come into 
immediate contact with the house of his father, for, according to 
chap. xxxv., we find the nurse of Rebekah, who in chap. xxiv. 
had been in the house of Isaac, now in that of Jacob. But 
Jacob no longer subordinated his own household to that of his 
father, because in virtue of God’s leadings HE had now been con- 
stituted the representative of the promise, while after Isaac had 
bestowed the blessing upon Jacob, his work, so far as he was the 
representative of the promise, was finished. 

JACOB A PILGRIM IN THE HOLY LAND. 

§ 82. (Gen. xxxiv.)—During the stay in the neighbourhood 
of Shechem, Dinah, the daughter of Jacob by Leah, was tempted 
to go out to see the daughters of the land. Her presumption 
was soon punished. Shechem, the son of Hamor, prince of the 
country, carried her away and defiled her (1.) But his heart 
clave to the girl, and he sought by every means to gain the con- 

sent of her relatives to his marriage with her. At his request, 
Hamor goes to the tent of Jacob to ask for her. Jacob, deeply 
grieved by the tidings of this disgrace, was silent, waiting for 
the return of his absent sons, the brothers of Dinah by the same 
mother. But they were incensed to the utmost, and had resolved 
on taking bloody revenge. However, they cunningly dissemble 
any manifestations of their resentment, and, when Hamor and 
Shechem, ready to make any sacrifice, in friendly and cordial 
suggestion insist that their two families and tribes should inter- 
inarry, they appear to consent to the proposition. They only 
make the condition that all the men of Shechem should be cir-
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eumeised. Affection lends Shechem cloquence, and by an exag- 
verated representation of the advantages resulting from such an 
alliance, he succeeds in inducing all the citizens of Shechem to 
undergo circumcision. But on the third day, when the fever 
connected with the operation rendered thein incapable of defend- 
ing themselves, Simeon and Levi, at the head of a troop of their 
servants, fall upon the city, and, without the knowledge or con- 
sent of Jacob, slay all the males, spoil the city, and take all their 

wives and children captives (2.) In reply to the apprehensions, 
the complaints, and the reproaches of Jacob, they only say, 
“ should he deal with our sister as with an harlot ?” (3.) 

(1.) Bohlen, in his Comment., p. 327, declares that according 
to the chronological data of the text, Dinah could, at the time of 
this occurrence, have only been sx or seven years old. But the 
gross mistake of this statement 1s evident (comp. ffengstenberg, 
Contrib iii, p. 352, &c., and Lemke, Contnb., p. 98, &e.) 
According to chap. xxx. 31—24, Dinah and Joseph were about 
the same age. Again, from chap. xxxvin. 2, it appears that 
Joseph was ué leust seventeen years old when he was sold into 
Egypt. But the only transaction intervening in point of time 
between the seduction of Dinah and the selling of Joseph was 
the journey from Shechem to Bethel, and from thence to Mamre 
(chap. xxxv.) We may therefore, without any difficulty, assume 
that Dinah was fifteen or sixteen years old when carried away 
by Shechem (a statement with which Lengerke also agrees, v. 
Canaan i., p. 320.) Further, it tallies with these dates that 
between the birth of Dinah and her seduction, six years of servi- 
tnde on the part of Jacob, a protracted stay at Succoth, where 
Jacol had built him an house, and at Shechem, where he had 
purchased ground and regularly settled, had imtervened. It is 
also well known that in the East the puberty of females takes 
place in their twelfth year, or even earher (comp. Niebuhr, 
Description of Arabia, p. 72.) The statement of Josephus 
(Antiq. i., 21, 1) that a feast of the Shechemites had been the 
occasion of the thoughtless and blameworthy excursion of Dinah 
is not improbable. ‘The city of Shechem had not existed at the 
fime of Abrahain, as in chap. xi. 6 we only read of “ the place 
of Shechem.” Hence it is probable that Hamor had founded the 
city, and called it after his son Shechem (comp. Genesis iv. 2¥-) 
Its inhabitants were by descent Hivites. 

(3.) Even from the relation between Laban and Rebekah as 
described in chap. xxiv. v. 50, 55, &., we gather that besides 
the father, the sons by the sume mother had a decisive voice in 
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the marriage of their sister. Hence Jacob awaits the return ct 
his sons, and leaves the decision to them. J. D. Afichaelis, in 
his Notes ad h. I., p. 152, very properly reminds us of an opinion 
still entertained in the East, as applying to the case under con- 
sideration. ‘‘In those countries it is thought that a brother is 
more dishonoured by the seduction of his sister than a man by 
the infidelity of his wife: for, say the Arabs, a man may divorce 
his wife, and then she is no longer his ; while sister and daughter 
remain always sister and daughter” (comp. Arviewx, Remarkable 
{nform. 1., p. 130; Nzebuhr, Descrip., p. 39.) It was this view 
which also led to the murder committed by Absalom (2 Sam. 
xi. 28.) We account for the readiness with which the men of 
Shechem submitted to the rite of circumcision by supposing that 
this religious symbol had at the time been generally known and re- 
cognised among the heathen. Of course it is understood, without 
any express mention to that effect, that the two brothers Simeon 
and Levi had attacked the city, not by themselves alone, but at 
the head of a number of their servants. Hence, the remark of 
Tuch (p. 476) is, to say the least, trifling. “‘ Imperceptibly the 
narrative introduces here the idea of a tribe as connected with 
Simeon and Levi, as the sack of a city coud not have been 
accomplished by two men.” Even if the author of Genesis had 
composed or elaborated only myths, we could scarcely imagine 
that he would have so wretchedly forgotten his part. In order 
correctly to understand and to judge this deed of vengeance it is 
not enough to measure it by abstract moral principle; it must 
be regarded in its relation to the calling of Israel and of his sons. 
For manifestly the vengeance of the sons is not merely excited 
by that wrong which would have called forth the indignation of 
any brother whose sister had been dishonoured, but their speeches 
and conduct clearly show that they were conscious that a peculiar 
dishonour had been brought upon Israel. Besides the violation 
of the natural right of hospitality, they felt as if a wrong had 
been committed against the calling and the peculiar position of 
their race, which, in their opinion, deserved a punishment much 
more sharp and relentless than any ordinary offence (comp. verses 
7, 14, and 31.) Regarding themselves and their family as the 
chosen of God, as distinguished from all other nations, and as 
the representatives of the promise, even the proposal of the 
Hivites, who placed themselves on the same level with them, 
would offend, while the wrong committed would call forth every 
feeling of injured pride. Besides, we have to remember the 
passionateness of their natural character, the thoughtlessness of 
their youth (they would probably be between nineteen and twenty- 
one), which is the age when man first becomes self-conscious, 
and when his impetuosity is most violent, and lastly the help-
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Jessness of their father, who seemed to be wholly absorbed by grief, 
and ready humbly to bow under this severe discipline, a circum- 
stance which in their passion would excite them the more to take 
vengeance into their own hands. It should uot be forgotten that 
a generous indignation, and a praiseworthy zeal for the honour 
of the house of their father and of his high calling, had no small 
share in their resolution. But m measure as this zeal was 
laudable must we reprobate the wicked stratagem and the 
abominable cruelty which they displayed in manifesting it. 
Here we descry, in the sons of Jacob, the same unholy mixture 
of spirit and of flesh, as formerly in their father Jacobh—the same 
ungodly attempts at self-deliverance—the same lying and deceit 
by which, as being apparently connected with the interests and 
purposes of the Divine calling, God hinself is dishonoured and 
as it were drawn into partnership with human perversity. As, 
when by low trickery Jacob had gained the blessing of lus father, 
so here also there was “ periculum in mora,” and the danger 
appeared even more great and imminent. How were they to 
avoid complying with the requests of the Hivites to become one 
people with them, since the first decisive step to it had already 
been taken? It was impossible to regain Dinah by open contest 
and to take from the Hivite prince all desire after a connection 
with the house of Jacob. Under these circumstances they have 
recourse to a stratagem. And, as formerly the deceit of Jacob, 
so now the iniquity of his sons, is, in the hand of Him who 
directs all things and knows to subordinate to His purposes even 
the sins of man, made the means for cutting the knot which 
human perverseness had made. As the cunning of Jacob forins 
au prototype of the future national character, so now also the 
carnal pride of the sons in their pre-eminence over the heathen 
indicates one of the main characteristics of the Jewish people at 
a later period. In this respect O. v. Gerlach aptly remarks (ad 
h. LL): “A history like this brings typically before us all the 
wberrations caused during the course of history, when the belief 
in the high pre-eminence of Isracl was in a carnal manner 
cherished by carnally-minded men. The feeling that they were 
the sons of Jacob, the cliosen race, that any violation of their 
honour must be more terribly revenged than in the case of others, 
and that not even submission to the rite of circumeision could 
atone for it, appears to have mainly influenced the conduct of 
the sons of Jacob.” Especially does it manifest itself in the later 
history of the tribe of Levi, how this mnixture of holy and of 
carnal zeal had descended from the ancestor to his posterity, and 
at the sane time most strikingly does it appear how successfully 
the training of God tended towards converting the natural 
character of this tribe, sanctifving the fire of its calling, and
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consuming the dross by discipline and punishment, by patience 
and mercy (comp. Exod. 1. 12, xxxu. 26—28; Levit. x. 3; 
Numb. xvi.; Deut. xxxiii. 9, and also Heim’s Medit. i., p. 430, 
&c.) Nor should we lof sight of the circumstance that the 
text impartially represents the contrast between the natural 
amiability, trustfulness, and friendliness of Hamor and Shechem 
on the one hand, and the fanaticism, the cruelty, and the deceit 
of Simeon and Levi on the other. Thus, the sin of the latter 
appears only the greater, while the Divine mercy and wisdom 
also becomes more manifest. The outward amiability of those 
who were inwardly destitute and empty of grace could not impose 
on Him, nor did the fearful perverseness of them who had been 
inwardly endowed induce Him, in the development of salvation, 
to turn away from those that had been called and chosen. The 
contrast in this transaction is similar to that formerly observed 
between honest Esau and cunning Jacob. 

Lastly, it is also necessary to remember that it was doubt- 
less one of the secondary purposes, in the narrative of this trans- 
action, to account from the first (comp. Gen. xxxv. 22) for the 
later exclusion of the brothers Simeon and Levi from the rights 
of primogeniture (Gen. xlix. 5—7.) 

(3.) The circumstance that Jacob could not, even to the day 
of his death, get rid of his deep abhorrence of the fanatical 
cruelty of his sons, and that, in his prophetic inspiration, it 
breaks forth even at that time like a river long pent up (Gen. 
xlix. 5—7), shows how deep the impression must have been 
upon his mind. Hengstenberg very properly explains (Contrib. 
il., p. 5385) why the text ouly mentions (verse 30) that Jacob 
had reproached his sons rather for the supposed dangerous con- 
sequences of their deed than for its moral deserts. He notices 
that the text is specially intended to show the protection of God 
(chap, xxxv. 5), through which Jacob escaped the evil conse- 
quences of their conduct. In our objective view of the transac- 
tion, it must be remembered that this miscdeed was treason 
against the calling of the chosen race, according to which Israel 
was to be the medium of blessing and salvation for all nations. 

§ 83. (Gen. xxxv.)—While Jacob was full of apprehension 
about the consequences of the iniquity committed by his sons, 
and in his helplessness did not know what to do, God admonished 
him to journey towards Bethlehem, in order to pay his vow (1.) 
Having first purified his household, the patriarch obeyed this 
behest (2.) The terror of God was upon the cities round about, 
and under this protection he reached, unharmed, Bethel, where,
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in fulfilment of his vow, he built an altar, There God again 
appeared to him, and once more gave him the name /srael, at 
the same time renewing the threefold promise contained in the 
patriarchal blessing (§ 71.) In the place where God had ap- 
peared to him, Jacob set up a pillar of stone, and again called 
the name of it Bethel. Here Deborah, the nurse of Rebekah, 

died (3.) But amore heavy loss was to befall him, when on 
the journey from Bethel to Ephrath. Rachel died in giving 
birth to her second son, whom she called Benoni, but his father 
Benjamin. Jacob erected a monument in the place where the 
remains of his beloved wife were laid to rest. Thence Israel 
journeyed towards Migdal-Eder, where he was afflicted by the 
incest of L?euben, his first-born, with Bilhah. Jacol heard it, 
and was silent (5.) From there the patriarch journeyed to his 
father Isaac, to Mamre, where he settled. Soon afterwards Its 
father died, and Esau came to bury him in company with his 
brother (6.) 

(1.) Jacob was now in circumstances similar to those under 
which, thirty years before, lhe had to fice from the vengeance of 
his brother Isau. As then, so now, he had to escape, for he 
could only have vemazned, in the face of the dangers threatening 
him, if they had not been oceasioned by his own conduct. But 
the merey of God changed the flight from Sychem into a pil- 
yrimage to Bethel, In itself the Divine command (to go to 
Bethel) implicd a Divine assurance in this danger; for if “God 
ealls him to Bethel, He would surely bring him sately thither. 
But the place to which he was directed to go conveyed even 
more fully this assurance, for tz Bethel he had found a refuge 
with God at the time of’ his first trouble, and to render his faith 
the more easy, God reminds hin of the merey hitherto shown 
lim, by adding, in verse 1, “when thou fleddest from the face 
of Esau thy brother.” In Bethel Jacob is to pay the vow, which, 
thirty years before, he had made in the same place. It seems, 
indeed, strange that the patriarch should not have done so be- 
fore, since the conditions of the vow had been fulfilled ten years 
ago. Although some external and internal unpediments night 
have stood in the way, we can scareely acquit Jacob from guilty 
dilatormess in this matter. [from verse 2 we gather that Jacob 
clearly understood that before making the pr omised positive de- 
dication in Bethel, it was necessary {hat it should be preceded 
hy a negative dedication in Sychem, in the way of instituting an 
energetic and thorough reformation in his household, But he



Sd gacoB. (§ 83.) 

wanted the joyousness and strength necessary for this, till it was 
imparted to him in consequence of the call of God. The patri- 
arch now expressly founds the demand which he makes upon his 
household to purify themselves, by appealing, in verse 3, to a 
Divine command. 

(2.) In his present dangerous position, Jacob and all his 
household were entirely cast upon the help of God. It was then 
also that he felt how necessary it was wholly to dedicate himself 
wud his family to that God who was now to be his sole stay, and 
to remove, root and branch, all the remainder of heathenism, all 
that was left of the idolatry which, secretly carried along with 
them from Mesopotamia, had probably been increased through 
some of the spoil taken at Sychem (chap. xxxiv. 29.) The 
purification demanded, consisted in the giving up of the Tera- 
phim, and of the charms which Jacob buried under an oak (a 
Terebinth), which, on that account, ever afterwards bore the 
name of “the oak of the magicians” (Judges ix. 6 and 37.) 
The washing and changing of garments by which this was fol- 
lowed, negatively and positively, indicated a separation from the 
past and a dedication to something new. 

(3.) THE THIRTY YEARS OF PILGRIMAGE WHICH INTERVENED 
BETWEEN THE TWO VISITS OF JACoB TO BETHEL were now ful- 
filled. His firsé stay at Bethel stands to lis second, as it were, 
in the relation of the commencement to the (relative) end, and 
of prophecy to (relative) fulfilment. The counsel of salvation, 
su far as 1t was meant to manifest itself in the life of Jacob, had 
now reached its acme; and when brought into connection with 
the departure from that city, the return to Bethel forms a har- 
monious close. hen the Lord had appeared to him in vision ; 
now, Jacob beholds him in a state of wakefulness (verse 13: 
‘God went up from him.”) Even this implies a progress from 
prediction to fulfilment, as the dream which is the consequence 
of Divine influence, constitutes the prophetic type of waking 
realisation. Then, God had promised to protect, to- bless, and 
to bring back him, who, poor and forsaken, had to flee the land ; 
now, this prediction is richly fulfilled—Jacob has returned un- 
scathed to the Holy Land, the rich proprietor of large flocks, the 
lord of many servants and maids. Then, Jacob had solemnly 
vowed a vow; now, he pays it. Then, God had set him apart, 
that salvation might be developed through him, and invested 
iin with the threefold blessing of the covenant-promise. So far 
as It could be fulfilled, this promise is now fulfilled in Jacob, for 
the land of promise is open to him, and already a typical com- 
mencement of its real possession (even in the sight of man) has 
been made. The seed of promise has appeared in the fulness of 
the first stage of its development; for Rachel is about to bear
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that son in whom the significant number of twelve is to be per- 
fected, and even the development of the idea of salvation has at- 
tained its preparatory and relative fulfilment since Jacob has 
become Israel. But it is not less apparent that the circumstances 
connected with the return to Bethel, which, when compared with 
the departnre from that place, are a fulfilment and completion, 
are, in themselves, not an absolute but only a relative and pre- 
paratory fulfilment, and hence that they are at the same time 
only the prediction of, and the substratum for, a yet higher 
future fultilment. For, God here renews the former blessing of 
the promise in its threefold reference to salvation itself, to the 
land as the place of salvation, and to the promised seed as the 
medium of salvation. Thus it clearly appears, that the perfect 
fulfilment was as yet future, and that the present was only pre- 
paratory, not final. God also bestows again upon him thaé name 
which indicates his peculiar relation to salvation and to God, and 
this is done without any reference to the circumstance, that he 
had already before borne that naine, just as if it had now been 
bestowed for the first time. From this we infer that the relation 
indicated by this name had not yet attained its final completion, 
and that Jacob, who, ten years before, had become Israel, was 
still as little advanced in his development as it he had but newly 
become Israel. ‘The renewal of this name showed that the way in 
which Jacob is perfectly to become Isracl, was far-reaching, and 
that, like the promise of salvation itself, it would only become 
reality in the succeeding generations of his desendants. Again, 
the circumstance that this repetition of the name now forms the 
basis of a renewal of the threefold promise, proves that the per- 
fect fulfilment of this promise is co-relative, and dependent on 
the perfect exhibition of that which the name Israel indicates. 
Further, as God renews the name of Israel, which indicates the 
relation of Jacob to God, su Jacob renews that of Bethel, which 
expresses the relation of God to him, the dwelling of God in and 
umong the seed of Jacob. The renewal of this name also ex- 
presses the consciousness that God is yet to become in much 
higher degree an El-Bethel. 

In Bethel, Deborah, the nurse of Rebekah, died, and was 
buried under an oak which obtained the name of * oak of mourn- 
ing.” She had accompanied Rebekah from Mesopotamia to 
Canaan (Gen. xxiv. 59), and had (after the death of her mistress 
probably), taken up her abode with Rebekah’s favourite son. 
Her decease 1s mentioned in order to shew in what high esteem 
this aged servant was held in the house of Jacob. The oak 
which indicated her grave preserved her memory to succeeding 2 
generations (comp. Judges ii. L3 iv. 5; probably also 1 Sam. x. | 
3. Comp. also Lengerke i.. p. 322.
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It has been thought strange that Jacob should so soon have 
left Bethel, when the divine command (as recorded in verse 1) 
had been: ‘arise, go up to Bethel and dwell there.” But the 
connection clistinctly shews that, by these terms, it had not been 
meant to convey that Jacob should continue to dwell there. The 
‘‘ dwell there” serves only as basis for the direction, ‘“‘ make an 
altar there.” 

(4.) Rachel died (verse 16) after Jacob had left Bethel, and 
was “a little way from Ephrath” (a little piece of ground,” 
com. Gesenius Thes., p. 658), and she was buried “in the way 
to Ephrath, which is Bethichem.” At the time of Samuel, the 
pillar, which Jacob had erected to her memory, still existed, 
1 Sam. x. 2. From that period to the fourth century we have 
no express or independent mention of it. But since then, the 
place of her burial, as fixed by an unbroken tradition, has been 
pointed out in a spot half an hour to the north of Bethichem, 
which at present is covered by a Turkish chapel, called Kubbet 
Rachil. ‘Till lately this has not been called in question. Even 
Robinson, who commonly is not ready to believe monkish tradi- 
tions, does not suggest (vol. 1, pp. 218 and 219) any doubt, 
“since it is fully supported by the circumstances of the Scrip- 
ture narrative.” But latterly some opponents of this tradition 
(Thenius in Kaéuffer’s Bibl. Studies i1., p. 143, &c., and Gross in 
Tholuck’s Lit. Anz. for 1846, No. 54; comp. also Lengerke 1., 
p. 324, note) have brought forward irretragable arguments 
against this tradition. first of all, it cannot be reconciled with 
1 Sam. x. 2, which places the grave of Rachel between the 
cities of Ramah and Gibeah, on the borders of the possession of 
Benjamin ; for, according to this passage, it must have lain to the 
north and not to the south of Jerusalem. TZhenzus regards the 
addition of the words, “ which is Bethlehem,” after Kphrath, in 
Gen. xxxv. 19, and similarly in Gen. xlviii. 7, indeed all these 
geographical explanations, as so many later glossaries and 
attempts to shew that the situation and namie of the Ephrath of 
Genesis agrees with the Ephraim of 2 Sam. mii. 23, or the 
Ephron of 2 Chron. xiii. 19—the present Yebrud, which hes. 
about two German miles to the south of Sinjil (according to 
Thenius —= Bethel.) Gross, on the other hand, maintains the 
correctness of the statement in Genesis xxxv. 19 and xlvii. 7, 
that Ephrath is = Bethlehem. Still he finds the grave of 
Rachel not in the immediate neighbourhood of Bethlehem, which 
is at any rate contradicted by 1 Sam. x. 2, but in the neigh- 
Jourhood of Ramah (er-Ram, situate a German mile to the north 
of Jerusalem), as indicated: by Jeremiah xxxi. 15. We agree 
with the conclusion of Gross, inasmuch as the indefinite state- 
ment in Genesis, that her grave was ‘a piece of ground” (longi- 

é
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tudo terrae) distant from Ephrath (= Bethlehem), implies 
rather a Jonger than a shorter distance ; and the reason why the 
more distant Bethlehem was mentioned may have been that the 
Migdal Eder, near Bethlehem, was the next station where Jacob 
sojourned for a length of time. Besides, Jeremiah xxxi. 15 
certainly implies that it had been in the immediate neighbour- 
hood of Ramah. Against the view of Thenius we may urge 
that Yebrud is too close bye Sinjil (= Bethel), and that the 
statement in Gen. xxxv. 19 is too readily set aside as a mere 
glossary. We are willing to admit that these words, as uttered 
by Jacob in Genesis xlvii. 7, appear to be wholly out of place, 
and hence merely a glossary ; but this remark does not apply to 
Genesis xxxv. 19, whence a later copyist may readily have trans- 
ferred them to Genesis xlviii. 7. Besides, Micah v. 1 prove the 
identity of Ephra or Ephrath with Bethlehem. 

(5.) The zncest of Reuben is mentioned in order to account 
for his exclusion from the privileges of primogeniture. This 
sin was committed in the neighbourhood of Bethlehem, at 
Migdal Eder, “a tower of the flock,” probably originally a 
tower whence the flocks were watched. Comp. Micah iv. 8 and 
ITengstenberg’s Chiistol. tii., p. 270, &e. 

(6.) The death of Isaac is here narrated “ per prolepsin,” for 
Jacob was 120 years old when Isaac died at the age of 180. 
But m the following section it is related that Jacob was only 
108 years old when, at the age of 17, Joseph was sold into 
Evypt. The death of Isaac took place ten years before Israel 
and his sons went into Lgypt (Gen. xiv. 9.) Comp. Zuch 
Comm., p. 495, &c. 

COMMENCEMENT OF THE HISTORY OF JOSEPH. 

§ 84. (Gen. xxxvil. 1—11.)—Joseph, the first-born son of the 
beloved Rachel, was the favourite of lis father. The depth of 
his soul, the contemplativeness of lus character, and his general 
amiability, increased the affection of aged Jacob the more, that 
the passionate roughness and perversity of his other sons caused 
him only grief. It is more than probable that he had intended 
to transfer to Joseph the rights of primogeniture, as no doubt 
he had already resolved to punish the three eldest sons of Leah 

for their iniquities by depriving them of its privileges. Already 
was he distinguished from his brethren by a peculiar dress. 
Their hatred and envy, excited Jy this, only increased when the 
lad, who grew up among them asa shepherd boy, kept his father
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inforined of their many evil deeds of which he was an eye- 
witness. This resentment reached its climax when in childish 

thoughtlessness, perhaps not without some addition of self- 
exaltation, Joseph related to his brothers those strange dreams, 
which only too clearly declared his future elevation above them 
und above the whole house of their father. Even Jacob himself 
was induced to reprove him; still he revolved these dreams in 
his heart. 

(1.) The idea of transferring to Joseph the rights of primo- 
geniture, and of thus making him chief of the family, and the 
centre for the development of salvation, might occur the more 
reaily to Jacob, since Joseph was really the first-born of his 
chosen wife, and he was on other grounds so much preferable to 
any of the sons of Leah. Probably the distinguishing dress 
(ops nsins, LAX: yurev mwoveidos, Vulg. tunica polymita, 

but more correctly Gesenius: tunica manicata et talaris, per- 
tinens ad =1pp, @e., usque ad manus plantasque pedum—genus 

tunicae a pueris pucllisque nobilioribus et regs gestatum, 
2 Sam. xin. 18) was meant to express this intention. 

The two DREAMS are based on the rustic and pastoral life 
of the patriarchal family. The first (in which the sheaves of his 
brothers make obeisance to that of Joseph) implies that Jacob, 
who had now chosen Hebron (wherc he lived for about twenty 
years) for his place of residence, had, besides rearing cattle, tilled 
the ground also, following in this the example of Isaac. The 
second dream (in which the sun, the moon, and the eleven stars 
make obeisance to Joseph) is entirely based on the nomadic 
circumstances of the family. In the absence of other reliable 
means of judging, the result alone could show whether these 
dreams had been sent by God or not. Possibly, they might 
have been the effect of vamity and self-exaltation on the part of 
a boy whose mind was excited by tokens of external distinction. 
Hence Jacob may have deemed it his duty to reprove him, espe- 
cially as the second dream conveyed the idea of exaltation over 
his father and mother also, and thus implied so much that was 
strange and apparently contrary to the ways of God, that, despite 
his likings and his hopes, Jacob could not sce his way in it. 
Following Tuch, Lengerke suggests 1., p. 332: “ that the passage 
iu question is another chronological inconsistency on the part of 
the writer, since, as v. 10 implies, the dream is supposed to have 
taken place during Rachel’s lifetime.” We admit that the sug- 
gestion of some interpreters who suppose that the term “ mother” 
referred to Leah, or to Bilhah (as the substitute of Rachel) is 

2



COMMENCEMENT UF THE HISTORY OF JOSEPH. (§ 84.) 9 349 

erroneous. But then it is well known that such chronological 
inconsistencies frequently occur in dreams. ‘To make the symbol 
complete, it was necessary not only to speak of the sun, but of 
the moon; and this very reference to the departed mother must 
haye increased Jacob's doubts about the second dream. Nor 
did the symbol refer to Rachel as an individual, but rather as 
the representative ot an idea, and if the prophet could call her 
up from her grave, to weep on the heights of Ramah, about the 
calamities of her children (Jeremiah xxxi. 15), she may in this 
prophetic dream have in the same manner been represented as 
with her husband making obcisance to Joseph, who appears 
exalted to the highest diguity. In point of fact, we here descry 
for the first time a prophetic anticipation that the salvation 
which was to issue from this family, should be such, that its 
members, and even its ancestors, should bend before it and 
worship. 

In reference to the cHaracTERr of Joseph, even this capacity 
for prophetic dreams, discloses an internal depth, which renders 
him conversant with the mysteries of the life of the soul, and 
a heart and mind open to the influences of higher spiritual reali- 
ties. Again, the artlessness and openness with which he relates 
his dreams, shews childlike simplicity, and the zeal with which 
he carrics to his father any evil report that had been raised against 
his brothers, proves his consciousness of, and the deep interest he 
felt in, the honour of his house. His relation towards his father 
also gives evidence of an affectionate, confiding, and kindly 
nature. If we feel that at the time Joseph was the fairest and 
the purest flower in the houschold of Jacob, and that even at an 
early period his high destination manifested itself by way of 
anticipation, we are also fully alive to the dangers to which such 
a character, dnring its development, and in the peculiar circum- 
stances in which he was placed, was naturally exposed. How 
easily might the well-grounded preference of his father exercise 
an injurious influence on the formation of his character! How 
readily might his confiding kindliness assume the appearance of 
hateful flattery, or his zeal for the honour of his family change 
into a self-righteous love of accusation, or his child-like openness 
and simplicity be coupled with vain self-confidence and pride ! If, 
on the one hand, we keep in mind how soon sin and selfishness, hike 
a destroying canker, attack even what is noblest, and if, on the 
other hand, we carefully weigh the hints thrown out in the text, 
we shall acknowledge that, in the present instance, these dangers 
were not mercly possible at a future period, but that they had 
already in part become realities, and the bright glass of his 
childish soul already become dim by such spots. This is indi- 
ated by the scrious reproof which Jacob himself adiinistered
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(verse 10) and by the remark of verse 8, that lis brothers hated 
him, for his dreams and for his words, an expression which 
seems to imply that it was nof only the dream itself, but the 
manner in which Joseph related it, that had deepened the hatred 
of his brothers. From all this we shall gather how necessary it 
was that Joseph should be removed from these circumstances 
and trained in a school where only the germ of what was really 
great and noble could grow, and where all weeds would be 
destroyed—we mean the school of sufferings and of affliction. 

§ 85. (Gen. xxxvii. 12, &c.)—At last an occasion offered to 
the brothers of Joseph to give full vent and satisfaction to their 
ill-concealed hatred of him. While they tended the cattle 
near Sychem, at a distance from Hebron, Jacob sent him to en- 
quire about the welfare of his brothers and about the state of the 
flocks. Joseph finds that they have left Sychem and are gone to 
Dothan (1.) Whenever his brothers descry him in the distance 
their anger is violently roused. Already they consult to kill him, 
in order to render the fulfilment of his dreams thoroughly impos- 
sible; but Reuben opposes this measure. Not to imbrue their 
hands in the blood of their brother, they follow Reuben’s advice, 
and cast him into an empty cistern, with the intention of letting 
him die by hunger. After that they sit down to eat and to 
drink (2.) But lo! acaravan of Arabian merchants passes bye 
that way into Egypt. The proposal of Judah to sell the lad into 
slavery, meets with universal acceptance. They draw him out 
of the pit and dispose of him for the miserable sum of twenty 
shekel. Thus the youth departs with his owners to Egypt— 
only a distant view of the heights of Hebron where his father, 
suspecting no evil, awaits the return of his favourite, is granted 
him on his journey to the land of his bondage. (3.) Jteuben had 
only given the advice to his brothers in order to rescue the 
lad from their bloody revenge; he had not been present when 
Joseph was sold. In deep grief he rends his garments when, 
on his return, he finds him no longer in the cistern. But the 
other brothers dip Joseph’s coat in the blood of a kid, and 
send it to Jacob, who weeps over the supposed death of his son 
and refuses to be comforted. 

(1.) The circumstance that while Jacob lives in Hebron (verse
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14) he sends a portion of his flocks to pasture in the nezghbour- 
hood of Sychem, is accounted for on the supposition that he had 
purchased a part of that district. Nor can it appear strange 
that he should send a lad of seventeen years alone from Hebron 
to Sychem, a distance of about twelve German miles, when we 
remember that Joseph had been brought up there, and hence 
knew the country, that he was accustomed to a nomadic life, 
and would feel no apprehension in undertaking the journey. 
Perhaps the circumstance may also shew that now at least Jacob 
no longer spoiled is favourite. It 1s impossible accurately to 
determine the exact situation of DotHAN or Dothain = double 
cistern. The fact that a caravan passed that way (verse 25), and 
the statement in Judith i. 9 (AG cata mpecw7ov “Eoépndav 
mrnotov T)¢ Awtaias) shew that it must have lain where the 
mountain of Ephraim slopes into the plain of Jezreel. With 
this also agree the statements of Husebius and Hzeronymus, 
who place it twelve Roman miles to the north of Samaria 
(Sebaste. ) 

(2.) The description which Diodorus Sic. xix. 94 gives of the 
CISTERNS common among the Nabathean Arabs may probably, 
in its general features, also apply to those in Palestine. He says: 
‘ Mhis district, although destitute of water, forms a secure retreat 
for them, as they have made in the earth regularly built and 
plastered cisterns. J*or this purpose they dig deep caverns in 
the ground, which consists either of mould or of soft stones, and 
make them very narrow at the mouth increasing in breadth as 
they descend, till at the bottom they attain a width of one hundred 
feet at cach side. These reservoirs are filled with rain water ; then 
the mouth is closed, so that they appear equally level with the rest 
of the soil. But they leave some mark which they alone know, 
aud which is not observed by others.” Thus cisterns when empty, 
or only covered with mud at the bottom, might also serve as tem- 
porary prisons, Jeremiah xxxvili. 6, x}. 15, Zéobinson found in 
the neighbourhood of Safed the ruined Khan Jubb-Yisuf—the 
Khan of Joseph's pit (11. p. 418 and 419.) Considering what 
we have already said of the position of Dothan, it is evident that 
this tradition is erroneous. 

(3.) According to chap. xxxvil. 25 and 27, and chap, xxxix. 
1, the caAravay which brought Joseph to Egypt consisted of 
Ishinaclites ; while in chap. xxxvil. 28, they are called Midianites, 
and in verse 36 Medanites. In the same manner thest and kin- 
dred names are confounded and promiscuously used in Judges 
vi. 1, &., compared with chap. vill. 21, 24, 26. (Comp. espe- 

1 It is scarcely necessary to remark that Robinson docs not identify this 
Khan with the pit of Joseph.—Tnr Tr.
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cially Drechsler’s Unity of Genesis, p. 251, &c.) These three 
races were all descendants of Abraham, the former by Hagar, 
the latter two by Keturah. ‘‘ All these wild branches of the 
race to which the promise belonged, spread along the extensive 
plains of the Inast (Gen. xvi. 12, xxv, 6) and were by and bye 
comprised under the vague name of ‘sons of the East,’ having 
the same origin, living in similar relations and circumstances, 
and thus engaged in the same occupation, and that occupation 
unfavourable to settling in any one place. These continual 
changes and migrations only increased the common national 
character of all these races, which had a certain amount of 
wildness and restlessness, of scattering and commingling about 
it. Under such circumstances we are not surprised to find that 
they were not accurately distinguished and separated, but that 
individual tribes and names merged into each other.” Lengerke 
(i. p. 333) supposes that if Ishmael had been really the son of Abra- 
ham, the Ishmaelites could not at that time have already been a 
trading nation. But one hundred and forty-five years had 
passed since the birth of Ishmael, during which time they may 
have greatly increased and spread, especially if we suppose, what 
is supported by other grounds, that they had received into their 
race the original inhabitants of the district which they occupied. 
But even these suppositions are not necessary; the facts ot the 
case-are simply as represented by Hdvernick, Introd. 1. 2, p. 381. 
The author uses the names of the most commercial people of his 
time, in order generally to indicate “‘ Arabian merchants.” The 
very confusion among the names sufficiently shews that he did 
not care, with diplomatic accuracy, to distinguish the origin of 
these races. As Joseph had not yet reached the age of manhood, 
the merchants did not pay for him thirty shekel, the common 
price of a slave, but twenty, which 1s exactly the sum men- 
tioned in Lev. xxvil. 5 for a lad between five and twenty years. 
The caravan took the common voad which led from the spice- 
district of Gilead to Egypt. It crossed the Jordan below the 
sea of Galilee, passed over the plain of Jezreel, and thence con- 
tinued along the sea shore to Egypt. 

(4.) In this transaction the harshness and cruelty of THE 
BROTHERS OF JOSEPH appeared in its full extent. Among them, 
however, Reuben and Judah occupy a different position, as being 
unwilling to consent to the murderous intention of the others. 
Nor should we forget that although these two brothers were 
equally injured with Simeon and Levi, by the seduction of Dinah, 
they did not join them in the slaughter of the inhabitants of 
Shechem. These circumstances seem to indicate that they were 
less rough and cruel. euben intends to deliver Joseph from 
the vengeance of his brothers, and secretly to send him back
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to his father. But we are not warranted in assuming, with 
Baumgarten, p. 309 (who in this respect follows Luther), that 
Reuben had been humbled by his fall (the incest with Bilhah), 
and therefore was less hard-hearted than the rest. The cireum- 
stance is sufficiently accounted for by natural kindliness which 
might have existed alongside with that sin, and by this, that, as 
the first born, Reuben would feel himself more particularly re- 
sponsible to his father. Judah also wished to preserve the life 
of Joseph, but he agrees with his other brothers in deeming it 
necessary that he should be removed, so that thereby the possi- 
bility of having his dreams realised should be set aside. As 
they probably thought that the realisation of these dreams was 
dependent on his investiture with the rights of primogeniture, tt 
appeared the most sure means of attaining their object to sell him 
as a slave into a distant conntry. 

Thus, we conclude with 2anke (Invest. 1., p. 262) : “ The nar- 
rative has now reached the point, when it seems as if the direct 
contrary of Joseph’s former prophetic dreams should take place. 
He whose superiority his parents and brothers were to acknow- 
ledge, now lives as a slave in a foreign land. This dissonance 
was to continue unresolved, even as the burden of grief was for 
many years to weigh upon his old father without being removed. 
Joseph no longer exists for the house of his father. Later inci- 
dents are now most aptly inserted into the narrative.” 

INCIDENTS IN THE HISTORY OF JUDAH'’S FAMILY. 

§ 86. (Gen. xxxvill.)—About thes time, Judah separated from 
his brethren, and lived in Adullam, where he entered into 
friendly relations with a man of the name of Hirah, and married 
Shuah, a Canaanite (1.) His wife bore him three sons, £7, 
Onan, and Shelah. When Et, his first-born, had grown up, he 

gave him Jamar, a Canaanite, to wife. But Er was wicked in 
the sight of Jehovah, and He slew him. As Er had died with- 
out children, Judah, according to ancient custom, obliged his 

second son to marry his brother’s widow. But Onan, who was 
anxtous to secure the rights of primogeniture for himself, and 
for a son of his own name, frustrated the object in view by an 
unnatural abomination (2), wherefore Jehovah slew him also. 
Judah, who probably ascribed these deaths to hostile magic in- 
fluence on the part of ‘amar, wished to preserve his third son 
from the same danger, and hence, on certain pretences, delayed 

VOL. I. 7,
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the marriage with Shelah. But ‘Tamar, to whom connection 
with the house of Jacob seemed of too great importance to re- 
nounce it, sceks to right herself in her own way. The son being 
refused to her, she knew to gain the father (3.) Meantime, 
Judah’s wife had died. The days of mourning being passed, 
Judah went up unto his sheep-shearing, to Zimnath. Hearing 
of this Tamar sits down, dressed as an harlot, at the gate of 
Enajim, by the way which Judah has to pass. Her device is 
successful. Judah, in payment, promises her a kid from the 
flock, and as a pledge leaves with her his bracelets and his staff 
(4.) Hirah, whom Judah sends to redeem these pledges, of 
course returns unsuccessful, as nobody in the place knew any- 
thing about such a harlot. But three months afterwards Judah 
is informed that Tamar is with child. Being the bride of his 
third son, she incurs the charge of adultery, and Judah, pro- 
bably too glad to find an opportunity of getting rid of her, as 
head of the family, and in the exercise of strictest law, adjudges 
her to be burned. But Tamar sent him the pledges he had 
given her, and with them the message: “ By the man whose 
these aream I with child.” Judah then acknowledged his double 
wrong. He said: “She hath been more righteous than I;” but 
he knew her again no more (5.) Under circumstances which 
made the birth very difficult, she bore twin children, Pharez and 
Zarah (6.) 

(1.) The indication of the time when this event took place— 
‘Cand it came to pass at that time’—loes not render it necessary 
to suppose that the MARRIAGE OF JuDAH succeeded the sale of 
Joseph. Hence Drechsler (1. c., p. 258) assumes that verses 1 
to 11 of this chapter took place before the removal of Joseph ; 
and Baumgarten (i. 1, p. 316) calculates that ‘“‘ Judah separated 
from his brethren in the thirteenth year of his age, three years 
after the return of Jacob, and when he lived in Sychem, five 
years before the seduction of Dinah, and eight years before the 
selling of Joseph” (?) Notwithstanding the conclusive argu- 
mentation of Hengstenberg (Contrib. ui, p. 354, &c.), who 
shows that the two sons of Pharez, Hezron and Hamul (in chap. 
xlvi. 12), had only been born in Egypt (comp. our remarks in § 
92), Baumgarten supposes that they were born in Canaan, and 
is therefore constrained to place chap. xxxviti. 1 and 2 so many 
years before Joseph was sold into Egypt, and to assume a num- 
ber of other glaring improbabilities, in order to comprise three
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generations within the space of thirty years. Accordingly Judah 
must marry when thirteen years old, and at the age of sixteen 
he has two sons. Er must also have married when thirteen years 
old, and when his father was only twenty-seven, and Onan, only 
after the lapse of another year, when he had attained the same 
age as his brother. Again, Judah must have begotten Pharez 
and Zarah when he was twenty-nine years old, in order that 
Pharez, when in his thirteenth year, or when Judah had reached 
the age of forty-three years—which 1s the period when the family 
passed into Egypt—may have had Hezron and Hamul, who are 
supposed to have been twins. (?) But we maintain that Hezron 
and Hamul were born in Egypt, and that the marriage of Judah 
had only taken place after Joseph had been sold into Egypt. 
The former we shall prove in § 92, 2; the latter appears, not so 
much from the chronological indications in verse 1, as from the 
context generally. In itself, it is highly nmprobable that at the 
early age of thirteen, Judah should have left his father and his 
brothers, have commenced a household of his own and married, 
the more so when we remember that in chap. xxxvn. Joseph, 
who at that time was seventeen years old, is described as a mere 
lad. But the supposition of Baumgarten is entirely refuted by 
the circumstance, that Judah could not at one and the same time 
have, according to chap. xxxvii., lived m fellowship with his 
brothers and in his father’s house, and yet, according to chap. 
XXXviil., separated from them, and kept house on his own account. 
For, according to chap. xxxviii., this separation and independence 
continned uninterrupted, at least, till after the birth of Pharez 
and Zarah (comp. vv. 5, 11, 12, 20, and 24.) Yet, according 
to Baumgarten, the selling of Joseph (in chap. xxxvil.) must 
have taken place at that very time. Probably Judah separated 
from his brethren immediately after Joseph’s removal, and in 
the twenticth or twenty-first year of Is life. Between that 
period and the time when the family passed into Egypt, twenty- 
two years clapsed—an interval this quite suflicient for all the 
events related in chap. xxxvin. 

Indeed it seems to us more than probable that Judah had left 
his father’s house, not only immediately atter Joseph was sold 
into Egypt, but also on account of it. The continued lamenta- 
tion of his father about the loss of Joseph (chap. xxxvil. vv. 34 
and 35), would probably be most disagreeable to him, while the 
reproaches of Renben (comp. chap. xxxvi. vv. 29, 30) against. 
him, as the cause of this misfortune, and perhaps the admoni- 
tions of his own conscience would disturb him so long as he 
continued in his father’s house. To get rid of all these dis- 
agrecalle impressions, he separated, in a fit of impenitent anger, 
from his father and his brothers. set up by himself, and joimed 
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the Canaanite, Hirah of Adullam. Supposing these statements 
to be correct, his after history appears in a peculiar and striking 
light. Such impenitent, wrathful, and perverse conduct could 
only lead to calamity. And retribution soon follows. The sins 
of the father are visited on Er, his first-born : “‘ He was wicked 
before Jehovah, wherefore He slew him.” . His second son Onan 
is guilty of abominable sin, and also cut off in righteous indig- 
nation. Judah himself is guilty of fornication (idolatry ?) and 
incest. Viewed from this point, the question whether his mar- 
riage with a Canaanite deserved implicit blame (Drechsler, 1. c., 
p. 256), or whether it was allowable on account of his changed 
relation to the patriarchal family (Baumgarten, 1. c., p. 317), 
loses its mportance. For, even if we were to disapprove of such 
union, his perverse conduct, and his impenitent separation from 
his family, in which the promise rested, make the other sin ap- 
pear comparatively small, subordinate and secondary. However, 
irrespective of any special aggravating circumstances, we gener- 
ally agree with Baumgarten, who says: ‘“‘ Any counection be- 
tween one of the first three patriarchs and the daughters of 
Canaan would be wholly improper, as the chosen family had in 
their time not becn entirely separated. But now, when the 
house of Israel has been constituted, the union between a mem- 
ber of this family and a Canaanite no longer constitutes an ab- 
solute obstacle, preventing such an individual from sharing in 
the rights of the chosen race (comp. chap. xIvi. 10) ; for it may 
readily be conceived, that, notwithstanding such marriage, the 
family, as a whole, preserved the consciousness of its separation. 
But, on the other hand, such a marriage was certainly not to be 
wpproved.” Adullam lay in the plain of Judah (Joshua xv. 35, 
compared with 1 Sam. xxii. 1, &e.; 2 Sam. xxiii. 13.) Chezib, 
where, according to verse 5, Judah was when his third son was 
born, 1s probably the same as Achzib, which also lay in the plain 
of Judah (Josh. xv. 44; Micah 1. 14.) 

(2.) THE MARRIAGE WITH A WIDOW, which was incumbent on 
the nearest relative of one who had died without leaving children, 
when the first-born son of the new marriage bore the name and 
inherited the rights of the deceased, appears from this passage 
to have been an ancient custom of the tribe, the observance of 
which was at that time even more stringent than as afterwards 
tixed by the Mosaic law. For, according to Deut. xxv. 7, &c. 
(compared with Ruth ii. 13; iv. 6, &.), the next of kin might, 
under certain circuinstances, avoid this duty. Of this privilege 
there is no trace in the present instance. Doubtless, it was the 
purpose of this ordinance to preserve the name, the family, and 
the inheritance of the deceased. It probably arose from the 
views of those times, when, in the absence of a clear knowledge
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of a life after death, men were chiefly concerned about the hopes 
and prospects connected with this world, and regarded the life 
ofa son, who had entered into the position and the mghts of his 
father, as a continuance of that of the deceased. For further 
particulars, comp. below our remarks on the Mosaic laws. 

(3.) We do not account for the tenacity with which Tamar 
clung to her claims on the family of Judah either by her sen- 
suality or by the reproach wlich attached to a barren woman. 
Manifestly she is anxious not only to have a child, but to have 
one from the family of Judah. And the less, by her birth as a 
heathen, she was entitled to any connection with the chosen race, 
the more jealously did she insist on the rights which marriage 
had given her. The same views, but in an infinitely higher and 
nobler form, appear under similar circumstances in the case of 
Ruth. However we may feel the deep aberration of Tamar, we 
cannot ignore that in it a higher faith was concealed, which -/. 
P. Lange (Life of Jesus i. 3, p. 1808) not inaptly designates as 
‘an enthusiastic reverence for the theocratic in the family of 
Judah.” 

(4.) As Shelah could not have been much younger than Onan, 
Tamar must have felt that the direction of Judah, “remain a 
widow at thy father’s house till Shelah my son be grown,” was 
mercly an empty pretext. She rights herselfin a truly Canaanitish 
manner. Here also it appears how thoroughly Judah had, by 
separation from his father’s house, and by intercourse and con- 
nection with the Canaanites, become entangled in their practices. 
We can scarcely believe that his sin with amar belonged to the 
category of ordinary sins of this kind. It imphed—thongh 
perhaps unmitentionally on his part—a conformity to the practices 
and habits of the Canaanitish worship of nature. Verses 21 and 
23 represent ‘amar as assuunng the appearance and the dress 
of a Kedeshah (2.e. one who dedicates herself.) These females 
were devoted to Asherah, the representative of the female prin- 
eiple in the life of nature, and like the Ambubajai of later times 
went about, or sat by the road (Jer. ni. 2), prostituting them- 
selves for a reward, which was given to the goddess (eomp. 
on this practice Afdvers, Phoenicia 1, p. 679, &e.; Lengerke, 
Canaan 1, p. 253, &c.) This view of the disguise of Tamar is 
specially confirmed by the circumstance that according to v. 17 
she asked a@ hid of the goals as her reward; for we know from 
other sources (7'acztus, Hist. it. 3) that goats were chiefly sacri- 
ficed to this goddess. Tt may however have been, as Z'uch sup- 
poses (1. c., p. 506), that the expression Kedeshal: in verses 21 
and 22 had only ‘ been derived from the worship of Astarte, and 
was retained in common parlance (Hosea iv. 14), as perhaps 
more .decent than sayy, and that on this ground it is used in
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verse 21, when Hiral: questions the people of Enaim, and receives 
their reply.” The Enaim of verse 14 is probably the same as 
the Lnam of Joshua xv. 34, which lay in the plain of Judah. 
On Timnah, which must not be confounded with the Timnah of 
the tribe of Dan (the modern Tibneh), which lay to the east of 
Bethshemesh, comp. Joshua xv. 57, according to which it lay in 
Mount Judah. 

(5.) According to Deut. xxii. verses 21 to 24, adultery— 
whether the woman was actually married or only a bride—was 
punished with stoning. It has been attempted to trace in our 
narrative the existence of this law, and suggested that Tamar 
was to have been first stoned and then burned, and that the law 
in Deuteronomy implied punishment of the same kind. But as 
in Genesis xxxviii. we do not read anything about stoning, nor 
in Deut. xxii. anything about burning, we are not warranted to 
have recourse to such a hypothesis. In general, the punishment 
of stoning was only introduced with the law, and that for certain 
reasons, to which we shall by and by refer. The confession of 
Judah, ‘she has been more righteous than I,” seems to indicate 
that this formed a turning point in the life of Judah. In con- 
firmation of this view we find him afterwards re-united with his 
father and brothers, and in a state of mind which implies a 
thorough change of heart and life. It is in this light that we 
regard the circumstance that he had no farther connection with 
Tamar. 

(6.) On the remarkable circumstances attending the delivery 
of Tamar, comp. J. D. Michaelis (note ad h. 1., p. 165, &c.), 
who adduces medical evidence about the possibility and the actual 
occurrence of such deliveries (comp. also the professional remarks 
of Trusen, “ Diseases of the Bible,” p. 57, &c., and of Friedreich, 
“Notes to the Bible” i., p. 123, ho.) The contrast between her 
sufferings during the delivery and her former conduct is notice- 
able, as shewing the special retribution of Divime Providence. 
Besides, the narrative is given at such length, in order to shew 
how, contrary to all experience and expectation, Pharez had 
become the first born. 

(7.) Ewald (i., p. 433) supposes “that in this almost jocular (?) 
description of pristine events in the history of the tribe and of 
the race, it is nnpossible to mistake the real meaning. Even 
before the fourth narrator had thus elaborated this legend, 
popular humour may during the ninth century have taken this 

ind of revenge for a number of wrongs and insults on the part 
of members of the reigning family of David, which had sprung 
from this Pharez, by devising such an ancestry of the family. 
In direct opposition to this is the narrative in the book of Ruth, 
to which probably the same amount of truth attaches.” Without
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stopping to refute this novel discovery, we sketch the place and 
bearing of this chapter in the development of the history of the 
family. The birth of Pharez forms the central point of this 
chapter, as, according to the law, he occupied the place of the 
first-born of Judah, All that precedes only forms the basis for 
this account, and is so circumstantially narrated, only because 
it at the same time affords a deep insight into the personal posi- 
tion and the history of Judah. Again the history of Judah and 
of his house is of such importance, because in his prophetic 
blessmg (Gen. xlix) Jacob assigns to Judah the sceptre of prin- 
cipality among the tribes of Israel; and the primogeniture of 
Pharez 1s brought out so prominently because Nahshon, the 
eininent prince and leader in Israel, during the journey through 
the wilderness, is a descendant of Pharez (Numbers n. 3; Ruth 
iv. 18 to 20.) ‘ But’—we continue with Baumgarten (i. 1, p. 
313, &c.)—‘‘ we may look beyond the natural horizon of Moses ; 
for we do not merely say that Moses has written this account, 
but also that the Holy Ghost has written it. We therefore per- 
ccive in this narrative a glance into ages yet future. (Gal. in. 
8.) We call to mind that king David had sprung from 
Nahshon (Ruth iv. 1S—22), and that Jesus of Nazareth, who 
was made of God both Lord and Christ, was the son of David. 
We are therefore now tracing the lineage of Jesus Christ, and 
looking forward to Him who is both the commencement and the 
end of all things.” The narrative discloses the sins of Judah 
with the same openness and faithfulness as it details the moral 
wberrations of other patriarchs and kings, for the purpose of 
shewing that the high position assigned to them in the kingdom 
of God, and to which they were called and trained, was not due 
to their own virtue and excellency, but to the sovereign mercy 
of Him that had called them. 

JOSEPH’S LOW ESTATE. 

$ 87. (Gen. xxxix. and xl.)—The Ishmaclites had sold Joseph 
into Egypt to Pottphur, the captain of Pharaoh’s guard. Here 
the conscientious and devout youth soon gained the implicit 
confidence of his master, who appointed him oversecr of his 
whole house ; for the blessing (1) of God visibly rested upon all 
that he administered. But the wife of Potiphar endeavoured, 
by her seductions, to entrap the fair son of Rachel. All these 
attempts are resisted by the youth who feared the Lord. These 
refusals only increased the passion of the woman, On one occa-
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sion when she attempts violence, Joseph leaves his upper garment 
in her hands and fices. Her love now changes into equally 
violent hatred. She calls around her all the servants, and, 
shewing the garment, accuses Joseph of having attempted to 
seduce her (2.) In consequence, Potiphar casts his servant into 
prison ; but there also the blessing of God follows him, and pre- 
pares him for the high calling formerly announced to him in his 
dreams. Joseph gains the full confidence of the keeper of the 
prison, and when soon afterwards two high officers of the court, 

the chief of the butlers and the chief of the bakers, are, by 
the king’s command, committed to the same prison, he is, on 
account of his tried fidelity and ability, appointed to wait on 
them (3.) In one night the two officers dream each a dream, 
which so remarkably correspond to one another, that they are 
unable to conceal their sadness from not understanding what, to 
all appearance, were significant dreams. Joseph sympathises 
with them. He feels within him the prophetic gift of interpre- 
tation, and without any assumption of superior ability, requests 
them to communicate their dreams, and thereafter announces to 
the chicf of the butlers his speedy restoration to office, and to 
the chief of the bakers his impending doom (4.) 

The many references to the manners and circumstances of 
Egypt, which occur in the history of Joseph (chap. xxxvii. to 1.) 
have been traced in detail by Hengstenberg (in Ins Egypt and 
the Books of Moses), and proved to be in entire accordance with 
the results of modern researches. Comp. also Osburn’s Ancient 
Egypt, her testimony to the truth of the Bible. 

(1.) The name PotirHar seems to be an abbreviation of the 
term Pothiphera, which occurs in chap. xli., verses 45 and 50. 
The LXX. render both by Ieredpijs. This corresponds to the 
Keyptian HETE—®PH, 7.e, qui solis est, soli proprius et quasi 
addictus (comp. Gesenius, Thes. 109-4), a name which, accord- 
ing to Rosellin?, occurs frequently in the monuments. Potiphar 
is first mentioned as sy3p pryp (authorised version, an officer 

of Pharaoh.) We cannot take this term in its literal acceptation 
(= eunuch), as Potiphar was married, and it is sufficiently 
ascertained that the expression was applied to all the servants 
of the court, many of whom were selected from among the 
cunuchs. Gesenius (s. h. v.) has indeed attempted to cast doubts 
upon this: “ quum non desint exempla—eunuchorum ad coituin
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ef matrunonium non prorsus impotentium (for which he adduees 
evidence from ancient and modern writers), et in reliquis V. T. 
locis non pauci sint, quibus propria vocabuli potestas manifesto 
retinenda est.” But we are not warranted in supposing this in 
the present instance ; nor could we believe that a cunuch would 
have been chosen as Oma jw which Gesenius himself 

(p. 542) renders by “ prefectns carnificum, 2.¢., satcllitum.” 
Hitzig Qn his “ Primeval History of the Philistines,” p. 19, &c.) 
lias indeed objected to this rendering of the word oypyy, and 
stated that, although ‘it was the duty of the guard to execute 
any condemned prisoners of state, this could not have occurred 
so continnously, that they should have derived from it their 
official title.” It is argued that the s»pygyy (properly slayers ) 
of a king were in the first place to act as butchers, to kill and to 
divide the animals which were to be prepared for the royal table. 
But from a comparison of 2 Kings xxv. 8, &. ; Jer. xxxix. I— 
11; xl. 1—5, &¢., the common rendering of the word appears 
to be the only correct one. ‘The designation of Potiphar (p95) 
mmplies, however, that the custom of having eunuchs was 
common at the court of Egypt. This is denied by Bohlen, 
Comment. p. 360, who charges the writer of Genesis with having 
transterred to Egypt “a custom of the Hebrew court” (?!) 
But this objection is entirely removed by what J?osellint remarks 
of the representation of ennuchs on monuments (comp. Heng- 
stenberg, \.c., p. 22.) The remark in verse 6, that Potiphar 
‘left all that he hadinJoseph’s hand. . save the bread which 
he did cat,” is accounted for on the ground of the existence of 
castes in Egypt, and of the laws concerning meats entoreed in 
that country (comp. Sommer Bibl. Treat. Bonn. 1846, 1., p. 278, 
&e.) On the dutics and the position of the chicf stewards of 
Egyptian nobles, Jrosellini furnishes some very interesting 
notices gathered from the monuments (vide LZengstenberg, Le., 
p. 23, &e. 

(2.) At all times there have been loud complaints of the dis- 
solute and adulterous practices common among Lyyptzan women 
(for example, Herodotus 1. 111, Bar-Hebr., p. 217), and the 
licentiousness of females appears also frequently on the monu- 
ments. [rom the monuments we also gather that in Egypt the 
women had not lived so retired as in other ancient countries. 
I'requently men and woinen are represented as in promiscuous 
company. A good deal of probability also attaches to the 
opinion so often expressed that Potiphar had not credited the 
accusations of Ins wife, and only imprisoned Joseph for the sake 
of appearances. At any rate, he was hononred with the confi- 
dence of Potiphar whilst in prison (chap. xl. 4), nor does the
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punishment awarded to him seem to correspond to the crime 
with which he was charged. 

3.) We will not in detail answer to the charge of confusion 
which Tuch (p. 508, &c., comp. also Lengerke i., p. 338, note) 
has supposed to exist in the text, since, according to him, Joseph 
had had éwo masters, and we read of two captains of the guard. 
Against this comp. the author’s Unity of Genesis, p. 191, &c. ; 
Ranke, Investigations i., p. 263; Drechsler, Unity and authen- 
ticity of Genesis, p. 259. We shall simply describe the real 
state of matters. As captain of the guard, Potiphar was at the 
same time inspector of the state prison, which even in later 
times (Jer. xxxvii. 15), and in our own days in the Kast, forms 
part of the house of that functionary (comp. Rosenmiiller, the 
Ancient and Modern East, note on Jer. xxxvii. 15.) Again, it 
appears quite natural that one so noble, and probably so much 
occupied at court, should not himself have undertaken the super- 
intendence and the care of the prisoners. These duties. he 
devolved to a subordinate official who, in ch. xxxix. 21, bears 
the name of “keeper of the prison.” To this person, who was 
proper'y the jailor, he committed Joseph. But when the two 
igh officials were by royal command cast into prison, we can 

readily understand that he would take charge of them himself, 
and care for their proper treatment, as although they had, for 
the time, fallen into disgrace, Potiphar might have stood in 
friendly relation toward them, Well knowing by experience the 
capability and trustworthiness of Joseph, he would naturally 
commit these captives to the care of the Hebrew youth, the more 
so as the latter had already shewn his aptness for such duties 
(chap. xxxix. 23), a circumstance which the keeper of the prison 
had probably reported to Potiphar. 

(4.) For additional remarks on the import of DREAMs zn the 
life of Joseph, comp. Krummacher’s Pages on Sacred History, 
§ 67 and 68. Throughout antiquity creams were considered as 
a divine or magical clement, and it may readily be believed that 
at that time dreams were something different and something 
more than they are at present, 2.e., that the supernatural element 
which still appears now and then in dreams, was at that time 
much more common and strong. Throughout antiquity, the 
inner life took much more the direction of the symbolic, and 
descended immediately, not merely through the medium of 
abstraction, into the depth and fulness of the life of nature. 
Hence the faculty of anticipation in man was stimulated, and 
manifested itself more frequently. In some, who were specially 
predisposed to it, this manifested itself as the gift of divination, 
while in others it appeared rather in the lower and less developed 
sphere of dreams. But of all nations in antiquity this gift was 
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most prominant and distinct among the Egyptians. ‘There is 
somcthing night-like about the whole history of this wonderful 
people. ‘he various formations, the divine and the human, 
there run in curious disorder into each other, and their pyramids, 
obelisks, sphinxes, and immense temples overtop everything 
else like dream-visions. We might almost call the Egyptians 
the people of dreams, of anticipations, and of enigmas.” It is 
easy to ascertain the point of connection for the dreams of these 
two captives. They knew that Pharaoh’s birth-day was to be 
in three days, and from the analogy of former experiences, they 
would anticipate that their fate would then probably be decided. 
Falling asleep with such thoughts, wishes, hopes, and fears, their 
dreams were only a continuation of their waking thinking, when 
the power of anticipation, awakened while the external senses 
were asleep, descended into their thoughts. As Avrummacher 
observes, conscience may also have had a part in giving its pecu- 
liar cast to each of the dreams. 

The authenticity of the dream which the chief of the butlers 
is said to have had (he saw a vine with three branches and ripe 
grapes ; the latter he pressed into Pharaoh’s cup and gave it into 
his hand), as well its historical basis, has been called im question. 
Opponents have appealed to the statements of Plutarch (Isis and 
Osiris 6), according to whom the Egyptians had not cultivated 
or drunk wine before the time of Psammetich, having regarded 
it as the blood of Typhon. But even from Diodorus i. 11, 15, 
we gather that this statement was due to a mistake. The latter 
identifies Osiris with Dionysius, and ascribes to him the inven- 
tion and introduction of the culture of the vine. This is also 
confirmed by similar statements in erodotus 11. 42, 144; Strabo 
xvi, p. 799 ; Pliny, H.N. xiv. 9; Athen. i., p. 33. The circum- 
stance that the vine was cultivated in Egypt has been asccr- 
tained beyond the possibility of a doubt by the evidence furnished 
on the monuments, which in this respect is specially full and 
satisfactory. If Herodotus remarks (ii. 77) that the vine did 
not grow in Isgypt, this statement must either have been an 
error, or have only referred to that part of agypt (the lower 
lying, 4 omeponévn Alyurtos) of which he speaks, while the 
vine was cultivated in the higher regions (comp. /lengstenberg 
(1. c., p. 12, &e., and Scholz Introd. i1., p. 188, &e.) The dream 
of the chief of the bakers (he carried three white baskets on his 
head, full of baked meats, for Pharaoh, and the birds did eat 
them) is also confirmed by a comparison with Hgyptian customs, 
as gathcred from the monuments (comp. Mengstenberg |. c., p. 
25, &c.) The essential ditterence between the two dreams con- 
sists in this, that in the second the birds of prey take the place 
of Pharaoh.
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THE ELEVATION OF JOSEPH. 

§ 88. (Gen. xl. and xlvii., verses 13—26.)—The chief of the 
butlers had promised Joseph to intercede for him with Pharaoh. 
But in his prosperity he forgot the poor captive. Thus other 
two years of hopeless imprisonment passed by. Then Pharaoh 
himself had tevo dreams. He stood by the bank of the Nile, and 
seven fair and fat kine ascended from it. After them other 
seven kine, ill-favoured and lean, came up and ate up the fat 
kine, but remained as lean and ill-favoured as before. Upon 
this Pharaoh awoke, and when he again fell asleep, a second and 
similar dream shaped itself in his mind. Seven good cars of 
corn came up upon one stalk, and after them seven thin ears, 
and blasted with the east wind, which devoured the seven full 

ears. In vain Pharaoh sought among the wise men of his court 
an interpretation of these dreams (1.) Then only the chief of 
the butlers remembered Joseph, who was now brought from the 
prison, and introduced to Pharaoh. Having with child-like 
humility ascribed the honour not to himself but to God, he inter- 
prets the dreams as referring to seven years of great plenty in 
Egypt, to be succeeded by seven years of dearth and famine, and 
suggests that, during the years of plenty, provision should be 
made for those of famine. Pharaoh feels that the Spirit of God 
isin the youth. He elevates him to the rank of administrator 
of his kingdom, naturalises and makes him a member of the 
priestly caste, and gives him to wife the daughter of the chief 
priest of Heliopolis (2), of whom he has two sons, Manasseh and 
Ephraim. It soon happened as Joseph predicted. But immense 
stores of corn had been accumulated during the plenty of the 
fertile years, and when the years of famine commenced, Joseph 
was not only able to supply Egypt, but also those neighbouring 

countries which experienced similar want. At the sametime he 
has now the opportunity of introducing wise reforms into the 
administration of the State, and by giving a settled legal form 
to the relations between the king and his subjects, to lay the 
foundation of the lasting prosperity of the country (3.) 

(1.) The prEams of PHARAOH show genuine Egyptian habits 
" 
?
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of thinking (comp. Hengstenberg lc. p. 26 &.) The constitu- 
tion of Egypt is based on agriculture, and the success of the 
latter depends on the inundations of the Nile. In virtue of the 
worship of nature prevalent in Egypt, both of these were viewed 
under a religious aspect. But the worship of nature in Egypt 
took the peculiar form of the worship of animals. Hence the 
Nile became Osiris, the fructifying and begetting principle in 
nature, and a bell was regarded as the synibol and representa- 
tive of both. From this arose then the further view according 
to which Jsts, or the female principle in nature, was identified 
with the country or the earth gencrally, and both worshipped 
under the symbol of acow. The fertility of a year depended 
upon the due proportion of the Nile-inundation. Too much or 
too little of it would necessarily bring dearth and famine. 
Hence both the fat and the lean kine which were seen to ascend 
froin the Nile were symbols either of years of fruitftlness or of 
dearth. Although the second dream is no longer connected with 
religious symbols, but with real appearances, it is still peculiarly 
Egyptian. This appears even from the circumstance that the 
withered ears are represented as blasted by the east wind. 
Bohlen (p. 56) objects, indeed, that the writer in this case trans- 
fers Palestinian ideas to Egyptian circumstances, inasmuch as 
there was no cast wind in Egypt. But as the Hebrews had special 
names only for the four principal directions of the wind, the 
term op probably applies also to the south-east wind, or 

Chamsin, which comes from the Arabian wilder ness, and by its 
heat destroys vegetation. As the narrative is placed in the Delta 
(probably in the ancient city of Zoan or Tanis, Numb. xin. 23 ; 
Ps. xxvii. 12, £3) the mention of this wind is quite in keeping. 
Comp. also Uckert, Geography, p. 111; Mengstenberg, |.c. p. 
9, &e. 

Pharaoh applics to the Egyptian Chartummim (oan 

according to Gesenius from oan sculpsit, or y47q stylus and 

orm, sacer fit = scriba sacer, scripture: sacrae (hier oglyphicze] 

peritus, tepoypaupartevs) for an interpretation of Ins dreams. 
Ou this Hengsienberg remarks (l.c. 27): “In ancient Keyptian 
society we meet a class of men to whom the description here 
viven exactly applies. ‘The Ngyptian caste of priests had the 
double duty of performing the outward service of the gods, and 
of cultivating what in Egypt passed for science. ‘The former de- 
volved on what are called prophets—the latter on sacred writers, 
tepoypaypartes. ‘'hiese were the learned men of the nation ; 
and as in the Pentateuch they are called the ‘ Wise Men,’ so by 
classical writers they are designated as ‘ the initiated.” Under 
all circumstances, whenever anything lay beyond the sphere of
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ordinary knowledge or capacity, people applied to them for 
direction and assistance.” If it was asked how these Chartum- 
mim had not come upon so obvious an interpretation, we reply, 
that the dreams contained something so extraordinary and in- 
credible that none of the priests had ventured to offer an inter- 
pretation which wowd almost seem ready to hand. ‘The well- 
grounded apprehension that a short time would prove them to 
be hars and false prophets, and thus expose them to the wrath of 
Pharaoh, made it appear more acvisable to plead ignorance. 
Again, we cannot overlook what Baumgarten remarks, 1. p. 325: 
“ Itis the judgment of the wisdom of this world, that it 1s unable 
to reply when answer is most needed. For it forms part of the 
divine government of the world to shut the lips of the eloquent, 
and to take understanding from the ancient, Job. xu. 20.” 
Havernick, Introd. i. 2, p. 386, &c., attempts to combine these 
seven years famine with the ancient legend of Busiris, which, ac- 
cording to his opinion, had sprung from it. 

(2.) It is further a genuine Kgyptian feature that Joseph 
shaved himself before coming into the presence of Pharaoh 
(Hengstenberg |.c. p. 28.) Divine inspiration and not human 
combination and wisdom enabled Joseph to interpret the dreams, 
Thus he obtained the certainty and firmness, the quiet demcan- 
our and confidence which always produce an impression on 
those around, and which in this case, despite the increcibleness 
of what he announced, gave to Pharaoh and to his servants the 
conviction that the Spirit of God was in him. In thinking of the 
ELEVATION OF JOSEPH we must remember that in Egypt a very 
high value was attached to this kind of wisdom, and v. Bohlen 
opportunely reminds us of the circumstance recorded in Hero- 
dotus, ii. 121, when Rhampsinit made the son of an architect 
his own son-in-law because he judged him to be the cleverest 
person. In order to elevate Joseph to his high dignity Pharaoh 
first naturalises him by giving him an Egyptian name, which, 
in the Hebrew original, and according to a Hebrew form, 1s called 
rinys mosy, but in the LX-X. which keeps more closely by the 2¥2 NI2S: 
Egyptian, yrovOopdaviy. Hieronymus translates this by “ sal- 
vator mundi,” and a marginal remark to the LX-X. in Bernard 
on Josephus (lid. Haverc.) Antiq. ii. 6, 1, similarly explains the 
name by, d ect 6 cwtnp Tod xocpov. Jablonski and Losellint 
have approved of this interpretation, but Gesentus, Thes. 1181, 
prefers rendering it by “sustentator, vindex mundi,” since the 
above interpretation is founded on the reading +oudoudarny, 
which is manifestly not correct, the evidence being in favour of 
the reading yovOopdarny. EH. Meter, Dict. of Roots, 702, renders 
it by “ support or foundation of life.” 

‘I'he letters p and y being transposed and the Egyptian geni-
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live yw (on) being left out, Hebrew tradition adopted the Semitic 
form Zaphnath-Paneah, meaning, “ revelator occultorum.” The 
fact that Joseph was arrayed in white léenen implied not only that 
he was naturalised, but probably also that he was received into 
the caste of priests, who always wore linen garments (Herod. 
237), because garments made from materials derived from the 
vegctable kingdom, especially Linen garments, were regarded as 
syinbols of purity and holiness (comp. Bahr, Symbolic 11. p. 87 
&c.) When Pharaoh gave to Joseph his signet, he invested him 
with the dignity of Vizier, as the possession of this signet enabled ° 
him to act in name of the king. The gold necklace which on 
the monuments is always worn by kings and nobles (Tengsten- 
berg, lc. p. 29, &e.) also indicates that Pharaoh had elevated 
him to a high dignity. After that Pharaoh made him drive 
in his own chariot, and caused to be proclaimed before him : 
Joan. Without doubt this word was originally Egyptian, 

although related to the Hebrew psy, fo Lend the knee. All who 
have attempted to derive it from the Egyptian agree that it 
implies “ bowing down,” or “ falling down.” Comp. Gesenius, 
Thes. 19. According to Benfey (on the relation between the 
Egyptian and the Shemitic language, p. 302, &c.) and Leer 
(Dict. of Roots, 703) it is an Egyptian imperative, and equi- 
valent to the Coptic bér = to fall down = to do obeisance. 
To give a firmer basis to the position of Joseph, Pharaoh unites 
him to Asenath, the daughter of Pothiphera, the high priest of 
On. The translation of the LX_X. leaves no room for doubting 
that the latter was the old Egyptian name for the later Helio- 
polis. Cyrillus ad Hos. p. 145, remarks: *Qv 8€ éore xat’ 
autovs 6 7jALos, and OEIN means in Coptic light, or léght of the 

sun. The ruins of this ancient city, still called Ques (sas, are 
found near the village of Maturia. Of old a celebrated temple 
of the sun was there to which a numerous and learned priesthood 
was attached (Herod. nn. 3. 59) who occupied the first place in 
the Egyptian colleges of priests. Comp. Hengstenberg, p. 30, &c. 
The LXX. render the name Asnath by “Acevéé. Probably it is 
= AX—NEIT, “ quae Neithae (s. Minervae) est,” cf. Gesenius 
lc. 130. V. Bohlen remarks: “ It is entirely contrary to the 
character of the Kgyptians that an intolerant priesthood should 
have allowed an intermarriage with a foreign shepherd.” ‘To 
this Hengstenberg replies, Le. p. 32: “The union took place in 
consequence of the command of the king, and the high priest of 
On could not refuse to obey this behest, as modern investigations 
have shewn that the Pharoahs had at all times occupied the 
highest priestly dignity, and thus exercised not a merely external 
authority over the priesthood. Besides, we have to bear in mind 
that when Joseph married the daughter of the high priest he
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was no longer a foreign shepherd, but had been completely 
naturalised by the lang. From Genesis xlii. 32 we gather that 
Joseph had completely left his own tribe and become one of the 
Egyptian people.” 

It is more difficult to understand how Joseph, who was a ser- 
vant of the living God, should have become a member of a 
priesthood set apart for the worship of nature. But, collisions 
which would have obliged him to deny his faith in the God of 
his fathers, were scarcely to be apprehended, as Joseph was 
called, not to discharge the active duties of the priesthood, but a 
political office, for which his reception into the priestly caste 
only served as a kind of substratum. Besides, we may not for- 
get that the religion of Egypt, in its entirely symbolical character, 
may, especially under its earliest forms, have been capable of 
such interpretation as was not absolutely contrary to the wor- 
ship of one personal God. The indulgence extended by Elisha 
to Naaman the Syrian (uu. Kings v. 18), and the analogous 
position of Daniel among the magicians, may also be meutioned 
as cases In point. 

(3.) Several pictorial representations in the monuments of 
Egypt, afford a correct insight into the mode of Joseph’s activity 
in preparing STORE HOUSES FOR corn. Comp. Hengstenberg, 
le. p. 32, &. The corn was collected in obedience to a royal 
decree (v. 34) in virtue of which the fifth part of all produce 
was demanded. J. D. Michaelis (Notes, p. 170) interprets the 
statement of the text as implying that Joseph had not demanded 
a tax of the fifth of all produce, but had purchased it. But this 
remark is unfounded. Even before the reform introduced into 
the administration of Egypt to which we shall immediately refer, 
all subjects had to pay taxes to the king, only that these were 
left to the arbitrary will of the monarch, while Joseph introduced 
a regular and fixed law on the subject, thereby protecting both the 
interests of the king and of the people. V. Bohlen has stigma- 
tised the statement in chapter xh. vv. 5-4 and 57, that the famine 
prevailed, not only in Egypt but in the adjoining countries, as 
unhistorical. He argues that the climate and agriculture of 
Egypt were wholly unconnected with those of Palestine, as in 
Egypt fertility depended on the overflowing of the Nile, and not 
on the fall of rain as in Palestine. But this writer seems to have 
forgotten that as the inundations of the Nile depended on the 
fall of rain, the same circumstances might ultimately cause fer- 
tility or dearth in both countries. | Hengstenberg remarks (l.c. 
p. 34) : ‘ The inundations of the Nile depend, as even Herodotus 
attested, on the tropical rains which fall in the high mountains 
of Abyssinia.” Comp. iéter, Geography i. p. 835. These rains 
depend on the same causes as those which fall in Palestine.
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According to Le Pére (Déscr. vii. p. 576) it is quite ascertained 
that the swelling of the Nile is occasioned by the fall of rain, due 
to clouds formed in the Mediterranean and carried by northerly 
winds at certaim seasons towards Abyssinia. ZHengstenberg men- 
tions instances of scasons when dearth in Keypt was accompanied 
by similar calamities in adjoining countries. 

On the administrative reforms of Josepli comp. flengstenberg, 
Le. pp. 60 to 68. In the years of scarcity Joseph sold corn to 
the people, first for their moncy, then for their cattle, and, when 
both were done, for their land, which they spontaneously of- 
fered. Having thus gained possession of the whole country, he 
again disposed of it to the people on definite principles, making 
them the king’s vassals, and obliging them to pay annually the 
fifth part of the produce in lien of ground-rent. Only the lands 
of the priesthood remained untouched, since their revenues from 
the royal treasury had protected them from the consequences of 
the famine. Profane writers and the monuments confirm the 
Biblical account, in so far as they distinctly state that the 
peasantry were not the landed proprietors, and that the priests 
possessed real property free of taxation. Herod. n. 109; 
Diod. 1. 73; Strabo, xvi. p. 787; Wilkinson, 1. p. 263. On 
the other hand Herodotus ascribes the apportioning of the land 
among the peasants as vassals to King Sesostris, during whose 
reign Joseph could not have administered the affairs of state. 
But Hengstenberg rightly remarks: ‘It may be regarded as an 
undoubted result of modern criticism (comp. Lahr, on Herod. 
iv. 563) that Sesostris was a mythical and not a historical per- 
sonage, to whom all the comprehensive measures and the suc- 
cesses of the ancient Pharaohs were commonly ascribed.” Again, 
if Diodorus and the monuments seem to point to three classes of 
proprietors, the kings, the priests and the warriors, the apparent 
contradiction with the account in Genesis, according to which 
only the kings and pricsts were landed proprietors, is removed 
by the statement in Herodotus ii, 141, 168, according to whom 
the lands of the warriors really belonged to the kings, but were 
not subject to taxation, that privilege being granted to them in 
lien of pay. 

V. Bohlen has reiterated the grave accusation brought by others 
against Joseph that he had subdued a free nation and reduced it 
to a state of servitude. But manifestly vassalage and not servi- 
tude were the right expression; and, considering that land, if 
well cultivated, yiclds in Keypt a thirty-fold and even greater 
increase, a tax of one-fifth of the produce can scareely be deemed 
oppressive. In point of fact we have already seen that on de- 
mand the people were quite ready to pay this impost without 
raising any complaint. Butin defending the measure introduced 
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by Joseph we have also to bear in mind that in the peculiar cir- 
cumstances of Egyptian agriculture both prosperity, and any 
partial averting of adverse circumstances, depended ona system 
of government centralization, and on a proper superintendence of 
the measures adopted for fertilising the country. This is shewn 
by Hengstenberg (Contnib. ui. p. 543) who quotes the following 
passage from the treatise of Jichaud, “ de la propriété fonciére 
en Eeypte” : “ A careful examination of the conditions on which 
the fertility or sterility of the soil depends, shews first, that landed 
property could not have been subject to the same conditions and 
laws in Egypt as in other countries. In all other countries the 
value of landed property depends on the character and exposure of 
the soil, on climatic influences, and on rain; here everything is 
derived from the Nile, and the lands with their rich produce are, 
to use an expression of Herodotus, in reality a gift of the Nile. 
But in order to shed its blessings over Egypt the Nile reqnired a 
strong hand to turn it into canals, and thus to direct its fertilizing 
waters; this distribution of its waters required the assistance of 
public and sovereign authority ; it was, therefore, necessary that 
Government should interfere, and this necessity of mterference 
must to some extent have changed and modified the rights of 
landed proprietors." The absence of any regular system of 
irrigation such as government alone could have introduced, ren- 
ders the statement concerning the continuance of the dearth 
during seven years the more credible. Nor 1s it certainly with- 
out ground that even tradition ascribes to Joseph the institution 
of such a system. To this day the principal canal is called the 
Bahr Yusef. ‘ 

The remarks of Hengstenberg, l.c. p. 67, &c., on the manifest 
eare with which the text describes this measure introduced by 
Joseph, are equally apt and ingenious. He notices that the 
relation between the people and their king with respect to the 
proprietorship and occupancy of the soil formed the basis of the 
Theocratic arrangement introduced by the law of Moses. (Comp. 
below the Section on Tithes. ) 

(4.) It is impossible to ascertain with precision why Joseph 
should have allowed nine years after his elevation to pass with- 
out informing his mourning father about his altered circum- 
stances. It is, indeed, true that he may have felt it desirable not 
personally to interfere in attempting to unravel the knot made 
by God Himself, but to leave it in His hands to set the matter 
right in His own time and in His own way. At the same time 
we suppose that the feelings of Joseph towards his brethren 
inay have contributed to induce this silence on his part. If 

1 Translated from the French.
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Joseph was still unable to attain perfeet calm and to cherish 
sentiments of love and forgiveness, if every remainder of bitter- 
ness had not been banished from his heart, it was certainly on 
many gronnds more advisable to withhold from his father tidings 
of his circumstances, as any such intercourse would have brought 
him again into contact with his family and his brethren. Pro- 
bably of all the eminent believers whose lives are recorded in the 
Old Testainent, Joseph is most likely to be regarded in the hght 
of an almost angelic saint. Even interpreters, otherwise sober- 
minded, have cummitted this mistake. No doubt the noble 
heart of Joseph was incapable of low vindictiveness, or of stubborn 
bitterness, Still he was but a man and sinful—and hence the 
not reviling again when he was reviled was no heht matter to 
him, and could not be attained without a struggle with flesh and 
blood. Again, the further development of the history of Joseph 
clearly shews us, that when in the wonderful arrangement of 
God, he meets his brethren, this mecting becomes a turning 
point for both partics, so that the heart of Joseph is opened 
towards his brethren and that of his brethren towards lim. The 
internal concord of the family formerly distwbed is then again 
restored. Viewed in this light the divine wisdom and mercy in 
the direction of events in this history most clearly appears. 

JOSEPH AND HIS BRETHREN. 

§ 89. (Gen. xlii.)—Cunaan also suffered from this dearth, 
and Jacob sent all his sons except Benjamin into Egypt in order 
to purchase corn. Joseph at once recognises them, and as in 
lowly subjection they cast themselves down before him, he re- 
members his former dreams which are now visibly fulfilled. 
However, he speaks harshly to them, stigmatises thein as spies, 
and when they attempt to justify themselves by explaining their 
circunistances, he demands that, in order to prove the truth of 
their assertions, they should bring to him their youngest brother. 
lor this purpose he is willing that one of them should return, 
while the others are meantime to remain as hostages in prison. 
But, on the third day, he so far modifies his former resolution 
as to retain only one of them, Simeon, and to dismiss the others, 
furnishing them with corn and charging them to bring back 
their youngest brother. Then the hardened hearts of Joseph’s 
brothers are broken. Not suspecting that the Egyptian viceroy 
understood their tongue, they confess: “we are verily guilty
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concerning our brother, in that we saw the anguish of his soul, 
when he besought us, and we did not hear. Therefore is this 
distress come upon us.” Joseph's heart was now also moved ; 
he was obliged to go aside and weep. Still he continues to play 
the part of a severe and distrustful despot. With sacks filled 
but with hearts sorrowing, the nine brothers return homewards. 
In an inn by the way, one of them opencd his sack to give pro- 
vender to the beasts, and to his horror discovers his money in 
the sack ; for Joseph had given commandment to put into their 
sacks their money, along with provision for the way. The tidings 
of what they had experienced fills their aged father with sorrow. 
He bursts into bitter complaints, and in most decided terms 
declares that he would not send away Benjamin, and that, even 
though Reuben offers the life of his two children as pledge for 
the safe return of his youngest brother. 

(1.) THE conDUCT oF JOSEPH TOWARDS HIS BRETHREN claims 
our attention. On first meeting them he is manifestly unde- 
cided how to deal with them. In proof of this we refer to 
the circumstance that he imprisoned them for three days (Gen. 
xln. 17), which could scarcely be explained on any other supposi- 
tion. During that period, not only they but he also have time to 
think over matters. On this ground also, we account for the 
change in his first resolution which had borne that only one of 
them should return to bring back Benjamin, while the others 
should remain as hostages, but which now is modified. Irom 
that moment he has also made up his mind about his future con- 
duct towards them, and, notwithstanding the apparent repen- 
tance of his brothers, which might have induced him to stop 
short, he carries out his plan with energy and consistency. Nor 
can we feel any difficulty in understanding Joseph’s peculiar 
state of mind. He had been deeply offended by his brethren, 
and treated by them with harsliness and cruelty. All this may 
have left a sting in his soul, so that his thoughts, which mean- 
while accused or excused, now led him to feelings of vengeance 
and of anger, then again inclined him to mildness, forgiveness, 
and love. On the other hand he recognises that God had not 
only called him to be the governor and deliverer of Egypt, but 
thereby also to become the chief and the help of his family. He 
realises that he now meets his brethren as it were tn the place of 
God, and this circumstance imposes on him the duty of exercis- 
ing both judicial strictness, forgiving mercy, and helping wisdom. 
Above all, it is of importance for him to ascertain the relation
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between their present state of mind and that which had been 
inanifested towards him twenty years before, as on this fact 
both his subjective and his objeetive position towards them 
must depend. If they were still the same as twenty years 
ago, then, neither in his personal nor in his political and offi- 
cial relation, could he eherish towards them that eonfidence, 
sineerity, and openness which was requisite for the prosperous 
development of their family. He clearly and unhesitatingly 
perceived that it would have been altogether wrong to have 
allowed his natural kindness to carry him away into an affec- 
tionate recognition, without having first laid the necessary basis 
by applying inquisitorial strictness and judicial severity. At the’ 
sametime, we do not deny that he thus acted not merely in the 
exercise of ealm prudenec, but that his affection had not yet 
attained perfect purity, nor had he reached that state of mind 
in which he could unconditionally extend to them a cordial for- 
giveness. Is it not so that merely human clements too frequently 
and readily mingle in our holiest impulses and resolutions ? 
And can we therefore not understand that when, in the circum- 
stances of Joseph, a holy wisdom required a certain measure of 
severity, some amount of vindictiveness, some latent satisfaction 
at their humiliation, or some such fecling, may have mingled 
with it ? 

Their hardness of heart had appeared twenty years ago, in 
their want of affection towards their aged father, and in their 
cruelty towards the favourite son of Rachel. Now Benjamin 
oceupied the place of Joseph. Hence, the probation through 
which they have to pass will consist m a tnal whether, as 
formerly, they would still be capable, tor the sake of their own 
interest, to bring suffering and woe upon their father, and to 
give up Benjamin, as formerly they had disposed of Joseph. 
To prepare the way for this probation, he accuses them of bemg 
spies, as this charge obliges them, for their vindication, to ex- 
plain all their family relations, whieh alone could effectually 
remove any such suspicion. 

But the demand to bring Benjamin converts the well-deserved 
punishment of his guilty brothers into an undeserved rigour and 
apparent unkindness towards his aged and afflicted father, and 
toward the poor innocent youth who was the son of his own 
mother. We may well ask, therefore, how Joseph, whose heart 
was so soft. and tender, could possibly have brought himself’ to 
occasion such pain and anxiety—at least for a season—to his 
father and to his brother. Without doubt, Joseph felt concerned 
for his father. This appears even in the change of his first 
resolution, as it was certainly from regard for his father that he 
allows his nine brethren to depart, retaining only one of them. 
He must have felt it a great trial to be obliged to involve his
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father also in this probation and punishment of his brothers. 
But the good of his whole family, which depended on this pro- 
bation, would appear to him of greater importance than a few 
days or even wecks of anxious concern which at any rate were so 
soon and so richly to be compensated. 

Perhaps some may think that the penitent confession of the 
brethren (vv. 21, &c.) might have sufficed in the way of proba- 
tion, and as evidence of their change of mind. That Joseph 
felt the value of this confession is shewn by the manner in which 
it affected him, to a degree that he was obliged to retire, in order 
to conceal his tears. If he had still cherished any anger or 
similar fecling towards them, these tcars must have washed it 
away; and when he, therefore, still continues in a path which 
must have been so difficult for him, he no doubt had sufficient 
reasons for inferring that their confession was only the com- 
mencement, not the completion of their repentance. Above all, 
it was important to ascertain that their penitence could stand the 
test of a conflict between their own interests and those of Ben- 
jamin. Nor should we omit to notice the significant and com- 
forting hint, contained in the words of Joseph in verse 18: “ This 
do and live, for I fear God.” 

Tuch (1. ¢., p. 525) is astonished that Joseph should himself 
sell the corn, and, viewing every thing as a myth, reasons: ‘ The 
chief vizier himself must carry on the sale of corn and deal with 
simple merchants, in order that he might be brought into con- 
tact with his brethren, and sce his former dreams fulfilled.” 
We are willing to subscribe to this statement with this differ- 
ence only, that we trace all these leadings to the living God, and 
not to a mythical invention. However, it by no means follows, 
that Joseph had in ordinary cases taken anything to do with the 
sale of corn. 

On verse 24 the samme interpreter remarks (p. 527): ‘ Not to 
interfere with the inviolable character of the first-born, Joseph 
retains not Renben but Simeon the second son of Jacob.” Len- 
gerke (p. 343) repeats this assertion. But neither of these 
writers observes that ‘this interpretation, which is unsuitable, 
whatever view we take of the subject, runs more especially con- 
trary to their own mode of explaining it (the mythical), as chap. 
xlix. 3, &c. shews how little regard “ the myth in Genesis” pays 
to the supposed inviolable rights of Reuben, Simeon, and Levi. 
No doubt Joseph must have had some special reason for retain- 
ing Simeon as a hostage. Probably he did so because the latter 
had shewn most cruelty on the occasion when Joseph was sold— 
@ supposition this the iore likely, as the cruelty, faithlessness, 
and selfishness of Simeon, appeared also very prominently in 
his conduct towards the inhabitants of Sychem. 

Baumgarten remarks on the circumstance that Joseph had 
1
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ordered that their money should be restored into the sacks of his 
brethren : “ He feels it impossible to bargain with his father and 
his brethren for bread.” ‘This remark is perfectly correct. But 
we must not forget that he also intended to increase their anxiety 
by leading them to fear that, besides being accused of espying 
the country, they might now also be charged with theft—an 
additional care thus, which might the more readily humble their 
hard hearts. 

Reuben’s offer of security was scarcely calculated to allay the 
anxiety or to satisfy the mind of his father, especially consider- 
ing that his abominable sin must have wholly deprived lim of 
Jacob’s confidence. No doubt the offer proves a state of mind 
not very elevated. But we must remember that it was made in 
the heat of the moment, when excited by the unbending deter- 
mination of his father, who threatens to surrender them and 
their children to imminent starvation rather than part with 
Benjamin. Both in chap. xhi. v. 36, and still more clearly in 
chap. xhiv., v. 4¥, Jacob Iints pretty plainly his suspicion, that 
they may hare been the cause of Joseph’s death. 

Pune ak) 

§ 90. (Gen. xiii) —The small provision of corn was soon 
consumed, and a second journey into Egypt became absolutely 
necessary. But Judah declares, in name of all the rest, that it 
was impossible to return without Benjamin, and he solemnly 
undertakes to guarantee the consequences of the proposed step. 
His words, flowing from a warm and full heart, find their way 
to the heart of Jacob, and after a painful conflict, he consents to 

the arrangement. Laden with presents of the best fruits of the 
land, and accompanied by the blessing of their father, all the 
brothers undertake the difficult journey (1.) The steward of 
Joseph’s household receives them kindly; he denies all know- 
ledge of the money, which they confess having found in the 
sacks ; he brings Simeon to them, takes them to the house of 
Joseph,“and there prepares dinner for them. Joseph hinself 
salutes them with dignified kindness, and affectionately enquires 
for their aged father, but the sight of Benjamin moves his heart 
so deeply that he is obliged to go aside, in order to conceal his 
tears. He again returns to dine with them, but according to 
Egyptian custom, he sits down aé a separate table. Benjamin 
is distinguished from the rest by receiving a five-fold portion, 
while his brothers are astonished to find that Joseph’s steward 
had assigned them places exactly according to their age. The 

“7
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kindly treatment which they receive soon banishes every fear, 
and they give themselves up to the enjoyment, occasioned by the 
feast before them, and by the engaging manner of their host. 
But they are yet to pass through another, the last and most 
difficult ordeal. Next morning their sacks having been filled, 
they turn homewards full of joy at the unexpected happy termi- 
nation of this matter. But scarcely had they left the city when 
the steward of Joseph’s house overtakes them, and in harsh 
language charges them with having stolen the silver cup of his 
master. An investigation shews that the ten elder brothers 
were innocent of the crime, but when at last the sack of Ben- 

jamin is opened, the missing cup is found in it. Horror-struck 
at the discovery, the brothers rend their garments. Upon this 
the steward declares that Benjamin must remain behind as a 
slave, while the others were at hberty to return in peace to their 
home. But the brothers are now no longer the same selfish 
men as they had been twenty years before. They refuse the 
liberty offered to them, declare their resolution to share Benja- 
min’s fate and return into the city, resolved rather to become 
slaves with Benjamin than to return without him to their 
father (3.) 

(1.) The cuarantEE which Judah undertakes is totally dif- 
ferent from that of Reuben in chap. xli. 37. He says: “I will 
be surety for him ; of my hand shalt thou require him: if I bring 
him not unto thee, and set him before thee, then Jet me bear the 
blame for ever.” His words give evidence not only of sincerity 
and cordiality, but also of firmness and confidence ; and hence 
they remain not without effect. It also here appears that, among 
all his sons, Jacob placed most confidence in Judah, and this 
adds another confirmation to the suggestion which we have made 

f, in § 48, to the effect that some decided change had taken place 
in the life of Judah, in consequence of which his former isola- 
tion from the concerns of his family had been succeeded by a 
totally different state of mind. 

V. Bohlen attempts to establish a contradiction between the 
statement that for two or three years Palestine had been visited 
with dearth, and the circumstance that Jacob could send to 
Egypt rich presents of the best fruits in the land (balm, grapes, 
honey, spices, myrrh, nuts, and almonds.) But only the cereal 
products of the land had suffered. And as it is well known that 
fertility in fruit trees does not depend on the same circumstances
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as that of grain crops, we can readily conceive how, along with 
scarcity of corn, there should have been at least a sutticient 
quantity of such fruits. But however small the yield of such 
fruits might have been, considering that they were articles of 
luxury, and therefore of commerce, rather than necessaries for 
common and every-day usc, the only consequence of such a sear- 
city would have been that they would have ceased for the time 
to be articles of trade. This could only have increased their 
value, and rendered them the more acceptable as presents to a 
noble Egyptian, who, whatever abundance he may have enjoyed 
in other respects, might have felt the want of these luxuries. 

(2.) Joseph dines at his own table, separate both from the 
foreign shepherds and from the inferior classes of Egyptians. 
This perfectly agrees with the manners of Egypt (comp. Lleng- 
stenberg, |. c., p. 35, &c.) On the one hand, this was necessary, 
considering his position as Minister of State and member of the 
caste of priests ; on the other hand, he would as vet deport hin- 
self towards his brethren only with the dignified condescension 
becoming a high Egyptian ofticial. 

That the brethren of Joseph were seated according to their 
age must have increased the mystery which they felt hanging 
about their relation to him. It must have made the impression 
on them, that the man on whom their hfe and happiness de- 
pended was surrounded with a halo of more than human know- 
ledge ; that he could penetrate into the most intimate relations 
and circumstances of their family-life. Hence this arrangement 
became a suitable psychological neans for the further develop- 
ment of their history. 

But the remarkable distinction bestowed on Benjamin must 
have appeared to them even more strange and important. In 
the family of his father, Benjamin occupied the position of Joseph, 
and it was soon to appear whether the want of affection which 
had characterised their conduct towards Joseph would also 
characterise that towards Benjamin. For the circumstance that 
Benjainin received a fivefold portion forms quite a parallel to the 
peculiar dress by which the affection of is father had distin- 
guished Joseph. At that time, only envy, hatred, and vengeance 
had been the consequences of this distinction; it was now to 
appear whether the same would result m the case of Benjaniin. 

(3.) Modern interpreters have rightly referred the expression 
of the steward, when lie accuses Josepli’s brethren of having 
stolen his silver cup (“Is not this it in which my Lord drinketh, 
and whereby indeed he divineth ?” chap. xhv. 5), as referring to 
practices common throughout antiquity and especially in Egypt, 
and which are continued even in our days (comp. Hiseman’s 
Connection, p. 460, &e. ; Uedvernick, Introd. vol. 1. 2, p. 393; 
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Hlengstenberg, |. c., p. 36, &c). Larsow proposes indeed to 
translate (Gen. p. 115), “Is not this it from which my Lord 
drinketh ? and should he not therefore have divined it?” But 
this rendering is equally opposed to grammar and context. 
However, this passage by no means decides the question whether 
Joseph had actually made use of the cup for such purposes, or 
whether the statement merely served as a pretext. If we bear 
in inind the peculiar relation of Joseph and that of his age, with 
reference to the kingdom of God generally, we shall perhaps not 
find it quite inipossible to adopt even the former of these sup- 
positions. But verse 15 must decide us in favour of the second 
supposition, as Joseph himself there states, ‘“ Wot ye not that 
euch a man as I can certainly divine ?” (7.e. ascertain by divina- 
tion where the cup was.) Manifestly the cup could not have been 
the object of the divination above referred to. At any rate the 
steward speaks of the cup as an instrument of divination only in 
order to increase its value in the eyes of Joseph's brethren. 

The conduct of Joseph's brethren when the cup is discovered 
in the sack of Benjumin shews beyond doubt that a complete 
change had taken place in their disposition. We feel that if 
they had been still capable of their former cold, calculating 
selfishness, all circumstances had now combined to provoke such, 
and to shake their love, attachment, care, and fidelity towards Ben- 
jamin. In their father’s house he had in the most evident and 
(for them) humiliating manner been preferred to them. With 
his whole heart the old man had clung to him, and in his un- 
bounded tenderness even gone so far as rather to expose his 
whole house, and all his children and grand-children, to mevit- 
able death by famine, than give up his anxious and apparently 
ungrounded care for the favourite, shutting his mind against all 
entreaties and even to reflection. The same preference of the 
Youngest child is shewn at the court of Egypt. The Grand- 
‘izier seems only to pay attention to Benjamin. He deals almost 

exclusively with him, and distinguishes him by ordering for him 
a fivefold portion. And now when apparently they had escaped 
all dangers, the fated youth round whose person mischief and 
clestruction to themselves and their families seems to gather, 
once more precipitates them into circumstances more threatening 
than any which had yet taken place, and of which it was impos- 
sible to foresee the issue. On his account the charge of robbery 
now rests upon them and their father’s house. Is there not 
sufficient ground in all this to be angry with Imm, and even 
though, despite of appearances, they themselves might have re- 
tained the moral conviction of his innocence, rather to abandon 
him in order to get rid of that fatality which seemed to attach 
to his person than to continue connecting their own fate with
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his, and thus to share in the cyes of the Egyptians his disgrace 
and his guilt? How great must have been the temptation, 
since, contrary to what might have been expected, the steward 
offered them full liberty, and only wished to retain for punish- 
ment the one guilty person? When first the steward had 
brought the charge they had in righteous indignation declared : 
“With whomsoever of thy servants it be found, both let him 
dic, and we also will be my lord’s bondmen.” But now they 
make no further distinction between the guilty and the innocent ; 
they are weighed down by a sense of a common great guilt resting 
upon them all; they look away from him through whom this 
trial had come upon them, and in their own sin they recognise 
the ultimate and real cause of this dispensation. But even yet 
the trial is not finished, for they are to be thoroughly proved and 
approved. The penitent confession of their common gilt, which 
now affected their hearts, had to be publicly made, and that even 
before the dreaded Egyptian lord. In their bearing towards the 
subordinate steward they have been enabled to overcome the 
temptation to escape by surrendering Benjamin. But the trial 
through which they had yet to pass when they were to hear the 
final sentenee from the mouth of Joseph himself was still more 
severe ; it would have been possible that they who had overcome 
in the first instance might succumb before what they must have 
felt to be an ultimate decision. 

py 

§ 91. (Gen. xliv, and xlv.)—Joseph’s brethren fall before him 
on the ground, but he reecives them with severity and reproof. 
Judah now expresses, in the name of the rest, their common 
feelings: “‘ What shall we say unto my Lord ? What shall we 
speak ? or how shall we clear ourselves ? God hath found out 
tle iniquity of thy servants. Behold, we are my Lord’s servants, 
both we and he also with whom the eup is found.” ‘To this 
Joseph coldly and definitely replies that he only intended to 
retain as slave him that had been guilty—the others might 
return to their father. In mute despair all the brothers remain 
prostrate on the ground; only Judah, equally bold and humble, 
ventures to come near to the severe ruler of Egypt. His heart, 
full of love and sorrow, of repentance and grief, finds vent in 
speech, which, like a pent-up stream, breaks through the dam— 
artless and simple, but impressive and convincing, eloquent and 
irresistible, as scarce speech had ever flowed from man’s lips. 
The vividness of his description is inimifable. Rapidly he 
relates the state of matters; he deserihos tho attachment with
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which his father cleaves to the youth, the anxious care with 
which he had dismissed him, and the wretehedness through 
which, in consequence of his loss, his grey hairs would go down 
to the grave with sorrow. Then he adds that himself had 
become surety for the lad, and entreats to allow him to remain 
as slave in his room. Joseph could now no longer restrain him- 
self. He removed all the Egyptians who were present, and, 
bursting into tears, he exclaims: “I am Joseph! doth my 
father yet live?” As rooted to the ground, his brothers stand 
before him, but Joseph affectionately comforts and encourages 
them: “I am Joseph your brother. Comencar tome! Be not 
grieved, nor think with yourselves that I am angry because ye 
sold me hither; for God did send me before you to preserve 
your life.” And he fell upon the neck of his brother Benjamin, 
and embraced all his brethren; he kissed them and wept upon 

them ; but he also enjoined them to haste with the joyous tidings 
to their aged father, and in the name of Joseph to invite him 
into Egypt, since other five years of famine were to be expected. 
He promises to provide for them a dwelling-place i his vicinity, 
in the land of Goshen, and there to nourish them. With great 
cordiality Pharaoh also gives his consent to Joseph’s plan of 
transporting his family into Egypt, and, laden with rich presents, 
Joseph’s brothers depart, carrying with them, by behest of 
Pharaoh, Egyptian waggons, to facilitate the removal of their 
families from Canaan. 

1. On the final and the full proof of the genuine repentunce 
of Joseph's brethren, Baumgarten remarks, p. 342: “ The 
brothers have heard their sentence from the mouth of the 
dread ruler of Egypt, nor can they complain of injustice. If, in 
their inmost heart, they had not been resolved rather to suffer 
all than to forsake Benjamin, and to bring fresh sorrow upon 
their father, they would now have gone away, arguing that they 
had done everything in their power for Benjamin. Had they 
not their wives and children at home, and who was to sustain 
them if they had remained as servants In Egypt? Besides, 
what was to become of the whole house of Israel? But the 
thoughts and the intentions of the sons of Jacob were now only 
fixed upon one object, not to forsake Benjamin, nor to grieve 
their father—every other consideration seemed but sccondary.” 

On the situation of the land of Goshen, comp. § 92, 5. 
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REMOVAL OF THE HOUSE OF ISRAEL TO EGYPT. 

=§ 1. (Gen. xlvi. xlvii. 12)—The report that Joseph was 

still alive, and was ruler over all the land of Egypt, was like a 

fable to his aged father Jacob; and 1t was not till he saw the 

Egyptian waggons that he could be convinced that it was true. 

“Tt is enough,” he then exclaimed, “ Joseph my son is yet alive, 

I will go and see him before I die.” Well versed as he was in 

the ways of God, the old man could recognise at once the call of 

Jehovah in the invitation of Joseph. He therefore went to 

Egypt without delay. He stopped at the border of the land of 

his pilgrimage, which was also the promised land, to offer a 

sacrifice to the God of his fathers ; and God appeared to him in a 

dream. “Fear not,” he said, “to go down to Egypt, for I will 

there make of thee a great nation. I will go down with thee 

into Egypt, I will also surely bring thee up again, and Joseph 

shall close thine eyes” (1). The whole house of Jacob, with 

their wives, their children and grand-children, and all their pos- 

sessions (2), then went down to Egypt in Pharaoh’s waggons. (3) 

Judah was sent forward to announce their approach to Joseph, 

who hastened to mect his father, “‘and wept on his neck a good 

while.” He then procured from the king the formal and official 

sanction to his plans, and presented five of his brethren to 

Pharaoh, who willingly gave them the required permission to 

live as strangers and immigrants (4) in the land of Goshen (5), 

which was so pecuharly suited to their nomad life. Asa further 

proof of his confidence, he instructed Joseph to give his own 

cattle into the charge of the most able members of his family. 
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At a later period Joseph introduced his aged father to the king. 

The hoary-headed pilgrim blessed the king, and replied to his 

friendly enquiry as to his age: “The days of the years of my 

pilgrimage are a hundred and thirty years; few and evil have 

the days of the years of my life been, and have not attained unto 

the days of the years of the life of my fathers in the days of their 

pilgrimage” (6). 

(1). There seems to have been always a strong inclination in 
the minds of the patriarchs to turn, they probably knew not why, 
towards Egypt, the fairy land of wealth, of culture, and of 
wisdom. This bias appears in all the three, but it was only in 
the case of Jacob that the inclination of the heart coincided 
with the call of God. Abraham actually went there, but the 
result taught him a lesson (§ 52) ; Isaac was restrained by God, 
just as he reached the frontier (§ 71) ; at last Jacob turned his 
steps in the same direction, and Jehovah appeared to him on 
the border of the land, to assure him that his course was pleas- 
ing to God. 

In the history of the Old Testament, so long as it evinced 
any life and progress, we detect a constant disposition to coalesce 
with heathenism ; and it was not till Israel had so hardened 
itself, that any further development was impossible, and had 
sacrificed its lofty, world-wide destiny for exclusiveness of the 
most absolute and contracted kind, that the inclination ceased 
to exist. There was truth at the foundation of this disposition, 
viz., a consciousness on the part of Israel of its relation to the 
world, and a presentiment of the fact that, whilst 1t was to in- 
fuse new life into heathenism from the fulness of its divine 
inheritance, it would also ‘require to draw supplies from the 
culture of heathenism, that is, of the world. But in most cases 
the inclination was manifested in a thoughtless way, and therefore 
in ungodly, perverse, and injurious efforts. We find indications 
of this disposition as early as the days of the patriarchs, and in 
their case it was associated with the same truth and the same 
rashness. At that time it turned exclusively to Egypt, which 
was then and for a long time afterwards the only representative 
and type of earthly power, wealth, and civilisation. The rashness 
is seen in Abraham and Isaac, the truth appears first in Jacob.
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It was not till the days of Jacob that the promised seed attained 
to such maturity as to render a certain amount of intercourse 
with heathenism hoth desirable and useful. 

The first stage in the covenant history was drawing to an end, 
and Israel was preparing to entcr upon a second. They left 
Canaan as a family, to return to it a people. As a family they 
had done their work and accomplished their end, viz., to exhibit 
the foundations on which national life is based. Henceforth 
their task would be to show how the basis of the world's history, 
in its widest form, is to be found within the nation. The two 
epochs, the growth of the family and that of the nation, stood in 
the same relation to each other as two concentric circles. The 
force of the common centre, from which.the circumference of 
each is generated, gives to the two circles analogous forms. 
And this central creative power was the divine decree, on which 
Israel’s history rested and by which it was sustained. At the 
conclusion of its entire history Israel was to enter into association 
with heathenism, in order that its all-embracing destiny might 
(to a certain extent) be fulfilled by its receiving from the latter 
the goods of this world, human wisdom and culture; and, on the 
other hand, by its imparting to the heathen the abundance of its 
sptritual possessigns, the result. of all the revelations and in- 
structions which it had received from God. And thus also at 
the period under review, when the first stage of its history was 
drawing toa close, Israel joined with Egypt, the best representa- 
tive of heathenism, bringing to Egypt deliverance from its 
troubles, through the wisdom of God with which it was endowed, 
and enriching itself with the wealth, the wisdom, and the culture 
of that land. Thus was it prepared to enter upon a new stage 
of its history, a stage of far wider extent and greater importance. 
Vid. § 92, 7. 

It was not merely a vague surmise in Jacob’s mind, which led 
him to the conclusion that the time had arrived for yielding to 
the inclination to go to Egypt, and that this inclination was 
confirmed and sanctified by a call from God. All the previous 
leadings of God combined to make this clear and certain, even 

without any express permission or direction on His part now. 
The remarkable course of Joseph’s history, no less than Josephs 
dreams, which the issue had shown to be from God, and the 

pressure of the existing famine, prevented any other conclusion 

A 2
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than that the invitation of Joseph was a divine call. And this 
opinion was expressly confirmed by the previous revelation made 
to Abraham, that his seed would sojourn in a foreign land four 
hundred years. (Gen. xv. 13 sqq.) 

Still the road which Jacob took was a painful path to him. 
He could not forsake the land, which had been the scene of all 
his wanderings, the object of all his hopes, and was still the land 
of promise, without hesitation and anxiety, especially as he could 
not shut his eyes to the fact that he should never tread it again. 
Once already he had been obliged to leave this promised land, 
and did so with a heavy heart (§ 75). But Jehovah had 
appeared to him at Bethel then, and consoled him with the 
assurance that he would bring him back with abundant bles- 
sings. Nor was a similar consolation wanting here. Jehovah 
promised that he would go down with him into Egypt, and bring 
him (meaning, of course, his descendants) back again to the 
land of his fathers. And even in Egypt the twofold object of all 
His previous leadings, viz., the promised land and the promised 
seed, would not be forgotten. On the contrary, the final inten- 

tion of the whole should be realised there ; “‘ for,” said the Lord, 
‘there will I make of thee a great nation.” 

(2). The catalogue of the house of Israelg which came into 
Egypt, as given in Gen, xlvi. 8—27, presents several points of 
difficulty that we must not pass over. First, the direct descen- 
dants from Jacob who migrated to Egypt are said in ver. 27 to 
have numbered seventy souls. They are reckoned according to 
their mothers, thirty-three being assigned to Leah (ver. 15), 
sixteen to Zilpah (ver. 18), fourteen to Rachel (ver. 22), and seven 
to Bilhah (ver. 25). V. Lengerke (1. 347 sqq.) endeavours to 
prove that the number 70 is merely a round and approximate 
number, and throws the statements of the text into such strange 
confusion, that he succeeds in introducing several discrepancies 

into a lst which is otherwise straightforward and plain. He 
first takes Leah’s descendants in hand, and finds it impossible to 
arrive at the number 33. If Er and Onan, who died in Canaan 
(ver. 12), are included, there are 34 names; and if they are 
omitted, the catalogue contains only 32. But it is expressly 
stated in vers. 8 and 26 that Jacob, the head of the family, is 

reckoned as onc of the 70 souls, and as he is placed in ver. 8 at 
the head of the catalogue of the children of Leah, it can be
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nothing but a spirit of contradiction, that leads any one to insist 
upon so literal an interpretation of ver. 14 as to seek for the names 
of exactly 33 sons or descendants of Leah. If Jacob is to be 
reckoned as one of the 70, the only appropriate place in which 
his name could stand is at the head of the catalogue of the chil- 
dren of Leah, his proper and lawful wife. There is still greater 
confusion in v. Lengerke’s further remark (p. 240) that “the 
numbers given in vers. 18, 22, and 25 are correct, but in ver. 26 
the number G6 is a round and approximate number ; for 33 + 
16 + 14 + 7 amount to exactly 70, and according to ver. 27 this 
number is only arrived at by the addition of Jacob, Joseph, 
Ephraim, and Manasseh.” This is strange. In ver. 8 Jacob is 
reckoned as one of the 33, and in vers. 19, 20 Joseph, Ephraim, 
and Manasseh form part of the 14; so that, as a matter of course, 
if they are deducted from the whole number, as is the case in 
ver, 26, there will be only 66 remaining. 

Again, the statement that the children of Israel “ which came 
into Egypt” were numbered (vers. 8 and 26), appears to differ in 
several respects from the previous history. It would he easy to 
offer a complete defence of the general terms employed in ver. 8, 
where Joseph, Ephraim, and Manassch, who were already in 
Keypt, are apparently reckoned among those who had just arrived 
there, even if they had not been so expressly excepted in vers. 
20 and 26 as to prevent any possibility of mistake; for the 
writer’s point of view led him to regard the emigration of Joseph 
and his sons into Egypt as not actually completed until the whole 
house, of which they were members, had formally settled there. 
Previous to that settlement Egypt was merely a casual resting 
place, and Canaan their true and proper home. But we mect 
with real difficultics of another kind. Benjamin, who comes 
before us as a youth throughout the history of Joseph (see for 
example Gen. xliii, 29), and who was not more than twenty-four 
years old, according to the existing chronological data, had as 
many as ten sons (ver. 21). Reuben, who is spoken of as having 
only two sons when they went to Egypt the second time (el:ap. 
xlii. 37), had now four (ver. 9). Pharez, the son of Judah by 
Tamar, had two sons (ver. 11), a fact which scems absolutely 
irreconcileable with the results arrived at in vol. i. § 86. And it 
is very improbable, to say the least, that Jacoh’s two great-grand- 

sons, the children of B'riah, the youngest son of Asher, were born
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in Canaan (v. 17), since their grandfather Asher was only forty 
years old at the period of the emigration, and therefore his 
youngest son B’riah must have been a mere boy. With so 
many circumstances leading to the same conclusion, we need 
not hesitate to adopt the explanation that the words of ver. 26, 
‘Call the souls that came with Jacob into Egypt,” are used in so 
general a sense as to embrace those grandsons and great-grand- 
sons whose birth must have fallen in the period subsequent to 
the emigration. 

Hengstenberg (Pentateuch vol. ii, 284 sqq. trans.) has entered 
thoroughly into an examination of the difficulty referred to, and 
solves it on the ground that the grandsons and great-grandsons 
of Jacob, though not yet born, were in their fathers, and there- 
fore entered Egypt with them. Objections have been raised to 
this interpretation from various quarters, but we must still 
adhere to it. Lengerke talks about the “ orthodox in lumbis,’ but 
will not affirm that the objection is sufficient to set it aside. 
The view referred to, which sees in the father the ensemble of his 
descendants, is common to the whole of the Old Testament. We 
find it repeatedly in the promises of God to Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, “I will give thee the land ;” “in thee shall all nations of 
the earth be blessed ;” “ thow shalt be a blessing,” &c.; and in 
the section before us there are unmistakeable examples of it: ‘J 
will bring thee up again,” ver. 4, (evidently not the individual 
person of Jacob, but his descendants, who were not yet in exis- 
tence, and of whom Jacob was the one representative.) Why 
then should not the same writer, or even another, be able to say 
from the same point of view that the sons of Benjamin and 
Pharez went down in their fathers to Egypt? And, ‘just as 
Joseph’s sons, though born in Egypt, are reckoned amoung the 
souls who came to Egypt, because in their father they had come 
thither, so also may these descendants of Jacob who came to 
Egypt in their fathers be regarded as having come with Jacob 
thither.” 

The reasons already assigned serve to show that such an ex- 
planation is both admissible and necessary, and the following 
data heighten its probability. 1. In the list of the families of 
Israel, which was prepared in the last year of the journey through 
the desert (Num. xxvi.), there are no grandsons of Jacob men- 
tioned besides those named in Gen. xlvi. ‘It is difficnlt to
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explain this if the arrival in Egypt spoken of in Gen. xlvi. 1s to 
be taken precisely as a terminus ad quem. Are we to suppose, 
then, that there were no children born to Jacob’s sons in the 
land of Egypt ?” 2. Inchap. xlvi. 5, where there is no question 
of genealogy, and the individuals emigrating are described from 
a historical point of view, we read, not of the grandchildren of 
Jacob's sons, but merely of their children, who are described aslzttle 
ones. 3. Inthe case of Hezron and Hamuel (ver. 12) the author 
appears desirous of intimating that they were not born in Canaan, 
and that he regarded them as substitutes for Er and Onan, who 
had died there. Venema has expressed the same opinion. Thus he 
says (1, 121): ‘It is probable that the sons of Pharez who were 
born in Egypt are mentioned, becanse they were substituted for 
the two sons of Judah who diedin Canaan. The historian clearly 
asserts as much, and when he adds that the latter died in the 

land of Canaan, he plainly implies that the sons of Pharez, who 
were put in their place, had not been born there.” 

Baumgarten (1. 316, 334, 350 seq.) has taken a most decided 
stand in opposition to Hengstenberg. In his anxiety to establish 
the Mteral historical accuracy of the genealogy in chap. xlvi. he 
does violence in a most unscrupulous manner to the previous 
history and the chronological data afforded by it, and crowds 
together not merely improbabilities but impossibilities also. 
(See the remarks in § 86). He is of opinion that with Heng- 
stenberg’s explanation ‘the entire list loses its objective worth 
and its historical importance ; and if such were regarded as 
sufficient reasons for inserting in the catalogue those who were 
not born till afterwards, there was no definite limit at all, and 
the contrast between 70 souls who entered Egypt and 600,000 
who left it, on which such stress is laid in Deut. x. 22, loses all 
its force.” 

This argument proceeds upon a misunderstanding and mis- 
interpretation of the historiographical idea and design of the 
document. Baumgarten overlooks the fact that we have here 
not really a historical account, but a genealogical table ; and 
that whilst any loosencss of expression would be inadmissible in 
the former, it is not so in the latter. Besides, it is not correct 
that the insertion of a few of those who were born in Egypt was 
an arbitrary proceeding, and that there were no essential limits 
to determine the selection. Not only were there such limits, but



te) JACOB. 

they are most clearly defined ; for the only grandsons or great- 
grandsons of Jacob whom we find in the list are those whose 
descendants formed a separate family (pypqmyiry) in Israel. As 
a general rule the sons of Jacob were the heads of tribes, and the 
grandsons the heads of families. The outward unity of the family 
of Jacob, theirexistence as a common household, was not disturbed 
by his sons; but it could not but be disturbed by his grandsons. 
From outward considerations this became inevitable as soon as 
they attained their majority; and their separate establishments 
formed the first step in the transition from a family to a people. 
Now, it was evidently the intention of the author of the book of 
Genesis, to trace the carly history of the nation of Israel up to 
that point, in which the children of Israel began to lay aside 
their character as a family, and assume the characteristics of a 
people. And if we endeavour to assign some definite epoch to 
this change, there is none which we can fix upon but the removal 
to Egypt. For, as we shall afterwards show, the principal 
intention of that removal was to facilitate the transition from a 
family to a people, and to secure if against interruption. And 
it was just about this time that Jacob’s family reached the third 
stage, in which the Mishpachoth (or families) originated. A few 
exceptions might be found, but they could very well be sacrificed 
to the general validity of the rule and the great importance of 
the event in question. The task of the author was to trace 
the history of the descendants of Jacob up to that point in which 
they began to form separate Mishpachoth (families). And thus 
we have a limit, both thoroughly objective and sharply defined. 
It was not accident and caprice, therefore, but objective histori- 
cal conditions which determined the choice. 

This explanation is strikingly confirmed by a comparison of 
our list, which describes the state of things existing when the 
development of the nation began, with that contained in Num. 
xxvi., which describes in a similar manner the state of the 
Mishpachoth when it was complete. Such a comparison esta- 
blishes all the suppositions which our explanation necessarily 
involves. In general the names mentioned are the same. In 
Gen. xlvi. they are given as those of the grandsons and great- 
grandsons of Jacob, and in Num. xxvi. as those of the heads of 
separate ALishpachoth ; and the few deviations from this rule the 
altered circtunstances will easily and naturally explain. Thus,
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in Gen. xlvi. we have only two of Jacob’s grandsons by Joseph 
mentioned, viz., Ephraim and Manasseh ; whilst in Num. xxvi. 
we have not less than thirteen Jlshpachoth assigned to the tribes 
of Ephraim and Manasseh. But so long as the two sons of 
Joseph had not been adopted by Jacob (and that did not take 
place till the end of his life, seventeen years after the emigration), 
they could only be regarded as Jacob’s grandsons, and therefore 
as the founders of two Afishpachoth. But when once they had 
been adopted, and had become the heads of distinct tribes, the 
Mishpachoth of the tribes were necessarily traced to their sons 
or grandsons, On the other hand, some names are omitted from 
Num. xxvi. which we find in Gen. xlvi. among the grandsons of 
Jacob. This, too, may be very simply explained on the ground 
that probably they did not increase to a sufficient extent to be 
able to claim the right of forming independent JZishpachoth, 
which they would otherwise have possessed as grandsons of 
Jacob, or that their families became extinct. Thus, for 
example, ten sons of Benjamin are named in Gen. xlvi., but in 
Num. xxvi. and 1 Chr. viii. 1, 2, we only read of five. This 
diminution, however, was most probably occasioned by the 
punishments so frequently inflicted upon the people in the desert. 

If, then, it was the design of our author to continue his history 
to that point of time, in which the first foundations of the 
national institutions were laid in the Alishpachoth, and if, as a 
general rule, these Mzshpachoth commenced with the grandsons 
of Jacob, it was necessary that he should include all the sons 
of Benjamin as well as the rest of Jacob’s grandsons in the 
genealogical summary with which he closes his book. The 
unimportant and accidental circumstance that some of these 
were born in Egypt, was not in itself sufficient to prevent him 
from completing the lists, especially as the phrase ‘“ 7n lumbis,” 
which conveyed to his mind and to those of others in his day a 
sense so much at variance with modern views, would be to him 
both natural and ready to his hand. 

And the introduction of the names of the great-grandsons of 
Jacob through Judah and Asher may undoubtedly be explained 
in a similar way. TF'rom Num. xxvi. we learn that in their case 
there was an exception to the general rule, that the Aishpachoth 
should be founded by Jacob’s grandsons. With Judal'’s grand- 
sons, Hezron and Hamuel, the sons of Pharez, this is very
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apparent. As the two sons of Judah, Er and Onan, who died 
in Canaan, had failed to become the founders of A¢shpachoth, 
the two first-born sons of Pharez, the son of their widow Tamar, 

through a Levirate marriage with Judah, entered as a matter of 
right into the vacant places of the deceased sons. Their father 
Pharez also became the founder of another Jfishpachah through 
the remainder of his sons ; and this J/ishpachah was called by his 
naine. This may likewise have been the case with the grandsons 
of Asher, Heber, and Malchiel, who founded families of their 
own in addition to that of which their father B’riah was the head 
(see Num. xxvi. 44 seq.), but we have not the necessary genea- 
logical data for establishing the fact. 

Thus we differ from Hengstenberg, masmuch as we do not 
consider that the ideal importance of the number 70 would be 
a sufficient explanation of that want af objective truth which 
Baumgarten finds in the verse before us, but trace it, as the 
latter also does, to an objective historical fact. We are not, 
however, inclined on that account to give up the importance of 
the number 70. Weregard it as a seal impressed upon the first 
step in the progress of Israel towards a national existence, for 
the purpose of distinguishing it as the holy nation to which 
salvation was entrusted for all the nations of the earth. Seven 
is the covenant-number, xat’ e£oynv, the sacred number, and 

therefore the sign of separation from the world. Ten, again, is 
the mark of completeness and universality. In seventy we have 
seven multiplied by ten, and this multiplication is the symbol 
of the peculiar position of the people of Israel. For the two 
things which distinguished the nation of Israel were just its 
particular call and separation on the one hand, and its universal 
relation, as the bearer of promises, on the other. And this 
universalism was not a mere abstract idea slightly associated 
with the history of the people, but a concrete potential fact, 
which entered truly and deeply into the very first stages of that 
history. The nation of Israel was a blessing to the nations even 
before the advent of Christ. In proportion to its age and the 
measure of its development it was so in the person of Abraham, 
when he led his pilgrim-life among the people of Canaan. Ina 
still higher degree it became so in Joseph. In the highest sense 
it is so in Christ. 

It appears strange that in the genealogical list there are only 
”~
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two women mentioned aniong the direct descendants of Jacob ; 
Dinah, his daughter, and Serah, the daughter of Asher. We 
cannot determine with certainty whether their names are inserted 
because they were the only female descendants of Jacob in 
existence at the time of the emigration to Egypt, or whether 
there were not rather some peculiar circumstances which led to 
their being singled out from the rest. In the case of Serah we 
might infer from Num. xxvi. 46 and 1 Chron. vii. 30 that the 
latter was the cause, as she had evidently attained to some kind 
of independence among the families of Israel after her marriage. 
This may also have been the case with Dinah, and the family 
may afterwards have lost its importance. (Baumgarten agrees 
with Luther in the conjecture that Dinah was Jacob's house- 
keeper after his wives were dead, and that this will account for 
the insertion of her name). We must give the preference to 
the first of these explanations, as most consistent with the 
objective correctness of the catalogue. It appears to us neither 
impossible nor incredible that there should have been so large 
an excess of male children in Jacob’s family for the first two 
generations ; on the contrary, we can sec in this fact the marks 
of the wisdom of God, which always directed the births that 
took place in the chosen family. We have already seen in 
several instances with what difficulties the marriages of the 
sons were attended. It was of the greatest mumportance to 
guard against any intermarriage with the Canaanites, lest the 
stream of heathen corruption should break through the barriers 
by which this family was kept apart. Butas the other branches of 
of the family yielded more and more to the corruption of heathen- 
ism, and as the family of Jacob himself extended, these difficulties 
must necessarily have gone on increasing. If, however, the 
immediate posterity of Jacob consisted chiefly of men, it would 
evidently be casier to overcome the difficulties, and there would 
also be less danger connected with the marriage of one of Jacob’s 
sons or grandsons to a heathen wife, than with the marriage 
of a daughter to a heathen husband. The subordinate position 
of the wife would render the former of comparatively slight 
importance ; but in the latter case the daughter would actually 
separate herself froin the chosen family and from the Covenant 
with Jehovah. It was not till a later period, when the blood- 
relationship of the descendants of Jacob had become so distant
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as to present no obstacle to the contraction of marriages one 
with another, that the difficulties in the way of the marriage of 
daughters came to an end. 

As a rule, however, the sons of Jacob continued to avoid con- 
tracting marriages with the women of Canaan. This is plainly 
implied in ver. 10, where it is expressly mentioned as an unusual 
occurrence that Simeon had taken a Canaanitish woman as his 
concubine. In addition to their relations in Syria they could 
have recourse to other relations, viz., the descendants of Edom 
and Keturah. 

(3). V. Lengerke (ut sup. 1. 347), who pronounces chap. xlvi. 
1—4 an incongruous interpolation, charges the author of this 
passage with ignorance of the nature of the country between 
Beersheba and Hebron, on account of his making Pharaoh's 
waggons travel by this impassable road. ‘“‘ According to the 
statements of modern travellers,” says v. Lengerke, as e.g. 
Robinson (i. 317), it seems evidently impossible that waggons 
can ever have been employed among the steep and rugged hills 
of this district, which has always been destitute of a carriage 
road.” But Robinson is merely speaking of the straight road 
between the two places, by which he himself travelled ; and he 
afterwards adds, ‘‘ we are convinced that waggons for the patriarch 
could not have passed by that route. Still by taking a more 
circuitous route up the great Wady-el-Khulil more to the right, 
(according to the map the distance would not be very much 
greater), they might probably reach Hebron through the valleys 
without great difficulty.” 

(4). We must not overlook the fact that, when the brothers 
are admitted to an audience of the king, they do not ask to be 
received as members of the Egyptian state, but merely request 
permission to settle as foreigners and sqjourners in Egypt for 
an indefinite period : “‘ to sojourn in the land are we come,” (chap. 
xlvii. 4). In this carefully chosen expression we see not only 
their consciousness, that Egypt could never be the land of their 
home and their future history, but also their intention to retain 
the right of leaving Egypt whenever they pleased, and hence 
the subsequent oppression and detention of their descendants was 
an act of violence opposed alike to justice agd to the original 
compact. There isa striking resemblance between the description 
of the arrival of Jacob’s family and a scene which Hengstenberg
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has copied from JVilkinson’s work on Egypt, (see Egypt and the 
Books of Moses, p. 40, Eng. translation). It is taken from a 
tomb at Beni Hassan, and represents the arrival of strangers, 
who have come to Egypt with presents in their hands, and with 
their property carried on asses. ‘The number 37 is written 
over them in hicroglyphics. All the men have beards, which 
was contrary to the custom of the Egyptians, although very 
general in the East at that period. It is usually introduced in 
their sculptures as a peculiarity of foreign uncivilised nations.” 
On this Hengstenbery remarks, ‘‘ Some believe that this painting 
has a direct reference to the arrival of Jacob with his family in 
Egypt. On the contrary, [Vilkinson observes that the expression 
captives,” which appears in the inscription, makes it probable 
that they are some of the prisoners of whom so many were taken 
captive by the Egyptians during their wars in Asia. But in his 
more recent work, he considers this circumstance as no longer 
decisive, Inasmuch as the contemptuous expressions common 
among the Egyptians in speaking of foreigners, might account 
for the use of this word. In fact it speaks very decidedly against 
their being prisoners, that they are armed. Whether this paint- 
ing has a direct reference to the Israclites will, of course, ever 
remain problematical, but it is at any rate well worthy of notice, 
since it furnishes proof that emigration with women and children 
took place in very ancient times.” 

Joseph directed his brethren to imtroduce themselves as 
shepherds, not only in spite of the fact that shepherds were an 
abomination to the igyptians, but on that very account. His 
reason for doing so is apparent. In the occupation of his 
brethren there was the surest guarantec that their national and 
religious peculiaritics would not be endangered or destroyed, and 
that they would not be absorbed by the Egyptians. The hatred 
and contempt which the Egyptians cherished towards the shepherd 
caste, as existing monuments attest by many a characteristic 

_ sign, may be traced to the fact that agriculture, with its regular 
and methodical habits, was the sole support of the Egyptian 
state, and that the irregularitics of a nomad hfe must have 
appeared to a pedantic Isgyptian to be rnde and barbarous in the 
extreme. It is interesting, however, to find traces in the Penta- 
teuch of the different stages in the growth of that fanatical hatred, 
which the people of Egypt ultimately cherished towards every-
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thing foreign. When Abraham sojourned in Egypt there was 
no appearance of this dislike; in Joseph’s time all shepherds 
were an abomination to the Egyptians, and it was necessary that 
Joseph should be naturalised by marrying the daughter of an 
eminent priest. But the fact that such a marriage could take 
place is a sign, that the hatred and antipathy towards all that 
was foreign, which prevailed in the time of the Exodus, had not 
yet reached its highest point. 

Pharaoh’s readiness to consent to the request of the brethren 
may have been dictated by political motives, as well as by a wish 
to gratify Joseph. He may not improbably have hoped that by 
the settlement of a powerful and devoted tribe in the border 
province he would secure a desirable bulwark against the devas- 
tating incursions of the Bedouin robbers of the desert, and also 
against the other nations of the Hast, from whom Egypt, with 
its tempting treasures, had always much to fear. 

(5). For the situation of the province of Goshen, see Gesenius 
Thes. s. v., Z2obinson i. '76 sqq. (London Ed. 1841), Hengsten- 
berg ut sup. p. 42, sqq., Eng. tr., Hevald ni. 52, sqq., and Tischen- 
dorf, de Israel. per mare rubrum transitu, Lips. 1847, p. 3, sqq. 
Goshen was undoubtedly the most easterly border-land of Egypt. 
Jacob sent Judah thither before the rest (Gen. xlvi. 28). There 
the procession halted until Joseph had obtained the king's per- 
mission (chap. xlvii. 1). And the Israelites asked for a grant of 
this province that they might not come too closely into contact 
with the Egyptians, who hated their mode of life (xlvi. 34). It 
is evident from Ex. xiii. 17, and 1 Chr. vii. 21, that Goshen 
bordered on Palestine and Arabia, and the history of the depar- 
ture of the Israelites in the Book of Exodus shows that it was 
not far from the Red Sea. The following data help to determine 
the western boundary of Goshen:—It extended as far as the 
Nile (Ex. ii. 3; Num. xi. 5; Deut.xi.10), and the Egyptian capital 
of that day was not far distant (Gen. xlv. 10, xlvi. 28, 29; Ex. ii. 
5, 8), though the name of the capital is nowhere mentioned in 
the Pentateuch. The searching investigations of Bocharé (sedes 
aulae Aigyptiacae ad Mosis tempora, opp. s. p. L099, seq.) and 
Hengstenberg (ligypt and the Books of Moses, p. 44, 45), lead 
to the conclusion that it was Tanis (or Zoan), near to the mouth 
of the Zanitic arm of the Nile. This supposition is strongly 
confirmed by Ps. Ixviii. 12,43, where God is said to have wrought
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his signs in Egypt in the field of Zoan, t.e., in the Tanitic 
n0mos ; and there is an unmistakeable intimation of this in the 

Pentateuch, where Hebron is said to have been built seven years be- 
fore Zoan of Egypt, (Num. xiii. 23), This expression, Zoan of 
Egypt, implies not merely that it was one of the oldest cities in 
Egypt, but that it held the highest rank, in other words, that it was 

the capital of Egypt. Moreover, it must not only have been well 
known to the Israelites, but it must also have stood in very close 
relation to them.* If we add to these scriptural data the state- 
ment of Josephus, Arch. ii. 7,6, that Pharaoh gave up Heliopolis 
to Jacob and his children, ‘ we shall probably come very near to 
the truth,” as K. v. Raumer says, Beitr. Zur. bibl. Geogr., p. 1, 
‘if we assume that the land of Goshen was the strip of cultivated 
land which runs from Heliopolis, on the south-west, towards the 
north-east, and is bounded on the east by the Arabian desert, 
and on the west by the eastern arms of the Nile,” 7.e., very nearly 
the same ground which is now covered by the province of 
es-Sharkiyeh (the eastern land) ; sce Mobinson, 1. 76. The 
only question that could arise here is whether the Tanitic arm 
itself, or the Pelusiac arm, which is a little further to the east, 

formed the western boundary. As we do not read that the 
Israelites crossed the Nile either when they entered Egypt or 
when they left, the decision of this question would depend upon 
the size of the Pelusiac arm, whether it was as small then as it 
now is (which seems very probable, from the nature and appear- 
ance of the ground, Robinson, i. 549), or whether 1t was once 
navigable, as some have inferred from Arrian in. 1, 4, but with- 
out sufficient reason (2?obinson, ut sup.). 

These results are supported by the accounts which are given 
of the nature and fertility of the land of Goshen. From Gen. 
xlvi. 34 it appears to have consisted of pasture-land, and in 
xIvii. 6 it is described as one of the most fruitful of the provinces 
of Egypt.. These two features are seldom found together, but in 
this district we have them both. Part of the land is steppe, 
which is only suited for pasture, whilst the rest consists of the 
most fertile soil, and is watered by the overflowing of the Nile. 
With regard to the productiveness of the province of es-Shar- 
kiyeh, even at the present time, Jobinson says (1. p. 78, 79): 

* The author retracts this opinion afterwards; see 3 40, 2.—Trr.
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“In the remarkable Arabic document translated by De Sacy, 
containing a valuation of all the provinces and villages of Egypt 
in the year 1376, the province of the Shurkiyeh comprises 383 
towns and villages, and is valued at 1,411,875 dinars—a larger 
sum than is put upon any other province, with one exception. 
During my stay in Cairo I made many enquiries respecting this 
district, to which the uniform reply was that it was considered 
as the best province in Egypt. Wishing to obtain more definite 
information, I ventured to request of Lord Prudhoe, with whom 
the Pasha was understood to be on a very friendly footing, to 
obtain for me, if possible, a statement of the valuation of the 
provinces of Egypt. This, as he afterwards informed me, could 
not well be done, but he had ascertained that the province of the 
Shurkiyeh bears the highest valuation, and yields the largest 
revenue. He had himself just returned from an excursion to 
the lower parts of this province, and confirmed, from his own 
observation, the reports of its fertility. - This arises from the fact 
that it is intersected by canals, while the surface of the land is 
less elevated above the level of the Nile than in the other parts 
of Egypt, so that it is more easily irrigated. There are here 
more flocks and herds than anywhere else in Egypt, and also 
more fishermen. The population is half migratory, composed 
partly of Fellahs, and partly of Arabs from the adjacent deserts, 
and even from Syria, who retain in part their nomadic habits, 
and frequently remove from one village to another. Yet there are 
many villages wholly deserted, where many thousands of people 
might at once find a habitation. Even now another million at 
least might be sustained in the district, and the soil is. capable 
of higher tillage to an indefinite extent. So, too, the adjacent 
desert, so far as water could be applied for irrigation, might be 
rendered fertile, for wherever water is there is fertility.” 
We find another name for “the land of Goshen,” in chap. 

xlvii. 11, viz., “‘ the land of Raem’ses,” Sept. Payeooy. The so- 
called land of Raem’ses is generally distinguished from the city 
of Raem’ses, which was buzlt at a later period (ux. 1.11). But 
there is no ground for this distinction, as Hengstenberg in 
particular has shewn (Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 49, seq., 
note Eng. tr.) Raem’ses is undoubtedly the name of a city in 
every other place in which it occurs (Ex. xii. 37; Num. xxxziii. 
3, 5); and there is no reason tosuppose that the city was not in
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existence at the time of Joseph; for Ex. i. 11 docs not refer to 
the first building of the city, but to the fortification of if. ‘“ The 
land of Raem’ses” was evidently the land of Goshen, of which 
the clief city was Raem’ses. The question as to the city actu- 
ally referred to, and its situation, will come under examination in 
connexion with the history of the Exodus. 

6. The fact that the aged patriarch presumed to bless the 
king of Egypt, and thus, in a certain sense, to assert superiority, 
is to be accounted for not inerely from his greater age, but also 
from the impulse and encouragement given to Jacob by the con- 
sciousness that he was called of God to be a blessing to the 
nations (Gen. xi. 2). Jacob’s blesstng was a return and compen- 
sation for the kindriess shown by Pharaoh to the house of Israel ; 
and we see here the type of the true relation, in which Israel was 
to stand to heathcnism in all their future intercourse. Pharaoh 
offers earthly goods to the house of Israel, and Israel in return 
blesses him with the spiritual blessing of the house of God. 
We may notice, in passing, the importance of the account of 
Jacob’s age, which is introduced at this point apparently in so 
accidental a manner. For, were it not for the statement here 
made by Jacob, we should lose the chronological thread of the 
patriarchal history, and that of the Old Testament in general 
would thereby be completely destroyed. 

7. The historical emportance of the emigration ofthe house of 
Israel to Egypt is evinced by the fact, that when the covenant was 
made by God with Abraham (vol. 1., §56), this was announced to 
him by revelation as a necessary part of the divine plan. At the 
same time it was expressly declared to him that the settlement 
in Egypt would not be permanent (chap. xv. 14), and this was 
repeated to Jacob in the vision at Beersheba (chap. xlvi. 4). 
The design of the emigration was made known to Abraham: 
nanicly, that it was necessary as a transition from pilgrimage in 
the promised land to the full possession of the whole. In like 
manner the Lord said to Jacob in Beersheba (ver. 3): “ fear not 
to go down into Egypt, for ZL will there make of thee a great 
nation.” ‘The two things are most intimately connected, for 
Israel (even if we look merely at outward circumstances), could 
not have obtained complete and sole possession of the land until 
it had become an organised nation. Canaan was already 
inhabited by other tribes, and they must necessarily be driven 

VOL. Il. B
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out and the country conquered, before unlimited possession could 
be secured. But Israel must become a powerful people, before 
it could accomplish this. And whilst, on the one hand, the 
development of the family of Israel into a people was the con- 
dition of their taking possession of the land ; so, on the other 
hand, was the complete and irremediable corruption of the 
present inhabitants to be the condition of their expulsion. 
This is the meaning of the words addressed to Abraham (chap. 
xv. 16), “for the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet full.” 
These two indispensable prerequisites were already preparing, 
and during the sojourn of: the Israelites in Egypt both were to 
progress uninterruptedly towards completion. The spiritual 
blessings, which the pilgrimage of the patriarchs in the midst of 
the Canaanites had put within their reach for two hundred years, 
but which had been offered in vain, were now to be taken from 

them. It was the just judgment of God which deprived them 
of the salt they had so long despised, that the corruption which 
existed among them might do its work the more rapidly. The 
Israclites, on the other hand, were led to the enjoyment of those 
earthly blessings which were to be found in Egypt, the fairy land 
of fruitfulness, that they might become a great nation with more 
rapidity and ease. 

Two hundred and fifteen years had now elapsed since Abraham 
first entered Canaan. There he had completed his pilgrimage, 
and his remains were deposited in the family grave at Hebron. 
There Isaac was born and died, and there he lived and snffered. 
There Jacob also had fought and conquered, and his sons and 
grandsons, the founders of the tribes and families from which 
the chosen people were to spring, had all been born and brought 
up in that land. Thus, then, the house of Israel had lived long 

enough in the promised land for the home feeling, so important 
and necessary, as we have already shown that it was (vol. 1. § 49), 
to be deeply and ineradicably fixed in the national character. It 
was necessary that the mse of the family should take place in 
Canaan ; for that of the nafion another soil was required. 

The sentence of comparative barrenness had long prevailed in 
the chosen family ; it was the curse of nature, which was not 
fitted to bring forth the promised seed. But this sentence, 
which had been permitted by Divine wisdom to continue in force 
so long, was now removed. The mercy of the author of the
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promises was unceasingly displayed, and instead of that compa- 
rative barrenness, which prevailed to such an extent that, after 

many decennia of apparently vain hope and patience, and 
unanswered faith and prayer, there was only one solitary re- 
presentative of the covenant, there was now granted a produc- 
tiveness of so remarkable a character, that in a few centuries 

there was every prospect of the fulfilment of the promise, that 
the seed should be as the sand which is upon the sea shore. 

But Canaan, at that time, was not the land in which the | 
promise could be fulfilled without interruptions. Israel could 
not possibly have grown to a great and independent nation there. 
And, what is quite as important, they would have been unable 
to maintain their national and religious peculiarities intact, 
amidst the temptations and attacks of a hostile principle. The 
elements most needed to promote their growth and bring it to 
perfection were not to be found there, nor would they have been 
educated in the school, which was best fitted to train them for 
their subsequent obligations. 

Canaan was then in the possession of numerous tribes, who 
regarded the land as their own, Jtven Abraham had felt himself 
cramped in the movements of his establishment (Gen. xiii. 6) ; 
Isaac had constantly to retire before the powerful inhabitants by 
whom he-was surrounded (Gen. xxvi.), and in the time of Jacob 
the difficulties must rather have increased than diminished. — If, 

therefore, the house of Israel had remained any longer in Canaan, 
they would have encountered the greatest o)stacles to their ever 
becoming a large and independent nation. If their numbers had 
rapidly increased, it would have been impossible for them to stand 
entirely aloof from the Canaanites, as they ntherto had done. 
In such a case, they must either have made war upon the inhabi- 
tants, in order to maintain a footing in the land (and it would 
not be difficult to foresee the disastrous issue if they had); or they 
must have scattered themselves over the neighbouring countries, 
and then they would have lost their national unity and degenc- 
rated into a number of separate nomad hordes; or thirdly, and 
of this there would be the greatest fear, they would have inter- 
married and mingled with the Canaanites, until they were 
completely absorbed by their superior numbers. But the 
maintenance of their religious peculiarities would have been even 
more difficult, than that of their national independence. The 
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religious eclecticism of the Canaanites, their readiness to adopt 
the forms of the Israelitish religion without its spirit (of which 
we had an example in the case of the Sichemites), and the 
seductive influence, which the worship of nature exerted upon 
that age and would certainly have exerted upon the Israelites, if 
they had come into closer contact with the inhabitants of the 
land, would all have combined to produce a result that. would 
have been destructive of the very foundations of Isracl’s destiny. 

None of these dangers existed in Egypt. There they could 
become a great nation without any difficulties or obstructions, 
and without the least interference with their national and reli- 
gious peculiarities, And, what was of no little importance, they 
had opportunities there of making many provisions for their future 
wants asanation, First of all, the land of Egypt furnished them 
with a plentiful supply during the existing famine, and such 
was the fertility and extent of Goshen that there was no occasion 
for them to be scattered, and no inducement to the members of 
particular tribes to separate from the general body. There was 
no fear of their mixing with the Egyptians and giving up their 
national and religious integrity. The hatred which the Egyptians 
cherished towards every foreigner, and the contempt in which 
shepherds especially were held, furnished an indestructible safe- 
guard against any such danger. As Goshen was just as well 
fitted for agriculture as it was for grazing, it naturally induced 
them to combine the pursuits of farming, gardening, and vine- 
growing with those of their carlier nomad life, and thus fostered 
a taste for that mode of life, which was afterwards to form an 
essential part of their national existence. In the midst of the 
science, civilisation, and industry of Egypt, Israel was in the best 
school for that gencral culture, which they would afterwards 
require. Their intimate acquaintance with the Egyptian modes 
of thought, which looked at life in all its outward manifestations 
and ramifications from a religious point of view, may have served 
to enrich in many ways even the religious views of the Israelites. 
And the symbols of the Egyptian worship set before them a 
completely developed form of religious life, which was the product 
of laws of thought that are universally inherent in the human 
mind, and therefore was not merely applicable to Egyptian 
pantheism, but could also be adopted as a welcome support to 
the worship of the Israelitish theism, if only it could be animated,
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purified, and modified by the Israelitish principle. In like 
manner the Egyptian constitution, with its strict rules and 
excellent organisation, furnished the model which, with modifi- 
cations to suit the altered circumstances, was afterwards adopted 
in the Israclitish state. And lastly, “Egypt was the seat of 
the strongest worldly power, and therefore furnished the best 
instrumentality for the infliction of such severe sufferings as 
would awaken in the minds of the Israclites a longing for deli- 
verance and a readiness to submit to their God; whilst, at the 
same time, it offered a splendid field for the manifestation of the 
power and justice and mercy of the God of Israel in the rescue 
of His people and the judgment of their enemies” (7Tengstenberg, 
Pent. i. 362). The importance of the two elements last men- 
tioned, and their necessary connection with the counsel of God, 
are apparent from the fact, that they are expressly mentioned in 
the revelation which was made by God to Abraham (chap. xv). 
Thus Israel obtained the character of a redeemed people, which 
was of such great importance in its future destiny, and Jehovah 
then showed himself to be, what he was to continue to be in a 
constantly increasing degree, the Redeemer in Israel. 

(8). We reserve the inquiry respecting the dynasties which 
ruled in Egypt at the time when the children of Israel were 
sojourning there, and into the connection between the Hyksos 
and the Israelites, till we arrive at the period of the Exodus from 
Egypt, in order that we may not anticipate, or enter into separate 
discussions of subjects which are closely connected. 

ADOPTION OF JOSEPH’S SONS. 

§ 2. (Gen. xlvii. 27—xlviii. 22).—Jacob lived seventeen 

years in Kigypt, and reached the age of 147. A short time 

before his death he sent for Joseph, and exacted an oath from 

him, that he would not bury him in Egypt, but by the side of his 

fathers in the promised land. Joseph then introduced his two 

sons, Manassech and Ephraim, and, in virtue of the promises 

made to him by God, Jacob formally adopted and solemnly 

blessed them (1). Joseph had placed the elder son Manassch at
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Jacob’s right hand, and the younger, Ephraim, at the left; but 

Jacob crossed his arms, and pronounced the blessing with his 

right hand upon Ephraim’s head, and the left upon that of 

Manasseh, Joseph, supposing it to be an oversight, complained 

of his doing so; but Jacob, instead of making any alteration, 

explained to him that the greater blessmg and the more nume- 

rous posterity would belong to the younger. The Patriarch then 

turned to Joseph, and, as a proof of special affection, presented 

him with a piece of land which he had once conquered from the 

Canaanites (2). 

(1). We have already remarked, in the previous section, that 
the chosen seed had now reached the close of one of the stages of 
its history. The family was complete, and the basis was laid for 
the development of the nation. In a certain sense, too, this was 

a type of the absolute close of its entire history, when its course 
as a nation should be finished, and the basis laid for its world- 
wide destiny. This type, as we have seen, was chiefly displayed 
in the fact, that the idea of Israel’s appointment, to be the medium 
of salvation to the nations, was here partially and temporarily 
realised, whilst the ultimate fulfilment would be permanent and 

uneversal. In Joseph, as the noblest product of the family life, 
and as the representative of his house to the heathen, Israel 
had become the saviour of Egypt. But it was evident that the 
salvation, which Israel brought to the heathen at that time, was 
only a passing one, and did not exhaust the promise ; for this 
had spoken of salvation for all the nations of the earth, whereas 
the present fulfilment of that promise reached merely to one 
smong the nations. The family life of Israel could only impart 
a blessing to one people, and that blessing was hmited in force 
and extent. The fnlland unlimited blessing for the whole world 
could only be realised, when the national life of Israel was also 
complete. The Israelites, therefore, had not reached the goal, 
when the first stage of their history drew toa close. The de- 
velopment of the nation was now to recommence, but on a larger 
scale, and furnished with fresh powers and different means. 

— Joseph had already stept beyond the contracted limits which 
hedged in the chosen seed, that he might carry a blessing to the
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heathen. His path led him to a freer, more lofty, and we 
might almost say, a universal standpoint. In him Israel reached 
an eminence, on which the limited character of its subsequent 
development prevented it from standing long, and from this 
point it came down to the humble position assigned it, that it 
might afterwards attain to something infinitely higher and more 
glorious. Joseph's exaltation was followed by humiliation in his 
sons. He led them himself to his father, that by his blessing lie 
might consecrate them to this. He bore them away from the 
posts of honour which were open to them in Egypt, that they 
might return to the humble shepherd-life which his brethren 
led. They were not to perpetuate the idea represented by their 
father, but to unite with his brethren in originating a new de- 
velopment. This act of Joseph denoted a return to a condition 
of exclusiveness, the transition from the first stage to the second 
in the history of Israel. It is a proof of Joseph's faith, gives us 
an insight into the plans of God, and manifests the harmony 
which God had determined to establish between the subjective 
and objective elements of that history. 

Jacob’s treatment of the sons of Joseph denoted two things: 
the restoration of the house of Joseph to the family of Israel, 
and the adoption of the two grandchildren to the position and 
privileges of children. The former was requisite, since their 
father Joseph had been naturalised as an Egyptian, and therefore 
had broken the outward ties which bound him to hisgamily. Of 
the importance and effect of this we have spoken already. But, as 
Joseph had become the deliverer of his father’s house in conse- 
quence of his leaving it, his return to it was to secure to him a 
larger measure of its blessings, and therefore Jacob adopted his 
two sons. The right to do this he founds upon the fact, that 
God had appeared at Bethel (vol. 1. §'75) and given him the double 
blessings of posterity aud the promised land (chap. xlviii. 3, 4). 
“Therefore,” said he, “ thy two sons, Ephraim and Manasseh, 

shall be mine as Reuben and Simeon.” The privilege possessed 
hy the sons of Jacob above the grandsons consisted, as we have 
already had occasion to remark, in the tact that the former were 
the founders of closely organised tribes, and the latter of merely 
subordinate fannilies. 

This act. of Jacol’s is generally regarded asa virtnal exclusion 
of Reuben and Simeon from the rights of primegeniture, and
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the transference of those rights to Joseph, since the double por- 
tion was the most essential mark of the birthright (Deut. xxi. 
17). But there is no ground for such an inference here. Un- 
doubtedly Joseph did receive a double portion in his sons; but 
it by no means followed that he obtained the privileges of the 
firstborn. His sons were placed on an equal footing with those 
of Jacob, but Reuben’s claims to the birthright were not neces- 
sarily affected in consequence. We shall enter into the question 
more fully in a subsequent section (chap. xlix). The only thing 
that makes the nature of the adoption obscure, is the fact that 
Jacob expressly declares upon his deathbed, that the three eldest 
sons have forfeited their rights, and then merely transfers to 
Judah the second of the two privileges of birthright (a double 
inheritance and the headship of the family), but says nothing at 
all with reference to the former. 

Jacob’s blessing is the consequence of his adoption of Joseph’s 
sons. In addition to the formal right to found two separate 
tribes, he assures them also of the requisite ability, that is, he 
gives them the blessing of such fruitfulness, as would enable them 
to form and maintain such tribes. The blessing is imparted by 
the zmposition of hands ; for the general meaning of which see 
my MMosaisches Opfer (Mitau 1842, p. 67 sqq.) Jacob pro- 
nounces the same blessing on the two sons, and blesses them both 
uno actu. Thereis indeed a difference, but one of degree merely 
and not of kind. To the younger there is promised greater 
fruitfulness and powcr than to the elder. As there is no reason 
to suppose that the distinction originated in any personal predi- 
lection, we can only explain it on the ground of the prophetic 
foresight of the patriarch, and discover in the prediction the last 
expression of that vapa dio, which predominated in the whole 
of the patriarchal history. 

(2). When Jacob had blessed the sons of Joseph, he turned 
again to Joseph himself, and said: ‘ Behold I die, but God shall 
be with you, and bring you again unto the land of your fathers. 
Moreover I give to thee one portion (4m p>w)) above thy 

brethren, which I took out of the hand of the Amorite with my 
sword and with my bow.” This difficult passage has been 
expounded in various ways, and sometimes very strangely (vid: 
C. Iken de portione una Josepho prae fratribus a patre data, 
in his philol. and theol. dissertations). Calvin and others follow
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the Septuagint, and suppose the passage to refer to the city of 
Sichem, which Jacob’s sons took from the Amorites and destroyed, 

in consequence of the violence done to Dinah. But this expla- 
nation is irreconcileable with the use of the word apy one, and 
it is inconceivable that Jacob should attribute to himself an event, 

which he so strongly lamented and abhorred (Gen. xxxiv. 30, 
and xlix. 5—7). Hence the psy must in any case be an 
appellative, though the choice of this particular expression 
renders it probable that there is some allusion to Sichem, which 
was certainly allotted to the tribe of Ephraim. Others imagine 
that the reference is to the “ parcel of a field” which Jacob bought 
from the Shechemites for a hundred pieces of silver (Gen. Xxxiil. 
19). This explanation apparently lies at the foundation of John 
iv. 5. Jken attempts to remove the discrepancy between the 
statement of chap. xxxiii., that this field was boughd, and that 
of chap. xlvili., that it was conquered, by supposing that after 
the land had been purchased, it was probably taken away again 
by the Amorites, so that Jacob was obliged to recover it by force. 
He finds a positive confirmation of this opinion in a wire-drawn 
Haggada im SJalkut Shimeon, where Jacob and his sonsare said 
to have returned to Sichem, and to have engaged in a fearful war 
with the Canaanites, in which the old patriarch Jacob performed 
miraculous feats of bravery, and Judah did the most extraordinary 
things with a kind of Berserker fury. But we cannot possibly 
attribute the smallest residuum of a historical tradition to so 
absurd a legend, which has evidently grown out of the passage 
before us. Besides, it appears very inappropriate, that Jacob 
should found lus claim to the picce of land upon a forcible con- 
quest, which is never referred to in the book of Genesis, and not 
upon the purchase, which is there recorded. There is a third 
explanation, which is given by several rabbins, and has been 
revived by Z’uch (comm. p. 552), viz., that the word, smn: I 
took, like the other perfects in Jacol’s address, is to be regarded 
as a perfectum propheticum, and therefore that the subsequent 
conquest of the land by Jacob’s descendants is here referred to, 
and that the play upon the word Shechem indicates the province 
which should afterwards be assigned to the descendants of Joseph. 
But there are difficulties connected with this explanation. It is 
true that, according to the ancient mode of view, Jacob might 
very well have attributed to himself, as the representative of the



96 JACOB, 

nation, such a national transaction as the conquest of the land 
by his descendants ; but in this connection it does not appear 
probable. Jacob's gift is evidently referred to here, as an expres- 
sion of personal favour and affection, for which there would bea 
much better opportunity if the land to be disposed of had been 
acquired by his own exertions. Moreover, it must be remembered 
that Jacob had already separated Joseph from his sons by adopting 
the latter as his own (chap. xlviil. 6), and therefore that the 
present was made to Joseph personally, and not as the father of 
Ephraim and Manasseh, who had already received their blessings 
(vv. 15—20). Hence we are shut up to some event in the life 
of Jacob, which has been passed over by the book of Genesis ; 
and, as we can only fall back upon conjectures, that offered by 
Heim (Bibelstunden. i. 644) is perhaps the most plausible. 
As we learn from Gen. 1. 23 that the children of Machir, the 
son of Manasseh, were born on Joseph’s knees, 2.¢e., were adopted 

by him, and from Num. xxvi. 29—33 that one of these sons was 
named Gilead, and also from Num. xxxii. 39 sqq., and Joshua 
xvii. 1, that the families of the tribe of Manasseh, who sprang 
from Gilead, received the land of Gilead on the east of the Jordan 
as their possession, Ze¢m supposes that the tract of land to which 
Jacob refers (g5typ lit. the showlder of land), was the hill- 
country of Gilead. Jacob was peculiarly interested in this 
district on account of his interview with Laban there (chap. 
xxxi, 23 sqq.), and the “ heay of witness” erected by him gave 
hima certainclaim. The Amorites may possibly have destroyed 
tis sacred memorial, and thus Jacob may have been led to 
attack them, for the purpose of conquering and maintaining 
possession of the memorial itself and the shoulder of land on 
which it stood. Joseph may perhaps have bestowed the land, 
which was presented to him by Jacob, upon the son of Machir, 
who was ‘“ born upon his knees,” and have named it Gilead in 
consequence. This would probably explain the abrupt intro- 
duction of the tribe of Manasseh in Num. xxxii. 39: “ And the 
children of Machir the son of Manasseh went to Gilead and took 
it, and dispossessed the Amorite which was init. And Moses gave 
Gilead unto Machir.” Hitherto the historian had only spoken 
of Reuben and Gad.
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JACOB'S PROPHETIC BLESSING ON HIS SONS. 

§3. (Gen. xlix. 1—28). Jacob assembles his twelve sous 

around his deathbed. The germs of the future, which are 

wrapped up in the present, open before his prophetic glance. 

He says: 

V.1. “Gather yourselves together, that I may tell you 
That which shall befal you in the end of the days! (1) 

2. Gather yourselves together and hear, ye sons of Jacob, 
Ilearken unto Israel, your father ! 

3. Reuben, my first-born art thou! 
My might and the first-fruits of my strength ! 
Pre-eminence in dignity and pre-eminence in power. 

4. A fountain like water ; have no pre-eminence ! 

For thou ascendedst thy father's bed, 
‘Then defiledst thou it,—my couch he ascended ! 

5. Simeon and Levi, brethren are they! 
Instruments of violence are their strokes. 

. Into their fellowship come not, my soul, 
Join not in their assembly, my glory ! 
For in their wrath they strangled the man, 
And in their wantonness lamed the ox. 

7. Cursed be their wrath, for it is fierce, 

And their rage, for it is cruel ! 
I will divide them in Jacob, 

And scatter them in Isracl (2). 
8. Judah (i.e. praised) art thou, thy bretliren praise thee, 

Thy hand is on the neck of thine enemies ; 
The sons of thy father bow before thee. 

9. A young lion is Judah. 
From the prey thou risest up, my son. 
He lieth down, he eoueheth as a hon 

And asa lioness. Who rouseth him up? 
10. ‘The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, 

Nor the ruler’s rod from the place between his feet, 
Till he attain to rest. 
And the nations obey him. 

11. Ife binds his ass-foal to the vine, 

And the young of his she-ass to tho vine-branch, 
Ife washes his clothes in wine, 

His garment in the blood of the grape. 

or
")
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12 

13 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

JACOB. 

. Dark are thine eyes with wine, 

White are thy teeth with milk (3). 
. Zebulon (i.e. dwelling), on the sea shore he dwells, 

He dwells on the coast of ships 

And his side is at Zidon. 

Issachar, an ass with strong bones, 
~ He lieth down between the hurdles. 
He sees that rest is good, 
And that the land is pleasant. 
He bends his neck to the burden, 

He becomes a tributary servant. 
Dan (i. e. judge) judges his people 
As one of the tribes of Israel. 
Dan is a snake in the way, 
An adder in the path. 
He stings the horse’s heel, 
And backward falls his rider. 

. For thy help I wait, Jehovah. 

. Gad, oppressors press upon him, 
But he presses their heel. 

. From Asher come fat things, his food, 
He yields the dainties of a king. 

. Naphthali, a hind escaped, 
Speaking words of beauty. 

. Son of the fruit-tree is Joseph, 
Son of the fruit-tree at the well, 
Daughters grow up over the wall. 

. They cause him bitterness, they shoot with arrows, 
They lie in wait for him, the heroes of the arrow. 

. But his bow remains firm, 

Supple is the strength of his hands. 
From the hands of the strong one of Jacob, 
From thence, where the shepherd is, the rock of Israel. 

From the God of thy father—and he helps thee, 
From the Almighty,—he blesses thee, 
Blessings of heaven from above, 
Blessings of the flood, which rests beneath, 
Blessings of the breast and of the womb. 
The blessings of thy father are stronger than the blessings of the 

everlasting hills, 
Than the loveliness of the hills of antiquity. 
They come upon the head of Joseph, 
On the crown of the consecrated among his brethren. 
Benjamin, a rapacious wolf, 
In the morning he devours the prey, 
In the evening he divides the plunder (4). 

3
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(1). Tuch, in his Commentary (p. 561), has given a list of the 
numerous ancient authors who have written upon the chapter 
before us. Among modern expositions we may mention that of 
Hivernick (Vorlesungen iiber die Theol. des alten Test. p. 208 
sqq.). Every prophecy is founded upon the circumstances and 
necessities of the period of its delivery ; and it is necessary, there- 
fore, that we should understand both the feelings of the prophet 
and the outward circumstances which gave occasion to the 
prophecy, before we can interpret the prophecy itsclf. The 
blessing of Jacob is no exception to this rule. We have now 
arrived at that point in the history of the chosen seed, in which 
the family began to expand into the people. In the dodekad 
of Jacob’s sons a true basis had been laid for the future deveclop- 
ment of the nation. The law, which required the separation of 
Abraham from his family and the exclusion of Ishmael and Esau, 
was now satisfied (vid. vol. i.§ 49). Not one of the twelve sons of 
Jacob had to be shut ont. They were all enclosed and united 
by the bond of election and promise. The fulfilment of their 
destiny depended upon their becoming a nation and possessing 
the promised land. These were the two results towards which 
their history was leadmg. The germs of both were now appa- 
rent ; on the one hand, in the fact that, after so long a period 
of comparative barrenness, they suddenly became remarkably 
prolific, and, on the other, in the distinct consciousness that they 
were strangers in Hgypt, where they never could and never 
were intended to feel at home. The fulfilment of cach of these 
involved the union and amalgamation of the two, for the second 
was dependent upon the first. And this amalgamation consti- 
tuted the future of Israel. This was to be the goal, and to consti- 
tute the completion, of their history, so far, that is, as it had already 
struck its roots and put forth its buds. From the very nature 
of prophecy, then, the eye of the prophet could not look beyond 
this goal (vid. vol. i. § 7), or, at least, could only do so where the 
development of the existing germ would furnish the basis or the 
germs of still further expansions. 

The organ of the prophecy belonging to that age was Jacob. 
With a heavy heart he had left the land of his pilgrimage, his 
trials, his adventures, and his hopes, to see if no more; but he 
had left it with the fullest assurance, confirmed by God, that in 
his descendants he should receive it as a permanent possession.
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His whole soul was filled with the one thought of his retun to 
take possession of the promised land. On this one point were 
all his thoughts and feelings, all his hopes and longings, concen- 
trated. So completely was his inner life absorbed by this, that 
there was no room for other thoughts or feelings, and all events 
were viewed in their relation to this one. From the accounts 
we possess of his sayings and doings after the removal to Egypt, 
everything seems to have been merely an expression of this one 
deep-rooted feeling of his nature (see chap. xlvii. 29 sqq., xlvim. 
3—5; 21, 22), andhe could not rest till he was assured onoath that 

his remains should be buried in the land of his fathers. A mind 
thus oceupied and absorbed might well urge him to prophesy. 
And as he draws near to death, at that moment when the fetters 
of the spiritual sight are often broken,* not only is he enabled 
to look into the future with clearer eyes, but the spirit of 
prophecy comes upon him from above, and in its light he sees 
the longings of his heart fulfilled, and the promised land in 
the possession of his descendants. He sees the tribes of Israel 
stirring and active in the full enjoyment of the rich blessings of 
the land, victorions over the dangers which they meet with 
there ; each one in the situation which the elective affinity of 
his character and his inclinations may have led him to choose, 
or which the patriarchal authority of the prophet, as the medium 
of the divine decrees, may have assigned him by way of pun- 
ishment or reward. His twelve sons are standing round his 
bed, the representatives and fathers of the tribes by which the 
land is to be taken. Before his mind there are gathered together 
in one living picture all the pleasing and painful events of 
which they have been the cause. With prophetic vision he 
traces the characters and dispositions of the fathers, as they are 
transmitted, expanded, or modified, through the history of their 

descendants. And aided by this insight, he allots to every one, on 
the authority of God, his fitting portion of that land, in which he 
himself has led a pilgrim life for more than a hundred years, and 
which now stands with all its natural diversities and with its 
rich and manifold productions, as vividly and distinctly before 

* Cicero de divinatione, i. 30: facilins evenit appropinquante morte, ut 
animi futura augurentur ; Homer, Tl. 22, 355—360; Plato, Apol. i. p. 90 
Bip. ; Nenophon, Cyr. viii. 7, 21, &e ; Passavant, Lebens-Magnetismus, Ed. 
=. p. 163.
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his mind as the different characters of his own sons. (See the 
beautiful exposition of this blessing in //erder’s Briefe tiber das 
Stud. d. Theol. 1 Br. 5, 6, and Geist der Hebr. Poesie ii. 187— 
189). 

That period in the future, which Jacob wishes to exhibit 
prophetically to his sons, is described by him as spysey mone, 

the end of the days. For an explanation of this formula we 
refer more particularly to the excellent remarks of Jf. Baum- 
garten (Comm. i. p. 364 sqq. Vid. also Hdvernick, p. 209 seq., 
and IZengstenberg, Balaam 175 sqq.). We must admit with 
Baumgarten and Havernick (in opposition tov. Bohlen, Rosen- 
miiller, Hengstenberg, and others), that in the passage before us, 
as well as the fifteen other passages of the Old Testament im 
which they ocenr, the words ‘“ the end of days,” like the 
corresponding formula of the New Testament, éy éoyadrtats 
népats, lo not mercly indicate some indefinite period in the 
future, but the closing period, the end of days, the time of the 
final fulfilment, in a word, the Messianic era. For although the 
words in their literal signification might refer to any future times, 
such as were not absolutely at the end; yet the usage of the 
language was sufficiently settled to compel us to interpret them 
in the present instance according to their stercotyped meaning. 
But it is said that the blessing itself is irreconcileable with such 
an interpretation ; that the blessing evidently refers to the time 
of Joshua, when the holy land was fully conquered and divided 
among the twelve tribes ; and that the time of Joshua cannot be 
regarded as the end of days, i.e, as the close of the history of 
Israel, but, on the contrary, was rather the actual com- 
mencement of that history. This objection, however, has no 
force, if we take a correct view of the prophecy and of the history 
of Israel. Baumgarten (ut sup.) most appropriately says :— 
“The true knowledge of the end must take its form from the 
position and the horizon of each individual. Hence for Jacob 
the end could be nothing else than the possession of the promised 
land by his seed, the people of promise. All the promises pointed 
to that, and beyond that nothing had been given or even hinted 
at.” Jacob could reasonably look upon the tine of Joshua as 
that of the completion of all things; in fact he could not do 
otherwise, for there was as much partiality and imperfection in 
his knowledge of what constituted completion, as there was in
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all that had been historically realised in the time of Joshua. 
And those very elements, which we find already fully developed 
and embodied in a definite form in Jacob’s prophetic view of the 
perfection of the future, viz., the growth of his seed into a great 
nation and the possession of the promised land, were actually 
worked out and historically fulfilled in the time of Joshua. 
From Jacob’s subjective point of view, the time when his pro- 
mised posterity should have become a great nation, and taken 
possession of the promised land, was really the end of the 
days, inasmuch as their constant motion was then exchanged 
for rest, and wrestling and striving for possession and enjoyment. 
All his thoughts and hopes, his wishes and longings, were still 
bounded by this limited horizon. The only characteristics of 
the approaching end, with which he was acquainted, were the 
growth of his seed into a great and powerful people, and their pos- 
session of the holy land. And he knew of nothing that hindered 
the coming of the end, and the full and undisturbed possession 
and enjoyment of all the blessings it involved, but the insignificant 
and homeless condition of his family. Let these be once overcome, 
and in his view the full blessings of the promise must be enjoyed 
by his seed, and diffused by them throughout all the nations of 
the earth. This subjective view of the patriarch was imperfect, 
but by no means false. It was dérue, not merely because the 
removal of these hindrances, and the realisation of these conditions, 
furnished the necessary basis for the absolute completion of the 
Israclitish history, but also because it was in the possession of 
the land, the enjoyment of the blessings of that possession, and 
the central position which Israel then occupied among the nations 
of the earth, that the vocation of the seed of Abraham received 
its first passing fulfilment. But this fulfilment contained other 
germs within itself, which also required to be moulded and 
expanded. Jacob, however, looked at the period when the 
promised land should be possessed, as one of fulfilment and 
completion merely, and not, what it also was, as the seed of a 
higher development, the first stage of a still wider expansion, 
and therefore his view was unperfect. Since, then, Jacob 
prophesied of the time of Joshua, as though it would be the end, 
whereas it was to be only the beginning, the preparation, or an 
early stage of the absolute end ; the prophecy of Jacob necessarily 
differed as-much from the fulfilment in the time of Joshua, as
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the relative termination differs from the absolute end of all. 
Hence the consciousness was sure to be excited that the rest and 
enjoyment and possession, which are referred to as perfect m 
Jacob’s blessing, were not fully realised in Joshua's days, and 
therefore that Jacob's blessing still pointed onward from the 
period of its first partial fulfilment to a future day, when it 
should be more perfectly fulfilled. As a general rule each age 
will see the object of its longings, and therefore the end, in the 
satisfaction of those wants of wiich it happens to be conscious, 
But with every essential advance in the history of the world the 
horizon widens, and men become conscious of new wants, new 
desires, new expectations, of which previously they had no sus- 
picion. The expansion of existing germs brings new germs to 
light, which until then had been hidden from view. And thus 
every condition which seemed likely to be the end is no sooner 
reached, than it becomes the cominencement of a new develop- 
ment; and this will continue till the absolute end arrives, and 

with it the full expansion of every germ. 
This blessing was closely related to that pronounced on Jacob 

by Ins father Isaac (vol. 1. § 72; vid. my Einheit der Genesis, p. 
198 seq.). Jacob here communicated to his sons, in a more fully 
developed form, what he had already received from his father; and 
the many points of coincidence and, to some extent, verbal agree- 
ments, which we meet with, especially in the predictions con- 
cerning Judah and Joseph, bear witness how deeply the prophetic 
words of his father had been impressed upon Jacob's mind. 

Hitherto we have found the blessing of promise not merely 
handed down to the next generation by the possessor of it for 
the time-being, but also expressly repeated and confirmed by 
Jehovah (vol. i. § 72.1). The latter, however, was not the case 
with Jacob’s sons; there is no intimation of their having been 
invested with the blessing by Jehovah. And from this time forth 
even the former ceased. ‘The reason why Jacob was the last to 
invest his sons with the blessing of promise was, that he was the 
last solitary possessor of the covenant and the blessing. And 
the reason for the omission of the express investiture on the part 
of Jehovah in the present case, seems to have been, that now at 
length the way of grace entirely coincided with that of nature. 
So long as certain members of the family had to be excluded as 
natural branches, it was necessary that the divine investiture 
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should be repeated every time; but as soon as the patriarch had 
been pointed out, whose entire posterity, without any exception 
was destined to carry forward the plans of salvation, Ais divine 
investiture had force and validity for all future generations. 

(2). Reuben, the first-born, stood first in the rank of the 
brethren who surrounded their father’s bed. According to the 
rules of primogeniture, the double inheritance (Gen. xxi. 17) 
and the headship of the family also belonged to him (1 Chr. vi. 
2; Gen, xlix. 3); but he had forfeited both the rights and the 
honour of birthright by the commission of incest (Vol. 1. §83). He 
ought, as the first-born, to have been the firmest defender of the 
honour of the family, and it was by him that it had been violated. 
For that reason the crown of dignity and might, to which his 
birthright entitled him, was taken from his head. Simeon and 
Levi were the next in order, but the dignity, which Reuben had 
forfeited, could not be conferred upon them ; for through their 
treachery towards the Shechemites (Vol. i. § 82) they had brought 
disgrace upon the house of Jacob, made his good name “to 
stink” among the heathen (Gen. xxxiv. 30), and acted in criminal 
Opposition to the call of Israel, to be the channel of blessings 
and the medium of salvation to the heathen. They had united 
for the purpose of crime, therefore they were to be scattered in 
Israel. ‘This scattering of Simeon and Levi was an appro- 
priate punishment for their alliance, which was opposed to the 
spirit of Israel, just as at a former period the forcible dispersion 
of the nations had been the consequence of their combining in 
opposition to the will of Jehovah” (Baumgarten ). 

The three elder sons were thus excluded from the rights and 
privileges of the birthright. They were not to inhabit the heart 
of the land, which would otherwise have fallen to their share. 
Rewben’s inheritance was to be outside the true holy land, and 
therefore was not even mentioned. Simeon and Levi were 
to be scattered in fragments among the rest of the tribes, 
and therefore to lose the advantages and independence, which 
only compactness and unity could secure. But, although they 
were deprived of the blessings of the birthright, they were not 
separated from the community of the chosen people, or from the 
call which they had received. They were not placed on the 
same footing as Ishmael and Esau, but still continued, as zndi- 
viduals, members of the family, and as tribes, members of the
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people, to whom the promise was given. They were, therefore, 
to co-operate with the rest in the duties to which the whole 
people had been called, and that was their blessing. But their 
co-operation was of a miserable kind, with very little of an inde- 
pendent character, and that was their curse. 

(3). The earlier monographical expositions of the blessing 
on Judah have been specified by Zuch (Comm. p. 570). There 
have now to be added to the list Hengstenberg’s Cliistology, 
sqq. : Sack’s Apologetik ; /Zofmann’s Weissaguug und Hrfil- 
lung; and LZ. Leinke’s Weissagung Jakob’s tb. d. zukinftige 
ehickliche Loos des Stammes Juda und dess. Nachkommen 
Schilo. The tone and substance of Jacob's discourse changed 
as soon as he looked at Judah. He was able to bestow upon 
the fourth son at least one part of that, which he had been ob- 
liged to refuse to the first three. The one great privilege of the 
first-born, the rank of chief among the tribes, with pre-eminence 
in power and dignity, is awarded to Judah. He is in reality, 
what he is in name, the prazsed among his brethren. The 
sons of his father bend before him, for with the courage of a 
lion he has fought as their leader and champion against every 
enemy, and having maintained their cause successfully, he holds 
the fruits of his victory with a lion’s power. By swaying the 
sceptre with the force he displays, he is able not only to enter 
into rest, but to give rest to the tribes, at whose head he stands. 
The nations, whom he has conquered by the might of iis arm, 
submit without resistance, yea willingly and cheerfully, to his 
peaceful government, and share in the blessings of peace and 
rest, nto which he has entered and leads others also. The sym- 
bols of the conflict, by which the nations have been subjugated 
to their own advantage, are now laid aside, and he is surrounded 
by the emblems of peace alone. “ Is he in full armour, a mighty 
conqueror, who has subdued the nations? Is his garment full 
of the blood of the slain, his eye fired with the fierceness of 
battle ? No, he comes seated on the young colt of an ass, an 
animal of peace, and tarries in a vineyard. Doubtless he has 
washed Ins clothes in blood, but it is the blood of the grape. It 
is wine that makes his eyes so full of fire, and milk, the harm- 
less food by which his teeth are whitened, has made his temper 
gentle and kind. The blessing to be realized in Judah’s future 
history begins with his victorious conflict, and closes with the 

c 2



36 JACOB. 

enjoyment of happiness and peace. His princely bearing is 
placed between the two. But Judah is the champion and leader 
of his brethren, and therefore they all share in the blessings 
secured by him.” (Hofmann, Weissagung und Erfillung i. 
p. 118). 

The most difficult passage in the blessing of Judah is the 
much disputed clanse “ till Shiloh come.” We have followed 
Hofmann and others in taking = bsy} to be a common noun, 
with the meaning rest; and have rendered the clause: “till he 
(Judah) attains to rest.” Most commentators, however, regard 
the words in question as the title of a personal Messiah, who 
was to spring from the tribe of Judah; though they arrive at 
this result in different ways. Shiloh is, of course, in this case, 
the subject, not the object, of the rendering: “ till Shiloh (7.e. 
the Messiah) come.” Thus Deliézsch (in his work on the pro- 
phetic theology of the Bible, p. 293) has expressed his firm con- 
viction, “ that every attempt to explain Shiloh as a common 
noun fails, and that the only correct rendering is that which 
treats it as a name of the Messiah, since this prediction formed 
an indispensable lnk in the historical chain, which ushered in 
the proclamation of salvation. For when once the patriarchal 
triad had become a dodekad in the family of Jacob, and thus 
the point of transition from the family to the people had been 
reached, the question necessarily arose, from which of the twelve 
tribes would salvation, z.e. the triumph of humanity, and the 
blessing of the nations, arise?” But Delitzsch himself has not 
adhered to this explanation. 

We also admit, as will presently appear, that this prophecy 
forms a necessary hnk in the historical chain, which ushered in 
the proclamation of salvation; but we by no means admit that 
it was important that the qnestion, from which of the twelve 
tribes salvation was to be expected, should receive an answer at 
this early age. Such a question in fact could only arise, when 
the idea of salvation had assumed the form of a confident ex- 
pectation of a personal, individual Messiah. The organic pro- 
gress of prophecy, and its close connexion im all its stages with 
contemporary history, prohibit us from imagining for a mo- 
ment, that there was any expectation of a personal Messiah in the 
patriarchal age. In fact such an expectation was not only not 
indulged, but would have heen altogether unsuitable to the cha-
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racter of the times. ‘The evident intention of the whole history 
of that age was to develope the family into a great people; its 
entire tendency was to expand the unity of the patriarchs into 
the plurality of a nation. And this impulse, which was inhe- 
rent in the patriarchal history, was not an unconscious one, but 

stood before the minds of the patriarchs with the greatest clear- 
ness and certainty, and was the one object of all their thoughts 
and hopes, and strong desires. The patriarchal history began 
with the consciousness of this their immediate destiny, as it was 
set before them in the clearest light by the call of Abraham. The 
progress of that history was maintained by the constant renewal, 
or revival of the saine consciousness. Nearly every one of the 
numerous theophanies and Divine revelations, which occur 10 the 
history of the patriarchs, point to this end, and contain a promise 
that by the blessing of God it shall be attained. The earnest 
longing, which existed, for this expansion into a numerous people, 
was necessarily heightened by the delay, which arose partly from 
the barrenness that prevailed at first in the chosen family, and 
partly also from the necessity of excluding several of the actual 
descendants, and commencing afresh with a single patriarch. 
And now, just at the moment when the way was opened for this 
expansion, when faith in their destiny was exchanged for a sight 
of the first stage in its fulfilment, when the course of his- 
tory was making it a reality, the consciousness must have been 
nore vivid, and the assurance stronger, than ever it had been 
before. But as this was only the commencement of a coming 
fulfilment, and not the complete fulfilment itself, there was still 
so much demand for the exercise of faith and hope in connexion 
with that portion of their destiny, of which they were already 
conscious, that there was as yet no possibility of awakening the 
cousciousness of still greater things beyond. 

Since, then, prophecy, as a general rule, rests upon the age in 
which it 1s delivered, and only opens to view those features of 
the future, of which the germs and prototypes exist In the pre- 
seut, the expectations of salvation, which existed im the patri- 
archal age, must have heen most closely related to the cireum- 
stances just referred to. An age, whose only task was to forma 
great nation from one single chosen man, whose movements, 
subjective and objective, were all concentrated upon this one 
result, a result Jonged for and looked for above all others, could
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only regard salvation as dependant upon the attainment of this 
result. The expectations of salvation, which prevailed in the 
whole of the patriarchal age and for some time afterwards, were 
summed up in the promise: “in thy sced shall all the nations of 
the earth be blessed.” The seed of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
when expanded into a great and independent nation, in other 
words, the nation itself in its compactness and unity, appears as 
the bringer, the possessor, and the medium of salvation. This 
was, doubtless, an imperfect, undeveloped, and faulty shape for the 
expectation of salvation to assume, but the age to which it belonged 
was itself imperfect and undeveloped. The expansion of the 
family into a nation could certainly not in itself bring salvation, 
but it was the necessary condition, the preparation and first stage 
of its full and ultimate manifestation ; and, just for that reason, 
in the expectations which prevailed at this time, the one was in- 
separably connected with the other. It was, no doubt, necessary 
that before this expansion into a plurality could attain its ulti- 
mate and highest end, it must by an organic process be con- 
densed into unity, since salvation could only be exhibited in its 
perfect form in a personal Messiah, the noblest fruit and axa of 
this unfolded plurality. But before this fact could be made 
known in prophecy, it was necessary that history should furnish 
a substratum and starting point. So long, however, as the only 
thing towards which their history pointed was the multiplication 
of the people, the idea of a single personal Saviour could not 
take root at all. This could only occur after their formation 
into a great people was completed, and when it had become 
apparent that the plurality of the nation must necessarily be con- 
centrated in a single individual; in other words, after some one 
man had arisen as the deliverer and redeemer, the leader and 
ruler of the whole nation. Hence the expectation of a personal 
Messiah would first arise and assume a definite shape on the 
appearance of J/loses, Joshua, and David. Accordingly the 
earliest promise, which points to a personal Messiah, is found in 
the Afosaic age, and even there it stands alone and is still some- 
what indefinite (Deut. xviii. 18, 19), whilst it is only the history 
of David which gives perfect clearness, certainty, and precision, 
to the announcement of a personal Saviour.—But the expecta- 
tions of the patriarchal age were all fixed upon the growth of the 
family into a people; and as the fulfilment of their destiny
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seemed to be wrapt up in this, it appears impossible that in such 
an age salvation could have been regarded as dependant upon 
any individual. On the contrary, previous Jiistorical events 
would lead to the conclusion, that isolation would retard the 
desired end ; for all the instances of separation and isolation that 
had hitherto occurred had been such as involved exclusion from 
the fellowship of the chosen people and from the call they had 
received, and rendered it necessary that the progressive develop- 
ment from unity to plurality should begin again. 

From what we have written, it follows that we are not justified 
in expecting a priori the announcement of a personal Messiah, 
or rather that, so far as the history of the patriarchs in the book 
of Genesis affords us a glance at the progress of the ideas of 
salvation in that age, we are justified in not expecting such an 
announcement. Still this decision at the outset should not, and 

shall not affect in any way our exegetical inquiry into the prophecy 
in question. For unless an unbiassed exposition of the pro- 
phecy should lead to results in harmony with our foregone 
conclusion, the latter will have no objective worth, and it will 
be impossible to sustain it. Should a just exposition show, that 
the prophecy really treats of a personal Saviour, of one single 
individual as the medium of salvation, we shall not for a moment 
hesitate to accept this result, and shall willingly admit that we 
have been deceived in our expectations, But it will then be 
necessary to assume that the lives of the patriarchs must have 
presented some historical links of connexion with the promise of 
a single personal Saviour, and that unless they are to be found 
in the book of Genesis and have escaped our observation, the 
author of that book inust have omitted to notice them.—QOur 
present task will be to test the opinion, that the passage before 
us must necessarily be interpreted as predictive of a personal, 
individual Messiah." 

1 The objections offered to my views by Reinke (lc. p. 184 sqq.), and 
Delitzsch (Genesis p. 370), arc removed by what has been said above. I 
fully agree with the remark made by the latter in one of his earlicr writings : 
“ listory is not the measure, but the occasion of prophecy.” I also agree 
as fully with what be now says: “ We must not prescribe to prophecy, in 
what way it shall proceed, or decide from the history of any period, how 
much or how little it can prophesy, for the courso of prophecy is often at 
variance with human Jogic, as can be proved from unmistakeavle examples, 
and its telescopic vision often looks behind the hills, hy which contemporary 
history is hounded.” That the former is not my intention. and that I am



40 JACOB. 

Our first inquiry is, whether the construction and the con- 
nection will permit of our rendering the word Shiloh as the 
subject of the sentence, which it must be if this opinion be cor- 
rect. We cannot accept without reserve the confident assertion of 
Hofmann (lc. p. 117), that “ the patriarch could not have turned 
so completely away from Judah, and finished the sentence, which 
related to him, by announcing the advent of a persou, who is 
not described as one of Judah’s descendants, or even as con- 

nected in any with the posterity of Jacob.” For although the 
words and the context undoubtedly sustain the correctness of 
this view, yet the connexion between Judah and Shiloh, as his 
descendant, might be regarded as naturally implied. But both 
the context and the train of thought require that we should 
render Shiloh as the object. In Hofmann’s words: ‘ The ex- 
pression 45 sy, until, leads us to expect an announcement of 

Judah's future history, and of the result of his maintaining un- 
interrupted possession of his princely rank. And since, when we 
pass from the first half of the verse to the second, we have no 

reason to expect any other subject than Judah, we ought to receive 
proofs not only of the possibility, but also of the necessity of taking 
Shiloh to be a person and to be the subject of yy5s.” But, as we 
shall presently show, no such proof can be given. On the other 
hand, the structure of the tenth verse will only admit of its being 
rendered as the object ; for if we render it as the subject, we at 
once destroy the parallelism of thought between the two clauses 

not unaware of the Jatter, will, I hope, be sufficiently attested by what 
I have already said. But when Delitzsch adds: ‘In the present instance it 
is not true that the continuous progress is interrupted, if the word Shiloh in 
the mouth of Jacob denotes the person of the Messiah, since the next great 
prophecy (that of Balaam, Num. xxiv. 15 sqq.) views the Messiah under 
the image of a star or sceptre coming out of Jacob,” &c., he does not appear 
to have read what I have written above respecting Moses, Joshua, and David 
as historical links to which the idea of an individual Messiah could be at- 
tached. Whether Balaain’s prophecy actually referred to this, and, if so, to 
what extent, are questions which cannot be discussed here. But I must confess 
that I cannot see the drift of Delitzsch’sargument. Itis with the necaning of 
Jacob's prophecy that we have todo, not with that of Balaam. I have myself 
shown that the foundation was laid in the time of Moses for the expectation 
of a personal Messiah, though I do not admit that it had been laid 400 years 
hefore. And this can never be proved by attaching Balaam’s prophecy, by 
way of explanation, to that of Jacob. But Delitzsch himself does not inter- 
pret Jacob's words as predictive of a personal Messiah. And if this scholar 
went to the examination of the prophecy with the expectation of finding a 
personal Messiah, und yet did not find one, this surely favours the conclusion 
that Ais expectation was unfounded and mine correct.
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now po Sy and oopy mam sby and this parallelisin 
is required by the arrangement of the verse. In the two 

clauses, “ till the Messiah come,” “and to him the obedience 
of the nations,” there is no parallelism at all, but merely 
a progress iu the thought. If, however, we regard Shiloh as 
the object\ and take Judah as the subject from the previous 
clause, the two clauses, “till Judah come to rest,” “and the 
obedience of the nations shall be his portion,” harmonize 
beautifully ; for the obedicnce of the nations, who cheerfully and 
without resistance submit to Judah’s rule, forms a part of the 
rest, which Judah enjoys, after the victorious conflict just de- 
scribed. 

The foregoing remarks apply to every interpretation, which 
relers the expression to a personal Messiah. We shall now 
examine them singly. One of the earliest would read vou 

instead of ry boui, and regards the former as equivalent to 

— Sy= sb; wei “WN may) is then supplied from the previous 

clause, and the whole p passage rendered thus: “ Judah shall retain 
the sceptre, until he come, to whom it (viz., the sceptre) be- 
longs.” The Septuagint rendering is based upon this view : éws 
éav €XOn ta avoxelueva adut@ (donec veniant quae ci reservata 
sunt), or, according to another reading, @ a@aéxectae (dunce veniat, 
cul reservatum est) ; and most of the early versions translate the 
words in a similar way. The principal defenders ot this view 
in modern times have been Jahn (vaticinia mess. 11. 179 sqq., 
Kinl. 1. 507 sqq.); Sack, cliristl. Apol. 11. A. 8. 266 sqq.; Larsovw 
(Uebers. d. Genesis) ; and Herd (mess. Weiss. ii., p. 33 sqq.). 
But this explanation will not bear an impartial examination ; 
for, jirst, the favourite ellipsis is unparalleled in its harshness ; 
secondly, we are compelled to act in the most arbitrary manner, 
by pronouncing bu) the original reading, whereas it is found 

in very few MSS., and is evidently merely scrip tio defectiva for 
the common reading ay bry5 ; and lasily, we must declare ina 

dictatorial way the admissibility of the imadinissible pomting, 
— ‘by for > by. But even supposing that this were granted, or 

if we determined to follow v. Bohlen and read = by) at once, 

even then the sense and the connexion of the verse would compel 
us to protest against the interpretation. lor if it were said.



4) JACOB. 

“Judah shall retain the sceptre, till he come whose it is (to 
whom it belongs),” there would be a most inappropriate contrast 
drawn between Judah, who holds the sceptre, and the Messiah, 
to whom it belongs, from which it would follow, that the sceptre 
does not belong to Judah ; and there would also be a not less 
unfounded announcement that Judah, the blessed, would one day 
resign, 7.¢., lose the sceptre.—There are two things which seem 
to favour this explanation, the unauimity of the earlier transla- 
tors, and an analogous passage in Ezek. xxi. 32, 44 Tw Sa Ty 

DEW: which might be regarded as an exposition “and para- 

phrase of our word »byy (Shiloh). But the two testimonies 
may be reduced to one, for the early translators have evidently 
taken the passage in Ezckiel as the foundation of their rendering 
of the obscure or doubtful word Shiloh, which explains their 
general agreement. And the proof afforded, by the passage in 
Ezekiel also loses its worth ; for whilst there is an undeniable 
identity of thought. between the translators and Ezekiel, the origi- 

nal Hebrew of the passage in Genesis and the passage in Ezekiel 
have too little in common, to lead us for a moment to suppose 
that there was any reference in the latter to the former. More- 
over, the two passages are totally different in other respects, for 
whilst Ezekiel announces ruin and devastation, which will last 
till he come, to whom the government belongs, the passage in 
Genesis would speak of victory and government, which will last 
till he come, to whom the government belongs. 

A far more plausible interpretation is that which derives the 
word Shiloh from the root -y4y5, adopts the meaning rest, and, 

regarding this as abstract for concrete, renders it the bringer of 
rest. ‘This view is the most prevalent of all. Among its more 
modern supporters are osenmiiller (ad. h.1.), Winer (hebr. lex. 
s. h. v.), Baumgarten-Crusius (bibl. theol. p. 368), Hengsten- 
berg (christol. 1. 59 sqq., Emgl. transl.), Remke (ut supra), 
and many others. The supposition, that the abstract is used for 
the concrete, is undoubtedly admissible, and we adhere to the 
derivation of Shiloh from sbyy in the appellative sense of 
“rest,” or “ the place in which rest is found,” in spite of the op- 
position of Tuck (Comm. p. 575 sqq.), and Delttazsch (Comm. p. 
372 sqq.), who do not appear to me to have answered the argu- 
ments by which Hengstenberg (Christol. 1. 59 transl.), and
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Hofmann (Weiss. i. 116), have defended this derivation.—An 
objection might, no doubt, be offered to the rendering érunquzl- 
lator, as Ly» docs not mean to bring peace, but to enjoy peace 
(Gesenius, lex. salvus, securus, maxime de eo qui prospera 
fortuna secure utitur); but eybryj might be taken as descriptive 

of a person, in whom the full enjoyment of rest and peace is first 
apparent. We should therefore decide at once in favour of this 
view, were it not for the two difficulties, which have been more 
fully explained above, (1), That Shiloh must be regarded as the 
object of the verb, according to the sense, the context, and the 
structure of the verse; and (2), That the expectation of a perso- 
nal Messiah was entircly foreign to the patriarchal age. * 

The second objection does not affect the explanation given by 
Gesenius (lex. s. v.), who preserves the abstract signification ot 
the word, and translates the passage: ‘until the rest (sc. of the 
Messianic age) come, and to him (sc. Judah) the obedience ot 
the nations.” Bnt the first objection still applies, and in addi- 
tion to that, the reference of the suffix in 44 to Judah is no 
longer adinissible, if another subject be introduced, as the no- 
minative of p49, 1n the intermediate clause. The suffix would 

then necessarily refer to Shiloh, the nominative of the verb, and 
the latter must in that case be regarded as a concrete noun. 
(Vid. Hofmann, ut sup. 116). 

Some of the earlier expositors (Jonathan, Calvin, &c.) ima- 
gine Shiloh to mean his (2.e. Judah’s) son or descendant. But 
there is no foundation whatever for the assumption that the 
word byys, with the meaning son, ever existed. (Vid. Heng- 

stenberg, Christol. p. 63, 64 transl.) 
Of all the explanations, which reject the Messianic reference, 

the only one of any importance is that which supposes Shiloh to 
be the name of the well-known city of Ephraim, where the ta- 
bernacle was erected when the Israelites entered the promised 
land. ‘his opinion is supported by Lichhorn, Ammon, Bleek 
(de libri Gen. origine), Zuch, Iitzig (ad Ps. ii. 2), and others. 
The meaning of the passage is supposed to be that the tribe of 
Judah should take the first place, and be the leader of the tribes 
during the whole of the march through the desert, until they 
arrived at Shiloh. The only thing that can be said in favour of 
this explanation is, that in every other passage of the Old Tes-
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tament, in which the word Shiloh occurs, it refers to this city 
of Ephraim. But every one will admit that this argument does 
not amount to a positive proof ; that, at the best, it merely es- 
tablishes to a certain extent the probability that there is the 
saine reference In the passage before us. But this probability is 
more than counterbalanced by the number of arguments on the 
opposite side. First of all this explanation brings in a subject 
to the verb 3955, which is quite foreign to the context ; for as we 
have already shown, Judah must be the nominative. But apart 
from this, there is an insupportable harshness iv the neuter and 
collective subject thus introduced (“until they [man] or the 
people come to Shiloh.”) It is true that this might be avoided 
by translating the clause: “ until he (Judah) come to Shiloh ;” 
but as it is impossible to see what Judah had to do as a tribe 
with this city of Ephraim, in contradistinction from the other 
tribes, there is no other resource than to tall back upon a collec- 
tive subject ; for although Shiloh was a spot of great importance 
as a resting-place or turning-point in the Israelitish history, it 
was not important to Judah alone, but to all the tribes in com- 
mon. This explanation then loses its force unless the blessing 
of Jacob be regarded as a vaticinzum post eventum, composed at 
« later period, say for example the time of David. Tor what 
should have led the aged patnarch to associate the glory and 
goal of Judah or his descendants with a place of so little im- 
portance, which is never mentioned anywhere before the time of 
Joshua, and probably owes both its name and its existence to 
the circumstance that it was there that Joshua pitched his tent, 
and set up the tabernacle (Hengstenberg, Christol. i. 80, transl.) ? 
How bare and muserable would it have appeared, even if Shiloh 
were really in existence as a small town at the time, for Jacob to 
introduce in such Ingh-flown terms, and in the midst of such 
splendid promises, the prediction that Judah would arrive at 
Shiloh! The assumption that the blessing was composed at 
some period subsequent to Joshua is overthrown by the most 
decisive and unanswerable objections, as we shall presently show, 
and in general] is merely a loophole to save a foregone conclusion, 
that actual prophecies are impossible. But, even supposing that 
the blessing describes some future event, and does this under the 
fictitious appearance of prophecy, was there ever a period in 
which Shiloh was of such importance that the author, whoever
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he might be, could possibly regard it as the representative of the 
highest and most perfect glory of his people’s history, a glory so 
brilliant that no greater could be imagined or desired ? = More- 
over, the period to which the composition of the blessing has 
been assigned, that of the latest Judges and of David, was one in 
which the importance and glory of Shiloh had considerably de- 
clined.—And what can be made of the promise that the sceptre 
and dominion should be retained by Judah till the settlement 
in Shiloh? Was this fulfilled ? or fulfilled with such com- 
pleteness in the details as we should expect in the case of a 
vaticinium post eventum? Dleek (p. 19) thinks that this can 
be answered in the affirmative. Judah conducted his brethren 
till the promised land was conquered, and after that Ephraim 
took the lead. But LHofmann (p. 115) has shown that there is 
no foundation for the statement: “for no one would pretend 
that the blessing was fulfilled because the tribe of Judah took 
the foremost place in the army during the journey through the 
wilderness (Num. ii. 3).!_ The whole army was commanded at 
that time by a Levite, and after him by an Ephraimite.” It 
was not till long after Shiloh had been fixed upon as the site for 
the tabernacle, 2.c. not before but after the terminus ad quem, 
to which our prophecy points, that we meet with the first indi- 
cation of Judah’s actual supremacy (Judges i. 2), but then it 
did not continue without interruption through the period of the 
Judges, so that the tribe of Judah did not rise to any decided 
pre-eminence until David was king. How then could the bless- 
ing be applicable to Judah, if, in the midst of the splendid acqui- 
sition of power and glory, which was to distinguish this tribe 
from all the rest, Jacob had announced to him that the con- 

summation of the whole would be that he would lose his supre- 
macy as soon as Shiloh was reached? To avoid these difficulties 
Tuch translates the clause: ‘so long as they are assembled in 
Shiloh, z.e. for ever.” But Hofmann has pointed out no less than 
five fallacies in this pretended improvement. It gives to »9 qyy 

1 We mean of course froin the point of view from which this explanation 
is arrived at, viz., the notion that we have here a vaticintum post eventum, 
and that the author meant to say that Judah’s supremacy ceased at the en- 
eampment in Shiloh. [or sucha prophecy presupposes an outward harmony 
in matters of detail snch as no one will be able to discover between thie 
supremacy of Judah predicted here, and his position in the order of encamp- 
ment and march during the journey through the wilderness.
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a meaning which it does not possess, it always means “ until,” 
never “so long as;” it attributes to x4 a subject which is not 

. Tv 

to be found in the context; ‘it makes the writer express a hope 
that the circumstances which prevented Israel from enjoying 
rest, and hindered the removal of the tabernacle to a permanent 
resting-place, would last for ever; and lastly, it supposes the 
perpetual duration of the supremacy of Judah to be dependant 
upon a state of things, the cessation of which is referred to by 
Asaph as most intimately connected with the origin of that 
supremacy” (Ps. lxxviii. 60, 67—72). 
We now return to our own explanation. The meaning of the 

prophecy is that Judah shall remain in uninterrupted possession 
of the rank of prince among his brethren, until through conflict 
and victory he has reached the object, and made the fullest dis- 
play, of his supremacy, in his own enjoyment of peaceful rest, 
and the cheerful obedience of the nations to his rule. Hence 
the terminus ad quem, which is mentioned here, does not set 
before us the limit or the termination of his supremacy, but rather 
the commencement of his secure and irresistible sway. And 
from this it follows quite as naturally, that the victory gained 
by Judah, and the blessings of peace which he secures, are shared 
by his brethren in all their fulness, because he fights as the prince 
and champion of his brethren ; and not only so, but the blessings 
of this peace must necessarily be extended to all the nations, who 
now cheerfully obey him. 

To what period, then, does the word “until” refer? First, of 
all, it refers, no doubt, to that period of which the whole bless- 
ing treats, the full possession of the promised land. This is in 
Jacob’s view the commencement of the py» m-ymp, the last 

time, the time of the consummation. To him the relative peace, 
which closed the strange and pilgrim hfe of his descendants, and 
the absolute peace, which is the aim and end of all the move- 
ments that originated in the call of Abraham, are one and the 
same. That which proves in reality to be a long continuous 
line, extending from the commencement of the comparative rest 
under Joshua to the final attamment of absolute peace under 
Christ, necessarily appeared from his prophetic stand-point to be 
merely a single point, since the first pomt covered the last as 
well as the intermediate line; or rather because the commence-



JACOBS PROPHETIC BLESSING ON HIS SONS. 47 

ment contained the end, and only exhibited it in a typical form. 
The first preliminary and imperfect manifestation of the peace 
here promised was made in the time of Joshua; but the dis- 
turbances, to which this peace was exposed, soon proved it to be 
only a preliminary fulfilment of the promise. Whilst, therefore, 
the comparative rest enjoyed under Joshua was in one respect a 
fulfilment of Jacob’s prophecy, in other respects it continued, on 
account of existing disturbances, to be still a prediction, pointing 
for its highest and final fulfilment to the entrance of absolute 
rest. 

It was Judah’s position and bearing, both as a prince over his 
brethren, and in his victorious engagements with his enemies, 
which secured the enjoyment of rest and peace. In proportion, 
then, as the rest predicted by Jacob was enjoyed in the time of 
Joshua, must the supremacy of Judah have been exercised 
before that time. If, therefore, the rest which was then enjoyed 
was true and absolute rest, the supremacy of Judah must have 
been manifested in its most perfect form before the days of 
Joshua. But if Jacob’s prediction of future rest remained a 
prediction, as we have scen that it did, even after its first and 
preliminary fulfilment under Joshua, then must the prediction 
of Judah’s supremacy have been only partially fulfilled in the 
period antecedent to Joshua, and after its first fulfilment in the 
lead taken by the tribe of Judah in the order of cncampment 
and march throngh the wilderness,—it must still have continued 
a prophecy pointing onward to an ever-increasing supremacy on 
the part of Judah, the loftiest eminence of which would as far 
surpass its first appearance before the time of Joshua, as the 
comparative rest enjoyed in the days of the latter would be sur- 
passed by the absolute rest secured by Christ. 

Jacob’s prophecy of the future rest, which Judah would enjoy in 
common with his brethren, whose prince, representative, and clham- 
pion he was, points forward to the end. In Jacob’s view, indeed, 
the time of Joshua was the end, for in his days all the wants of 
the patriarchal age, of which Jacob was conscious, were satisfied, 
and all the prerequisites of salvation, so far as Jacob was ac- 
quainted with them, were fully met. But there were other 
wants and other prerequisites, of which Jacob was not aware, 
and which were not supplied in the time of Joshua, and there- 
fore, objectively considered, that time was not the end. In the
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prophecy of Jacob there was not only the subjective clement, the 
product and expression of the mind of Jacob, but an objective 
element also, communicated to the mind of the patriarch by the 
illuminating influence of the Spirit of God. And hence for 
every succeeding stand-point this prophecy points upward to 
a higher form of Judah’s supremacy, than the position of his 
tribe in the journey through the desert, and a rest superior to 
that produced by the occupation of the promised land. 

Though we felt obliged just now to oppose the notion that 
Jacob had any thonght of a personal Messiah, when pronounc- 
ing his blessing, yet we by no means question its A/esszanic 
character, as will be clearly seen from what we have already 
said. The announcement made by Jacob, that he was about to 
tell his sons what should befall them in the end of the days, indi- 
cates the Messianic character of the whole blessing, for “‘ the 
end of the days” is the Messianic period. But most of all is the 
Messianic character apparent in the blessing pronounced on 
Judah, for this is unmistakeably the leading member of the 
whole prophecy, the centre, as it were, from which radiates all 
that the other blessings contain of a Messianic character, viz., the 
ultimate and certain enjoyment of rest and peace. It is Judah, 
who opens the way to repose, as the leader and champion of his 
brethren. 

The characteristics of the Messianic idea, so far as it had yet 
been evolved by history and prophecy, re-appear in the sentence 
pronounced on Judah. For it not only announces the unparalleled 
blessing, which is destined for the seed of Abraham, but points 
out the benefits to be conferred by that seed upon other nations. 
The obedience of the nations, thongh won by conflict, 1s to be 

cheerfully rendered, and Judah’s supremacy is no hard and heavy 
yoke, but mild and pleasant, dispensing blessings and bringing 
peace. The proof of this is found in the description of the plea- 
sure of peace, to which Judah now yields himself, and the mild 
and gentle character which he is able to assume. 

The Messianic idea is still essentially the same stage of deve- 
lopment as in previous prophecies. This is not to be wondered 
at, as we are still at the same stage in the historical develop- 
ment as before, viz., the family history. We find the Messianic 
idea in the same contracted form, with salvation still concealed in 
the shell of earthly good and material prosperity, though in the
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actual kernel there are blessings of a purely spiritual character 
enclosed. Whe idea of salvation we find still as indefimite as 
before ; as yet it has assumed no concrete shape. So much 
indeed is certain, that all the nations of the earth are to be 
blessed in Abraham’s seed; but nothing further is revealed. 
Yet the way is paved for a further step in the progress of the 
prophecy, though that step is not yet taken. The new feature 
introduced is the designation of Judah as the chief among his 
brethren, who fights as their chanrpion at their head, and secures 
for thein rest, peace, and salvation. But, as we have already 
shown, this cannot have been understood by either the speaker 
or the hearer as meaning that the tribe of Judah was to be the 
sole medium of salvation, to the exclusion of the other tribes, 
much less that the tribe of Judah was to be shut out from the 
task, and the whole to be performed by a single member of that 
tribe. Still in the fact that, when the attainment of rest, and 
peace, and salvation is spoken of, Judah is named as the prince 
and leader of his brethren, the way is opened for the proper 
separation of Judah, as required by the Messianic idea, And 
as soon as their desires should be satisfied, and the first condi- 
tion of the call of Israel fulfilled by their becoming a great 
people, they would be sure to learn from the results that 
this alone could not ensure the object for which they had 
been called. ‘Thus it was soon discovered to be necessary 
that the plurality should be again concentrated in unity. And 
when such men as Moses, Joshua, and David had risen up 
us deliverers and redeemers, as leaders and governors of the 
whole nation, and by their history had furnished a substra- 
tum on which the idea of a personal Messiah could be founded, 
the prophecy before us necessarily led to the association of this 
idea with the tribe of Judah, and that with the greater facility 
since this tribe had risen in the meantime to a position of in- 
creasing prominence. 

Delitzsch, in his latest work (Ausleg. d. Genesis p. 373 sqq.), 
has revived the opinion, which was first employed in the cause 
of rationalism, that Shiloh refers to the well known-city of 
Ephraim in this, as in every other passage of the Old Testament 
in which it occurs. The meaning, which he gives to it, however, 
is essentially the same as that which we have arrived at in 
another way. He says: “ Judah occupied the first place in the 
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camp, and when the Israelites were marching, Judah always led 
the way. This position he maintained till he came to Shiloh ; 
for when the conquered land was divided, Judah was the first to 
receive his share (Josh. xv.). The division of the land of 
Canaan, which took place at the tabernacle, that had been set 
up at Shiloh, forms without doubt the boundary line between 
two periods in the history of Israel. Their arrival at Shiloh 
brought their wanderings and conflicts to a close, and formed at 
the same time the commencement of their settlement in full 
possession of the land. Shiloh was thus, as its name implied, 
the place of Israel’s rest.” But even with this explanation we 
cannot give in our adhesion to the opinion ; for many of the ob- 
jections, already offered to it in its rationalistic form, are equally 
applicable to it in its present shape. So accidental an event, as 
the selection of Shiloh, rather than any other town, as a tem- 
porary resting-place for the tabernacle, could not have been a 
subject for prophecy. We admit that the settlement at Shiloh 
was a boundary line in the history of Israel, and that as such it 
might very well be a subject for prophecy. But the settlement 
itself, the acquisition of a resting-place, was all that was essential ; 
the choice of Shiloh in preference to any other place was some- 
thing unessential and accidental, with which prophecy had no 
concern. Not that we would for a moment dispute the fact that 
the form in which the idea of a prophecy is expressed often 
coincides in a remarkable way with the (accidental) form, in 
which the prediction 1s fulfilled. But we most firmly deny, 
that the sons of Jacob could have looked upon this insignificant 
town (even if it then existed), as the end of their dying father's 
prophecies. Still we are certainly inclined to recognise a con- 
nexion between the Shiloh, in which the tabernacle was placed, 
and the Shiloh referred to in Jacob’s prophecy ; only, we regard 
the former as dependent upon the’ latter, as MZ. Baumgarten 
does, and not the latter upon the former, which is Delitzsch’s 
opinion. For it appears to us a very probable thing, that the 
Israelites gave the name of Shiloh to the place in which they 
rested for the first time, and set up the sanctuary after their 
victorious conflict with the Canaanites, and that they did so with 
a conscious reference to the blessing of the patriarch, and as a 
sign and testimony that his prophecy had here received its pre- 
jiminary fulfilment. Moreover, we can readily conceive that, in
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the fulness of. their first delight at the enjoyment of rest, they 
might look upon this as the complete and adequate fulfilment 
of the prophecy, and overlook the troubles that were still before 
them. 

(4). The “ grammatico-historical method of exposition,” as 

the rationalistic exegesis is called, starts from the concession, 
that Jacob's blessing is descriptive of circumstances, which had 
no existence till after his descendants had taken possession of 
Canaan. It professes “ to leave the dispute as to the possible or 
ampossible composition of the piece by Jacob to those, whose 
special interest it is to cultivate without effect this barren soil.” 
But yet regarding it as above all things certain that a real pro- 
phecy is thoroughly incredible, it denies that it was written by 
either Jacob or Moses, and then proceeds “in a conclusive (? !) 
way to determine the date of the composition on historical 
grounds.” (Zuch comm. p. 554 seq.). But the safety of the 
“conclusive” method, to which this ‘“ grammatico-historical” 
criticism lays claim, is not confirmed by the many different and 
discordant results to which it leads. etntchs, for example, in 
his commentatio de auctore aique aetate cap. Gen. xlix. (Gét- 
tingen 1'790), and Friedrich in “ der Segen Jakobs, eine IVeis- 
sagung des Proph. Nathan (Breslau 1811), confine themselves 
to the blessing pronounced on Judah, and pretend that they 
have demonstrated that it was written in the time of David ; 
Tuch, who considers the blessing of Levi the safest criterion, 
considers it indisputable, that it was composed in the time of 
Samuel ; whilst Zvvald (Gesch. 1. 80), appeals to the blessing on 
Dan as sufficient to establish the fact that it was written in the 

latter half of the period of the Judges, most likely durmg the 
life of Samson. 

It so happens, however, that the daia which we possess for 
fixing the time of its composition are so numerous, so decisive, 
and so favourable, that there is scarcely any disputed passage in 
the Old Testament, whose authenticity is as certain as that of 
Jacol’s blessing. For (1), its style is not at all that of a 
vaticinium post eventum; (2), it can be proved that there was 
no one period post eventum vaticinti, 2.e., after the conquest of 
the promised land by Joshua, in which all the different expres- 
sions could have been written; (3), the blessing itself contains 
positive data, which compel us to assign it toa prae- Mosaic age ; 

D -_
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and (4), the matter and the form are perfectly in harmony with 
the views and expectations of the patriarch, and there is nothing 
which we might not expect him to say, always supposing that 
he was enabled to look into the future by a prophetic im- 
spiration. 
We have already shown how completely this prophetic picture 

harmonizes with the historical background, on which it is drawn, 
how perfectly the substance of it tallies with the patriarch’s state 
of mind, his views, his desires, and lis expectations at the time. 
Aud as, on the one hand, there i is nothing to hinder our receiving 
the song as an actual prophecy, and recognising the historical 
frame in which it is set; so on the other, are we led by a care- 
ful and unpr qjudiced examination to the inevitable conclusion 
that the blessing is not a vaticinium post eventum either in 
whole or in part, and that there is a total absence of the charac- 
teristic marks of such pretended prophecies. A real prophecy 
looks from the present into the future, or rather it sees the future 
in the present. ‘The germs and preformations of the future, 
which are already discernible in the present, and all the imper- 
fections and wants, of which there is an existing consciousness, 
are viewed by it in the light of God, not merely as germs and 
deficiencies, but in that state of perfect development, towards 
which they are striving and at which they must of necessity 
arrive. At the same time the various phases, through which 
the maturity of these germs and the satisfaction of these wants 
will be actually attained, and the outward forms, which they 
will eventually assume, are not made known even by this real 
prophecy, inasmuch as the conditions of both of these will be 
determined by the course of history, and therefore there is as yet 
no existing substratum or point of contact for such a prophecy. 
Hence, however definite a prophecy may be in relation to the 
idea, and however keen and clear its gaze, yet in respect of the 
outward forms, in which the idea will appear, it is always general 
and indefinite. Still more, if we compare the prophecy with the 
details of its fulfilment, we shall generally notice an apparent 
want of congruity between them. The cause of this will be found 
partly in the fact that in the prophecy we have but a single field 
of view in which everything is represented in its perfect form, 
whereas in the actual fulfilment there are successive stages, 
attended by many oscillations and by retrograde as well as pro-
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eressive movenients ; and partly also from the fact that, in order 
to give expression to the idea, with which alone it is concerned, 
it clothes it in a certain drapery, which is intended for no other 
purpose than this, and therefore very frequently is not found to 
harmonize exactly with the outward form eventually assumed. 
This is not the case with pretended prophecies. They clothe in 
the garb of prophecy events which have actually occurred. How- 
ever great, then, the anxicty to avoid every thing that could 
betray their real character, they cannot so far overlook the con- 
crete phenomena which lies before them, as to assume the features 
of a true prophecy in sufficient measure to hide the fraud. And 
where they are the result of an ingenious illusion, of a character 
not absolutely evil, where there is therefore not a distinct con- 
sciorsness of any intention to deceive, there is sure to be all the 
less ability or disposition to disguise. 

If, now, we apply this test to the prophecy before us, we shall 
he constrained to confess, that it bears the marks of a real pro- 
phecy, and not of a vaticinit post cventum. 1t 1s true, the oppo- 
site has been asserted with the greatest confidence. The special 
details given m the blessing, and their peculiar harmony with 
the fulfilment, are appealed to as removing all doubt that we 
have here only a masked copy of the present, and not a real 
prediction of the future. But, notwithstanding these, the bless- 
ing in whole and in part is expressed in such gencral terms, its 
descriptions are so free from any sharply defined sketches, any 
concrete forms, and any reference to such accidental circum- 
stances, as are only of importance to the age itself, and are so little 
in harmony with the external, accidental circumstances of the 
period, of which it is descriptive, that the idea of a vaticiniz 
post eventum is thoroughly madimissible. We have clearly a 
case before us, in which the prophecy is foo cefintte in certain 
respects, to be merely the product of natural intuition or sub- 
jective anticipation, and yet is too indefinite in its general cha- 
racter and in some of its details to have been written after the 
event. Rationalistice criticism, therefore, as it has no third to 
fall back upon, naturally attempts through thick and thin to 
prove one of these two. 

We imay get an idea of the indefinite and general manner, in, 
which throughout the whole blessing concrete forms and special 
incidents are referred to, from the blessings pronounced on Judah
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and Joseph. Hach of these occupies almost as much space as all 
the others put together. We see that the author was desirous 
of giving a much fuller description of their prospects, that he 
entered con amore upon this description, and wished to dwell as 
long as possible upon the picture of their lot, and of their supe- 
riority to all their brethren. If now he had taken his materials 
and his colours from the past or the present, his description 
would surely be full of references to special details, and rich in 
concrete forms. Yet how indefinite the two blessings actually 
are! We find only general ideas and references to lon-like 
courage and strength for battle, to victory and dominion, to ful- 
ness of blessings and pre-eminence of rank, all of which resemble 
the external events only so far as was absolutely necessary to 
produce the impression required. Who is there that would for 
a moment assert that these blessings can only have been copied 
from events which had actually occurred? The whole blessing 
is acknowledged to point to the completion of the conquest of 
the promised land and the distribution of that land among the 
twelve tribes ; and how little do we find, in either of these sec- 
tions, that is characteristic of the period referred to! If we did 
not know it beforehand, who would be able to discover a refer- 

ence to the provinces allotted to the two tribes in the promise to 
Judah of an abundant supply of wine and milk, and to Joseph 
of dew and rain, or to recognise in these the distinguishing cha- 
racteristics of each of those provinces? It is only in the pre- 
diction of Judah’s supremacy that it could possibly be maintained, 
that the general idea assumes a concrete, external form ;—but 
even here there is so little outward resemblance to the circum- 
stances, which really existed at the supposed date of its composi- 
tion, that it is still necessary to assume that the subsequent glory 
of this tribe was anticipated by the author, a fact which may be 
assumed in the case of an actual prophecy, but not where the 
prophecy is merely feigned. 
We shall now pass on to the other blessings. The writer says 

nothing about the circumstances and possessions of the tribe of 
Reuben. How inexplicable is this in the case of a vaticinium 
post eventum ! However insigificant the tribe may have been, 
and though its province may not have been within the liunits of 
Canaan proper, yet the same may be said of Gad and the half- 
tribe of Manasseh, and of these the author has something to say.
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it is not difficult to understand why Jacob should only speak of 
Reuben himself, and say nothing about his tribe except that it 
would not take the lead ; but we cannot conceive how a contem- 
porary of Samson, or Samuel, or David, could so entirely over- 
look the tribe, as to mention the founder alone, or how he 
could record the curse pronounced on Reuben, without shewing 
how, where, or by what means the effect of the curse was mani- 
fest in the history of the tribe. 

Simeon and Levi receive precisely the same blessing. There 
is apparently no difference whatever in their lot. ‘They are both 
to be scattered in Isracl. Now Jacob might express himself in 
this way, but not a writer who saw how completely different 
were the modes of their dispersion. Zuch is right in saying 
that “ Simeon received his inheritance in the midst of the tribe 
of Judah,” but he gues further than he has any right to go when 
he adds “ but without any continuous boundaries” (vid. Keil's 
commentary on Joshua p. 419, translation Clark’s For. Theol. 
Lib.). Again, how different was this distribution of Simeon from 
that of Levi! So different, that a later writer could not possibly 
have employed the same words to describe them both. 

To the tribe of Zebulon there is promised a dwelling-place on 
the sea-shore and near to the Phoenician city of Sidon. Here 
certainly there is something, which offers apparently no little 
support to the views of our opponents, and if all the blessings 
referred to the future in the same manner, there would be some 

ground for the notion of a vadiciniunt post eventum. But if the 
minuteness and precision, with which the blessings are here 
described, appear to furnish an argument to our opponents, they 
are immediately deprived of it by the want of congruity between 
the prophecy and its fulfilment. ‘If the prophecy of Jacob 
had been written post eventum, there would certainly have been 
greater geographical accuracy, and the description of the boun- 
dary towards Sidon would have belonged to Asher (Josh. xix. 
23) rather than to Zebulon” (Baumgarten). So far as it is 
possible to determine the boundaries of the tribe of Zebulon 
from the book of Joshua (chap. xix. 10—16), they did not touch 
the sea at all (Jredl’s commentary on Joshua p. 422 sqq., Mar- 
tin’s translation). If, then, the blessing pronounced on Zebulon 
cannot have been a description taken from existing circum- 
stances, since if is only partially in harmony with the cireuni-
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stances of Joshua's days, there must certainly have been some- 
thing in Zebulon himself, the founder of the tribe, which led 
Jacob to place him by the sea, and which furnished a substratum 
and a starting point for the prophecy. ‘The fact, that we do not 
know what the reason was, 1s no argument against its existence. 

Issachar is represented as a strong but lazy nomad, who enjoys 
the fruits of peace in his fertile and genial inheritance in a state 
of careless repose, and who puts up with many an inconvenience 
rather than disturb his comfortable rest by a firm and warlike 
hearmg. But from what we know of the condition of this tribe in 
the period of the Judges, the prophecy is by no means so com- 
pletely in harmony with it, as we should expect it to be if taken 
from the facts; for it was “just this tribe of Issachar, together 
with that of Zebulon, which acquired such renown for heroic 
bravery (Judg. v. 14, 15, 18), whereas Reuben, Dan, and Asher 
remained inactive.” If the author lived, as is supposed, at a later 
age, he must have been aware of this, and it is pure imagination 
to say that this heroic courage gave place to cowardice in the 
second half of the period of the Judges. But the agreement 
between the blessing and its fulfilment is to be found, not in 
any single outward event, occurring at a particular period of 
time, but in the general characteristics of the history of the 
tribe. And here, as in all the other sections, the whole of the 
history of the tribe subsequently to the conquest of the land is 
compressed into one single field of view. 

With reference to the prediction concerning Dan, Ewald says 
(p. 81): “ This clearly points to the times of Samson and to his 
administration of the office of judge; for then the small tribe of 
Dan could take its place by the side of any other tribe, however 
great it might be, possessing as it did in Samson a judge and 
leader, of whom it could be proud, whose success for a time at least 
was great, and under whom, though small and oppressed, it boldly 
resisted the pride of the Philistines, as a snake craftily conquers 
a powerful rider. And the greater the certainty that this atti- 
tude of the tribe under Samson was transient and without impor- 
tant results, the stronger is the evidence that such a description 
must have been written during Samson’s brief and successful 
career.’ The argument is plausible enough, but it is nothing 
more. [For the miserable and despicable state of Judah in 
the time of Samron, the cowardice and want of common-sense
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which were manifested by it at that period (Judg. xv. 9 sqq.), 
when contrasted with the proud picture of the hion-hke courage, 
the conquest, the leadership, and the supremacy of Judah, as 
set forth in this blessing, are totally irreconcileable with Ewald's 
opinions. Moreover, his views with regard to Dan and Samson 
are founded upon a misapprehension of the trne characteristics 
of the oftice of judge, which Samson filled. For even though 
all the miraculous and wonderful accounts of Samson's deeds 
were really myths, as Lwvald says, yet so much would certainly 
be left as a historical residuum, that Samson was distinguished 
from all the previous judges, by the fact that throngh his own 
fault he was isolated, not only from the general body of the 
tribes, but even from his own, that he was left to fight alone on 
account of the torn and heartless state of the times, and there- 
fore, that the most gigantic exertions and the most striking 
success om his part were uearly if not totally barren of perma- 
nent results. We can hardly imagine a contemporary ascrib- 
mg so unreservedly to the whole tribe, what was not merely 
achieved by a single member of that tribe, but by one who was 
left alone and forsaken by all the rest. Still, it cannot but 
appear strange that just this and no other tribe should be 
sclected for the office of judge, and that it should be done in 
such a manner (for how came the patriarch to be so specific in 
this instance ?); and this fact would furnish an almost unan- 
swerable argument in favour of Lwald’s views, were it not that 
the name of the tribe affords a sufficient explanation of so strik- 
ing a phenomenon. Whoerever it is possible, the blessings are 

founded upon an explanation of the name, and the favourite 
motto of the patriarchal age “ nomen habet omen” was a sufti- 
cient starting-point for Jacob’s prediction that Dan, the judge, 
should judge his people. 

There is nothing special and concrete in the blessing of Gad, 
a triple play upon the name is all that we find in the prophecy 
concerning this tribe. Asher is promised a rich and fertile ter- 
ritory in such general terms, that there is no indication of a 
vaticinium post eventum. ‘The blessing on Naphtali aud that 

on Benjamin have none of the characteristic marks, which we 
should look for in a descnption drawn from existing events. And 
the fact that the tribe of Joseph is only referred to in its united 
form, that no particular reference is made to the powerful tribe
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of Ephraim, and that nothing is said about the geographical 
separation of Manasseli, which might have been described as 
‘divided in Jacob” with even greater justice than that of 
Simeon, can hardly be reconciled with the assumption of a 
vaticinium post eventum. 

The views of our opponents are not merely at variance with 
the individual blessings, buf also with the introductory clause, 
supposing, that is, that the words “‘in the last days” are to be 
taken as descriptive of the final era, the time of consummation, 
as we showed above that they necessarily must be. For a con- 
temporary of Samson, or Samuel, or David would not have been 
very likely to speak of his age as the time of perfection, when 
there were still so many perceptible wants and deficiencies, and 
so many germs and unfinished beginnings. 

There is a decisive proof of the pre-Mosaic origin of the 
blessing in the address to Levi. V. Bohlen is perfectly right 
when he maintains (p. 453) that Levi cannot have been a priestly 
tribe at the time when this song was composed; but he jumps 
to a wrong conclusion when he infers from this that the tribe of 
Levi cannot have obtained exclusive possession of the priest- 
hood till after the time of Moses; for if there is one thing con- 
nected with the early history of Israel, which is indisputably 
established, it is the fact that the priesthood was conferred 
upon the Levites by Moses himself (uch p. 557). But this 
address does not contain one syllable about the priesthood, nor is 
there the slightest hint, or reference, from which it could be in- 
ferred that the author knew that it had been bestowed upon 
Levi. uch further adds, it is true, that ‘“ the scattering im 
Israel, to which our author refers, proceeded from Levi's priestly 
vocation.” But this is evidently etsegesis, not exegesis ; the scat- 
tering, “to which our author refers,” is merely the consequence 
of the curse, which is here pronounced upon Levi; it is a fit 
punishment for that perverse union for perverse ends, in which 
he had sinfully taken part. This curse was changed into a 
blessing when the sinful combination and ungodly zeal_for which 
the patriarch had merited dispersion as a curse were cancelled 
by the proper association and godly zeal, for which the tribe of 
Levi merited dispersion as a blessing and a favour (EX. xxxil. 
27—29). Theoutward form remained the same, but the reason 
of it, and therefore its real nature. were entirely changed. If
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the author had already known the tribe of Levi as a priestly 
tribe, he could not, with his religious, Israelitish mind, have 

passed over the priesthood in silence, when it must have appcear- 
ed to him as the essence and guiding star of the whole constitu- 
tion. He could not possibly have described the dispersion as a 
curse, when that dispersion was known to result from the priest- 
hood, for by doing this he would pronounce the priesthood a 
curse likewise. The force of this argument Z'uch endeavours 
to evade by remarking that “we find ourselves in the midst of 
circumstances, in which the national sanctuary united the people 
with but a slender bond, when the Levites wandered almost 
houseless through the land, and acted as priests for any one who 
would pay them (Judg. xvii. 7—12, xviii. 4,19 seq. cf. ver. 30), 
and when the descendants of Aaron drew upon themselves the con- 
tempt and indignation of the people by their bchavour at the taber- 
nacle (1 Sam. ii, 12—17).” But how unhistorical it is to take the 
case of a single vagrant belonging to the tribe of Levi (for all the 
passages quoted from the book of Judges refer to the saime indi- 
vidnal) and to infer from this that the whole tribe consisted of 
such vagrants; and how unwarrantable to take the example of a 
single pair of boys belonging to the priestly family, who were 
spoiled by their father, and who drew upon themselves the in- 
dignation of the people on account of their crimes and acts of 
violence, and to conclude from this, that the whole tribe to 
which they belonged, was equally corrupt, and therefore equally 
despised. The priestly tribe may possibly have lost: their rank, 
their influence, their incomes, cte., during the confusion which 
prevailed in the period of the Judges, partly on account of the 
circumstances of the times, and partly by their own fault. But 
In any case, they had not done so to anything like the extent 
which Zuch supposes. And a theocratic man, so truly religions 
and thoroughly patriotic, as the author of this song undoubtedly 
was, could not possibly at this, or any other time, have regarded 
it as an unmitigated curse to belong to the priesthood of Israel. 
In fact, the history of that vagrant Levite in the book of Judges 
shows how Inghly even this worthless man was esteemed on 
account of his connexion with the priestly tribe. Micah ‘kept 
him ‘as one of his sons” (Judg. xvi. 11), and the Danites, who 
were wandering northwards, considered it so great an advantage 
to have him with them, that, when he refused to go of his own
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accord, they employed force rather than go without him. If 
therefore these two things are firmly established, (1) That Levi 
was not a priestly tribe when the sentence on Levi was written, 
and (2) That the priesthood was conferred upon the tribe as early 
as the time of Moses, the prae-Mosaic origin of the blessing is 
certain, and in that case we have approached so nearly to the 
date assigned it in the present passage, that no one who admits 
these two premises will hesitate to adopt the conclusion that it 
really belongs to Jacob, by whom it is expressly said to have 
been composed. 

It is equally impossible to point out any other period between 
Joshua and David in which this blessing can have been com- 
posed ; and within those limits the assumption of a vaticinium 
post eventum must necessarily be confined. For, whether we 
assume with Yuck (in order that the blessing on Levi may 
appear fulfilled, in however partial or distorted a form), that it 
was written in the time of Samuel, or with Zwald (on account 
of the blessing on Dan), that it belongs to that of Samson, the 
blessing on Judah, which was certainly written at the same time, 
is perfectly irreconcileable with cither hypothesis. For how 
does the glory, which the author heaps in such splendid colours 
and high-flown expressions upon Judah’s head, correspond to the 
miserable, cowardly, and senseless conduct of the tribe of Judah 
in the time of Samson (Judges xv. 9 sqq.), or to the thorough 
insignificance of that tribe in the life-time of Samuel ? During 
the whole of Samuel's career, and even up to the time of David's 
independent appearance, this tribe is scarcely ever incidentally 
referred to (1 Sam. xi. 8, xv. 4). And even in the passage in 
which it appears, its comparative insignificance is very apparent. 
In the war against the Ammonites, described in 1 Sam. xi., out 
of 300,0U0 Israelites only 30,000 belonged to Judah ; and in the 
army which Saul led against the Amalekites, out of 200,000 
infantry only 10,000 were of the tribe of Judah (1 Sam. xv. 4). 
How do the boasted princely rank of Judah, and the imperish- 
able supremacy and rule, attributed to him in this blessing, 
square with the fact that 1t was not till the time of David, and 
only by his instrumentality, that this princely rank was attained ? 
Are we to suppose that the mere outward precedence im the 
camp and in the order of march through the desert can really 
have been regarded by the author as fully answering to the
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supremacy which he so highly extols, and exhaustive of the 
description in all its fulness? But apart from the sentence 
pronounced on Judah, and looking more at the blessing as a 
whole, is it conceivable that a discourse, which is so full of exul- 
tation at the prosperous condition of the tribes, which cannot 
find words or figures adequate to give expression to the abun- 
dance of blessings and power, to the conquest and peace secured 
by almost every tribe, can possibly have been written in the 
latter halt of the period of the Judges, and composed with the 
intention of describing both the circumstances existing at the 
time and those belonging to the immediate past ? No truly, the 
torn, and mournful, and down-trodden period of the Judges, of 
which our opponents generally draw a darker picture than we 
can admit to be correct,—that period, in which Israel was again 
and again oppressed and enslaved by the Gentiles, whilst re- 
proach after reproach was heaped upon the people of God on 
account of their frequent apostasy, cannot possibly have been 
the time at which so exalted a description of the condition of 
Israel as our blessing contains was written down in the form of 
a prophecy, supposed to have been fulfilled in the age in which 
it was composed. 

Perhaps, however, all that is necessary to avoid these insuper- 
able difficulties is to fix a somewhat later date for the composi- 
tion, the time of David or Solomon, for example, as is done by 
Heinrichs. The blessing on Judah would then remain in full 
force, and all its gorgeous pictures be realised in Dayid’s splendid 
victories and the pomp or maguificence of Solomon’s peaccful 
reign. But cneidié in Scyllam, qua vulé vitare Charybdin. As 
the blessing on Judah overthrew the former hypothesis, so now 
does the sentence on Levi rise up with fatal testimony. Tor 
from the time of David the priestly tribe was in possession of 
the highest rank and the greatest favour, and therefore with 
this assumption there vanishes the opportumity, so warmly con- 
tended for, and firmly defended, of bringing the curse pronounced 
on Levi into apparent harmony with the pretended date of com- 
position. 

If, then, the tone of exultation pervading the whole blessing, 

and the blessing pronounced on Judah especially, preclude us 
from tracing the origin of the song to the period of the Judges, 

whilst on the other hand the senfence on Levi hinders us from
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assigning it to the times of David and Solomon, and if it is only 
within these limits that it can be supposed to have arisen as a 
vaticinium post eventum, then such a supposition falls at once 
to the ground as inadmissible and worthless, and we are brought 
back to the conclusion that the blessing owes its origin to the 
prae-Mosaic age, and that there is nothing to hinder any one 
from admitting its authenticity and its claim to the character of 
a genuine prophecy, except the rationalistic placet; “there are 
no real prophecies at all.” 

Other objections to the authenticity of the blessing, such as 
that ‘so sublime, imaginative, and lively a style of poetry could 
not be expected from an old man at the point of death,” or that 
‘it is impossible to conceive how such a blessing pronounced by 
Jacob can have been handed down word for word to the time of 
the anthor or compiler of the Pentateuch,” with more of the 
same description, no longer merit any notice, and Hengstenberg, 
in our opinion, has paid them too much honour by his reply. 
Havernick has founded an argument in favour of its prae-Mosaic 
origin upon the peculiar character of the poetry itself (Introd. 
to Pentateuch, p. 228. Clark’s For. Theol. Lib.). 

REPLY TO HENGSTENBERG'S OBJECTIONS TO THE FOREGOING 

REMARKS, 

Since the above was written, the passage before us has been 

most elaborately expounded by Hengstenberg in the second edi- 

tion of his Christology (i. 47—90 translation), and as my mode 

of treating the subject is keenly criticized and warmly opposed, 

I am induced to add the following supplementary remarks. 

Hengstenberg’s work has made me more than ever convinced of 

the correctness of my views, and the fallacy of those advocated 

by him; and his retractions, so far from improving his theory, 

have rather tended to deteriorate it. But the author has written 

in so confident a tone, made his assertions with such unbend- 

ing determination, and heaped up such an overwhelming abun- 

dance of supposed proofs, that any reader who does not examine 

his arguments with the most critical care, is likely to be dazzled
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and carried away by them. I will begin with the objections 

brought against me by Hengstenberg from the most general 

points of view. 

(1). P. 69. “The most superficial objections have been con- 
sidered sufficient by Hofmann, Kurtz, and others, to induce 
them to disregard the consensus of the whole Christian Church. 
We cannot, indeed, but be astonished at this.” I leave the 
reader to judge whether my reasons are superficial or not. J do 
not think them superficial. But I am more concerned about the 
charge that I have set at nought the common consent of the 
whole Christian Church. I attach as much importance to the 
assurance that I am supported by the common consent of the 
whole Christian Church, even in matters of exegesis, as my 
honoured opponent, perhaps rather more, and I believe that my 
writings will bear comparison in this respect with those of 
Hengstenberg. Take, for example, his subtle and trifling re- 
marks on the signs and wonders in Egypt, especially on the last 
plague. In this and many other instances, on grounds to which 
I will not apply the appropriate epithet, he has disregarded not 
only the consensus of the whole Christian Church, but that of 
all sound grammatical and historical interpretation, at which I 
was not the only one or the first to feel astonishment. No one 
indeed will deny, and least of all Hengstenberg himself, that 
even a christian-minded commentator may and must deviate in 
many cases from the traditional exegesis. The consensus of the 
whole Christian Church has understood Ps. xxii. 16 to refer toa 
piercing of the hands and the feet ; but Hengstenberg in his later 
writings has disregarded this consensus. Many persons, who 
have thus felt themselves deprived of one of the most cherished, 
most important, and most convincing predictions of the sufferings 
of Christ, have probably been as much surprised at this, as 
Hengstenberg himself at my interpretation of Gen xlix. 10. 
And yet he is undoubtedly in the night. 

But let us look more closcly at the common consent of the 
Christian Church in reference to Gen xlix. 10. It is true, the 
early Christian Church without exception referred this passage 
to a personal Messiah, and so did the ancient synagogue, but on 
the ground of a decidedly false rendering of the word in question, 
and one which Hengstenberg is no less confident in pronouncing



64 JACOB. 

false than I am, viz., the rendering given by the Septuagint and 
Vulgate. It is absurd for a man to boast of the consensus of 
the Church, when he has pronounced the basis on which it rests 
erroneous, in other words has declared the consensus itself to be 
without foundation. 

(2). Hengstenberg constantly speaks of my views as non-Mes- 
sianic, reckons me without reserve as one of the opponents of the 
Messianic interpretation, and therefore places me in the same 
category with the rationalistic commentators T'uch, Gesenius, 
and Knobel. This is very unjust. J have opposed the opinion 
that the passage refers to a personal Messiah, but I have ex- 
pressly and most firmly defended its Messianic character and 
importance. Hengstenberg himself is of opinion that the pro- 
phecies concerning the seed of the woman (Gen. iii. 15) and the 
seed of Abraham (Gen. xii. 3) do not refer toa personal indi- 
vidual Messiah, and yet he calls them Messianic! 

(3). At p. 71 Hengstenberg says, ‘* a suspicion with reference 
to the non-Messianic (he means the non-personal) interpreta- 
tions is naturally suggested by their varicty and multiplicity, 
as well as by the fact that the opponents of the Messianic ex- 
planation never agree among themselves, but that on the contrary 
one of their interpretations is invariably overthrown by another. 
Such is, in every case, a sure indication of error.” This is ex- 
cellent. Hengstenberg himself has already disposed of two 
Messianic interpretations; Sack propounds a third, and others 
have been given by different commentators. If the variety be 
‘an every case” a sure indication of error, it must be so here. 
On which side again has there been the greatest diversity, or the 
most frequent change of opinion ? The non-personal interpre- 
tations are three in number, (1) till rest comes, (2) till he (or 
one) comes to rest or to the place of rest, (3) till he (or one) comes 
to Shiloh. Of the personal interpretations there are four. (1), 
Ews dv 2XOn Ta arroxeieva avTe@ or éws av €On & azroxertac ; (2), 
Donec veniat qui mittendus est; (3), Donec veniat filius ejus ; 
(4), Till the hero (alias: rest, 7.e., the bringer of rest, alias: the 
man of rest) comes. It is to be observed here, however, that the 
division of the expositors into two classes, those who refer the 
passage to a personal Messiah and the non-Messianic, is a very 
wrong one, even from an exegetical point of view. The princi- 
pal exegetical difference relates to the question whether ShiloA
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is the subject or the object. And here there are five different 
explanations on Hengstenberg’s side, and only évo on ours (and 
these two, as we shall presently show, are, exegetically consi- 
dered, one and the same). Thus Hengstenberg has pronounced 
sentence on his own interpretation. Nevertheless ewe are mag- 
nanimous enough to cancel it for the present as undeserved. 

(4). P. 71. “It is possible in every case 1o trace out some 
interest, apart from the merits of the question, which has led to 
the objections against the Messianic interpretation. 
Hofmann and his followers do not in the least conceal the fact 
that they are guided by the principle of a concatenation of pro- 
phecy with history.”"—-How far the latter is correct, at least in 

my case, we will enquire by aud by. For the present I shall 
simply say, that it is untrue that I have any interest apart from 
the merits of the question. 

(5). At p. 67, Hengstenberg says: ‘ The entire relation of 
the Pentateuch to the sacred literature of later times, and the 
circumstance that the former constituted the foundation of the 
latter, and contained, in the germ, all that was afterwards more 

fully developed, entitle us to expect to find some expression of 
the Messianic idea in the books of Moses. The more prominent 
the place occupied in the later books by the announcement of a 
personal Messiah, the more difficult will it be to one who has 
acquired correct fundamental views regarding the Pentateuch, to 
conceive that this announcement should be wanting in it—espe- 
cially the announcement of the Messiah in his kingly office. 
, But there cannot be any doubt, that the promise of 
a personal Messiah in his kingly office, if it be found in the Old 
Testament at all, mst exist in the passage which we are now 
considering.” Thatis to say, the Pentateuch prepares the ground 
in every direction, therefore the Messianic idea must have taken 
root in it, and everything that we find subsequently expanded, 
must have existed here in the germ. Who is there that will 
dispute this, if he believe in the history of the plan of salvation 
at all? But imperceptibly the Messianic idea is exchanged for 
“the announcement of the Messiah in his kingly office,” the 
germ, that is, for the full grown tree. We, too, are of opinion 
that the foundation of the Messianic idea must be laid in the 
Pentateuch, but we do not consider that we are justified in main- 
taining a priort that it must have existed in the Pentateuch in 

VOL. IT. E
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this or that expanded form. Hengstenberg decides that, since 
the Messianic idea appears in subsequent books as an announce- 
ment of a personal kingly Messiah, it must be found in the Pen- 
tateuch, not merely in the germ, but in its fully developed form. 
But what are we to say, then, of the announcement of a suffering 
Messiah, which also appears in the later books? According to 
Hengstenberg’s Hermeneutics, this also must be found in the Pen- 
tateuch. Let him point us, then, to such a prophecy in the books 
of Moses. No doubt the antecedents are already there, the soil 
is prepared in which this idea shall strike its roots, namely in 
the institution of sacrifice, but the application of the idea of 
sacrifice, and its expansion into the concrete announcement of a 
personal suffering Messiah belong to a later age. 

We do maintain, however (not a priori as Hengstenberg does, 
but a posteriort), that the idea of a personal Messiah is to be 
found in the Pentateuch. But in spite of Hengstenberg’s decision 
that it exists in Gen. xlix. 10, and nowhere else, we take the 
liberty of looking for it, not there but in Num. xxiv. 17 (see 
vol. iii., § 57. 1), and Deut. xviii. 18 (see vol. iii., § 60. 3). 

(6.) In commenting upon the remark made by me, to the 
effect that the historical conditions and preparations requisite to 
the development of the Messianic idea did not exist in the time 
of Jacob, but that they are to be found first of all in the time of 
Moses, and afterwards in a more perfect form in that of David, 
Hengstenberg writes with the greatest indignation (p. 70): “ Do 
you mean to teach God wisdom ? we might ask, in answer to such 
argumentation. To chain prophecy to history, in such a manner 
as this, is in reality nothing short of destroying it. How much 
soever people may choose to varnish it, this is but another form 
of naturalism, against the influence of which no one is secure ; 

for it is in the atmosphere of our day. Men who occupy so nar- 
rowminded and trifling a ground of argument as this, who would 
rather shape history, than heartily surrender themselves to it, 
and find out, meditate upon, and follow the footsteps of God in 
it, will be compelled to erase the promise in Gen. xii. 3: ‘In 
thee shall all the families of the earth be blessed,’ yea, even the 
words, ‘ I will make of thee a great nation,’ with which the pro- 
mise begins—for that also violates the natural order.” 

I admire the zeal which is apparent in these words, for it 1s 
zeal in a holy cause, though it arises from prejudice, misunder-
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standing,and error. But before I proceed to prove this, I will point 
out to what extent there are errors in my own line of argument. 
First, I have done wrong in putting the |:istorieal proofs of my 
opinion before the exegetical, for by so doing I have undoubtedly 
made it appear that I regarded the former as the more impor- 
tant, though I guarded against such a mistake by the most 
explicit declarations. Exegesis ought to do its work, free and 
unconstrained, without the fetters either of tradition or of its 

own system; the results of the exegesis should then be linked 
on to the system, and the latter should be shaped, completed, 

or rectified according to the former. In the present instance, 
the results of exegesis, at which I have arrived with the greatest 
care and conscientiousness, are completely in harmony with the 
historical data and the expectations founded upon them. Hence 
my error was merely one of form. I have only to put the ex- 
egetical enquiry before the historical, and everything will be in 
order. Then again, I have to confess that my historical re- 
searches have perhaps been conducted in a more confident tone, 
than human speculations in general ought to assume, and 
that this may appear to have been peculiarly unjustifiable in the 
present case, as no exegetical foundation had yet been laid. 
But even this is a mere error of form, and I have only to alter 
the expressions, not the matter. 

Let us look, however, at the charge of naturalism. Even if 

I looked upon the history of Israc]l as purely natural, a purely 
human development, a concatenation of history and prophecy, 
regarding these as props and conditions, the one of the other, I 
ought not to be regarded as the precursor of naturalism. Would 

it, for example, be naturalism, if I were to maintain that the 
point of time at which God became incarnate in Christ was 
affected by the natural development of heathenism, that God 
performed this, the greatest miracle in the history of the world, 
just at the time when all the conditions requisite for the chcer- 
ful acceptance of salvation on the part of the heathen, and all 
that could promote the diffusion of the gospel through the 
earth, were to be found in the politica] and social state of the 
Gentile world ? 

But I can see in the history of Israel, in which, with which, 
and about which prophecy is occupied, not merely a natural. 
human development, but on the contrary a product of nature 

BE? 
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and grace, of human freedom and the sovereignty of God. If,then, 
I look at divine prophecy in its relation to the history of Israel, 
that is, to a history which was the result of the most special 
guidance and constant active interference on the part of God, 
how can this be condemned as a naturalistic degradation of 
prophecy ? Do not the traces of God’s mercy and wisdom in 
the history of salvation come first and most clearly to light, do 
they not appear in their most wonderful and attractive form, 
when we see how divine prophecy was introduced as a living and 
organic part of history, and on the other hand how the course of 
history was so directed by God, and his operations therein were 
of such a kind, as to be constantly opening the way and preparing 
a place for new and more glorious forms of prophecy? I fall in 
the dust and worship when I thus discover how the living God 
Was ever moving in history and prophecy, how the mercy and 
wisdom of God, through his adorable condescension, adapted 
themselves in both of these to existing wants and circumstances. 
Is this naturalism? Is this shaping history and destroying 
prophecy ? To my mind, prophecy first acquires its full value, 
when I can sce what God has done in history to prepare a fitting 
place for prophecy. The incarration of God in the fulness of 
time loses nothing of its adorable worth, but rather gains the 
more, from the fact that it required a historical preparation of 
4000 years. 

For my own part I am conscious of having “ heartily surren- 
dered myself to history,’ and of having “ meditated upon and 
followed the footsteps of God therein.” I havé doubtless done 
so in great weakness and with much liability to error, and shall 
therefore be always delighted to learn not merely of Hofmann, 
but of Hengstenberg also. ‘There may be many an error in the 
work I have written ; but no one can charge me with want of 
hearty devotion or thoughtful research. Again, there is as much 
injustice as bitterness in the accusation brought against me, of 
giving way to the desire to teach God wisdom. Might I not, 
with equal justice, or rather injustice, bring the same charge 
against Hengstenberg, for saying at p. 67, that God must have 
caused the announcement of a personal Messiah and of his 
kingly character to be made in the Pentateuch, or for similar 
remarks which might be found in a hundred other passages of 
his writings ? But what shall I say, when Hengstenberg 1s so
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carried away by his zeal as to maintain that, with the vicws 
which I hold on the relation between history and prophecy, I 
shall be compelled to erase the promise in Gen. xii. 3, “ In thee 
shall all the families of the earth be blessed,” as well as the pre- 
diction, ‘I will make of thee a great nation,” since they also 
violate the natural order ? Such arguments as these bear upon 
the face of them convincing proof that the writer cither could 
not, or would not, understand his opponent. 

The charge of naturalism, of destroying prophecy. &c., would 
only be justifiable, if I looked upon prophecy as Ewald does, 
asa natural product of the human mind, and supposed it to 
be attributable to an elevated and enlightened spirit, skilled 
in anticipating the future, as the result of the study of the 
lustory of the past. But Hengstenberg knows, or ought to 
know, that these are not my views. Prophecy, in my opinion, 
1s an objective communication of divine knowledge to man, but 
one that is vitally associated with the circumstances of the age 
in which it is made, which supplies its wants and enters as an 
organic element into the general course of affairs. The depen- 
dence of prophecy upon history, as I understand it, is no other 
than this, that God does not scatter the seeds of prophecy, until 
by his guidance of history, he has brought the soil to such a 
state, that as soon as those secds are scattered, they will strike 
their roots and bring forth fruit. The sceds of prophecy do not 
resemble the grains of wheat, which the Egyptians placed in the 
hands of their mummies, to lie there perhaps for thousands of 
years, before they fell into a genial soil, where they could unfold 
the blessing that was in them. They bear a far greater resem- 
blance to the sowing of the husbandman, who scatters every 
kind of seed at the proper season, and either seeks a fitting soil, 
or makes it so by cultivation. 

Hengstenberg has \eft the field of scientific discussion, and 
made a very cutting appeal to my conscience. IT am far from 
denying that any one has a right to do this. But before bring- 
ing against another charges so sweeping as those of naturalism, of 
shaping history, destroying prophecy, and sacrilegiously wishing 
to teach God wisdom, charges which, as Hengstenberg might 
well have known, would go to my heart like a two-edged 
sword, it is a duty to weigh the terms employed with greater 
care than Hengstenberg, in his excessive zeal, appears to have
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exercised. I desire no mercy, even from Hengstenberg, but I 
desire justice and truth, and these I do not meet with. Nor can 
I avoid acknowledging that I look upon Hengstenbery as having 
even Icss right than others to speak upon such subjects in a way 
like this, for, were he measured by his own standard, he would 
hardly escape the same, or rather, I believe, far greater con- 
demnation. J shall not call it naturalism that we find him -so 
often depriving miracles of their miraculous character, nor shall 
I say that he is a destroyer of prophecy, though so frequently he 
dissipates the concrete substance of a prophecy into shadowy 
ideas. I will not speak of him as shaping history, when he ex- 
plains away everything in it that displeases him, nor will I charge 
him with wishing to be wiser than God, when he so completely 
sets at nought all the laws of exegesis, in his interpretation of 
the miracles wrought by God for Isracl, as to bring out exactly 
what he would have done if he had been in the place of God.! 
As I have said I nezther will nor can bring such severe and 
unjust charges against him; but I say with confidence and with- 
out reserve, that if Hengstenberg were measured by the same 
standard by which he has measured me, there are none of these 
charges which he would be able to rebut or evade. 

(7). Hengstenberg had formerly translated the passage under 
review : “till rest, ¢.e. the bringer of rest, shall come,” and had 
endeavoured to prove from such examples as now, WD, Ww} 
that q4ey» might be an abstract noun. But it is very clear that 
this explanation is not a true one, even apart from the context, 
the structure, and the parallelism of the verse. It might indeed 
be possible to defend the use of an abstract for a concrete noun ; 
but as sb does not mean to bring rest, but fo enjoy rest, 
=j4s1> (Shiloh) cannot indicate one who brings rest, but one who 
enjoys it, and this 1s a predicate which can hardly be applied to 
the Messiah, who came not to enjoy rest himself, but to impart 
it to others (Gen. xii. 3). Hengstenberg has, therefore, done 
right in dropping this explanation, but he has done wrong in 
substituting for it one which is even weaker and more untenable. 
He now interprets Shiloh as a personal appellative, or (what he 
appears to regard as the same thing) a proper name, and trans- 
lates it man of rest. He has been led to make this modification, 

1 See my treatise on Jephthah’s Sacrifice in the luther. Zeitschrift, 1853.
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partly by the diseovery that such forms as >ySyyj = now cannot 

possibly be abstract nouns, and partly by the faet that in every 
other passage, Shiloh is the proper name of the town in which 
the tabernacle was first set up after the eonquest of the Holy 
Land. “An interpretation,” he says at p. 74, ‘ whieh dissevers 
the connexion betwixt Shiloh and Shiloh, betwixt Shiloh and 
Solomon, betwixt Shiloh and the Prinee of Peaec, betwixt Shiloh 
and him ‘ whose right it is,” must for that very reason be 
self-condemned.” But this town of Shiloh is just the Achilles’ 
heel in Hengstenberg’s explanation of the passage as referring to 
a personal Messiah, and, to say the least, it is not a prudent 
thing to run, with the hecl exposed, upon the adversary’s sword. 
If onee we decide that the passage alludes to the town of Shiloh, 
then all reference to a personal Messiah is hopelessly gone ; for 
we shall have no other resource open to us than to say that the 
word Shiloh is the object of the passage, indicating the point at 
which they were to arrive. But how unsuitable does the con- 
jeeture, expressed by Baumgarten and myself, that the town of 
Shiloh owes its name to this propheey, appear in LZengstenberg's 
mouth! For such a thought is just as much at variance with 
his interpretation, as it is in harmony with ours, Shiloh, he 
says, Is a proper name, the name of the Messiah, and its appel- 
lative signifieation is man of rest. Then, Joshua named the 
town where he first ereeted the tabernacle ‘ man of vest,” because 
Jacob had called the personal Messiah the man of rest! What 
an absurd idea! For what had the town of Shiloh to do with 
the personal Messiah, the future king of Isracl? What a ridi- 
culous name for a town: man of rest! Can we eonecive of the 
Jews returning from the Babylonian captivity and calling Jcru- 
salem “ Afessiah,” in eommenoration of the rebuilding of the 
temple? !! If not, it is just as inconceivable that Joshua should 
have given the name of Shiloh to the town where he ereeted the 
tabernaele, if Shiloh was then an appellative noun, or, as Heng- 
stenberg says, a proper name of the personal Jfessicah. 

Hengstenberg’s new interpretation has thus left all the weak 
poiuts of his former explanation unaltered (we shall discuss them 
presently), and has merely added fresh impossibilities. He has 
even retained the weak point already referred to, viz. the deriva- 
tion of soy from aby, which means salvus, securus fuit, 

marime deco gut prospera fortuna secure utitur (Gesenius
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thes.), and the inference that Shiloh can only mean a man of 
rest, in the sense of one who enjoys rest, not of a man who brings 
rest and peace. 

(8). The first and most essential question to be asked in con- 
nexion with the interpretation of this passage, the question, in 
fact, upon which everything else depends, is not whether the 
passage speaks of a personal Messiah or no, but whether qbyyyy 
is to be translated as the subject (“ till Shiloh come”), or as an 
object (“till he come to Shiloh”). ‘To the latter rendering, 
which I gave in my first edition in the abstract form (‘till he 
comes to rest”), but in the present edition in the concrete shape 
(‘till he arrives at the place of rest,” z.e. at the place where rest 
shall be made apparent), Hengstenberg offers the following 
objections: (1) SAzloh, from its very form, cannot be an ab- 
stract or appellative noun, but must necessarily be either a con- 
crete adjective or a proper name, and (2) if Shiloh were either 
of the two former, the object, to which they were to come, would 
necessarily have been introduced with a preposition. 

I do not consider the comparison of abv yy with pyb yyy, sy, 
wy, wiry absolutely inadmissible, although Hengstenberg 

has adopted Luch's arguments against such a comparison. Nor 
can I adopt the opinion of Delztesch, that where there are 
already so many synonymes for the one word rest (oidys, TITAN: 

vou}, mou), it would be impossible that the form = byy3 should 

have the same meaning. Does the fact that there are four words 
in a language with the same meaning, rest, establish the impos- 
sibility of our meeting with a fifth? Still I see no objection on 
the other hand to the derivation of Shzloh from an original form 
you, which is advocated by Hengstenberg and Tuch. The 

T tonce of such a form is rendered very probable by the nomen 
gentile »y ‘boy’, which we meet with in 1 Kings xi. 29, xii. 15. 

But so much may be admitted without our being, therefore, un- 
able to interpret a4 y> as an abstract noun. Hvwald, at least, 
informs us, that adjectives and abstract nouns are formed by the 
terminations an and on (Lehrbuch § 163 b.). The adjective 
signification he regards as the primary one, and states that at 
present there js no distinction in the terminations, but that it is 
certain that an was originally the form of the adjective, on that 
of the abstract noun.
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We have already pointed out an instance, in which Hengsten- 
berg has condemned himself whilst attempting to rectify his 
opinion. We have another proof of this in the case before us ; 

but here also we must reverse the sentence as an unjust one. In 
the excess of his zeal, for example, in attempting to overthrow 
our explanation, he has adopted Zuch’s assertion, that “it is 
quite impossible to give the word the signification of an appel- 
lative noun, since it is only in proper names, where the signifi- 
cation of the derivative suffix is of the less consequence, that 
on is shortened into of.” This reasoning suits Z'’wch’s inter- 
pretation very well, for in his opinion Shiloh is the name of 
the well-known town, in this and every other passage of the Old 
Testament, in whichit occurs. But instead of sustaining Heng- 
stenberg’s view, that Shiloh means a man of rest in the passage 
before us, it is directly opposed to it. Is Shiloh, then, simply a 
proper name in this connexion? Is the word Afessiah a proper 
name? Are such terms as the king, the ruler, the conqueror, 
&c., proper names? Undoubtedly these and other similar words 
may all become proper names, but they only become so when they 
are associated with particular individuals. ctor is primarily 
an appellative noun, but it becomes a proper name by becoming 
the name of a person; Shzloh is an appellative noun, but it be- 
comes a proper noun by being used as the name of a town ; so 
with the name Solomon, &c. If Jacob, then, predicted the 
coming of a man of rest, did he mean that “ man of rest” was 
to be his name? Certainly not; he surcly meant that he would 
be a man of rest, and did not intend to say whether that would 
be his name or not. If he had, he would have predicted some- 
thing, which was noé fulfilled, for in Luke ii. 21; we do not read 
that ‘“‘ when eight days were accomplished for the circumcising 
of the child, his name was called Shiloh.” It 1s evident there- 
fore that if the word Shiloh in Gen. xlix. 10 refers to a person 
at all, it must be an appellative noun descriptive of that person, 
and not his proper name, The identification of an adjective 
and a proper name is a sclf-delusion, which in our case, at least, 
has not succeeded in imposing upon others also. 

With regard to the assertion itself, it 1s certainly true that 
only one exception can be found to the rule, that the abbre- 
viation of the ending on into of took place in none but proper 
names. But the fact that there is at least one exception (F723
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= death, hell, in Prov. xxvii. 20), is a proof that the rule is not 
an absolute one. And Hwald has shown that there are other 
analogous instances of the softening down of the final con- 
sonant 2: e.9. TI (Hos. ii. 14) for Ts and maw (Job sli. 

18) for Shirjdn al Kings xxii. 34) and Shirjon (1 Sam. xvii. 
38) ; vid. Lehrbuch § 163 seq. 

What, then, is the meaning of Shiloh? Two things are cer- 
tain, that Shiloh is derived from the root yy), and that Shiloh 
was the name of a fown, Either of these is sufficient to esta- 
blish the appellative signification of the word, from which un- 
doubtedly the name of the town originally sprang. And from 
these two data, even apart from the laws which regulated the 
formation of the language, we may argue conclusively that the 
original notion expressed by the word is either rest in the ab- 
stract, or, what I decidedly prefer, the place of rest, .e., the 
place in which one rests, or where rest is first enjoyed. But we 
must defer the consideration of the question, whether, in the 
passage before us, Shiloh is the proper name of the well-known 
town, or still retains the appellative signification which was kept 
in view when the town was named. 

(9). It is not necessary to offer proofs that the verb yy i5 
is often followed by an accusative without a preposition, to 
indicate the object arrived at. We find it in various con- 
nexions, both with proper and appellative nouns, e.g., to come 
to Shiloh, to come to Jerusalem, to come to the town, to come 
to the gate, to arrive at wisdom (Prov. ii. 19), to come to the 
sabbath (2 Kings xi. 9, paving yin @e., for the purpose of per- 

forming the priestly duties of that day), to come to the feast 
(Lam. i. 4 -pytyy gyin). But the arguments of our opponents 

assume that the objects can only stand without a preposition 
when it is a concrete, not when it 1s an abstract noun. And if 
the two expressions, ‘‘ to come to the sabbath,” and “ to come to 
the feast,” are not allowed to be cases in point, I must candidly 
confess that I know of no other instance in which yy5 is con- 
nected with an abstracé noun without a preposition, and that in 
every other case we find it with places or persons. Still even if 
we must admit, that the ordinary rules of the language required 
a. preposition with abstract nouns, this would not prove that
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poctry may not have emancipated itself from this law, seeing that 
it always adopts so very different, and so much bolder a style. 

However I do not require this admission. I have already 
stated that I also regard the word Shiloh not as an abstract, but 
as a concrete noun, with the meaning place of rest. But I have 
not yet been able to determine, whether it is to be taken as an 
appellative or a proper noun. Should further investigation esta- 
blish the former, I have no doubt that it will be just as possible 
to do without the preposition in the phrase, “to come to the 
place of rest” as in the other phrases “to come to the town 
(Jer. xxii. 24), or “to the gafe” (Gen. xxiii. 10, 18; Ps. ¢. 4). 

(10). There is nothing in the rules of the language, therefore, 
to prevent our rendering the passage rosy yaya ty: “till 

he come to the place of rest (town of rest).” Shiloh may be the 
object, and there is nothing to prove that it must he the sub- 
ject. This we have already demonstrated, and therefore all 
that we have to do here is to adduee still further evidence, and 
to answer Hengstenberqg’s objections. I said above that the 
parallelism of the verse leads us to consider Shiloh as the object. 
I have probably laid too much stress upon this argument, but I 
must still maintain so muchat least, that in my view the parallelism 
is unmistakeably clear ; and Hengstenberg admits that the paral- 
lelism is ‘‘ somewhat concealed” by his interpretation, inasmuch 
as, instead of (?): ‘till the bringer of peace comes, and he, to 
whom belongs the obedience of the nations”—we have in the 
second member, * and to him belongs the obedience of the 
nations.” 

The context and the train of thought in the blessing on Judah 
speak much more decidedly and, as I think, with absolute proof 
in favour of my interpretation, and in opposition to ZZengsten- 
berg’s. The following reasons may be assigned: (1), We should 
expect the word “ anizl,” to introduce some information as to the 
course of Judah, and what would be the result of his uninter- 
rupted possession of the post of leader ? (2), What could induce 
the patriarch, when describing the blessings that awaited Judah, 
10 look so far away from Judah himself, as to place the climax 
of the blessing in the announcement of a person, who is not said 
to have been connected with Judah in any way whatever ? For 
it is nowhere stated that the person, supposed to be indicated by 
Sluloh, will be the descendant of Judah, nor is this hy any means
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necessarily implied. (3), But even granting that the supposed 
person, Shiloh, can or rather must be regarded as descending 
from Judah, and that the word Shiloh describes the person of 
the Messiah according to his kingly office and his peace-bringing 
rule, then Jacob will have prophesied that Judah should rule 
until the ruler sprang from Judah, 7.e., that Judah should rule 
till Judah ruled. There is no sense in this. (4), If the word 
Shiloh really denoted the Messiah, 7.e., a particular, well-defined 
personality, there would be every reason to expect that the 
article would be prefixed, and that thus the expression would be 
somewhat less general. (5), The first half of the tenth verse 
speaks only of Judah, and according to Hengstenberg another 
subject, viz., Shiloh, is introduced into the second half. Be it 

so; but what are we to make of the next verse (11) which com- 
mences, ‘he binds his colt to the vine,” &c., “‘ he washes his 
garments in milk,” &c.? Who is the he in this case? Judah 
or Shiloh ? According to the laws of exegesis LHengstenberg 
ought to reply, Shiloh. But how docs the description given in 
ver. 11 apply to the Messiah P? This verse is most clearly 
descriptive of Judah’s inheritance in the Holy Land, a province 
rich in wine and milk. Hence Hengstenberg says without 
the least reserve (p. 74): ‘‘ What is here assigned to Judah, 
belongs to him only as a part of the whole, as a fellow-heir of 
the country flowing with milk and honey.” ‘The subject is 
Judah, then, not Shiloh? But what is to be done with the 
“he” in ver. 11, which can only refer to Shiloh? (6), The 
train of thought in the whole of Jacob’s address to Judah (ver. 
8—12) requires that we should render Shiloh as an object, and 
precludes our taking it as the subject of this sentence. How 
beautifully and smoothly does thought link itself to thought with 
our interpretation ! What life there is in the whole section ; and 
how natural is every part! Judah, the praised one, is the con- 
queror of his enemies, the champion of his brethren. By his 
victorious, lion-like power, and his inalienable supremacy, Judah 
passes on from conflict to victory, from war to peace, and the 
nations gladly obey the conqueror. This peaceful and happy 
condition is still farther pictured in vers. 11, 12, by a descrip- 
tion of the abundant blessings to be enjoyed in the land, into 
which Judah enters as the leader of the rest. What man is 
there, with any feeling for the proper order and consecutiveness
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of thought, who will not grant, that with this interpretation the 
connexion and the train of thought are as natural, and free from 
violence, as they are intelligible and casy? And what does 
Hengstenberg say ? “ We further remark, that verses 11 and 
12, which ancient and modern commentators (e.g., Kurtz) have 
attempted to bring into artificial connexion with ver. 10, simply 
finish the picture of Judah’s happiness by a description of the 
luxurious fulness of his rich territory” (p. 74). Indeed! Then 
the connexion, which I have pointed out, 1s avtificzal, and it is suf- 
ficient that IZengstenberg says so without waiting to prove it. 
But when we ask what natural, simple, and unforced connexion he 
suggests instead, we receive for answer, none. Now, undoubtedly, 

a@ connexion which has no existence at all, cannot be called an 

artificial connexion. But if there is any place, in which an 
expositor must necessarily find out the connexion between two 
consecutive sentences, it is just here between ver. 10 and those 
which follow. For as there is no subject named in ver, 11 seq., 
the subject must be sought in the verses immediately preceding, 
and, therefore, there must be a connexion between the two, which 
it is the duty of the expositor to point out. 

This is the exegetical ground on which I have based my view. 
I will not maintain that all these arguments are absolute proofs: 
on the contrary the only ones to which I attribute such force as 
this are Nos. 3, 5, and 6; though I do not regard the others as 
unimportant. Yet all that Hengstenberg has to say in reply to the 
whole of these multifarious arguments is found in the bare and 
unsupported assertion, that I have attempted to bring ver. 11 
into artificial connexion with ver. 10. 

If, now, we further consider the fact, that Shiloh is the 
name of a town, and that a town cannot possibly have been 
named the ‘‘ man of rest” or have been called by the personal 
name of the Messiah, I think I shall have adduced all the exe- 

getical proof that can be required of the impossibility of [eng- 
stenbery’s opinions, whether new or old. 

The word Shiloh occurs forty-one times in the Old Testa- 
ment as the name of a town. What then is more natural than 
to suppose that in the forty-second passage, that is, the passage 
before us, either this town is expressly designated, or there is 
some essential connexion between the Shiloh mentioned here 
and the name of the town? Everything depends upon the ques-
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tion, whether the town was in existence in Jacob’s time, or rather, 
whether it was then called Shiloh. For if so, there would be no 
doubt that Jacob’s prophecy had reference to the town, and we 
should have to adopt the rendering of Z'uch, Delitasch, Diestel, 
and others: tell he come to Shiloh. But if not, then the name 
of the town had some reference to Jacob’s prophecy. Shiloh, 
therefore, will in that case have been used by Jacob as an appel- 
lative noun, meaning the place of rest, and will subsequently 
have become a proper name by being transferred to the town as 
the “ town of rest.” 

I still give a decided preference to the latter explanation. All 
that I have said in opposition to the former appears to me as 
convincing as ever. Morcover, I am now of opinion that I can 
support my view, that the name of the town was changed with 
direct reference to Gen. xlix. 10, by biblical data (for which I 
am indebted to Hengstenberg himself, p. 81). In the first pas- 
sage, in which the word Shiloh occurs as the name of the town, 
viz., Josh. xvi. 6, we find it written Taanath-Shiloh, and shortly 
afterwards it is mentioned in a connexion which points unmis- 
takeably to Gen. xlix. 10. In Josh. xviii. 1, we read that “ the 
whole congregation assembled together at Shiloh, and set up the 
tabernacle of the congregation there, and the land was subdued 
before them.” With this we should compare Josh. xxi. 44: 
“And the Lord gave them rest round about, according to all 
that he sware unto their fathers; and there stood not a man of 
all their enemtes before them,’ &c., and Josh. xxii. 4: “ And now 
the Lord your God hath given vest unto your brethren, as he 
promised them; therefore, now return ye, and get you unto 
your tents,” &c. From these passages we perceive that Israel 
regarded the creciion of the tabernacle at Shiloh as a boundary- 
line in its history, marking the termination of its previous wan- 
derings and homeless condition, and the commencement of its 
quiet and peaceful possession of the land, which was promised 
to the fathers. And they had good reason for so doing, for the 
permanent erection of the tabernacle, the setting up and taking 
down of which had hitherto served as an invariable signal of 
the encampment and the departure of the Israelites during the 
journey through the desert, naturally served as a sign and gua- 
rantee of the termination of their wanderings and the attainment 
of a settled rest. What Jacob had foretold in his blessing to
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the fathers, was now fulfilled (at least in a preliminary form). 
And whilst it was perfectly natural that the blessing of the 
patriarch should be remembered on that oecasion, the passages 
referred to distinctly intimate that it was so remembered. When 
the tabernacle was set up at Shiloh in the plaee of its rest, all 
Israel had also arrived at its resting-place. If the town had 
actually been called Shiloh before, it was not till now that it be- 
came fully and truly what its name indieated, a place of rest. 
To judge from appearance, however, this was zoé its name pre- 
viously, but it was so called for the first time on the occasion 
referred to, in commemoration of the important manner in 

whieh their previous history had been brought to a elose. It 1s 
true that the absence of any referenee to a city of Shiloh in the 
earlier history, is not a proof that no sueh town existed, or that 
it bore some other name, but it gives a certain amount of pro- 
bability to the assumption. More than this, the fact that, when 
the town is first mentioned, we find another name, Z’aanah, hy 
the side of the name Shiloh, and that this name subsequently 
vanished, confirms the eonclusion, to which we were brought by 
the other data mentioned above. There is not the least im- 
probability, therefore, in the opinion, which we have been led 
to form, that the town was formerly called Taanah, but that it 
received the name of Shiloh, after the erection of the tabernacle, 
with espeeial referenee to Jacob's prophecy. 

Hengstenberg agrees with ine in this, exeept that with the 
greatest natveté, he adopts the most incredible notion, that the 
town was named the man of rest or Messiah. But in a note on 
p. 81 (transl.), by the use of the word vzelleiché (perhaps) he sug- 
gests the possibility that the name Taanath-Shiloh, in Josh. xvi. 
G, ‘“ may not be a combination of the earlier and later names, but 
the full form of the original name, of which the latter, Shiloh, 
is only an abbreviation. From the well-aseertained and common 
signification of the word sy 4, we are entitled to translate 
Taanath-Shiloh : the fudurity, or the appearance of Shiloh. 
Shiloh shall come: sueh was the wateliword at that time. The 
word Taanah would then correspond to the sys of the funda- 
mental passage.”—JTengstenberg has certainly acted with great 
prudence, in leaving a backdoor open, when setting up his im- 
possible theory ; only it is unfortunate that it should lead to a 
wt yan. For (1) There is something very beautiful and
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edifying in the assurance that ‘“ ‘Shiloh will come, was the 
watchword of the time ;” but unfortunately this assertion is a 
mere piece of imagination, as there is not the slightest or most 
remote trace of such a watchword in the whole of the book of 
Joshua, The actual watchword is given most clearly and un- 
mistakeably in Josh. xviil. 1, xxi. 44, xxii. 4: “ Jehovah has 
given rest to Israel,” and this watchword was incorporated in the 
new name, that was given to the town. (2). It is just as fatal 
an objection, that the “ well-ascertained and common” significa- 
tion of =y559 does not admit of the explanation: the future, or 
the appearance of Shiloh. yyyygp, in Jer. 1. 24, 1s generally 
admitted to mean sexual connection, coitus. And even if we 
assume that this is merely a derivative meaning, and that the 
primary meaning (the one applicable here), is a meeting, or com- 
bination, it will not be easy to extract from this the idea of the 
“future, or appearance, of the Messiah.” The verb = 9 Is not 
used in the Kal, In the Piel, Pual, and Hithpael it has the 
meaning to light upon, to happen acczdentally, and the notion 
of that which is accidental always appears as essentially con- 
nected with the verb. The meaning of the Kal, from which 
Taanah is derived, is given by both Gesenius (p. 123), and 
Fiirst (Handworterbuch 112), as, ‘“ to be a suitable, convenient, 

proper time ; to meet or fit exactly.’ This does not in any way 
suit the explanation ‘future of the Messiab.” If this be the 
true meaning of the Kal, the proper interpretation of Taanath- 
Shiloh would be not ‘ Shiloh’s future,” but “ Shiloh’s present.” 
The name could only be intended to say: what Shiloh signifies, 
has now come to pass. And this would harmonise with my views 
very well, but not with those of Hengstenberg. 

(11). “Up to the time of their arrival in Shiloh,” says 
Hengstenberg, p. 72, ‘‘ Judah was never in possession of the 
sceptre, or lawgiver ; and this reason would alone be sufficient 

to overthrow the opinion, which we are now combating” (viz., 
that advocated by Tuch, Delitzsch, &c.) ‘‘ We have already 
proved that, by these terms, royal power and dominion are de- 
signated, and that, for this reason, the beginning of the fulfil- 
ment cannot be sought for in any period previous to the time of 
David.” This argument is equally applicable to the views I 
entertain. I will not enter into a controversy with Hengsien- 
berg on account of his having translated prin lawgiver, though
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[ regard this rendering as decidedly erroneous, and fecl myself 

compelled by Num. xxi. 18 (where the word is used in just the 
same connexion and from the same point of view as in Gen. 
xlix. JO), to render it the vuler’s staff. But it is an assertion 
altogether without foundation to say that Shebeth and Achokek 
can only refer to royal supremacy. The context in the case 
before us shows, that they must both of them be interpreted as 
referring to the lead taken by the tribe of Judah. Shebeth 
occurs in Judg. v. 14, as the staff of the head of the tribe of 
Zebulon, and A/’chokek in Num. xxi. 18, as the ruler’s staff held 
by the nobles of the nation. And in neither of these passages 
can it denote really royal insignia.—Hengstenberg then con- 
tinues (p. 72, 73): “ But even if we were to come down to the 
mere leadership of Judah, we could demonstrate that this did 
not belong to him. His marching in front of the others cannot, 
even in the remotest degree, be considered as a leadership, Moses, 
who belonged to another tribe, had been solemnly called by God 
to the chief command. Nor was Joshua of the tribe of Judah.” 
But in spite of all this, the fact, that when Jacob said, “the sceptre 
shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from the place 
between his fect,” he merely thonght of the lead to he taken by 
the tribe, may be inferred (1), from the passage itself, for he 
promises the sceptre and the staff to the tribe, and not to one 
particular member of it; and (2), with still greater certainty 
from the relation between the words addressed to Judah, and 
those previously addressed to Reuben, Simeon, and Levi.— 
Reuben, the first-born, had forfeited the pre-eminence in might 
and dignity, which properly belonged to him, on account of his 
wickedness, And for a similar reason, the pre-eminence in 
might and dignity, which naturally belonged to the first-born, 
could not be transferred to either Simeon or Levi. The 
patriarch’s eye then fell upon Judah, and he at once exclaimed : 
‘It is thou my son, the children of thy father bend before thee.” 
Thus Judah was assured of the pre-eminence in dignity and 
power, which had been taken away from Reuben. And what 
was this pre-eminence in power and dignity, or the bending 
of the other children before this one, but the leadership and 
rule? But, replies (engstenberg, in the journey through the 
desert and during the conquest of the promised land, Judah was 
not the leader. In making tlis remark, however, (1), He overlovizs 
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the fact, that the words of Jacob speak of the leadership of 
one tribe among the rest. Moses and Joshua were what they 
were, not on account of their belonging to this or that tribe, but 
by virtue of an extraordinary call on the part of Jehovah. 
Judah was still the first of the tribes, notwithstanding that 
neither Moses nor Joshua belonged to that tribe. “In every 
numbering of the people, Judah appears as the most important 
and populous of the tribes, and whenever the camp broke up, 
Judah led the way. When the land was divided, it was Judah 
again which received its inheritance in Gilgal before any other 
tribe.” (Delitzsch.) (Compare also Hengstenberg’s remarks at 
p. 76 seq.). Moreover, the blessing pronounced upon Judah by 
Moses was based upon the fact, that Judah was the acknowledged 
leader of the tribes. Hengstenberg himself says with reference 
to this (p.'79): ‘“ The whole announcement (of Moses concerning 
Judah) is based upon the supposition that Judah is the fore- 
champion of Israel; and this supposition refers us back to Gen. 
xlix. This is especially apparent in the words: ‘ bring him to 
his people,’ on which light is thrown only by Gen. xlix. It is 
for his people that Judah engages in foreign wars, and the Lord, 
fulfilling the words: ‘from the prey, my son, thou goest up, 
brings him safely to his people.” Is not this a leadership, or 
chieftainship 2—(2), We have also to observe, that our inter- 
pretation, at all events, does not compel us to regard the fulfil- 
ment of the prophecy contained in Gen. xlix. 10, as completed, 
exhausted, and therefore terminated by the erection of the taber- 
nacle at Shiloh. The conquest of the land by Joshua ushered in 
the period in which the Israelites were to dwell in peace and 
quiet in a land of their own. But when it became apparent 
that the repose already secured was to be mixed up with, and 
even exchanged for, disquiet and trouble, it was also apparent 
that Jacob’s prophecy was not yet absolutely fulfilled, that it had 
only received a provisional fulfilment, and was now entering 
upon a new stage, which would lead to a later fulfilment in a 
higher sense and wider form. We are, therefore, justified in 
appealing to the progressive development of the chieftainship of 
Judah during the subsequent history, as first exhibited in Judges 
i. 2, xx. 18 (vid. Hengstenberg, p. 81), and continually advanc- 
ing till the time of David, and then till that of Christ.
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(12). Having thus exInbited the exegetical proofs, that Jacob 
(lid not announce a personal bringer of rest, but merely a period 
and a place of Messianic rest, and having defended these proofs 
against all attacks, it will now be perfectly in keeping and very 
proper, that we should show how completely this exegetical 
result answers to the historical data furnished by that age, and 
im how vital, harmonious, and organic a manner history and pro- 
phecy are blended together. I have already entered fully, and 
as I think conclusively, into this snbject. All therefore that I 
have to do, is to refer to what I have said before. But it 1s 
necessary here to test the argnments by which IZengstenbery, in 
Ins description of the connexion between this prophecy and lis- 
tory, has attempted to establish his views and overthrow mine. 
We read, for example, on p. 67: ‘ The promises which were first 
given to Jacob's parents and then transferred to Jacob himself, 
included two things: fist, a nunierous progeny and the possession 
of Canaan ; and, secondly, the blessing which should come 
through his descendants upon all nations. How, then, could it 
be expected that Jacob, in transferring these blessings to his 
sons, and while in spirit sceing them already in possession of the 
promised land, and describing the places of abode which they 
should occupy, should have entirely lost sight of the second 
object which was much the more unportant, and just as often re- 
peated 2?” ‘There arc two statements here which are not trne: (1), 
It. is noé true that the sccond portion of the prophecy is as often 
repeated as the first. It is only in those promises in which Jehovah 
himself pronounces the blessing directly, formally, and solemnly 
upon the three patriarchs (on Abraham, Gen. xii. 3 and 18, xxit. 
17 seq.; on Isaac, xxvi. 4; on Jacob, xxvin. 14), that the 
spiritual blessing is mentioned in connexion with the temporal. 
In Gen. xii. 6, xii. 16, xv. 5, 18, xvii. 4—8 and 16, we havea 
whole scries of promises made by God to the patriarchs, in which 
the temporal blessings alone are referred to. (2), It is nod true 
(at least according to our interpretation), that Jacob has alto- 
gether passed over the blessing which was to flow through his 
descendants to all the nations of the carth. It is expressed in 
ver. 10, “and to him shall the willing obedience (the cheerful 
submission) of the people be.” No donbt the reference made 
by Jacob, when blessing his sons, to benefits of a spiritual kind, is 

F 2



s-t JACOB, 

less distinct than in Gen. xii. 3, xxvi. 4, xxviii. 14, where Jehovah 
himself bestows and describes the blessing. But this is equally 
applicable to Gen. xxvii. 29, where Isaac bestows the blessing 

upon Jacob. The relation between these striking variations in 
the patriarchal blessing has already been examined and put in 
the proper light (vid. Vol.i. § 72. 4, and my Finheit der Genesis ; 
p. 94, 95). We see here the difference between the objective pro- 
clamation of the blessing on the part of God, and the subjective 
apprehension of that blessing on the part of the patriarchs. On 
this point I need not repeat what I have already written. 

Hengstenberg continues (p. 67), ‘Is it not probable that, as 
formerly from among the sons of Abraham and Isaac, so now 
from among the sons of Jacob, he should be pointed out who 
should become the depository of this promise, which was acquir- 
ing more and more of a definite shape ?” We reply (1), It is not 
true that this blessing had acquired more and more of a definite 
shape from the time of Abraham’s call to that of Jacob’s death. 
On the contrary, the whole of the descriptions and repetitions 
referred to above, which extended over the entire patriarchal age, 
did not open it a hair’s-breadth wider, and nowhere, I say no- 
where, did it receive a more definite shape till Gen. xlix. This 
is a fact of great significance, that the blessing, however often it 
was repeated, was not extended or more clearly defined during 
the whole of the patriarchal age. And for that reason we have 
at least xo a priori ground for expecting, that under Jacob, who 
stood upon the same footing, under the same influences, with the 
same hopes, this blessing would make such enormous progress 
in the attainment of a more definite shape. (2), It shows an 
utter want of insight into the nature of the progress observable 
in the patriarchal age, when Hengstenberg, in so unreserved a 
manner, <lesires and expects, that because a distinction had been 
made between Isaac and Ishmael, and between Jacob and Esau, 
the blessing being transmitted to the one to the exclusion of the 
other, therefore the same distinction should be made by the 
blessing of Jacob among his twelve sons. Did Judah, then, 
stand in exactly the same relation to his eleven brethren as Isaac 
to Ishmael, or Jacob to Esau ? Did the selection of Judah from 
the twelve amount toa rejection of the rest, a severance from the 
tree of the history of salvation? (3), I have maintained that 
there is some progress apparent in Jacob’s blessing, viz., in the
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elevation of Judah above his brethren, but I cannot possibly class 
this clevation with the distinction made between Isaac and Ish- 
mael, or between Jacob aud Esan. 

Again, at p. 68, we read: “ If we do not admit the reference 
in this passage to the Messiah, then a very large department of 
the future, which was notorionsly accessible to Jacob, is left un- 
touched by his announcement.”—This sentence is left without 
any proof. But an ipse diait is not admissible in the field 
of science. Let Henystenbery demonstrate to us, therefore, 
that the expcetation of a personal Messiah was a ‘ depart- 
ment of the future which was notoriously accessible to Jacob !” 
—Till then, I shall very properly continue to doubtit. Still, the 
Spirit of God, by whose inspiration Jacob prophesied, was not 
necessarily restricted to that department of the future which was 
notorionsly accessible to Jacob; and therefore the Spirit of God 
may have opened up to him for the first time a department of 
the future which had not been accessible before. Let us assume, 

then, for the moment, that Henystenberg has given a correct in- 
terpretation of Gen. xlix. 10. In that case the expectation of a 
personal Messiah would be sct forth in this passage in a manner 
so clear and intelligible, so definite and free from ambiguity, that 
the anticipation of a personal Messiah must henceforth have 
pointed out a department of the future notoriously accessible to 
every Israelite, and therefore most certainly to Moses. It 1s an 
indisputable fact, however, that in his blessing on the twelve 
tribes, which is completely parallel and analogous to Jacob's 
blessing on his sons, Moses does not make the slightest reference 
to a personal Messiah. Hence, if Hengstenberg’s exegesis of 
Gen. xlix. 10 be the correct one, there is an entire department 
of the future which was accessible to Moses, and yet which 1s 
not in any way referred to in his announcement. It 1s evident, 
therefore, that either MTengstenbery’s mode of arguing is inad- 
missible, or his assertion that, after Jacob’s prophecy, the expec- 
tation of a personal Messiah was a department of the future 
notoriously accessible to every Israelite, 1s incorrect. 

‘« Tf,” he proceeds (p. 68), “ the reference of the passage to a 
personal Messiah he explained away, we should certamly be at 
a loss to discover, where the fundamental prophecy of the Messiah 
ean possibly be found. We should then, in the first place, 
he thrown upon the Messianic Psalms—especially Ps. i. and 
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cx. But as it is the office of prophecy alone to make known to 
the congregation truths absolutely new, it would subvert the 
whole relation of Psalm-poetry to prophecy if, in these Psalms, 
we were to seck for the origin of the expectations of a personal 
Messiah. They are unintelligible unless we recognise in Shiloh 
the first name of the Messiah.”—Is this proof? Is there any 
one holding our views, who would think of appealing to Ps. i. 
and cx. as the primary prophecy, the source and starting point 
of the expectation of a personal Messiah ? Have we not 2 Sam. 
vii. ? And why should not this be regarded as the primary 
prophecy on which Pgs. 11. and ex. are based ? 

Lastly, on p. 70 he says: “But the historical point of con- 
nexion for the announcement of a personal Messiah, which here 
at once, like a flash of lightning, illuminates the darkness, is by 
no means so completely wanting as is commonly asserted. 

All the blessings of salvation, which the congregation 
possessed at the time when Jacob's blessing was uttered, had 
come to them through single individuals. . . . Whyshould 
not Abraham be as fit a type of the Messiah as Moses, Joshua, 
and David? . . . . Or why not Joseph, who, according to 
Gen. xlvii. 2, ‘nourished his father and his brethren, and all 
his father’s household,’ and whom the grateful Egyptians called 
‘the Saviour of the world.’”—This is evidently the most plau- 
sible, or rather the only plausible argument which /Tengstenberg 
has employed in opposition to my interpretation. And yet it is 
mere plausibility, which vanishes as soon as any one takes the 
trouble to examine my arguments more closely. I have said, 
for example, that in Jacob’s time the Messianic expectation was 
still bound up with ¢he promise and expectation, that the unity 
of the family would be expanded into the plurality of a nation. 
The entrance of salvation could not be regarded as dependent 
upon the selection and singling out of any individual. On the 
contrary, from the nature of their previous historical experience, 
this could only be regarded as deferring the end desired. For 
whilst, on the one hand, the multiplication of the family into 
a great nation, and the possession of a land of their own, had 
been made prominent in all the promises, as the first and for the 
present the only conditions of the entrance of salvation, on the 
other hand, when any had hitherto been singled out, it had 
alwavs involved the exclusion of others from the chosen commu-
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nity and the necessity for a fresh eommencement. It was not 
till the unity of the family had been expanded into the plurality 
of the nation, and it had been historically demonstrated that it 
was not only advantageous but necessary, that this plurality 
should be recondensed into the unity of oxe helping, saving, and 
governing individual, that the true foundation was laid, on which 
the expeetation of a personal Messiah could be based. 

(13). On p. 70 sqq. LTenystenberg traces the blessing on 
Judab through the entire history of Israel, for the purpose of 
showing that this prophecy was made prominent in every period 
of the Old Testament, and particularly that the Slnloh passage 
was understood by the biblical writers and prophets in the same 
way in whieh he has interpreted it. But we have still only ar- 
guinents in whieh confident assertions are used as substitutes for 
proof. Thus in p. 83 he says: “ There cannot be a doubt that 
David gave his son the naine Solomon, because he hoped that he 
would be a type of the Shiloh’ ’ predicted by Jaeob. We eannot 
be required to examine these arguments one by one, and treat 
them as they deserve. I will merely notiee two points more. 
On p. 79 LHengstenbery mentions the blessing of Moses. He 
very properly maintains that this is connected with the blessing 
of Jacob, and that it carries it forward. How then, we ask, are 

we to explain the fact that Moses’ blessing on Judah does not 
contain the slightest traee of the expectation of a personal Mes- 
siah, 1f that of Jaeob had already announeed this expeetation in 
so clear and uniistakeable a manner, and had placed it on so 
firm and indestruetible a foundation? My answer to this question 
may be found in Vol.i.§ 98.2. But what is Hengstenberg’s reply 
from lus standpoint 2 The most charitable supposition, which 
I gladly adopt, is that he makes no reply. For if the answer is 
to be found in p. 79, where he says, “even the remarkable 
brevity of this utter ance (Moses’ blessing on Judah) points back 
to the blessing of Jacob ; and with this brevity the length of the 
blessing upon Levi, of whom too little had been sail by Jacob, 
corresponds,’—I must say that I have seldom met with anything 
more flimsy. For why is the blessing on Joseph so long in both 
instances, if length and brevity alternated in the two blessings ? 
—In conclusion, I will again refer to nzek. xxi. 32. It is time 
that the words DEW 4b Twig RIOT should cease to be taken 

as the rule by w hich to vender and explain the word Shiloh. |



88 JACOR. 

Gen. xlix. 10, especially after the theory, that --byy} is but 

another form of 4 by = = by = sb “wit, has been most properly 

given up as utterly fallacious, Moreover, we should altogether 
abstain from attributing to the prophet Ezekiel such a play upon 
words, as Hengstenberg imputes to him when he says (p. 86): 
“the words wmyimc 4s svn, Which Ezekiel puts in the place 

of Shiloh, on the ground of Ps. Ixxii., allude to the letters of the 
latter word which form the initials (?) of the words in Ezekiel. 
That yy» is the main letter in >yoyy Is shown by the common 
abbreviation of it into y%», and that the 5 in abs) is unessential, 
is proved by the circumstance, that the name of the place is often 
written rpoyy.” If the passage in Ezekiel bore any conscious 
reference to Gen. xlix. 10, and this I no longer dispute, it is not 
to be regarded as an explanation or confirmation of it, but siniply 
as a free allusion to the passage, which the prophet has enriched 
with the fulness of his own more expanded views in relation 
to the coming Messiah. 

DEATH OF JACOB AND JOSEPU. 

§ 4. (Gen, xhx. 28—1. 26).—Whaen the patriarch had thus 

looked forward with prophetic eye; had seen his descendants in 

possession of the land of his pilgrimage ; and had announced in 

prophetic words the vision he had seen : he concluded by uttering 

with renewed earnestness the last wish of his life, that he might 

be buried there, in the land of his reminiscences and hopes, and 

in the family grave of his fathers. The execution of this 

wish, of which Joseph had already given him an assurance on 

oath, he now pressed most urgently upon all his sons. His 

account with life was closed, and he died at the age of 147 

years. (1). Joseph had the body embalmed by his physicians in 

the Egyptian mode, and after the usual period of mourning, ob- 

tained Pharaoh’s permission, and went with all his brethren and 

their households to convey the corpse to its place of destination.
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The Israelites were accompanied to the borders of the promised 

land, by a solenm and numerously attended funeral procession of 

Egyptian courtiers and officers of state. There they remained for 

seven daysmourning together; after whichthe Egyptians departed, 

and left the members of the family to bury the corpse in the eave 

of Machpelah. (2). The guilty conscience of Joseph's brethren 

now began to trouble them again, and they became uneasy, lest 

Joseph should perhaps have only deferred their well-merited 

punishment till their aged father’s death. But the noble-minded 

deliverer and protector of his family anticipated their fears, and 

dispelled them with words of comfort: “ Ye thought evil against 

me; but God meant it unto good to bring to pass, as it is this 

day, to save much people alive.” Joseph lived sufficiently long 

to witness the commencement of the fulfilment of his father’s 

blessing, for he saw his grandchildren and great-grandchildren ; 

and as his end approached, looking with faith at the promises of 

the future, he took an oath of the children of Isracl, that when- 

ever these promises were fulfilled, they would carry his bones 

with them to the promised land. He died at the age of 110 

years. His body was embalmed and placed ina mummy-case for 

preservation. (3). 

(1). On chap. xlix. 33: “ And when Jacob had made an end 
of commanding his sons, he gathered up his feet into the bed, 
and yielded up the ghost,” Calvin correctly observes: non est 
supervacua locutio, nempe qua exprimere vult Moses placidam 
sancti viri mortem, ac si dixisset, sanctum senem tranquillo 

animi statu membra direxisse quo volebat, qualiter sani et vegcti 
se ad somnum componere solent;” and AL, Baumgarten adds: 
“Jacob is the only one of the Old Testament patriarchs, 
whom we are able to accompany to his very last hour. And 
here we see how the Old Testament death-bed was surrounded 
by brightness and peace, the fear of death being swallowed up 
in the certain hope of the rest that remaineth for the people of 
God.”—On the family-vault and the interest attaching to it in 
the minds of the patriarchs, see Vol. i. § 66,
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(2). For the kgyptian customs referred to here, consult Heng- 
stenbery's Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 66 sqq. (translation). 
The fact that Joseph is said to have possessed a large number of 
physicians, may be explained from Herodotus (ii. 84), where we 
read that there were special physicians in Egypt for every disease. 
On the different modes in which the mummies were prepared, see 
Herodotus (ii. 86—88) and Diodorus (1. 91). Compare also 
Friedreich on the Bible (ii. 199 sqq.). The difference between 
the account given here, that Joseph’s physicians embalmed his 
father, and the statement of Diodorus (1. c.) to the effect that 
there was a regularly organised, hereditary guild appointed for 
that purpose, and that the different departments were assigned 
to different individuals, may easily be explained, if we take into 
consideration the different periods to which the two accounts refer. 
Hengstenberg is certainly correct in saying (p. 67) that “it ts 
quite natural to suppose, that in the most ancient times this 
operation was performed by those to whom any one entrusted 
it; but that afterwards, when the embalming was executed 
more according to the rules of art, a distinct class of operators 
gradually arose.” There isa striking coincidence between the 
statement made here, that the whole period of mourning, evi- 
dently including the forty days of embalming, extended to 
seventy days, and the account given by Diodorus (i. 72, 91). 
Hengstenberg (p. 68) has shown that there is no discrepancy 
between Herodotus, 11. 85, and Diodorus, 1. 72, 91. The ex- 
travagances of the funeral rites of the Egyptians are depicted in 
both these passages, and their monuments show the intensity 
and solemnity of their lamentations (vid. Wilkinson, 1. 256). 
Joseph appeals to the courtiers to intercede for him, and obtain 
Pharaoh's permission to bury the corpse in Canaan. The rea- 
son why Joseph cid not lay his own request before the king, 
has been correctly explained by Hengstenberg (ut supra) on the 
ground that, according to Egyptian customs, Joseph allowed his 
hair and beard to grow durimg the term of mourning (Herod. 
li. 36), and that no one was permitted to enter the presence of 
the king in this unseemly condition (Gen. sli. 14). Moreover, 
the request had reference to Josep himself, for as a matter of 
course, the minister of a well organised state could not leave the 
couutry without the knowledge and consent of the king. The 
rest of the brethren required no royal permission to bury the



DEATH OF JACOB AND JOSEPH. 9] 

body in Canaan and accompany it thither. The fact that so 
numerous and influential a body of the Egyptians, viz. the elders 
of the house of Pharaoh (ze. the officers of the court), and the 
elders of the land of Egypt (the state officials), accompanied the 
procession, most likely with an armed guard, shows how highly 
Joseph was esteemed and beloved by both the court and the king. 
“ The custom of funeral-processions,” says Rossellint, 11.3, p. 395. 
“existed in every province of Egypt and in every age of its history. 
We have scen representations of them in the oldest graves of 
Elethyas; there are similar ones in those of Saqqaral and Gizzch, 
and others also exactly like them in the tembs of Thebes, which 
belong to the 18th, 19th, and 20th dynasties.” To this, Wengsten- 
berg adds, “ When we look at the representations of processions for 
the dead upon the monuments, we can fancy we see the funeral 
train of Jacob (vid. Taylor, p. 182).”—As the threshing-floor 
Atad Cann 73: the buek-thorn threshing-floor), at which 

the Egyptians turned back aftur seven days’ mourning, is on the 
other side, z.e. the east, of the Jordan, the procession did not 
take the nearest road, by Gaza and through the territory of the 
Philistines, but went by a long circuitous route round the Dead 
Sea, and so crossed the Jordan and entered Canaan on the 
eastern side. The reason of this may be attributable to political 
circumstances, with which we are unacquainted. So large a 
procession, attended by an armed guard, would probably have 
met with difficulties from the contentious Philistines, It is a 
remarkable coincidence, however, that Jacob’s corpse should 

have taken, or have been compelled to take, the same road, 
which his descendants were afterwards obliged to follow in their 
journey to the promised land. We should not. be surprised to 
find some critic detecting in this an unmistakeable proof, that 
the road, by which the legend states that the body of Jacob was 
earricd, was first taken from the journey of the Israclites. 
For our part, however, we do not licsitate to express our opinion 
most frecly, that we discover in this similarity of route one of 
those events, unintentional and therefore apparently acci- 
dental, that abound in history in general, but particularly in 
sacred history, aud from the stand-poimt of the observer are 
proofs of the prophetic character with which the biblical history 
is always secretly pervaded. Tuch (p. 593), with his usual 
delight at the discovery aud imputation of crudities., says that
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the Egyptian escort is described in the Saga as stopping short 
before reaching the Jordan, because “ the foreign attendants 
could not be allowed to tread the holy promised land ;” and so 
important does he consider the discovery, that he has had the 
words printed in italics. But where do we find, in any part of 
the Old Testainent, the least trace of so harsh and trivial an 
idea? And how particularly crude and absurd would such a 
notion have been, at a time when the “ holy promised land” was 
entirely in the possession and occupation of foreigners. But 
Tuch himself assigns the true and perfectly satisfactory reason 
for the departure of the Egyptians, when he says: “ the actual 
interment of the corpse was a matter for the family alone.” 
This sufficiently explains, why the Egyptians only accompanied 
thein to the frontier of Canaan. Had so numerous an escort 
gone further, it might have excited political disturbances in 
Canaan. Irom the very nature of the case, too, an escort only 
gocs, as a rule, to the line which separates their own from a 
foreign land. Bat j in this instance the procession had hitherto 
passed only through a desert, in which there were none but 
nonac-hordes, and ' therefore the boundary of Canaan, at which 
the escort stopped, might be regarded in a certain sense as the 
boundary of Egypt, especially when we consider, that it was their 
intention to pay the greatest honour to the funeral procession, by 
going as far as they possibly could. No one will consider it an 
improbable thing, that the place where the Egyptians encamped, 
by the floor of Atad, may have received the name ‘‘ meadow of 
the Egyptians,” DW bax from the fact that this splendid pro- 

cession sojourned there for seven days; and, it will hardly be 
regarded as a crime, either against the grammar or the lexicon, 
that the author should have laid stress. upon the pa ronomasia 
between this name and pny bay “the mourning of the 

Egyptians.” We have no means of determining the site of the 
threshingfloor of Atad with exactness. Jerome identifies it 
with Beth-Hogla, two miles from the Jordan on the road to 
Jericho, z.e. to the west of the Jordan (vid. Onomast. art. Arca 
Atad), but this is at variance with the evident meaning of the 
text. 

(3). In v. 23 we read that the children of Machir, the son of 
Manasseh, were born on Joseph's lap. From chap. xxx. 3 it is
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evident that this can only mean, that they were adopted by Ini ; 
and as that would not Jay the foundation of a new tribe, the 
tribes of Israel having been fixed once for all, it could only involve 
the transfer of Josepli’s special rights and property to these 
children of Machir, wid. § 2. The body of Joseph was placed 
in a wooden sarcophagus. ‘The Egyptian coffins were generally 
constructed of sycamore wood, and were made to resemble the 
human body. (See Herodotus 1. 86). Jf. Baumgarten has 
most truly observed: ‘ the last structions, which Joseph gave 
to his brethren, and made them swear that they would fulfil, 
are peculiarly important. Joseph remained an Egyptian to the 
day of his death, and was, therefore, separated from his brethren. 

If, then, before his death, he expressed his certain hope that 
they would one day return to Canaan, and his wish to be 
associated with that return, his former separation must have 
given the greater force to such a desire. From that time for- 
ward the coffin with Josepl’s remains became an cloquent wit- 
ness of the fact that Isracl was only a temporary sojourner in 
the land of Egypt, and continued to turn its face towards Canaan, 
the pronised Jand.” 

The intercourse between Joseph and his brethren terminated 
with their anxiety on account of the injury, which they were con- 
scious of having inflicted upon him, and with Joseph’s declaration 
of hus forgiving love, by which he removed all doubt as to the un- 
alterable nature of the reconciliation that had taken place, and 
the perpetuity of his affection for them. Henceforth the brethren 
were able to give themselves up to the full enjoyment of the rich 
provision he had made for them, without any lingering fear lest 
they might one day be punished for their fault, by one whom 
they had so deeply injured, in fact without a thought that such 
a thing was any longer possible. The touching history of Joseph 
is now lying in all its completeness before us, and we have there- 
fore a fitting opportunity for surveying it as a whole, 

All the teachers of the Christian Church, who regard the Old 
Testament history as the result of God’s special and supernatural 
direction, have recognised in Joseph a distinct type of Christ (e.g. 
Sack, Apologetik 2. A. p. 340 seq.). ‘ Inthe person of J oseph,” 
says Luther, “ God foreshadowed both Christ and his entire kins- 
dom in the most brilliant manner in a bodily form. He received 
his name on account of his perpetually growing and increasing,
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heaping up and accumulating, for Joseph means one who adds. 
And the crowning point of the figure is this: as Joseph was 
treated by his brethren, so was Christ treated by his brethren, 
z.e., by the Jews.” Following this rule, there are some who have 
discovered the most striking agreement between Joseph's call 
and the events of his life on the one hand, and those of Christ on 
the other, even in the most trifling, and apparently the most 
accidental circumstances (vid. e.g. Vitringa observv. ss. ]. vi. c. 
21; Heim, Bibelstunden 1. 540 sqq. and others without num- 
ber). There is, in our opinion, just ground for regarding Jo- 
seph as a type. But in this, as in other instances, the true 
historical relation between the type and the antitype has been 
reversed. The proper method would have been, first of all, to 
determine the fuct, that the position, the calling, and the task of 

Joseph bore the same relation to the lower stage of development, 
at which the kingdom of God had then arrived, as was borne by 
those of Christ to the fulness of time, or the time of fulness, and 
also to decide how, why, and to what extent such a resemblance 
existed. When this had been done, then would have been the time 

‘to show that the resemblance, which can be traced between the 
events and results of their hves, was necessary and essential ; 
whereas otherwise it could only be regarded as accidental, and 
therefore unimportant, or else as purely imaginary. And in this 
way it would be shown, that the dissimilarities, which would 
otherwise appear sufficient to outweigh and destroy the resem- 
blance, were equally necessary and essential. Instead of this, 
expositors have contented themselves with a merely external 
comparison of particular phenomena, and thus have lost them- 
selves in strange and arbitrary conjectures, and grasped a base- 
less and visionary result. 

There are two things to be considered in the history of Joseph, 
his relation to heathenism, and his relation to his own people. 
He brought salvation to the heathen, and to his brethren also. 
We have already shown, in § 1 and 2, both how and why Joseph's 
peculiar position as the deliverer of Egypt, the representative of 
the whole heathen world, was in itself a prophetic event; an 
event, which was the result of the deepest impulses at work in 
his history, and which, although merely transient and imperfect, 

on account of the imperfection of the age of Joseph himself, and 
of the circumstances, was for that very reason prophetic. But
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the salvation, which was to proceed from the honse of Israel, 
was not merely salvation for the Gentiles, but first of all salva- 
tion for the house of Israel itself. And in this respect also, the 
moving principle of the history of Israel was typically exlibited 
in the person and life of Joseph. ‘The reason and the cause of 
this prototypical manifestation of Israel’s vocation, precisely at 
that time, and in the person of Joseph, are one and the same. 

We have already explained, that the patriarchal epoch formed 
the first complete and definite stage of the kingdom of God in 
Israel; and that this stage bore the same relation to the whole 
of the Old Testament history, as the smaller of two concentric 
circles bears to the larger. ‘The common centre will generate in 
both the same forms ; but in the smaller circumference these forms 
are on a smaller and less perfect scale, in the larger they reach 
their fullest development. So we do find in Joseph the noblest 
blossom of the patriarchal life, the embodiment of all the 
true worth that it possessed ; but in Christ we see the perfect 
blossom, the entire fulness of the whole of the Old Testament 

dispensation. 
The opposition which Christ and Joseph both met with from 

their own people, the hatred, contempt, and persecution, to 
which both were exposed, on the part of those to whom they 
were bringing salvation, were not accidental. They sprang from 
the same soil, and were the fruit of the same perverse and hostile 
disposition, the same evils, which are so exuberant in the whole 

of the Old Testament history, but which appeared in a con- 
centrated and more fully developed form, just at those epochs 
in which salvation itself was manifested in a similar way. The 
suil, from which they sprang, was the perversity and selfishness 
of human nature; and these had to be overcome by the devotion 
and self-sacrifice, in which alune salvation comes to view. In 

other words, it was that natural enmity of the heart, which con- 
sciously or unconsciously resists the ways of grace, but which 
has to be subdued hy the power of the love that comes to mect it. 
This selfishness and enmity were manifest, not only in the rude 
and profane ininds of an Ishmael and an Esau, whose hearts 
were hardened into perfect insensibility, and in whose ease they 
were not snbdued by the grace of God ; but also in the expres- 
sions of self-will, of weak faith or of unbelief, to which Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, gave utterance; though in their case, after a
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conflict, of less or greater violence, between yrace and nature, 
submissive faith and resisting unbelief, they were entirely sub- 
dued. They showed themselves more decidedly in Jacob’s sons, 
since with them the selfishness of nature was no longer under 
the immediate and express control of God, but had to submit to 
one who was himself a recipient, as well as a mediator of the 
divine mercy, one who was naturally their equal, but, according 
to the hidden and marvellous wisdom of God, was destined to be 
their deliverer and redeemer. Yet even in this instance the 
power of forgiving love, displayed by Joseph, triumphed over 
the obstinacy of selfishness in the hearts of his brethren. 

This then being the leading principle, on which the course of 
salvation in the kingdom of God depends, that its victory over the 
evils existing in human nature shall be gained by godlike love, 
submission, and self-sacrifice, it isa fundamental law of the whole 
of the sacred history, till its ultimate completion, that the way 
of salvation leads through abasement to exaltation, through 
serving to ruling, through sacrifice to possession, through suffer- 
ing to glory. And this fundamental law, of which the highest 
and most perfect manifestation is seen in the life of the Re- 
cleemer, was first displayed in a definite and concrete form in 
the life of Joseph. 

The typical character of the life of Joseph, then, consists in 
this, that he, the first temporary deliverer of Israel, who brought 
the first stage of its history to a close, like the perfect Saviour 
of Israel, in whom its entire history terminated, was slighted, 
despised, persecuted, and betrayed by ‘ his own ;” that, like 
Him, he passed through abascment, service, and suffering, to 
exaltation and glory, and also that, like him, he succeeded at 
length in softening their hardened hearts by the fulness of his 
forgiving love, and in raising his own to the enjoyment of the 
benefits which he had secured for them. If, in addition to 
this, there is often a striking resemblance between particular 
incidents and the accidental circumstances, we cannot lay any 
very great stress upon this, though we regard it as a mark of 
that prophetic spirit, by which the history was directed and 
controlled.



GENERAL SURVEY OF THE PATRIARCHAL AGE. 

REVELATION, RELIGION, AND GENERAL CULTURE IN THE TIME 

OF THE PATRIARCHS. 

§ 5. We have already seen (Vol. 1. § 12. 13), that in order to de- 

termine to what extent the consciousness of God was developed 

under the Old Testament cconomy, it is essentially necessary to 

make a twofold distinction in the process of divine revelation ; 

that is to say, it 1s necessary to distinguish the preservation 

and government of the world in general, from the more special 

operations connected with the introduction and working out of 

the plan of salvation. We have also seen that this distinction 

was exhibited to the religious consciousness of the chosen people, 

in the two names by which God was known, /lohim and Jeho- 

vah. The only questions remaining for discussion at present are, 

whether there was any distinct apprehension in the patriarchal 

age, of the difference between these two manifestations of God ? 

and if so, whether it was expressed by the two different names of 

God at that early age? Some have thought that a negative 

answer to these questions is rendered necessary by Ex. vi. 3; 

but this is not the case. For, on the one hand, the explanation 

of the passage on which this answer is founded is an erroneous 

one (1), and on the other, whatever opinion may he entertained 

respecting the composition of the Look of Genesis (Vol. i. § 20. 2), 

such a reply is decidedly at variance with the contents of that 

book (2). 
VOL. II. G
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(1). On the ground of Ex, vi. 3 (where Elohim says to Moses : 
‘Tam Jehovah, and I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and 
unto Jacob »qy! bogs, but by my name => was I not known to 

them”), it has been very confidently maintained by modern critics, 
that the name = y> was not in existence before the time of 
Moses, but was first introduced by him in connexion with his 
peculiar instruction respecting the nature of God. But in my 
work Linheit der Genesis (p. xxiii—xxxii.) I have proved at 
length that this is an erroneous explanation of the passage. 
We shall therefore content ourselves with giving the correct 
explanation here, and for a fuller discussion of the question refer 
to the work just named, vid. also Kezl, in the Luth. Zeitschrift 
1851, 1. p. 225 seqy.; Hofmann, Schriftbeweis, i. 82 seq.; De- 
litzsch, Auslegung der Genesis, p. 26). 

For a correct understanding of these words of God, it is in- 
dispensable that we should first determine whether the word 
smyny, “Twas known,” is to be regarded as emphatic or not. 
The whole tenor and connexion of the passage, its peculiar mode 
of construction and expression, the remarkable importance of its 
contents, and the great solemnity with which the words were 
uttered, compel us to take the word as emphatic, and to seck the 
meaning of the solemn address of God in this word alone; and 
doing so, it is necessary to take into account all the depth and 
fulness of meaning of which the verb ys is capable. Now it is 
well known, how deep and comprehensive a meaning this verb is 
capable of, and, where it is used emphatically, must necessarily 
have. In such a case it denotes a thorough insight into, and 
grasp of any object, even in its inmost essence. Perception in 
its primary and peculiar sense is by no means merely a superfi- 
cial knowledge, which only touches the shell, and is content with 
the external and accidental appearance of an object; on the con- 
trary it is the reception of an object into one’s own spiritual life 
as the result of actual personal experience. It presupposes a 
close and intimate communion between the subject and the 
object, the perceiving mind and the object of perception. Hence 
it appears to us to be by no means a forced explanation, but a 
very natural one, and one which suits the words as well as the 
circumstances, and does full justice to the history contained in 
the book of Genesis, as well as to the expression itself, if we 
suppose the meaning intended to be conveyed to be this: that
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the Israelites were to be made fully conscious, that they would 
immediately receive such a glorious manifestation of the opera- 
tions of God, as even their celebrated ancestors had not been 
permitted to see. The latter had never witnessed, known, or 

experienced the whole extent of the fulness and glory of the 
divine operations, expressed by the name Jehovah, but these 
were now shortly to be displayed. £1-Shaddai is the Almighty 
God, who, by his creative omnipotence, prepared the natural 
conditions and vital agencies required for the development of 
salvation, and hence the word sets forth one view of the Elohistic 
existence of God, on which it was necessary that peculiar stress 
should be laid (see Linhett der Genesis, p. 124). Jehovah, on 
the other hand, is the God engaged in the development of salva- 
tion, who enters into it himself, manifests himself in if and with 
it, and therefore conducts it with absolute certainty to the desired 
result. Jehovah had already ruled and worked in the history of 
the patriarchs. Their history commenced with Jehovah. It 
was by Jehovah that Abraham was chosen and called; and He 
appointed him to be the father of the chosen people, the channel 
of blessings to the nations. But to accomplish this result, 
Jehovah had to become Elohim, El-Shaddai, that as creator he 
might produce the promised seed from an unfruitful body, and 
make of it a numerous people. And therefore that which was 
actually accomplished in the patriarchal age, that which the 
patriarchs (not merely hoped for and believed, but) saw and 
expertenced as a fact fulfilled, was the work, not of Jehovah, 
but of Ex.-SHappar. All that Jehovah had performed, in con- 
nexion with the patriarchal history, was limited to the election 
and call of individuals, to the communication of directions and 
promises, and the fostering of faith in the directions and pro- 
mises given. Hitherto, there had been no embodiment in fact; 
there had been merely the introduction of an idea, which was to 
be realized and embodied for the first time at Sinai. Hence the 
patriarchs could only grasp the operations of Jehovah in furth 
and hope; they could not see them; they did not feel and know 
them as something actually accomplished and fulfilled. ‘This 
was reserved for their descendants, to whom Moses was sent 
with the message that it was now about to happen. This then, 
and this alone, is the meaning of the words of God: “ They 
have known me, my nature, and my operations, as El-Shaddai, 

a2
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but not ay Jehovah; you, however, shall soon know me as 
Jehovah also.” 

(2). It is a fact that the name Jehovah occurs all through 
the book of Genesis, quite as frequently as the name Elohim, 
not only in the objective narration of the author, but also in the 
mouth of God and of the patriarchs. Various suggestions have 
been made, for reconciling this fact with the words of God in 
Iix. vi. 3. De Wette, Tuch, Stahelin, Lengerke, and many 
others suppose the meaning of these words to be, that the name 
Jchovah was not in existence before the time of Moses; and on 
this supposition they deny the unity of Genesis, and assume 
that such passages of that book, as do not contain the name 
Jehovah, form together a complete work (the so-called ground- 
work), whose author intentionally and consistently avoided using 
that name in consequence of the statement made in Ex. vi. 3. 
A subsequent interpolator or finisher extended this ground- 
work, and, overlooking the statement contained in that passage, 
either used the two names promiscuously in his additions, or 
with special reference to their different significations. On the 
other hand Hadvernick, Hengstenberg, Drechsler, Keil, and many 
others, oppose this interpretation of the verse in Exodus, and 
defend the unity of the book of Genesis. The interchange of 
the names of God in that book, they explain entirely on the 
ground of the different notions conveyed by the two names. 
Ebrard (das Alter des Jehovahnamens: hist. theol. Zeitschrift 
v. Niedner, 1849. iv.), and Del?tzsch, in his exposition of Genesis, 
endeavour to find a wa media between the two, but seek it in 

opposite directions. For whilst Lbrard adopts Tuch’s explana- 
tion of Ex. vi. 3, and yet wishes to maintain the unity of 
Genesis, Delifzsch gives up the unity of the book of Genesis, 
but yet adopts Hengstenberg’s explanation of the passage in 
Exodus (Vol. 1. § 20. 2). 
We have already given our opinion as to the meaning of Ex. 

vi. 3; and all that we have still to do, is to say whether we give 
in our adhesion to the views of Hengstenberg or of Delitzsch. 
But this question has little connexion with our present topic, 
and, therefore, we shall defer the discussion of it to a more fit- 
ting occasion (see, in the meantime, Vol. i. § 20. 2). The only 
point of importance here is whether the name Jehovah, and the 
consciousness of the difference in the manifestations of God
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which that name expresses, were in existence at so carly a period 
as the patriarchal age. If we admit the unity of the book of 
Genesis, this question must of course be answered in the affirma- 
tive. But we are convinced, and that we have now to prove, that 
it can and must be answered in the affirmative, even 7f the cor- 
rectness of the supplementary hypothesis be assumed. As pruofs 
of this we mention the following: (1). In Ex. vi. 3, it is not 
expressly said that the name Jchovali was unknown before the 
time of Moses, but simply that in the patriarchal age God had 
not revealed the fulness and depths of his nature, to which that 
name particularly referred. The author of the ground-work, 
however, from the peculiar nature of his legal and priestly stand- 
point, was chiefly desirous of making it as clear as possible to 
his readers, and of keeping the fact constantly before their minds, 
that the Sinaitic covenant and legislation had introduced into 
the sacred history a fresh and incomparably superior element of 
divine revelation, and that this element alone expressed all that 
was included im the name Jehovah. For this reason he pur. 
posely avoided the use of that name, in connexion with the 
earlier history. But he had no intention of saying, that the 
name Jehovah was entirely unknown in the patriarchal age ; 
for (apart from other reasons), we have an absolute proof of this 
in the fact that m Jacob’s blessing, which indisputably belongs 
to him, he puts that name into the mouth of the patriarch (ver. 
18). And this he could very well do, without at all departing 
from his original purpose, since Jacob was carried by the spirit 
of prophecy into the heart of the Jehovistic times. If, then, 
this blessing was actually pronounced by the patriarch, and 
handed down by tradition in the form in which the author has 
recorded it, as we think we have unanswerably demonstrated 
(§ 3. 3), the evidence afforded by the occurrence of this 

name is all the more important.—(2). The supposed finisher of 
the work cannot have intended, that Ex. vi. 3 should be under- 
stood in the way in which 7'uch and the rest explain it; for in 
that case he would have placed himsclf in conscious and evident 
opposition to the ground-work, which it was his design to 
extend. We cannot imagine this a possible thing, especially 
when we consider, that a shght alteration of the expression con- 
tained in the ground-work would have been sufficient to remove 
the discrepancy, which is supposed to he +o apparent ; and if tlie
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critics are correct, he has frequently made such alterations when 
there was far less to be gained.—(3). If it be undeniable, that 
the later author represented the name Jehovah, as already known 
and current in the patriarchal age, his historical representation 
is in our estimation authoritative, for we regard him as a writer 
who was fi:l:d and directed by the Spirit of God, just as 
thoroughly <s the author of the ground-work.—(4). It is a 
priort both a natural and probable supposition that the name 
Jehovah was in existence in the patriarchal age. For if the 
patriarchs were conscious of the special call, which they had 
received, of the peculiarity of their position, and of the extra- 
ordinary relation ‘in which God stood to them (and even the 
eround-work teaches as much as this), there must have been 
some definite terms, which expressed this consciousness, especially 

when we consider that it was the source and gniding star of 
the whole course of their lives. 

§ 6. Aftracle and prophecy are the two indispensable accom- 

paniments, vehicles, and messengers of revelation (see Vol. i. § 4). 

In each there is a manifestation to man of the fulness of the 

godhead ; in the former of the power of God, in the latter of his 

wisdom. And through each the divine fulness enters into a 

covenant association with the history of humanity, co-operates 

in its development, and ensures its safe arrival at its destined 

end. That end is the incarnation of God and the consequent 

entrance of the whole fulness of the divine essence, in a living 

and personal form, into an intimate and abiding union with man. 

We have already shown in Vol. i. § 50, how the first advances 

towards this end were manifested in elementary forms, as it 

were ; how, for example, there was as yet no miraculous power 

given to man, whilst the gift of prophecy was but seldom pos- 

sessed, and that only in particular, culminating points of his- 

tory (1).—The substance of patriarchal revelation, and its results 

in patriarchal history, have already appeared, as we followed the 

course of that history in the former parts of this work. ‘The 
sum of the whole is, that the wll of God was revealed in the
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selection, the call, and the appointment of Abraham and his 

seed, to be the instruments through whom salvation should be 

introduced and completed; the nowledge of God in the an- 

nouncement of this call to those who were intrusted with it; and 

lastly, the poecer of God in the creative production of the pro- 

mised seed from an unfruitful body, in the separation of that 

seed from the natural branches, and in the protection and guid- 

ance of those who had been chosen. 

(1). It is a striking fact, that 7x the whole of the patriarchal 
history, and in the primeval history antertor to it, we do not 
meet with a single miracle performed by aman. Not even by 
an Enoch, who had this testimony that he walked with God, nor 
an Abraham, with whoin God talked as a friend with lus friend ; 
in fact, none of the fathers of the old world were workers 

of miracles. Where any miracles occur, they are performed 
solely and exclusively by God himself. We have in this fact 
a decisive argument against every mythical explanation of the 
patriarchal history, and a strong proof of the historical credi- 
bility of this portion of sacred history, as Sack has already 
shown (Apologetik Ed. ii. p. 174). With what a dense nimbus 
of miracles would any legendary tale have enveloped the heads 
of the celebrated founders of the race! They would assuredly 
have been made to surpass in this respect an Tilijah and an 
Klisha, who were far less celebrated, and whose forms were not 
so obscured by thie haze of a distant antiquity. The same may 
be said of the gift of prophecy, for, though not perhaps altogether 
wanting, there isan analogy in ifs infrequent and exceptional 
appearance. Abrahamis, no doubt, called a prophet in Gen. xx. 
7; but evidently in so general and indefinite a sense (Vol. 1. § 63. 
3), that we cannot for a moment think of that specific gift of 
prophecy, which we meet with ata later period as an essential 
co-efficient in the development of the nation’s history. We do 
not tind the Ieast trace of a prophetic uttcrance on the part of 
Abraham. Isaac and Jacob both prophesy, as Shem had done 
before them in an exactly similar way, but each of them pro- 
phesies only once in his life, and im a manner perfectly unique. 
Prophecy does not appear in their ease as a continuous endow-
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ment to all, and this is the main point of importance. I[t was 
not an office with which they were entrusted. In all three the 
paternal authority to bless and curse was the principal thing ; the 
prophecy was a subordinate matter. The supernatural force of 
this paternal authority assimilated itself both to the authority 
of God, of which it was the symbol and the medium, and also 
to the foreknowledge of God ; it brought them down to itself, as it 
were, on this particular occasion (see Vol. i. § 72. 1). If we take 
a comparative survey of the further course of the sacred history, 
we find that Moses was the first to work a miracle, and that from 
that time forward, there was a visible increase in the number of 
miracles performed by men, througii: several stages of the his- 
tory : again they appear less frequently, and for a period cease 
altovether, till at length the miracle appears in its most absolute 
form in the incarnation of Christ. The gift of prophecy passes 
through essentially the same phases. On the other hand we 
tind that visions of God, which are almost the only form of 
revelation in the patriarchal history, gradually decrease in the 
subsequent history, in proportion to the increase in the number 
of prophets and workers of miracles. In the visions of God the 
divine power and knowledge did not enter into human nature, 
but moved by the side of, and.in connexion with, the agency of 
manu. But in the gift of prophecy, and the power to work 
injracles, they entered znéo human nature and became subser- 
vient to it. In the impartation of these gifts to man, there was 
an advance towards the incarnation of God. This absence of 
miraculous powers and of the gift of prophecy in the patriarchal 
age, and the frequency with which God appeared, are therefore 
to be casily explained, as parts of God’s regular plan for gradually 
revealing and communicating himself to the people of the 
covenant. On the other hand, it was no less conditioned by the 
regular and gradual development of the people of the covenant 
themselves, and especially by the fact that as yet the history of 
the patriarchs was a family-bistory, and they had not become a 
numerous and organised people. It was an essential element in 
the gifts of miracles and prophecy, that the performer of miracles 
did not work them primarily for himself, but .for others, and 
that the prophet did not proclaim the message from God for 
himself, but for those around. Now Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob were the solitary recipients of the divine call; God was
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related to them as a friend to a friend, and all the blessing, the 
protection, and the light, which he had to impart to them, were 
necessarily imparted directly to themselves, since there was no 
third person in existence who could mediate between the two. 
It was very different when the seed of Abraham had become a 
numerous peop'e. Individuals could then be raised up, endowed 
with divine power and wisdom, to be the channels of power and 
light from God to the rest of the people. In‘faet, ¢¢ was necessary 
that sneh persons should rise up, to be the typical representa- 
tives of the perfect mediatorship of the God-man, to whom the 
whole histury of the covenant pointed, and at the same time to 
prepare the way for his coming, so that when he appeared, it 
might be not as a deus ex machina, but as the ripe fruit, the 
complete and mature result of the entire history. 

§'7. The religion and worship of the patriarcls were modi- 

fied and determined by the nature and extent of the revelation, 

which had been transmitted to them by their ancestors, or com- 

municated directly to themselves. As the accounts of primeval 

times, which are preserved in the book of Genesis, must, if his- 

torically true, have been handed down by tradition, and as this 

tradition must have been restricted to the family of the patri- 

archs, we must necessarily assume that this family possessed an 

acquaintance with the religious views embodied in those aceounts. 

Hence we must presuppose a knowledge on their part of the 

unity, the personality, and the holiness of God, the almighty 

Creator of the heavens and the earth, of the image of God, in 

which man was created, of the corruption into which he had 

fallen through sin, and of the hope of a future victory to be 

gained by humanity over the principle of evil. These views 

were now to receive a fresh vitality, to be deepened, expanded, 

and rendered more definite, by the revelations of which they 

were to be the personal recipients. The peculiar intimacy 

with God, which they enjoyed, the call they received, the pro- 

mises given to them, and the guidance of God, which fitted them
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for their vocation, all confirmed and enlarged their knowledge 

of God and of salvation, and awakened the faith which was 

reckoned to them for righteousness, the obedience which cheer- 

fully followed the leadings of God, and the hope, which grasped 

the promised salvation as something already possessed, and 

rested upon it amidst all the privations they had to endure. The 

truth and purity of the religious knowledge of the patriarchs 

are great and marvellous when contrasted with heathenism, 

which was so deeply sunk in mere nature-worship. But when 

looked at from an objective point of view, however thoroughly it 

was fitted to the progressive character of the sacred history, it 

appears faulty, imperfect, and one-sided ; for it does not present 

a single religious notion, in a form sufficiently complete and defi- 

nite to express fully the objective truth, and even heathenism 

often surpassed it in the greater richness and comprehensiveness . 

of its religious views, although they were perverted to pantheism, 

and therefore issued in its own destruction (1). In its compa- 

rative poverty, yet absolute purity, the patriarchal worship 

resembled the patriarchal religion. It was always sufficient to 

meet the necessities of the moment, but it was destitute of any. 

systematic and complete organisation ; it had no established, 

binding rules, and was not attached to any particular persons, 

places, or times (2). 

(1). The patriarchal consciousness of God did not compre- 
hend the doctrine, which was the crowning point of its full deve- 
lopment, viz., the Christian doctrine of the Trinity ; whilst 
heathenism had prematurely grasped this truth. But for that 
very reason the conceptions of the latter were false and distorted, 
andin a pantheistic 7rimurte the truth was so caricatured, as to 
preclude the possibility of any return or advance towards a true 
and purified form of belief. The doctrine of the Trinity could 
not be conceived of, comprehended, and preserved in its fulness 
and purity, until it had appeared as a fact in history, that 1s, until 
the Logos had become man in Christ, working out redemption
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as the incarnate God, and the Spirit had been poured out upon 
all flesh on the ground of this complete redemption. A prema- 
ture revelation of this sublune mystery in the Divine nature 
(that is a revelation, for which no sufficient preparation had been 
wnade in history, and which had not assumed a concrete shape in 
these two facts, the incarnation and the outpouring of the Spirit) 
would have been all the more injurious, since the spirit of the 
age and of the world at that time tended towards a pantheistic 
aud polytheistic perversion of the idea of God, and Israel was in 
danger of being drawn away by its attractions on account of the 
elective affinity of its natural inclinations. In contradistinction 
to this perversion, and as a safeguard against it, it was necessary 
that the idea of the unity of God should be ineradicably im- 
planted in the consciousness of the people of the covenant, and 
that the basis should thus be laid for the manifestation and 
appropriation of His true tri-unity. But as these two facts, 
the incarnation of the Logos, and the outpouring of the Spirit, 
set forth the predetermined end, and the highest perfection of 
the covenant-history, and as the whole of that history from 
its very commencement was coustantly urged forward towards 
this point by the vital principle, with which it was imbued, a cor- 
responding intcllectual culture must also have existed through- 
out the Old Testament, so as to pave the way for the announcement 
of this doctrine, and therefore the germs of the doctrine itself 
must have been deposited even in the patriarchal history. We 
have already pointed out in Lr. Delitesch’s words, how the two 

_hames of God, Jehovah and Elohim, contained the undeveloped 
and unconscious gernis of the perfeet doctrine of God (Vol. 1. § 
13. 1), and we have also shown that the appearance of God in the 
Mulcach Jehovah (the angel of the Lord) was a typical precursor 
of his incarnation. Moreover, the description of the vivifying 
and fructifying action of the Spirit of God in creation, contained 
in Gen. 1. 2, was adapted to prepare the way for the revelation 
of the triune nature of God. Yet we do not find in the patri- 
wrehal history the least indication of any development of this 
doctrine. The patriarchs had no definite conception of any 
hypostatie plurality in the God, who appeared in the Afaleach 
Jehovah, und the recognition of the personality of the Spirit of 
(rod was still at so great a distance, that there is uot the slightest. 
reference to it ju the patriarchal history. 

2
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There was something in the exclusiveness of the call given in 
the time of the patriarchs, in the fact, that is, that Jehovah was 
solely and exclusively the God of Israel, which must have ren- 
dered the views entertained, respecting the nature and opcrations 
of God, one-sided, rude, and contracted, though there was a 
wholesome counteracting influence in the universality of the pro- 
mise. But this very rudeness and partiality were necessary and 
salutary, for they opposed a powerful barrier to the threatened 
amalgamation with heathenism. It was only out of a mature 
and self-sufficient exclusiveness, that true universality could be 
produced. The doctrine of salvation, also, had not yet advanced 
beyond the very carliest rudiments, as we may learn from the 
fact, that the idea of a personal incarnate Messiah, without which 
that doctrine could never become perfectly definite and clear, 
or be in any way richly developed, was not yet understood 
even in its first principles. It was just the saine with the doctrine 
of eternal life as with that of the Trinity, and the revelation of 
the former in contradistinction to the false and distorted belief in 
immortality, which prevailed at that time in the heathen world, 
(vid. Hengstenberg Beitr. ii. 565 sqq.), was wiscly delayed by 
the providence of God. In this case also we find, not error, but 
imperfection, The doctrine of divine retribution in general 
was not wanting, but it had not yet led to a knowledge of retri- 
bution hereafter. In the living consciousness of the retribution, 
which takes place in this life, the true basis was laid for the 
belief in retribution in the life to come. Still the old Israelitish 
notion of death was, that it was followed, not by annihilation or 
by the cessation of the individual life, but by a departure into 
Sheol. (bigy} is not a derivative of by», to ask, with the 

meaning, “the ever-craving, that which demands all life for 
itself,” as Hengstenberg, on the Psalms, still maintains ; but is to 

be regarded as derived from ‘4yy} = cavum esse, as Gesenius, 
Fiirst, Bottcher, and others assume. On the etymology of the 
word, Gesenius says, s.v.: “The true etymology of the word 
seems to be, that Sheol signifies a hollow and subterraneous 
place ; just as the German Holle, hell, is originally the same 
with Héhle, a hollow. For the thorough discussion of this 
question see Béttcher, de inferis rebusque post mortem futuris, 
vol. i, Dresden 1845, p. 64—78, where the frequent softening 
of y into wy is clearly shown. The imperfection of this view 

Z
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consisted in the fact, that the hopes of the future could not pass 
with any clear consciousness beyond this Sheol, that Sheol itself 
was not what it is described in the New Testament as being, a 
middle place and an intermediate state (vid. Matt. xu. 40; 
Luke xvi. 22 sqq.; 1 Pet. in, 19, iv. 6; Plul. ii. 10), from 
which the righteous would pass to the blessedness of everlasting 
life, but was regarded asa state in which the development of 
life would for ever ¢erminate. There was another respect in 
which the carly notion of Sheol was imperfect ; but the imper- 
fection in this case was conditioned and demanded by the objec- 
{ive imperfection of the actual reality. It was this, that Sheol 
was supposed to be a thoroughly gloomy place of abode, which 
had only negative advantages over this earthly life, inasmuch as 
it afforded to those who were oppressed by the pains and sorrows 
of life, or by the burden of a weary and decrepit old age, the 
rest they longed for, and oblivion of carthly care and toil (Gen. 
xxv. 8, xxxv. 29); whilst it was actually destitute of the rich 
blessings of our earthly existence, since it condemned to an inac- 
tive vegetation and the loss of all the pleasures of life (Ps. vi. 6, 
xxx. 10, xxx. 18, Ixxxvili. 13, xciv. 17, exv. 17). The latter 
notion was the necessary effect, produced by the consciousness 
that death was the wages of sin (Gen. 11. 17, 111. 19), and there- 
fore a sentence and a punishment, and the absence of any clear 
consciousness of redemption and of its influence upon our future 
state of existence. Yet there were certain provisions connected 
with the patriarchal age for the further development of these 
eschatological elements. There was a source of comfort in the 
fact that death was regarded as being gathered to their fathers 
(Gen. xlix. 33), and though the gloominess of the prophet was 
not entirely removed in consequence, it was certainly considerably 
diminished. Here was at least one element of positive happi- 
ness, connected with the life after death, which opened and 

prepared the way for the New Testament doctrine of a sepa- 
ration of the righteous from the wicked, and a happy meeting 
of the former with one another and with the Lord (Luke xvi. 
22 sqq.; Phil. i. 23, &c.). There is a more distinct reference 
to an everlasting life, superior to the barren and gloomy shade- 
life of Sheol, and stretching beyond it, in the account of Enoch’s 
translation to God, ‘in which it 1s of especial importance to 
remark, that his walk with God ts intentionally and expressly
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placed in a causal connexion with his being taken by God. 
And this passage also bears an enigmatical character, tend- 
ing to produce the impression, that the original revelation 
was meant to spread a veil of secrecy over this doctrine, the 
blessed influence of which presupposed conditions, that were 
not then in existence,” Hengstenberg, Psalms vol. iii. p. Ixxxvi. 
translation). In the work just quoted, Hengstenberg calls at- 
tention to another element of great importance in the develop- 
ment of the doctrine of eternal life, viz., the belief that death 
was not the natural and necessary concomitant of human exis- 
tence, but the wages of sin. “ With this view of death, faith in 
an everlasting life could not but break forth, as soon as the hope 
of redemption, and of the restoration of that which was lost in 
Adam, had taken root. As death entered into the world by sin, 
it could not but be removed by the redemption, which restored to 
man the happy state of paradise” (see Is. xi.)—On the Old 
Testament doctrine and its gradual expansion consult, particu- 
larly, Hengstenberg, Beitr. i. p. 559593 ; Dess, comment. on 
the Psalms iv. 2, p. 314—326; H. A. Hahn, de spe immor- 
talit. sub. vet. test. gradatim exculta, Breslau 1846 ; Oehler, vet. 
test. sententia de rebus post mortem futuris, Stuttg. 1846 ; 
Havernick Theol. d. A. T., p. 105 sqq. ; Hofmann, Schrift- 
beweis 1. 500 sqq. 

(2). On the worship of the pre-Mosaic times see C. Iken’s 
two dissertations de institutis et ccerimonits legis mosaicce ante 
Mosem (in his diss. theolog. vol. 11. 17'70).—The fact that so many 
of the forms of worship, and of the manners and customs, which 
are mentioned in the pre-Mosaic age, re-appear in the legisla- 
tion of Moses, has been regarded by modern criticism as so 
inexplicable a phenomenon, that it can only be accounted for on 
the ground that the author transferred the full-blown “ Levi- 
tism” of his own age in a thoroughly unhistorical manner, into 
his (mythical) description of earlier times. But for our part, 
all that we find thoroughly unhistorical is this discovery of 
modern criticism itself; for nothing appears to us more natural, 
than that the forms of worship, and the manners and customs 
which had already taken deep root among the people, should be 
adopted and sanctioned by the legislation of Moses, inasmuch as 
they were uot at variance with the principles of that legislation, 
but, on the contrary, were completely adapted to its require-
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ments. On the other hand, nothing appears to us more wn- 
natural, than to suppose that there were no forms of worship in 
the pre-Mosaic times at all, or, if there were any, that they 
were entirely ignored by the Mosaic legislation. Besides, it 
must also be observed, that whilst there are many points in 
which the forms in question resemble each other, there are many 
others in which they diverge and differ. And this dictum of 
criticism appears the more absurd, inasmuch as the forms adopted 
in the early history of the Israclitish people were of so general, 
simple, and inartificialakind, that their adoption was justas natural 
and intelligible as the absence of them would be unnatural and 
inexplicable (see my Linheit der Genesis, p. xlix. seq., &c.).—We 
shall content ourselves at present with mercly mentioning the 
forms of worship existing in the patriarchal age, and shall reserve 
any discussion of their meaning till we come to treat of the Mosaic 
legislation —The most general expression, descriptive of the 
patriarchal worship, is the frequently recurring phrase pyin p49 

ee 3 vir 

——9 (Gen. xii. 8, xiii. 4, xxvi. 25, xxxiii, 20); which means 
vos 

“to call, to address by the name of Jehovah,” and always im- 
plies the adoration of Jehovah (Ps. lxxix. 6, exvi. 17; Is. xii. 
4), Luther's translation: ‘to preach the name of the Lord,’ 
is very correctly criticized by AZ. Baumgarten (i. 1, p. 172), 
as follows: “ The different epochs in the divine economy are 
confounded by those who suppose, that the patriarchs ever 
thought of, or aimed at, the conversion of the heathen. Mis- 
sionary work was by no means the task of the Old Testament. 
When Abraham built altars, and praised the name of the Lord, 
this was the expression of his own personal feelings, and his 
service as the father of his race.” The more special forms of 
worship, which we meet with, are prayer (chap. xxiv. 63), altars 
and sacrifice (the former principally upon hills and high places, 
chap. xii, 8, xx. 2, for the hills were already regarded as 
natural symbols of exaltation, from the humility of their earthly 
condition to one more heavenly and divine), purification (chap. 
xxxv. 2), vows (xxvill. 20 sqq.), tithes (xiv. 20, xxviii. 20), and 
circumcision. ‘This exhausts the forms of worship, to which 
any reference is made. 

There are still two points, however, about which a great deal 
has been written on both sides, and on which we must give our
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opinion as briefly as possible, viz., on the observance of the Sab. 
bath, and the existence of any priestly institution in the pre- 
Mosaic times. With reference to the Sabbath, see ken, p. 26 
sqq. The week of seven days is the earliest measure of time 
amongst all nations (vid. G. H. Schubert Lehrb. d. Sternkunde, 
Erlangen 1847, p. 204 sqq.), and Philo justly designates the 
weekly cycle as wavénpov xalb rod xoopou yevdo.ov (de opi. 
mundi). We need not discuss the question here, whether the 
universal agreement in this respect is to be explained on the 
ground of the agreement between such a division and the four 
phases of the moon, or the number of the planets, or from the 
symbolical dignity of the number seven, or whether it should 
rather be referred to a universal revelation made before the 
dispersion of the people, in which case we should have to seek 
the record of it in Gen. ii. 2. At all events the division by 
weeks was known in the patriarchal age: we find it in fact as 
early as the history of the flood, and we have a proof of its 
symbolical or religious meaning in its connexion with the mar- 
riage festival, chap. xxix. 27, 28, and also with the rite of 
circumcision, chap. xvii. 12. Hence it is not in itself an im- 
probable thing, that there may have been some kind of festival 
connected with the seventh day, as early as the days of the 
patriarchs. At the same time, it must be confessed that we can- 
not bring any proof of the existence of a Sabbatic festival in the 
ante-Sinaitic period. Neither the divine determination in Gen. 
ii. 3, to sanctify the seventh day, nor the peculiar form in which 
this is first enjoined in the law: “ remember the seventh day to 
keep it holy,” nor the event, which prepared the way for the legal 
proclamation of the Sabbath, viz., the fact that no manna fell 
upon the seventh day (Ex. xvi. 22 sqq.), can be appealed to as 
yielding decisive testimony in the affirmative. But, on the other 
hand, we cannot quote these passages as proofs of the con- 
trary as /Tengstenberg has done (The Lord’s day, p. 7 sqq., 
Engl. transl.). 

According to the Talmud and the Rabbins, the priestly rights 
belonged exclusively to the first-born before the giving of the 
law, and this opinion is shared by Jerome, Selden, Bochart, &c. 
But it has been warmly opposed by Outram and Spencer, and 
especially by Vitringa (de synag. veé. 11. 2, and observ. ss. ii. 2, 
3). And their objections are certainly just, for the arguments
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adduced in favour of any peculiar priesthood are quite un- 
tenable. That Esau’s raiment, mentioned in Gen. xxv. 15, 
was priestly raiment, is an absurd fiction. That Jacob’s bless- 
ing in Gen. xlix. 3 included the priesthood among the privileges 
of the birthright, is a notion founded entirely upon Luther's 
false rendering. That the young men, whom Moses sent to offer 
sacrifice (Ex. xxiv. 5), were all eldest sons, is a gratuitous 
assumption ; and the substitution of the tribe of Levi for all the 
firstborn of the congregation does not prove anything, since 
Vitringa is certainly right in saying (p. 272): alos Deo conse- 
cratos esse ad ministerium sacrum non ad sacerdotium, s. non ut 

sacerdotes sed ut sacrificiu. The natural and historical order 
of events was certainly this, that the priestly functions were 
usually discharged by the fathers and heads of the families ; and 
therefore, if the firstborn inherited any priestly rights, it was 
simply on acconnt of his becoming the head of the family. See 
Buddei hist. eccl. ed. iv. Vol. i. p. 311 sqq. 

§ 8. The general culture of the patriarchs was undoubtedly 

affected by their nomadic mode of life. But nothing can be 

more unwarrantable, than to attribute to the patriarchs all the 

rudeness and hopeless degradation of ordinary nomad-hordes,. 

who determinately fence themselves against any influence from 

the civilization by which they may he surrounded. Their wan- 

dering mode of life in the holy land was the necessary conse- 

quence of their being foreigners without a home. Their pilgri- 

mage was forced upon them, and the period of its cessation was 

the constant object of their hopes and desires. Hence we find 

that, so far as it was possible, they did participate in the benefits 

resulting from the culture and civilization of the more settled 

tribes, with whom they came in contact. (1)—The external con- 

stitution of the patriarchal commonwealth partook of the cha- 

racteristics of a family. The head of the family concentrated 

the whole authority and jurisdiction in his own person ; he even 

possessed the power of life and death, controlled only by certain 

fixed traditions (Gen. xxxviii. 24). The position of the woman 

was a subordinate one, as it always was before the time of Christ, 
VOL. II. H
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her claim to equal rights being nowhere fully recognised. Hence 

polygamy was regarded as perfectly justifiable. But we find no 

trace among the patriarchs of such degradation of the woman, as 

is found wherever she is regarded as nothing but a slave of the 

man, affording him the means of perpetuating his race and 

gratifying his lusts. On the contrary, we find many a proof of 

the esteem and love which she received as a wife, and of the per- 

sonal rights which she possessed as the mistress of the house. (2) 

We also find the ¢nviolable purity of the marriage bed main- 

tained with such severity that adultery was punished with death 

(Gen. xxxvill, 24), and in the case of the patriarchs it was ren- 

dered peculiarly important from their consciousness of a divine 

eall and of the destiny of the family. The strongest incitement 

to polygamy arose from the desire to maintain and enlarge the 

family, and this was also the cause of the peculiar institution of 

the Levirate marriage (see Vol. 1., § 86. 2). 

(1.) Hengstenberg (Beitr. 11. 431 seq.) has made an excellent 
collection of proofs that general culture was both sought after 
and possessed: “ In the case of the patriarchs it is very apparent, 
that their wandering mode of life was forced upon them by the 
fact that they were sojourners in a land, the whole of which was 
held in possession by its original occupants. We find no marks 
of the rudeness of nomad tribes. Both mentally and morally 
they were on a level with civilized nations. They shared in the 
advantages, convenicnces, and luxuries enjoyed by more favoured 
nations. Jacob possessed a signet-ring ; Joseph wore a richly 
ornamented dress; Abraham paid for the field he bought, in 
coin; the sons of Jacob also took money with them to purchase 
corn; and Abraham’s servant presented Rebekah with a gold 
ring and armlets. Wherever it was possible, the nomadic life 
was immediately relinquished. Lot settled in Sodom, occupied 
a house there, and entered too readily into the habits of the 
town, When Abraham went down to Egypt, instead of doing 
what nomads by profession and inclination have been in the habit 
of doing for thousands of years, namely taking up his abode in the 
pasture lands on the border, he went direct to the court of the king
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(Gen. xii. 10 sqq.). He afterwards settled in Hebron as a home, 
and was there the prince of God in the midst of the Hittites 
(Gen. xxiii.). Isaac lived in the capital of the Philistines, and 
occupied a house opposite to the palace (Gen. xxvi. 8). He 
also sowed a ficld (ver. 12). Jacob built himself a house after 
his return from Mesopotamia (chap, xxxiii. 17).—Joseph’s dream 
of the sheaves of his brethren bowing down to his sheaf is also an 
important illustration of the point in question (cf. Vol. 1., § 84. 
1). 

(2). There are many proofs that the person of the woman was 
highly esteemed. The history of Sarah shows, that in several 
respects she had the right to exercise her own authority in the 
sphere of domestic life. The consent of the bride was asked on 
the oceasion of her marriage (chap. xxiv. 58), The husband 
showed the most devoted affection to his wife (chap. xxiv. 67, 
xxix. 20). The multiplication of wives does not appear to have 
been entirely dependent upon the caprice of the husband, but 
was generally founded upon, and defended by the barrenness of 
the lawful wife (chap. xvi. 2 sqq., xxx. 3, 4, 9). And when any 
plan was decided npon, which was intended to alter the general 
condition of the family, the wife was asked to give her consent. 
Thus, for example, when Jacob fled from Mesopotamia, he 
explained his reasons to his wives, that he might obtain their 
approbation (chap. xxxi. 4 sqq.).
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EXTENT, CHARACTER, AND IMPORTANCE OF THIS STAGE, 
IN THE 

HISTORY OF THE ANCIENT COVENANT. 

§ 9. The first stage in the covenant history, which displayed 

itself in the form of a family, was brought to an end by the 

death of Jacob, unity bemg an essential element in the idea of a 

family. With the death of Jacob, the last solitary representa- 

tive and father of the whole tribe, this unity of the one family 

was resolved into a plurality of fanmuihes ; and thus the way wag 

opened for their becoming a nation. We have now reached the 

commencement, therefore, of the second stage in the covenant- 

history, in which we shall see the faimly expand into a nation. 

sut the growth of any nation is directly and primarily determined 

by the people themselves, that 1s, by the mass of individuals and 

families who are united together in a higher, independent com- 

monwealth, by virtue of a common ancestry, 4 common lan- 

guage, a common religion, and a general uniformity of character. 

Such an association, of course, necessarily requires a constitution, 

by which the individuals are held together. This again involves 

another indispensable condition, viz., a prosperous population, in 

independent possession of a land of their own, and one that is 

suited to the character of the inhabitants. But at the com- 

mencement of the stage before us, we find none of these condi- 

tions fulfilled ; though )y the decree and promise of God they 

existed potentially in the codekac of the families, and gradu- 

ally attained to the requisite fulfilment. The fist step, then, 

towards the future nation is to be found in such an organisation 

of the people, as formed the substratum of all further develop- 

ment. This was the embryo-state of the nation. Egypt ( § 1. 7)
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was the womb, as it were, in which the germs of the promised 

people were deposited, that it might guard them and nourish 

them by its natural powers, till they had grown into a great 

nation. As soon as the embryo had reached maturity, 2.e., as 

soon as the people had become so strong as to require and 

demand an independent existence, an impulse from within urged 

them to seck that independence, and did not rest till it was 

secured. The exodus from Egypt represents the natural birth 

of the people, and the Egyptian oppression resembles those 

labour-pains without which, iu this earthly state, no life can be 

brought into existence. The wonders of God in Egypt, the 

strong arm of the Lord, which was stretched out to help and 

save, were the instruments of divine surgery by which the natural 

force of the mature embryo, then striving for independent exis- 

tence, was enabled to attain its end. By the exodus Israel 

gained an independent position, and stood upon an equal footing 

with other nations, in fact, became a nation like all the rest. The 

Jirst step in the development of the national existence, viz., the 

preparation of the people of the covenant, had now attained its 

object. Afoses, the man of God, was the instrument of the 

divine assistance; being called by God, and furnished with 

divine power to be the saviour of Israel. 

But Israel was not to be merely a nation, like the other 

nations, resting on no other basis than that of natural life. 

According to its vocation and its destiny it was to be the nation 

of God, the holy nation, the chosen race, the possessor and mes- 

senger of salvation for all the nations of the earth. And thus 

the nation entered upou the second stage in its history. Jvoses, 

the deliverer of the people by the power of God, led them to the 

inajestic altar of the Lord, that altar which He, the creator of 

the heavens and the earth, had erected for himself among the 

rocks of Sinai, with their heads lifted towards heaven ; and 

there they were set apart as a holy nation. If the exodus from
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Egypt was the natural birth of the nation, the conclusion of the 

covenant at Sinai was the religious consecration of the new-born 

infant ; its vegeneration to a higher life. But as God never 

demands without giving, so he never gives without demanding. 

And therefore, when Israel entered upon the privileges of the 

covenant-nation, and obtained possession of the gifts and goods, 

the promises and hopes of the covenant, it necessarily undertook 

the duties of a covenant-nation, and submitted to the command- 

ments, the restrictions, and the sacrifices which such a relation 

involved. The conclusion of the covenant was therefore accom- 

panied by the giving of a law, whieh defined the privileges and 

prescribed the duties of the covenant-nation. This law also 

conferred upon Israel « constitution, suited to its vocation and 

its future destiny, by which its internal organisation was com- 

pleted, its external distinetions defined, and its safety ensured. 

The events attendant upon the legislation and the conclusion of 

the covenant ushered in the second step in the onward progress 

of the nation, namely, the determination of the peculiar constitu- 

tion, whieh was henceforth to regulate the course and develop- 

ment of the history of Israel, in other words, the establishment 

of the theocracy. The mediator of the covenant and the agent 

in the foundation of the theocracy was Jfoses, the man of 

God (1). 

But tho development of the nation was not yet complete. In 

the first step of this stage in its history, Israel had received its 

natural freedom and independence ; in the second, its sacred dedi- 

cation and eovenant. One thing was still wanting, however, which 

was an essential pre-requisite to the actual realization of the 

whole of these, viz. a country suited to its natural and spiritual 

character, its position, and its destiny. In the third step of its 

national history this want was satisfied, and it obtained posses- 

sion of the land, which the providence of God had selected as the 

arena on which the covenant-history was to run its course, and
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which the mercy of God had already promised to the fathers. 

The divine hero, by whom Israel was led through conflict and 

victory to the possession of this treasure, was Joshua, who con- 

tinued and completed the work which Moses had begun. 

The condition and possessions of Israel now embraced all 

that was requisite, to sustain and exhibit a national existence 

devoted to God, by the side of the other nations, which were aé 

enmity against God. Country and people, laws and promises, 

constitution and worship were given; and they contained the 

germs of all their future development. This brings us to the 

commencement of the fourth step in the history of the covenant, 

which we find in the existence of a nation entrusted with the 

task of working out tis peculiar nationality. Hitherto the 

operations and gifts of God had stood in the foreground. But 

the time had now arrived, when the works of Israel in perfor- 

mance of the covenant were to stand prominently forward ; when 

Israel might, and should have shown, that the gifts, and leadings, 

and revelations of God, which it had hitherto received, it could 

now use and apply for itself; and when it should have taught 

the way in which this could be done. Again and again, how- 

ever, it forsook the path of the covenant; and God had continually 

to interfere, and by punishment and chastening to save and heal. 

Surrounding nations were employed to execute his sentences, and 

Judges were afterwards sent as his messengers of salvation. 

(1). The second step of this stage was indisputably the most 
important and eventful. We must, therefore, examine it with 
especial care. In doing so we shall divide it into two parts. 
The first will contain an account of the histortcal foundations, 
on which the theocracy was based, and the circumstances amidst 
which the legislation, that established it, was completed. The 
second will consist of a systematic analysis of the legeslation 
itself. 

The sources from which our knowledge of the first two steps 
must be derived are the last four books of Pentateuch. As cri- 

2
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tical and exegetical aids we recommend especially the works 
already mentioned (in Vol. i. § 14—20), of Havernech, Ranke, 

Hengstenherg, Welte, Keil, Rosenmiiiler, and AL. Baumgarten. 
In addition to historical works of a more general character, the 
following monographs deserve particular notice: MWarburton’s 
divine legation of Moses ; Fr. Hauff, tiber Mose’s welthistoris- 
che Bedeutung (Studien der evangelischen Geistlichkeat. Wur- 
temberg vi. 2 p. 3 sqq.); ZL. Osiander, Blicke auf Moses (Chris- 
toterpe, 1837 p. 77 sqq.) ; Patr. Fairbairn’s Typology of Scrip- 
ture, vol. ii., the Mosaic period, Edinburgh, 1847. 

SCENE OF THE HISTORY. 

Compare the aids mentioned in Vol. i., § 15. 2; also Léon de 

Laborde et Linant, voyage del Arabie pétrée, Pans, 1830, and 

Léon de Laborde, Commentaire géographique sur ULxode et les 

Nombres, Paris and Leipzic, 1841-4, as well as the works named 

in Vol. iii., § 2 and 23. 

§ 10. An immense tract of desert stretches along the north 

of Africa, commencing at the coast on the north-west, and run- 

ning not only through Africa, but into Asia as far as the steppes 

of the Euphrates, The only interruption which it meets with 

is from the Nzle, whose fertilising waters flow completely across 

the desert, and have produced a fruitful oasis, which bears the 

name of Egypt, and is one of the most ancient and important 

of all the civilized lands, that have figured in the history of the 

human race. By far the larger part of this desert, towards the 

west, consists of low land, and is known by the name of the 

Sahara. The portion immediately bordering upon Egypt is 

called the Libyan desert. On the other side of the Nile, at the 

point where the sand regains its supremacy, the Arabian desert 

commences, and stretches thence to the Euphrates. This eastern 

division, which is much sinaller than the other. is hilly. and is
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intersected or bounded by mountain ranges, which vary in extent, 

and on which there are here and there fertile spots, proportioned 

in size to the springs which produce them. For some distance 

the breadth of the Arabian desert is considerably diminished 

by the Red Sea, which reaches almost as far as the Mediterran- 

ean. ‘This enormous bay is formed by the Indian Ocean, and 

terminates in two smaller gulfs, which enclose a portion of the 

Arabian desert, and give it the character of a peninswla. Both 

of these gulfs receive their ancient, as well as their modern 

names, from towns which stand, or have stood, in the neighbour- 

hood. The western arm was formerly called the Heroopolitan 

gulf, the eastern the Elanitic ; at present the former is called 

the gulf of Suez, the latter the gulfof Akabah. ‘The mountains 

of Idumea (Mount Sezr) stretch from the Elanitic gulf to the 

Dead Sea, intersecting the Arabian plateau from north to south, 

and dividing it into two unequal parts. The western half (the 

smaller of the two), including the mountams of Idumca, hag 

been known since the time of the Romans as Arabia Petrea. 

This name is not derived from the rocky nature of the soil, as 

is commonly, though erroneously, supposed, but from the strong 

city of Petra in the land of the Edomites. Under the last of the 

Emperors Arabia Petreea was called Palestina tertia. The name 

was given on correct geographical grounds, the whole district 

being apparently an integral part of the mountaimous region of 

Palestine (the provinces of Judah and Ephraim were named 

Palestina prima, and Galilee, with the country beyond Jordan, 

Palestina secunda). It was also designated Palestina salutaris 

on account of the healthy nature of the climate in the moun- 

tains of Edom. The northern boundary of Arabia Petrea, 

from the mouth of the Pelusiac arm of the Nile as far as Gaza, 

is formed by the Mediterranean Sea ; from Gaza to the southern 

extremity of the Dead Sea, it is bounded hy the mountains 

of Judah, which are already known to us by the name of the 
” 
«
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mountains of the Amorites (Vol. 1., § 40. 4). Towards the south, 

it runs between the two arms of the Red Sea, and terminates 

in the promontory of Z?as-Afohummed. The larger or castern 

half of the Arabian desert, to which the Romans gave the name 

of Arabia deserta, commences on the other side of the [dumean 

mountains. It stretches eastward as far as the Euphrates, north- 

ward to Damascus, running by the side of the fertile highlands 

of the country beyond Jordan (§ 42), and southward to a con- 

siderable distance into the heart of Arabia proper (Arabia felix.) 

The last-named portion of the Asiatico-African desert, and also 

the portion first referred to (the Sahara with the Lybian desert) 

lie altogether beyond the province of our history, the first stage 

of which belongs to Egypi, the second to Arabia Petrcea, and 

the third and fourth ¢o Palestine. Palestine has already been 

described (Vol. i., § 388—43). The only portion of Egypt with 

which we are concerned is the eastern part of the country, viz., 

the province of Goshen, for which see § 1. 5, and § 37—42. 

It only remains for us to take a survey of the characteristics of 

Arabia Petreea, At present, however, we shall content ourselves 

with the most gencral features. A more particular description 

will be given, as the history brings the different localities under 

our notice. 

§ 11. In the heart of the peninsula, which is enclosed by the 

Heroopolitan and Elanitic gulfs, somewhat towards the south, 

rise the mountains of Sinat (Jebel el Tur), from which the whole 

country has received the name of the peninsula of Sinat. Sinai 

consists of a nearly circular group of mountains from forty to 

sixty miles in diameter. The average height of the mountains 

composing this group is six or seven thousand feet above the 

level of the sea, about 2000 feet above the surrounding valleys 

and plains. T'wo of the highest points are almost in the centre 

of the range, Sinaz itself (Jebel Musa, 7097 feet high) and Jfount 

Catherine (Jebel el Homr, 8168 feet). As soon as the traveller
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leaves the burning heat of the sandy desert, and enters within 

the limits of these mountains, he finds a genial Alpine climate, 

and a cool refreshing breeze. Copious streams of water flow 

down from the mountains, and fertilize the soil, causing it to 

produce a most luxuriant herbage. Date-palms, acacias, dense 

bushes of tamarisks, white thorns, mulberry trees, vigorous 

spice plants, and green shrubs are found on every hand, wher- 

ever the bare rock is not entircly destitute of soil. And where 

the hand of man has done anything to cultivate the ground, there 

are apricots and oranges in rich profusion, with other valuable 

kinds of trees. It is true, there is a striking contrast between the 

richly wooded valleys and the steep, barren rocks by which they 

are so closcly confined; but so much the more majestic is the 

aspect of these mighty masses of rugged rock. The mountains 

are also frequented by great quantities of game and fowl of dif- 

ferent descriptions; among others by antelopes and gazelles, 

partridges, pigeons, and quails. The geological base of this 

range consists of large masses of primary rock, principally granite, 

porphyry, and syenite. The promontories are chalk, limestone, 

and sandstone. There is another large group of mountains on 

the north-west of the mountains of Sinai, called the Serbal 

Mountains, which rise like an island between the lower coast- 

line of el-Kaa and the deep valley of Feiran, by which they are 

bounded on the north. They reach the height of 6342 feet. 

The Serbal itself, a mighty giant of the desert, crowned by five 

peaks, is surrounded by lower mountains; the whole group 

deriving its name from the lofty mountain in the centre. This 

cluster is connected with that of Sinai by the Saddle-mountain, 

Jebel-el-Kaweit. For further details see Vol. i1., § 5—8. 

§ 12. In the northern part of this cluster of mountains, there 

is a waste and sandy tract of table-land, Debbet-er-Ramleh, about 

3000 feet above the level of the sea. It is nearly semicircular, 

and runs diagonally across the peninsula (from E.8.E. to



SCENE OF THE HISTORY. 127 

W.N.W.), reaching almost from the one gulf to the other. On 

the north of this are the limestone et-Tth mountains, which 

rise to the height of 4300 feet, and run like a crescent-shaped 

wall, parallel to the tract of table-land, from the Elanitic gulf, 

almost to the gulf of Suez. At this point they turn towards 

the N.N.W., and follow the line of the coast. The latter 

portion of the range iscalled Jebel-er-Rahah. This long moun- 

tain wall, of about sixty German miles in length, forms a second 

section of Arabia Petra. On the northern side of the ef-7'th 

mountains, and the eastern side of those of Jebel-er-Rahah, 

there is an extensive tract of table-Jand called the desert of e¢- 

Vih-Beni-Israel (4.e., the confusion of the children of Israel). 

The Arabs still nake a distinction between this and the desert 

of Jifar, and confine the latter name to the western and north- 

western edge of the tract, which hes at a lower level, and ex- 

tends to Egypt and the Mediterranean Sea. Properly speaking, 

these two deserts form the (Asiatic) continuation of the Sahara, 

which is interrupted by the Nile. Barren rocks of lime and sand- 

stone, hills of dazzling chalk and red sand, form almost the only 

variation in this dreary desert, which is thickly strewed with 

black flints and gravel. It 1s only m the recesses of the Wady, 

that sufficient water is collected in the rainy season to enable a 

few miscrable plants to yield a meal to the passing herds ; and 

there are a few springs, surrounded by trees, which furnish to 

the travelling caravans a welcome place of encampment. (Tor 

further particulars see Vol. ili., § 23—-31). On the north a wide 

valley, the WVady Aurreh, separates the desert from the moun- 

tainous «istrict of Palestine. Towards the east it slopes off into 

a broad, deep valley, the so-called Avabah, which extends from 

the southern poimts of the Dead Sea to the northern end of the 

Elanitic gulf, a distance of more than a hundred miles. This 

valley is like a continuation of the valley of the Jordan, the Ghor 

(see Vol. i., § 39. 5), and in the Old Testament they are called by
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the common name, Arabah. It is a broad sandy desert, the sur- 

face of which is covered with innumerable sand-heaps and little 

hills. Here and there you meet with green oases, shrubs, and 

palms, and even with the ruins of ancient towns. The water-shed 

of the Arabah is twenty-five miles from the Elanitic gulf. Further 

to the north the waters flow through the Wady el-J7b into the 

Dead Sea. The low level of the Dead Sea (Vol. i., § 39. 6) isa 

sufficient proof that the northern part of the Arabah is below 

the level of the ocean. 

§ 13. On the east of the Arabah rise the steep and rugged 

mountains of Idumeea (or Mount Setr, now es Sherah or Jebal ), 

which are almost of the same length as the Arabah itself, stretch- 

ing from the Dead Sea to the Gulf of Akabah, with an average 

breadth of fifteen or twenty miles. The loftiest peaks are hardly 

3000 feet high. They are steep and rugged cliffs of porphyry, 

which protrude themselves from the chalk formation, and are 

again surrounded by immense masses of sandstone. Among the 

shattered fragments of rock, there are valleys covered with trees, 

shrubs, and flowery meads. The higher ground is sometimes 

sown with corn. The vines in these valleys are as large, and 

the grapes as sweet, as in any part of Palestine itself. In some 

places there are woods, or what pass for woods in these coun- 

tries, and spice-bearing plants, growing out of clefts in the rock, 

which furnish a plentiful supply for the sustenance of wild goats 

and gazelles. But while there are isolated examples of great 

fertility, the general aspect of the mountains is wild and bare, 

and the western mountains especially are described as altogether 

barren and unfruitful (Vol. 1, § 73. 1). 

On the eastern side, the mountains of Idumea slope off 

just as smoothly and gradually, as they rise abruptly on the 

western. Following the range on which Idumea is situated, we 

arrive at the mountainous country of the Afoabites, the modern 

Kerek, which lies to the north of Idumea, on the east of the
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Dead Sea. The southern boundary, by which this district is 

separated from the mountains of Idumea, is the Wady el-Ahsy 

(el-Kurahy), which opens at the southern end of the Dead Sea. 

On the north it is bounded by the deep rocky valley, through 

which the brook Arnon flows, which enters the Dead Sea near 

the centre of the eastern side. The Arnon divides the Kerek 

from the highlands of el-Belkah on the east of the Jordan 

(Vol. i. § 42, 3). In the nature of its soil the Kerek forms a 

link between the highlands of Palestine beyond the Arnon, 

which consist for the most part of table-land, and the mountains 

of es-Sherah, the aspect of which is most rugged and grotesque. 

But the conformation and geological character of the Kerek are 

far from being sufficiently known, to enable us to describe its 

details with accuracy, or to employ all the Old Testament data 

with any degree of certainty. 
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CONDITION OF THE ISRAELITES 
AND 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE NATION DURING THE PERIOD 

SPENT IN EGYPT. 

§ 14. (Exodus i.)—The historical records of the Old Testa- 

ment pass very quickly over the first three centuries and a half 

of the period of 430 years (1), to which the sojourn of the chil- 

dren of Isracl in Egypt extended. Still there is no ground for 

attributing to these records ether faultiness or omissions, pro- 

vided we do not measure them by such a standard, as is foreign 

both to the intention of the records and to the circumstances of the 

case (2). Inaccordance with both of these, the historian 1s con- 

tent to relate the extraordinarily rapid increase of Jacob's de- 

scendants in general but characteristic terms (ver. 6, 7), and 

then passes at once to a description of the circumstances, which 

eventually led to Isracl’s departure from Egypt. The rapidity 

with which their numbers increased may be learned from the 

census, taken shortly after the Exodus, from which we may infer 

that there were in all about two million souls (3). So long as there 

was a continuance of the good understanding, established by 

Joseph between the ruling dynasty in Egypt and the Israelitish 

scttlers,—so long, that is, as the former could ensure the faithful- 

ness and attachment of the latter,—this rapid increase in the num- 

ber of the Israelites must have been a most welcome thing to the 

Egyptian rulers ; for it enabled them with the greater ease to fulfil 

the task which the policy of Egypt imposed upon them, of guard-
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ing carefully aguinst incursions on the part of the hostile hordes 

to the East.—But the government of that time was apparently 

overthrown by force, and a new dynasty (4) arose. As this put 

an end to the relations of confidence and devotion, which had 

existed from the time of Joseph, between the government and the 

nomadic settlers in the land of Goshen, the extent to which the 

latter were increasing could not but suggest the possibility, that 

opposing interests might one day give rise to political difficulties. 

On the one hand, for example, it must have appeared a dangerous 

thing to have so powerful and numerous a body of men, es- 

tranged from the ruling government, just in that border province 

of the kingdom, which was continually threatened by the tribes 

on the East, who were ready to invade it for the purpose of plun- 

der or conquest. How easily might it happen, that the latter 

would find in the Israelites, not protectors of Egypt, but confede- 

rates in their enterprise. On the other hand, it was to the intcrest 

‘of the government to prevent the settlers from leaving the country, 

that they might not lose so considerable a body of useful subjects ; 

and it became all the more important to put a timely check upon 

their wish to emigrate, on account of the increasing desire of the 

descendants of Jacob to possess the promised land, which they 

regarded as their proper home. Under these circumstances it 

seemed most advisable to break the free and independent spirit of 

the shepherd-tribe, and to set bounds to the excessive rate at 

which they were increasing, by forcing them to hard labour and 

tributary service (5). But this was so far from accomplishing 

the end desired, that the dreaded increase went on at a still more 

threatening rate. This partial failure in their plans only drove 

the government to adopt severer measures still. The Hebrew 

midwives received secret orders from the king, to put the Heb- 

rew boys to death in some private way, as soon as they were 

born. But these measures were also unsuccessful, and, there- 

fore, the king of Egypt made known his ruthless policy in
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the must undisguiscd manner, by issuing a command to all the 

Egyptians, to drown the new-born sons of the Israelites in the 

river Nile (6). It is not known how long this command was 

strictly enforced, but its extreme inhumanity is sufficient to 

warrant us in believing that it could not be carried out for any 

considerable length of time. Moreover, the Egyptians knew 

well, that whilst it was policy on their part to weaken, it was 

highly impolitic to exterminate the Israelites. 

(1). Zhe length of their stay in Egypt is clearly and unequi- 
vocally stated in Exodus xii. 40 to have been 430 years : “‘ Now 
the sgjourning of the children of Isruel, who dwelt in Egypt, was 
four hundred and thirty years.” In the Septuagint, however, 
(Codex Vatieanus) we read : “H &é rapotkynots tav viav Iopany, 
hw Tapwoxnoay ev yj AuyuTt@ kai év yj Xavaay €tTn Tetpaxdocra 
tptaxovta. In the Alexandrian Codex the word mapaxyaap is 
followed by the clause avtot nai ot matépes adtav. We find 
the same reading in the Samaritan texts and the Targum of 
Jonathan. Hence, according to these, the 430 years included 
the 215 years, during which the three patriarchs sojourned in 
Canaan. 
We must first enquire, therefore, which 1s the veaching of the 

original text: whether the words in question have been omitted 
from the Hebrew, by accident or design, or whether they have 
been interpolated in the versions in which they occur. To this 
we reply, that an unpartial examination of all the arguments pro 
and eon yields the most decided and indisputable testimony to 
the genuineness of the Hebrew text. There are no various 
readings in the Hebrew MSS. (vid. Rosenmiiller Comm. ii. p. 222), 
which might lead us to doubt the authenticity of the received 
version ; and whilst the Hebrew is recommended by its simple, 
natural, and inartificial construction, the Sepéuagint is rendered 
just as suspicious by the opposite qualitics. At the very first 
clance these additions look hke artificial emendations of the 
text, which have been made on the supposition that 430 years 
was too long a period for the stay in Egypt. Starting with this 
assumption, it was very casy to include the period spent in 
Canaan, especially as this embraced exactly half of the 430
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years. But this rendered it necessary to add the clause ev yi 
Xavadv. Moreover, we see the evidence of a guilty conscience 
in the unskilful clause avroi «ai ot watépes ad’tay, which is in- 
troduced for the purpose of removing the apparent incongruity, 
of reckoning Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, among the children of 
Isracl ; for this inaccuracy would no more have given offence to 
an unprejudiced mind, than the similar one in Gen. xlvi. 8, where 
Jacob is reckoned as one of the children of Israel. Moreover, 

the altcration is a very unfortunate one, for it does not entirely 
answer its purpose, as the principal clause, “ the sojourning of 
the children of Israel was 430 years,” still remains. It is not 
likely that the words were written by the translator himself, 
since Theophilus of Antioch, who always follows the Septuagint, 
frequently speaks of a 430 years’ sojourn in Egypt (ad Autolycum 
iii. 9. 24). Butif they were, we know what lbertics he took 
with the text, and how often he has altered it, especially in 
chronological statements, probably to suit some preconceived 
system. Seyffarth’s hypothesis, that the chrenologieal aceounts 
in the Hebrew text originally tallied with those of the Septua- 
gint, but that they were altered by the Jewish academy at 
Tiberias, for the purpose of sustaining their Messianic expecta- 
tions, is too arbitrary and unfounded to meet with support (vid. 
his Chronologia sacra p. 218 sqq.). The agreement between 
the Samaritan and Chaldee and the Septuagint only proves that 
in their case there was the same reason for shortening the 430 
years. The apostle Paul, it 1s true, also reckons 430 years from 
the call of Abraham to the giving of the law (Gal. 11. 17), but 
as his statement is founded upon the Septuagint, it cannot be 
regarded as an independent authority. Paul was writing for 
Greeks, who were only aequainted with the Septuagint, and as 
the question of chronology did not in tlie least affect his argument, 
it would have been as much out of place on his part to correct 
the Septuagint, as it is on the part of his expositors to appeal to 
the doctrine of inspiration in connexion with this passage. 
Josephus also says (Ant. 11. 15, § 2), that the Israelites left 
Keypt 430 years after the entrance of Abraham into Canaan ; 
but we know how little dependence can be placed upon his 
ehrunological statements with reference to the earlier times, and 
in this case they lose all their worth, on account of his having 
spoken in two other places of 400 years as the duration of the
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oppression of Israel in Egypt (Ant. i. 9, § 1, and De bello jud. 
V. 9, §4). In addition to the arguments already adduced in 
favour of the authenticity of the reading in the Hebrew text, we 
may also mention the circumstance that it is impossible to see 
what end could be served by an intentional omission of the 
words in question ; whereas, as we shall presently show, it 1s by 
no means difficult to ascertain the motives for an artificial 
emendation of the passage by the introduction of the clause. 
And if that be the case, the agreement between the Samaritan, 
the paraphrase, and the Septuagint loses all its importance, 
though they are apparently independent of one another. 

By the influence of the authorities just named, the notion, that 
the 430 years were to be reckoned from Abraham, became a 
settled tradition both among Jews and Christians, and was 
adopted even by expositors, who followed the Hebrew text in 
every other case, and admitted its authenticity in the present 
instance. The fetters of this tradition were first broken by J. 
B. Koppe (progr. quo Israelitas non ccv. sed cecexxx. annos in 
Aegypto commoratos esse efficitur. Gdttingen 1777), and he was 
immediately followed by J. G. Frank (novum syst. chronol. 
fundam. Gottingen 1778). Since then the opposite view has 
become the prevailing one. It has been supported by Rosen- 
miiller (ad. h. lk. p. 220 sqq.), ZZofmann (in the Studien u. 
Kritiken 1839, p. 402 sqq.), Zvele (Comm. ad. Gen. xv. 13 
eqq., and his Chronol. d. A. T. p. 33 sqq.), Heeald (Geschichte 
1. $54 sqq.), Bunsen (Aegypten i. 214 sqq.), Delitzsch (Genesis 
Kid. 2. 1. 363 seq.), L. Metnke (Beitr. zur Erklirung d. A. Test. 
Miinster 1851), and many others. Jf, Baumyarten, however, has 
revived the old traditional explanation (theol. comm. i. 474 sqq.) 
We will commence by examining the arguments of those who 

are of opinion that the call of Abraham must be taken as the 
terminus a quo. They are founded upon Gen. xv. 13—16, 
Ex. vi. 16—20, and Num. xxvi. 59, all of which are said to be 
irreconcileable with the notion that the stay of the Israelites in 
Keypt lasted 430 years.—The jirsé passage cited is Gen. xy. 
13—16. Jchoval announces to Abraham: “ thy seed shall be a 
stranger in a lund that is not theirs, and shall serve them, and 
they shall afflict them four hundred years. And also that nation, 
whom they shall serve, will 1 judge ; and afterward will they come 
out with great substance. And thou shalt go to thy fathers in
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peace, thou shalt be buried in a good old age. But in the fourth 
generation they shall come hither again.” The argument found- 
ed upon this by Bengel (ordo temporum, ed. ii. p. 53 seq.), 
and Baumgarten (i. 190 seq.), rests upon the assumption 
that the announcement of a 400 years’ sojourn in a foreign land 
refers to a definite chronological period, to be reckoned from the 
birth of Isaac (viz. from that time to the birth of Jacob sixty 
years, thence to the migration into Kgypt 130 years, and lastly 
the time spent in Egypt 210 years, in all 400), whereas the 
430 years, mentioned in Ex. xii. 40, are supposed to be calcu- 
lated from the first call of Abraham in Haran (which must in 
that case have taken place five years before he removed to 
Canaan). But the commencement of the 400 years of service 
must be looked for, not i Canaan, but in Egypt. This has 
been shown in a brief but forcible manner by Hofmann (p. 
402). ‘*Can it be supposed,” he says, ‘that God was here 
predicting to Abraham something which had already taken 
place in part, in his own history? . . . . To Abraham’s 
seed Canaan was not ‘a land that was not theirs; on the 

contrary, it already belonged to his seed by promise, though 
not by possession. Moreover, there was nothing resembling 
service and oppression in Canaan.” Baumgarten replies to 
this, with some plausibility it must be confessed, that the last 
argument tells as much against Lofmann’s own explanation. 
The actual servitude was confined to the closing period, the 
reign of only two Pharaohs. And if the whole of the time from 
Jacob’s going down to Egypt to the accession of thenew king 
(dix. 1. 8) must be included in the period of Israel’s servitude 
and oppression, there is no reason why the same designation 
should not apply equally well to the history of the last two 
patriarchs. The reason why it must be so applied is, that the 
most important part of the announcement is the fact of their 
living as foreigners (>y7 43), and that this mode of life com- 

menced with Abraham, and was to continue with Isaac. But 
even if this were granted, there would still be two difficulties in 
the way. In the divine announcement only one land is spoken 
of, in which they were to be strangers, to serve and to be afflicted, 
as in a land that was not theirs; and we cannot, therefore, 

think of both Canaan and Egypt, especially as the words “ after- 
ward shall they come back” (yyy) place the land in which



CONDITION OF THE ISRAELITES. 139 

they were to serve and to be oppressed for 400 years in direct 
antithesis to the land of Canaan, the land of their fathers. The 
departure from the land of bondage (ver. 14) is a return home to 
their own land. Moreover, it is expressly announced to Abra- 
ham, in evident contrast with the foreign life, the servitude, and 
the oppression of his sced, that he shall die 7 peace and in a 
prosperous old age. From this it follows that the remainder 
of Abraham’s life, at least, cannot be included in the 400 
years ; and just as little can we include the lives of Isaac and 
Jacob, which in this respect resembled Abraham’s. But if we 
are thus brought to the conclusion, that the 400 years refer 
exclusively to the period spent in Egypt, there is certainly a 
difference between this announcement, and the passage in Ex. 
xii, 4 which speaks of 430 years. But who would think for 
a moment of calling this a discrepancy? In Gen. xv. 13 
we have a prophetic declaration, in which a round number is 
quite in place. In Ix. xn. 40, on the contrary, we have a de- 

finite chronological and historical statement. —With regard to 
the four generations, mentioned in ver. 16, it would be a most 

arbitrary thing to assign to these a different starting point from 
the 400 years in ver. 13, and to restrict them to the stay in 
Kigypt, as Bengel and Baumgarten arc obliged to do. The 
four gencrations are evidently identical with the four centuries. 
Baumgarten is perfectly right when he says, in opposition to 
Trele, that 4-4 does not mean a century, but a generation, an 
age ; but he is justas decidedly in the wrong, when he supposes 
it to represent the modern artificial notion of a generation of 
thirty years. Hofmann had already given the correct explana- 
tion. “44,” he says, “ was not to the Hebrew an artificially 
calculated yevéa, of which there were three in a century, but 
embraced, as Gen. vil. 1 is quite sufficient to prove, the sum 
total of the lives of all the men who were living at the same 
time ; and according to the ordinary length of life at that time, 
this would give a century as the duration of each generation.” 
The meaning of the word 44-7 is still more apparent from Kx. 
i. 6, where we read “and Joseph died, and all his brethren, and 
all that gencration,” especially if we compare Gen. 1. 23, where 
Joseph is said to have seen his grandchildren’s grandchildren, 
all of whom are reckoned in Ex. 1. 6 as one generation. 

The second passage, which ts thought to be irreconcileahle with
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a 430 years’ stay in Egypt, is Exodus vi. 16—20. We have 
there a genealogical table of the tribe of Levi, in which Moses 
and Aaron are said to belong to the fourth generation (Levi, 
Kehath, Amram, Aaron). Levi was 137 years old when he 
died, Kehath 133, Amram 137; and when the Israelites went ont 

of Egypt, Aaron was only 83. If from these numbers we deduct 
Levi's age when they first went down to Egypt, and the age at 
which Kehath and Amram begat children, the sum of these 
numbers will fall very far short of the 430 years mentioned in 
Ix, xii. 40, and consequently, it is said, we must either give to 
Ix. xu. 40 a different meaning from that which les upon the 
surface, or there will be an irreconcileable discrepancy between 
the two accounts—J. G. Franck endeavours to bring this 
genealogy into harmony with the 430 years, by assuming that 
the sons in this family were not born till their fathers had nearly 
reached the end of their life, and that Levi begat Kehath seventy- 
five years after he went down to Egypt (Astron. Grundrechnung 
dex bibl. Gesch. Gottes. Dessau u. Leipzig 1783, p. 178). But 
there is something so forced and unnatural in this explanation, 
that it is not likely to meet with approbation. Moreover, it is 
impossible to reconcile either this or Bengel’s explanation with 
Num. ni. 27, 28, on which we shall presently speak more at 
large. But we do not want any such artificial aids in order to 
escape from the difficulty; for the explanation suggested by 
Koppe, Trele, Hofmann, and others, that some of the members 
have been omitted from this genealogical table, is perfectly satis- 
factory. It is well known that such omissions are very common 
in the biblical genealogies, and in the present instance their 
occurrence is attested by indisputable proofs. In Num. xxv. 
29 sqq., we find sex members comprised within the same space 
of time, viz., from Joseph to Zelaphehad ; in 1 Chr. u. 3 sqq., 
there are seven persons mentioned between Judah and Bezaliel ; 
and in 1 Chr. vn. 22 sqq., there are as many as fer named from 
Ephraim to Joshua. Then, again, from a comparison which Hof- 
mani has instituted between the other genealogics of Levi in Ex. 
vi. and 1 Chr. vi., itis evident that there are names omitted from 

the former, which have been obtained from other sources aud in- 

serted in the latter. The fact that only four names are given in the 
pecigrce of Moses and Aaron, may be simply and satisfactorily ex- 
plained, as Hofmann has acutely observed, if we suppose that the
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number was selected with an evident reference to Gen. xv. 16, for 

the purpose of showing that the prediction was fulfilled. ‘‘ Some- 
times particular members are omitted ; at other times several are 
linked together. The four members, which commonly appear, are 
intended merely to represent the four gencrations who dwelt in 
Egypt. And this is the reason why the ages of Levi, Kehath, 
Aniram, and Moses, are given; and not to enable us to calculate 

how long the Israclites were in Egypt, which they would never 
enable us to do.” 

Lastly, we are referred to Num. xxvi. 59, compared with 
Iix. vi. 20. In the second passage, Moses’ mother, Jochebed, is 
called the aunt (<4) of ber husband Amram, and this is stated 

even more plainly and decidedly in Num. xxvi. 59: “ The name 
of Amram’s wife was Jochebed, the danghter of Levi, whom 
(his wife) bare to Levi in Egypt.” If now Moses’ mother was 
Amram’s aunt and Levi's danghter, it is at once apparent that 
there is no room for the assumption that any members have been 
omitted from the genealogical list in the sixth chapter of Exodus. 
But when we look a little more closely into this argument, which 
is evidently the most important of all, it is quite clear that the 
expression, ‘“‘a daughter of Levi,” is not to be taken literally. 
Jochebed may be called a daughter of Levi, in the same sense in 
which Christ is called a son of David. Nor is there anything 
more conclusive in the statement that Jochebed was Amzam’s 
aunt, for 4459 and s44q may both be used to express blood-rela- 

tionship in gencral ; for example, on comparing Jeremiah xxxii. 
12 with ver. 7, we find 5 applied to the son of the uncle, and 
also to the uncle himself. But even.if there have been several 
members omitted, the probability of which we pointed out above, 
Jochebed may still have been Amram’s aunt in the strict sense 
of the word. At the same time we must admit, that the words 
“ Jochebed a daughter of Levi, whom (his wife) bare to Levi in 
in Egypt” (Num. xxvi. 59), as they stand here, cannot mean 
anything else than his own daughter. But if this be the mean- 
ing, Jochebed must have been at least fifty or sixty years old 
when she was married, even if the stay in Egypt lasted only 
210 years ; and that would be certainly a most improbable age. 
There is sufficient, therefore, to suggest the thought, that there 
may be acorruption of the text or an error of some kind in Num. 
xxvi. 59; and we might perhaps be justified in coming to the
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same conclusion on account of the harsh and peculiar form of 
the sentence, Dy. bb rinks 75> Ws “b-na; in which 

there is no subject. "The Septuagint appears to have read on’ 
4 instead of FIN: Ouydtnp Aevi, 4} Etexe TovTovs TH Avi ep 

"Atyonto. The word réurous here can only refer to Aaron, 
Moses, and Miriam, whose names occur immediately afterwards. 
We cannot certainly make up our minds to pronounce the 
reading Ory the correct one, on the authority of the Septuagint. 
Moreover sissy does not, strictly speaking, mean tovrous, but 
autovs, and would properly refer to persons already mentioned, 
not to those about to be named. Still even this deviation on the 
part of the Septuagint, when taken in connection with the 
absence of any subject, is a proof of the suspicious character of 
the passage in general, To us the whole clanse, commencing 
with 44, spy949, has the appearance of a gloss, appended to the 
preceding words 4-5; and the author of the gloss seems to 
have understood +44 p45 in its literal sense, as denoting an actual 
daughter of Levi, and then to have endeavoured to soften down 
the improbability of Moses’ mother being a daughter of Levi, by 
appending a clause, to the effect that the daughter in question 
was born in Egypt. This gloss, we admit, must have been 
introduced at a very early period, as it is found in every codex 
andevery version. But, in any case, the professedly chronological 
statement in Ex. xii. 40, confirmed as it is in a most decided 

manner by Gen. xv. 13, is more deserving of confidence than 
the suspicious notice in Num. xxvi. 59. 

But, to return to Ex. xii.40, Baumgarten holds fast to the read- 
ing of the Hebrew text, but thinks it possible to explain it as the 
Septuagint has done. Hesays: “There is an analogy in the com- 
putation of the forty years occupied in the journey through the de- 
sert (Num. xiv. 33,34). In this passage thirty-eight years were 
reckoned as forty, because the two years, which had already 
elapsed, were considered as belonging to the same category of 
years of punishment, as the other thirty-eight, when once the apos- 
tasy of Israel had come to light” (p. 475 sq.). And just in the 
same manner, he thinks, could the 210 years, spent in Egypt, be 
reckoned as 430, the 220 years, which had elapsed from the call 
of Abraham to the migration to Egypt, being placed in the 
same category of servitude and exile, as the subsequent 210.
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Ln this, however, we cannot agree with him. The difference 

between thirty-eight and forty is not by any means the same 

as that between 210 and 430. An inaccuracy of expression in 

the ease of the former would not be very striking, but in that of 

the latter it would be a most startling thing. However, this is 

not really how the matter stands. The two years spent in the 

desert, of which great part had already elapsed, might very well 

be regarded as years of punishment, inasmuch as ¢he apostasy, 
which eame to a head at Kadesh, and was followed by the rejec- 
tion of the people, had really commenced at Sinai in the first 
year of their journey, when they worshipped the golden ealf (see 
Vol. i., § 51.2). Now there is nothing resembling this in the cir- 
cumstanees before us. The free, unfettered pilgrimage of an in- 
dependent nomad-ehief in a land, whieh God had promised him as 
his own inheritance, could not be placed, without further expla- 
nation, in the same category as the residence of a tribe in a state 
of oppression and servitude in a foreign land. Moreover, in the 
former case, the two years were spent in the same place as the 
thirty-eight; but in the latter the 220 years were passed in a 
totally different place from the 210. Luther spent thirty-cight 
out of the sixty-three years of his life at Wittenberg; but no 
reasonable man would think of saying that he lived at Witten- 
berg sixty-three years, however true it might be that the first 
twenty-five years of his lite were but the “preliminary stages” 
of his Wittenberg career. The absurdity of the attempt made 
by Buddeus (hist. eecl. i. £55) and others, to save the traditional 
explanation by translating the passage: “ Peregrinatio filiorum 
Israel, qui commorati sunt in Acgypto, fuit 430 annorum,” ts 
too apparent on philological grounds, for it to need any refuta- 
tion. 

Lastly, Baumgarten brings against such of the modern expo- 
sitors, as have given up the old, traditional explanation, the very 
severe charge of “ having no eyes for anything but the mere sur- 
face of things.” He fancies that he has diseovered in the essen- 
tial unity of the whole period, from the call of Abraham to the 
exodus from Egypt, a reason why it was absolutely necessary, 
that a chronological statement should be given in Exodus xii. 
40, embracing that period in its entire extent. But as the chrono- 
logical limits of the interval between the call of Abraham and 
the migration into Igypt had already been described in the
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book of Genesis, we are quite unable to discover any such ne- 
cessity. 

Another argument against the old interpretation is founded 
upon Num. iii. 27, 28, and is sufficient in itself to decide the 

question. It has been brought forward by Koppe, Rosenmiiller, 
and Tiele, and we will give it in Z%ele’s words. In his Chro- 
nology (p. 36) he says: “‘ According to Num. i. 27, 28, the 
Kehathites were divided into four branches, the Amramites, 
the Izcharites, the Hebronites, and the Uzzielites, containing 
together 8600 men and boys, the women and girls not being 
counted. Of these about a fourth part, or 2150 men and boys, 
would belong to the Amramites. Now Moses himself had only 
two sons, as we learn from Exodus xviii. 3,4. Hence if Amram, 
the son of Kehath and the founder of the Amramites, was the 
same person as Amram the father of Moses, Moscs must have 
had 2147 brothers and nephews. But as such a supposition is 
quite impossible, it must be granted that this is sufficient to 
prove, that Amram the son of Kehath was not the father of 
Moses, but that a series of names, whose number cannot be 
determined, have been omitted between the first Amram and his 
later descendant and namesake.” To this Baumgarten replies 
(i. 2, p. 268 seq.) : “this would be trifling with the whole science 
of statistics, but it is founded upon too hasty a calculation, viz. 
upon the supposition, that the rate of increase proceeded quite 
as slowly in the three other branches, as in that of Amram 
himself, which would be in any case a very extraordinary 
phenomenon.” But this does not by any means remove the 
difficulty. Are we to believe, then, that Kehath’s descendants 
through Amram consisted of no more than six males, at the 
time of the census recorded in Num. iii. (viz. Moses and his two 
sons, and Aaron and his two sons, Eleazar and Ithamar), whilst 
his descendants through the other three sons consisted, aé the 
very same period, of 8656 males (7.e. 2885 each). This cer- 
tainly is a large demand upon our faith. Still, as we cannot 
positively say that it is impossible, we submit, and believe. 
But we are further required to believe (according to Num.111. 27) 
that at this census the s¢z Amramites—(what am I saying ? 
there could not have been six of them ; there could really only 
have been éwo included in the census, viz. the two sons of 
Moses; for Aaron and his sons were priests, to whom the Levites
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were to be assigned as a presént, and as it was for this very 
purpose that the census was taken, they would certainly not be 
included in it any more than Moses himself) ;—hence then we are 
required to believe that the éwo remaining Amramites formed a 
distinct “family,” a Mishpachah (§ 16), with precisely the same 
privileges and duties, as the 2885 Izcharites, the 2885 Hebron- 
ites, and the 2885 Uzzielites (Num. iii, 27 sqq.)! We must 
candidly confess, that our faith will not reach so far as this. 

Whilst Bengel, Baumgarten, and others pronounce 430 years 
much too long a period, according to the standard of their biblico- 
theological system, for the stay of the Israclites in Egypt, Bun- 
sen measures it by the standard of his Egypto-chronological 
system, and decides that it is much too short. And his convic- 
tion, that the statement is not historical, is strengthened by the 
fact, that 430 years is just double the 215 years of the patriarchs. 
These 215 patriarchal years he considers historical, because they 
form part of the tradition. ‘For the period of the stay in 
Egypt no historical reckoning was handed down, any more than 
the history itself. THence the patriarchal number was doubled, 
and the number thus obtained was applied to a period of much 
longer duration, and treated as historical, though not founded 
upon genealogical tables.” Lepsius, on the other hand, arrives 
at the very opposite conclusion, and thinks that he can find 
in Ex. vi. 16 sqq., a proof of his Egyptologico-chronological 
statement, that the Israelites did not remain in Egypt more 
than about ninety years!!! (wid. § 43. 1). 

(2). De Wette complains of the “«ammense gap” letween 
Genesis and Exodus, and expresses his opinion that it is “ useless 
to attempt to restore the history and establish any connexion ;” 
(Beitriige zur Einleitung in d. A. 'T. 11. 169). On this supposed 
gap Vatke rests his hypothesis, that Mosaism was a later pro- 
duct of the prophetic period, and says that even according to the 
account contained in the Pentateuch, there was evidently but 
hittle foundation for the Mosaic constitution to rest upon ; (Re- 
ligion d. A. T. 1. 204). Bruno Bauer (in his Rel. d. a. Test. 1. 
105 sqq.) says that the historian leaps over the lengthened period 
without the slightest suspicion of its importance; that even to 
the present day, commentators have imitated him in taking this 
leap in an equally unscrupulous manner; and that although 
there has been at length a revival of the critical consciousness 
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in De Mette, apologists lave not been able to offer any reply to 
his arguments, since hitherto they have not manifested the least 
idea of the importance of the gap itself. Yet the remarks of 
Hldvernick (Kinl. i. 2, p. 173), and especially of Ranke (Unterss. 
li. p. 2), are not so irrelevant after all. The latter observes, 
“the work would be faulty, if it had been the intention of the 
writer to give a complete history of all the events which hap- 
pened to the Israelites. But as the express design of the work 
embraced merely the relation of Israel to Jehovah, he was 
content to pass over the whole interval, during which the chosen 
people were growing into a great people according to the prophe- 
cies in the book of Genesis, and simply state that those prophe- 
cies were fulfilled. This was all that the centuries in question 
contributed to the development of the theocratic plan, and in 
this respect they stood far behind the few days, in which Jehovah 
magnified himself in his people before the eyes of the Egyptians.” 
We may also quote the gencral remarks of Bertheauw (zur Gesclu. 
d. Isr. p. 202) as both striking in themselves and applicable 
here. ‘“ There is no historical work,” he says, ‘in which the 
selection and arrangement of the events narrated are so exclu- 
sively and unmistakeably regulated by one idea as in the historical 
books of the Old Testament. Everything is looked at from one 
point of view; prosperity and misfortune, slavery and redemption, 
joy and sorrow, are all regarded as operations of God on behalf 
of his people. There ts nothing mentioned, which does not admit 
of being easily and intelligibly described from this point of view. 
This will explain the fact that nothing 1s said of the lengthened 
period, during which the Israelites were in Egypt, and so little 
of the period of the Judges. The historical writings of the 
Hebrews are as different as they possibly can be from chronicles 
and annals, or a mere recital of naked facts.” Even Lengerke 
expresses himself in the same considerate manner (1. 368): “A 
description of this period formed no part of the plan proposed 
by the authors of the Pentateuch. The prediction in Gen. xv, 3 
(? 13) contained all that was necessary. Whatever did not serve 
to exhibit the fulfilment of the promises of God is either treated 
very briefly, at least by the original work, or else passed over in 
perfect silence. The intention is merely to write a history, 
having a particular reference to the possession of Palestine. 
And even of the period of the captivity in Eastern Asia, which
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occurred in an age of Ietters, the reminiscences are very 
few,” 

If we look into the question a little more closely, we find that 
in reality everything has been given, which from the nature of 
the case could be given, or which from the tendency and design 
of the record ought to be given ; and it soon becomes apparent, 
that it is unreasonable to require anything further, or at all 
events to speak of it as a necessary thing. (1). One of the prin- 
cipal facts of historical importance, connected with this period, 
was the multiplication of Jacob’s descendants. It is evident 
that this was an important subject to introduce into the record, 
since it was both the result of the foregoing history and the ful- 
filment of its predictions, and also the substratum for the Instory 
of the time to come. And have we not all that is required in 
the account contained in Exodus i., which, however summary it 
may be, gives a lively and graphic description of the rate at 
which this increase took place? There is no one, surely, who 
would demand complete genealogical evidence of this increase! 
—(2). The history, which immediately follows, contains an ac- 
count of the exodus from Egypt, in which Jehovah first mani- 
fested himself in so glorious a manner as the deliverer of his 
people ; and it was quite as indispensable that this should be 
preceded by a historical description of the change which oc- 
curred in the policy of the Pharaohs, when the favoured 
foreigners became an object of hatred, mistrust, and ever-in- 
creasing oppression. And in our opinion, this demand has been 
amply met, so far, at least, as the intention and standpoint of 
the author were concerned.—(3). Another object of importance 
in the history of this period would be a sketch of the lives of 
prominent individuals. But it is a question, whether there were 
any persons of peculiar distinction, and if there were, whether 
the events of their lives were: handed down by tradition in the 
same vivid manner as those of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob ; and 
even if this were the case, whether they were of such a nature, 
that the author could regard them as bearing sufficiently upon 
the design of his work to be worth preserving. The last ques- 
tion may be answered decidedly in the negative; the second may 
probably be so answered, and possibly the first also, The 
biographical sketches, which have been handed down to us in 
the patriarchal history of the book of Genesis, were regarded by 

¢ Ke
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the author as interesting and important ; merely because, and so 
far as, they were proofs of the special care and guidance of God. 
If, then, this special guidance of God was not apparent during the 
period in question, because it was not required ; however interest- 
ing the lives of particular persons might be from other points of 
view, for our author’s purpose they would not be of any impor- 
tance. But on the whole it is very probable, that there were no 
memorials of any particular note handed down by tradition, and 
perhaps there were no persons of any particular note during that 
period ; for the peculiar circumstances which gave so much im- 
portance to the persons of the patriarchs, and impressed their 
history upon tradition in so indelible a manner, were altogether 
wanting during the period spent in Egypt.—(4). This period 
evidently derived great importance from the fact, that Israel was 
then brought into contact with a state, which had reached the 
highest stage of development both in a religious and political 
point of view ; and this contact could not fail to exert a consider- 
able influence, either of a beneficial or an injurious character, 

upon the early history of a people, which was just then in a con- 
dition to receive and to require cultivation. We have already 
said (§ 1. 7), that one of the principal reasons why Israel was 
led by God into Egypt, must in our opinion have been, that 
the Israclites might there undergo such human preparation as 
would fit them to receive a theocratic constitution. Should we 
not then be justified in expecting that the author would men- 
tion this, and give some information respecting it? Most cer- 
tainly, if his manner of writing history had been the same as 
that of the 18th and 19th centuries. A historian of our age 
would no doubt feel it to be his duty, and a necessary part of his 
work, to enter into the peculiar nature of Egyptian culture, its 
science and religion, its industry and politics, and to search for 
the traces, unfortunately too few, of the influence exerted by 
these upon the culture and development of Israel; but this 
formed no part of the plan of the Israclitish historian, who had 
no eye for anything but the movements, which took place under 
the immediate guidance of God.—And (5), lastly, with regard 
to the condition and progress of Isracl in matters of religion and 
worship, and in the arrangements of domestic and civil life, 
we must not overlook the fact that it is never the custom of 
Israclitish historians to enter into any minute description of such
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points as these, or to notice their historical development ; so 
that we must gather our information respecting them from such 
occasional data as we possess, just as we are obliged to do in the 
case of the patriarchs themselves (§ 5 sqq.). On the other hand 
we must equally bear in mind the fact, that to an Israelite the 
theocratic legislation at Sinai appeared so much like a new crea- 
tion on the part of Jehovah, that he lost sight altogether of the 
other, viz., the natural side of that legislation, that is to say, of 
its connexion with any manners, customs, and circiunstances, 

which had existed before. And however little we may regard the 
giving of the law at Sinai as a Deus ex machina, however we 
may be disposed to recognise the important bearing of previous 
circumstances upon that legislation, we can casily understand how 
an Israclitish historian might overlook thatimportance, and under- 
value the human basis, on account of the high estimate which he 
formed of the part performed by God in the giving of the law. 

(3). From the census taken at Sinai (Num. i.) it appeared, 
that the whole number of men, ‘ from twenty years old and up- 
ward, all that were able to go forth to war in Israel,” was 603,550. 
If to these we add 400,000 male children under twenty years of 
age, and suppose the females to have been about as numerous as the 
males, we find that the entire mass of the people of Israel amounted 
to more than tco million souls. But it is a gross mistake to 
suppose that the two millions were all tlie direct descendants 
of Jacob. When Jacob and his sons went down to Egypt, they 
must certainly have taken with them all their men-servants and 
maid-servants, as well as all their cattle, for these formed a portion 
of their wealth. We have no information as to the exact num- 
ber of the latter. But we know that Abraham had 318 servants 
fit for war and trained to arms; his nomadic household, 
therefore, must have contained more than a thousand souls. 

Jacob, again, who inherited all these, brought with him from 
Syria so many men-servants aud maid-servants, and so niuch 
cattle, that, when he was afraid of an attack from Esau, he 

divided them into two armies. With such data as these, then, 
we are justified in assuming that the number of those who went 
down with Jacob to Hgypt was not limited to his sixty-six 
children and grandchildren, but consisted of several thousand 
men-servants and maid-servants. But according to Gen. xvii. 
12,13, these had been all received by circumcision ito the re-
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hgious community of the children of Israel, and thus the dis- 
tinction between master and servant, which is never very marked 
among nomads, must have been still further softened down. In 
Egypt, where the striking contrast between Israelites and 
Egyptians was necessarily a great impediment in the way of 
intermarriages, the descendants of Jacob will no doubt have 
married the descendants of his servants. And under such cir- 
cumstances the distinction must gradually have worn away. 
Hence we regard the two million souls, who left Egypt after the 
lapse of 430° years, as the posterity of the whole of the people 
who went down into Egypt with Jacob. But even then, this in- 
ercasc to two millions would be unparalleled in history. We must 
look upon this fact therefore in the light of divine providence, 
and regard it as a special blessing from God, the fulfilment 
of the promise given to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. In addition 
to this we may also quote both ancient and modern witnesses, 
who all agree, that the productiveness of both men and animals 
is far greater in Egypt than elsewhere. Aristotle, for example, 
says (hist. animal. 7. 4): ITovnddxis Kat moddraxod (Tikrover 
yuvaixes) olov wept Alyurtor, tixtovot Sé Kal Tpia Kal TéTTapa, 
mreiota Sé TikTeTar TévTE Tov ctpLOpov, NO) yap TTA Kat TOUTO 
Kal émt mreovwv. Columella writes to the same effect (de re 
rust. 3, 8): Aegyptiis et Afris gemini partus familiares et paene 
solemnes sunt; and Pliny (hist. nat. 7, 3): Et in Aegypto 
scptenos uno utero simul gigni, auetor est Trogus. For more 
modern accounts consult Hosenmiiller’s altes und neues Morgen- 
land i. p. 252. From this we may sce that, even if we deduct 
something from the accounts as being greatly exaggerated, Egypt 
must in this respect have hecn peculiarly fitted for effecting the 
purpose, whieh it was intended to accomplish in connexion with 
the house of Israel. 

(4). We are of opinion that the statement in chap. 1. 8: 
“ there arose @ NEW KING in Egypt who knew not Joseph,” in- 
(licates not merely a change of government within the same 
dynasty, but the suppression of a former dynasty. It was so 

understood by Josephus (ant. ii. 9. 1.: rHs Bactvetas ets adXov 

olxov petednrvOuias) ; and the following reasons lead us to the 

same conclusion. (1). The word 5 requires it, Let any one 

take a concordance in his hand, and he will find that Oy and 
Dwr when used in such a connexion, always denote an ontirely
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fresh commencement, and never a regular advance of the same 

description, or a renewal of something which existed before. 

(2). This explanation is supported by the expression, yr ab 

. cc . ” . | 

poyony “he knew not Joseph. For these words must mean, 

either that the new king actually did not know, or that he would 
not know anything of Joseph’s services on behalf of Egypt. If 
the latter be the meaning, we must necessarily assume that some 
kind of hostility existed between the new king, who now arose, 
and his predecessors, to whom Joseph had rendered such services ; 
and this would be most simply explained on the assumption, 
that there had been a forcible change of dynasty. In the former 
case, we should cither have to seek an explanation of the ignorance 
of the new king with regard to Josepli’s history, in the fact that 
the Egyptians had entirely forgotten it and therefore the new king 
had never heard of it at all; or else to assume that there was 

some other cause, which prevented the new king from becoming 
acquainted with what Joseph had done. The former 1s abso- 
lutely inconceivable, when we consider the diligence and zeal, 
which the Egyptians are well known to have displayed in the 
preservation of their history. And we cannot think of any other 
cause, unless the new king had moved in a totally different sphere 
from his immediate predecessors ; which brings us at once to the 
assumption, that he was the founder of a new dynasty. Some 
light is thrown upon the meaning of the word yop “to know,” 
in such a connexion, by Deut. xxviii. 36. ‘The lawgiver there 
announces to the people, that the punishment of their apostasy 
from Jehovah will be, that they will be brought into slavery, 
“untoa nation, which neither thou nor thy fathers have known.” 
From this passage we clearly see, that the word yoy in such a 
connexion does not denote a mere historical acquaintance with 
any object, but an acquaintance founded upon friendly inter- 
course with each other. The nation, to whom Israel was to be 

given up as a prey, would be an entirely foreign nation, which 
would have no regard whatever for the Israelites. And this was 
the case here; the new king, who rose up in Egypt, had no 
regard for Israel, and took no interest in its welfare—(3). The 
connexion of this passage with ver. 6, 7, is to our mind com- 

pletely decisive: ‘‘and Joseph died, and all his brethren and all 
that generation, and the children of Israel were fruitful, and 
Increased alundantly, and multiplied and waxed exceedingly
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mighty, and the land was filled with them ; and there arose upa 
new king, &c.” In this passage all the kings, who reigned from the 
time of Joseph to the period in question, are evidently placed to- 
gether under one pointof view, and in a common relation to thenew 
king. The new king must therefore have been new, in a totally 
different sense from that in which every one of the successors of 
the earlier Pharaoh had been anew king. In the writer’s view they 
all formed one Melech, in contrast with the king, who now came 
{o the throne; z.e., they were one dynasty by the side of the founder 
of a new dynasty. In support of this, also, we may appeal to 
Deut. xxviii. 36: “Jehovah will bring thee, and thy king which 
thou shalt set over thee,” into subjection to a foreign nation. 
The general and particular use of the word Jfelech are here 
fused together. For the meaning of the legislator was evidently 
not that the very person, whom the people should first set over 
the kingdom, would be led into captivity, but that the govern- 
ment, which the people would establish in connection with the 
theocratic constitution, should go into captivity in the person of 
one of its administrators.—Although Hengstenberg maintains, 
in his Egypt and the Books of Moses (p. 252 transl.), that ‘“‘the 
reason why the king is called new is given in the phrase, ‘who 
knew not Joseph;’” every unbiassed reader must at once perceive, 

_that the very reverse is the truth, namely that he knew not 
Joseph just because he was a new king. 

For the history of the Israelites, it is of no importance what- 
ever in what sense the king, who began to oppress them, was a 
new king. The question is of more importance, for the deter- 
mination of contemporaneous events in connexion with the history 
of Egypt. And if our explanation be correct, we have a most 
important datwm in Ex. i. 8, which may serve us as an Ariadne- 
thread in the confused labyrinth of Egyptian history and chro- 
nology. But we shall return to this question again. (Vid. § 45. 4). 

(5). The TripuTaky SERVICE, which the Israelites were forced 
to render, consisted chiefly in brick-making and field-labour. 
By the latter we are undoubtedly to understand the severe labour 
of watering the land in the more elevated districts (see § 15. 2) ; 

and from the former we learn that the Israelites were em- 
ployed both in the erection of the colossal monuments, and in 
the building of cities and fortresses (Ex. i. 11: Pithom and 
Raemses, vid. § 41. 2). The preparation of the incalculable



CONDITION OF THE ISRAELITES. 153 

number of bricks, which were required, must, no doubt, have 
taken up the greatest amount of time, and demanded the greatest 
exertion, and therefore this is mentioned instar omnium. As 

the Egyptians prided themselves, according to Herodotus (i. 108) 
and Diodorus (i. 56), on the fact that not a single native was 
employed in the erection of their monuments, but that they 
were built entirely by captives and slaves, Josephus is probably 
right in associating the tributary service of the Israelites with 
the construction of the pyramids (Ant. 11. 9.1).—On the ma- 
nufacture of bricks in Egypt see § 22.2. It is a memorable 
fact, that to all appearance a contemporaneous testimony to this 
tributary service of the Israelites is still in existence in a picture 
found in the tomb of Rochsceré af Thebes. Losellint, by whom 
it was first discovered, has given a copy and description of it in 
his great Egyptological work, under the heading: ‘‘ Explanation 
of a picture representing the Hebrews making bricks.” (Vid. 
Hengstenberg Egypt and the books of Moses p. 80 transl.). 
According to J?osellini’s description, which we copy from Heng- 
stenberg’s work: “Some of the labourers are employed in trans- 
porting the clay in vessels, some in intermingling it with the 
straw ; others are taking the bricks out of the form and placing 
them in rows; still others, with a piece of wood upon their backs and 
ropes on each side, carry away the bricks already burned or dried. 
Their dissimilarity to the Egyptians appears at the first view; 
their complexion, physiognomy, and beard, are proofs that we are 
not mistaken in supposing them to be Hebrews. They wear at the 
hips the apron, which is common among the Egyptians, and 
there is also represented as in use among them a kind of short 
trowsers, after the fashion of the Jfikbesim. Among the 
Hebrews, four Ngyptians, very distinguishable by their mien, 
figure, and colour, are seen; two of them, one sitting and the 
other standing, carry a stick in their hand ready to fall upon 
two other Egyptians, who are here represeuted like the Hebrews, 
one of them carrying on his shoulder a vessel of clay, and the 
other returning from carrying brick, bringing his empty vessel 
for a new load. The tomb belonged to a high court-officer of 
the king, Rochseeré, and was made in the time of Thothmes IV., 

the fifth king of the eighteenth dynasty. The question, “how 
came this picture in the tomb of Rochsceré ?” Josellinz answers 
as follows: he was the overseer of the public buildings. and 

|
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had, consequently, the charge of all the works undertaken by 
the king. To the question, ‘‘ how came the representation of 
the labours of the Israelites at Thebes?” it is answered: we 
need not suppose that the labours were performed in the very 
place where they are represented, for Rochsceré was overseer of 
the royal buildings throughout the land, and what was done 
in the circuit of bis operations could, wherever performed, be 
represented in his tomb at Thebes. It is also not impossible 
that the Hebrews went even to Thebes. In Ex. v. 12 it is said, 

‘‘ that they were scattered abroad throughout all the land of Egypt 
to gather straw” (p. 80, 81 transl.).— Wilkinson has again care- 
fully examined this painting on the spot, and confirmed fosel- 
lint’s account. It is true that he disputes the reference to the 
Israelites, but on grounds which Hengsienberg justly pronounces 
inconclusive. As the eighteenth dynasty undoubtedly ruled over 
the whole of Egypt, we may very well imagine that the Israelites 
were sent away as far as to Thebes to work, for it was the 
interest of their oppressors to distribute them as widely as 
possible through the land, and to the present day the Fellahs 
are brought in droves from the most distant parts of Egypt, 
whenever any great work is going on. This at once removes 
Wilkinson’s principal objection, that according to the inscription 
the bricks were intended for some building in Thebes. JV7l- 
kinson also relics upon the fact that the majority of the workmen 
are without any beard. But this may be explained on the 
assumption, which is quite admissible, that most of the Israelites 
had adopted this custom either voluntarily, or on compulsion. 
And the decidedly Jewish cast of countenance, which even 
Walkinson cannot deny, is a most powerful argument in favour 
of Rosellint’s views. 
We have already pointed out the important bearing of the 

Egyptian oppression and compulsory service upon the sacred 
history of the Israelites (§ 1. 7). The importance of this is the 
more obvious, since it is unmistakeably implied in the biblical 
record. In proof of this we refer, not merely to the fact that 
the record lays so much stress upon the character of a redeemed 
people, which Israel acquired in consequence of their oppression, 
but also to the prominence given to it in the announcement made 
to Abraham (in Gen. xv. 13). 

(6). Josephus (Ant. ii. 9. 2) attributes the murderous edicts
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of the king to a prediction made known to him by one of his 
scribes, that a Hebrew boy would inflict great injury upon the 
Kgyptians. There is no notice of anything of the kind in our 
record. Moreover we do not believe that Josephus found this 
in any ancient tradition. It is most likely an invention of his 
own, intended to place the hero of the Hebrew nation upon a 
level with Cyrus and others, for the benefit of Gentile readers. — 
Josephus speaks of the midwives as Egyptian women, evidently 
in direct contradiction to the Scripture record, which describes 
them as Hebrew midwives. Moreover, it 1s said that they feared 
God, and that God made them houses, and this would hardly 
be said of heathen women.—The midwives defended themselves 
before Pharaoh, on the ground that the Hebrew women were 
generally delivered without requiring their assistance, and we 
are not justified in questioning the truth of their assertion. It 
is well known that in warm climates the births are generally 
quicker and easier; and we can very well imagine that the 
(different mode of life adopted by the Hebrew women may have 
given them an advantage in this respeet even over the wives of 
the Egyptians. Still it is expressly stated in ver. 17, that ‘“ the 
midwives feared God and did not as the king of Egypt com- 
inanded them,” but saved many children alive, whom they ought 
according to the king’s orders ta have killed. Hence their 
auswer looks like a subterfuge, which on, the strict ground of 
morality must be condemned. They were xoé bound to obey 
the king, when he required that which was ungodly, but they 
were bound to speak the truth by giving a direct refusal (as in 
Acts iv. 20, 21). But on this standpoint they did not and 
could not stand, for such a standpoint had never yet been 
reached, Nevertheless their fear of God was genuine, and as 
such it*was followed by the approbation and blessing of God. 
Still what they did from fear of God is not on that account to 
be confounded with what they did from fear of Pharaoh.—The 
biblical record has preserved the names of two of the midwives, 
Shifrah and Puah. It is evident from the number of the 
people and the frequency of the births, that there must have 
been others. Whether there two were superintendents of the 
whole class, or whether there was some other reason for their 

naines being handed down, it is impossible to determine.
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§ 15. Jacob and his descendants came into Egypt as nomads. 

So long as they dwelt in Palestine, where they lived as pilgrims 

and strangers, they were compelled to adopt this mode of life 

by the circumstances in which they were placed. But even there, 

whenever it was practicable, they combined agriculture with the 

rearing of cattle. When Isaac dwelt in the land of the 

Philistines, he sowed corn there, and reaped the same year a 

hundredfold (Gen. xxvi. 12). And even if this is to be regarded 

as an exceptional case, it proves that the patriarchs were not 

such nomads by nature, that a settled mode of life was intolerable 

to them, or that they would rather suffer hunger and destitution, 

than take the trouble to cultivate the ground. It was to be 

expected, therefore, that when they came down to Egypt, where 

the circumstances were entirely different, they would soon 

exchange their wandering habits for a settled mode of life, and 

add to the rearing of cattle the cultzvation of the soil. The 

land of Goshen, which embraced the garden-ground of the Nile 

on the one hand and the pasture-land of the desert on the other, 

provided the means and offered an inducement to both of these 

occupations. The intention of Joseph from the very first was, 

undoubtedly, to pave the way for such an improvement in his 

brethren’s mode of life. He obtained not only the king’s consent 

to their leading a nomad life with their flocks in the tracts of 

pasture-land on the east of the land, but also a grant of certain 

fixed hereditary possessions (3rT) in the best portion of the 

country (ay 93 Gen. xlvii. 11,27). The name Afetad is in itself 

a proof that the district assigned them was not merely pasturage, 

but contained also some of the fertile soil, which is watered by 

the Nile and its branches; and this supposition is confirmed 

in many passages by express statements to that effect (§ 1. 5). 

The much more remunerative character of agriculture must have 

been sufficient to lead the Israelites, if not to prefer agriculture,
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at least to associate it with the rearing of cattle. For there is 

no country in which agriculture is more remunerative than in 

Egypt. No doubt it requires much preliminary labour and 

many contrivances, which are not needed elsewhere. But as 

the land was given to the Israelites as an hereditary possession, 

and they had therefore a guarantce that whatever trouble 

they might take in cultivating the land would be for the 

benefit of their children and children’s cluldren, the difficulties 

did not present an insuperable obstacle. There was also another 

strong impulse to the adoption of agricultural pursuits, in 

the extraordinarily rapid multiplication of the people, which 

rendered it necessary that they should search for productive land 

in every direction. And lastly, the disgust, excited by nomad- 

shepherds in the munds of the Egyptians, must have contri- 

buted to wean the Israclites from their wandering mode of 

hfe. These expectations completely tally with the actual 

condition of the Israelites, as we find it incidentally referred to 

in different passages of the Pentateuch (1). We meet with no 

intimation of life in tents, which is characteristic of nomads. 

The Israelites live in houses and cities, and even in the royal 

eities (Ex. xu.). They cultivate fishing and gardening (Num. 

xi. 5), and water the soil in an artificial manner for the sake of the 

crops (Deut.x1.10) (2). Even the tributary service, to which they 

were forced, presupposes such a change in their mode of life as 

we have described. It would hardly have been possible to com- 

pel a nomad-race to perform this labour, at least so generally as 

Inx, 1. 13, 14, and chap. v. describe ; for the words of Maillet 
(quoted by Jfeeren, Ideen tiber Aegypten, p. 148) with refer- 

ence to the nomads of eastern Egypt in the present day, were 

undoubtedly quite as applicable then: “ they only need, in fact, 

to go a day’s journey into the desert to ensure themselves 

against any kind of retaliation.” Lastly, this is attested by the 

legislation of Moses, which is framed exclusively for an agricul-
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tural mode of life, and instead of containing the slightest indi- 

cation of having been intended to bring about a transition from 

wandering habits to agricultural pursuits, presupposes that the 

change had already completely taken place. The fact that the 

Israelites returned to a nomad hfe after they had left Kgypt, 

and continued it during the forty years which were spent in the 

desert, of course proves nothing. This was an affliction, the 

removal of which was longed for and anticipated as a mark of 

the favour of God. The great mass of the nation had become 

an agricultural people long before the exodus from Egypt; and 

having been accustomed to the enjoyments and fruits of a 

settled agricultural life, they were doubly sensible of the priva- 

tions which their life in the desert necessarily involved (Num. 

xi. 5). Still there was one portion of the nation, which seems to 

have retained its nomad habits even till the time of the de- 

parture from Egypt, viz., the tribes of Reuben and Gad, and 

part of the tribe of Manasseh. At any rate, there was a striking 

contrast between these two tribes and a half and the rest of the 

tribes, when we consider the number of cattle possessed by the 

former (Num. xxxii. 1—4). Such wealth in cattle leads to 

the conclusion that the rearing of cattle was the only industrial 

occupation known among them, and this is inconceivable except 

in connexion with a nomadic mode of life. We feel justified in 

assuming, therefore, that these tribes had dwelt along the 

eastern border of the land of Goshen, and that their habits were 

to be attributed not to any particular preference for a wandering 

life, or any natural disinclination to settled habits, but simply to 

the peculiarity of the district assigned them, which was not fitted 

for cultivation. 

The adoption of Egyptian agriculture was necessarily followed 

by a participation in Egyptian civilization. The pecular nature of 

the agriculture of Egypt encouraged this, requiring, as it did, ma- 

chinery and contrivances of various kinds, which again gave an
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impulse to arts and manufactures, But their settled life contri- 

buted still more to bring about this result. Fixed habitations are 

always promoters of industry ; they foster both a love of comfort 

and a want of the means of enjoying it. Many things, which a 

nomad regards as luxuries, become matters of daily and indispen- 

sable necessity. But the greatest influence of all must have been 

exerted by the fact that the Israelites hved in the same towns, 

and sometimes even in the same houses, as the Egyptians, In 

this respect also we find our expectations confirmed by the data 

of history. For example, we learn from 1 Chr. iv. 14, 21, 23, 

that in some of the families of the tribe of Judah there were car- 

penters, byssus-weavers, and potters on a very large scale. And 

since these are only incidentally alluded to, we may assume that 

other trades and arts were carried out to the same extent. From 

the work which the people performed in the deserts, we may 

estimate the various departments of industry in which they had 

been trained, and the perfection they must have reached. What 

a variety of arts and handicrafts, and what eminence in both of 

these, docs the mere erection of the tabernacle presuppose! The 

finest and most beautifully woven cloths were used, and the most 

accurate knowledge and skill, in the working of precious as well 

as common metals, in the grinding and engraving of precious 

stones, and in many other pursuits, must have been indispensably 

requisite.—So much, at least, we may clearly and certainly dis- 

cover, that the time spent by Israel in Egypt, the land of highest 

culture, had not been lost. They had acquired considerable 

knowledge, they had been initiated into the advantages of civi- 

lization, and had learned how to apply the culture they received. 

Their natural development had been advanced to an incompar- 

ably higher stage; the natural foundation had been laid there for 

a fresh and more glorious revelation from God, and the natural 

pre-requisites had been attained for a new and nobler form of 

covenant with God. The announcement made to Abraham
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(Gen. xv. 14), “they shall come out with great substance,” was 

thus fulfilled in a much higher sense, than by their coming out 

of Egypt with vessels of gold and silver (Ex. xii. 35, 36). 

(1). In connexion with what we have said above Consult the 
complete and searching investigations of Hengstenberg (Beitr. ii. 
432—439), and the remarks of v. Lengerke (Kenaan i. 369 seq.), 
who arrives at the same conclusions.— Heeren has clearly pointed 
out, in his Jdeen (hist. Werke xiv. 161), how thoroughly Egypt 
was adapted by nature to clevate the lower habits of a nomad- 
life into the superior habits fostered by agricultural pursuits. 
He says :— The objects, which the founders of the Egyptian 
state naturally kept in view, were to promote the cultivation of 
the soil and to accustom the nomads to settled places of abode. 
In doing this they had the great advantage, that nature had al- 
ready performed more for them, than in any other part of the 
world. The transition from a nomad-life to agriculture, however 
difficult of explanation it may generally be, was at any rate no- 
where easier than in Egypt, where field-labour required scarcely 
any exertion, and nearly all that had to be done was to scatter 
the seed and reap the harvest.” Robinson calls attention to the 
fact, that even now the nomads, who settle in Egypt, are 
almost involuntarily changed into farmers (Palestine 1. 77). 
It is a very remarkable fact that there is not the slightest 
allusion to camels in any part of the history of Israel in Eg gypt 
and the desert, whereas according to Genesis they formed part 
of the cattle possessed by the patriarchs in Palestine. (See 
Ritter Erdkunde xiv. 739, and xiii. 701. 704). 

(2). However easy the cultivation of the soil may be in the lower 
districts of the Nile-country, where the river overflows the land, 
and both waters and manures it without any interference on 
the part of man ; in the higher ground there are peculiar diffi- 
culties to be overcome. The water must be raised by artificial 
means, before the land can be irrigated. That the Israelites 
were accustomed to make use of these means is apparent from 
Deut. xi. 10: “for the land, whither thou goest in to possess it, 
is not as the land of Egypt, from whence ye came out, where 
thou sowedst thy seed, and wateredst it with thy feet, asa garden 
of herbs.” Philo gives a more minute description of the process 
here referred to (in his de confusione linguarum T. 1. p. 410 ed.
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Mangey): “‘ the same may be said of the pumping-twheel (€u£). 
There are several steps (Sa@yo2) in it, by treading on which the 
wheel is turned, and the water raised for the irrigation of the 
land. But in order that the man may not fall, he holds by his 
hands to some fixed object connected with the machinery, so that 
the whole body is suspended. Thus, instead of the hands he 
uses the fect, and instead of the feet the hands; for he stands 
with the hands, with which we are accustomed to work, and 
works with the feet, with which ze are acustomed to stand.” 

According to Diodorus Siculus (1. i. c. 34) this machine (which 
was called xoyda, @.e., a snail with a twisted shell, on account 
of its shape) was invented by Archimedes ; but of course there is 
no ground for such an assertion, as Archimedes was the mythical 
centre of all mechanical inventions. The miners in Spain made use 
of similar machin&& for pumping water out of the pits. Of these 
Diodorus gives a detailed description in Book v. chap. 37: ‘When 
water flows in, 1tis pumped out with the so-called Egyptian Koch- 
lia. With this they draw it out in a continuous stream till the 
pit is dry. By means of this extremely scientific contrivance an 
immense mass of water is pumped up with very little exertion, and 
all the water that may have come into the mine is easily raised 
from the bottom to the top.” Pumping-wheels are still used in 
Ligypt to water the higher ground, though they are constructed 
somewhat differently from those described by Philo and Diodorus 
(see Niebuhs Reise-besclo. 1. 148, and Abbild. Taf. 15). Robin- 
son says (1, 5-41): “ The water-wheel, Sdkieh, is usually turned by 
an ox, and raises the water by means of jars fastened to a circular 
or endless rope, which always hangs over the wheel.” Hengsten- 
berg (Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 221) hesitates to apply 
the words of Deut. xi, 10 to the watering machine, because there is 
no representation of such a machine in any of the sculptures, and 
therefore it is most probably of later orig. And as there are 
representations, on the other hand, upon the monuments of 
persons carrying water, he thinks it more advisable to explain 
the passage as referring to this occupation, secing that in the 
carrying of water ‘the feet have the most to do and to bear.” 
We must refuse our support to this interpretation, for it would 
hardly occur to any one to describe such a method of watering, as 
watering with the foot. The omission of the machine from the 
monuments may be accidental. 

VOL. 11. L
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(3). In proportion as the Israelites laid aside their wandering 
habits, and adopted the eivilized customs of the Egyptians, the 
latter ceased to regard them with that abhorrence which they 
had felt towards them as nomads. Thus it came to pass that 
the Israelites were allowed to live in Egyptian towns, and even 
in the same houses with the native Egyptians (Ex. ii. 22), As 
the Israelites possessed houses of their own (Ex. xii. 4—7), it 
may sometimes have happened that Egyptians lodged in their 
houses. But Hengstenberg secms to lay too much stress upon 
the expression in Exodus 11. 22: “ Every woman shall ask of 
her neighbour, and of her that sojourneth in her house (mrp 

str), vessels of silver and vessels of gold,” when he eoneludes 

from this passage, that Egyptians of great wealth and eminence 
lodged with the Israelites (p. 434). Persons who had a super- 
fluity of gold and silver ornaments were most likely to have 
houses of their own. ‘‘ Her house” need not be understood as 
meaning a house of which she was the owner; the house may 
have belonged to another, whilst she was the tenant at the time. 

Closely as the Israelites approximated to the Egyptians, and 
greatly as their mode of life was changed in consequence, the 
difference of religion and of nationality always raised a sufficient 
barrier between them to prevent intermarriages. Yet there are 
eases on record in which this barrier was broken through, and 
that ina most striking manner. Thus, e.g., according to 1 Chr. 
iv. 18, a daughter of Pharaoh, named Bithjah, was married to 
a man of the tribe of Judah, named Mered. But her name 

Bithjah, which is not only not Egyptian, but is a Hebrew word 
formed from the name of the God of Israel, must have been 
received at the time of her marriage, and is a sufficient proof 
that this unusual step was attended by the relinquishment of her 
Egyptian nationality and religion. She may possibly have been 
an Egyptian Ruth, with faith as strong as that which dictated 
the words, ‘Thy God shall be my God, and thy people my 
people.” 

§ 16. The Israelites entered Egypt as a single family, whose 

unity was represented by the one common father. As their 

numbers increased, it was both natural and necessary that the 

entire body of the people should be arranged in classes. From
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the independent manner in which the Pharavhs allowed the 

Israelitish community to develope itself, there was no necessity 

for this classification to be made according to the artificial divi- 

sion into castes required by the principle of the Egyptian state ; 

on the contrary, full liberty was granted for the adoption of a 

strictly Hebrew classification. This was a purely natural one, 

founded upon the idea of a family. It was mercly an expansion 

of the family ties which existed already. The connexion was 

closer or more distant, just according to the nearness or distance 

of the relationship. From the patriarchal unity there first pro- 

ceeded a plurality of tribes (pitary or onaw, also nia » na): 

of which the sons of Jacob were the founders. The increase 

proceeded with such regularity and rapidity, that in the next 

generation the tribes began to divide themselves into different 

clans (Geschlechter, minayr). Asa gencral rule the grandsons 

of Jacob are to be regarded as the founders of these AZishpachoth ; 

but in reality new J/tshpachoth continued to be formed for several 

generations. This is evident from Num. xxvi. The number of 

Mishpachoth at that time was about sixty, and their numerical 

strength varied from four to sixteen thousand men who were 

capable of bearing arms. Such numbers as these would lead us 

to expect the principle of natural classification to be carried out 

beyond the Jftshpachoth. And this was really the case. The 

MMishpachoth were divided into families or houses (syyyy). This 

was the smallest division of the tribe, for the next in order 

were the pryq3, 2.6. individual men, with their wives and 

children. The fourfold division is most clearly and fully ex- 

hibited in Josh. vii. 14, 17, 18. It is true that reference is 

there made to the state of things which existed in the time of 

Joshua ; but we are perfectly justified in assuming that the same 

arrangement existed both in the Mosaic and the pre-Mosaic times, 

for there were the same elements for the division of the tribes in 

LQ2
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the days of Moses, though they may not be so clearly described ; 

and there is not the shghtest intimation anywhere, that Moses 

made any alterations, or introduced any fresh organisation in 

this respect. On the contrary, the existence of a complete 

and final classification of the tribes is always presupposed. At 

the head of the tribes, and sections of the tribes, there were 

princes and heads, who occupied their position by right of pri- 

mogeniture. They represented the unity of the tribe, or of the 

section, and in that capacity had undoubtedly corresponding 

magisterial rights and duties. The common name for these 

chiefs of every grade was Nias“. WT heads of fathers’ 

houses (generally written elliptically pinscyins). Those of 

them who stood at the head of a whole tribe were called princes, 

pips (nive seu, coy sain) 5 see Num. 1.4, 16. So 

far as the command of the tribes was in their hands, Israel was 

under a federal, aristocratic government. The elders (q»393) 

are mentioned in connexion with the heads of the tribes, and are 

much more frequently referred to than the latter. There is not the 

slightest appearance anywhere of their being identical with the 

heads of the tribes, of either the higher or lower grades; on the con- 

trary they are expressly referred to as distinct from these (Deut. 

xxix. 9). Their name may have lost its strictly literal signifi- 

cation, but it always indicated that they were the élite, of those 

who were distinguished for their age, their experience, and the 

general esteem in which they were held. Hence, in addition to 

the hereditary nobility of the heads of tribes, we find in these 

men a personal nobility, or nobility of merit belonging to the 

people. And whilst the former were nobles by birth, the latter 

were elevated to their rank and official standing on account of 

their wisdom, prudence, and experience, and were no doubt 

appointed by a free popular election. They always appear as the 

representatives of the people (Ex. iii. 16, 18, iv. 29, xn. 21,
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xvii. 5, 6, xviii, 12, xix. 7, xxiv. 1, 9, 14, &e.). Whenever 

any communication had to be made to the people generally, or 

it was necessary that they should be represented, the elders were 

always convened. Hence they formed, to a certain extent, a de- 

mocratic element in the otherwise aristocratic constitution. For 

want of farther information, it is impossible to give an accurate 

deseription of the nature of their office. In addition to their duties 

as representatives of the people, they seem to have possessed a 

peculiar kind of judicial authority. They were very numerous, 

for Moses appointed seventy of them as a council, to assist him 

in the gencral superintendence of the nation (Num. xi. 16). 

Probably every familia in the more general sense (as the smallest 

subdivision of the tribes), or at least every gens (Iishpachah ) 

had its own council of elders, who were chosen from the wisest 

and most esteemed of the fathers of a family (qyy33).— Under 

the influence of Egyptian customs a new office was created, viz. 

that of Scribe (syqnyj; LXX. ypappareis ; Luther, Amileute). 

There was no country of the ancient world in which so mueh 

writing was done as in Egypt. or every trifling occurrence of 

public and private life, pen and ink, pencil or chisel, were close 

at hand, and everything, however unimportant, was written 

down. As soon as the Israelites began to adopt the civilized 

customs of Egypt, they felt the want of written documents, and 

men were quickly discovered to mect the want. These men 

acquired an official character, whieh gave authority to what 

they wrote. It is probable that one of their duties was to draw 

up the genealogical tables. When the Egyptian oppression 

commenced, and the people were required to render tributary 

service, the Israelitish Shotertm were comiissiuned by the go- 

vernment to distribute the labour, and were held responsible 

for its performance (Ex. v. 10, 14). 

(1). According to Josh vi. 14, 17, 18, the whole body of 
the peaple were divided tnto ftbes, the tribes into MWtshpachoth,
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the Mishpachoth into Bottim, and the Bottim into Gebarim. 
For the reason already assigned, we consider ourselves justified 
in assuming that this classification existed in the Mosaic and 
pre-Mosaic times, though the last two subdivisions are not 
mentioned in the Pentateuch, where the people are always 
numbered and classed according to tribes and Mishpachoth. In 
this opinion we differ from nearly every modern commentator, 
the general opinion being that the pins my (father’s houses) 

correspond to the p»yyq (houses) of the book of Joshua, where- 

as we regard the former as a designation of the leading tribes. 
In order to get at the idea of Beth-aboth, we start from the 

meaning of the word Aboth. Two explanations of this are pos- 
sible. It may either denote the fathers, who were still alive,— 
those who had become fathers by begetting children, in contra- 
distinction to the unmarried men,—or it may refer to the fore- 
fathers (J/ajores), as distinguished from the existing genera- 
tion. It appears to us, that there can be no great difficulty in 
deciding which of these two are meant. There are innumerable 
passages in the Pentateuch, as well asin the other books of the 
Old Testament, in which the term Aboth occurs with the meaning 
Mejores; and, so far as we know, there is not a single instance 

in which itis used, without further explanation, with the meaning 
husbands, or fathers of a fumily. The usage of the language 
had so thoroughly associated the meaning Jfajores with the 
plural of the word 39, that 1f was necessary to select another 
word, if 1 was to be employed with a different signification ; 
and thus we find the word ss) substituted in the book of 

Joshua. 
If, then, the term Aboth, whenever it occurs, and therefore in 

the compound word Beth-aboth, denotes, not the fathers then 
living, but their ancestors and forefathers; it certainly follows, 
that a Beth-aboth must be an association comprising all the fami- 
lies and individuals, descended from the Aboth referred to at any 
particular time. But the question then arises, how far back the 
term Aboth extends, for this must be determined before we can 
tell whether a Beth-aboth was one of the earlier or later divi- 
sions, in other words, whether it was a familia (a py in the 

sense of Josh. vil. 14) a gens (== Mishpachah), or lastly a tribus 
(sta). [f we enquire into the general usage, we learn that as
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a rule the Aboth denoted the earlicst ancestors of the people; 
and therefore a Beth-aboth was most probably one of the earliest 
of the divisions of the people, viz. a tribe. This conjecture of 
ours is raised into a certainty, when we examine the following 
passages : 

1. Nun. i. 4, 16. Here the same persons are mentioned singly 
in ver. 4, as “every one head of the house of his fathers,” and 
are classed together in v. 16, as “ princes of the tribes of their 
fathers,” from which it necessarily follows, that ‘“ the house of the 
fathers” and “ the tribe of the futhers” were one and the same, 
ae. that a Beth-aboth was one of the tribes. 

2, Num. i. 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, &. These passages are just 
as couclusive as the former. The census of the twelve tribes 
is here described, and the same formula is repeated in the case 
of every tribe; viz. “ of the children of (Judah, &c.) their 
generations were according to their families, according to the 
house of their fathers, according to the number of their names ” 
so many. The evidence in favour of our interpretation is to be 
found here in the constant recurrence, without any exception, 
of the singular Beth-aboth, house of the fathers (never Botte- 
aboth), whereas the Mishpachoth, families, are always in the 
plural. Ifthe Beth-aboth were a subdivision of a Mishpachah, 
it would necessarily be always used in the plural also. We see, 
therefore, that the plurality of the Afishpachoth passed into the 
unity of a Beth-uboth, and hence that the Dfishpachoth must 
have been subdivisions of a Beth-aboth, in other words, that a 
Beth-aboth, a house of the fathers, must have been a tribe. It 
is truce that Gesenitus and many other expositors answer the 
argument, founded upon the use of the singular, by saying 
without explanation that Beth-aboth is a plural, (equivalent to 
38 9a): “quae pluralis formandi ratio i nominibus com- 

positis ‘apud Syros usitatior est.” But it is not proved, and 
cannot be proved, that this formandi ratio was a usitata in 
Hebrew ; least of all can py ayy be adduced to establish 
it, since this always makes good sense, when interpreted as 
a singular in its simplest and most natural meaning. Moreover 
Beth-ab has been proved to mean something entirely ditfereut 
from Beth-aboth. 

3. Num. itt. 15, sqq. throws peeuliar light upon this 
question, In ver. 15 we read, “number the children of Levi,



168 ISRAEL IN EGYP1. 

according to the house of their fathers, according to their 
Mishpachoth.” This 1s done with the following result : (1), 
“according to the house of their fathers,” the children of Levi 
are Gershon, Kehath, Merari” (ver. 17) ; these three therefore 
form the Beth-aboth of the children of Levi; (2) according 
to their Mishpachoth, the names of the sons of Gershon, Kohath, 
and Merari are given, as the founders of the Afishpachoth of 
the tribe of Levi (ver. 18,20). The enumeration concludes 
with the words “these are the Ifishpachoth of Levi according 
to the house of their fathers.” Thus the Beth-aboth of the 
children of Levi included the whole of the tmbe of Levi, and 
the A both were Gershon, Kehath and Merari. The Beth-aboth 
of the children of Levi was divided into three sections, each of 
which was called a Beth-ab, and every Beth-ab was subdivided 
into a certain number of Afishpachoth. This is indisputably 
proved by the following passages: ver. 24: “and the prince of 
the Beth-ab of the Gershonites shall be Eliasaph;” ver. 30: 
“and the prince of the Beth-ab of the families of the Keha- 
thites shall be Ehzaphan;” ver. 35: ‘and the prince of the 
Beth-ab of the families of Merari shall be Zuriel;” ver. 32: 
“and the prince of the princes of Levi shall be Eleazar.”—Here 
then we have an authoritative explanation of the difference 
between Beth-ab and Beth-aboth. The expression Aboth, as 
indicative of the point from which the division of the tribes 
started, carries us back to the sons of the twelve patriarchs ; 
in other words, only such of the descendants of Jacob, as were 
the founders of the nation in the land of Egypt, and are ex- 
pressly mentioned as such in Gen. xlvi., were A both (fathers) 
cat’ éoynv.—the following was the classification of the tribe 
of Levi: the tribe, or Beth-aboth, was divided into as many 
houses ( Beth-ab) as the patriarch (Levi) had sons ; and every 
Beth-ab was then subdivided into. single Mishpachoth according 
to the number of the patriarch’s grandsons. 

In the case of the other tribes, indeed, the classification was 
uot so completely carried out, or at any rate was not so perfectly 
maintained. For instance they had no Beth-ab between the 
Beth-aboth and the Ifishpachoth. At least, in the two num- 
berings described in Num. 1. 20 sqq. and Num. xxvi. the people 
are merely classified under these two heads. In the second 
census (Num, xxvi.) the different Avishnachoth are mentioned hy
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name. By far the greater number of these derive their name and 
their origin from the sons of the twelve (or rather, since the 
adoption of Joseph’s sons, thirteen) patriarchs, very few of them 
from their grandsons or great grandsons. The latter are always 
co-ordinate with the rest, not subordinate to them. Hence there 

was no room for the name Beth-ab. ‘The tribe of Levi formed 
the only exception in this respect. The intermediate class, 
Beth-ab, which was omitted in all the other tribes, was restored 
in the case of this tribe (probably by Moses, Num. ii1.), and, as 
this chapter most clearly shows, it was done for the purpose of 
securing regularity in the order of encampment, and a better 
distribution of their duties in the sanctuary. 

4. We have tlhius discovered from Num. ui., that the name 

Aboth (in its highest sense) only reached as far back as the 
grandsons of Jacob, i.e. to those who went down with Jacob 
to Egypt, and there became the founders of the nation. A Beth- 
ab was a division of the people, springing from one individual 
among these dboth; a Beth-aboth was a division of the people, 
in the formation of which several Aboth were concerned. ‘Thus 
a Beth-aboth included several Beth-abs. In this manner Beth- 
aboth became fixed as the name of a éribe. But as the sons of 
Jacob and Jacob himself were Aboth, and not merely his grand- 
sons (sec Gen. xlvi.), Beth-uboth may have been employed in a 
wider sense, to denote the house of the (12) sons of Jacob, te. 
all the descendants of Jacob, and may thus have been equivalent 
to the congregation. It occurs in this sense in Ix. vi. 14. A 
genealogical section is there introduced by the heading: “ these 
be the heads of Beth-Abotham.” It then. proceeds: ‘the sons 
of Reuben are Hanoch, Pallu, Hezron, and Carmi. These be 
the Mishpachoth of Reuben.” The children of Simeon and 
Levi are then named in the same way. The genealogy ends 
with Levi, as the author was merely writing about Levi, and 
there was therefore no reason for carrying it farther. The heads 
(z.c. the founders, originators) of the Beth-aboth were Reuben, 
Simeon, Levi. Hence the Beth-aboth, here referred to, was 
tormed by a combination of the sons of Jacob.—At all events 
(lis passage most decidedly proves, that a Beth-aboth was not 
i section of a MWishpachah. — 

5. If then, as Kx. vi. 4 shows, the expression Beth-aboth 
may he used to designate a combination of all the trihes, if
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follows that Beth-ab (the house of one of the fathers referred 
to above) may also be used for a tribe. And, undoubtedly, it 
is so used in Num. xvii. 2: “take of the children of Israel 
twelve rods, one rod for cach Beth-ab, of all their princes 
according to Beth-abotham, twelve rods.”—Beth-abotham is 
probably used here, as in Ex. vi. 14, to denote the twelve- 
membered unity of the whole people; and there can be no 
possible doubé that Beth-ab is to be regarded as a designation 
of each one of the twelve tribes. 

From the passage referred to it is evident, that although the 
meaning of the words Beth-ab and Beth-aboth is not sharply 
defined or invariably the same, they never can be explained as 
denoting subdivisions of a Afishpachah, that, on the contrary, 
the Afishpachah must be a subdivision of the Beth-ab and Beth- 
aboth, ‘This is so certain and so plain, that it is almost inex- 
plicable, how so many excellent commentators can have over- 
looked their proper relation. It does admit of explanation, 
however, seeing that there are many passages, which appear to 
favour the opposite view. The first thing, which strikes us as at 
variance with our conelusion, is the faet that very frequently a 
number of heads of Beth-aboth (or still more frequently by 
ellipsis heads of Aboth) are mentioned, and that evidently within 
the limits of a single tribe, so that it seems necessary to render the 
Beth-aboth as a plural, indicating the sub-divisions of the tribes 
and AMishpachoth. When, for example, the Mishpachah of the 
Belaites is spoken of in 1 Chr. vii. 7, as containing five heads of 
Beth-aboth, and in 1 Chr. vii. 40 a large number of descend- 
ants of Asher are called heads of Beth-aboth; when again the 
Mishpachah of the Gileadites is referred to in Num. xxxvi. 1 
as containing a plurality of heads of Aboth, and the same occurs 
in many other passages ; it appears that we are justified in assum- 
ing, or rather actually compelled to assume, that the term 
Beth-aboth is used to describe a number of minor divisions, 
subordinate to the Aftshpachah. Yet the whole difficulty vanishes 
before the simple observation, that tribe-leaders (ashe-Beth- 
aboth) were not necessarily heads of the tribe, but might also 
be heads zm the tribe, that is, not those who presided over the 
whole tribe, but over certain of its sub-divisions. The Lashe- 

Beth-aboth, or, in the abbreviated form, Tashe-aboth, were all 

those who were by birth the leaders of the people within the
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limits of a Beth-aboth, whether they stood at the head of an 
entire tribe, of a gens, or of a family in the less restricted sense. 
This is so clear and indisputable, that we scarcely think it ne- 
cessary to bring forward analogous cases in proof of it. Let it 
suffice, thereture, to point out the expression, princes of the con- 
gregation, which so frequently occurs in the Pentateuch, and by 
which we are to understand not princes over the entire commu- 
nity, but princes over particular sections of the community. 

In the foregoing remarks we have shown, that there are a 
number of passages, in which the meaning is so clear that we 
are necessarily forced to the conclusion, that the term Beth- 
aboth is the name of a whole tribe, if not of the entire commu- 
nity. In all the other passages, in which the expression occurs, 
it may casily be so explained as to admit ofthis meaning. The 
most likely passage to create a difficulty is ix, xii, 3: “speak 
ye unto all the congregation of Israel, saying, in the tenth day 
uf this month, they shall take tv them every man a lamb, accorcd- 
ang to the house of their futhers, a lamb for a house.” But I do 
not see why Ubeth-uboih should not be rendered cata durny. 
At any rate so much is certain, that the passage does 20¢ compel 
us to adopt our opponents’ explanation of Beth-aboth. 

There is only one passage in which we have been unable tu 
sec our way clear, to the removal of every difficulty. We refer 
to 1 Chr. xxii. 11. In this passage it is said of the two grand- 
sons of the Levite Gershon: “they had not many sons, there- 
fore they were 339 read, in one reckoning.” The passage is 

apparently all the more linportant, as treating of the period, 
in which, according to the views of our opponents, the ‘“ fu- 
thers’ houses” began to be formed. But if the Deth-ab in this 
passage 1s to be regarded as a fixed gencalogical term, in the 
sense of a sub-division of the Adtshpachah, there is evidently an 
undisguised and ireconcileable discrepancy between the state- 
inent here made and Num. i. 24, where, as we saw above, 
Gershon himself is the founder of a Beth-ab, and the Aishpa- 
choth subordinate to it are founded by his sons, whilst here the 
grandson of Gershon lays the foundation of a Beth-ab, as a 
minor section of a A/tsipachah. With such a discrepancy before 
us, we should decidedly feel bound to give the preference to the 
authentic, and at all events more trustworthy account in the 
Pentatench. and to leave the statement in the Chronicles alone,
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Great stress is laid by our opponents upon the fact that we 
only meet with the words Beth-ab and Beth-aboth (never Botte 
Ab or Botte Aboth), as justifying, 7f not necessitating the con- 
clusion, that the latter is the plural of the former (Beth Aboth 
for Botte Ab). But so long as not a single example can be ad- 
duced from the whole of the early Hebrew thesaurus of a plural 
so formed in the case of a compound word, whereas in every case 
the nomen regens,as the more important of the two, naturally takes 
the plural form, I adhere to my opinion that Beth-aboth can 
only mean “ house of the fathers,” not “houses of the father,” 
especially as the former meaning, as I have shown, 1s admissible 

in every passage in which the word occurs. It has been already 
apparent from Num. i. 16, compared with ver. 4, that the plural 
aboth is not a dependent word, governed by the nomen regens. 
In ver. 4 the plural Nesi’e Mattoth A botham is substituted for the 
singular Rosh-l'beth Abotham. If, then, Beth-aboth were used 
in ver. 4 for Botte Ab, we should necessarily find Afattoth-ab 
in ver. 16. But it is just this passage, which apparently proves, 
that the plural forms Botte-ab, and Botte-aboth were inten- 
tionally avoided, and that, wherever the context required a plural, 
some other form was selected in preference to Botte. It is im- 
possible to decide with certainty, what gave rise to this wish to 
avoid using the forms Botte-ab and Botte-aboth—it probably 
arose from the fact that familiae was regarded as the fixed 
meaning of Bottim (as Josh. vu. clearly shows). 

§ 17. All divine revelation, both direct and indirect, by pro- 

phetic discourse and visions, as well as by the words, and acts, 

and appearances of Cod himself, had ceased since the days of 

Jacob. At least we cannot find the slightest trace of 1ts con- 

tinuance. It was not till the end of their stay in Egypt, that 

the Israelites began to receive it again, as a preparation for their 

entrance upon a fresh and more advanced stage in their history (1). 

Even the birth of Moses, the hero of God, and the greatest of all 

the heroes of the Old Testament, was not attended by any such 

(livine manifestation, as we should expect from other analogous 

cases.!. The reason of this interruption of divine revelation for 400 

1 We take the liberty, in opposition to the mythical theology, of calling 
attention to this omission as a fresh argument against the mythical theory. 

3
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years, appears to us to have been that the peculiar end to be 

answered by the sojourn in Egypt, was one which could be at- 

tained by purely natural means. When once the grace, which 

worked in Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, had overcome the natu- 

ral curse of barrenness which rested upon this family, the growth 

of the nation could be effected by the simple process of nature, 

which merely required the general superintendence of divine 

providence for its successful results. And so far as the training of 

Israel as a cultivated nation was concerned, Egypt was to be its 

tutor. In this no special assistance from God was required. It 

is true that the civilization of Egypt, in which Israel was to par- 

ticipate, was thoroughly impregnated with the worship of nature, 

which Israel was to avoid; | ut it was not impossible to take 

the one without the other. Inthe religious consciousness which 

they had inherited from the fathers, in the recollection of the 

revelations and promises which they had received, and in the 

consequent hope of a coming day, when their independence as a 

nation would be secured, the Israelites were furnished with safe 

and powerfil re-agents, by which to test and separate all that 

was ungodly in the customs of Egypt.—We have no direct infor- 

mation with regard to the worship of the Israelites during their 

stay in Egypt, but there are mcidental allusions from which 

many things may be inferred. We may lay it down as a@ priort 

certain that they were not entirely without forms of worship ; 

for where was there ever a nation of antiquity which did not 

stand in an acknowledged relation to the Deity, and did not ex- 

press that relation in some mode of worship? The only ques- 

tion thaf. can arise is whether, and to what extent, the Israclites 

adhered to the mode they had inherited from their fathers, or 

adopted the ceremonies of Egypt. From the vivid recollections 

of the history of the fathers, which were universally preserved in 

the consciousness of the people, as we may infer from the elabo- 

rate description of that history contained in the book of Genesis,
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we should be led to imagine that they remained true to the 

forms of worship inherited from the patriarchs. But the com- 

parative poverty of the patriarchal forms, when compared with 

the gorgeousness and variety of the ceremonies of Egypt, with 

which they came into such close contact, would also lead us to 

expect that the latter exerted a constantly increasing influence 

upon the former. There are two ways in which the Israelitish 

forms of worship may have been enriched by elements of Egyp- 

tian origin. No harm could result, so long as they adopted only 

forms and symbols in harmony with the religious views which 

they had inherited from their fathers, z.e., such as were adapted 

to give a more fitting expression to those views, to display them 

in richer and more various ways, without destroying or in any 

way detracting from their peculiar and distinctive (theistic) 

character. This, in fact, was one of the services to be performed 

by Egypt for the chosen people of God. The history of the giving 

of the law proves that their worship must have been so enriched, 

and that in no slight degree. How many religious customs, 

symbols, and institutions are there referred to as familiarly 

known, the relation of which to the ceremonies of the Egyptian 

worship cannot be disputed (eg. the Urim and Thummim). 

With an impartiality, which presupposed that these forms and 

symbols were already current among the people, the lawgiver 

did not stop to give any detailed description of them, whilst 

others, of which this could not be assumed, were described by 

him in the most minute manner, one might almost say with 

trivial carefulness. All that the law had to do, in such cases as 

these, was when necessary to improve, legalise, and regulate 

what had been already adopted, and to assign to each its proper 

place in the whole system of religious symbolism, of which it was 

to form a part. But there was another way in which the worship 

might have been enriched, and which would not have been so 

harmless. The Israelites might have adopted religious forms and
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symbols together with their heathen signification, or, what is the 

same thing, have adopted such forms as were a prior? unfitted to 

serve as vehicles for theistic ideas and views, on account of their 

having been created for and adapted to purely heathen notions. 

In such a case, even if the discordant theistic idea had been 

forced into association with the form, the latter would naturally 

and inevitably have turned it into a heathen idea (an cxample 

of this was the worship of God under the image of a calf, Ex. 

xxxii.) The worship of nature possessed a magic power, and 

presented irresistible attractions to the minds of men in the 

ancient world. Against these, it is true, such of the Israelites 

as were spiritually minded were protected by the religious in- 

heritance, bequeathed by the fathers, and by their own promises 

and hopes; but they were just as seductive to carnally minded 

Israelites as to any other people. Hence from the power pos- 

sessed by the worship of nature in those days, it was to be feared 

from the very first, that the lawful adoption of Egyptian forms 

and symbols would not be attended by so strict a process of 

sifting and refining, as would be requisite to prevent their being 

guilty of mixing up different religions in a false and ungodly 

manner. How much reason there was for such an apprehension 

is proved by their history, to a far greater extent, perhaps, than 

we should expect. Ezekiel (chap. xx. 5—8, cf. xxiii. 3) com- 

plains that Israel defiled itself with the idols of Egypt in the 

days of its youth. So also does Joshua in chap. xxiv. 14. And 

in the making of the golden calf in the desert (Ex. xxxii.), we 

have an example and a proof of the extent to which this false 

syncretism had taken root and spread among the people. Again 

the constantly recurring prohibitions of nature-worship, and of 

the ceremonies associated with it, on which it was thought 

necessary to lay such frequent stress in the law, presuppose ex- 

isting indications of a strong tendency to such worship. Thus 

from Leviticus xvii. 7, we perceive that the Egyptian goat-
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worship,! especially, had found great favour with the people. 

We cannot suppose that the people intended by this an express 

denial by the God of their fathers, or were conscious that it in- 

volved an apostasy from their fathers’ religion. But the precepts 

of the law and the discipline of history were required to open 

their eyes to the dangers of that abyss, into which they were 

ready to plunge. When we enquire for proofs of the actual 

employment of forms of worship, which had already been known 

and adopted by the fathers, our attention is especially directed 

to circumcision, sacrifice, and the Sabbath. With regard to 

circumcision it is evident from Exodus iv. 24—26 (vid. § 21. 

3), that this token of the covenant never lost its validity or fell 

into disuse, and in Josh. v. 5 it is expressly said, that all the 

people who came out of Egypt had been circumcised. We 

might think ourselves justified in inferring from Ex. vill, 25— 

28, that the offering of sacrifice had been entirely discontinued 

during their stay in Egypt, from a regard to the Egyptians, to 

whom the Israelitish mode of sacrifice was an abomination. 

But there is a reference in this passage to a particularly solemn 

festival, in which the whole community was to take part, and 

which would therefore necessarily attract universal attention. 

Hence it could not but appear unadvisable to celebrate such a 

festival within the limits of the Egyptian territory (§ 29. 3). 

But it does not follow from this, that it was impossible to offer 

sacrifices within the walls of private houses, without attracting 

attention or assuming the character of a demonstration, and 

therefore without any hindrance or fear of disturbance. At any 

rate this passage proves, that the necessity for sacrificial worship 

had not lost its hold on the religious consciousness of the people, 

and also that that mode of sacrifice, which had been inherited from 

the fathers, and was an abomination to the Egyptians, was still 

1 The English version is: “They shall offer no more their sacrifices unto 
devils." But the word used here is the ordinary Hebrew word for a buck, 
or he-goat.—( Tr.)
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in force, so that in this respect at least, the Israelites had faith- 

fully preserved the religious peculiarities, which distinguished 

them from the Egyptians. We find no trace of any special 

order of priests. The existence of such an order cannot be 

inferred from Ex. xix. 22 any more than from 1 Sam. 11, 27 ; 

for at Sinai the elders evidently officiated as priests (ver. 7), and 

the second passage says nothing about the tribe of Levi having 

held the priesthood in Egypt. If sacrifices were offered, there 

can be no doubt that the fathers or heads of the families officiated, 

as in the time of the patriarchs, unless the sacrifice was offered 

for the whole nation, when the representatives of the nation, 2.e., 

the elders, would officiate. With regard to the Sabbath, not 

only is the mode of its celebration doubtful, but there is reason 

to question its existence even during the patriarchal age (§ 7. 

2), and neither Ex. xvi. 22 seq. nor Ex. xx. 8 furnishes any 

certain information with reference to the practice in Egypt. We 

may safely assume, however, that the Egyptian taskmasters (x. 

v. 13, 14) would pay no attention to any Sabbatical mstitution 

that might be in existence. 

(1). It has been argued from 1 Sam. 11. 27, that there was 
not an interruption of divine revelation durig the stay in 
Ligypt. But the argument is unsound. The meaning of the 
words: “ [ plainly appeared unto the house of thy father, when 
they were in Egypt in Pharaoh's house,” &e., is fully exhausted, 
if we suppose them to refer to the last year of the sojourn of the 
Israelites there.—At the same time there is a strong proof, that 
the religious consciousness was kept alive in the hearts of the 
people, in the fact that in so many of the proper names which 
were given during that period (Num. iii.), the name of God is 
found as one of the component parts. 

§ 18 (1 Chr. vii. 20—24).—There is no account in the 

Pentateuch of any particular events, which may have happened 

to individual tribes during the first centuries of these 430 years. 
Vou, I. M
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But the passage, cited above, contains some data of a most 

remarkable kind, from which, if our explanation be the correct 

one, we learn that some of the Israelites began to think of 

returning to Palestine at a very early period, and attempted 

to carry out their intentions by their own power. One portion 

of the tribe of Ephraim returned and scttled in the southern 

highlands of Palestine, even during the lifetime of Ephraim 

himself. From these settlements they made predatory incur- 

sions into the plain of Phzlistia, in which, however, they suffered 

such severe losses that the whole of their father’s house was thrown 

into the deepest sorrow. This repulse probably weakened them so 

much that the quixotic undertaking had to be relinquished.— 

An enterprise of a similar character is referred to in 1 Chr. iv. 

22, where some of the descendants of Judah are said to have ruled 

over Moab. The writer of the Chronicles refers to the D7 

DAY» that is, to the ancient accounts belonging to a very 

remote period. On the relation of the Israelites to the Hyksos- 

dynasty see § 34 sqq. 

(1). In 1 Chr. vii. 21 there are almost as many enigmas as 
words. The preceding verse contains a genealogy of Ephraim car- 
ried down to the seventh generation : ‘“‘ The sons of Ephraim are 
Shuthelah, and his son Bered, and his son Tahath, and his son 

Eladah, and his son Zabad, and his son Shuthelah, and #zer and 
Elead.” Then follows in ver. 21: “ And the men of Gath, who 
were born in the land, slew them, for they had gone down to take 
their cattle; (ver. 22) and their father Ephraim mourned many 
days, and his brethren came to comfort him. (Ver. 23) And he 
went in to his wife, and she conceived and bare a son, and called 

him B’riah, for it went evil with his house. (Ver. 24) And his 
daughter Sherah built lower and upper Beth-horon and Uzzen- 
sherah.” 

The first thing that is doubtful is the period here referred to. 
Ewald (i. 490) places it before the migration into Egypt. As 
Ewald thinks he has a right to construct history at his pleasure 
with oracular authority, it does not of course trouble him in the
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least, that, according to the book of Genesis, Ephraim was born in 
Egypt. Lengerke (i. 355) and Bertheau (Chronik. p. 83) on the 
other hand assign it to the period immediately subsequent to 
Moses, and arbitrarily identify the Beriah in chap. vii. 23 with the 
Benjamite Beriah in chap. viti. 13. Moreover, in reply to the 
question: “ How are we to dispose of the father Ephraim, who 
mourns for the loss of his sons ?” Bertheau says, we shall be 
obliged to regard Kphraim as meaning the tribe, which mourned 
for the calamity that had happened to two of its sons, z.e., to 
two divisions of the tribe.” Good, we reply, but what are we to 
understand, then, by the Ephraim, who after this calamity goes 
in to his wife and begets a son named Beriah ? Does this mean 
the whole of the tribe? As we cannot possibly think of any 
other Ephraim of later date, the account in the Chronicles 
brings us at the latest to the commencement of the second 
century of the sojourn in Egypt. But this does not scem to tally 
with what precedes, provided, that is, we look upon Shuthelah, 
Ezer and Elead (in ver. 21) as descendants of Ephraim in the 
seventh degree. Undoubtedly the suffix in DIT (and they 

slew them) may refer to the last names only. ‘But it is cer- 
tainly a mistake to string the three last names together and look 
upon them as sons of Zabad, for im that case we should expect 
to find “his sons” instead of “his son.” The more correct 
arrangement is that adopted by Bertheau (p. 82), who classes 
the two last-named (Ezer and Elead) as sons of Ephraim himself, 
who continue the series comimenced with Shuthelah in ver. 20. 

Again it is doubtful whether the Ephraimites or the Gathites 
are to be regarded as the subject of 7 (they had gone down) 

and what was the scene of this event. It has generally been 
supposed by earlier expositors, that the Ephraimites made a 
predatory attack upon the Gathites, entering Philistia from 
Kigypt. Calovius (Bibl. illustr. ad. h. 1.) gives the following 
unsatisfactory explanation of the event: ‘“ De Ephraimitis res 
ita habet: mora impatientes et gloria primogeniturae a Jacobo 
concessae tumentes tentarunt magnis consiliis eductionem ex 
Aegypto, adcoque progressi sunt, collecto exercitu, vivente adhuc 
patre Ephraimo, ex Acgypto aftines terrace Canaan. Quo nomine 
accusat eos Assaph (Ps. Ixxviil. 9), quod non exspectato justo 
tempore terram promissam invadere ausi fuerint fiducia copiarum 
et peritia sua in re bellica, additque, quod justo Der judicio 

M :
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temeritatis suae poenas dederint, terga verterint, inque fuga 
misere perierint.” But apart from the fact that Ps. Ixxviii. 9 
contains nothing at all of what Calovius has discovered there, 
this exposition is rendered impossible by the word 455, which 
cannot refer to an expedition from Egypt to the more elevated 
land of Philistia. If we suppose the Ephraimites to have been 
in the land of Goshen at that time, we must necessarily regard 
the Gathites as the aggressors. Or if, on the other hand, we 
refer the words “ they came down” to the Ephraimites, we must 
assume that they were no longer living in the land of Goshen, 
but had already established themselves in the highlands of 
Palestine. 

Between these two interpretations we have to make our 
choice. Bertheau and Lengerke decide in favour of the latter, 
though we have already shown that the explanation given by 
Lengerke is inadmissible. Saalschiitz (Mos. Recht, Berlin 1848, 
p. 651, seq.) also adopts it, and his interpretation 1s original and 
well worthy of consideration. His views are to some extent the 
same as those advocated by Calovius, but he describes and 
accounts for the expedition in a very different manner. ‘From 
chap. vii. 24, we perceive, he says, that a great-grand-daughter 
of Joseph built both upper and lower Beth-horon in the land 
of Canaan. If the building of these towns took place during 
the sojourn of the Israclites in Egypt, as some suppose, and 
as the context of the passage indisputably imphies, seeing that 
it speaks of Ephraim as still alive, we have a positive proof that 
a portion of the Hebrews drove their flocks back to Palestine, 
and that they even went so far as to establish themselves in the 
land and build cities there.” From chap. vii. 21, it follows 
as he thinks, “that the Ephraimites had settlements in Palestine, 
before the death of Ephraim; and if these settlements were in 
the district in which Beth-horon was built, either at that time 
or a little later, the map will furnish us with the best exposition 
of this passage in the Chronicles, for the situation of Beth-horon 
is pretty well known to us, being identical, as Robinson thinks, 
with Bett-Ur, which is about five hours’ journey to the north- 
west of Jerusalem, that is, in the mountainous district at a short 
distance from Gath.” 

The other view, which makes the Gathites the aggressors, has 
been advocated by Lightfoot (Opp. i. 23, Rotterdam, 1686), 

—
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C. B. Michaelis (Annotationes in hagiogr. iit. 370), and many 
others. As the words “born in the land” must necessarily be 

understood as applying to the land, into which the incursion 
was made, the only explanation, which can possibly be given by 
those who adopt this view, is that the Gathites, by whom the 
attack was made, had formerly dwelt in the land of Goshen, 
and that having been forced out by the spread of the Israclites, 
they retaliated by making this attack upon their oppressors. 
We admit that the words of the text allow of such an interpre- 
tation, but in several respects it appears to us a forced one. 
First of all, it seems more natural to render the passage thus: 
“The Gathites slew the Ephrainites, for (5) they had gone 

down to steal the cattle of the Gathites.” Again it appears to 
us to be much more natural, ¢.e. more in accordance with the 
context and with history, to understand the words “born in the 
land” as referring to the land of Philistia. And lastly, there 
is the unmistakeable testimony of ver. 24, if we are correct in 
our supposition that the erection of Beth-horon occurred before 
the time of Moses. [For these reasons, then, we are inclined to 
give the preference to the interpretation of Saalschiitz. 

e 

BIRTH AND EDUCATION OF MOSES. 

§ 19 (Exodus ii. 1—22, vi. 16—25).—Just at the time when 

the oppression was most severe, and when the command to drown 

the new-born boys of the Israelites was most stringently en- 

forced, a2 son was born to an Israelite named Amram, of the 

tribe of Levi and the family of Kehath, by his wife Jochebed (1). 

The child was remarkable for its beauty; and therefore the 

mother was all the more concerned to save it, if possible, from 

the threatened destruction. She succeeded in concealing it for 

three months, but she could not hope to hide it any longer 

from the keen eyes of the Egyptian executioners. Maternal 

love, however, is always inventive. Jochebed knew that Pha- 

raoh’s daughter was accustomed to bathe at a certain spot in 

the Nile. This knowledge helped her to form her plan. She 

reckoned on the tenderness of a woman’s heart. She placed the
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child in an ark constructed of papyrus stalks and securely pitched, 

and laid it among the reeds in the well-known spot by the side of 

the Nile, and left her eldest daughter Ifiriam to watch its further 

fate. The plan was successful. The king’s daughter noticed 

the ark, and had it brought to her ; and the sight of the beauti- 

ful weeping infant did not fail to produce the desired impression 

upon her heart. She soon conjectured that it must be one of 

the Israelitish boys ; and as if by accident, Afi72am came forward. 

She offered to fetch a Hebrew nurse. Of course she fetched the 

child’s own mother, and Pharaoh’s daughter gave her the child 

with the words: “take this child away, and nurse it for me, 

and I will give thee thy wages” (2). We look forward with 

anxiety to the future course of the child that has been so won- 

derfully rescued, feeling sure that he is destined for some 

remarkable mission. Nor can we doubt that some such surmise 

or hope must have been entertained by his parents, and that 

this increased their anxiety to give such a direction to his 

mind, as would be most likely to lead to the fulfilment of their 

own hopes. It is true that the child would only remain a few 

years in his parents’ house, seeing that Pharaoh’s daughter 

intended to bring him up as her adopted son; but even at a 

subsequent period it could not appear strange if the boy fre- 

quently visited his nurse’s home. The people, too, to whom he 

belonged by birth must certainly have gazed upon him with 

looks full of expectation and hope; or, at any rate, they must 

have regarded the extraordinary events of his early life, as proofs 

of an overruling providence and divine call.—After he was 

weaned, Jochebed brought back the boy to his foster-mother, 

who gave him the name Mfo-udshe (i.e., ex aqua servatus, 

LXX. Mwiojjs, Hebraized sy) (3), and had him educated 

in all the wisdom of the Egyptians (4). In this position a 
splendid career awaited him. The highest honours were within 

the reach of the adopted son of Pharaoh’s daughter. But he
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felt within him a different call. He had imbibed affection for 

his people with his mother’s milk, and the sufferings of his 

brethren went to his heart. He believed that he was called to 

be their deliverer and avenger. Whilst brooding over such 

thoughts as these, he happened one clay to see an Egyptian ul- 

treating an Israelite. t once he was carried away by his zeal 

for his people, and, having slain the Egyptian, he buried him in 

the sand. There was no witness of what he had done except 

the injured Israelite ; but the news soon spread among thie rest, 

and it was probably the Israelite himself who circulated the 

report. Such a deed was like a general summons to them 

to rise against their oppressors, and Moses imagined that 

he had thereby obtained a certain amount of authority over 

his brethren. A short time afterwards he saw two Israelites 

quarrelling, and wished to act as arbitrator, but he was rudely 

thrust aside by the one whom he pronounced in the wrong. 

“Who,” said he, “made thee a prince and a judge over us? 

Intendcst thou to kill me as thou killedst the Egyptian ?” On 

account of this, the report of what Moses had done began to 

spread among the Egyptians as well. The king heard of it, and 

determined to put him to death. Under these circumstances— 

pursued by the king, and forsaken by the people—Moses saw 

the necessity for flight (5). He sought refuge, and found it, in 

the land of the Afidianites (6). <A prince and priest of this 

people, named Leguel (7), received him into his house on account 

of the protection he had afforded to his daughters against the 

rudeness of the shepherds, gave him his daughter Zipporah as a 

wife, and entrusted his flocks to his care. The flight of Moses 

from Egypt introduced him into a new training school. At 

Pharaoh’s court he had learned much that was required to fit 

him for his vocation, as the deliverer and leader of Israel, as the 

mediator of the ancient covenant and founder of thie theocracy, 

and also as a prophet and lawgiver. But his education there 

had been of a very partial character. He had learned to rule,
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but not to serve, and the latter was as necessary, if not more so 

than the former. He possessed the fiery zeal of youth, but not 

the circumspcction, the patience, or the firmness of age. A 

consciousness of his vocation had been aroused within him when 

in Egypt; but it was mixed with selfishness, pride, and ambi- 

tion, with headstrong zeal, but yet with a pusillanimity which 

was soon daunted. He did not understand the art of being still 

and enduring, of waiting and listening for the direction of God, 

an art so indispensable for all who labour in the kingdom of 

God. In the school of Egyptian wisdom his mind had been 

enriched with all the treasures of man’s wisdom, but his heart 

was still the rebellious unbelieving heart of the natural man, 

and therefore but little adapted for the reception of divine 

wisdom, and by no means fitted for performing the works of God. 

And even the habit of sifting and selecting, of pondering and 

testing, acquired by a man of learning and experience, must 

certainly have been far from securing anything like the mature 

wisdom and steadfastness demanded by his vocation. All this 

he had yet to acquire. Persecution and affliction, want and 

exile, nature and solitude, were now to be his tutors, and 

complete his education, before he entered upon the duties of his 

divine vocation (8). 

(1). On Amram and Jochebed see § 14. 1. Moses was not their 
first-born son. His brother Aaron was three years older than 
he (Ex. vii. 7) ; whilst his sister, whose name (Aftrtam, LAX. 
Mapiap) we do not learn till afterwards (Ex. xv. 20), had 
evidently grown up before he was born (Ex. ii. 4). The follow- 
ing is the family-pedigree : 

Levi. 

Gershon , Kenatu, Merari. 

Annan. 

Miriam. AARON, Mosss. 
— +, — “~ _ 

Nadab, Abihu, Exeazar, Ithamar. Gershon, Eliezer. 

PHINENas.
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(2). The biblical record expressly mentions the striking beauty 
of the child, as leading to the mother’s determination to conceal 
and, if possible, save it. Ver. 2: ‘ And she saw the child that it 
was good” (n}y—~z, LXX., doreios). It is true, that it is not an 

unusual thing for a mother to think her new-born “child beauti- 
ful ; but just ‘because it is not unusual, the peculiar character of 
the ‘sacred record leads to the conclusion, that in this case there 
must have been something more than usual. Stephen had this 
impression, for he expressly traces the connexion between the 
beauty of the child and God himself (kai av aortetos tm Gee). 
Some message from God must have been communicated to the 
mother in a peculiar manner by the eyes of the child; she may 
have seen in them the intimations of an eventful future, which, 

with her faith in the promises made to the fathers, stood out 
before her mind in marked contrast with the oppressions, the 
sufferings, and the anxieties of the present. 

This was also the view taken by the author of the epistle to 
the Hebrews (chap. xi. 23), for he extols the concealment of 
the child as an act of faith. The whole affair would be still 
clearer, if we could rely upon the Jewish tradition that Amram 
was a prophet. But there is nothing to warrant this; on the 
contrary the tradition itself appears to have been founded en- 
tirely upon the passage before us. If the birth of Moses had 
been attended by any direct revelations or predictions from God, 
the sacred record, according to its usual custom, would certainly 
have mentioned them. And in its silence in this respect we 
find a proof of its historical fidelity—Josephus mentions the 
name of Pharaoh’s daughter. In Ant. 2. 9. 5 he calls her Ther- 
muthis. But there is no more reliance to be placed upon his 
account, than upon that of Husebius (praep. evang. ix. 27) who 
calls her Méppis. The latter looks like a corruption of Miriam. 
—The queen's daughter bathing in the Nile causes great offence to 
Herr v. Bohlen (Genesis 1xxxi.), who regards it as an evidence 
of the author’s gross ignorance of Egyptian customs. However 
the “gross ignorance” falls back upon the critic. In Egypt 
there was nothing like the same restraint upon women as in 
oriental countries or even in Greece. On some of the monu- 
ments we incet with scenes, in which the women associate with 

the men with almost as much freedom as modern Europeans 
(Hengstenberg Egypt and Moses, p. 26). “That the king's
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daughter went to the Nile to wash (yn) is explained by the 

Egyptian notion of the sacredness of the Nile. A representation 
of an Egyptian bathing scene—a lady with four female servants 
who attend upon her to perform various offices, —is found in /Valk- 
inson 111. 389” (Hengstenberg, p. 86). The preparation of the 
little ark too (whose name man reminds one of Noah’s ark), 

the papyrus of which it was “composed, and the asphalt and 
pitch with which it was covered, all harmonize with the anti- 
quities of Egypt (see Hengstenberg, p. 85).—Under the circum- 
stances there is nothing surprising in the fact, that as soon as 
the princess saw the boy, she concluded that it must be a 
Hebrew child ; and there is certainly no necessity for assum- 
ing with Aben Ezra and Theodoret, d11 % mepitou? rodto 
édAwoe.— We may introduce here a most sensible remark made 

by Baumgarten in his Theological Commentary (i. 1, p. 399): 
‘In the fact, that it was necessary for the deliverer of Israel 
from the power of Egypt to be himself first delivered by the 
daughter of the king of Egypt, we find the same interweaving 
of the history of Israel with the history of the Gentiles, which 
we have already observed in the history of Joseph; and we may 
now regard it as a law, that the prefer ence shown to Israel, when 
it was selected as the ‘chosen seed, on whom the blessings were 
first bestowed, was to be counterbalanced by the fact, that the 
salvation of Israel could not be fully effected without the inter- 
vention of the Gentiles. This was the opinion of Cyril of 
Alexandria, which he expressed in his usual allegorical style by 

saying: the daughter of Pharaoh is the community of the Gen- 
tiles.” In all the decisive turning points of the sacred history, 
whenever a new bud was about to open, some heathen power 
always came forward, as though summoned by the providence of 
God, to assist in bursting the fetters by which the bud was held, 
in order that it might open into a splendid and fragrant flower. 

(3). The time of weaning is generally supposed (according to 
2 Mace. vii. 27; 1 Sam. i. 23, 24; Josephus, Ant. ii. 9, 6), to 
have been at the end of the third year. As the princess was 
about to adopt the child and bring it up as her own (ver. 10), it 
is most likely that, according to a mother’s rights, she gave it its 
name. Itfso, she would naturally select an Egyptian name. But 
the name ;qy'y 18 certainly Hebrew (= one who draws ont, the 

deliverer). We have here, however, without doubt, a similar 
2
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case to that which we meet with in Gen. xli. 45, where the 

ligyptian naine, Psomtomphanech, which Pharaoh gave to 
Joseph, is handed down in the form, Zaphnath-Paaneah, which 
admits of a Hebrew etymology (Vol. i. § 88,2). «And in Loth cases 
the Septuayiné puts us upon the right track, by writing the name 
in a manner more closely resembling the original Egyptian form. 
Thus the name of Moses is always written, Moitojs, of which 
Josephus (Ant. ii. 9, 6), gives the correct explanation: 70 yap 
idop MN ot Aiyorriot cadodaw, THY b€ tous €& bdatos cwbév- 
sas. Philo explains it in a similar mauner (de vita Mos. ii. 
83, ed. Mang.): Sia 76 é« tot bdatos abtov avedécbar’ ro yap 
Bdwp MNZ svopdfovew Aiyirto). In this Clemens of Alex- 
andria (Strom. 1. 251 ed. Sylb.), and Lzekiel the tragedian 
(usebius pracp. ev. 1x. 28) agree. The derivation here given 
is confirmed by our present acquaintance with the Coptic, in 
which J/o means water, and Udshe saved (cf. Jablonski opuse. 

i. 152 sqq.). Most modern authors adopt it; but though Gese- 
nius will not actually reject it, he says in his Thesaurus that 
reputans sibi nominum propriorum apud veteres Acgyptios usi- 

tatorum, quae pleraque cum Deorum nominibus conjuncta sunt 
ratione (eg. Amés, Thuthmés, Phthamés, Rhamds, &e.), he 
must prefer to trace the name to the Egyptian word Més, a son, 
and to assume that the first part of the word, which contained 
the name of a god, was dropped in Hebrew usage. No one but 
Lengerke (a. 390), supports this explanation, and it will hardly 
mect with any further approval. Many of the earlier theologians 
made it, to a certain extent, a point of honour to affirm, that it 
was not Pharaoh's daughter, but the child’s own mother, who 
gave ititsname. Thus L/ezfer (dub. vex., p. 214), following 
Abarbanel, renders ver. 10: “adduxit eum (se. mater ipsius) 
ad filiam Pharaonis et factus est ipsi filius. Vocarat vero 
nomen ejus (sc. mater jam dudum) Jfose (quod tum indi- 
cabat filac Pharaonis), et dicebat: quia ex aqua educen- 
dum curaste eum,” defending his translation on the ground that 
yimwa not only can, but must be the second person feminine 

(sinee it is written defective, without s). But apart from everyother 
consideration, we should in this case expect to find not stir but 
“WD: Mever also decides that the name was originally Hebrew 

(Wurzel-worterb. p. 704). In his opinion the real name of
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Moses was Osarsiph (meaning Osiris-sword), for which we have 
the testimony of AZanetho (in Josephus c. Apion i, 26—28) ; 
and he received the name Afoses (meaning the deliverer, leader, 
duke, dux) in connexion with the exodus from Egypt. We 
cannot adopt this explanation, since the Scripture-record attri- 
butes the naming to the princess, though under other circunm- 
stances it would commend itself; on the other hand, we do not 
hesitate for a moment to adopt the explanation given by Josephus, 
Philo, and Clemens, and based upon the Septuagint, since it 
meets all the requirements of the language and necessities of the 
case. The name did not suit the Hebrew organs of speech, and 
was therefore. involuntanly changed by the Israelites into the 
form in which we have received it. At the same time this in- 
voluntary change became an unintentional prophecy, for he 
who had been delivered (taken out) actually became a deliverer. 
Vox popult, vox Dei. 

(4). “ Moses was trained,” says Stephen, (Acts vii. 22), in ali 
the wisdom of the Egyptians.” These words are not founded 
upon a baseless tradition, or the creation of his own fancy, but form 
a just and necessary comment upon Tix. 11. 10: “ and he became 
her son.” The adopted son of the daughter of an Egyptian king 
must have been trained in all the wisdom of Egypt. This is also 
in harmony with the tradition reported by Manetho, which makes 
Moses a priest of Heliopolis, and therefore presupposes a priestly 
education. It was precisely this education in the wisdom of the 
Egyptians, which was the ultimate design of God in all the 
leadings of his providence, not only with reference to the boy, 
but, we might say, to the whole of Israel. For it was in order 
to appropriate the wisdom and culture of Egypt, and to take pos- 
session of them as a human basis for divine instruction and 
direction, that Jacob's family left the land of their fathers’ pil- 
grimage, and their descendants’ hope and promise. But the 
guidance and fate of the whole of Israel were at this time con- 
centrated in Moses. ‘‘ As Joseph’s elevation to the post of 
grand-vizier of Egypt placed him in a position to provide for his 
father’s house in the time of famine, so was Moses fitted by the 
Egyptian training received at Pharaoh’s court to become the 
leader and lawgiver of his people.” (Baumgarten theol. Comm. 
I. i. 399). There can be no doubt that the foster-son of the 
king’s daughter, the highly-gifted and well educated youth, had
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the most brilliant course open before him in the Egyptian state. 
Had he desired it, he would most likely have been able to rise 
like Joseph to the highest honours. But affairs were very dif- 
ferent now. Moses could not enter on such a course as this 
without sacrificing his nation, his convictions, his hopes, his 
faith, and his vocation. But that he neither would, nor durst, 

nor could. And hence it is with perfeet truth that the author 
of the cpistle to the Hebrews, when tracing the course of the his- 
tory, says (ch. xi. 24—26): “ by faith Moses, when he was come 
to years, refused to be called the son of Pharaoh's daughter, 
choosing rather to suffer affliction with the people of God, than 
to enjoy the pleasures of sin for a season ; esteeming the reproach 
of Christ greater riches than the treasures of Kgypt ; for he had 
respect unto the recompence of the reward.” JV’ iner, who gene- 
rally defends the historical character of our record against the 
attacks of the myth-loving critics, finds it difficult to explain 
‘how it is that Moses should have been trained by an Egyptian 
princess, and yet is never represented as known to the court, 
when engaged in his subsequent negotiations with Pharaoh, 
whilst even in Ex. 11. 11, there is no allusion to his connexion with 
Pharaoh’s daughter.” (Realworterbuch 11. 10). But for my 
part I cannot perceive the slightest difficulty in this. With re- 
gard to the former, a long series of years had passed since the 
flight of Moses from Egypt (Ex. vii. 7); the king who was reign- 
ing then had long since died (Ex. il. 23); an entirely new 
generation had grown up; and we cannot therefore be surprised 
at the fact that Moses was no longer known at the court. But 
even supposing that he had been recognised, was there any 
reason why this should be specially noticed in the biblical 
narrative? Is there anywhere an express statement to the 
effect that he was not known? We believe that a negative 
reply must be given to both these questions. There is just as 
little ground for the second difficulty. The princess may have 
been dead when the event referred to in Ex. ii. 11 occurred, or, 
if not, it is just possible that as the attachment of Moses to his 
own people and his dislike of their oppressors became more and 
more apparent, there may have sprung up a growing estrange- 
ment between him and his foster-mother. And it is also 
probable that he may have begun to keep aloof from the court, 
meditating more upon the way to deliver his people, than
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upon the means of retaining the favour he had previously en- 
joyed. 

Winer has made a good collection of the legendary tales 
associated with the early history of Moses in the Jewish mytho- 
logy : “ He is said to have been instructed in all the wisdom of 
the Egyptians, both by Egyptian and foreign teachers, includ- 
ing Greeks, Assyrians, and Chaldeans, and to have been re- 
markable as a boy for his enchanting beauty (Philo Opp. u. 84, 
cf. Clemens of Alexandria Strom. 1.148. Josephus Ant. l.c. ef. 
Justin 36. 2). Justin says, ‘Moses . . . quem formae 
pulchritudo commendabat. When he had grown up to be a 
young man, he led an Egyptian army against Ethiopia, and 
forced his way to Meroé, where he marned the Ethiopian prin- 
cess Tharbis, who had become enamoured of the fine manly 
youth, and had opened the gates of the fortress to his army 
(Josephus Ant. ii. 20).” The additional account given by 
Josephus (Ant. 11. 9. 7) is evidently copied from the legend con- 
cerning the elder Cyrus. He says the childless princess in- 
tended that the child should succeed to the throne, and endea- 
voured to win over her father, the aged king, to her plan. As 
a token of his consent, the king took the boy in his arms, hugged 
him, and put the royal diadem upon his head. But the child 
threw the crown upon the ground and stamped upon it. Upon 
this a scribe, who had formerly prophesied that a child would be 
born, who would be dangerous to Egypt, declared that this was 
the dangerous child, whose birth he had predicted, and requested 
that he should be put to death. But, Thermuthis protected 
the child, and the king gradually forgot the occurrence, &c. The 
marriage of Moses with an Ethiopian princess was probably 
founded upon Num. xu. 1, where we read of his Ethiopian 
wife (Vol. ili. § 27. 3). 

(5). The conduct of Moses towards the offending Egyptian, 
and the reply he received from the znsolent Israelite, are very im- 
portant, as helps to an acquaintance with his inuer life’at that 
time, his thoughts and imaginations, his hopes and fears. Here 
again, Stephen furnishes us with a complete, and well-founded 
explanation (Acts vil. 25): “he supposed his brethren would 
have understood how that God by his hand would deliver them ; 
but they understood not.” He is full of thoughts of deliverance, 
but does not yet know how he shall carry them out. He feels
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within himself that he is called to this work, he believes that 
this fecling is the voicc of God ; but there is a carnal thirst for 
great achievements and worldly ambition mixed up with it, and 
these are unfitted for the ways of God. He is anxious to attract 
the attention of his brethren ; he thinks that the adopted son of 
the king’s daughter has naturally a right to stand at the head 
of his people; he has only to show that he is ready to do this, 
and all the people will acquiesce ina moment. But he was greatly 
mistaken. This, however, formed part of his training for his 
vocation ; it was necessary that he should pass through some 
such experience as this, before he could be matured for his 
future work. He must find out the perverseness of his people, 
who would not observe and learn; and the perverseness of his 
own heart, whose courage and confidence were changed into 
cowardice and despair at the first failure that occurred. He 
must also discover the ways of God, who will not tolerate a man’s 
self-confidence or self-elected ways. Still the love of Moses to 
his people was strong and noble, his vocation was true, and his 
aims were essentially godly. All these, however (as in the case 
of Joseph, Vol. i. § 84. 1), required a thorough purification and 
sanctification in the school of affliction and of humiliation, 
before God could use them to work out his designs. Hence, for 
the present, Moses could not succeed. Moreover, the weakness 
of his carnal mind and his natural pride was soon apparent, 
from the manner in which they gave way to despondency and 
cowardice at the very first failure. But this also was necessary 
to bring him into the school, whose discipline he still greatly 
needed, and in which his training was to be of a very different 
kind. The means which he thought most likely to rescue his 
people from misery, only led him into misery himself. And the 
events which secmed to carry lim away from his vocation, were 
those which opened the right way for its accomplishment. Such 
are the ways of God. ‘The Scripture-record does not blame him 
for killing the Egyptian, but leaves the Nemesis, which appeared 
in the consequences, to pronounce the sentence. The Pentateuch 
contains no information as to the age of Moses, when he fled from 
Egypt ; but when he returned in obedience to the command of 
God, he is said to have been in his eightieth year (chap. vii. 7). 
Stephen, who most likely follows the Jewish tradition, says that 
he was forty years old when he fled (Acts vii 30). But when
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we consider that his sons must have been still young at the 
time of the exodus from Egypt (Ex. iv. 20, 25, xviii. 3), it does 
not seem probable that he remained with the Midianites so long 
as forty years. Still it is possible that his sons may have been 
born some years after his marriage. 

(6). The Alidianites were an Arabian tribe, descended, ac- 
cording to Gen. xxv.'2—4, from Abraham by his second wife 
Keturah. As early as the time of Jacob, we find them associated 
with the Ishmaelites in carrying on the caravan-trade between 
Asia and Egypt (Gen. xxxvii. 28, 36). This is in itself suffi- 
cient to indicate that their proper and original settlement was 
in the neighbourhood of the Elanitic gulf, which was the central 
point of such international commerce. And our conclusion is 
confirmed both by ancient and modern accounts and researches 
(vid. Ritter’s Hydkunde xiii. p. 287). Husebtus says that the 
town of Midian was situated érréxewva ths “ApaBias mpds votov év 
épnuw Tav Japaxynvav ths épvlpas Oaraaans em’ avatords (Ono- 
mast. s. v. Maétdy) ; and in the middle ages the Arabian geo- 
graphers Hdrisi and Abulfeda (Arab. descr. p. 77 ed. Rommel) 
spoke of the ruins of this city as being found on the eastern 
side of the Elanitic gulf, five days’ journey from Ailah. Seeézen, 
following these accounts, fixed upon a spot in the Wady Magne 
(Mukne) on the eastern side of the gulf, nearly opposite to Sinai, 
as the site of the town, of which at present no trace remains 
(vid. monatl. Corresp. xxv. 1812, p. 395). Laborde, on the 
contrary, thinks that he has proved that the city stood upon the 
western side of the gulf, near to the present harbour of Dahab, 
in the same latitude as Mount Sinai, with which it was connected 
by the Wady Zakal (es-Sa’l) : (comment. geogr. p. 6 sqq.). 
This opinion is expressed with great confidence, but it 1s falla- 
cious in every respect, and destitute of the slightest foundation. 
Dahab is undoubtedly identical with the biblical Di-Sahab 
(Deut. i. 1); cf Ritter Erdkunde xiv. 233; Hengstenberg, 
Balaam p. 225; Eald ii. 326, 327. Towards the end of the 
Mosaic period, however, we meet with a numerous tribe of 
Midianites, who lived to the east of Canaan near the Moabites 
and Edomites, and who sustained a considerable defeat from 

the Israelites (Num. xxii. 4, 7; xxv. 6, 17; xxxi.). These 
Midianites had come into collision with the Edomites at an 
earlier period, and had been repulsed by them (Gen. xxxvi.
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35). From the data thus obtained, we conclude that the 
Midianites spread northwards from Midian as far as the borders 

of Moab, but it is very doubtful whether they also spread west- 

wards into Arabia Petraea. The sojourn of Moses ia the land of 
the Midianites has been adduced as a proof that this was the 
case. Jor it seems more likely that Ex. ii. 15 sqq. refers to 
Arabia Petraea, where Moses would undoubtedly have been per- 
fectly secure from discovery by Pharaoh, than to the more distant 
land on the other side of the Elanitic gulf. Moreover, when we 
read in Ex, iii. 1 that Moses led the flock of his father-in-law to 
the back of the desert, to Horeb the mountain of God, it can 
hardly be supposed that the fixed abode of the Midianitish Emir 
was so far from his flock, as it must have been if the settlements 
of the tribe were on the other side of the gulf. And again, the 
accurate acquaintance of Hobab the son of Reguel with the 
localities of Arabia Petraea (Num. x. 31) favours the conclusion, 
that his tribe had formerly dwelt in that district. But there are 
data, on the other hand, which render such an assumption a 
very doubtful one. The Israelites did not once mect with the 
Midianites during their journey through the desert ; and when 
the father-in-law of Moses visited him during the encampment 
at Sinai, and brought him his wife and children, he evidently 
came from a great distance (Ex. xviil.). Now it is evident 
that there is no irreconcileable discrepancy between these diffe- 
renfaccounts. The only difficulty is to make a selection between 
the many possible solutions; and the Sceripture-record does 
not supply us with data of sufficient certainty for this. The 
only precise information is that given in Ex. iii. 1: Moses led 
the flock of his father-in-law behind the desert QQa7a7 am) 

to Mount Horeb. Jtitter believes that this is quite i in harmony 
with his assumption that Reguel’s tribe also dwelt on the east of 
the Elanitice gulf (rdk. xiv. 234), He explains spyyy as mean- 
ing westwards: Moses drove the flock from the eastern coast of 
the gulf to the western. Butif we regard this explanation as 
admissible, it scems to ne that we must also assume that the 
whole tribe, of which Reeuel was the head, went over to the 

eastern coast at the same time as Moses, for it is highly impro- 
bable that Moses went away alone to so great a distance with 
the flock entrusted to his care. However, “westward to the 
desert” is in itself a very questionable rendering of achar ham- 

TOL. IT. N
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midbar. In any case it might be more advisable to abide by 
the natural translation, “to the back of the desert,” from which 
it would follow that Moses traversed a barren tract of desert with 
his flocks, before he arrived at the pasture land of the mountains 
of Sinai. We should then have to look for the settlements of 
this tribe of Midianites somewhere to the east or north-east of 
Sinai, but still on the western side of the gulf. Subsequently, 
however, and after the call of Moses, they must have left this 
district and sought pasturage elsewhere, probably returning once 
more to the eastern side of the gulf. We are obliged to assume 
this, for the simple reason that the Israelites never met with the 
Midianites, and the father-in-law of Moses came from a distance 
to visit him (Ex, xvii., Num. x. 30). But whatever our decision 
may be, we must at all events regard the Midianitish tribe of 
which Reguel was the head as a nomadic branch, which had 
separated from the main body of the nation, and never united 
with the rest again; for whilst the great mass of the Midianites 
always maintained a hostile position towards Israel, the descen- 
dants of Reguel continued friendly to the last (Vol. iii. § 32. 2). 

(7). A fresh difficulty arises from the different names given 
to the Afidianitish priest, into whose service Moses entered, and 
to whom he became related. In Ex. 11. 18 sqq. he is called 
REGUEL (Ssguys), and described as the father of Zipporah. 

But afterwards (in chap. ili. 1, iv. 18, xvii. 1 sqq.) he is cglled 
JETHRO, and described as the father-in-law (nn) of Moses. 

In Num. x. 29 we meet with him under the name of Hoxas, 
where he is described as the son of Reguel, and the Chothen of 
Moses; and the same description occurs again in Judg. iv. 11. 
Hartmann, De Jette, and others regard these differences as at- 
tributable to differences and discrepancies in the genealogies 
employed. But in that case we should have to impute to the 
author, be he who he may, an amount of carelessness, which is 
really inconceivable (and this even Viner admits, 11. 310). 
The author, who wrote two different names so close together as 
in chap. li. 18 and ili. 1), must certainly have been conscious of 
this difference, and if he had found any discrepancy in the two 
accounts, he would not have adopted them both. But if he saw 
no discrepancy, we are not justified in supposing that any really 
existed. The different notions conveyed by the word yy, which
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meant both father and grand-father, and by nim which was 

used for brother-in-law and father-in-law, as well as the constant 
fluctuations in the use of names, justify us in assuming that the 
cause of the difference is to be songht in the one or the other. 
The most probable explanation is, that one of the names was a 
title of honour, given to indicate his priestly and princely dignity. 
Lengerke supposes the name Reguel (i.e. friend of God) to have 
been the official name (Kenaan i. 391). But he appears to me 
to be mistaken in his selection, since we should expect to 
find the proper name, and not the official designation, men- 
tioned in connexion with his first appearance in Ex. ti. 21, and 
still more in the genealogical account in Nun. x. 29. We 
prefer to ascribe to the name Jethro (i.e. excellentia ejus) the 
dignity of an official title, especially as we find it written in the 
form aps in Ex. iv. 18. The three names would thus be 

reduced to two, and the only questions remaining would be: 
(1) whether we are to identify the Jethro of Ex. iii. 4, 18, with 
the Leguel in Ex. 11. 18, or with the Hobab in Num. x. 29 and 
Judg. iv. 11; and (2) whether we are to regard Reguel as Zip- 
porah’s futher, or grand-futher, and Hobab as the brother-in-law 
or father-in-law of Moses. To the first question it seems to us 
that the only possible answer is that the Jethro, mentioned in 
Ex. iii. 4, 18, is the same person as the Reguel referred to in 
Ex. ii. 18; with regard to the second we are doubtful whether 
we are to consider the ayy in Ex. 11. 18 or the nn in Num. x. 29 

as used indefinitely, ze. whether the former is to be rendered 
grand-father, or the latter brother-in-law. Ranke (Pentat. 11. 8) 
decides in favour of the latter, and adduces Judg. xix. 4, 6, 9, 

to confirm the indefinite character of the word yp; for in 

these passages, on account of the ambiguity of the word, which 
might just as well mean brother-in-law as father-in-law, the 

words “the father of the damsel” are added to point out what 
the meaning of the word really is—So much, at all events, Is 
clear: that Feguel, who was also called Jethro, was at the head 
of the tribe up to the period referred to in Ex. xviii, Tt 1s in 
Num. x. that we jist mect with Hobab as the leader of the 
tribe, and on this account he is also classed gencalogically as 
the son of Reguel. In the meantime, therefore, Reguel must 
have died. The father-in-law of Moses is held in veneration as 

n 2
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a prophet, both in the Koran and among the Arabs, under the 
name Shoetb (which has arisen probably from an alteration of 
the name Hobab). 

The description given of Reguel, that he was a priest of 
Midian, suggests the enquiry, what was the religious condition 
of that people? In seeking for an answer to this question, we 
must necessarily make a distinction between the different groups 
into which the Midianites were divided. We know nothing at 
all with regard to the religion of those who dwelt on the eastern 
side of the Elanitic gulf, and who, according to Gen. xxxvil. 28, 
36, were a trading community mixed up with the Ishmaelites. 
On the other hand, we know that those who dwelt on the north, 
and were allies of the Moabites (Num. xxii. 25), had given 
theniselves up to the abominable worship of Baal-peor, probably 
in consequence of their connexion with the Moabites. With 
reference to the third group, of which Reguel, and subsequently 
Hobab, were chiefs, we can safely assume, so much at least, that 
they were not worshippers of Baal-peor. Such a thing is abso- 
lutely inconceivable, when we consider the close association 
which was constantly maintained between them and the Israelites 
(Vol. iii. §32. 2). Their nomadic isolation from the rest of the tribe 
renders it probable (and the earlier the separation took slace the 
greater the probability would be), that in general they had pre- 
served the theism, which they inherited from Abraham (see Ex. 
Xvill. 9 sqq.). Still, we must not form too exalted a notion of 
the purity and genuineness of their theism, since Moses evidently 
refrained from communicating much to Jethro respecting the 
divine revelations which he had received. And the. obstinate 
refusal of Zipporah to allow her sons to be circumcised (Ex. iv. 
25) indicates a feeling of contempt for the religion of the 
Israelites. 

(8). The house of the Midianitish priest was, doubtless, a 
severe but salutary school of humiliation and affliction, of want 
and self-denial, to the spoiled foster-son of the king’s daughter. 
We can understand this, if we merely picture to ourselves the 
contrast between the luxury of the court and the toil connected 
with a shepherd's life in the desert. But we have good ground 
for supposing that his present situation was trying and humi- 
liating in other respects also. His marriage does not seem to 
have been a happy one, and his position in the house of his
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father-in-law was apparently somewhat subordinate and servile. 
The account, given in Ex. iv. 24 sqq. (§ 21. 3), shows us 
clearly enough the character of his wife. Z¢pporah is there 
represented asa querulous, self-willed, and passionate woman, 
who sets her own will in opposition to that of her husband, who 
will not trouble herself about his religious convictions, and, even 
when his life is evidently in danger, does not conceal the reluc- 
tance with which she agrees to submit, in order to save him. 
We might be astonished to find that a man of so much force 
of character as Moses possessed, could ever suffer this female 
government. But the circumstances in which he was placed 
sufficiently explain them. He had arrived there poor and help- 
less, as a man who was flying from pursuit. A fortunate com- 
bination of circumstances led to his recciving the Einir’s daughter 
as his wife. It is true he could not pay the usual dowry. But 
the remarkable antecedents of his life, his superior mental en- 
dowments, his manly beauty, and other things, may have been 
regarded at first by his chosen bride and her relations as an 
adequate compensation for its omission. But if the character of 
Zipporah were such as we may conclude it to have been from 
Ex. iv. 24 sqq., we can very well imagine that she soon began to 
despise all these, and made her husband feel that he was only 
eating the bread of charity in her father’s house. Nor does he 
seem to have been admitted to any very intimate terms with his 
father-in-law ; at least we might be led to this conclusion by the 
reserve with which he communicated to Jethro his intended 
departure, and the little confidence which he displayed (Ex. iv. 
18). Thus he was, and continued to be, a foreigner among the 
Midianites ; kept in the background and misunderstood, even by 
those who were related to him by the closest ties. And if this 
was lis condition, the sorrows arising from his exile, and his 
homeless and forlorn condition, must have been doubly, yea 
trebly severe. Under circumstances such as these, his attach- 
ment to his people, and his longing to rejoin them, instead of 
cooling, would grow stronger and stronger. There is something 
very expressive in this respect in the names which he gave to the 
sons who were born to him during his exile (Ex. ii. 22; xviii. 
3, 4). They enable us to look deeply into the state of his mind 
at that time, for (as so frequently happened) he incorporated in 
them the strongest feclings and desires of his heart. The eldest
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he named Gershom, which means a stranger there, “for,” he 
said, “‘I have become a stranger in a strange land ;” and when 
the second was born, he said, “the God of my father has been 
my help, and has delivered me from the hand of Pharaoh,” and 
he called him Eliezer (God is help). We may also call to mind 
the miserable style in which he sct out to return to Egypt (Ex. 
iv. 20): his wife and child he placed upon an ass, and he him- 
self went on foot by their side. 

THE CALL OF MOSES. 

Vid. Die Berufung Moseh’s (by Hengstenberg?) in the 

Evangelische Kirchenzettung 1837. No. 50—51. 

§ 20 (Ex. ii. 23—iv. 17).—The oppression of the Israelites in 

Egypt still continued. The king died, but the principles of his 

government were carried out by his successor. The change of 

rulers appears to have excited hopes in the minds of the Israel- 

ites, which were doomed to disappointment. Their oppression 

was not only perpetuated, but rendered increasingly severe, 

and their disappointinent added to their sufferings. But the 

first sions of a powerful agitation were just appearing among 

the people, an agitation which was to mpen them for free- 

dom. It was not a resolution to help themselves, or a plot 

to overthrow the existing government, which grew ont of these 

disappointed hopes, but a movement of a much more powerful 

character, namely a disposition to sigh and mourn and call upon 

Him who is an avenger of the oppressed, and a friend of the 

miserable. And this movement attained its object; God heard 

their complaint and remembered his covenant with Abraham, 

Isaac, and Jacob. The hour of their redemption was drawing 

nigh, Moses, too, who was destined to be the saviour of Israel, 

had passed through the chief school of his life, the school of
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huuuiliation and affliction, and was now ready to obey bis call. 

This call was now for the first time distinctly made known to 

him as the voice of God. He was feeding the flock of Jethro 

in the fertile meadows of Mount Toreb (1), when there appeared 

to him one day a miraculous vision. He saw a bush in the dis- 

tance burning with brilliant flames, and yet noé consumed (2). 

As he was hastening to the spot to look at this wonderful phe- 

nomenon more closely, he heard a voice calling to him and 

saying, “put off thy shoes from off thy fect, for the place whereon 

thou standest is holy ground.” This wasa voice which had been 

silent for 400 years, the voice of the angel of God, in whom God 

had so often appeared to the fathers of his people (Vol. i. § 50. 2). 

Moses was not left for a moment in doubt as to the Being who 

was addressing him, for the voice continued: “I am the God of 

thy father, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.” On hearing 

this, Moses hid his faee, for he was afraid to look on God (3). 

The word of God, which was then addressed to Moses by the 

angel of the Lord, contained the key to a right understanding 

of the vision: Jehovah had seen the affliction of his people in 

ligypt, had heard their sighing and their eries, and had come 

down to deliver them out of the hands of the Egyptians, and 

bring them into the land of promise. ‘Come, now, therefore,” 

he said, “I will send thee unto Pharaoh, that thou mayest 

bring forth my people out of Egypt.” Moses was directed to 

go to Egypt, and having assembled the elders of Israel, to intro- 

duce himselfto them as a messenger of God sent to etfect their 

deliverance. He was then to go with them to Pharaoh, and first 

of all demand of him, in the name of Jehovah, the God of the 

Hebrews, that he would let the people go a three days’ Journey 

into the wilderness and saerifice to their God. It could be 

foreseen that such a request would be strongly opposed by the 

king ; in fact, this was expressly foretold him by God: but with 

this prediction there was coupled the assurance, that the almighty
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hand of Jehovah would open the way before him by means of 

signs and wonders (4). 

How did Moses act when he heard the words of God an- 

nounce this divine commission, and beheld the representation of 

its object in the miraculous:sign? He had become a different 

man in his exile. Formerly he had burned with eager desire to 

appear as the deliverer of his people, and had offered to effect it of 

his own accord ; but now he sought in every way to excuse him- 

self from the divine command, by which he was called and 

equipped for the task. The training he received at Pharaoh’s 

court had borne its fruit, and this fruit was essential to the ful- 

filment of his vocation; but it also gave birth to pride, false 

confidence, and a trust in his own power, which were unsuitable 

for the work. The discipline of his desert-school had broken 

down this pride and taught him humility, and had made him 

conscious of his utter weakness. His false confidence in his own 

power and wisdom had vanished, but he still wanted that true 

and proper confidence in the power and wisdom of God, by 

which the weak can be made strong. Not that he had any 

doubt as to the power of God ; but he doubted Ais own fitness to 

serve as the organ of this power, although God himself had 

called him: and in these doubts there was just as much /alse 

humility, as there was false pride in the confidence he felt before. 

Still, excessive humility is always nearer to the proper state of 

mind than pride, that knows no bounds. And this was the 

case with Moses. With inexhaustible patience God follows the 

windings of his false humility, meeting his difficulties with pro- 

mises and assurances of strength, and his refusals with mildness, 

but with firmness also (5). ‘“ Who am I,” said Moses, “ that.I 

should go unto Pharaoh, and that I should bring forth the children 

of Israel out of Egypt ?” To this Jehovah replies: “I will be 

with thee,” and places the issue of his mission in the most strik- 

ing manner before his mind, by telling him that on that very



CALL OF MOSES. 201 

mountain the people should sacrifice to God, when they had been 

delivered out of Egypt. The altar for the sacrifice was already 

built. So certain was God that it would be offered, and so 1m- 

portant was the sacrifice in the estimation of God, that when he 

founded the world, he had prepared the place on which it was to 

be presented. Thus Sinai itself was a pledge of success, a mo- 

nument, and a witness of the call of Moses and the promises of 

God. The scruples of Moses were at length removed, at least 

fora time. He began to grow familiar with the thought, that he 

was to appear before the people as the messenger of God, and to 

reflect upon the manner in which he should introduce himself to 

them. It was now four hundred years since the God of the 

fathers had manifested himself. Hence it appeared the more 

important, that this God should be announced to the people by 

aname, which would clearly and definitely express the character 

of the new revelation. It was requisite that the name of the 

God, who appeared to deliver, should contain in itself a pledge 

of success, if it was to excite any confidence at all. Moses, 

therefore, asked for some name, which he might hold up before 

the people, as the banner that was to lead them to victory, and 

which he might use as the watchword of the coming conflict. 

His request was granted. God communicated to him the name, 

which from the very first had expressed his relation to the sacred 

history, the name Jehovah ; but by the explanation, which He 

gave of that name, He made Moses feel that it was a name, 

whose fulness would not be exhausted, till the eternal counsels 

of salvation jiad been fulfilled and exhausted by the events of 

history, and which therefore, whatever might be its age, would 

still be always new (6). Moses then raised another difficulty : 

‘Will they believe me, when I appear before them as the mes- 

senger of God?” Jchovah met this difficulty by giving him a 

threefold miraculous power, by which to attest his mission both 

before the people and Pharaoh (7). There was still one ob-



202 ISRAEL IN EGYPT. 

stacle remaining: his slowness of speech, his want of eloquence. 

But Jehovah replied: ‘“ Did not I create man’s mouth? Go 

and I will be with thy mouth, and teach thee what thou shall 

say.” The difficulties in Moses’ path were now all removed, and 

his reasons for refusing were exhausted ; so that we naturally 

expect to find him cheerfully yielding obedience to the will of 

God. But no; faint-hearted and froward, praying and doubting 

at the same time, lie exclaimed: ‘‘O my Lord, send I pray thee 

whom thou wilt send!” This showed at once all that was in 

his mind, and the festering unbelief, which had been hidden, un- 

known to him, beneath the outward covering of humility, now 

came toa head. But this is the way to a cure, first softening 

applications, then the sharp lancet of the physician. “ Then,” 

says the record, “the anger of the Lord was kindled” (8). But 

this anger was still attended by the love which assists the weak. 

Moses was told that Aaron, his brother, should be sent by Je- 

hovah to meet him, and should stand by his side to assist him 

in his arduous task. The eloquence of Aaron would thus hide 

his brother’s want of the gift of speech, and supply the defi- 

ciency. ‘He shall be thy mouth, and thou shalt be his God. 

And now take the rod in thy hand, with which thou shalt work 

miracles, and go.” And Moses went (9). 

(1). The name Horeb is applied in the Bible to the whole of 
the mountains in the peninsula ; Siza7, on the other hand, is the 
name of the particular mountain, on which the law was delivered. 
(See Vol. iii. §8.1). The fact that the mountain, on which God 
appeared to Moses, is here called “ the mountain of God,” is a 
proof that the call of Moses took place on the very same spot 
which was afterwards to be the scene of the calling of the people, 
the conclusion of the covenant, and the giving of the lat. Even 
now it was holy ground (chap. ii. 5); when Israel departed 
from Egypt to offer sacrifice to the Lord in the desert, they had 
a definite spot in view, and one which had been already appointed 
by God. And in this consecrated spot they were to gain the as- 

2
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surance, that as the call of Moses, which had previously taken 
place there, had been attested by signs and wonders in Egypt, so 
their own call would be attested by signs and wonders in the land 
of Canaan. As the spot, on which Moses was then feeding the 
sheep, was one from which Sinai could be seen (chap. iii. 12), it 

must have been either one of the side valleys (Wady Leja 
and Wady Shocib), which form the eastern and western bounda- 
ries, or the broad plain of Sebaych to the south of the mountain. 
This will appear from the further descriptions given at Vol. iii. 
§6. The testimony of tradition isin favour of the Wady Shoeib 
(i.e. Jethro-valley) on the eastern side of Sinai. 

(2). Itis very evident that the viszon ofthe Brirr, which burned 
but was not consumed, was not merely a Gavyaotoyv, but was 
especially designed to be onpetov ; in other words it was not 
merely intended, that the fresh manifestation of God, which was 
thus introduced, should be attested by the extraordinary cha- 
racter of the phenomenon, and its evidently supernatural cause, 
but also that the meaning of the revelation to be made should be 
symbolically represented by the phenomenon itself. Had the 
former been the only design, any extraordinary appearance would 
have answered the purpose quite as well, and in that case the 
selection of this, out of the one or two thousand means which 
the Almighty had at command, would be perfectly arbitrary and 
unimportant. But where God works there can be nothing 
arbitrary. 

The divine miracle was followed by the divine address. They 
must have stood in close connexion with each other. The ad- 
dress served to explain the meaning of the symbol ; the symbol 
was a visible representation of the substance of the address. 
Not that the two necessarily cover and exhaust each other. A 
symbol often reaches beyond the substance of the address which 
accompanies it. In a symbol the whole revelation is made 
simultaneously, it represents in one complete picture, and from 
one single point of view, all that is to be revealed. An address, 
on the contrary, is a successive revelation, the substance of which 
is gradually unfolded and explained. Tlus we shall find to be 
the case here. The sign which Moses beheld was a picture of 
the whole of that stage in the progress of revelation, which was 
then about to commence. And it retained its validity to the
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end of that stage, whereas the words addressed to Moses in con- 
nexion with the sign, merely referred to the circumstances and 
necessities belonging to the very commencement of this stage of 
revelation. 

There are two things requiring explanation in connexion with 
this sign: viz. the bush and the fire. In the Brier we have a 
symbol of the people of Israel. From this time till the cursing of 
the fig-tree, which had no fruit on it but only leaves, the chosen 
people of God are frequently and variously referred to, under the 
figure of a bush or tree. Here they are represented as a low, 
contemptible brier, in céntradistinction to the tall majestic trees, 
which proudly rear their heads to the clouds, and are gazed at 
and admired by the world. Hence the brier was symbolical of 
Israel, as a people despised by the world. The Fire is always 
used in the Scriptures as a symbol of divine holiness.- And this 
is the case here; for the record expressly says that the presence 
of God was made known in the fire: “the angel of the Lord 
appeared to him zn the flame of fire out of the midst of a bush” 
(chap. iii. 2) ; God spake “ out of the midst of the bush” (ver. 4) ; 
Moses had to take off his shoes, because the place on which he 
stood was rendered holy by this appearance (ver. 5); he ‘hid 
his face, for he was afraid to look upon God” (ver. 6). The 
burning brier, therefore, was a symbol of the community of God, 
in which the holiness of God had its abode. The brier was 
burning in the fire, but it was not consumed, although from its 
nature it deserved to be consumed, and could easily be so. It 
was a miracle that it was not consumed. And thus was it also 
a miracle of mercy, that the holiness of God could dwell in a 
sinful community without consuming it. But in the midst of 
the thorns of the natural life of the community there was hidden 
a noble, imperishable germ, namely, the seed of the promise, 
which Jehovah himself had prepared. It could not, indeed, be 
set free without the pain of burning, but by that burning it was 
made holy and pure. There was also another fact of great im- 
portance represented by this symbol, viz., that the fire of divine 
holiness, which burned in Israel, without consuming it, served 
also as an outward defence. Hitherto, every one who passed by 
might ridicule, injure, or trample on the insignificant bush, but 

| henceforth whoever touched it would burn his own fingers. “I
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will be unto her a wall of fire round about,” said the Lord by 
. the prophet Zechariah (2. 4), “and will show my glory zn the 
midst of her.” Pharaoh: was soon to find this out. 

The brier had not always been surrounded by the flames. 
The time had only just arrived, when the holiness of God was 
about to condescend to dwell in Israel. The words afterwards 
spoken by God (ver. 12), informed Moses of the time when the 
events, symbolized by that vision, would occur. On that very 
mountain, on which the miraculous s7gn appeared, (and which 
for that reason was called the mountuzn of God, chap. ui. 1), 
the great miraculous fact which it represented was to be after- 
wards accomplished, and to that end Moses was to bring the 
people out of Egypt and conduct them thither. 

This explanation of the vision is different from the traditional 
one; and only Hofmann supports it (Schriftbeweis i. 335). 
Most commentators (including even Baumgarten i. 1, p. 406), 
explain the vision as referring not to the future condition of 
Israel, into which it was to be first brought at Sinai, but to the 
circumstances in which Israel had hitherto been placed, and was 
still living in Egypt. The fire is generally supposed to repre- 
sent the affliction, which the people were enduring from the op- 
pressions of Pharaoh, an affliction in which Israel was burning, 
but was not consumed, was suficring pain, but for its good, since 
by that means it was being purified and fitted for its future 
destiny. This explanation is borne out by Dent. iv. 20, where 
the sufferings of the Israelites in Egypt are compared to an iron 
furnace. But as fire is introduced in innumerable passages, in 
fact every where else, as a symbol of divine holiness, and as the 
fire which envelopes the bush is expressly described in this 
passage as a manifestation-of God, we must either give up the 
reference to the afflictions in Egypt, or else identify those afflic- 
tions with the fire of the holiness of God. The only way in 
which the latter conclusion is arrived at, is by regarding the 
afflictions as sent by God for the purification of Israel, although 
in one sense they proceeded from Pharaoh. 

But there are very grave difficulties in the way of this inter- 
pretation. The attempted combination of the two points of 
view is so forced and complicated, that even if there were 
nothing else in the way, we should on that account alone feel 
very great hesitation about giving it our support. But, when
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we look at the design of the vision, it becomes at once apparent 
that it is absolutely inadmissible. The vision was intended to 
bring distinctly before the mind of Moses, not something present, 
but something future ; from the nature of the case it must have 
been so, moreover it is expressly intimated in ver. 12. Moses 
did not require to be reminded of the misery of his people in 
Egypt, or to have the afflictions which they were enduring 
brought visibly before him; that fire was burning perceptibly 
enough in his own life. And even the information that Israel 
was not to be consumed, but purified by this fire, had but little 
connexion with the call, which Moses was about to receive. 
What he actually required was, now that God had come down 
to deliver his people, to have their future condition set before 
him. There was no occasion to set before him the circum- 
stances that had Jed to his mission ; the design and issue of that 
mission were what he wanted to know. 

(3). The command to take off the shoes, was in accordance 
with oriental views and customs which are still in force. As 
shoes are worn in the East as a protection, not against cold, but 
against dirt, the necessity for wearing them ceases where a place 
is clean. Moreover, as the shoes are already defiled with dust, 
if not with mud, by walking on the strects and roads, not only 
would it be unnecessary to wear shoes in a clean place, but the 
clean place itself would be thereby defiled. Here, of course, the 
removal of the shoes had a symbolical meaning. The respect 
due from the feet to the clean place, represented the reverence, 
with which the inward man should approach the Holy One. As 
soon as, Moses perceived that God was in the fire, he hid his 

face ; a sinful man cannot look openly and freely at the self- 
revealing holiness of God, and therefore he shuts or hides his 
eyes, 
We must not overlook the fact that in this, the first revelation 

that had been made for 400 years, God announced himself as 
the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. This name was, as it 
were, a bridge, which spanned the vacant interval of 400 years 
between Jacob and Moses, a bridge, by: which the past was 

linked with the present, and which gave to the present a hold 
upon the promises, the lessons, and the results of the past. The 
lives of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, constituted the first stage in 
the history of the covenant. In each of these patriarchs the
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subjective, human side of the kingdom of God under the ancient 
covenant was unfolded in a peculiar manner, and hence in each 
of them, the presence and power of God were peculiarly attested. 
Together, they formed a distinct and complete whole. The dis- 
tinction, however, was mercly temporary, the completeness 
merely relative. It was only in the form of a family, that the 
development of the covenant had attained distinction and com- 
pleteness. As soon as the family had grown to a nation, the 
covenant entered afresh upon its course of development, with 
the same powers and tendencies as before, but on a larger scale 
and with more abundant materials. All that God had effected 
and promised during the first stage of the covenant, was summed 
up in the name, “the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.” 
This name was the inscription on the portal of the historical 
development of the covenant in the form of a nation, and it con- 
tinued to be the seal of that covenant, till the Old Testament 
expanded into the New, till the covenant with one nation gave 
place to the covenant with all, and the God of Abraham, Isaac, ,, . 
and Jacob, became the God and Father of our Lord Jesus eval! 

Christ ; in other words, until the time arrived, in which Abraham x 
ceased to be the rock whence the people of the covenant were 
hewn, and Sarah the hole of the pit whence they were digged 
(Is. li. 1, 2), and the new Israel found in Christ the author and 
finisher of faith, and in the Spinit of God the fountain of life 
(vid. Vol. 1. § 48. 1). 

(4). In ver. 12 we read: “ This shall be a token unto thee, 
that I have sent thee ; when thou hast brought forth the people 
out of Egypt, ye shall sacrifice to God upon this mountain.” 
We have already pointed out in the paragraph above, how an 
event, which was not to happen till afterwards, was a token of 
assurance to Moses even at that time. But we cannot for a 
moment doubt, that something more was intended than merely 
to give to Moses a sign which should strengthen his faith, that 
there was a highly important end to be answered by this sucra- 
jice. Tven in the presence of Pharaoh, the motive to be assigned 
for the departure of the people was, that they might sacrifice to 
their God in the desert. very sacrifice presupposes an iuter- 
ruption of communion with God, which is tu be restored and 
renewed by the sacrifice offered. Now, even though it is possible 
that sacrifices may have been continually offered by individuals
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during the sojourn in Egypt, it is certain that the community 
as a whole, as a united body, had never sacrificed for 400 years 
(§ 17). Hence this sacrifice which was represented as the 
immediate object, the first-fruits of the deliverance, was the first 
offering ever presented by the community, the first national 
sacrifice. But every first thing contains potentially the fulness 
of all that comes afterwards ; it is the type, represcntative, and 
pledge of all that succeeds. And if Israel, henceforth, was 
related to God as a community, as an entire body, if it entered 
into that communion with God, which is the object of sacrifice, 
and persevered in such communion; the foundation of all this 
was laid by the sacrifice at Sinai. Hence, from the very outset 
we must ascribe to this sacrifice an extraordinary meaning, a 
meaning such as cannot be ascribed to any of the sacrifices, 
which were subsequently offered during the same stage of the 
history of revelation ;—in a word, this was to be the sacrifice, 
by which Israel was to become the people of God, the covenant- 
sacrifice, by which the covenant, made with Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, was to be renewed, that it might be more fully and 
gloriously developed. And if, in accordance with the vision 
which Moses saw, we expect to see Israel exalted to be a nation, 
in which the holiness of God resided without consuming it, it 
could only be by means of ¢hzs sacrifice, that such an end would 
be attained. 

In ver. 18 we read that Moses was directed to say to Pha- 
raoh: ‘Let us go three days’ journey into the wilderness, that 
we may sacrifice to Jehovah, our God.” In these words we natu- 
rally suppose that Sinai was the place intended, for according to 
ver, 12 it was there that the sacrifice was to be offered. But the 
geography does not permit of such a supposition. For Sinai is 
150 miles from Suez, and even a caravan, with the greatest possible 
speed, would be unable to accomplish so muchi as this in three 
days. It must, therefore, be admitted that permission was to 
be asked of Pharaoh, not to go to Sinai, but merely to cross the 
borders of Egypt. The request was represented to him as indis- 
pensable, on the ground that the sacrifices of the Israelites were 
an abomination to the Egyptians (chap. v. 3, vill. 25 seq.). Still 
God had already expressed his will, that the sacrifice should not be 
offered in any place which they might choose in the desert immedi- 
ately bordering upon the frontier of Egypt, but on Sinai, which
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was at least seven days’ journey from the Egyptian boundary. 
Moreover, we learn from ver. 8, that God had come down to 
lead Israel altogether out of Kevpt, and bring them back to the 
land of their fathers’ pilgrimage, that he might assign them 
this land as a permanent possession and abode; and yet Moses 
was merely to request permission of Pharaoh to go away to a 
distance of three days’ journey at the most ; a request, which of 
course tacitly involved a promise to return when thie sacrifice 
had been offered. Are we then to regard this as an intentional 
and dishonourable deception of Pharaoh on the part of both God 
and Kloses? By no means. It would certainly have been a 
deception, or would have become one, if Pharaoh had acceded to 
the request in good faith, and had given them permission to goa 
three days’ journey and no more; and if, in spite of their promise, 
and without further permission, they had marched away to 
Canaan, or even if from the first they had intended this. But 
such was not the case. Pharaoh, as was foretold in ver. 19, did 
not accede to the request of Moses. And as he annulled the 
request by his refusal, so eo tyso he annulled the promise im- 
plied in that request. It is truc that he afterwards permitted 
the Israelites to depart; but he was forced to do so hy the 
plagues, with which the God of Isracl smote him, and his per- 
iission had no connection, therefore, with their friendly petition. 
I{ence, when once Jehovah had placed himself in a hostile rela- 
tion to Pharaoh, the amicable negotiations having entirely failed, 
the first limited and conditional request had no longer any force, 
and even Pharaoh himself, when utterly defeated, gave an un- 
conditional and not a conditional permission to depart (vid. § 
35. 2). God could foresee that this would be the ultimate issue 
of the whole transaction; and on the ground of this foreknowledge 
he announced to Moses, that Sinai would be the spot on which 
the appointed sacrifice would be offered, and Canaan their final 
and permanent destination. But although at the very outset he 
made known to his friend and servant Moses the whole of his 
design, it did not follow that it was necessary to exhibit it to 
Pharaoh also. And it was mercy towards Pharaoh, which 
dictated a different course. If Pharaoh had known at the 
outset the whole of the divine demand, which was eventually to 

be made upon him, it would have been an infinitely more diffi- 
cult matter for him to prepare his heart to obey the will of God, 
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than it was under the plan adopted by the wisdom and con- 
descension of God which commenced by making known but a 
small part of the entire demand. If we could imagine Pharaoh 
yielding to the first, partial request made by Moses, of course 
the second and more unpalatable half of the demand would still 
remain to be made. But as faithfulness in little prepares for 
faithfulness in much ; so would the obedience manifested to the 
will of God in that which was least, have been a stepping-stone 
to obedience in something greater, and God would have given 
him grace to overcome the resistance and selfishness of his own 
will. 

(5). The conversation between God and Moses, this divine 
“T will not let thee go,” forms a counterpart to the human “J 
will not let thee go,’ which is first met with in its original force 
in the case of Jacob (Gen. xxxii. 26). The whole conversation 
is related in such a manner, that it carries in an eminent degree 
the pledge of its own authenticity within itself. Where can we 
find a legend in the whole range of mythology, which will bear 
comparison with the narrative before us? Where does fiction 
present a similar psychological picture, with such striking scenes 
and yet such deep, psychological truth ? The only object of a 
myth is to glorify the hero; he is without a flaw, a hero from 
top to toe, from the cradle to the grave, with superabundant 
force and confident elation at the beginning, with irresistible, 
irrepressible power in the middle, and triumphant power at the 
end. We never meet with a myth, which imputes to its hero 
such timidity and despondency, as was here displayed by the 
greatest, the most celebrated, and the most powerful hero of the 
people of Israel. Look, for example, at the full and elaborate 
way in which the weakness and faint-heartedness of Moses are 
here described, the evident interest with which the author dwells 
upon them, as though he could hardly turn away from the sub- 
ject. How striking and unusual, and yet how deep and true 
are the lineaments of this picture from life! Observe the pro- 
gressive steps in the psychological development, how appropriate 
they evidently are! When Jehovah first gives him the com- 
mission, Moses shrinks from the weight of the enormous burden, 
which is laid upon his shoulders, and which he is not strong 
enough to bear. But he does not unconditionally decline the 
commission, on the contrary he fancies the future already
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present, transports himself to the circumstances in which he will 
be placed ; and counts the cost, to see whether he has enough to 
meet the demands. Then donbts and fears, wants and weaknesses, 
start up on every side. But Jchovah has an answer to every 
doubt, a promise for every fear, an inexhaustible supply for every 
want, and divine strength for every human weakness, which he 

lays in the scale. We look with heartfelt joy at the manner in 
which one fear after another is taken away from the trembling 
Moses. And when at length his fears are all exhausted, and he 
has no more excuses left, we expect to find him yield, and to 
hear at length his “yea and Amen.” But no, hitherto his 
refusal has been conditional, but now it is unconditional. All 
that God has spoken, and promised, and done, appears to he 
thrown away, and to have been utterly in vain. 

How unexpected and improbable does this turn appear ; and 
yct how true and necessary it really 7s/ So long as the refusal 
of the flesh could give reasons for its opposition to the demands 
of the spirit, 1t appeared to be somewhat justifiable. And an 
inexperienced observer might fancy that as soon as every donbt 
had been entirely removed, and every fear had heen sct aside, 
the will wonld yield itself captive, that in fact it could not do 
anything else. But whoever has looked into the dark recesses 
of the human heart, knows well that it 1s there that the most 
severe and violent opposition commences, namely, the opposition 
of capricionsness andl self-will. ‘Z cannot” then comes forward 
openly and without reserve in its true character, as an unvar- 
nished “ L weld not.” And thus the most improbable of all the 
steps is that in which there is the deepest truth. 

Hitherto, when all that had been said was, “ I cannot,” the 
mercy of God replied to the objection, with inexhaustible long- 
suffering and patience, “thou canst in my power,” but now it 
meets the insolent “ I will not,” with a determined ‘“ thou shalt,” 
and ¢his is the moment of decision. As faith has to constrain 
God, (Gen. xxxiil. 26; Matt. xi. 12; Luke xi. 8, xvi. 6 sqq.), 
that the mercy of God may break forth from righteousness ; so 
does God put restraint upon man, that the germ of faith, which is 
imprisoned in unbelief (Mark ix. 24), may be set free and expand 
in all its glory. And this was necessarily the case with Moses. 
That which was least expected was just the most necessary step 
of all. 

o 2
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A certain amount of enthusiasm, which is sometimes regarded 
as inspiration, the confidence of self-assurance, a superabundance 
of power, insensibility to difficulties, and the boldness which 
rushes headlong into dangers, all these befit the hero of this 
world. But for men, who are to do the work of God, the heroes 
who are to fight in His cause, not only are they unsuitable, but 
they actually disqualify them for their vocation. Forty years 
before, Moses possessed them all in rich abundance. But at that 
time, God found him unfitted for the work he was destined to 
perform. Modesty and circumspection, humility and self-abase- 
ment, consciousness of one’s own weakness and insufficiency, are 
the indispensable conditions of all employment in the kingdom 
of God, for they are the vehicles of divine inspiration and wis- 
dom, of divine power and strength. Therefore it is that the 
apostle says: ‘when I am weak, then am I strong” (2 Cor. x1. 
10). To this weakness Moses had been trained in the desert- 
school. But the perversencss of human nature was again mani- 
fested in the fact, that even in this he went to the extreme. He 

overstepped the boundary between negative weakness, which 
places no confidence in self, and is the weakness that God desires 
and demands, and that positive weakness, which not only re- 
nounces all self-confidence, but cherishes a want of confidence in 
the power of God. Thus he went from one extreme to the very 
opposite. But the discipline of God can reclaim a man from 
his wandering to the right, just as well as when he wanders to 
the left. 

We may sce how necessary it was, that all the weakness 
and faint-heartedness, the incredulity and unbelief which Moses 
displayed, should be brought out and overcome before he entered 
upon his mission, when we consider how serious and dangerous 
the slightest manifestation of it at a later period would have 
been, whether in the presence of Pharaoh or of the people. 
Then the reproach of Moses would have been the reproach of 
God, and his fall would have ruined his work. It was necessary 
that he should stand before God weak and fainthearted, des- 
pairing and of little faith, in order that he might be strength- 
ened by God to stand firm before Pharaoh and the people, as a 
divine hero possessed of undaunted courage and unshaken conf- 

dence. 
(G). It is apparent from the ctymology, that Tw TIN
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ercine, the name which God announced to Moses (in ver. 14), as AL. 
the name by which he was to make him known to the people as 
their deliverer, was merely an alteration and explanation of the 
name Jehovah, which was so well known to the people ; and this 
is put entirely beyond the reach of doubt by Ex. vi. 1 sqq. We 
have already entered into some explanation of these two passages 
in § 5, and in vol. i. § 13; but we have a few additional remarks 
to make here. The different theories respecting the origin of this 
name, which have been based upon the assumption that it is of 
forcign origin, have been for ever refuted by Tholuck (iber den 
Ursprung des Namens Jehova, in his vermischte Schriften 1. 
377—405), and LHengstenberg (Pentatench, vol. 1. p. 235 sqq. 
cf. Gesenius, thesanrus, p. 576 sqq.), such, for example, as that 
the Egyptians invented the name of the deity by combining to- 
gether the seven vowels Ienwova; that the name originated 
in Phoenicia, India, or China; and again that it was identical 
with Jupiter, Jovis, &c.—The derivation of the name from 
ws epeq, Which is based upon Ex. i. 14, is still firmly 
maintained by every commentator, in spite of Huald’s curious 
objections (Vol. 1. § 13. 1).—The superstitious fear with which the 
Jews refrained from uttering the quadmiliteral word > 5 (call- 
ing if in consequence wripan OW = romen separatum, Ovoua 

appntov), was founded npon Lev. xxiv. 16: mm-oy apa 

nor nin. Now, the verb 393, by itself, does ‘not mean to 
blaspheme, to curse = 455, but to utter ; still the context shows 
plainly enough what kind of utterance is ‘referred to, viz., utter- 
ance in the way of blasphemy (Buztorf, lex. talmud. p. 1847, 
and Hengstenberg, Pentateuch vol. 1.245). The frequent occur- 
rence of the name of Jehovah in the composition of proper names 
is a proof that no such fear existed in Old Testament times. It 
probably arose shortly after the return from the captivity. For 
it must have prevailed as early as the date of the Septuagint 
translation, where the name Jehovah is always rendered by 
Kvpws. Even the apocryphal writers of the Old Testament do 
not venture to nse the name. Philo (de vita Mos.) describes it 
as a NAMe, 6 “Lovors Tots Gta Kai yoTTav copia KexuOappévors 

Oss axovev Kat eye ev ayiows, GAdrAw S oddert TO TapaTray 
ovdayxov, and Josephus says (Ant 2. 12. 4): ‘O Ocos aura 
onjaiver THY EaUTOD TPATHYyopUtY 6 wk. Eph AS OU peor
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Géuis evretvy. In the Talmud we read: Etiam qui pronunciat 
Nomen suis litteris, non est ei parsin seculo futuro. Ifaimonides 
(More Nevochim i. 61) states: ‘ Nomen hoc non pronuncia- 
batur nisi in Sanctuario et quidem a sacerdotibus Dei sanctificatis 
in benedictione sacerdotali et a pontifice ipso die jejunii. But 
after the death of Simeon the just even this custom was abo- 
lished, and henceforth the substitution of "ITH Was required in 

temple, as it had long been outside, ne illud nomen discerct 
homo, qui non essct honestus et bonae existimationis” (Jad 
chasaka, xiv. 10). 

In consequence of the substitution of syqyg (Kupcos) for 
min, which had taken place as early as the date of the Septua- 
gint, the vowel points of the former were attached to the latter, 
when points were introduced into the text, and thus maim be- 

came a Keri perpetuum. But notwithstanding the fact that 
this is evident and indisputable, there have even been Christian 
theologians, who have maintained with great pertinacity that 
=sacqv was the-correct and original pointing. The last who 

asserted this was J. F’. v. Mleyer (Blatter fiir hohere Wahrheit 
x1. 306 ; cf: Stier Lehrgeb. d. hebr. Grammatik 1. 327). Reland 
made a collection of all the treatises on the subject that were in 
existence in his time, whichever side they advocated ; (see his 
Decas exercitationum de vera pronunciatione nominis Jehova. 
(707). In the preface to his work he gives it as his opinion, that 
we have not the original pointing. Zengstenberg has, since then, 
published a most elaborate defence of the correct view, (Genuine- 
ness of the Pentateuch, Vol. i., 231 sqg. trans.). The following 
points are especially decisive: 1, Wherever “aN is joined with 
ss3rq, the latter has the pointing of OO by 5 2 , Whenever =yy-5 

occurs with the prefixes 4,4, 5,4, », they do not take chzrek 
(mira &e. like A y>499) but patach, except in the case of yy which 

takes Zere, just as they do when joined to s-yy ; 3, when =y>5 
is followed by one of the letters py 9 5 49 4, the latter takes a 
Dagesh lene, though it could not take it with the reading yt 

which ends im a ltteraguiescens. Moreover the word a7 ig 

beyond the reach of any admissible etymology ; for the favourite 
explanation, given by the earlier theologians, that >4pp 1s a com- 

posite word formed from the future, present, and preterite of
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the verb s9>5 G representing the future, 4; the participle, m 

the preterite), can only be regarded as a curiosity belonging to 
the childish days of Hebrew Grammar. Such an etymology i 1S 
unpossible according to the rules of the language, and is not sus- 
tained, as some suppose, by Rev. i. 4. We subscribe to the 
opinion that the description there given of God, 6 ap xai 6 jv Kat 
o épyopevos, is as a paraphrastic rendering of the name Jehovah; 
but the ground for deducing all three from the word Jehovah, 
is to be found solely and exclusively in the imperfect formation 
of the name, and this reason is amply sufficient.—=yy>9 1s, no 
doubt, formed by changing the first person imperfect TTT (Ex. 

111. 14) into the third person; or rather the explanatory word maT NS 

in Ex. iii. 14 is merely s9= changed into the first person. We 
have already observed in Vol. i. § 13. 1, that among the different 
pointings that are grammatically admissible the reading Binh 

is most probably the genuine one. And this agrees with Theo- 
doret’s remark in reference to Ex. vi.: xadotoe &€ ad’to Sapa- 
peitas pev “Tae, Iovduioe 5é ’ Aid. The latter form is inerely 

» “pep written in Greek characters. It is well worthy of observation 
that the name => is founded not upon the more modern form 
eset, but upon the form -y-4 which was already antiquated when 
the Pentateuch was composed ; for it follows from this, that if 
the Pentatcuch dates trom the time of Moses or Joshua, -y>9 
must have been an ancient, pre-Mosaic name. If we consider 
the dignity of the verb -pry (essence, being) on the one hand, 
and that of the imperfect sense on the other (cf Leald’s aus- 
ftthrl. Lehrbuch § 136), it will be at once apparent that the 
naine sy-7) means ¢he existing one, whose operations have com- 
menced and still continue, and who permits us continually to 
look for more glorious manifestations of his existence (vid. Vol. 
i. § 13. 1). 

We have already entered into a thorough discussion of Ex. vi. 
3, 4, at § 5. 1, 2, and have shown that the words, “I am Je- 
hovah, and appeared unto Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as Lins, 

ony, but by my name Jekovah was I not known to them,” do 
not imply that the name Jehovah was altogether unknown till 
then. And we have also fully explained there, why, even assum- 
ing the correctness of the supplement-theory, the author of the 
so-called ground-work naturally avoided the use of the name,
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Jehovah until Ex. vi., whilst the writer of the supplementary 
parts employed it without hesitation. As proofs of the ineor- 
rectness of Hwald’s opinion, that the name was first made known 
to the people by Moses, but was used proleptically by the (sole) 
author of Genesis, we may mention the following arguments, in 
addition to those already addueed: 1. The name oceurs in pre- 
Mosaic surnames. Among these we reekon the name of the 
mountain Moriah in Gen. xxii. 14 (cf Vol. i. § 65. 1), that of 
J ochebed, the nother of Moses, Ex. vi. 20, andthe name Bithjah 
(1 Chr. iv. 18 ef § 15. 3). The comparatively rare occurrence 
of the name Jehovah, in the proper names of the Mosaic and 
pre-Mosaie times, may be explained simply enough, from the 
fact that the name had certainly not taken so firm a hold of the 
minds of the people, and was not so fully understood before the 
time of Moses as afterwards (this is evidently implied in Kx. vi. 
3). 2. The name Jehovah is formed from the verb sy, which 
was an obsolete form in the time of Moses (Tix. 111.14). 3, The 
name occurs in Jacob’s blessing, which is a pre-Mosaic docu- 
ment (Gen. xlix. 18). +. The words of God in Ex. iii. 14 do not 
by any means indicate that he was about to reveal a new name, 
which had hitherto been quite unknown, ut are evidently 
explanatory of a name already known, whose depth and fulness 
had never yet been completely exhausted. The latest attempt 
to explain the passage has been made by J. Lichers (cie Schop- 
fungs-, Paradieses-, und Stindfluths-gesehiehte, Lpz. 1854, p. 
453 sqq.), but we cannot adopt his explanation. He thinks 
that the frequency with which the passages are altered in 
Hebrew, the same pronouns and verbs being employed with 
reference to entirely different persons in one and the same dis- 
course, justify the conclusion that o>b, “to them,” in the 
words of God, ‘but by my name Jehovah was I not known to 
then,” does not refer to the patriarchs and the families mentioned 
in the book of Genesis at all, but to the Israelites who were 
groaning beneath the Egyptian yoke. In his opinton God was 
known to the patriarchs as Jehovah, but their descendants in 
Egypt lost both the name and the knowledge of Jehovah ; they 
neither knew him, nor lived under his especial proteetion and rule. 

The name Jehovah eas (or rather became) undoubtedly a new 
one then, but only in the sense in which Christ said (John xiii. 
34): A new commandment give I unto you,” whereas he
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merely repeated one of the primary commandments, which we 
find in the Old Testament, and meet with on every hand 
in the laws of Moses. It was a commandment, however, the 
fulness and depth, the meaning, force, and value of which were 
first unfolded by the gospel. And just as the greatest act of 
love, which the world ever witnessed, provided a new ficld for 
the exemplification of this commend, in greater glory than was 
possible under the law, and thus the old commandinent became 
a new one; so did the new act of God, in the redemption of Isracl 
from MNevpt, furnish a new field in which the ancient name of 
God struck fresh and deeper roots, and thus the ancient name 
became a new one. 

(7). Three miraculous signs were given to Moses, by which he 
was to legitimate himself as a messenger from God, first before 
the people, and then in the presence of Pharaoh, in order that 
it might be evident that he had noé come empty, but had been 
sent by God and filled by Him with divine power. It was not 
stated at the outset, that the signs were meant for Pharaoh as well 
as for the people (this first occurs in chap. iv. 21). All that was 
required here was to remove the difficulty suggested in chap. iv. 
1: “The people will not believe me.” Moreover, there were 
only two of the signs, which were intended and adapted to be 
performed in the presence of Pharaoh. The gift of miracles 
was also communieated with esnectal reference to Moses himself. 
His doubts and incredulity were to be overcome by the con- 
sciousness, that he was the possessor of such powers; and the 
miracles themselves were of such a nature, as to furnish a type 
and guaranice of the progress and success of his mission. Bawm-. 
garten (Comm. 1. 1. p. 415) is on a wrong track, when he looks 
upon the three signs, which Moses received, as intended for the 
people alone, and denies that they had any reference ¢o .J/oses 
himself. It is not true that the sign referred to in chap. iii. 12, 
which could only be witnessed in the future, was sufficient for 
Moses, and that the people required more visible signs, because 
they were more completely under the dominion of the senses 
than he was. Had this been the case there would have been no 
necessity for the signs to he performed, as they now were, before 
the eyes of Moses. But the contmued refusal of Moses proved, 
that the sign referred to in chap. in. 12 was too spiritnal for him, 
and that he needed a present sign of a more tangible character.
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The miracle of the burning bush was, as we have seen, not 
merely a Gavpacrov, but also a most significant onpefoy (note 
2); and in the same manner the three miracles which Moses 
was commissioned to perform, must have been significant signs, 
intended as revelations from God, adapted to the senses of all 
concerned, of Moses as well as of the people of Israel and the 
king of Egypt, and designed to convey to the heart of each, just 
so much as he required to know. Jor this reason, as Baum- 
garten has well observed, we find in chap. iv. 8 voices ascribed 
to the signs. 

The jirst sign was as follows. At the command of God, Moses 
threw his staff upon the ground. The staf’ became a serpent, 
and Moses jled from it. But Jehovah told him to take it by the 
tail; and on his doing so, it became a staff in his hand once 
more. The staff was the shepherd’s crook, with which he had 
hitherto conducted the flock of Jethro. Hence it represented his 
vocation as a shepherd. This he was to throw away, 2.e., he was 
to give up his calling and follow a new one. But the staff which 
he had thrown away became a serpent, and Moses fled before tt. 
His vocation hitherto had been a poor and despised one ; but it 
was also quiet, peaceful, and free from danger. When this 
was given up, he was to be exposed to dangers of such magni- 
tude, that even his life would be threatened. Moses could fore- 
see all this, and hence the obstinacy with which he refused to 
enter upon his new vocation. But at the word of God he laid 
hold of the snake, and it became a staff in his hand once more. 
This showed that, by the power of God, he would be able to 
overcome the dangers that would surround him, when he relin- 
quished his present calling. By overpowering the snake he 
recovered his staff, but it was no longer his staff; it was the rod 
of God (iv. 20), and with the staff thus altered he was to per- 
form the work entrusted to him (iv. 17). It was still a shep- 
herd’s staff, and his new vocation was a shepherd’s calling. 
From being a shepherd of Jethro’s sheep he was to become the 
shepherd of God’s sheep, the leader and lawyiver of the people of 
God. And he became so, by overcoming the dangers which 
intervened between these two different employments. We must 
also observe, that this was the rod with which he was to bring 
the plagues upon Egypt; and therefore it was the retributory 
counterpart to the rod with which the Egyptian taskmasters had
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beaten the Israclites (chap. v. 14; vid. Iengstenberg, Beitrage 
iii. 523). As soon, then, as Moses appeared before the people 
and performed this sign, it showed them, first, that the dangers 
to which the mission of Moses would expose them—dangers 
which they soon experienced (chap. v.)—would be overcome ; 
and secondly, that the staff of shepherd and ruler, with which 
Moses was to lead and govern them, was not assumed without 
authority, but given to him by God, and therefore the question 
could not be asked, as it was before, ‘‘ who made thee a prince 
and a judge over us” (chap. 11. 14)? He afterwards performed 
the same miracle en the presence of Phuraoh (vii. 10 sqq.). We 
shall sce by and by what was its meaning then (§ 24. 2). 

We come now to the second sign. Moses put his hand into 
his bosom, aud it became LEPRous ltke snow. But as soon as 
he put it into his bosom a second time, it became cLEAN and 
whole as before. The bosom is the place into which the hand 1s 
put, tu shelter it from cold and other evils; in the warmth of the 
bosom it is protected and cherished as in a mother’s lap. But 
behold in that very place, in which we expect it to be protected 
and warined, the hand of Moses became leprous. Leprosy was 
impurity in its worst possible form ; and for this reason the leper 
was put away and banished from the society of his fellow-citizens. 
These data, which are indisputable, are amply sufficient to ex- 
plain the sign. ‘That which happened to the hand of Moses was 

picture of what had happened, and was still to happen, to the 
people of Israel. By going down to Egypt, the Israclites had 
been preserved from the injurious influence of Canaaunitish cus- 
toms ($1.7). Through the favour of the first Pharaohs, Egypt 
was undoubtedly a hiding-place, in which the family of Jacob 
had been cherished and preserved, when it was distressed both 
in body and mind. But there had been a change in both the 
men and the times, and Israel was enslaved, despised, and held 
in abomination in the land of Egypt. When Israel departed 
from Egypt, he was like a homeless leper. But Jehovah led him 
once more to a hiding-place, where he was cleaused from the 
leprosy which he had brought with him from Egypt, and where 
he was set apart as a holy people and a priestly nation (xix. 6). 
It is very easy to explain why ¢his sign was not exhibited before 
Pharaoh as well as the others (chap. vit.). The thing signified 
was of too internal and spiritual s nature, it was {oo closely con-
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nected with the counsel of God concerning his people to be ap- 
propriately displayed to Pharaoh. The objects indicated by this 
sign, were such as could only be treated of between God and lus 
people. 

The ¢hird sign belonged to a totally different sphere. It is 
clearly and expressly separated and distinguished from the other 
two. Moreover, it was not manifested on this occasion, even to 
the eyes of Moses; it could only be seen in Egypt. Moses was 
directed, in the event of the people disbelieving the first two 
signs, to take some water out of the stream {the Nile), and pour 
it upon the earth, where it would be turned to blood. The 
reason that in this instance Moses only received a command 
and a promise, and that the sien was not actually accomplished 
before his eyes, is not to be sought in the fact that there was no 
water near. The whole force of this sign depended upon the 
water being taken from the stream, i.e. from the Nile. This 
sign, as will afterwards appear, Moses was also to perform in the 
presence of Pharaoh, but on an incomparably larger scale. It 
was then not merely a handful of water which was affected, but 
the whole body of water, when touched by the rod of Moses, 
was turned into blood (vii. 17 sqq.) ; for in this instance it was 
not merely a sign for Pharaoh, but a plague and judgment upon 
tle land of Egypt (vid. § 26. 1). To enter fully into the 
meaning of this sign, we must remember what the Nile was to 
the Egyptians. It was the source of all the wealth and fertility 
of the land of Egypt, and was therefore worshipped as a god. 
With the same rod, which God had placed in the hand of 
Moses, that he might tend and lead the Israelites, he was also 
to overthrow the gods of Egypt, and demonstrate their utter 
weakness in comparison with the power of the God he worshipped. 
That which brought a blessing to Egypt was turned by Moses 
into a curse; and that which had been the object of veneration 
and worship was made an object of disgust and abhorrence. 
Moses was first of all to show to his people that he possessed 
this power, by taking a handful of water out of the Nile; but 
to Pharaoh he was to demonstrate that God was in carnest in 
his determination to smite the gods of Egypt, by corrupting the 
whole of the river. 

Thus did God furnish his servant with three signs. They 
were all related, each in its own war, to the work which he had
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to perform. The number three is the mark of perfection and 
completeness, an indication that the process of development is at 
an end, and the idea embodied is fully manifested. Hence the 
three miraculous signs were proofs, that the miraculous power of 
God would be put forth in all its fulness through the instru- 
mentality of Moses. <A fourth sign Israel could not and durst 
not demand, without convicting itself of obdurate unbelief. But 
in this case it was necessary, that with the triple sign there 
shoud also be progress and a culminating point in the mani- 
festation of the idea. And our interpretation of the signs ex- 
hibits this. There were ¢hree objects upon which the power of 
God was to ke exerted: Jfoses, who was appointed to be the 
leader anit shepherd of Israel; the people of Israel, who were 
to be cleansed from their leprosy and made a holy priestly na- . 
tion; and Lgypt, which was now to discover the impotence of 
its gods. ‘There was aspecial sign, containing a distinct intima- 
tion, for each of these ; and thus the idea was actually exhibited 
in the whole course of its development. Even the order in which 
the signs occurred, is thus shown to have been both significant 
and necessary. No other order would have harmonized with 
the natura] development and the idea. 

There is one more point, and a very esgential one, to which 
we have still to refer. It has already been frequently observed, 
that Moses was the first prophet sent by God, and more especially 
the jist worker of miracles in the history of the world. We 
refer the reader to our remarks in § 6. 1, on the absence of the 
gifts of prophecy and miracles during the pre-Mosaic age. In 
accordance with those remarks, we discover here an essential 

advance in the course of the kingdom of God upon earth, and 
the arrival of a turning-point in its history. Hitherto the 
covenant works of God and man, though constantly related to 
each other, had been kept more distinct the one from the other. 
The union of the divine and human, which is the true charac- 
teristic of the history, and the perfect realization of which in the 
person of the God-man was foreshadowed from the first, had 
never before been displayed in such a way through the instru- 
mentality of a man, expressly called and fitted for the purpose 
of manifesting the word and power of God. In this respect, 
therefore, Moses was the first type of Christ, the God-man. 

(8). When Moses complained of his heavy tongue and his want



229 ISRALL IN EGYPY. 

of eloyuence,—faults the removal of which he could see no reason 
to anticipate, notwithstanding the call that he had received,— 
the words do not, in our opinion, denote that he stammered, as 

some commentators suppose. Moses said that he was not a 
man of words, his mouth was not fitted for addressing others. 
And Jehovah replied, “Did not J make man’s mouth?” This 
answer implied a promise, that a gift of grace should make up 
for the lacking gift of nature; and the subsequent history of 

Moses’ career contains the proof that the promise was fulfilled 
(compare ver. 15, “ I will be with hy mouth and with his mouth, 
and will teach you what ye shall do”). But notwithstanding 
this promise, Moses replied: “ send, Lord, whom thou wilt 
send.” The difficulty arising from the fact that he was not a 
man of words, was removed by the promise of God; but Moses 
could not fully enter into the meaning of the promise, or place 
implicit confidence in it. Jehovah, therefore, referred him to 
the eloquence of his brother Aaron, who was to be always at his 
side when engaged in the duties of his office. I cannot persuade 
myself that MZ. Baumgarten (i. 1 p. 418) and O. v. Gerlach (i. 
p- 213 seq.) are right in the inference which they draw from the 
passage before us: viz. that it was the original intention of God 
that Moses should stand alone in delivering, conducting, and 
organizing the people, and should even hold the office of High 
Priest as well; but that he forfeited the honour by his refusal, 
and had now to share with Aaron both the office and the glory. 
There is no reference at all to the high priesthood here. Aaron 
was to be Moses’ interpreter ; this is stated in ver, 16, ‘‘ he shall 
be thy spokesman unto the people, and he shall be thy mouth, 
and thou shalt be his God,” and in chap. vii. 1, 2, ‘‘ Aaron shall 
be thy prophet, and shall speak unto Pharaoh all that I com- 
mand thee.” There is nothing else referred to here. And this 
office of Aaron does not seem to have lasted long. It served 
for a time to remove the doubts and difficulties of Moses, 
and to sustain and help him in his first appearance before the 
people and Pharaoh. But when once Moses had discovered that 
the grace and gifts of God rendered him mighty in word and 
deed (Acts vii. 22), he stood no longer in need of another's 
mouth ; henceforth he was his own. Itwas at a later period 
that Aaron received the call to the priesthood, and even then 
the arrangement was not of such a nature as that Moses relin-
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quished anything in consequence of his brother's call, or in any 
way shared his office and his honours with Aaron. Iéven in the 
capacity of high priest Aaron was under Moses, and did not stand 
in an independent position by his side. Moses still continued to 
be Aaron’s God, and Aaron the interpreter of Moses, It was this 
which constituted the peculiarity of Moses’ position, a position 
which has no parallel in the Old Testament (Vol. iii., § 33. 4) ; 
he stood entirely alone as the founder and mediator of the ancient 
covenant just as Christ was alone as the founder and mediator of 
the new ; though Moses and the ancient covenant were but feeble 
and imperfect types and copies of Christ and the new (cf § 11). 

The expression in ver. 16, “he thy mouth, thou his God” 
scarcely requires an explanation. As the prophet stood in such 
a relation to God, that he only spake what God put into his 
mouth, so was it to be with Aaron and Moses. Moses was the 
inspiring God of Aaron’s prophetic activity. Aaron was the 
organ and representative of Moses, as Moses was the organ and 
representative of God. Compare chap. vii. 1, 2, “behold, I have 
made thee a God to Pharaoh, and Aaron shall be thy prophet,” &c. 

Simultaneously with the call of Moses, a violent agitation 
took place among the people, by which they were prepared for 
his mission. Here was an exhibition of the great and secret 
power of sympathy, a vague presentiment, in many perhaps 
a conscious anticipation, that a turning point was approaching, 
and that the time of deliverance was at hand. The divine 
promise to Abraham (Gen. xv. 18, 14): “They shall afflict 
them four hundred years, and afterward shall they come out 
with great substance,” was probably associated with this pre- 
sentiment, and served to explain it. The fact that there was 
such a movement among tlhe people, we infer from the people’s 
fervour in prayer, to which reference is made in chap. ii. 23 
and ni. 7, but more especially from the impulse which constrained 
Aaron to go and seek out his brother in his exile (iv. 14); 
probably for the sake of consulting him, possibly to urge him 
to rcturn to Kigypt. It is not likely that the people in Egypt 
had entirely forgotten Moses, or that they had altogether relin- 
quished the hopes, which the marvellous events of his life had 
apparently justified them in cherishing. It is even possible that 
Aaron may have been charged with a commission from a select 
Lody of men from among the people, who had already drawn
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up plans of escape, and were desirous of seeing Moses at the 
head of their enterprise. 

FIRST APPEARANCE OF MOSES IN EGYPT. 

§ 21. (Ex. iv. 18—31).—Moses at once obtained leave of 

absence from his father-in-law. He said nothing to him about 

what had occurred at Horch (§ 19. 8); but merely expressed a 

desire to visit his relations in Egypt. He then set off upon his 

journey with his wife and children.—The intercourse between 

God and Moses was uninterruptedly maintained, after the first 

appearance of God at Mount Horeb. Even on the road Moses 

was not without divine encouragement. He received further 

instructions as to his future interview with Pharaoh. ‘‘ Israel 

is my first-born son,” said Jehovah. Upon this Moses was to 

found his demand upon the king of Egypt, and also the threat, 

that Pharaoh’s refusal should be punished with the death of 

his first-born son (1). He was further reminded once more, 

that he had to expect the most obstinate resistance on the part 

of the king (vid. chap. iii. 19, sqq.). It would be to no purpose, 

that he would perform before him all the miracles which 

Jehovah had commissioned him to work. Nevertheless there 

was no reason why Moses should be afraid of this opposition on 

the part of the king, for Jehovah had already taken it into 

account in his counsels. In fact Jehovah had willed this 

resistance, and was bringing it about as a judgment upon 

Pharaoh, for the greater glory of his own name, not only in the 

sight of the Israelites and Egyptians, but in that of all the 

nations round about. ‘ But J,” said He to Moses, “but £ will 

harden his heart, that he shall not let the people go” (2). Thus 

Jehovah prepared himself for judgment. It was right, however, 

that judgment should begin at the house of God (1 Pet. tv. 17). 

The demand of Jehovah upon Pharaoh was founded upon the 

fact, that Israel was his first-born son. Israel had become so
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by the election of Abraham, and by the covenant with Abraham, 

Isaac, and Jacob, which was now to be renewed and extended, 

and to enter upon a higher stage in its development. Circum- 

cision had been instituted as the sign of this covenant. And 

yet Moses, who was to contend for the covenant, had broken it 

himself, for his youngest son was still wnetrcumcised. In the 

weakness of his heart he had yiclded to the haughty spirit of 

his wife, who from a false maternal tenderness, and a disregard 

to the religious institutions of Israel, had refused her consent to 

the bloody operation. As Moses was now returning from his 

exile to enter upon the duties of his vocation in Egypt, he found 

himself in similar circumstances to those in which Jacob was 

placed, when he returned from his exile in Mesopotamia to the 

land of Canaan, to enter upon the work of his life (vol. i. § 80, 4). 

The relation in which Moses stood to God was, like Jacob’s, not 

a pure one. In his case there was also a disturbing element, 

which had to be removed, before Jehovah could acknowledge 

him entirely and without reserve. And it was necessary that 

this should be removed, before Moses entered the land of Egypt, 

in which he was called to labour. Jchovah, the friend and 

protector of Moses, still found in him reasons for anger and 

enmity. When Moses, therefore, was stopping at an inn ou the 

road, Jchovah met him and was about to kill him. Moses at once 

discovered the cause, cither because his own conscience accused 

him, or else from some intimation of his guilt, with which 

the hostile encounter of Jehovah was accompanied. Zipporah 

then took a stone-knife, and circumcised her son, and in the ex- 

citement of passion threw the foreskin at her husband's feet. (3) 

The way was now clear, and the first intimation that the favour 

of God had been restored, was the arrival of Aaron, who had 

been sent by Jehovah, and met his brother at Horeb, the mount 

of God. It was probably from this spot that Moses sent back 

his wife and children to his father-in-law (Ex. xviii. 2) (4). 

VOL. II. P
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Phe two brothers then proceeded to Egypt, where they called 

together the elders, and having performed the miracles in 

attestation of their mission, announced to them the words of 

God. The people believed, and bowed their heads and wor- 

shipped (5). 

(1). Israel is Jehovah's first-born son (iv. 22). M. Baum- 
garter justly complains, that commentators have shown such a 
disposition to explain these words away, and to regard them as 
indicating nothing more than the preference of God for Israel, 
which resembled the love that a father generally bears to his 
first-born son, above all the rest of his children. “ If,’ as he 

truly says, ‘ Jehovah calls himself the father to Israel, we must 
understand these words as referring to some fact, which is to be 
regarded as the generation of Israel. But we cannot possibly 

concur with him in his opinion, that this fact is to be found im the 
physical generation of Isaac, which resulted, not from the power 
of nature, but from the power of grace. Shortly afterwards (i. 1 
p. 425) Baumgarten correctly observes, that the expression, first- 

born son, has reference to the Gentiles ; since the term jirs¢-born 
implies a contrast to those who are born afterwards, and by the 

latter we must necessarily understand the Gentile nations. He 
seems, however, to have been quite unconscious, that by this 
explanation, which is undoubtedly the correct one, he entirely 
upsets his previous theory. For, if the term ji7st-born can only 
be fully justified, by our tracing its origin to a physical genera~ 
tion through the grace of God, the same rule must also apply to 
those who are born afterwards ; and if those who regard the 
former as indicating merely a spiritual relation are to be charged 
with explaining the words away, the same charge must certainly 
be brought against those who do precisely the same with the 
latter. And where could such a generation be found in the case 
of the Gentiles ? 

It cannot be disputed that the notion, contained in the term 
son of God, requires some concrete act of generation on the part 
of God. We cannot discover this in creation ; for here there was 
no difference between the Gentiles and the Israelites. Nor can 
it be found in their organization as a distinct people, that is to 
say, in the multiplication of the descendants of the patriarch to



FIRST APPEARANCE OF MUSKS. 2237 

such an extent as to constitute a nation, in consequence of thie 
blessing pronounced by God (Gen. i, 26, ix. 1) ; for in that case 
Israel could not be the first-born, but the youngest of the nations. 
Moreover, in either of those cases it would not be Jehovah, but 

Elohim, who would be described as the father. All nations are 
sons of Elohim from the very first, for they all owe their origin, 
their existence, to the creative, world-sustaining, and superin- 
tending operations of God. But only those, who are begotten 
according to the counsel of salvation, can be called sons of 
Jehovah. The generation of Isaac was undoubtedly of this 
kind. But Isracl was not called a son of Jehovah merely 
(be is never called the only son), but the first-born son, who 
would therefore be followed by other sons, begotten in the same 
manner. Tence, as we understand the words, we are shut up to 
the spiritual explanation ; and the generative act of God, which 
constituted Israel his first-born son, cannot have been any other 
than that one aet, by which Israel received its peculiar character, 
as a people distinguished from all other nations on the earth, by 
which the seal of Jehovah was stamped upon it, and which was 
to make a perpetual distinction between the Israclites and other 
nations, until the time arrived when these also should be des- 
eribed as sons of a later birth. This act was the election of 
Abraham, with all the consequent leadings, and promises, the 
blessings and chastisements, which had made Israel what it then 
was; that is to say, all the dealings of God with Abraham and 
his seed, from the first call out of Ur in Chaldza to the sum- 
inons to the mountain of God in Midian, which are thus bronght 

into a focus and placed in one single point of view. This also 
serves to explain the reason, why the seed of Abraham could not 

be designated as the son of Jehovah until now (a faet which 
Baumgarten’s views will not allow him to explain) ; for the birth 
of this son was only completed by the exodus from Egypt. Till 
then, the Israelites had no individual and independent exist- 
ence. 

The idea of sonship embraces both the act of begetting on the 

part of the father, and essential likeness on the part of the son; 
for generation is the transmission of being, and the nature of the 
father must also be that of the son. If, then, Jehovah had begot- 
ten Israel, there would necessarily be a Jehovistie nature in Israel. 
But the Jchovistic nature of God relates exclusively to Hix 

r2
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operations in the development of the plan of salvation. Israel, 
therefore, if begotten of Jehovah, must have had imparted 
to it some living germ and divine call, in connexion with that 
plan. 

Moreover, the idea of sonship involves both paternal and filial 
rights. The son owes to the father obedience, confidence, rever- 
ence, and love, and the father is bound to render to the son sus- 
tenance, protection, and education. Thus, in the name “son,” 
there is involved the duty of faith in Jehovah on the part of 
Israel, and the pledge of constant and immediate training on the 
part of Jehovah. 

But the idea of sonship is still further defined by that of pri- 
mogeniture ; and the first-born has peculiar rights and privileges 
apart from the rest. He has already enjoyed the father’s disci- 
pline and care, long before the others begin to participate in it. 
His education is complete, when the training of the others is 
still in progress, and therefore, for a time at least, he has essen- 
tial advantages over them. Moreover he also takes part in the 
father’s supervision over the rest, and assists in their training. 
And at all times he is the first and most natural representative 
of the father. If, then, Isracl was actually the first-born son of 
Jehovah, all this must have been manifest in their case. The 
very consciousness of being the first-born in the house of Jehovah, 
was therefore a prediction for Israel of the future history of that 
house ; it was a repetition in a more concrete form of the original 
prediction: ‘‘ In thee and in thy seed shall all the nations of the 
earth be blessed.” When Israel knew that he was the first-born, 

he must also have known that the rest of the nations were 
destined to be born at a later period, and therefore that they 
also were called to inherit and share the possessions of the father’s 
house. And this knowledge determined the duties of Israel with 
regard to these nations, in both the present and future course of 
their history. 

Such a sonship as this, though it may be the result of spiritual 
generation, is quite as real as that which proceeds from physical 
generation. In consequence of this generation, Jehovah could 
no more forsake the Israclites, than a father neglect his son (¢/ 
Jer, xxxi. 20; Is. xlix. 15, &c.), for he had made Israel an actual 
partaker of his own nature. Moreover, the character which was 

imparted to Israel through this generation, and which for the
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time distinguished it from every other nation, was a thoroughly 
real one, which had been implanted and had taken shape in the 

flesh and blood, as well as in the spirit and soul of the people. The 
call and election of Israel were something more than a mere idea, 
which floated like a vapour above the people, and could be driven 
away by the first wind that blew. It had become the soul, the 
national soul of Israel, and continued to fill with true life all its 
healthy, normal, vital functions, so long as it did not touch its 

own existence with suicidal hands. 
(2). On the hardening of Pharaoh's heart we have an excel- 

lent dissertation by Hengstenberg (Pentateuch, vol. ii. p. 380), 
which, though not entirely free from partial views, has rendered 

essential service towards the elucidation of this subject. The 
earlier Lutheran theologians went so far in their opposition to 

the doctrine of predestination, as to maintain that the sinner 
always hardened himself, the part performed by God being 
limited to permission alone. ‘“ The rationalistic theology appro- 

priated the rationalism of the orthodox all the more readily, 
since in the estimation of the former the co-operation of God 
even for good does not extend beyond permission.” In this, 
however, both the orthodox and the rationalist were at variance 
with the Holy Scriptures, which so frequently and distinctly re- 
present the hardening of man as the result of an actual inter- 
position on the part of God. But the Scriptures were regarded 
by orthodox theologians as the word of God, and therefore they 
endeavoured to show that the discrepancy was merely apparcnt, 
and explained the Bible according to thetr notion of what har- 
dening is, Thus, for example, in Pfedfer's Dubia vexata, p. 229, 
the «decisto respecting the case before us is as follows: “ Deus 
dicitur cor Pharaonis indurare permissive, permittendo scil. 
justo judicio, ut alle, qui se emollirt non patiebutur, sibi permis- 
sus durus maneret in propriam pernictem,” ‘The rationalistic 
theology, on the other hand, was not fettered by any doctrine 
of inspiration, and therefore candidly acknowledged the disere- 
pancy, and even exaggerated 16 to such an extent as to affirm 
that the Scriptures made God the author of sin. Zengstenberg 
has defended the authority of the Scriptures in opposition to 
both of these, with especial reference to the hardening of 
Pharaoh. 

The first thing to be decided is, what interpretation the writer
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of the Scriptural record intended us to put upon the whole 
transaction ? With regard to this, Hengstenberg has at the out- 
set very properly laid stress upon the fact, that the Scriptural 
account represents the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart, no less 
frequently and decidedly as Pharaoh’s own act, that is as self- 
hardening, than as an act of God of which Pharaoh was the 
object. He finds on examination that there are seven passages 
in which Pharaoh is said to have hardened his own heart (Ex. 
vil. 13, 22, viii. 15, 19, 32, ix. 7, 34), and also seven in which 
xod is said to have hardened Pharaoh’s heart (chap. iv. 21, vi. 

3, 1x. 12, x. 1, 20, 27, xi1.10). In his opinion the number seven 
is significant. ‘It indicates,” he says, ‘that the hardening 
rested upon the covenant of God with Israel, of which this 
number was the mark.” But in this we must differ from him. 
¥rom the pomt of view referred to, we can easily understand why 
the hardening should be represented seven times as an act of 
God, for His covenant with Israel was the cause of all that He 

did. But it is impossible to apply the same explanation to the 
fact that Pharaoh is also referred to seven times, as hardening 
himself by his own voluntary act. Where Pharaoh acted /reely, 
he cannot be regarded as having in any way acted in subservience 
to the covenant. It is only where his actions appear as the 
result of what God had done, that such a reference is admissible. 
However, as Baumgarten has already shown, Hengstenberg has 
not reckoned correctly. It is not seven times but ten times that 
(sod is said to have hardened Pharaoh’s heart, and ten tcmes 

also that Pharaoh is said to have hardened himself.! At the 
commencement of the narrative the hardening is attributed twice 
to God (chap. iv. 21, vii. 3), then seven times to Pharaoh 
(chap. vii. 13, 14,22; vill. 15, 19, 32; ix. 7), then again once 
to God (chap. ix. 12), twice to Pharaoh (chap. ix. 34, 35), four 
times to God (x. 1, 20, 27; xi. 10), once more to Pharaoh (xiii. 
15), and, lastly, three times to God (xiv. 4, 8, 17). This con- 
siderably alters the state of the case. Zen is the sign of com- 
pieteness, being the last number of the decad, in which every 
possible numeral appears. If, then, the Scriptural record sets 

1 Jf the article in the evang. Kirchenzeitung 1837 was written by Heng- 
stenberg himsclf, (and we have no reason to doubt it), it appears an inexplicable 
thing, that he should have given the right number “ ten” in that article (p. 
4116), and then afterwards have altered it to seven.
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before us the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart ten times as his own 
act, and also ten times as the act of God, we may conclude from 
the equality in the numbers, that the two aspects are to be placed 
side by side as of equal importance, and that neither of them is 
to be sacrificed to the other. On the other hand, from the fact 
that the number fen is used on both sides, we may infer that 
each of the two processes, which were the determining causes of 
Pharaoh’s hardness, ran its own course both freely and fully, and 
that in his case they were both of them exhausted and com- 
pletely fulfilled. For this reason we are also unable to subscribe 
to Hengstenberg’s opinion, when he says that “the equality in 
the numbers denotes, that the hardening attributed to Pharaoh 
stood to that ascribed to God, in the relation of effect to cause.” 
We might reverse the sentence with quite as much propricty, 
or rather impropriety. Ifthe author had desired to convey the 
idea, which Hengstenberg imagines, he would certainly have ar- 
ranged the two causalities in such a manner, that every instance 
in which the hardening was ascribed to God, should be fol- 
lowed by another, in which it was attributed to Pharaoh. Even 
in the fact that, “in the introduction and the summing up the 
hardening is attributed to God,” and therefore “the part per- 
formed by Pharaoh is surrounded by that of God,” we can not 
discover any evidence of an intention to represent “‘ the former 
as determined by the latter.” The announcement of the obdu- 
racy of Pharaoh was necessarily made from that point of view, 
in which it appeared as the work of God ; for this was the only 
light, in which it could awaken confidence or give the imtended 
pledge. In making such an announcement, God could not pos- 
sibly refer exclusively or even prominently to the fact that Pha- 
raoh would harden himself; for that would have implied, that 
the people would be left to the caprice and hard-heartedness of an 
enemy. On the other hand, there 1s certainly truth in the 
further reniarks of /Zengstenberg, that “there are also marks 
of design in the fact, that the hardening at the beginning of the 
plagues is attributed, in a preponderating degree, to Pharaoh, 
and towards the end to God. The higher the plagues rise, so 
much the more docs the hardening of Pharaoh assume a super- 
natural character, and so much the more vbvious is the refer- 

ence to a supernatural cause.” But after the divine causality 
has been placed in a most decided manner in the foreground, the
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self-hardening is again brought prominently forward; and in this 
we discover an evident intimation, that the two causalities are to 
be regarded as working side by side to the very close. We 
will here merely observe in passing, that Hengstenberg really 
contradicts himself, one of his assertions completely upsetting 
the other. In one place he says that the hardening attributed 
to Pharaoh stood to that ascribed to God in the relation of etfect 
to cause; and yet afterwards he says, that in the circumstance 
that the hardening is at first chiefly attributed to Pharaoh, 
and towards the end almost exclusively to God, we have a 
proof that at the outset the human causality predominated, 
and subsequently the divine, in other words that the former 
was the effect, the latter the cause (the former the cause, the 
latter the effect—7Zr.). If the two causalities really stood to 
each other in the relation of cause and effect, it is evident from 
the fact just referred to, that the human has the stronger claim 
to be regarded as the cause. But we deny that this is the rela- 
tion in which they are to be placed, and we found our denial upon 
the Scriptural narrative itself. Each contains its own cause 
within itself, the one in the evil will of man, the other in the holy 
will of God ; the effect of the one is the hardening of a man to 
his own destruction, that of the other the hardening of man to 
the glory of God. Still each of these forms of hardening is de- 
termined by the other, and the one can never take place apart 
from the other. ' Had Pharaoh not received that testimony from 
God, of which the narrative before us speaks, ‘he would not have 
hardened himself; and had not Pharaoh’s sinful will resisted the 
divine decree, God would never have hardened him. 

To prevent mistake, however, we must enter in several respects 
into a fuller explanation of what we have said above. Both the 
expressions employed and the facts themselves lead to the con- 
clusion, that hardening can only take place, where there is a con- 
flict between human freedom and divine grace. It is the ultimate 
result which is sure to ensue, when the human will continues to 
maintain a negative attitude towards the will of God, after the 
latter has positively announced itself, in accordance with the 
plan of salvation, as having no pleasure in the death of the 
wicked, but that the wicked turn from his way and live (Ezek. 
xxxili. 11, cf 2 Pet. iii. 9; 1 Tim. ii. 4). Hence such a thing 
can only occur within the sphere of revelation, or where the
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tidings of salvation have been received. In the case of a heathen, 
then, the hardening referred to is impossible, so long as he con- 
tinues fixed in a purely heathen state. It is only when he comes 
into contact with a special message from God, in connexion with 
the history of salvation, as was the case with the king of Egypt, 
that the hardening of the heart becomes possible for him. 

Again, it follows from the notion of hardening, that it can only 

result from a conscious and obstinate resistance to the will of 
God. It cannot take place where there is either ignorance or 
error. So long as aman has not been fully convinced that he 
is resisting the power and will of God, there remains a possibility 
that as soon as the conviction of this is brought home to his mind, 
his heart may be changed, and so long as there is still a pos- 
sibility of his conversion, he cannot be said to be really hardened. 
The hardening of the heart commences from the moment in 
which a man becomes clearly conscious that he 1s resisting God, 
and it imereases in proportion as this consciousness becomes 
stronger and clearer, and the testimony of God comes home to 
is mind with greater vividness and power. The course of 
Pharaoh’s history will show how truly this applied to him. 

Hardening, then, cunnot even commence till some manifesta- 
tion of God has been brought home to a man, with the express 
declaration and proof that it ¢s such a manifestation. As God 
desires that all men should be saved, the first manifestation of 

God to a man must necessarily be one of mercy, designed ‘to 
lead to his salvation. Even in the case of Pharaoh, the de- 
mand of God that he should let Israel go, supported as it was 
by signs and wonders, was an act of mercy; for it afforded him 
the opportunity and means of coming to a knowledge of the 
true God, of assisting in the development of the history of sal- 
ration, and of participating in its blessings. Lf, after this, a 
man rejects the mercy offered, and steels himself against its 
saviny influcnee, this fact, which is the commencement of the 
hardening of his heart, proves that there was already an ungodly 
disposition within him, and that this disposition is still main- 
tained in spite of such manifestation of the will of God. There 
is, if is true, an ungodly disposition in every man, because all 
are sinners. There was such a disposition in Moses as well as 
in Pharaoh ; and even Moses refused for a time to acquiesce in 
the will of God. In his refusal, too, there was contained the
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possibilty of his becoming hardened, but this possibility did not 
become a reality, because the refusal was not an absolute one, 
and because his disposition fo depart from God was counteracted 
by a leaning towards God, which eventually became victorious 
under the assistance of God himself. When Moses exclaimed, 
‘Lord, send whom thou wilt,” he had probably approached 
very nearly to the boundary of absolute refusal, which is the 
commencement of hardness ; but even these words did not con- 
tain an absolute refusal, since there was still a tone of petition 
heard by the side of the refusal. The divine summons then be- 
came a stern command, and ‘he only alternative was either 
unconditional submission to God, or unconditional rebellion 
against him. Had Moses chosen the latter then, we fear that 
such a choice would have proved that his heart was hardened. 

With Pharaoh it was altogether different. His ungodly dis- 
position was already determined and unconditional, at the time 
when the manifestation of God was made to him. His refusal, 
thercfore, was from the very first an absolute one, and had no 
counterpoise in a leaning towards God, as was the case with 
Moses. And, therefore, from the very first, his opposition was 
also a hardening of the heart. Pharaoh hardened himself on 
the first approach of God. He did not recognise the mercy con- 
tained in that approach, as being really mercy. But he could 
not conccal from himself the fact, that it was God who was ap- 
proaching him,and that by his refusal he was fighting against God. 
Not that this is the only way in which the heart can be hardened. 
Judas obeyed the call of the Lord, tasted the delights of fellowship 
with the Lord, and yet was given up to hardness of heart. 

No one would think of describing the refusal of Afoses, repre- 
hensible as it was, or Peter's denial, however grievous the sin, 
or lastly, the fury of Saul against the church of the Lord, 
bitterly as he afterwards condemned himself for it, as a harden- 
ing of the heart, or even as the commencement of hardening. 
The commencement of hardening is really hardening itself, for it 
contains the whole process of hardening potentially within itself. 
This furnishes us with two new criteria of hardening ; (1) before 
it commences, there is already in existence a certain moral condi- 
tion, which only needs to be called into activity, to become post- 
tive hardness; and (2) assoon as it has actually entered upon the 
very first stage, the completion of the hardening may be regarded
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as certain. The ossification of the heart may progress, but it can 
never return to a status integer ; its course may possibly be 
checked or retarded for atime by the removal of everything that 
is likely to promote it, but nothing can prevent it from becoming 
complete in the end. 

In what relation, tlen, does God stand to the hardening of 
the heart ? Certainly His part is not limited to mere permission. 
Hengstenberg has proved, that this is utterly inadmissible on 
doctrinal grounds ; and an impartial exainination of the Scrip- 
tural record will show that it is exegetically inadmissible here. 
No. God deszres the hardening, and, therefore, self-hardening is 
ulways at the same time hardening through God. The moral 
condition, which we have pointed out as the pre-requisite of 
hardening, the soil from which it springs, is a man’s own fault, 
the result of the free determination of his own will, But it is 
not without the co-operation of God, that this moral condition 
becomes actual hardness. Up to a certain point the will of God 
operates on a man in the form of mercy drawing to himself, he 
desires his salvation ; but henceforth the mercy is changed into 
judicial wrath, and desires his condemnation. 

The will of God (as the will of the Creator), when contrasted 
with the will of man (as the will of the ereature), is from the 
outset irresistible and overpowering. But yet the will of man 
is able to resist the will of God, since God has created him for 
freedom, self-control, and responsibility ; and thus when the 
human will has taken an ungodly direction and persists in it, 
the divine will necessarily gives way. Hence, the human will is 
at the same time dependent on the divine will, and independent 
of it. The solution of this contradiction is to be found in the 
fact, that the will of God is not an inflexibly rigid thing, but 
something living, and that it maintains a different bearing 
towards a man’s obedience, from that which it assumes towards 
lis stubborn resistunce. Jn wtself it never changes, whatever 
the circumstances may be; but in relation to a creature, en- 
dewed with freedom, the manifestation of tlis will differs 
according to the different attitudes assumed by the freedom 
ot the creature. Jn itself it is exactly the same will which 
blesses the obedient and condemns the inpenitent,—there has 
been no change in its nature, but only in its operations,—just 
as the heat of the sun which causes one tree to bloom is precisely
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the same as that by which another is withered. As there are 
two states of the human will, obedience and disobedience ; so are 
there two corresponding states of the divine will, mercy and 
wrath, and the twofold effects of these are a blessing and a 
curse. Even when the divine will yields to the human, it 
maintains its absolute supremacy, for in yielding it merely pro- 
ceeds to manifest itself in another form, in accordance with the 
conditions of human freedom. But the human will is free, only 
because the living action of the divine will endows it with the 
power of self-determmation. And it is also under restraint, 
since it can never escape from the will of God; for when it 
withdraws itself from one form of the divine will, by that very 
act it yields itself captive to another. Whenever a man obsti- 
nately refuses to submit to the will of God, who desires his 
happiness, God yields at length to the will of the man himself, 
who is seeking for happiness in an ungodly way, and working 
out his own condemnation. The ultimate result, then, is that 
described in Ps. cix. 17: ‘‘ He wished for cursing, and it will 
come to him; he had no wish for blessing, and it will be far from 
him.” The hardening of the heart, so far as it 1s permitted 
by God, is nothing but a recognition of human freedom, even to 
its utmost abuse ; but God does more than permit this harden- 
ing, he wills it and even promotes it, when once a man’s own sin 
has gone to such lengths, that all the pre-requisites of hardness 
are already there, and nothing more is required than an oppor- 
tunity or inducement for putting it in practice. The occasion 
is then created by God, and it is this which constitutes the 
co-operation of God in the hardening of aman. Under these 
circumstances hardness of heart must necessarily ensue. Still 
the necessity for such an issue does not arise from the measures 

adopted by God, but is contained in the man’s own moral con- 
dition, a condition brought about entirely by himself. Hence, 
it is not the will of God, which forces him into hardness, but 
his own ungodly will. The message from God, which furnishes 
the occasion for the entrance, continuance, and consummation of 

the process of hardening, is in itself as much a means of sanc- 

tification as of condemnation. The very same divine manifesta- 
tion, which furnished the occasion for the hardening of the king 
of Egypt in his peculiar moral condition, would have been the 
means of leading him to salvation, if his moral condition had
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not been what it was. Whenever a message from God is re- 
ceived by a man, it urges him forward, either to salvation or 
condemnation. And his condition must become better, or worse 
than it was before. Such a message cannot pass over him with- 
out effect, for it is not dead but living. 

If the message from God had not been delivered to Pharaoh, 
his heart would not have been hardened. If God had not 
brought the matter to a climax by fresh manifestations of a 
more and more striking character, the hardening would not have 
been completed. But neither his present nor his future con- 
dition would have been improved thereby. For the soil, from 
which this hardness sprang, would have been just the same, and 
a period in his history would have been sure to arise, as in that 
of every other man, when a decision, an actual, absolute decision 
must necessarily have been formed. Such decisions are a neces- 
sary part of the moral, that is the divine, government of the 

world. As the judgment is the end and aim of the history of 
the world, and of the life of every individual, it is necessary that 
such a decision should be formed by every individual as a pre- 
requisite of judgment. It makes no difference to the individual 
Inmself, whether the decision is hastened or delayed. Nor are 
the reasons of such acceleration or delay to be found in the man 
himself, but in the position which he occupies in the world. 
The history of the world is woven of innumerable threads, and 
Ife who sits at the loom takes every thread just as it suits his 
purpose, ut sooner or later he is sure to take them all. In the 
present instance it is casy to discover why this was just the 
moment, when it was requisite that Pharaoh’s decisidn should 
take place. A new thread was about to be introduced into the 
plan of salvation and the history of the world, and that decision 
could not be dispensed with. 

(3). The occurrence in the inn, which is narrated in chap. iv. 
24—26, is in many respects difficult to understand. In ver. 24 
it is said that “it came to pass by the way in the inn, that 
Jehovah met him, and wished to kill him.” As the words stand 
here, they cannot possibly be referred to any one but Moses. 
But several commentators have assumed that it was not Moses, 
the father, bnt the uncircumcised son, who was threatencd with 
death. E., Meier has lately adopted this explanation (Wurzel- 
wortb. p. 402). The opinion that it was Moses’ son, whom
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Jehovah wanted to kill, is derived from a reference to ver. 23. 
Jehovah is supposed to threaten, that he will punish Moses for 
neglecting to circumcise his son, in the same manner as he had 
already declared that he would punish Pharaoh for his dis- 
obedience. As such an interpretation is impossible with the 
present reading, Jfezer pronounces the passage mutilated ; and 
supposes a verse to have been omitted between vers. 23 and 24, 
which contained the information that the first-born of Moses had 
not been circumcised, and concluded with the threat, “ if thou 
do not circumcise him, I will slay thy son, even thy first-born.” 
The similarity between this conclusion and that of ver. 23 is 
said to explain the accidental omission of the conjectural verse. 
But this is merely one of the arbitrary and unfounded assump- 
tions, to which we have become accustomed, from such men as 
Meter. There is no reference at all to the first-born son of 
Moses. As we find from chap. iv. 20 that he had more than one 
son (according to chap. xviii. 3, he had ¢zo), and as only one of 
these is said to have been uncircumcised, it is scarcely possible 
to come to any other conclusion, than that it was the youngest. 
If it had been the first-born, this would certainly have been 
stated in ver. 25. Butthere is another difficulty, of greater im- 
portance than Jfeter’s foundling, which induced some of the 
earlier commentators to refer the threat, contained in ver. 24, to 
the son rather than the father. In Gen. xvii. 14 it is the 
neglected son, not the negligent father, who is threatened with 
being cut off, if circumcision should not be performed. But 
even in this passage the destruction of the child is intended to be 
set forth;as primarily and chiefly a punishment for the parents ; 

and what is of more importance still, the threat apphed to the 
period when the covenant was in full force. When the covenant 
was suspended, or had been almost lost sight of by the parties 

concerned, as was the case now, after the Israclites had been in 
Egypt for 400 years without any revelation (cf 11. 24), the 
threat contained in Gen. xvii. 14 lost its relentless severity. 
Still it was an act of sinful weakness and perverseness on the 

part of Moses, to give way in this matter to the self-will of his 
wife, a weakness which became the more conspicuous, now that 
he was about to come forward as the hero of God, and a per- 
verseness, which seemed all the greater, as he was on his way to 
Egypt to renew the covenant, whose provisions he had himself
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neglected. The anger of God was therefore directed imme- 
diately against Moses himself, and not, first of all, against his 
son; that is to say, 1t threatened his own life and not his son’s. 
This occurrence was, at the same time, a fresh and striking 
proof of the holy and inviolable manner, in which the covenant 
was to be henceforth maintained ; but the threat also involved 
a promise and a pledge, that Jehovah would display as much 
vigilance and zcal in his defence, as he now displayed on behalf 
of the covenant. In the place of “ Jchovah,” the Septuagint 
reads dyyedos Kupiov in ver. 24, a reading which is certainly 
justified by the sense (cf chap. ni. 2,4). It is doubtful, how- 
ever, whether we are to think of a visible appearance, on the 
part of Jehovah or his angel, or merely of some act performed 
by Jehovah, which threatened to put an end to his life. The 
brief jand indefinite notice in the Bible appears to favour the 
latter conclusion. Moses was probably suddenly attacked by 
some mortal disease, in which he could clearly discover the hand 
of God. 

It is stated plainly enough in the history, that Zipporah was 
chiefly to blaine for ‘he omission of the circumcision. Whether 
her maternal feclings had led her to set herself against his being 
circumcised at all, or whether, from her contempt for the Israe- 
litish rite (Gen. xvii. 12), and her preference for the custom of the 
Ishmaelites (Gen. xvii. 25), she wished to delay the circumcision 
of her sons till their 13th year, cannot possibly be decided. 
Her accurate acquaintance with the mode of performing the 
operation, which is presupposed by ver. 25, might perhaps he 
regarded as favouring the latter conclusion. Her use of a sharp 

stone for that purpose, is in harmony with Josh. v. 2. The 
agreement between these two passages seems to imply, that in 
the carlier times stone knives were generally employed in the 
operation. If this was the case, the explanation of such a custom 
is not that metal knives were as yet but little used, but that on 
symbolical grounds stone knives, which are a simple product of 
nature, were preferred to metal knives, which had been prepared 
by human art and were in general use every day. Even in 
heathen countries stone knives were employed in operations of 
a religious nature, eg. in the preparation of the mummies in 
Egypt (Herod ii. 16: AMG AiOomixe o&éi Tapacyicavtes Tapa



240 ISRAEL IN EGYPT. 

THv Aatrdpynv), and in the emasculation of the priests of Cybele 
(Catull. xhii. 5: devolvit acuto stbi pondera silice). 

Zipporah cut off the foreskin of her son sean yam, How 

are we to understand these words? Do they refer to Moses’ feet, 
or his son’s? This depends upon the interpretation to be given 
to gnapy, If the meaning of this word will admit of its being 

referred to Moses, there is no grammatical difficulty to prevent 
our referring the suffix to him also, as he is mentioned in the 
previous verse. Jfeter renders the passage “she cut off the 
foreskin of her son, and smeared his feet (with it, or with the 
blood),” on the ground that the Hiphil of yy95 1s also used in 
Ex. xu. 22, with reference to the smearing of the lintel and 
door-posts with the blood of the paschal lamb, and moreover 
(listen and admire his acuteness!) the smearing of the blood on 
the lintel and door-posts exactly corresponded to the blood on 
the feet and the place of the wound (!!!) Wedo not think it 
worth the trouble to reply to such nonsense. yy) means to 
touch, the Hiphil to cause to touch, to bring into contact. This 
may be done in a slow and quiet way, or in a violent and angry 
manner. The passionate excitement of the woman, which is 
apparent enough from the history, justifies us in giving the 
preference to the latter. The words would then mean: she 
threw down at his feet. Smearing the feet of the child with 
the blood of the wound would be thoroughly senseless and without 
any analogy. And there would have been just as little sense in 
her throwing the foreskin at the boy’s own feet. But the whole 
scene is intelligible enough, if we refer the words to Moses. It 
is her husband’s fault, she thinks, that she is obliged to perform 
this bloody operation against her will. In her ill-humour she 
throws the foreskin at his feet, which was as much as to say: 
“now you hare what you want.” 

If ss454, is to be thus referred to Moses, there can be hardly 
any doubt that Zipporah’s exclamation, ‘a blood-bricdegroom 
art thou to me,” was addressed to the husband and not to the 
son. But in this instance also EF. Afezer. has displayed most 
remarkable wisdom. 9“ p99 a he says, is ‘‘ an expression 

borrowed from the consummation of marriage, and therefore 
points out the newly circumcised child as consecrated, entrusted 
to God. The act of circumcision bears this resemblance to the
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consummation of marriage, that in both cases there is an offer- 
ing of blood to the great Deity of nature, and by this offering, 
this symbolical sacrifice to the God of life, in either case there 1s 
a self-consecration to the Deity of life, by which the night of 
existence is first obtained.” Spencer also is of opinion that the 
meaning of Zipporalrs words is: Ritu illo Deo et ecclesiae nos- 
trae, quasi conjugii foedere copulatus es (p. G1 ed. Piaff.). 
There is no doubt whatever that circumcision may be regarded 
in the light of a marriage or union with God, and the use of the 

Arahic word , , piss for circumcision shows that if has been so 

interpreted. But the idea of there being any reference to con- 
nubial intercourse is nothing but a colossal absurdity, and even 
Spencer's explanation is inadmissible, for Zipporah says: ‘A 
blood-bridegroom thou art to me.” Aben-Ezra and Kimchi say 
that the Jews were accustomed to call a newly circu;ncised child 
Chatan (though this cannot have been a universal custom, for 
we find no reference to it anywhere else ; Bocenschutz, for ex- 
ample, does not once refer to it): but if so, this only proves that 
the later Jews gave this interpretation, or rather misinterpreta- 
tion, to the passage before us.—On the other hand, the whole is 
perfectly clear, if we understand the words as referring to Moses. 
Moses had been as good as taken from her, by the deadly attack 
which had been made upon him. She purchased his life by the 
blood of her son; she received him back, as it were, from the 
dead, and married him anew, he was in fact a bridegroom of 
blood to her. In ver. 26 we read: ‘ She said ‘ blood-husband’ 
because of the circumeisions (p‘by95).” The plural in this 

case must cither be regarded as an abstract, according to the 
well-known custom in Hebrew (referring to circumcision in 
general as a religious rite, which Moses had wished to observe, 
but which she had hitherto obstinately refused, and not to the 
particular concrete act), or we may take it as a concrete, and 
refer it to the circumcision of the two sons. 

(4). We learn from Ex. xviii. 2 that Moses sent back his wife 
and children to his father-in-law. This probably occurred now. 
The event in the inn had convinced him, that Zipporah was by 
no means in a proper state of mind to encounter all the dangers 
which threatened him in Egypt, with equanimity and _ faith. 
His brother Aaron’s advice may also have led him to adopt this 
resolution. 

VOL. I. Q
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(5). It was a most important thing both for Moses and the 
people, that the latter should belzeve God on the first interview 
with Moses. Ji. Baumgarten has the following apt remarks on 
this subject: “‘ The text exhibits this declaration of feeling, with 
which the entire nation responded to the first message from God, 
as a most important commencement. . . . By faith Israel 
now provecl itself to be the son of Jehovah (ver. 22), for the son 
believes the father. And the commencement thus made by the 
seed of Abraham, as a nation, answered to the disposition mani- 
fested by their father Abraham himself (Gen. xv. 6), Thus, 
whatever might be the course henceforth pursued by the nation 
of Israel, it enjoyed this honour, that its first mental act was 
faith, in which, though still suffering the severest oppression 
and hardship, it looked upon the redemption of Israel as already 
secured, 

§ 22 (Ix. v., vi.).—A good beginning was made; the people 

believed and worshipped. But when Moses and Aaron appeared 

before Pharaoh, and in the name of Jehovah, the God of Israel, 

requested him to allow the Israelites to go a three days’ journey 

into the desert (cf § 22. 4), that they might celebrate a festi- 

val in honour of their God, they met with nothing but ridicule 

and insult (1). “Who is Jehovah,” said Pharaoh, “that I 

should obey his voice? I know nothing of your Jehovah, and 

will not let Isracl go.” The king of Egypt, from his heathen 

point of view, looked upon Jehovah as merely the national god 

of the Hebrews, who in his estimation was as powerless and con- 

temptible in comparison with the gods of the Egyptians, as the 

enslaved Israel when compared with the despotic and powerful 

Egypt. Like people, like god, was his notion ; and, to show his 

contempt of both, he contemptuously increased the oppression 

under which Israel was groaning. The people, he thought, 

have too easy a life of it, and hence the wish for hberty 1s grow- 

ing up among them; he therefore ordered their task to be 

doubled, that he might thoroughly eradicate any such desire. 

Hitherto they had had the material for the work brought to
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them ; but henceforth they were to get it for themselves, and 

yet produce as many bricks as before (2). This was beyond 

their power. They fell into arrears with their deliveries, and 

their shoterim (or scribes, § 16) were beaten in consequence. 

They complained to the king of such inhuman proceedings, but 

their complaints were disregarded. And now the weakness of 

the people’s faith became at once apparent. They heaped re- 

proaches upon Moses and Aaron, for having brought them mto 

deeper misery instead of bringing them relief, and refused to 

listen to their consolations and promises any more (3). But 

this only afforded the occasion for a display of the ability of 

Jehovah both to overcome the incredulity of the people, and 

break down the opposition of Pharaoh. 

(1). The request, that Pharaoh would let the people go a three 
clays’ journey into the desert to celebrate a festival, does not seem 
to have struck the Egyptians as anything surprising. This may 
possibly be explained on the ground that the Egyptians were in 
the habit of making similar pilgrimages from time to time. 
Niebuhr Qiscovercd a mountain, called Surabit-el-Khadim, m 
the desert between Suez and Sinai, the whole plateau of which 
was covered with fragments of statuary, and pillars overturned, 
evidently the ruins of a temple, the pillars being crowned with the 
head of Isis. All the walls, pillars, and fragments, that were left, 
were covered with Egyptian hieroglyphics, symbols, and represen- 
tations of priests offering sacrifice. Lord Prudhoe supposes this 
to have been a sacred spot, to which pilgrimages were made by 
the ancient Egyptians. The supposition is well founded, though 
Tobinson has expressed a different opinion (Travels, vol. 1. 112 
—116). 

(2). The tributary service referred to here, consisted of the 
making of bricks for the royal buildings (vid. § 14.5). Up 
to this time the straw that was required had been supplied to 
the Israelites ; but henceforth they were ordered to go mto the 
fields and gather it for themselves. The bricks, most extensively 
used by the Egyptians, were not burnt (as Luther's translation 
erroneously implies), but dried in the sun. ‘The clay was mixed 

Q2
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with chopped straw to give it the greater consistency. Rosellins 
bronght some bricks from Thebes with the stamp of King 
Thothmes IV., the fifth king of the 18th dynasty, upon them. 
On examination, it was found that they were always mixed with 
straw. Prokesch (Krinnerungen i. 31) says: “ The bricks (of 
the pyramids at Dashur) are made of the fine mud of the Nile 
mixed with stubble. This mixture gave to the bricks an incon- 
ceivable durability.” Hengstenberg (Egypt and Moses, p. 79 
transl.), has properly laid stress upon this, as a proof that the 
author of the account before us possessed a most accurate ac- 
quaintance with the customs of Egypt. 

L. de Laborde (comment. géogr. p. 18), has the following 
comment upon this passage : “ J’ai assisté aux travaux du canal, 
et les moyens comme le résultat m’ont semblé en tous points 
répondre aux versets de I’Exode. Cent mille malheureux re- 
muaient la terre, la plupart avec les mains, parceque le gouverne- 
ment n’avait fourni en nombre suffisant que des fouets pour les 
frapper ; les pioches, les pelles et les couffes manquaient. Ces 
paysans, hommes infirmes, vieillards (les jeunes gens avaient été 
réservés pour l'armée et la culture des terres) femmes ct enfants 
venaient principalement de la haute Egypte, et étaient répartis sur 
le cours présumé du canal en escouades plus ou moins nombreuses. 
L’entreprise était dirigée par des Turcs et des Albanois, qui 
avaient établi parnn les paysans des conducteurs de travaux 
responsables de la tache imposée 4 chaque masse @hommes, I] 
faut dire, que ces derniers abusaient plus que les autres de 
Yautorité, quwils avaient regue. ‘Tout ce monde de travailleurs 
était censé recevoir une paie et une nowriture, mais |’une man- 
quait, depuis le commencement des travaux jusqu’a la fin, l'autre 
était si précaire, si incertaine, quun cinquiéme des ouvriers 
mourut daus cette misére sous les coups de fouet, en criant 
vainement, comme le peuple d'Israel (v. 15, 16), &ec.” 

(3). By modern critics, who suppose that chap. vi. formed 
part of the original document, and that the previous chapters 
(iii—v.) are supplementary, the two passages are regarded as 
different accounts of one and the same event, whereas according 
to their present position they form different parts of a continuous 
narrative. Undoubtedly nearly all the particular details of the 
call described in chapter vi. are also found in chaps. 111.—v.; and 
hence one might be tempted to regard the former as an earlier,
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more concise, and summary account of the same event. But it 
is also conceiva)le that, after the failure of the first mission to 
Pharaoh, the same doubts and fears may have arisen again in 
the mind of Moses, which he had already expressed at Horeb, 
and hence it may have }een necessary that the call should be 
renewed, with a repetition of the consolations and promises by 
which they had once before been allayed. But at any rate, even 
if the two sections must be regarded as different accounts ot the 
sanic event, there is sufticient progress in the second section to 
justify the editor in placing the summary account, contained in 
chap. vi., after the more detailed narrative in chap. ilii—v. 
This progress consists in the change from the strong faith, 
evinced by the Israelites at the outsct (iv. 31), to the incredulity, 
manifested by them immediately upon the failure of the first 
attempt (vi. 9). 

(2), On the Capita of the King of Egypt at that time, see 
§ 1. 5, and § 41. 2. 

THE SIGNS AND WONDERS IN EGYPT. 

Vid. Lilienthal, gute Sache ix. p. 31 sqq.—S. Oedmann 

vermischte Sammlung aus der Naturkunde zur Erklirung der 

heiligen Schrift. Aus d. Schwed. v. Gréning, Rost. 1786 sqq.— 

Rosenmiiller, altes und neues Morgenland, vol. i. Hengstenberg, 

Egypt and the books of Moses, p. 95—125, Eng. transl.—Z. de 

Laborde, comment. géogr. p. 22 sqq.—J. B. Friedreich, aur 

Bibel, Niirnberg 1848, i. 95 sqq. 

§ 23 (ix. vil. 1—7).—Pharaoh had contemptuously rejected 
the word of God, and therefore God spoke to him in deeds. The 

instrumentality of Moses was also employed-in the deeds, as it 
had formerly been in the word. The fruitless negotiations were 
followed first by a declaration of war, and then by war itself. 
Moses, the shepherd and leader of Isracl, was opposed to Pharaoh, 
the King of Egypt. But Moses was the messenger and repre-
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sentative of Jehovah, whom Pharaoh despised, so strong was his 

confidence in the superior might of his own deities. Hence the 

contest, which was now about to commence, was essentially a 

war on the part of Jehovah against the gods of Egypt (1). For 

that reason, Moses did not conduct the armed hosts of his people 

against the horses and warriors of Pharaoh; it was not to the 

secular power of the Egyptian monarch, but to his gods, that 

the gauntlet was thrown down. It was in the domain of 

miracles that the battle was to be fought—a domain in which 

ligypt regarded itself as peculiarly strong—for it was in Egypt, 

the land of conjurors and magicians, of interpreters of dreams 

and signs, that magzc, that mysterious life-blood of heathenism, 

had put forth its marvellous power in its most fully developed 

forms (2). 

(1). The whole of the ancient church was most fully con- 
vinced of the realsty of the heathen gods. Idolatry in its esteem 
was devil-worship in the strict sense of the term. The fathers 
of the church had no more doubt than the heathen themselves, 
who still adhered without the least misgiving to the religion 
they had inherited from their fathers, that the gods and goddesses 
of mythology were real beings, and had a personal existence, 
and that the worship with which they were honoured was not 
only subjectively directed, in the minds of the worshippers, to 
certain supernatural beings, but actually reached such beings 
and was accepted by them. The fathers of the church un- 
doubtedly lived in an age, when the original power of heathenism 
was broken; but even this shattered heathenism, the disjecta 

membra poetae, still produced upon their minds the powerful and 
indelible impression, that there was something morc in all this 
than the empty fancies or foolish speculations of idle brains ; that 
there were actually supernatural powers at work, who possessed a 
fearfully serious reality. The impression thus produced upon their 
minds, by their own observation of the tendency of heathen 
idolatry, was confirmed by their reading of both the Old and New 
Testaments; and the greater the confidence with which they looked 
upon the salvation they had experienced in Christ, as something
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real and personal, the less doubt did they fecl, as to the reality 
of the powers of evil by which it was opposed in heathenism. 
In a word, the gods and goddesses of heathenism were in their 
estimation the destructive powers of darkness, the fallen spirits, 
the principalities and powers that rule in the air, of whom the 
Scriptures speak. It is not to be denied, that in this they went 
farther than the Bible authorised them to go. But it must be 
Inaintained, on the other hand, that they had laid hold of the sub- 
stantial truth contained in the Bible ; whilst their error was mercly 
formal, and confined exclusively to their doctrinal exposition of 
that truth. But modern theology, both believing and sceptical, 
by denying all objective reality to the heathen deities, and pro- 
nouncing them nothing but creations of the imagination, has 
departed altogether from the truth, and rendered it impossible 
to understand either heathenism itself, or the conflict which is 
carried on by the kingdom of God against the powers of 
heathenism. We find Hengstenberg still following this false 
track (Beitrige ii. 247 seq.). In the zeal, with which he has so 
worthily contended against the rationalist foundling of a national 
Gol of the Hebrews, he has persuaded himself that he may 
safely assert, that the Bible does not once attribute even a sphere 
of existence to the gods of heathenism, much less a sphere of 
action. On the other hand, the theologians of the present 
day are again beginning to discover the true solution of the 
problem. Among others we may refer to J. 7. Beck (Kinleitung 
iu das System der christl. Lehre p. 102 seq. and christ]. Lehr- 
wissenschaft 1. 259), J@odaéz (luth. Zeitschrift, 1844), Delitzsch 
(biblisch-prophetische Theologie p. 81), Af, Baumgarten (Com- 
mentar 1.1. p. 469; 1.2 p. 351, &.), Hofmann (Weissagung 
und Erfiillung i. 120; Schrifthbeweis i. 302 sqq.), Ndgelsbach 
(Der Gottmensch Niirnb. 1853. 1, 24-4) &c. There were others of 
earher date who held the correct view, for example: G. Ilenken 
(Homilien tiber die Geschichte des Elias., 2 A. Bremen, 1823, 
p. 107 sqq.), and still farther back Chr. A. Crusius (Hypom- 
nemata ad theol. proph. i. 129 sqq.). 

Crusius maintains with perfect justice: Sacrae literae a Mose 
usque ad Novum Testamentum constanter docent, Deastros esse 
daemones. Quorum etsi Deiéas negatur, non ideo entztus, ut ita 
dicam, negari censenda est, cum potius contrarium aperte pateat. 
What impartial expositor can possibly deny that such passnges
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as Ex. xi. 12, xv. 11, Num. xxxiii. 4, Deut. x. 17, Ps. Ixxxvi. 
8, xev. 3, xcvi. 4, xcvil. 9, exxxv. 5, cxxxvi. 2, seq., &c., attri- 
bute to heathen deities not merely a “ sphere of existence,” but a 
‘sphere of action” also? In Ex. xii. 12 Jchovah promises : 
“YT will pass through the land of Egypt thisnight . . . 
and against all the gods of Egypt I will execute judgment, I 
Jehovah.” In his song of praise (Hix. xv. 11) Moses sings: 
‘Who is like unto thee, O Lord, among the gods?” In Ex. 
xviil. 11 Jethro confesses: ‘‘ Now know I that Jehovah is greater 
than all gods!” Even on the gods whom Israel served in the 
desert Jehovah executed judgment (Num. xxxiii. 4). In Deut. 
x. 17 Moses declares to the people: ‘‘ Jehovah, your God, is the 
God of gods and the Lord of lords.” The Psalmists describe 
Jehovah as highly exalted above all gods (Ps. xevii. 9, exxxv. 5), 
as a great king above all gods (Ps. xcv. 3), as to be feared above 
all gods (Ps. xevi. 4), whilst there is none like him among the 
gods (Ps. Ixxxvi. 8). In the prophets the judgments of God 
on heathen powers are spoken of, as a victory on the part of God 
over the heathen deities, and a judgment inflicted on them. 
Now who would suppose the theocratic lawgiver, the poets, or 
the prophets, capable of such absurdity, as to think that the best 
way of convincing the people of the absolute power and supre- 
macy of Jehovah, was to demonstrate continually that he was 
stronger than nothing, more exalted than a mere fancy, greater 
than what had no existence at all, victorious over something 
which had no sphere of operation or of life, ruler over that which 
was not, and judge of that which had never been? Cervantes 
makes the knight of La Mancha fight against windmills; but the 
prophets would have done something worse than this, if they had 
made their Jehovah attack, conquer, and execute judgment 
upon something, of which they were convinced that it never 
existed at all. ) 

Let us sce what reply Hengstenberg has to make to this. He 
proves the non-existence of the heathen deities, first of all, from 
what the Pentateuch says of Jehovah: “Jehovah is Elohim, 
the God of Israel is also the deity; quidquid divini est, 1s con- 
tained in him.” But the gods of the heathen are also Elohim, 
and are so called. ‘Jehovah is the God of the spirits of all 
flesh (Num. xvi. 22, xxvii. 16) ; Heis the creator of the heavens 
and the earth; the heaven and the heaven of heavens are His,
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the earth also and all that therein is (Deut. x. 14); He feeds 
und clothes the strangers (Deut. x. 17, 18); from Him proceeds 
the blessing, which is to flow through the posterity of the patri- 
archs to all the families of the earth ; He is the judge of the 
whole earth (Gen. xvili.). What is there then that is left for 
the idols, seeing that all is preoccupied by Jehovah? They 
can be nothing but Aeydyevos Beol, 1 Cor. viii. 5.’—This is all 
perfectly correct ; they cannot be gods in the same sense as 
Jehovah, or on an equality with Him, of the same essence, and 

with equal power. But Hengstenberg asserts more than this. 
He maintains that “they cannot exist at all, since they have 
neither @ sphere of action nor a sphere of existence.” Whata 
leap in the demonstration! Hengstenberg might have said, 
with guzteas much propriety, that angcls, and men, and animals 
cannot exist at all, because they have neither a sphere of action, 
nor a sphere of existence. The sphere of existence belonging 
to the heathen deities is within the hmits of creation, though 
it is super-terrestrial; and their sphere of action is simply 
heathenism, viz., that which is estranged from God, and has 
rebelled against Him, who alone is God.—_Hengstenberg further 
demonstrates the non-existence of the heathen deities from the 
terms employed to designate them in the Pentateuch : “ They 
are called vorbis nothing gs (Lev. xix. 4), bss rob and mban 

“not God” and “ yanities” (Deut. xxx. 21), mids ray ( ibid. 

ver. 17), or»dybq stercore? (Lev. xxvi. 30; Deut. xxix. 17).’”— 

And from this we are to infer, that they have no existence 
at all, that they are merely “creatures of fancy!’ And this 
is to overthrow the strong testimony, afforded by the passages 
cited above, to the objective reality of those powers, which the 
heathen worshipped as their gods! Does it follow that, because 
the Aeyopevor Geod of heathenism are not-God, therefore they are 
nothing, lave no existence at all? Does it follow that, because 

they are powerless in relation to Jehovah, they are also power- 
less in relation to man? Does Ssbkyy mean that which has no 

existence whatever ; does it not rather mean that which is not 

what it pretends to be, or is supposed to be ? (ef. Gesenius, s.v., 
p. 103. 1) adj. que nehili est, vanus, nants, debilis). Did Job 
(xiii. 4) mean to say, that the friends who came to comfort
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him, had no existence, when he called them baby, “Nb4S (no 

physicians ?). Or was it with reference to something that did 
not exist, that Zechariah said, ‘“‘ Woe to the bbyn wiht 

(the worthless shepherds) who neglect the flock ?” (x1. 1'7).—The 
same remarks apply to the passages in which the deities are 
called aban. Was it the opinion of Eve that her second son 

had no existence whatever, when she called him 445? When 
Job exclaimed wy 5475 sp (vii. 16), did he mean to say his 

days had never been? Or do the words of the Preacher, 55 
b5-4 (all is breath, vain), deny that anything exists ? 

Lastly, it is with peculiar emphasis that he says: “ Ifa man 
should say that Christ conquered the gods of Greece, is there 
any one in the world who would infer from this, that he believed 
in the existence of those gods, especially if at other times he had 
repeatedly and expressly stated, that he looked upon them as 
merely creatures of the imagination?” Most certainly if the 
latter were the case, the former could only be regarded as a 
mode of speech, intended to be poetical. But in no other case ; 
that is to say, we could only interpret the words as poetical, if 
it had been first of all established that the gods of Greece were 
vain, non-existent creatures of fancy ; and this, as we have seen, 
cannot be proved on Scriptural grounds. 

We adhere, therefore, to the opinion expressed by the excel- 
lent Crusius : Quorum etsi dettas negatur, non ideo entitas 
negari cenzenda est. We cannot otherwise explain the fact, 
that in the same breath the sacred Scriptures maintain the 
reality, and also the nothingness of the strange gods; e.g., Ps. 
xevi. 4,5; 1 Chr. xvi. 25, 26; compare also 1 Cor. viii. 4, 5, 
and x. 19, 21. 

We cannot at present enter upon the enquiry, to what extent 
the doctrine respecting the daemonia had been developed in the 
age of the Pentateuch. Soinuch, however, we may safely affirm, 
that if there was no daemonology before, it must have arisen 
from the prevalence of the views referred to respecting the 
heathen deities. If Jehovah is the one and only God, the 
supreme and absolute Deity, and if, on the other hand, the 
so-called gods of the heathen are real, super-terrestrial beings 
and powers (Hlohim), which are objects of fear and reverence to
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the heathen on account of their power,’ but from their weakness 
are prbsbyy and osb4-4 in the estimation of Jehovah and his 
people ; which were created by Jehovah, but have resisted him, 
though he has defeated and judged them; we have here the 
necessary data for determining the dacmonology of the Bible. — 
The ungodly and rebellious nature of these powers, whom the 
heathen worshipped as Llohim, is apparent froin the judgment 
executed upon them by Jehovah; and it was expressed in the 
name yy) (from qyyi violenter egit, vastavit ), 2.e., destroyer, 

devastator, ungodly daemons (Dent. xxxii. 17; Ps evi. 37). 
We may see from the Sepiuayint, that in the opinion of later 

Jews the heathen deities were representativ es of daemoniac 
powers. ‘The words pyqyj in Deut. xxxii. 17, and Ps. evi. 37, 
proskys, in Ps. xevi. 5, (wavres at Geol trav eOvav datpora), 
13 (god of fortune = Baal), in Is, Ixv. 11, and other stmilar 

expressions, are all rendered dacpovma. 
This view is also fully sanctioned by the New Testament. The 

description of the spirit by which the girl at Philippi was pos- 
sessed (Acts xvi. 16), as a wvedpa [Tv@wvos, may be adduced as 
a proof of this. And Paul says most clearly and indisputably in 
1 Cor. x. 20, 21, “ the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they 
sacrifice to daemons and not to God. And I would not that 
ye should have fcllowship with daemons (xowwvot tev Saipo- 
viwv). Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of 
daemons ; ye cannot be partakers of the Lord’s table and the 
table of daemons.” Ex quo statim apparet, says Crustus (I. ¢. 
p. 133), A postolum daemonia lla pro naturts existentibus habere, 
non pro figmentis cerebri humant. Alioqui communione cum 
illis tnterdicere non poterat, quia non entis nulla praedicata 
sunt. In this passage the apostle expresses his conviction of the 
actual personal connexion between daemoniac powers and the 
worship of the heathen, in a manner so clear and decided that no 
other explanation is possible. It is true that in another passage 
(1 Cor. viii. 4, 5), he brings forward the other side of the ques- 

1 [ have been convinced by Delitzsch (Genesis ed. ii. 1. 31 and 11. 171 sqq.) 

that the opinion, formerly expressed by me (Vol. 1. 2 13. 1) that oon is 

derived from wns, to be strong, is untenable, and that it must be traced to 
the Arabic Aliha = stuputt, parore correptus est ; transitive : coluz, adoravit 
Deum.
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tion in the same manner as the Lentateuch does: “as con- 
cerning the eating of those things that are offered in sacrifice to 
idols, we know that an idol is nothing in the world (671 ovdev 
elSwAov ev xoopo, cf. x. 19, and vu. 19), and that there is none 
other God but one.” But it is evident from what follows, that 

the apostle does not mean to deny that the idols have any 
real, objective existence (a statement which would be directly 
at variance with chap. x. 20, 21). In ver. 5 he says, “ for 
though there are really so-called gods (xal yap elirep Aeyopevos 
Geoi), whether in heaven or on the earth, as there are actually 
many gods and many lords (do7ep etot Oeot woAdol Kal KUptoL 
modaAot), yet we have one God, the Father,” &c. The apostle 
first of all introduces the statement, that the XNeyduevor Geoé really 
exist, in a hypothetical manner, asa mere supposition, an opinion 
generally entertained ; but he afterwards guards against any 
doubt that might arise, as to his own agreement with that 
opinion, by introducing the parenthetical clause, @a7ep etor Geol 
modAol, &c., which contains a most distinct assertion, that the 
popular opinion is perfectly true. 

The Scriptures do not anywhere affirm, that the mythological 
world of heathen deities exactly corresponds to the objective 
world of daemons, that is to say, that every individual god in 
the heathen worship is to be personally identified with an indi- 
vidual daemon, or vice versd, that each particular daemon is re- 
presented by some heathen deity, so that we can say that Osiris 
and Isis, or Jupiter, Mars, Venus and others, are all representa- 
tives of particular personal daemons, and that the same name 
always clenotes the same daemon. On the contrary, they merely 
affirm that the worship of the heathen has respect to real objects ; 
that all the homage paid to a heathen deity reaches some exist- 
ing, personal, supernatural power, and is accepted by that power ; 
and that, as the heathen devotes himself to some such power by 
the worship which he presents, so does that power come near to 
him, and enter into living fellowship with him. “ The things 
which the heathen sacrifice,” says Paul, “they sacrifice to dae- 
mons,’—they think they are offered toa god, but they only reach 
a daemon, a being opposed to God and not God; and he who 
sacrifices enters thereby into fellowship with daemons, as the 
Christian, when he comes to the table of the Lord, enters into 
fellowship with Christ.
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The relation between the mythological world of deities and 
the world of daemons may be thus explained: The commence- 
ment of all heathenism was a departure from the personal, holy, 
spiritual, and supermundane God, who had become burdensome 
and troublesome to the desires of the heart. The fulness of 
life, apparent in all nature, the rich variety of its forms, the 
energy of its powers, its inexhaustible resources of enjoyment, the 
charm of its mysteries, and other things, then became objects 
of veneration. The first object of adoration was the & «ai 
aav, the force of nature which gives to every thing its life, and 
shape, and motion ;—thus the primary form of heathenism was 
pantheism. But the various methods in which the common 
force of nature manifests itself, the different functions and in- 
strumentalitics employed, and the manifold spheres in which it 
developes itself, caused the év xai av to be grasped not merely 
in its unity but in its diversity also; and thus pantheism 
was shaped and developed into polytheism. It was from the con- 
templation of nature, and the play of speculation and fancy, that 
mythological systems sprang. The names and forms of the various 
deities, and the peculiar powers and functions attributed to them, 
were purely creations of the fancy, empty and airy phantoms. 
There was no living personal object by whom the worship could 
be received. But this did not continue to be the case. The 
empty forms, which the fancy had created, were soon filled with 
something real. Tor the é@eAoI%pncKe/a, which turned away 
from the one living God, and sought for other objects besides 
him, afforded to the spirits, described in Eph. vi. 12 as dpyat 
and é£ovciat, Koopoxpatopes Tov oKOTOUS TovTEV aNd TvEvpaTLKA 
THS Tovnpias év Tots evroupaviats, a Sphere of action on the earth, 
such as they had never had before, and supplied them with empty 
forms, which they were able at once to fill with their substance. 
Powers of magic and augury were now put forth, on the basis 
and in the ceremonies of this ¢@eAo@pnoxeia ; and these powers 
attested the presence of real supernatural agencies, and tended to 
confirm and enslave the heathen in their errors. Hence it is 
equally true that the heathen deities are vain creations of the 
fancy, and that they are real and personal powers, that the e/Sw- 
Aov isa nothing, and yet that it is something possessed of power. 
And it is no more true, that they have in themselves any per-
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sonal reality, than that they have continued to be merely airy 
phantoms in the concrete development of heathen life. 

(2). “‘ As there is no nation without religion, so there is also 
none without magic, which clings like a shadow to religion in all 
its forms.” (Georgit in Pauly’s Real-encyclopadie iv. 1377). 
Magic, according to the notions prevalent among those who 
placed implicit confidence in it, is a power, acquired or inherited, 
which enables the possessor, by means of some secret art or 
science, to employ at will the forces of a supernatural world of 
spirits or deities, either for the purpose of finding out what is 
naturally hidden from human knowledge (augury), or of per- 
forming things, beyond the natural power of the human will 
(magic). Three different methods have been proposed, for ex- 
plaining those examples of magic which are found recorded in 
well-authenticated history. The first method treats the whole 
affair as fraud and trickery on the one side, and superstition or 
excessive credulity on the other. This is the explanation sug- 
gested by the modern enlightened schools of Deism and Ration- 
alism, in which Balthazar Becker, with his “ Enchanted world,’ 
first led the way (De betoverde Weereld, 1—4. Amst. 1691— 
93. 4). But these things are already looked upon as antiquated. 
The seconcl method admits the credibility of those accounts of 
magic, which have been handed down, and regards the feats 
described as actually performed by supernatural powers, either 
good or evil. A distinction was frequently made between black 
and white magic. White magic was referred to God or his 
angels and saints, whose assistance was supposed to have been 
obtained by means of prayers, asceticism, by word or sacrament. 
Black magic was attributed to Satan and his angels. With this 
explanation, the magic of heathenism was of course set down as 
exclusively the work of Satan. From the time of the Rabbis 
and Fathers till the days of modern “ enlightenment,” this was 
the explanation adopted in both the synagogue and the church. 
The third method suggested, for explaining the enigmatical 
data, traces the whole to natural powers, which are either 
acquired or inherent in the human mind, and which are only 
secret so far as they have not been thoroughly investigated by 
science. These powers are said to consist, partly in the control 
possessed by the human mind over nature itself, and partly m
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the connexion between one mind and another. In the ordinary 
every-day life these powers lie dormant in the depths of the soul, 
shut up and confined by the bolts and bars of the outward life 
of sense. But there are occasions and circumstances, sometimes 

unsought (as for example in certain diseases, or at the approach 
of death), at other times induced at will by some influence from 
without, in which these bolts are drawn back, the veil of the 
Psyche is lifted, and the hidden dormant power of the mind 
wakes up and moves, free and unfettered, in regions of light and 
knowledge, of will and action, from which it is entirely excluded 
when the bodily life, the life of sense, isin its healthy normal 
condition. This explanation has found many friends and sup- 
porters, since mesmerism has thrown some hght upon the mys- 
teries of somnambulism, and induced phenomena, corresponding 
in many respects to those displayed by the magicians of old. 
Thus not only are the phenomena of magic, of which we have 
received accounts both from antiquity and from the middle ages, 
regarded as something more than a mere delusion, a mournful 
aberration of the human mind; but they are even supposed by 
some to be a continuous series of profound anticipations of a 
science, the first Ictters of whose alphabet have been but recently 

learned, and not only this, but anticipations of that state of ac- 
tivity, to which the human mind will first fully attain, when 1t 
has entered upon the perfect life of the future state, where it 
will no longer be encumbered by an outward corporeal frame. 
The work of Joseph Ennemoser (Geschichte der Magie, bemg 
the first volume of his Geschichte des Magnetismus ed. 2. 184+) 
is founded upon this hypothesis. 

With regard to the phenomena of heathen magic, to which 
our plan requires that we should confine our attention in the 
further discussion of this mysterious subject, we feel obliged to 
maintain at the outset, that neither of the methods described 
above is equally applicable to all the cases which present them- 
selves. On the contrary, sometimes one will furnish a satis- 
factory explanation and sometimes another; most frequently it 
is necessary to combine two of them together; and_ there 
are cases, which it is perhaps impossible 1o explain without 
uniting all the three. It is very seldom indeed that the myste- 
rious phenomena of magic can be set down as mere trickery, 
« clever attempt to deceive; and the farther we go back into
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antiquity the more rarely do such cases occur. On the other 
hand, the farther we depart from the period, in which we find hea- 
thenism in its most simple state, towards a period of abstraction 
and reflexion, the further we leave behind us the age, in which 
it flourished with unbroken power, and approach the times in 
which its power was shattered and its end was at hand—so that 
instead of the vigorous breath of life, we become more and more 
sensible of the odour of dissolution and decay—the less hesitation 
do we feel in assuming that there is some trickery, even if the 
whole is not fraud. 

In addition to what we have already said, with reference to 
the nature of the heathen deities and heathen worship, we have 
still the following remarks to offer, in explanation of the enig- 
matical phenomena of heathen magic. There are three different 
sources, from which extraordinary and miraculous knowledge 
and power may be obtained: life in God and with God, the 
fellowship of daemons, and a magical power acquired by the 
mind over both nature and spirit. The third is a middle-sphere, 
capable of serving as the channel of both divine and daemoniac 
knowledge and power. And in itself it is undoubtedly sufficient, 
under certain circumstances and within certain bounds, to confer 
the ability to look beyond the limits of time and space, and to 
will and perform things which in our ordinary every-day life are 
absolutely impossible. Yet this never occurs in the present life, 
when the body and soul are in a healthy and normal condition, 
but only during some temporary, and more or less violent and 
unnatural disturbance of their proper relation to each other. 
When our present life is in a sound and natural state, such 
faculties as these are suppressed and hidden, and merely exist 
as dormant potentialities bound up in the inmost recesses of 
the soul. There can be no more doubt, that, when they were 
first implanted in man, they were intended to be unfolded 
and put forth in this present life, than that they will still, by 
virtue of the counsel of redemption, attain to full development 
and activity, though this may only take place in the future state. 
For the present, however, they are shut up and restrained 
according to the gracious will of God, because their exercise - 
in connexion with the sinfulness of humanity could only be 
injurious and ungodly, and therefore unnatural also. Hence 
every arbritary and self-willed attempt to burst the fetters by
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which they are bound, and so to loosen or snap the intimate 
connexion which exists between the body and the soul as to 
open up a chasm from which they may come forth, is from the 
very first ungodly and unnatural. It matters not whether this 
be accomplished by means of the stupifying vapour from the 
cavern at Delphi, or the intoxicating poison of the toadstool ; 
by fixing the cyes upon a tin plate, or looking intently at the 
navel, the method adopted by the Omphalopsychi; by the magnetie 
influence of a physician, who goes beyond the laws of medicine 
in the performanec of unwarrantable experiments, or by any 
other means by whieh the outward, clear, self-consciousness 1s 
forcibly suspended. And where this is accomplished, let no 
confidence be placed in the revelations which may be made, or 
in the morality of the power that may be at work ; the prophecy 
is as likely to be false as true, and the power at work is just as 
likely to be injurious and destructive, as beneficial and saving: 
for a so-called natural magic is essentially unnatural and ungodly. 
Such experiments are doubly dangerous, for a man thus lets the 
sceptre of self-conscionsness and spontaneity fall from his hands, 
and knows not whither the emancipated, will-less (willenlose) 
power of the psyche may hurry him, and to what strange, dark, 
and hostile powers it may thus be laid open and become a help- 
less prey. In the case of many heathen oracles, and also of 
many of the revelations made by modern sleep-walking Pythiac, 
it is indisputable that some wicked, mischievous, intentionally 

deceptive intelligence has been at work (cf. G. .H v. Schubert, 
Zaubreisiinden p. 38) ; and the Angekoks of Greenland acknow- 
ledged, after their conversion to Christianity, that “‘ much of 

their conjuring had been nothing but trickery, but in a great 
deal of it there had been some spiritual influence, which they 
now abhorred, but could not describe” (Crantz, Hist. v. Gron- 
land i. 273). 

There is an essential difference, however, between this natural 
magic and the exertion of miraculous power, either divine or 
daemoniae; although it may serve as the channel for cither. Of 
the former we have not to speak here. But with regard to the 
latter it was clearly the conviction of the biblica) writers, not only 
that it was within the bounds of possibility, but that it was 

actually put forth in heathenism (in the period of its power 
and glory), and will once more be displayed in the final conflict, 

VOL, II. R
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which has yet to take place between the kingdom of God aud 
the kingdom of darkness (2 Thess. ii. 9; Matt. xxiv. 24; Rev. 
xili. 13). Even if we leave out of sight the feats performed by 
the Egyptian magicians, so far as they were successful; the 
earnestness and emphatic manner, in which the law prohibits 
every kind of heathen witchcraft, forces the conviction upon 
our mind, that the lawgiver did not regard the practice as mere 
superstition, a foolish fancy, or delusive trickery. And if we 
turn to a later period ; who can read the history of the contest 
between Elijah and the priests of Baal on Mount Carmel, and 
doubt for a moment that they actually and confidently expected 
signs and wonders from their god? And how can this confi- 
dence be explained, unless on a former occasion they had re- 
ceived some such proof of his power ? 

But if, according to the Scriptures, we must thus attribute to 
daemoniac powers the ability to perform signs and wonders,— 
except so far as they were prevented by a divine interdict,—we 
maintain just as firmly, according to the Scriptures, that they 
were only onpeta cat trépata Wrevdous (2 Thess. 11.9). They 
were lying signs and wonders, because they proceeded from a lie, 
and their aim was falsehood. They were lying, because they repre- 
sented the Aeyopevor Peot as dvTes Geot ; whereas in spite of all 
the signs and wonders the latter were only spbrbyy and sab sn, 
an ovdev év xoopo. They were lying, because the powers em- 
ployed by those who performed them were stolen and abused ; 
and because they were the means of perpetuating error, false- 
hood, and destruction ; in a word, they were lying because they 
gave themselves out for what they were not, and whilst profes- 
sing to do good were really the cause of evil. 

It is still a point in dispute, whether the feats performed by 
the Lgyptian magicians were examples of a natural or daemoniac 
magic, or of both together. But to our mind there can be no 
doubt, that what they did was not effected without the co-opera- 
tion of those powers, which they worshipped as gods. The whole 
scene from first to last is described as a contest between Jeho- 
vah and the gods of Egypt. The conjurors, we may be sure, 
left nothing untried which they thought likely to bring the gods 
to their help, and the gods of Egypt, that is the daemoniac 
powers, who were here engaged, will assuredly have endeavoured 
to maintain the appearance of power, as long as they possibly
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could. The scriptural record says with regard to the magicians 
(Ex, vii. 11, 22; viii. 7, 18 [tii. 14] ): “they also did im like 
manner with their cnchantments (p-yq5q),” but it does not 
inform us what these enchantments were. 

§ 24 (Ex. vii. 8—13).—Moses and Aaron went to Pharaoh 

again a second time at the command of God. Aaron, as the 

prophet of Moses, carried the rod with whieh the gods of Egypt 

were to be defeated (§ 20. 7). When Pharaoh demanded a 
miraculous proof of the power of their God, Aaron threw down 

his rod before the king and his servants, and immediately it 

became a serpent. ‘Thus was the contest commenced in the 

very territory in which the magic of Egypt was strongest, that 

of snake-charming. Pharaoh imagined that he was certain of 

victory here. He therefore sent for his wise men and sorcerers (1) 

(Charthummin, ef, vol. i., § 88. 1), that they might frustrate 

Aaron’s power by their secret arts. They appeared and threw 

down their rods. These also beeame serpents, but were swal- 

lowed by Aaron’s rod (2). Thus was the first decisive vietory 

gained by the power of Jehovah over that of the gods of Egypt. 

This was so clear and unmistakeable, that even Pharaoh could 

not deny it. Yet he would not acknowledge it. His soreerers 

had produced the same effeets by their conjuring as Moses and 

Aaron; and the unfortunate result might, perhaps, have been 

merely attributable to aecident, or the carelessness of his sorcerers. 

At all events, instead of yielding to the impression which he 

ought to have received from this manifestation of divine power, 

he hardened his heart against it and persisted in his refusal. 

(1). The Apostle Paul has, no doubt, followed the Jewish 
tradition when he calls the sorcerers, who withstood Moses, 
Jannes and Jambres (2 Tim. iii. 8). This tradition is also 
found in the Targums and Talmud. Jannes and Jambres 
are represented in the lattcr as sons of Balaam (Num. xsii. 22), 
cf. Buxtorf, Lex. Chala. Talmud, p. 945 sqq. The same names 
also occur in a fragment of the Pythagorean Numcenius (about 

R 2
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150 a.v.) quoted by Eusebius praep. evang. 9. 8, where they 
are said to have been the most distinguished magicians of their 
age, and to have been summoned by the Egyptians on that 
account, that they might resist Moses, whose prayers to God 
had been especially powerful ; and that they actually succeeded 
in counteracting and driving away all the plagues, which Moses 
brought upon Egypt.—The Arabian tradition calls the leaders 
of the magicians, who contended against Moses, Sabur and 
Gadur, and does not relate anything remarkable concerning 
them. (Vid. Herbelot orient. Biblioth. s.v. Mussa Halle 1789, 
ii. 588 sqq.). Theaccount given by Pliny in his hist. nat. 30. 1 
(2), “est et alia Magices factio, a Mose eticamnum et LoTArEa 
Judaeis pendens, sed multis millibus annorum post Zoroastrem 
tanto recentior est Cypria,” has no connexion with this subject. 
(The reading a Mose et Janne et Jotapa [Jochabele| Judaeis 
pendens is corrupt). There is great plausibility in the conjec- 
ture offered by Fr. C. Meter (Judaica. Jena 1832, p. 24, n. 16): 
“ An designaverit Noster quosdam de circumeuntibus Judaers 
exorcistis, quorum mentio fit in Act. xix. 13, quorum princeps 
fuertt in Cypro Judaeus, nomine Lotopeas?” Compare espe- 
cially J. A. Fabrici. Cod. pseudepigr. V. 7’. i, 813 sqq. ; where 
the ancient accounts and modern opinions are most diligently 
collected together. 

(2). One of the principal branches of Egyptian magic from 
the earliest times has been SNAKE-CHARMING; and even to the pre- 
sent day there are relics of this secret art, the astounding results 
of which no European observer, however incredulous, has been 
able to deny. The earlier accounts of snake-charming, to which 
reference is made in Ps. lviii. 6 and Jer. viii. 17, have been col- 
lected by Bochart (hierozoicon iii. 161 sqq. ed. Rosenmiiller ) and 
Calmet (Biblical Researches); the later by Hengstenberg (Egypt 
and the Books of Moses p. 98).—The modern snake-charmers 
or Psyllz form a separate hereditary guild, their principal occu- 
pation being to attract from their hiding-places any poisonous 
snakes, that may have conccaled themselves ina house, and thus 
to clear the house of them. The manner in which they handle the 
most venomous snakes, without having extracted their poisonous 
fangs, is almost credible. In the learned work of the Franco- 
Kgyptian expedition (vol. xxiv., p. 82 sqq.), it is stated that 
“at religious festivals the Psylli appear nearly naked, with
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snakes coiled round their neck, their arms, and other parts of their 
body. They allow them to bite and tear their breast and abdo- 
men, defending themselves against them with a kind of frenzy 
and appearing as though the snakes were about to devour them 
alive. According to their own account they can turn the Haje, 
the snake gencrally selected for their experiments, into a stick, 
and compel it to look as if it were dcad. When they want to pro- 
duce this effect, they spit into its throat, force the mouth to, and 
lay the snake upon the ground. Then, as though giving it their 
last commands, they Jay their hand upon its head, when the 
snake immediately becomes rigid and immoveable, and falls into 
a kind of torpor. They wake it up, whenever they wish, by 
laying hold of its tail and rubbing it quickly between their 
hands.” 

To these accounts HHengstenberg appends the following re- 
marks, which are certainly correct: “‘ It deserves to be noticed that 
the present condition of the Psylli in Egypt is entirely one of decay. 
It is torn away from its natural connexion, the soil of natural 
religion, from which it originally sprang. It exists in a land 
in which modern illumination has already exerted its influence 
in various ways, and thus fettered its freedom. Accordingly 
nothing was more natural, than that very much that is artificial 
should be associated with the cestatic condition produced, and 
that much charlataunry should creep in” (p. 102 Eng. transl.). 
We decidedly agree with Hengstenberg, that there is a close 

connexion between the events before us and this relic of the early 
Egyptian order of the Psyll: ; but we cannot assent to the 
manner in which he and others (O. v. Gerlach, Haverniek, dc.) 
dispose of the inatter. Hengstenberg says: ‘‘ Moses was fur- 
nished with the power to produce those effects, on which the 
Egyptians especially prided themselves, and on which they chiefly 
founded their authority,” and O. v. Gerlach most naively copies 
from him this quid pro quo. But according to the account con- 
tained in the Pentateuch the problem was not to turn snakes into 
sticks, and then revive the snakes which had become as rigid as 
poles; but to turn a dry stick into a living snake, and then change 
it into the substance and condition of a dry stick again. And 
these learned men are certainly open to the charge of having 
missed this problem altogether ; whilst their oversight gives a 
certain colour to the remark of v. Lengerke (1. 406), which is



262 ISRAEL IN EGYPT. 

intended for wit: “‘The serpent of Moses is still a flying one, 
for it flies away at the appearance of criticism.” 

That Moses, according to the biblical account, changed a real 
stick, a piece of wood, into a real living snake, and then turned 
this again into a piece of wood, is a fact which must be admitted 
without hesitation or disguise. No twisting and turning, no 
passing over in silence, will avail anything here. If, then, Moses 
was empowered by God, as Hengstenberg says, to produce those 
effects on which the Egyptian magicians especially prided them- 
selves, it will be necessary to admit with equal candour that 
the Charthummim are also said to have turned dry wood into 
living flesh. But in that case the remarks which he makes (at 
p. 102 transl.), are calculated to mislead. He there says: “ Were 
the thing so simple as it is generally considered to be, were it 
either common jugglery or something really miraculous, per- 
formed by the permissicn of God through Satanic influence, then 
the author of the Pentateuch would not, it may be presumed, 
fail to express an opinion upon it. But, since the ground on 
which these things rest—a very dark and difficult one—is 
still but little explored by science even in its most advanced 
state, it is better to content ourselves with the outward effects 

produced, without attempting to penetrate into their actual 
nature.” 

It cannot, however, have been a matter of so little importance 
in the estimation of the writer, as Hengstenberg supposes, 
whether the feats performed by the Charthummim were effected 
by the indifferent laws of nature, or some ungodly dacmoniac 
power ; for the worth of the victory could only be righly esti- 
mated, when it was known over whom it was gained. If, then, 
the author has made no express declaration on this subject, the 
reason must have been, not that he felt any doubt or uncertainty 
himself; or that he thought it possible to leave his readers in 
doubt, but that he assumed that his readers would naturally 
understand how the matter was to be explained. The whole of 
the legislation of the Pentateuch, in which all such magical arts 
are treated as an abomination to the Lord, as rebellion against 
Jehovah, is based upon the assumption that daemoniac, ungodly 
powers were actively connected with heathenism (§ 23. 1). 
And up to the time when the destructive infidelity of Sadduceeism 
prevailed, we may be sure that no Israelitish reader put any
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other interpretation npon the narrative, than that there was an 
active co-operation on the part of ungodly, that is of daemoniac 
powers, And just as confidently are we prepared to assert, that 
the Charthummim themselves had no doubt whatever, that they 
were assisted by such powers—the only difference being that the 
Charthununim from their poimt of view regarded the assistance 
as coming from some godly daemoniac power, whilst the Is- 
raclites believed the power to be that of an wngodly daemoniac 
character. It is only when considered in the abstract, that the 
sphere of magic can be looked upon as a natural and indifferent 
one ; in its concrete form it is filled with ungodliness. In its 
earliest stages, it did not arise from any influence exerted upon 
nature by daemoniac powers ; but by the violence done to nature 
wu breach was made in the natural boundaries which God had 
established, and through this breach daemoniac powers rushed 
in with irresistible force and obtained the supremacy. The 
Scriptures regard the practice of magic as already actually be- 
longing to the spiritual powers of darkness. 

Let us look, then, at the problem, without disguise or fear of 
disagreeable results! It is impossible to determine @ przori to 
what extent magic, when its power is greatest, can penetrate into 
the sphere of miracles, and whether the ability to turn a stick 
(either really or apparently) into a snake is to be regarded as 
within the boundaries of that sphere. All depends upon whether 
the scriptural record says that it is to be so regarded. What we 
there read is: “ The magicians of Egypt, they also did in like 
manner (as Moses had done) with their enchantments ; they cast 
down every man his rod, and they became serpents, but Aaron’s 
rod swallowed up their rods.” Were the rods, then, which the 

sorcerers brought with them, wooden rods, or snakes which they 
had rendered as rigid as rods by their incantations? We can- 
not at once affirm that the latter was not the case. The sorcerers 
who were not summoned till Moses had already performed his 
miracle in the presence of Moses and his servants, knew before- 
hand for what purpose they were summoned. They could there- 
fore make their preparations before they went, and take with 
them such rods as they would be able to turn into serpents. 
Moreover, such was the sacredness of the snake in Egypt, and so 
highly was the magical art of its Charthummim esteemed, that
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it is quite conceivable that the latter may have carried such 
snake sticks as the symbol of their order. The rod was em- 
ployed from the very earliest times, as one of the insignia of 
office. We cannot, indeed, subscribe to the statement made by 
Scholz (Kinleitung in die heil. Schriften. Koln 1845. 1. 399), to 
the effect that, ‘‘in countries, where suitable wood was so scarce 
that they were obliged to make use of whatever material was at 
hand, it is possible that they may not infrequently have made a 
kind of rod from snakes (?!). for the finest, such as shepherds’ 
crooks and rulers’ sceptres, they seem to have used the larger 
horned-vipers or cerastes (?). The sceptres which the Pharaohs 
are represented as holding in their hand, in the paintings on early 
Egyptian monuments, e.g, in the temples at Thebes, are always of 
this shape, with the head and neck bent forwards. It frequently 
occurs in the hieroglyphics, in very different connexions, as a 
symbol of supremacy. The wooden staffs carried by the shep- 
herds of Arabia are still made in the same form, the magical 
power referred to above having long been lost.” The form of a 
snake, which was adopted for ordinary staffs, may certainly 
point to actual snake-staffs (z.e. rigid snakes), from which they 
were copied, though the latter may have been carried by the 
adepts of magic alone. Still, we feel some hesitation in giving 
the preference without reserve to such an explanation. Accord- 
ing to the biblical record, the superiority of Moses, and the vic- 
tory gained by him over the Charthummim, were evidently 
displayed in the fact, that Ais snake swallowed up theiy snakes. 
But if the interpretation just given be correct, was there not 
another point of superiority worthy of being recorded, viz. that 
Moses was able to turn a real staff into a serpent, whilst the 
staffs of the sorcerers were only staffs in appearance after all ? 
However, we do not regard this difficulty as conclusive. The 
biblical record merely describes with objective calmness what 
took place before the eyes of the spectators. It does not concern 
itself with any arts which the Charthummim may have previously 
employed, to get possession of staffs which they could turn into 
serpents. It is enough that the result of the whole gave to the 
miraculous power of Moses a most brilliant victory over the 
inagical arts of the sorcerers. A brilliant victory it certainly 
was. The sorcerers were disarmed, the symbols and insignia of
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their calling and art were not only taken from them, but com- 
pletely annihilated, and thus their art itself was shown to be 
completely defeated and annihilated too. 

But, as we have already said, we are not afraid of the result, 
should any one press the letter of the scriptural narrative (as 
we think, unwarrantably), and try to force us to confess that the 
staffs of the Charthummim were also of wood. The Scriptures 
speak of onpelots kai tépace evddous, which are wrought «car 
évépyecav Tov Satava. And should the explanation here given 
uot be received, we do not hesitate to admit, that even in the 
present instance it is quite possible, that such lying signs and 
wonders may have been performed by jugglery, and by means of 
dlaemoniac agency. 

§ 25. From the fruitlessness of the first sign, it was evident 

that Pharaoh would not learn wisdom, till he had been made to 

suffer. The great judgments and strong arm of the Lord there- 

fore began at once to be manifested. Signs gave place to 

plagues ; but the plagues still continued to be signs, which 

demonstrated the weakness of the gods of Egypt, and the com- 

plete supremacy of the God of Israel. The peculiarity of these 

plagues was, that they possessed at the same time a natural and 

a supernatural character; and therefore the way was left per- 

fectly open for the exercise of either faith or unbelicf: the more 

so as even that which was supernatural, when compared with 

the similar efforts of the Egyptian sorcerers, might be set down 

by unbelief as the result of ordinary magic (1). The first two 

plagues were repeated by the sorcerers; but their weakness was 

manifested in the tact, that they could only increase the evil, and 

were unable to remove the plagues, or render them harmless. 

But at the third plague their magical art was entirely exhausted, 

and they were unable to continue even their miserable imitations, 

When the plagues had reached the significant number ten, the 

victory of Jehoval: over the gods of Iugypt was at length com- 

plete, and the judgments of God on Pharaoh's hardened heart
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were brought to an end. ‘T'he whole of the plagues appear to 

have been inflicted within the space of two months, commencing 

at the early part of February, and terminating at the beginning 

of April (2). 

(1). A closer acquaintance with the physical condition of 
Egypt has shown that the plagues, which preceded the deliver- 
ance of Israel, were plagues peculiar to the country, and that 
they frequently occur there ; though never in the same force, or 
to the same extent, or so rapidly one after the other, as on the 
occasion before us. This fact has been used by both deists and 
rationalists, for the purpose of bringing the whole series of signs 
and wonders, down to the level of purely natural and fortuitous 
occurrences. The natural basis, upoi which the events described 
as miracles rests, places it in their opinion beyond the reach of 
doubt that all the incidents described in the scriptural account, 
which cannot be brought within the category of merely natural 
phenomena, were nothing more than mythical embellishments. 
The English deists led the way (see Lilienthal’s reply to them) ; 
and after the great French expedition, Du Bois Aymé and Eich- 
horn went still farther in the same direction, the former in the 
notice sur le séjour des Hébreux en Egypte, in the 8th volume 
of the “ Description de Egypte, ou recueil des observations qui 
ont été faites pendant l’expedition francaise,” the latter in his 
article de Lgyptt anno mirabili (an the comment. socict. Gott. 
rec. IV. hist. p. 35 sqq.). engstenberg, on the other hand, has 
undertaken to show, that the natural basis, on which the plagues 
were founded, furnishes a proof of their miraculous character. 
The priucipal points in his argument are: “ (1) The design of 
all these occurrences was, according to chap. vili. 22 (18), to 
prove that Jehovah was the Lord in the midst of the land. But 
this could not be thoroughly demonstrated by a series of altoge- 
ther unwonted terrors. All that could follow from these would 
be, that Jchovah had obtained a temporary and external power 
over Egypt. But if the events, which happened every year, were 
shown to be dependent npon Jchovah, the best proof would thus 
be afforded that he was God in the midst of the land, and by the 
judgment inflicted upon the imaginary (?) deities, which had 
been put in his place, those deities would be completely banished
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from the very territory, which had been hitherto regarded as pe- 
culiarly their own, (2). The tendency of later fiction would be, 
to disturb the connexion between the natural and the superna- 
tural, from a notion that such a connexion impaired the dignity of 
the latter, and obscured the omnipotence of Jehovah, and his love 
to Israel. It would aim at representing the plagues inflicted upon 
Egypt, as a number of terrors of the most extraordinary kind.” 
(Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 97). 

The last argument, however, can hardly be considered a con- 
clusive one; and in our opinion it would have no force at all, 
unless directed against opponents, who denied that there was 
any historical basis for the narrative to rest upon, and pro- 
nounced the whole account a legendary fiction, or an invention 
of the author. The first argument, on the contrary, we regard 
as perfectly conclusive. The plagues were so arranged, as to em- 
brace both the natural and the miraculous: the natural, so far 
as the same or similar phenomena occurred in Egypt in the 
common course of events,—the miraculous, inasmuch as they 
were unparalleled in their extent, their amount and their force. 
They probably occurred at an unusual season of the year. They 
came at the immediate command of Moses, they disappeared 
again at his bidding or his prayer, and lastly (and this is the 
most important feature of all) the land of Goshen and the Israel- 
ites were entirely free. The miraculous character of these plagues 
was therefore forcible and evident enough to strike any one, who 
was willing to sec ; but it was not so unmixed and irresistible, as 
to render it impossible for determined unbelief to overlook it. 

In this we see one of the reasons, why the miraculous power 
of God was associated with natural phenomena, which were in 
themselves by no means unusual. A second reason may be dis- 
covered in the fact, that the Egyptians looked upon the powers 
of nature as deities. I*or these very deities of theirs were com- 
pelled by Moses’ rod, to bring misery and destruction upon their 
own worshippers. <A large portion of the plagues were plagues 
of animals, and Egypt was the land of animal-worship. he 
author of the Book of Wisdom (chap. xi. 15 seq.) has given duc 
prominence to this feature: “for the foolish thoughts of their 
unrighteous conversation, by which being deceived they worship- 
ped irrational worms and contemptible beasts, thou didst send 
among them swarms of irrational beasts for vengeance, that they
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might learn that by whatsoever any man sins, by the same shall 
he be punished.” 

A third feature, which explains to us the choice of such 
plagues, is this: that the contest of Jehovah against Egyptian 
heathenism was thus transferred to that particular sphere, which 
the latter regarded as its stronghold, and therefore the victory 
was complete. The Egyptian sorcerers were able to perform 
the same feats by the power of their gods, as Moses by the power 
of Jehovah. It is true that their arts were exhausted at the 
third plague. But we must not infer from this, that they had 
only power to conjure up frogs, but could not act upon gnats or 
flies. They tried their skill in the third plague also, and they 
did so, no doubt, with the full confidence that they would be 
quite as successful, as with the first and second. But they failed 
and confessed, ‘‘ this is the finger of God !” vid. § 28. 2. 

(2). The season of the year at which the Egyptian plagues com- 
menced, and the period of their duration, can only be approxima- 
tively determined. The last plague occurred on the 14th of Nisan, 
that is, about the beginning of April. The first is frequently sup- 
posed to have taken place when the water of the Nile was high; on 
the assumption that the turning of the water inio blood was 
the same thing as the reddening of the water, which very 
often takes place when the river overflows. This ordinarily 
happens in the month of July. If such a theory be correct, the 
divine controversy must have been carried on for a period of nine 
months. Hengstenberg thinks there was a special reason for its 
lasting so long (p. 106): “it must have had a peculiar signifi- 
cance, if Jehovah went through an entire revolution, as té were, 
with the Egyptians, and for once displayed his miraculous power 
in connexion with the ordinarily recurring circle of natural phe- 
nomena.” But apart from the fact, that this identification of 
the miraculous change of the Nile with the reddening of the 
river, which is customary at the time of the overflow, is still very 
problematical, and in my opinion inadmissible (§ 26. 1) ; apart 
too from the probability, that the plagues were intentionally ar- 
ranged, so as to happen at an unseasonable period, in order that 
their miraculous character might be clearly stamped upon them : 
there are other data, which render it highly probable that the 
whole course of this miraculous chastisement occupied a very 
limited period of time. It is expressly stated in chap. vil. 25,



TLE SIGNS AND WONDERS, 2°69 

that only seven days intervened between the first and second 
plagues. When the seventh plague (that of hail) occurred “ the 
barley was ripe and the flax was bolled” (chap.*1x.°31 seq.). 
Now, in Egypt, barley and flax ripen in March ( Hengstenberg 7; 
p. 121); so that there were not more than three weeks, between 
the seventh plague and the tenth. The interval, therefore, be- 
tween the last four plagues must have been the same as that be- 
tween the first and second, namely, one week. If we suppose 
this to have been the average interval, the whole period must 
have occupicd about nine wecks, which would have to be reckoned 
from the commencement of February to that of April. Moreover, 
in spite of the reasons adduced by Hengstenberg to the contrary, 
we believe that a quick succession of plagues must have been in- 
comparably more impressive and effectual, than the same plagues 
could possibly have been, if spread over the whole of the year. 

§ 26. (Ex. vii. 14—25).—As Pharaoh was going one morn- 

ing to the Nile, probably to offer sacrifice, or perform his reli- 

gious ablutions, Moses and Aaron methim. Atthe very moment 

when the king came to present his homage and his worship to 

the Father of life, the Father of the gods (as the Egyptians desig- 

nate the Nile), he was forced to look on while the messenger of 

Jehovah smote him in the face, till it became bloody. Aaron, 

that is to say, smote the stream with the rod of God, and all the 

water in the river, as wellas in the canals, the trenches, and the 

ponds, which were connected with it, and even the water which 

had been previously taken from the Nile, and was set by to settle 

in wooden or carthen vessels, was turned into blood. The fishes 

died in the river; the water became corrupt and stank, so that no 

one could drink it; and the Egyptians were obliged to dig in the 

sand, to obtain water of a different kind. The Egyptian sorcerers 

did the same with their enchantments (2). But Pharaoh hard- 

ened his heart again. 

(1). The first plague was the turning of the water of the Nile 
into blood. When we enquire into the natural groundwork of 
this miracle, the first thing that presents itself is the fact, that 
nearly every year, when the Nile overflows, the water is rendered
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more or less turbid and red, by the blood-red marl which is 
brought down by the stream from the more elevated districts. 
“Le Nu,” says Laborde, p. 28, ‘en se répandant sur les rives 
et les terrains cultivés, entraine des amas d’herbes séches et de 

saletés qui obligent les habitants a boire son eau dans cet état 
de malpropreté ou @ se contenter de celle dont ils ont fait provi- 
sion. Plus tard, aprés ce premier passage, elle enléve une pre- 
miére couche de limon, qui mélé 4 quelque terre rougeatre, qui 
descend des régions les plus élevécs, lui donne une couleur rouge, 
qu annonce, quelle devient potable, et alors les pots et les jarres 
de terre dans lesquelles on la laisse déposer la rendent bientét 
aussi claire qu’en toute autre saison.” 

This phenomenon, which is so far from causing surprise or 
annoyance in Egypt, that it is rather anticipated as something 
desirable, is generally regarded as the groundwork of the miracle ; 
and even Hengstenberg advocates this view. But whilst Hich- 
horn and his followers look upon the unusual concomitants, the 
impurity and stinking of the water, the dying of the fishes, &c., 
as the unnatural exaggerations of the legend, Hengstenberg con- 
siders these to have been the result of the miraculous interposition 
of God. 
We feel obliged to reject this association as inadmissible. (1). 

It is at variance with the time when the plague occurred ; for, 
unless we are entirely mistaken, the plague happened at the be- 
ginning of February (§ 25. 2), whereas the Nile does not turn 
red till July. (2). This phenomenon is only conceivable at the 
period when the Nile overflows ; but there is not the least indica- 
tion of an overflowing in the whole of the narrative before us ; 
on the contrary, there are several things which lead us to an 
opposite conclusion : for example, Pharaoh walks to the brink of 
the river, and the Egyptians dig round about the river for water 
to drink. (3). The fact that the water became putrid, was an 
indication of fermentation and decomposition, and this again of 
stagnation. But overflowing and stagnation exclude each other. 
(4). The effect of what Aaron did was immediate, it extended 
at once to all the canals, and trenches, and pools, which were 
connected with the Nile, and even to the water which had pre- 
viously been taken from the river and was put by in wooden 
and earthen vessels to settle. Hengstenberg, it is true, endea- 
vours to explain the passage in such a manner as to leave out 
the latter, which was evidently the most miraculous part of the
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whole; but he is far from being successful. When Aaron was 
directed (ver. 19) to stretch out his rod over all the streams 
(the arms of the Nile), the canals, the trenches, &c., that 
they might become blood, and that there might be blood in the 
vessels of wood and of earth also; the latter could only refer 
to the water, which was in the vessels before the change took 
place, and not, as Hengstenberg explains it, to water which 
was taken from the Nile, and placed in the vessels after it 
had been turned into blood. In this we are supported by 
the well-known manners and customs of Egypt (cf Hengsten- 
berg, p. 107). The water of the Nile is generally turbid, 
and is filtered and clarified before it 1s brought to table. 
“ Chaque habitant a sa provision d’eau, qu'il puise dans le Nil, 
s'il habite sur le bord du fleuve, ou dans les caneaux dérivés, qui 
Yaménent dans les villes. Cette eau est toujours trouble quand 
on la puise; mais versée dans de grandes jarres de terre, elle 
dépose son limon avec rapidité” (Laborde). Not only was this 
the most miraculous part of the whole miracle, but it was in 
reality the point of greatest importance. It was not intended 
that all the water of Egypt should be affected, but that all the 
water of the Nile, the source of health and of blessing, the chief 
of the deities, should be turned into blood, wherever it might be 
found. And when even the water, which had already been taken 
from the river, was thus changed, there could no longer be any 
doubt, that it was to the Nile as such that the miracle applied. 
The rest of the water, which was not connected with the Nile, 
remained unaffected, as verses 22 and 24 most clearly show. 
Quod olim superstitio voluit, sub ipsum baculi in Nilum protenti 

ictum omnes Nili ejusque canalinm, rivorum et stagnorum aquas 
ruborem induisse, as Hichhorn says, 1s 10 our opinion an exege- 
tical necessity, and therefore we adopt it. But for this very 
reason we cannot admit, that the miracle had any connexion with 
the redness of the water at the time of the overflow, which could 
not only be foreseen, but was a very gradual process. (5). The 
ordinary redness cdloes not render the water unfit for use ; on the 
contrary, if cannot be used until it turns red (see the passage 
quoted from Laborde), and this phenomenon has no injurious 
influence upon the fish in the river. There is nota single in- 
stance on record, in which the water was unfit for use when it was 
in this condition. 7engstenberg quotes Abdollatiph to the effect
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that “in the year 1199 the increase of the Nile was less than 
had ever been known, and about two months before the first indica- 
tions of the inundation, the waters of the river assumed a green co- 
Jour, which went on increasing until it had a foul and putrid taste,” 
but the most cursory glance will suffice to show that this pheno- 
menon has no connexion with the case before us. The green 
colour of the water, at a time when it was stagnant and putrid, 
was undoubtedly caused by the decomposition of vegetable mat- 
ter, which in some way or other had accumulated in the river. 
Hengstenberg, it is true, regards the putridity and smell of the 
water, as well as the death of the fishes, as a proof that the na- 
tural elements in the phenomenon were miraculously intensified. 
But even this is inadmissible. The admixture of the water with 
marl, though increased to the utmost extent, would never pro- 
luce such effects; and the state of the water, from which such 
results ensued, must be regarded not as a heightening of the phe- 
nomenon referred to, but as a. complete alferation, which rendered 
the water entirely different from what it was before, and brought 
the whole occurrence within the range of another series of the 
processes of nature. 

We must therefore look elsewhere for the natural groundwork 
of the miracle. @. G. Ehrenberg (in Poggendorfs Annalen der 
Physik und Chemie, 1830, iv. p. 477—515) has written an article 
on “ Fresh discoveries of blood-like appearances in Egypt, Arabia, 
and Siberia, together with a survey and critical examination of 
those already known.” By microscopical observation he found 
that a blood-red tinge was given to water by cryptogami (fungi) 
and infusoria, and that this was the case on the banks of the 
Nile, on the shores of the Red Sea, and in a Siberian river. If 
now we accept such a condition as this, as the natural basis of our 
miracle, and imagine it heightened to the utmost possible degree 
and rendered universal, as the nature and design of the miracle 
required, we can easily explain the whole of the phenomena 
described in the text. The conditions which preceded the deve- 
lopment of the microscopical algae, fungi or inftsoria, may have 
been previously produced in the water of the Nile by the provi- 
dence of God in a perfectly natural way, and may therefore have 
already existed in the water, which had been taken from the Nile 
and placed in the filters. The decay and chemical decomposi- 
tion of these may have rendered the water putrid and offensive ;
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and the sudden appearance of the blood-red colour may be ex- 
plained on the supposition that the whole process of growth and 

decomposition was accelerated in an extraordinary (miraculous) 
way. In this explanation we also retain the mixed character of 

the miracle, which was described in § 25. 1 as essential and 

significaut. As Lhrenberg discovered these blood-red phenomena. 
during a brief residence in Egypt, both on the banks of the Nile 
and elsewhere, they cannot have been unheard of or unknown to 
the inhabitants of Keypt at that day; but the terrible intensity 
and universality of the phenomenon must have convinced them, if 
they had been willing to sce and believe, that the hand of God 
was there. 
We are not informed how long this plague lasted. The 

seven days spoken of in ver. 25 do not refer to the continuance 
of the plague, but to the period which elapsed previous to the 
commencement of the second plague. There is no ground for 
the assumption that the first plague did not extend to the 
Israelites. Such of them as dwelt among the Egyptians were 
most certainly affected, but those who lived nearer to the desert 
would suffer less, as the distance from the Nile was such that 
there must have been wells and cisterns enough to supply their 
wants. 

The purport of this plague is very evident, when we consider 
the sacredness of the Nile in the religious system of the Egyptians, 
the importance of the water of the river, as well as of its abun- 
dant supply of fish, and the extent to which the Egyptians de- 
pended upon these to supply their daily wants. We will mention 
a few of the data, however, which lead to this conclusion, taking 
them chiefly from the collection so diligently and carefully made 
by Hengstenberg. Herodotus (ii. 90) speaks of priests of the 
Nile ; at Nilopolis there was a temple of the Nile; what the 
heart is to the body, says an Egyptian, the Nile is to Egypt ; it 
ig one with Osiris (Plut. de Is. et Osir. p. 363 D.), and the 
supreme God. On the monuments it is called the god Nile, the 
hfe-giving father of all that exists, the father of the gods, &c.— 
The Egyptians were and still are enthusiastic in favour of the 
Nile water, which is in fact almost the only drinkable water in 
Egypt. The Turks enjoy the water so much, that they eat salt 
in order that they may be able to drink all the more of it. It 
ig 2 common saying with them that if Mohammed had tasted it, 
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he would have prayed to God for immortality, that. he might 
drink of it for ever. When the Egyptians are absent from their 
country, they talk of nothing so much as of the pleasure they 
will enjoy, when they return to drink the Nile water again, &c. 
On the abundance of the fish in the Nile, see Diodorus Siculus, 
Biblioth. 1. i. c. 36: ‘ In the Nile there is an incredible quantity 
of fish of every description. The inhabitants not only par- 
take largely of them when fresh caught, but keep an inex- 
haustible supply in pickle.” This is fully confirmed by modern 
travellers. 

Hengstenberg supposes the change in the colour of the water 
to have also possessed a symbolical character. “ For the Egyp- 
tians,” he says, ‘‘ the reddened water was to be blood, to remind 
them of the innocent blood which they had shed, and warn them 
of the future shedding of their own blood.” There is an 
analogous passage in 2 Kings ni. 22. Moreover, ved was re- 
garded by the Egyptians as the colour of Typhon ; and therefore 
was a symbol of corruption and calamity. 

(2). The question ‘ whence did the magicians obtain the 
water on which they tried their arts, if Moses had already 
turned ail the water of Egypt into blood,” has caused a great 
deal of unnecessary thought and gratuitous ridicule. Hengsten-- 
berg (p. 107) 1s of opinion that the word “ all” should not be 
taken literally, ‘‘ just as we read in chap. ix. 25, that all the 
trees were smitten by the hail, and yet it is said in chap. x. 5, 

that the locusts devoured all the trees.” But the two cases are 
not exactly parallel. And we have scen from ver. 19, how neces- 
sary itis, that the word “all” should be taken hiterally in the 
case before us. Hdvernich’s explanation 1s equally inadmissible. 
In his opinion the sorcerers did not make the attempt to imitate 
Moses, until the plague had passed away (Hinleitung 1. 2, p. 417 
Anm.). The question may be most easily answered, if we bear 
in mind that it was only the Nile water which was all changed 
by Moses, not the water in the wells (as ver. 24 also shows). 

§ 27 (Ex. viii. 1—15).—The first plague produced no effect. 

The strong arm of Jehovah had therefore to be brought to bear still 

further upon the hard heart of Pharaoh. Fresh plagues followed 

one another in rapid succession, until at length his will, though
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not his heart, was broken. It was hardly seven days after the 

first plague, when the second ensued. Aaron stretched forth 

his rod over the waters of Egypt, and innumerable frogs came 

up from them, and filled all the honses and utensils of the 

Egyptians (1). The magicians did the same with their en- 

chantments, and brought frogs throughout the land (3). Pha- 

raoh seemed almost inclined to bow before the power of God 

He summoned Moses and Aaron, and declared his willingness 

to give the required permission to go and celebrate a sacrificial 

festival, provided the plague was removed from him and his 

people. This apparent change of mind was responded to by the 

mercy of Jehovah. Moses, who was appointed as Pharaoh's 

God, became his servant, as the nature of a mediator required. 

“ Exalt thyself over me,” he said, “and fix the time when the 

plague shall cease.” But when the next day arrived, and all the 

frogs in the land died, with the exception of those that were mn 

the water, Pharaoh hardened |is heart again, and ceased to 

trouble himself about his promise (3). 

(1). The Nile and the neighbouring marshes in the low 
grounds of Egypt are, as a rule, extraordinarily full of /rogs ; 
but snakes and storks generally prevent their becoming a pligue. 
he scriptural account itself implies that they usually abounded 
in the Nile (ver. 9and 11). Throughout the whole course of the 
plagues, there was a constant increase in the annoyance caused, 
or the injury inflicted, and thus the second was more trouble- 
some than the first. In this instance, the increase in the griev- 
ance is not to be scen in the fact, that the plague was either more 
dangerous, or more injurious, than the previous one, but that it 
was more disgusting and repulsive. What rendered the plague 
so intolerable was, that the Egyptians could not move a foot, 
without treading upon one of these dirgusting animals, which 
filled their sitting-rooms and bed-chambers, and even swarmed 
into their ovens and other utensils. Early writers (e.g. Pliny 
h. n. 8. 43, Justin 15.2; Aelien anim. 17, 41) furnish accounts 
of similar occurrences els.where, and relate that whole tribes 
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have been compelled to emigrate, from their inability to subdue 
the plague. There may have been a connexion between this 
plague and the previous one, as Hdvernick and others suppose. 
{t is possible, that the corrupt state of the Nile water may have 
favoured the extraordinary increase in the number of these ani- 
inals, and thus the germ of the second plague may have been 
included in the first; but this would make no difference in the 

facts of the case, and the plague would still retain its miracu- 
lous character, whatever natural elements might be mixed up 
with it. This plague had also a religious significance for the 
Egyptians, since it was from the Nile, the source of blessings 

and father of the gods, that the foul abomination proceeded. 
(2). The sorcerers demonstrated their skill by increasing the 

plague, instead of averting it. From the very first, they had 
given up all thought of counteracting the effects produced by 
Moses; and hence their only aim was to prove to the king, that 
their skill was not inferior to that of Moses. They did this in 
the present case, by calling up fresh swarms of frogs from the 
Nile by magical expedients. As the Psyll are able to allure the 
snakes from their hiding-places by means of incantations, the 
magicians may have possessed a similar magical power over other 
animals as well. 

(3). The fact that Pharaoh was at first inclined to yield (and 
we have no reason to doubt his sincerity for 2 moment), is a 
proof that his heart was not yet thoroughly hardened, that he 
still possessed a certain amount of susceptibility, for impressions 
from the testimony of God. But his relapse, after the plague 
had been removed, is also a proof that the process of hardening 
had previously commenced, and that it was already determined 
and incurable. ‘The effect produced upon that part of his 
inner nature, which was not yet hardened, was not sufficient to 
cause a reaction of adequate strength, to counteract the harden- 
ing that had already begun. On the contrary, the reaction of 

the latter was victorious over the former, as soon as the direct 
impression was weakened by the cessation of the plague (cf 
§ 21. 2). 

§ 28 (Ex. vili. 16—19).—The ¢hird plague filled the air 

with immense swarms of gnats (1). The manner in which this
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plague was produced, is particularly worthy of notice. Aaron 

smote the dust of the ground with his rod. The second plague 

had issued from the fertilizing Nile; the third proceeded from 

the fruit-bearing soil of Egypt. The Nile represented the male or 

fructifying principle of the deified powers of nature ; the fruitful 

soil of the country the female or receptive principle. Instead of 

the fructifying blessing, there came forth from the Nile only that 

which was loathsome and an abomination ; and instead of a life- 

sustaining blessing, the soil produced only misery and suffering 

for man and beast. The magicians again attempted to do the 

same with their enchantments; but this time without success. 

They were therefore obliged to confess: “this is the finger of 

God.” | 

(1). No one has any doubt now that the p95 of the third 

plague were GNaTS or mosquitoes (cxviges), as the Septuagint 
and Vulgate render the word, and not lice, the rendering given 
by the Rabbins, Luther, Bocharé (and the English version— 
Tr.). Travellers are unanimous in pronouncing the Egyptian 
mosquitoes a terrible plague to both man and beast. Laborde 
says (p. 32): lanimal le plus inappercu et cependant le plus 
terrible de la création. ... . . Combien de fois une seule 
de ces petites mouches ne im’a-t-elle pas conté une nuit entiére. 
oe Un seul cousin d’ Egypte suffiit pour mettre au sup- 
plice. Herodotus (11. 95) knew it to be a plague of the country, 
and describes the precautions which were taken by the Egyptians 
to defend themselves from its painful sting. It is also quite in 
accordance with natural history, that the biblical narrative speaks 
of them as coming from the dust, where the last generation had 
deposited its eggs. 

(2). When the magicians acknowledge: “ this 1s the finger of 
Elohim,” a confession forced from them by the failure of their 
incantations, they are gencrally supposed to have meant by 
Elohim the God of Israel, and therefore to have admitted the 
supremacy of Jehovah. But neither the words themsclves, nor 
the subsequent history, will harmonize with this interpretation 
(ef chap. ix.11). Had this been their meaning, they would have
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said Jehovah instead of Elohim, for it was by this name that 
Moses had always spoken to Pharaoh of the God of Israel. And 
if they had intended to describe their present obvious incapacity, 
as the consequence of an interposition and hindrance on the part 
of the God of Israel, we should certainly expect to find the ex- 
pression, the arm of God, rather than the jinger of God. The 
arm would denote victorious power; the finger merely means 
admonitory warning and instruction. For these reasons we are 
rather inclined to the conclusion that the Charthummim, when 
using this expression, did not go beyond the limits of the religious 
system of the Egyptians, and that by Elohim they meant, not 
the God of Israel, but their own deities combined in one. The 
refusal of their deities to assist them at the third plague, they 
did not regard as a proof of the weakness of those cleities; but 
rather as a sign that the gods of Egypt themselves acknowledged 
the justice of Israel’s demands, and for that reason alone refused 
to continue the contest with the God of Moses. The position of 
the Charthummim was so painful and humihating, that they 
would have been glad to put an end to the whole affair as quickly 
as possible, and eagerly embraced the opportunity of represent- 
ing their deities as no longer willing that they should proceed 
any further. The expression employed by them, undoubtedly 
implied a wish and suggestion on their part, that Pharaoh should 
accede to the request of the people ; but it by no means involved 
a confession of the God of Isracl, or of their own conversion to 
him. The Charthummim still retained the office and dignity 
which they possessed before (chap. ix. 11). But as Pharaoh 
did not attend to w. at they had announced to him as the will 
of the gods, he had no longer any right to call them in, to exercise 
their magical arts in the subsequent plagues. 

§ 29 (Ex. viii. 20—32).—The fourth plague brought jres 

and other insects throughout the land, and into the houses of the 

Egyptians (1) ; whilst the whole of Goshen, and all the houses of 

the Israelites, continued perfectly free (2). This time, Pharaoh 

offered to allow the people to sacrifice in the land itself, but not 

to leave the country. But when Moses refused to accede to this, 

and insisted upon his original demand, Pharaoh promised all,
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provided he would intercede for him and remove the plague. 

But the king only broke his word again. 

(1). The fourth plague is described as a plague of 3 4y. 

This word is rendered by the Septuagint, cvvoputa or DOG-FLIES 
(fabanus caecutiens L.); by Aquila, wappvia ; and similarly by 
the Vulgate, omnre genus muscarum ; by Luther, “ all kinds of 

insects.” Gesenius (in his thesanrus) supports the Septuagint 
rendering, and traces the word to the verb ssyy, with the mcan- 
ing dulcis, suavis furt (“a dulcedinis notione fortasse ductus est 
sugyendé significatus). We prefer to derive it from the same 
verb, with another of its meanings, viz., méscuzé, and therefore 
would render it MEDLEY = flying insects of different kinds (Ges- 
chineiss). At the same time we willingly admit, that the Sep- 
tuagint so far displays an acquamtance with the language and 
the circumstances, that the dog-fly 1s the most important of the 
insects of Egypt, and causes the most annoyance to both man 
antl beast. We may learn from a passage, which Hengstenbery 
has copied from Sonntnz’s travels (111. 226), how troublesome 
the flies are in Egypt at ordinary times: “ The most numerous 
and troublesome insects in Egypt are the flies (muscae domes- 
ticae L.). Men and beasts are cruelly tormented by them. You 
can form no conception of their fury, when they want to settle upon 
any part of your body. You may drive them away, but they 
settle again immediately, and their obstinacy wearies out the most 
patient inan. They are particularly fond of fixing on the corners 
of the eyes, or the edges of the eyelids, sensitive parts to which 
they are attracted by a little moisture.” Philo (de vita Mos. T. ii. 
p. 101, ed. Mang.) speaks quite as strongly of the boldness of the 
dog-fly and the pain which it causes. For other explanations 
see Bochart, hicroz. 'T. i. p. 30, ed. Rosenmiiller. Jonathan, 
for example, gives mixta turba ferarum ; Saadias, mistura fera- 

run; Jarchz, oumes specics malarum bestiarum et serpentiun et 
scorpionum inter se permixtas ; Oedmann suggests the Blatta 
orientalis ; Laborde, a species of worm, of which there are at 

times a fearful number in Egypt, whilst the havoc caused by 
them is indescribable. In confirmation of this he appeals to a 
passage of Makrizi, which is also cited by Hengstenberg. 

(2), Although the second and third plagues were of such a
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nature, that we can imagine it quite as easy that the land of 
Goshen should be free from them as from the fourth ; yet the 
narrative admits of no other conclusion, than that it was not till 
the fourth, that the distinction was made. The solemn manner 
in which it is announced in ver. 22 as something peculiar, and 
the stress laid upon it in the words “to the end thou mayest 
know, that I am Jehovah in the midst of the land ;—and I will 
put a division between my peopie and thy people ; to-morrow 
shall this sign be,” preclude the supposition that this had been 
the case before. 

(3). The ground assigned by Moses, for refusing to accede to 
Pharaoh’s proposal that they should sacrifice in the land, was this: 
“we shall sacrifice the abomination of the Egyptians, and they 
will stone us, when they see it.” Hengstenberg (p. 114) justly 
opposes the current notion, that the reason why opposition was 
anticipated from the Egyptians, was that the Israelites would 
probably sacrifice animals, which the Egyptians considered sacred. 
The term “ abomination” was not applicable to the sacred ani- 
mals; and the animals which the Israelites offered in sacrifice were 

the same as those which the Egyptians themselves employed. 
In Hengstenberg’s opinion the ground of offence was that the 
Israclites omitted to make a strict examination of the animals 
sacrificed, whilst the Egyptians attended to this with the most 
scrupulous care. But we agree with Baumgarten,in thinking 
such an explanation too restricted. For it must not be over- 
looked, that the words of Moses in ver. 27, ‘“ We will sacri- 
fice to Jehovah our God, as he shall command us,” show 
that he himself, with his consciousness of the regenerating and 
initiatory importance of this sacrifice (§ 20. 4), did not rightly 
know what its exact nature would be; many things therefore 
might be done, which would excite the abhorrence of the Egyp- 
tians and exasperate their minds. The fears, which Moses 
entertained, that if the Israelites should offer their sacrifices in 
the land (Goshen) itself, they might be surprised in the midst 
of their festival, were justified by the fact, that after the expul- 
sion of the Hyksos (§ 43 sqq.) the eastern frontier of Egypt 
was strongly defended by a military force (§ 14. 6. ? 4). 

§ 30. (Ex. ix. 1—12).—The fifth plague was a murrain, which 

(lestroyed all the cattle that were in the fields at the time. Israel
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was entirely exempt from this plague also—As Pharaoh was 

equally unaffected by this plague, the sixth plague followed. 

Moses and Aaron took ashes in their hand from a hearth, and, 

casting them into the air, produced grievous boils and blisters (2) 

on men and beasts thronghont all the land of Egypt (3). Iuven 

the magicians, whom we may suppose to have been always pre- 

sent at the interviews between Pharaoh and Moses, were so fear- 

fully affected with this disease that they were unable to stand 

before Moses on account of the boils. 

(1). There can be no doubt that the ceremony, with which 
the sixth plague was introduced, was selected for a particular 
purpose, and therefore had a symbolical meaning. To ascertain 
what this symbolical meaning was, it is necessary that we should 
first of all determine the signification of the words ppp and 

Wwz2. The lexicographers, since A/ichaelis (suppl. p. 1212), are 

unanimously of opinion that the latter denotes a furnace, used 
tor burning lime or melting metals, in distinction from 437, 

the ordinary oven or stove. But the etymology is so uncertain, 
that this meaning is by no means to be accepted as indisputable 
on the mere authority of a Kimchi. It seems to us far more 

suitable to trace the word to the Arabic 3 (meaning candere, 

arere, ncensum esse), than to yy = pedibus calcavit, subegit, 
oppressil (sc. a metallis et mineribus domandis), which is the den- 
vation preferred by Gesenius. Butin that case the etymology 
shows no essential difference between yy45 and 44575. Nor is 
any such difference admitted by the Septuagint and the Vulgate 
(xaptvos, caminus), Kadptvos is applied to the oven and stove, 
quite as much as to the smelting furnace ; to the forge, as well as 
to the domestic hearth. ppp, (DXX: alfaryn, Vulg. Cinis), is 

generally rendered sooé. Htymologically it means that which can 
be blown away, cinder-dust, favilla. But the ordinary usage 

has not retained the original distinction, between the ashes which 
have been burned to powder, and the larger cinders (cinis, spy). 

—Starting from the meanings soof and furnace, M. Baumgarten 
(p. 448), has given an explanation of the ceremony, which is 
certainly very ingenious, and with such premises possibly plau-
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sible: ‘‘ As the water of the Nile in the first and second plagues, 
and the dust of the earth in the third, were not elements acci- 
dentally fixed upon, the soot of the furnace must have had some 
connexion with the plague to which it gave rise. In the fur- 
naces in which metal was prepared, there was concentrated a great 
part of the energy, put forth in connexion with those great build- 
ings, on which the Egyptians rested their fame. In the soot of 
these furnaces there was seen the baser, dirtier side of this boasted 
splendour ; and when by the hand of Moses the soot brought out 
blisters on the skin of the Egyptians, this was the judgment of 
God upon their pride, as well as upon their magnificent buildings 
at which the Israelites had been compelled to labour.” In addi- 
tien, however, to the uncertainty of the etymological basis on 
which this explanation rests, 1t may still farther be objected that 
the buildings and monuments of the Egyptians were not of 
metal, but of stone; and though metal was used in connexion 
with them, it does not appear to have been sufficiently impor- 
tant, for such special reference to be made to it in the ceremony 
before us.— Heivernick, (p. 182), on the other hand, points to the 
custom, which, according to Plutarch (de Is. et Osir, p. 318 ed. 
Hutt.), prevailed among the Egyptians in the very earliest times, 
of scattering the ashes of the sacrifices, especially the human 
sacrifices, as a ceremony of purification. It is true, Herodotus 
(2. 45) denies that human sacrifices ever occurred among the 
Egyptians ; but this only proves that they were not offered in his 
day. We give the preference to Hdvernich's explanation, but 
would give it a less limited application. We take yy945 10 its 
most general signification of jire-place. Ifnow we might further 
imagine, that the fire-place referred to here was one set apart for 
burning the sacrificial animals, for the purpose of obtaining their 
purifying ashes, and that Moses could or durst take the ashes 
from such a fire-place, the great significance of the ceremony 
would be placed before us in the clearest light. The ashes, 
which were intended to purify, produced uncleanness ; and thus 
it was symbolically declared that the religious purification, pro- 
mised by the sacrificial worship of the Egyptians, was nothing 
but defilement. But even supposing that there is no founda- 
tion for any of these conjectures, the fact will still remam, that 
ashes in general (on account of their being used in lie), were 
a means of purification (c/. Num. xix.), and therefore that
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the means of purification here became the cause of defile- 
ment. 

(2). Amidst the great variety of inflammatory cruptions on the 
skin, we do not possess the necessary data for a more particular 
diagnosis of the discase produced by the sixth plugue. Somuch, 
however, is certain, that the climate of Egypt predisposes to such 
diseases in a most extraordinary manner. 

(3). Though it is not expressly stated, that Israel was exempt 
from this plague, the narrative evidently implies it. And in 
general, there is no reason to doubt that from the fourth plague, 
when the distinction was not only first made between the Israelites 
and the Egyptians, but was so emphatically pointed out as most 
significant, this distinction formed an eleinent in all the miracles, 
which were afterwards performed. 

§ 31. (Ex. ix. 13—x. 29).—The seventh plague—thunder, 

lightning, and hatl—was announced with increased solemnity (1). 

If any of the Egyptians had been sufficiently impressed by what 

had already occurred, to pay attention to the word of Jehovah 

and fear it ; sufficient time was given them, after the announce- 

ment of the plague, to gather their servants and cattle into their 

houses before it commenced, and thus save them from destruction. 

But whatever meu or cattle remained in the field, were smitten 

by the fearful storm of hail. Moreover the spring crop, which 

was nearly ripe, was entirely destroyed. In the land of Goshen 

alone there was no hail—Pharaoh again promised every thing ; 

but, as soon as the plague ceased at the intercession of Moses, he 

refused to perform any thing, The eighth plague had therefore 

to be announced, the devastation of the country by locusts (2). 

The people of Ingypt, who were suffering severely, begun now 

to cry to their king, to let Israel go ; lest Egypt should be entirely 

destroyed through his obstinacy. And Pharaoh himself was 

sufficiently alarmed, to know that the words of Moses were not 

empty threats. He scemed even likely to anticipate the threatened 

plagne by submission. But he had no sooner given the per- 

mission required, from his fear of further judgments from God,
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than his hardened heart was again steeled against it, and he 

refused to allow any but the men to depart, whilst he retained 

their wives and children and all their cattle, as a guarantee for 

their return. The messengers of Jehovah could not consent to 

this; and the plague immediately commenced. A continuous 

east wind brought such a dense swarm of locusts into the land, 

that the sun was obscured; and when they settled, the whole 

country was covered. The devastation, which they caused, was 

so great, that not a leaf remained upon the trees, nor a blade of 

grass in the fields. The pride of Pharaoh seemed broken now ; 

he confessed that he had sinned against Jehovah, and sued for 

mercy. But the west wind, which carried off the locusts, took 

away his hypocritical repentance also. The locusts perished in 

the Red Sea; they were the precursors of Pharaoh with his 

horses and riders. Every one of the plagues had hitherto been 

announced to the king beforehand. This rendered it impossible, 

on the one hand, that he should regard them as anything but 

divine judgments ; and on the other hand it gave him the oppor- 

tunity of escaping the evil, by changing his mind. But hence- 

forth this double precaution ceased. Without any announcement, 

however, the king knew whence the plague had come; and his 

hardness had increased to such an extent, that the rest could 

only be regarded as judgments from which he could not escape. 

Thus the ninth plague broke upon him without preparation, 

viz. such dense darkness (3) for three days, both out of doors 

and in the houses, that they could not see one another. But in 

the houses of the Israelites, it remained perfectly hght and clear. 

Pharaoh capitulated again. He said he would allow the men 

to go with their wives and children, but the cattle and sheep 

must be left behind. Moses rejected these conditions, and the 

two parted from each other in great excitement and anger. 

(1). A thunderstorm accompanied by hail is by no means a 
2
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rare occurrence in Egypt, at least in the Delta; though in the 
usual way it is almost unknown in the more clevated districts. 
Cf. Laborde p. 42. Itis important to observe the emphatic and 
elaborate manncr, in which this plagne was announced. There 
iuust certainly have been some other reason for this, than the fact 
that the present plague fell much more heavily, than any that had 
preceded it. ‘lo our mind, a stronger reason is to be found in 
the increasing hardness of Pharaoh’s heart. It is in connexion 
with the previous plague (chap. 1x. 12), that this hardening 1is 
first spoken of as an effect produced in Pharaoh by God himself 
(except in the objective announcement which was made to Moses 
at the first). This evidently imphes, that a turning-point had been 
reached ; and it also explains the reason, that the king was now for 
the first time made aware of the manner, in which his hardness and 

hostility to the will of God were to be made to subserve the glory 
of His name. Although Jehovah might have displayed his 
supremacy over the gods of Egypt, by the plagues that had 
already been inflicted ; Pharaoh could still proudly boast, that with 
all his power and with all his efforts, Jehovah had not conquered 
him. Hitherto it had not been the will of Pharaoh, but that of 
Jehovah, which eventually succumbed. This miserable pride and 
defiance on his part were now put before him in their proper 
light ; and he was made to learn, that with all his proud self- 
will, he was only serving the purpose and plans of God: “ for 
this have I raised thee up, to show in thee my power, and that 
my name be declared in all the earth” (ver. 16) ; cf chap. xi. 9, 
‘Pharaoh shall not hearken to you, that my wonders may bo 
multiphed in the land of Egypt.” 

The warning advice (ver. 19), to collect the men and cattle 
out of the fields, and shelter them in their houses from the 
threatened hail, was intended for the benefit of as many of 
Pharaoh's servants and subjects, as had learned to fear the word 
of Jehovah ; and they profited by it (ver. 20). But it was also 
intended for Pharaoh, to whom it was first addressed. And, 
though it is not expressly stated, we may gather with certainty 
from the gencral tenor of the narrative, that he paid no attention to 
the warning,—another proof that the most marked provisions of 
mercy only increase the hardness of the hardened man. Fron his 
past experience, the king could not possibly doubt that the threa- 
tened punishment would be inflicted ; but his proud and defiant
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spirit would not let him reap the benefit, which the warning put 
within his reach. 

(2). There has been an incalculable amount of writing on the 
natural history of the locusts in general, and the scriptural re- 
ferences to them in particular. Laborde mentions the titles of a 
hundred and seventy-five different works, which he says that he 
consulted and used, in hiscomplete and careful investigation of the 
subject (p. 44 sqq-) ; and yet the catalogue is far from being com- 
plete. The fact that the direction taken by a swarm of locusts; 18 
dependent upon the wind, has been confirmed by the observations 
of travellers a thousand times, And the thorough devastation 
which they are here said to have caused, as well as their even- 
tual destruction in the sea, have been frequently witnessed. 
According to the biblical narrative, they were brought by the 
east wind, oq? a: Even the Septuagint stumbled at this, 

and rendered the words dveuos vétos (Vulg. ventus urens). This 
rendering has been adopted by Bocharé, who is of opinion that 
Dy} must here mean the south wind, as the east wind could 
only have brought the locusts from Arabia, whereas the south 
wind would bring them from Ethiopia, where they are much more 
numerous. Hasselquist endeavours to prove that the locusts 
always take the same direction, viz. from south to north. H¢ch- 
horn (p. 26) thinks that, as the locusts are invariably driven by 
a blind impulse from south to north, and never turn towards the 
east or west, the swarms must always have come to Egypt from 
Ethiopia, and never from Arabia. And Bohlen (Gen. p. 56) 
makes use of this, as a proof that our author was not acquainted 
with the natural history of Egypt. But Credner (Joel p. 286) 
has brought many witnesses to prove that locusts follow every 
wind, and (p. 288) has also shown that they not only cross over 
narrow straits, such as those of Gibraltar, &c., but that when 
their flight is favoured by the wind, they will pass over seas 
as broad as the Mediterranean itself. But when the wind does 
not favour their flight—when, for example, it rises to a tempest, 
or suddenly drops—the whole swarm will fall immediately mto 
the sea, Niebuhr (Beschreib. p. 169) also attests the fact that 
the wind somctimes carries swarms of locusts across the Arabian 
Gulf, even at its broadest part. Cf Hengstenberg, Egypt and 
Moses, p. 11 sqq., and Laborde, p. 50 sqq. 
O° 7p is never used in the Scriptures to denote the south wind,
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but always means the eust wind. It is the more important that 
we should maintain this firmly, sinee it is probable that in the 
present instance, there was some significance in the direction in 
which they came. They came from the same quarter as the 
Israclites, and they appeared as their champions and allies. But 
if this explanation should be given up as too far-fetched, we 
think that Baumgarten (p. 454) 1s certainly right in laying 
stress upon the fact, that they were not produced in Egypt itself, 
but caine from a distant, foreign land, as a proof that “ the power 
of Jehovah reached beyond the bounds of Egypt, z.¢., was every- 
where present.” 

(3). The THREE DAYS’ DARKNESS is now generally traced to 
the Egyptian Sirocco or Chamsin (cf: Iengstenberg, Havernick, 
and others). The horrors of this phenomenon are described by 
nearly every traveller. Du Bows Aymé (p. 110) says: “* When 
the Chamsin blows, the sun is of a pale yellow colour ; its light 
is obscured, and the darkness sometimes increases to such an ex- 
tent that one might fancy it was the depth of night.” According 
to other accounts, the inhabitants of the towns and villages shut 
themselves up in their houses, sometimes in the lowest rooms, or 
even in the cellars, whilst dwellers in the desert take refuge in 
their tents, or in holes which they have dug in the ground. Zo- 
binson (i. 288) was in the desert during one Chaisin of short 
duration : “The wind,” he says, “changed suddenly to the south, 
and came upon us with violence and intense heat, until it blew 
a perfect tempest. The atmosphere was filled with fine particles 
of sand, forming a blucish haze; the sun was scarcely visible, 
his disk exhibiting only a dim and sickly hue, and the glow of 

the wind came upon our faces as from a burning oven. Often 
we could not see ten rods around us, and our eyes, ears, mouths, 
and clothes were filled with sand.” Josenmiiller, in his com- 
mentary, cites accounts from the middle ages, according to which 
the Chamsin covered Egypt with such dense darkness, that every 
one thought the last day was at hand. Zaborde, however, will 
not admit that there is any resemblance between the Chamsin 
and the darkness referred to here: “Ce serait comparer la 
détonation d’un fusil au fracas du tonnerre que d’assimiler deux 
extrémes de ce genre.”—In the scriptural account of this plague, 
there is certainly no intimation of its being in any way connected 
with a scorching wind of this description. Still the phenomena,
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which accompany the Chamsin, though very different in degree, 
are so similar in kind, that we are inclined to agree with those 
who regard the Chamsin as its natural basis. It must, however, 
at the same time be acknowledged, that none of the earlier 
plagues were raised so decidedly or to such an extent above their 
natural basis, through the peculiar character imparted by the 
miracle; and that none were so completely dissevered in some 
respects from that basis, as was the case here. In the present 
instance not only was the plague extended and intensified to a 
degree unheard of before, but in many respects it was entirely 
removed from the natural foundation, and passed over into the 
sphere of the pure miracle, in which no known power of nature 
is in any way employed. This is particularly seen in the fact, 
that it continued perfectly light in the houses of the Israelites, 
some of which immediately adjoined those of the Egyptians, 
whilst the Egyptians were unable to escape in any way from the 
darkness, by which they were surrounded. For when it is said 
in the biblical account, that the darkness was so great that they 
could not sce one another, and therefore that no one could rise 

up from the place in which he was: the meaning undoubtedly 
is, that even in their houses the ordinary means of procuring 
artificial ight were entirely useless. It may also be inferred 
from the express statement, to the effect that no one moved 
from his place during the three days’ darkness, and from the 
nature of the interview which Pharaoh had with Moses, that 

the latter was not sent for till the plague was over. On the 
meaning of this plague Hengstenberg correctly observes, that 
the darkness which covered the Egyptians, and the light which 
the Israelites enjoyed, represented the wrath and the mercy of 
God. 

- 

THE PASSOVER. 

§ 32. (Ex. x1. 1—10).—All possibility of further negotiation 

was now, apparently, for ever gone. For Pharaoh had threatened 

Moses with death, if he should dare to let him see him again, 

and Moses had replied with equal wrath, “so let it be, I will
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never come into thy presence again” (x. 28, 29, xi. 8). And 

vet the promise of Jehovah immediately followed: “TJ will bring 

one plague more upon Pharaoh, and upon Egypt; afterwards 

he will let you go hence, and not merely let you go, but will 

himself entreat and force you to depart.” Of the previous plagues 

soine’ (viz., the first and second) had come, at a signal from 

Moses, from the beneficent river of Egypt, others (the third and 

fourth) from the fertile soil of the country, and others from the 

pure air, which pervaded the land ; all the elements, which were 

at work in Egypt, had been one after another turned into a 

curse. And when that which was peculiarly Egyptian had been 

all exhausted, the countries round about sent their plagues into 

Kgypt also; locusts came from the desert of Arabia, and the 

Sirocco with its impenetrable darkness from the Sahara. Yet 

all was apparently in vain. But this had been merely introduc- 

tory and preparatory to the last decisive stroke. The tenth plague 

did not rest upon any natural basis, as all the rest had done. 

It was not called forth by either the rod or hand of Moses, nor 

did it proceed from the water, the earth, or the air; but the 

hand of Jehovah himself was stretched forth: “at midmght 

will I go out into the midst of Ligypt, and suite all the jfirst- 

born in Egypt, both of man and beast (1), and J well execute 

judgment against all the gods of the Egyptians (2), I Jehovah 

(xii, 12)—but against the children of Israel not a dog shall 

move his tongue, that ye may learn how that Jehovah doth put 

a difference between Egypt and Israel.” In the tenth plague 

the idea and intention of all the plagues were embodied and 

fulfilled. It was thought of first (chap. iv. 22, 23), but it was 

necessarily the last to appear. If it had also been the first to 

appear, the fact would not have been so completely and univer- 

sally displayed, that Jehovah was the Lord in the midst of the 

land (chap. viii, 22), the Lord over the water, the earth, and 

the air, over gods and men, cattle and plants, and that there was 

VOL. Il. T
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none like him in all the earth (ix. 14). For this purpose it was 

necessary, that there should be many miracles wrought in the 

land of Egypt (x1. 9); and it was also requisite, that they should 

have both sharply defined natural features and an nnmistakeably 

miraculous character, in order that freedom of choice might be 

left for faith or unbelief. But the tenth plague bore upon the 

face of it a purely supernatural character, and because it was 

the tenth, z.e. the one which gave a finish and completeness to the 

whole, it exhibited in a clear and unequivocal manner, the design 

of all the plagues from the very commencement; for the last 

furnished the key to the entire series. And inasmuch as Pha- 

raoh’s resistance was overcome by the tenth plague, although the 

hardness of his heart was complete ; this fact alone was sufficient 

to prove, that the obstinacy of his refusal had only served to 

glorify the name of Jehovah, and that the words of Jchovah 

were fulfilled: “For this cause have I raised thee up, to show in 

thee my power, and that my name may be declared throughout 

all the earth.” (1x. 16). 

(1). On the importance of the first-born, Hofinann says (Weis- 
sagung und Erfiillung 1.122): “The first-born opens the mother's 
womb, and thus renders all succeeding births possible ; and hence 
the power, which deprived all the first-born of life, was also a 
proof of ability to control the future history of the existing 
generation, and the perpetuation of its life by means of posterity. 
The same power, which punished the existing generation, could 
also have annihilated all its prospects for the future.” We 
cannot possibly comprehend, how this acute writer can have hit 
upon so mistaken an explanation. The notion, with which he 
starts, that the first birth renders all succeeding births possible, 
iscompletely wrong. No doubt the predicate, “that which openeth 
the womb,” implies a precedence on the part of the first-born 
over the rest. But assuredly no Israelite ever explained this as 
meaning, that the first-begotten alone as such possessed the power 
“to open the womb,” and that the possibility of any subsequent 
births depended entirely upon him. But the rest of Hofimann’s
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remarks are at variance with this fundamental thought. The 
first-born, on whom the plague fell, were already born, they had 
already opened the way for further births. How then could their 
cdleath appear to threaten the prospect of other births? The real 
importance of the first-born may be thus explained: the first-born 
naturally enjoyed both precedence and pre-eminence over the 
rest, he was the firstling of his father’s strength (Gen. xlix. 3), 
the first-fruit of his mother. As tlie first-born, he stood at the 

head of the others, and was destined to be the chief of whatever 
family might be formed by the succeeding births. As he stood 
at the head of the whole, he represented the entire nation of the 
Egyptians. Hence the power, which slew all the first-born in 
eypt, was exhibited as a power, which could slay all, that were 
born then, and, in the slaughter of the whole of the first-born, 
the entire body of the people were ideally slain. 

(2). The question arises in connexion with chap. xi. 12: how 
could the death of all the first-born, of both man and beast, be 
regarded as a judgment upon all the gods of Egypt? One might 
be inclined to think, that the previous signs and wonders could 
have been much more correctly described as a victory over all 
the gods of Egypt, and a judgment upon them, than the tenth 
plague, which was not nearly so closely connected with the ob- 
jects which the Egyptians worshipped as gods. But the fact, 
that this plague was intended as a judgment upon the gods of 
Egypt in a more eminent degree than any of the rest, is evident 
from the repetition of this same view in Num. xxxi. 4: “ the 
Ligyptians buried all their first-born, for upon their gods also 
Jehovah executed judginent.” And here we may clearly see, in 
what relation the death of all the first-born stood to the gods of 
Egypt. The gods of Egypt, as the passage before us clearly 
shows, were among those who were sinitten by this plague. 
And we agree with J. D. Michaelis (Anmerkungen fiir Un- 
gelehrte iii. 35) in the opinion, that reference 1s made to the 
animal-worship of Egypt (cf. J. C. Prichard, Egyptian mytho- 
logy). <A large number of animals were regarded by the Egyp- 
tians as sacred, probably because they looked wpon them as 
incarnations of the deity. If any of these animals were found 
dead, there was lamentation and mourning on every hand. It 
was a capital offence to slay or injure them. A few specimens 
of them were kept in the temples, and were objects of public 

T 2
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worship. Such was the importance generally attached to pri- 
mogeniture in the whole of the ancient world, that it is very pro- 
bable that the first-born were most frequently, if not invariably, 
chosen for that purpose. Fancy, then, what an effect must have 
been produced, what alarm it must have caused, what unbounded 
lamentation there must have bcen, if all the sacred animals in 

the temples, and thousands of them outside the temples, were 
struck dead in one night. Such an occurrence would be truly 
a judgment on the gods of Egypt; and for Egyptians at least, a 
judgment of a more fearful character, and one more calculated 
to produce despair, could not possibly have occurred. But the 
expression contained in chap. xii. 12 must not be restricted to 
this. The strong emphasis laid wpon the fact, that judgment 
was to be executed upon all the gods of Egypt, when taken in 
connexion with the announcement so constantly made, that this 
plague would fall upon all the first-born of men and cattle, leads 
to the conclusion that men were also reckoned among the gods, 
who were to be slain. Our thoughts are naturally directed first 
of all to Pharaoh; not, however, in the sense in which the 
princes of the earth are described as gods, but rather in that 
sense In which, as the vain-glorious inscriptions on the monu- 
ments prove, the Egyptian kings prided themselves upon being 
sons of the gods, or incarnations of the deities. This explana- 
tion derives all the more weight from the fact, that during the 
whole of the negotiations with Moses, Pharaoh takes an inde- 
pendent stand in opposition to Jehovah. Moreover, the circum- 
stance, that it was not merely the first-born of the god-king 
Pharaoh and of the sacred animals, that were slain, but all the 
first-born of man and beast, from the son of Pharaoh, who sat 
upon his throne, to the son of the slave-woman, that stood be- 
hind the mill, from the Apis, that was kept in the temple, and 
worshipped asa god, to the most common and unclean of the 
beasts, was the most humiliating part of the whole to the gods 
of Egypt, for it was a practical declaration of the absolute equality 
of both of them. In contrast with the great significance of the 
announcement, when thus explained, we notice the interpretation 
given by the Jewish expositors, who institute a comparison be- 
tween this plague and the miracle wrought on the image of 
Dagon in the temple at Ashdod (1 Sam. v.): an interpretation 
which must be rejected as without foundation, and thoroughly
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indefensible. Thus, for example, Jonuthun paraphrases the pas- 
sage as follows: “In omnia idola Aegyptiorum edam quatuor 
judicia: idola fusa colliquescent, lapidea concidentur, testacea 
confringentur, lignea in cinerem redigentur, ut cognoscant 
Aegyptii me esse Dominum.’ 

§ 33. But certain important preparations were required, be- 

fore this last decisive blow could be struck. As one of the 

leading features of this plague it is stated in chap. xi. 7: “ Ye 

shall learn how that Jehovah doth put a difference between 

Egypt and Israel.” The separation of Isracl was the funda- 

mental idea of the ancient covenant, the basis of its history. 

What, then, were the conditions and pre-requisites of this separa- 

tion? They are to be found in the first stages of the history of 

Israel: on the one hand the call of Abraham, the creation of 

his seed from an unfruitful body, and the appointment of this 

seed to bring salvation to the world ; and on the other hand, the 

self-surrender and self-dedication of Israel tv the purposes of 

Jehovah in faith and obedience to his will and guidance. But 

nearly four hundred years had passed since then, and during 

that time the natural side of Israecl’s character, that in which 

every other nation perfectly resembled it, had been almost ex- 

clusively developed and in active operation. In consequence of 

this, the other side of its character, by which it was distinguished 

from other nations, had retreated so far into the background, 

und in the process of development had been so completely left 

behind, that it was necessary to renew both the election and the 

covenant. Moreover, Israel in the meantime had entered upon 

a new stage; if had passed from the family to the nation, and 

the covenant made with the family had to be transferred to the 

nation into which it had grown. The covenant with the fathers 

was, uo doubt, m existence still; for Jehovah still continued 

to be the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob (ii. 24), and 

Israel still bore the sign of this covenant in his flesh (xii. 48) :
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but the covenant itself had been in abeyance for four hundred 

years ; it had not made the least advance during all that period ; 

and in the sphere of life and motion, stagnation is equivalent to 

retrogression. The covenant, therefore, required to be resusci- 

tated, enlivened, and set forth, and also to be confirmed and 

transferred to the nation, which now occupied the place of the 

family.—Moses had already been informed that this was to take 

place on Horeb, the Mount of God, (ii. 12); and for this very 

purpose Pharaoh was to be compelled to let the people go into 

the desert, that they might celebrate a festival to Jehovah. 

Hence, it was in Horeh, first of all, that the renewed and perfect 

seal of separation from the nations, the stamp, which henceforth 

distinguished it from all others, was impressed upon Israel. 

But the obduracy of Pharaoh, the hostility of his people to 

the nation, which Jehovah had begotten from the seed of Abra- 

ham to be his first-born son (chap. iv. 22), and the consequent 

necessity for executing judgment upon Pharaoh and his nation, 

had already shown the nature of that distinction which God was 

about to make between Lgypt and Israel (chap. xi. 7). There 

had been a marked difference ever since the fourth plague 

(chap. vill. 22) ; but nowat the tenth and concluding plague, 

it was to be practically demonstrated in a manner unparalleled 

before. The earlier plagues were chiefly intended to alarm 

and call to repentance; the tenth, on the other hand, was 

a pure act of judgment (chap. xii. 12). The fact that Israel 

was Abraham’s seed, was sufficient protection from the former ; 

but this no longer sufficed to defend them from the latter. 

Jehovah was now preparing to pass in judicial majesty through 

the land of Egypt. But judgment requires stern and impartial 

justice, fettered by no considerations, and admitting of no ex- 

ceptions ; and it is right that judgment should begin at God's 

own house (1 Pet. iv. 17). If, then, there was something un- 

godly in Tsrael itself; if the seal of its election and separation
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was obliterated ; if its sanctification was imperfect and faulty ; if 

its natural character was stronger than that imparted by grace : 

the judicial majesty of God could not pass over Israel, although 

it was Abraham’s seed, but his judgment would surely fall upon 

the Israelites as well as the Egyptians. Nevertheless Israel was 

to be saved. It was necessary, however, that before the judicial 

wrath of Jehovah burst forth, the Israelites should be prepared 

by grace, or they would be unable to escape the judgment ; 

their sins must be expiated, all ground for the wrath of God 

must be removed, and their fellowship with God must be renewed 

and fortified. ‘This was accomplished by the institution of the 

Passover. The feast of the passover was a precursor of that 

festival, which the nation was about to celebrate in the desert in 

honour of its God; the paschal sacrifice was an anticipation of 

the sacrifice about to be offered on the Mount of God in Horeb, 

a preliminary demonstration of its power and its effects, a 

guarantee for the future. 

§ 34 (Ex. xi. 1—28).—The period fixed for the last plague 

that was to fall upon the Egyptians, and for the celebration of 

the passover (1) by the Israelites, was the fourteenth day of the 

month of green ears ; but as early as the tenth, the father of every 

household was to sclect a lamb without blemish, and to keep it 

till the fourteenth day of the month (2), when it was to be slain 

between the evenings (3). The lintel of the door and the two 

posts were then to be marked with its blood ; in order that, when 

Jehovah passed through the Jand of Egypt, to slay all the first- 

born, he might pass over the houses of the Israelites, and not 

sufier the destroyer to enter them (4). The lamb was then to 

be rvoastedt without breaking a bone, and to be eaten with bitter 

herbs. Whatever might remain was to be burned. The bread 

eaten at this meal was to be unleavened. Moreover they were to 

eat it, like persons in a hurry to depart, with a staff in their
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hand, with their loins yi7ded, and with their shoes on their feet 

(5). To commemorate the important design and grand results 

of this festival, their descendants were ordered to repeat it every 

year, and to keep it as a seven days’ feast, neither eating leavened 

bread nor suffering any to be found in their houses, for seven 

days after they had partaken of the Paschal lamb. Foreigners, 

and servants who were not of Israelitish descent, were prohibited 

from taking part in the Paschal meal, unless they had been pre- 

viously incorporated in the community by circumcision. The 

heads of families were required to instruct their children at an 

early age, as to the meaning of this solemn ceremony. Moreover 

this month was to be henceforth regarded as the first month of the 

year, because it was the period of Israel’s redemption, and formed 

a fresh commencement to Israel's history. When Moses made 

this announcement to the people, they bowed and worshipped, 

and did as Jehovah had commanded. 

N.B.— It does not form part of our plan, to entcr at present 

into a full examination of all the directions contained in the 

law for the observance of the passover, or of every typical and 

symmbolical meaning which can be cliscovered in that institution. 

As we propose discussing the Mosaic legislation (including the 

rites and ceremonies of worship), not according to its gradual 

promulgation, extension, and completion, but in its systematic 

form as an organized whole, the only features to which we shall 

now refer, are those which are necessary for the elucidation of 

this portion of the history of Israel. See the elaborate treatise 

of Bochart de agno Paschali ( Hieroz. i. 6283—703, Rosenmiiller’s 

eclition. ) 

(1). The solemn festival which immediately preceded the 
Exodus, is described as mim Mop (xn. 11), nim Moan 

(xil. 27), and MOET An m3 (XXXIV. 25). In chap. xii, 27 the 

derivation of the word nips (Aramean NID | LAX. racya;:



THK PASSOVER. 997 

Vulg. Phase, transitus) is thus explained, Jehovah ‘ passed 
over (mp) the houses of the children of Israel, when he smote 

the Egyptians.” pon means fo step or leap over anything. 
This leads to the notion of sparing, exempting ; for he who 
steps over a thing, instead of treading upon it and crushing it, 
spares aud exempts it. Hence, Onkelos has not hesitated to 
substitute py (misericordia) for pps. 

The phrase sy-p6 mop-mry necessarily leads us, to regard 

the slaying of the Paschal lamb as a sacréficial act, and the 
eating of it asa sacrificiul meal. And the fact, that the Pas- 
chal meal was considered (on scriptural authority, 1 Cor. v. 7) 
to be a type of the Lord’s supper, led the theologians of the 
Catholic Church to seize with avidity upon the sacrificial dignity 
of the Paschal lamb, as a confirmation of their unscriptural 
theory of the repetition of the sacrifice of Christ whenever the 
Lord’s Supper is celebrated, since it was not merely the first meal, 
but the first sacrifice, which was repeated at every subsequent 
celebration of the passover. Now, instead of contenting them- 
selves with the reply, that the necessity for a repetition of the 
Paschal sacrifice, whenever the passover was celebrated, arose 

from the typical character, 7.e., from the insufficiency of the Old 
Testament sacrifices, and that a repetition of the sacrifice of Christ 
is inadmissible on account of its absolute and perpetual validity 
(Heb. vii. 27, 1x. 28), the earlier Protestant theologians (Chem- 
nitz, Gerhard, Calovius, Dorschnus, Varenius, Quenstadt, Carpzov, 
and others), in order that they might take away every possible 
foundation from the catholic theory, denied zx toto the sacrificial 
worth of the passover, and would only allow that it was a sac- 
ramentum not a sacrificium. There were, however, several of 
the earlier theologians (e.g., Hacspan, Dannhauer, Bochart, 
Vitringa, and others), who were impartial enough to admit the 
opposite. Among the more modern Protestant theologians, 
Hofmann is the ouly one, so far as we are aware, who has 
reproduced the denial of its sacrificial character (Weissagnng 
und Erfillung 1. 123, and Schriftbeweis 1. 1, p. 177 seq.). 
Even M. Baumgarten differs from him in this respect (i. 1, p. 
467). 

So much must undoubtedly he admitted, that the name pyyy is 

not sufficient of itself to prove that the passover possessed a
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sacrificial character ; but this is incontrovertibly proved by the 
apposition pyppb: a slaying for Jehovah cannot possibly be 
anything but a sacrifice. This is quite as convincingly demon- 
strated, by what is related of the blood of the slaughtered lamb. 
For, if the door-posts of the Israelites had to be sprinkled with 
this blood, in order that the judicial wrath of God might not 
smite them with the Egyptians; and if Jehovah spared their 
houses solely because they were marked with the blood: the only 
inference that can be drawn is that the blood was regarded as 
possessing an expiatory virtue, by which their sins were covered 
and atoned for, though otherwise they would have exposed them 
to the wrath of God. It cannot be dispntcd, however, that the 
blood of a sacrifice alone possessed this expiatory virtue. Nor 
can it be denied that, on subsequent occasions, when the passover 
was celebrated as a commemorative festival and a renewal of 
the deliverance of Israel, it possessed a sacrificial character. In 
Num. ix. 7 the Paschal lamb is expressly called a sacrifice 
( 2?) ; it was slain ina holy place (Deut. xvi. 5 sqq.) ; its blood 

was sprinkled on the altar; and the fat was burnt upon the altar 
(2 Chr, xxx. 16, 17, xxxv. 11, 12). Itis always referred to as 
a sacrifice in Jewish tradition ; Philo and Josephus call it Otpua 
and @voia, and the apostle Paul uses the verb @ve with refer- 
ence to it (1 Cor. v. 7). 

The advocates of the opposite view appeal, with some show 
of reason, to the fact that all the usual characteristics of a sacri- 
fice, particularly the imposition of hands, the sprinkling of the 
blood upon the altar, and the burning of certain portions of 
flesh at the altar, were omitted from the first passover, whilst 
several directions were given, to which there is not the slightest 
analogy in any of the true sacrifices. But the latter circun- 
stance merely proves, that the paschal sacrifice was not sub- 
ordinate to the other kinds of sacrifice, but co-ordinate with 
them, and formed an independent and peculiar class. The 
paschal sacrifice was just as much a distinct kind of Shelamim, 
as the sacrifice offered on the great day of atonement was a 
distinct kind of sin-offering. The former, again, might be 
sufficiently explained from the fact that the Mosaic law of 
sacrifice, on which the argument is founded, was not yet pro- 
mulgated ; but it must also be remembered that the condition of 
the Israelites in Egypt did not allow of the full and practical
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development of the sacrificial character of the passover (vid. e.g 
chap. vill. 26). As soon, however, as the impediments were 
removed, and the law of sacrifice was issued, the sacrifice of the 
passover was assimilated to the general charactcr common to the 
rest of the sacrifices, so far, that is, as its distinctive and peculiar 
character would allow. Thus, for example, Moses commanded 
that the Paschal lamb should be slain at the sanctuary (Deut. 
xvi, 2, 5, 6, cf Ix. xxii. 17). Again, we discover from 2 Chir. 
xxx. 16, xxxv. 11, that the blood of the Paschal lamb was 
sprinkled upon the altar, and from 2 Chr. xxxv. 12, that certain 
portions of the paschal sacrifice were placed (as Sty) upon the 

altar and burned. In this it resembled other sacrifices (espe- 
cially the Shelamim, to which it was most nearly allied).’ Since, 
then, we find that in these two respects the passover was assimi- 
lated to the general idea of sacrifice, we may safely assume that 
the third essential characteristic of that idea, viz. the imposition 
of hands, was also included. The imposition of hands is treated 
in the law of sacrifice as something so essential that it durst not 
be omitted in the case of any sacrifice; but for that very reason 
it was so much a matter of course, that it was necessarily pre- 
supposed even where it was not expressly prescribed. Thus, for 
example, in the case of the not less peculiar sacrifice on the 
great day of atonement, no mention is made of the imposition of 
the hand, although it undoubtedly took place (vid. my Mos. 
Opfer., Mitau 1842, p. 296). 

(2). The Paschal lamb (in cases of necessity a goat might be 
taken, ver. 5) was to be killed on the fourteenth of the month 
Abib, the earing month, which was afterwards called Nisan, 
but it was to be selected on the TENTH of the month. We look 
in vain to the greater number of commentators for any explana- 
tion of this singular appointment. O. v. Gerlach says that this 

1 We aro compelled by the context to interpret tho word mals) in 2 Chr. 

xxxv. 12, not as denoting a burnt-offcring, in the strict sense of the term, 
but asa comprehensive word, referring to those portions of the paschal lambs 
which were set apart to be burned; for, in the whole section, there is not, 
and cannot be, any reference (vera. 10—19) to actual Lurnt-offerings (which 
were never slain and offered at the same time as the Paschal lambs). Cf. 
Chr. B. Michaelis, Annott. in hagiogr. iii. 990: “ Ver. 12, qoyyq yp: 
Deinde amoverunt holocaustum, t.e. hoc loco: eas partes paschalium victi- 
marum, quae adolebantur et igne comburebantur, ut crant adeps, eaedemque 
prosiciae, quae sacrorum salutarium erant. Lev. iii. 9, 10, 11.”
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precept had reference to Egypt alone (? ?), where the coming 
judgments and the hurry of their departure left no time for a 
later choice (!!). Asif this selection was so tedious an affair, 
and occupied so much time, that it would have been impossible 
to find an opportunity during four whole days! Jf. Baumgar- 
ten contents himself with rejectmg Hofmann’s interpretation as 
inadmissible, without attempting to suggest a better. Hofmann 
(Weissagung und Erfillung 1. 123) says, that the lamb had to 
be selected as many days before it was slain, as there had been 
mings (generations) since Israel was brought to Egypt to grow 
into a nation. Tor four days the people were to be reminded of 
the approaching deliverance, by the sight of the lamb which had 
been selected. Baumgarten is of opinion, that this explanation 
is overthrown by the fact that, according to the Hebrew mode of 
reckoning, from the 10th to the 14th, would not be four days but 
five. But this objection is founded upon a misapprehension. 
It is certainly true that, according to the Jewish mode of reckon- 
ing, Christ is said to have lain in the grave for three days, but 
this was an inaccurate expression, borrowed from the current 
phraseology ; 1t would have been more exact to say that he lay 
in the grave upon three days, or that he rose on the third day. 
If the sclection took place on the tenth of Nisan, at about the 
same time of the day as that on which it was slain, on the 14th, 
the interval would be according to every mode of reckoning not 
jive days, but four. But ifthe time at which it was slain (“ be- 
tween evenings”) is to be regarded as denoting the beginning 
of the 15th, it might undoubtedly be said that it was killed on 
the fifth day after the selection was made. But even the latter 
would square with Hofmann’s explanation; in fact, on any other 
supposition, the harmony between the symbol and the thing 
signified would not be complete, for at the time of the Exodus 
Israel had actually entered wpon the fifth 444 (century) of its 
sojourn in Egypt. We feel no hesitation, therefore, in adopting 
Hofmann’s interpretation ; at the same time we cannot omit to 
mention that Hofmann himself is not consistent, as this expla- 
nation of Ex. xii. 3 is clearly at variance with that which he 
has given of Gen. xv. 9 (i. 98). I must also retract the opinion 
which I have previously expressed (at vol. i. § 56. 5) with refer- 
ence to Gen. xv. 9, and adopt Bawmgarten’s exposition which I 
have quoted there.



THE PASSOVER. 301 

(3). The expression DAWA pa t.e. between the two even- 

ings, has been explained in various ways. The Curaites and 
Samaritans suppose it to refer to the period between the disap- 
pearance of the sun below the horizon and the time whien it is 
quite dark, z.e. from six o'clock till about half-past seven. Thus 
the first evening begins with the disappearance of the sun, the 
second with the cessation of day-light. Aben-Lzra gives the 
same explanation. The Pharisees in the days of Josephus 
(bell. jud. 6. 9. § 3) and the Zalmudists supposed the first 
evening to be the afternoon from the time when the sun began 
to go down, the second commencing when it actually set; Ben- 
haurbayim (between the evenings) would therefore be from 
three o'clock till six. Jarchi and Kimehi interpret the expres- 
sion as referring to the hour immediately before sunset and that 
immediately after, that is from five till seven. J/2tzig (Ostern 
und Pfingsten, p. 16 seq.) arrives at the same conclusion. He 
regards the expression as denoting the indifferent boundary line 
between the 14th and 15th Nisan ; and as the slaying and prepa- 
ration of the lamb cannot have been the work of a moment, he 
supposes the boundary line to have been moved backwards or for- 
wards, as occasion required. Thus, in contradiction to his own 
theory, he changes a point ot time intoa space of time Of 
these different explanations the i7‘st is the only admissible one, 
as the following passages sufficiently prove: (1) lex. xvi. 12, 13, 
where ‘between the two evenings” and “in the evening” are 
used as synonymous terms. (2) Deut. xvi. 4, where the lamb is 
said to have been killed zx the evening ; for the evening cannot 
possibly begin before sunset, (‘ evening” is the general term ; ‘“‘ be- 
tween the evenings” the more particular definition) ; (3) Deut. xvi. 
6, where the passover 1s ordered to be slain ‘in the evening as 
soon as the sun goes down ;” (4) Ex. xu. 6, 8, 10, from which we 
learn that the lamb, which had been slain between the evenings, 
was eaten the same night, and that none of it was left till the 
morning, for here the time called ben-haarbayim 1s evidently 
reckoned as a part of the night in the more general sense of the 
word ; and (5) the occurrence of a simtlar phrase in Arabic (cf 
Gesenius thes. p. 1065).—The custom of the Pharisees is 
apparently at variance with Ex. xii. 6 (compared with Lev. 
xxi. 5, “on the fourteenth day of the first month at even is the 
J.ord’s passover’’), for if the lamb was not slain till after sunset,
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strictly speaking it was killed on the 15th of Nasan, and not on 
the 14th. But all that we learn from a comparison of this verse 
with Ex. xii. is that, agreeably to its natural character, the first 
evening (2.¢., the time of evening twilight), could be regarded as 
either the termination of one day, or the commencement of 
another. All that we have to determine, then, is simply the 
point of view from which the historian was looking. If he 
started from the 14th of Nisan, up to which day the lamb was to 
be kept apart and preserved, and on which the immediate pre- 
parations for slaying 1t were to be made, ben-haarbayim would 
pass for the termination of the 14th ; but ifhe took his stand at the 
15th of Nisan, the first day of the feast, the time of slaying the 
lamb would then appear to him to be the commencement of the 
15th. Thus there is no irreconcileable discrepancy in the fact, that 
in Ex. xii. 18 we find a command, that unfermented bread should 
be eaten for seven days, from the fourteenth day of the month 
at even until the one and twentieth day of the month at even ; 
whereas in Lev. xxiii. 6, we read “ from the fifteenth ye are to eat 
unleavened bread for seven days.” —See the thorough examination 
of this question in J. v. Gumpach’s alitestl. Studien, Heidelberg 
1852 p. 224—237. 

(4). The law of sacrifice had not yet been made known ; the 
common sanctuary was not yet erected ; and the sacrifices of Israel 
were an abomination to the Egyptians (chap. vii. 26). Hence 
we cannot expect to find the Israelites observing any of the 
general laws of sacrifice, which were promulgated afterwards, 
It was necessary that the sacrificial act should be performed in 
private houses ; the dwelling of each family served as “ the taber- 
nacle of the congregation,” and the doov-posts as the altar on 
which the blood was sprinkled. Jacob’s one family had grown 
into a number of families; and these families were still living 
side by side, without being organised into the unity of a nation. 
No single sacrifice could be offered for the community, because 
Israel had no existence as a community yet; nor could the Israel- 
ites assemble to offer sacrifice at a common sanctuary, for no 
such sanctuary had yet been provided. If Israel was to be re- 
conciled as a whole, that it might escape the coming judgment ; 
it was necessary that each of the separate family-groups, into 
which it was divided, should offer for itself the atoning sacri- 
fice, and protect itself from the wrath of the judge with the
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atoning blood of the victim. When this atoning blood had 
been smeared upon the lintel and door-posts, the whole house 
was protected and everything in it ; for the entrance represented 
the entire house. There is something insipid in the remark that 
“the houses of the Israclites had to be marked with the blood, in 
order that the destroying angel might be able to distinguish 
them from the houses of the Egyptians.” At the same time it is 
a perversion of the whole meaning, to say with Bocharé and 
Bahr (ii. 634): Itaque hoc signum Deo non datur sed Hebraets, 
ut eo confirmati cde liberatione certi sint. Baumgarten, on the 
other hand, correctly observes: “the sign is properly for hin, 
who sees it and judges accordingly ; now the blood was seen by 
Jchovali, as he himself said, and not by the Israelites who were 
sitting in the houses. And it was just because the blood availed 
as a sign for Jehovah, that it furnished Israel with a firm ground 
of confidence.” Israel stood in need of reconciliation, because it 
could not continuc in its sin when judgment had begun. But 
God was about to spare and deliver Israel, for the sake of its faith 
and its future destiny, and therefore he imparted an expiatory 
virtne to the blood of the sacrifice which was slain by the 
Israelites. They were to make this their own by faith, and, as 
a proof that they had done so, to mark their houses with the 
atoning blood. To disregard this precept would have been to 
despise and reject the mercy of God. 

Baumgarten and v. Gerlach assign a most remarkable reason 
for the fact that it was the lintel and not the threshold of the 
door, which was to be marked with the blood, viz., that the des- 
troying angel came from above and not from beneath. The true 
reason most probably was, that a threshold is not a part of the 
door, but is merely the basis on which it rests. A threshold is 
not absolutely required in a representation of a honse-door, but 
the two posts and the lintel are indispensable. Bahi is much 
nearer the mark, when he refers (ii. 633) to Deut. vi. 9, where 
the lintel of the door is mentioned as being just that part of the 
house, which is most certain to attract the notice of any one 
entering or passing by, and which was therefore the most suit- 
able place for inscriptions.—G'erlach is of opinion that the Jewish 
notion, that the marking of the door-post was only intended to 
apply to the first passover in Egypt, is evidently at variance with 
the words of the institution at vers. 24,25. We cannot sub-
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scribe to this opinion. We cannot separate vers. 24 and 25 
from their context in vers. 26, 27. The latter show that the 
command contained in vers. 24, 25 (to observe it as an ordi- 
nance for ever, and even to perpetuate the observance in the 
promise:! land) referred generally to the whole feast of the pass- 
over, and was not restricted to the marking of the door-posts, 
as it would appear to have been if we merely connect it with ver. 
23. Again, from the hurried nature of the first passover it ne- 
cessarily followed, that certain important modifications were re- 
quired on the subsequent organization of the community and its 
worship. But Moses had not yet received any commission to in- 
form the people that such modifications would be necessary, nor 
was there any reason why he should do so; much less was it requi- 
site that they should be fully described. In part they were left 
over for further legislation ; in part they followed as a matter of 
course. There were ¢wo reasons for marking the door-posts on 
this occasion. (1) It was necessary that the blood, which was 
intended as an expiation, should be applied; in order that its 
expiatory virtue might take effect. Now there was no altar at 
command for the purpose ; but on the other hand the house door 
(and with it the house) was regarded in the light of an altar. 
This reason ceased after the giving of the law, and the outer 
court of the tabernacle was appomted as the place where the 
passover should be slain and offered (Ex. xxiii. 17; Deut. xvi. 
2, 5, seq. cf. 2 Chr. xxx. 16, 17; xxxv. 11,12). (2) The door 
posts had to be marked, because the destroyer was about to pass 
through the land to slay. But this reason had no force on any 
subsequent occasion. Nor can it be replied to this, that the 
festival was afterwards observed as a feast of commemoration, 
and that the door had still to be marked with the blood of the 
Paschal lamb, to remind them of the way in which their houses 
had formerly been passed over by the destroyer. For the pass- 
over was not merely a feast of commemoration, it was also de- 
signed to represent and renew that redemption and sanctifica- 

tion, whose historical foundation it served to recal. Now, the 
ceremony in question had no meaning after the first festival ; for 
it was only then, that the destroying angel was about to pass 
through the land. The door was marked with the atoning blood, 
tn order that the destroyer might pass over. It would therefore 
have been a desecration of the sacred blood, if it had been
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applied in the same manner, because the destroyer had once 
passed by ; this would have been to change a most significant 
means of deliverance into a very insignificant sign of deliver- 
ance, 

(5). The Paschal meal had the same design as every other 
sacrificial meal, viz. to represent the fellowship with God, which 
was to he established, as the result of the atoning sacrifice (vid. 
my Mosaisches Opfer, p. 102 sqq.) ‘ For the death of the lamb 
not only averted death, but originated a new life, and this new 
life was in the eating of the flesh” (Baumgarten). Hofmann, 
who denies that there was anything sacrificial in the passover, 
cannot of course admit that the Paschal meal was sacrificial. 
The only end which, in his opinion, it was designed to answer, 
was to give (physical) strength for the coming journey (p. 122, 
123). But is it possible that these arrangements, the sym- 
bolical character of which is emphatically shown in so many 
important details, meant nothing more than: ‘ eat as much as 
you can to-night, that you may be able to sustain the fatigue of 
your journey to-morrow morning”? Can we imagine the law- 
giver looking upon a meal, which was only intended to impart 
physical strength, as of such great importance, that he made its 
annual celebration the first and most solemn of al] the national 
festivals? It is true that Hofmann does not use the word 

physical ;” but we do not think that we have misrepresented 
him, by giving such an interpretation to his words. In fact, 
this necessarily follows from his denial of the sacrificial meaning 
of the passover. For if the physical strength imparted by this 
meal was the symbol and source of a corresponding spiritual 
strength, we do not see how it could become possessed of this 
character, except as the result of the sacrificial idea attached to 
the lamb, which was caten at the meal. 

A number of peculiar instructions were given with reference 
to the preparation and enjoyment of the meal, the symbolical 
character of which it is impossible to deny. (1). The lamb was 
to be roasted over the fire, and not boiled (ver. 9). The usual 
explanation of this arrangement is, that such a mode of preparing 
the food was most in accordance with the hurried nature of the 
whole affair. Hofmann (i. 123) and Bahr (11. 636) both adopt 
this explanation. The former also adds: “the objection offered 
by Spencer (ed. Pfaff. p. 307), that it would not have taken 

VOL. If. U
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longer to boil the meat than to roast it,if the vessels had been 
all made ready beforehand, contains its own refutation in the 
inappropriate condition and supposition.” But why so inappro- 
priate? Had not the Israelites four whole days for making 
these outward and unimportant preparations? Undoubtedly 
the Paschal meal had a compulsory and hurried character. But 
it was only the meal, and not the preparations ; for the latter 
were spread over four days. If it was not inappropriate, that the 
lamb itself should be selected and placed in readiness four days 
before it was used, why should it be so inappropriate that the 
vessels for boiling it (if boiling had been admissible on other 
grounds), should be made ready a few hours or rather minutes 
before (for this is all that would have been required)? But 
must not the preparations for roasting on a spit, which was an 
unusual process, have really occupied more time, than would have 
been required to prepare the boiling apparatus which was in 
constant use? In whatever light we regard this explanation, it 
appears to us to be thoroughly inadmissible. 

A second injunction was that not a bone of the lamb should 
be broken (ver. 46). Of course this did not mean, that it was 
not to be cut up for the purpose of eating, but for the purpose 
of roasting. The lamb was to be put upon the table whole. 
The unity, of which the undivided lamb was a representation, 
was communicated in a certain sense to those who ate of it. 
Whilst eating of the one perfect lamb, as of a provision made 
by God, eaten at the table of God, by intimate associates of God, 

they were thereby linked together as one body, being all par- 
takers of equal fellowship with God (consult especially 1 Cor. x. 
17). For this reason, as far as possible, the head, the thighs, 
and the entrails (ver. 9), were all to be eaten. It was also 
strictly commanded, that whatever was left should be burned the 
next morning, and not laid by for another meal. For if any 
portion had been eaten at another meal, this would have de- 
stroyed the idea of unity and completeness quite as much, as if 
only half the lamb had been cooked. ‘“‘ It would then have 
fallen into the series of ordinary meals, and this would have 
detracted from the holiness of that which was eaten” (Baum- 
garten). It was evidently on the same ground, that the further 
direction was given, that no part of it should he carried across 
the street from one house to another (ver. 46). It was an act
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of expediency, that whatever was left should be burned, but this 

did not destroy the idea of unity. By being committed to the 
fire, it was safely preserved from any profane or common use, 
and was given back, as it were, to God in the fire. 

The third injunction had reference to the other accompani- 
ments, viz., bitter herbs and unleavened bread (ver. 8). The 
bitters (axy4yq), With which the lamb was to be eaten (L.XX.: eat 

mixpioov, Iulgate, cum lactucis agrestibus ; Luther, mit bittern 
Salsen), were undoubtedly bitter herbs. They referred to the 
bitterness of the Evyptian oppression, of which it is said in chap. 
1. 14, that “they (the Egyptians) made their lives bitter” (\55y9). 
There are other passages also, in which bitter food and drink are 
figuratively employed to represent suffering and distress, Ps. 
Ixix. 21; Jer. vil. 14 (Bahr). But firmly as we adhere to this 
explanation, we cannot overlook the fact, that bitter accompani- 
ments might also be regarded as a spice, by which a stronger 
and more agreeable flavour was communicated to the food. The 
sweet flesh of the roasted lamb was to be made more savoury by 
the bitter vegetables, for their bitterness would be lost in the 
sweetness of the meat, and supply to the latter its appropriate 
condiment. And what the bitter spice was to the sweet meat, 
the recollection of their oppression in Egypt was to be to their 
deliverance from bondage. But the recollection of their op- 
pression was not all that was contemplated. As the sweet and 
the bitter relieved cach other, the one supplying what the other 
wanted, so were the sufferings in igypt and the deliverance from 
bondage intimately and essentially connected together ; for the 
latter could never have taken place without the former, and it 
was the consciousness of this which gave to the memorial its 
sacred worth. The words of the apostle are apphcable here, 
“No chastening for the present seemeth to be joyous, but 
grievous, nevertheless, afterward it yieldeth the peaceable fruit 
of righteousness to them which are exercised thereby” (Heb. 
xi. 11). 

A similar meaning has also been attributed to the direction, to 
eat only unxleavened bread at the meal. In support of this ex- 
planation, reference is made to Deut. xvi. 3, where the passover 
bread is called bread of affliction (yyy ony), and Wener (in the 

second edition of his Real-lexicon ii. 231), is of opinion that “the 
v2
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Israelite of a later age could not be more effectually reminded of 
the oppression endured in Egypt, than by eating for a whole week 
such plain and tasteless food.” To this Bakr justly replies (ii. 
630), ‘‘that if this had been the case, the whole seven days’ festival 
would have been a period of fasting and mortification, whereas it 
was really a joyous festival, and not one of mourning and repen- 
tance. Moreover the showbread and cakes, which, according to 

their symbolical meaning, were intended as food for Jehovah, were 
ordered to be unleavened. WasJechovalh, then, to have nothing 
but wretched, tasteless bread offered to him?” At the same 
time I am of Hofmann’s opinion (i. 124 seq.), that Bahr's own 
explanation is inadmissible, He says that ‘it was called bread 
of affliction, because it was bread, which called to mind their 
sojourn in Egypt, and the suffermg which they there endured ; 
though it did so, merely because it had been eaten on the occa- 
sion of their deliverance from that suffering.” But this reminds 
one too much of the derivation “ lucus a non lucendo.” I agree 
with Hofmann, in thinking, that the explanation of the expres- 
sion in Deuteronomy is to be found in the clause which imme- 
diately follows, ‘‘ for thou camest forth out of the land of Egypt 
in haste Gnome a.e., ye fled from it ina hurried and anxious 

manner).” ‘The departure from Egypt assumed the form of a 
hurried flight (item), and therefore was always remembered as 

an s3y (a tribulation, or oppression). As the Egyptians com- 

pelled the Israelites to rush out of Egypt in the greatest con- 
fusion, and allowed them no time for withdrawing quietly, or 
making the necessary preparations for their journey ; they still 
applied force to the Israelites, and Israel ate its last meal in 
Egypt s5yy5, ¢.e., under the oppression and affliction of Egypt. 
(In confirmation of this view, Hofmann very appropriately refers 
to Is. lii. 12 yum yitem sb). Moreover we learn from Ex. 

xii. 39 (84), that the reckless and irresistible impetuosity of the 
Egyptians, and the consequent nature of their forced flight, com- 
pelled them, altogether irrespectively of the divine command 
(ver. 15), and any symbolical meaning in the ordinance, to con- 
tinue for several days the eating of unleavened bread ; for every 
particle of leaven had been removed from their houses on account 
of the feast of the passover, and they were obliged to fly before 
any fresh leaven could be prepared.
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The account, which is given in Ex. xii. 39 (84), has been 
sometimes adduced as an evidence of discrepancy in the scrip- 
tural record; for, according to vers. 8 and 15 sqq., the use of 
leaven had been altogether prohibited, not merely on the day of 
the passover, but for seven days afterwards. But it was not the 
writer’s intention in ver. 39 to assign a reason for their eating 
unleavened bread, either at the original festival, or on the subse- 
quent commemoration of it. The true explanation is this. The 
first feast of the passover was confined to one day ; and on this 
day no leavened bread was to be eaten, for symbolical reasons. 
The following days were not feast days; but, as they were spent 
in travelling, they were days of hardship and toil. The comme- 
morative festival, which lasted seven days, was not intended to 
celebrate the day of departure, and the first seven days of their 
journey, but the day of their departure alone. The reason why 
seven days were spent in commemorating the historical events of 
one day, is to be found in the solemn character of the festival, 
which was observed in honour of this one day. Seven days, 
neither more nor less, were required for a full realization of the 
character of the festival, a perfect exhibition of the idea which 
it embodied. But as the eating of the Paschal lamb was the one, 
indivisible basis of the whole festival, and did not admit of repe- 
tition, whilst the festival itself was to last for seven days; this 
could only be accomplished by continuing for seven days the 
uther essential element of the Paschal meal, viz., the eating of 
unleavened bread. This was the sole reason, why unleavened 
bread was eaten for seven days, at the subsequent commemora- 
tion of the festival. At the first festival leavened bread might 
have been eaten on the second, third, and following days (for 
then the festival was confined to one single day) ; but the 
Israelites were compelled by external circumstances to continue 
cating unleavened bread for some days afterwards, And this is all 
that ver. 39 refers to. Had the writer intended to say that it 
was this fact, which gave rise to the future custom of eating un- 
leavened bread for seven days, he would assuredly have referred 
to it in a more pointed manuer, instead of omitting to make any 
reference to its lasting seven days. But in reality he is only 
speaking of the first day after the departure, and says that, on 
that day, they ate unleavened bread, because the dough which 
they had taken with them was not yeé leavened. By the xecond,
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third, or fourth day it must have been leavened ; and we may 
confidently assume that the Israelites ate without hesitation what 
they had in their possession, viz., bread made of the leavened 
dough. . 

What, then, was the symbolical importance of the unleavened 
loaves? They are called niyy (Sept. atuya, Vulg.azymi panes). 

Hofmann has shown, in his Weissagung (i. 124), that this neither 
means pure, nor yet sweet, but dry loaves. The roots sy, and 
wry convey the idea of the exclusion of moisture, hence of dry- 

ing, parching. In unleavened bread the moisture of the dough 
is driven out by the heat. It is not really baked, but parched ; 
for the peculiar characteristic of baking is, that the leaven or 
yeast produces fermentation in the dough, which is thereby ex- 
panded and lightened, and at the same time the moisture, which 
is retained, re-acts against the parching and compressing force of 
the external heat. If, then, we would deduce any symbolical 
meaning from the name of the Afazzoth; it must be found in the 
fact that the J/azzoth were loaves, in which there was nothing 
but the pure meal, without any change in its nature or flavour, 
without the admixture of any foreign substance (the water, for 
example, which is driven out by the fire), and without the im- 
partation of any foreign taste, or the least alteration by means of 
fermentation. There is all the more reason for adopting this 
interpretation, since it fully harmonizes with the course adopted 
in the preparation of the lamb, where (by roasting instead of 
boiling) every foreign substance was excluded, any change in its 
nature entirely prevented, and the preparation entirely effected 
by the pure and simple element of fire. 

In the case of the Mazzoth everything depended upon the 
absence of leaven, and in this there was a symbolical meaning. 
Whether the taste of the bread was thereby improved or injured, 
is not taken into consideration, Leaven is dough im the course 
of fermentation. But fermentation is corruption, the destruction 
of the natural condition, the breaking up of the natural con- 
nection between the component elements. Hence from a sym- 
bolical point of view all fermentation, being an alteration of the 
form given to the material by the creative hand of God, is a 
representation of that which is ungodly in the sphere of morals, 
that is of moral corruption and depravity. As the lamb, which 
served to impart both physical and spiritual strength, and to
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restore communion with God, was pure; the bread, wich was 
eaten with it, was not allowed to contain anything impure. 

With reference to the command to eat the meal in travelling 
costume (ver. 11), Baumgarten observes that, after the Israelites 
had been redeemed from the death of Egypt by the blood of the 
lamb, they derived new encrgy from eating the lamb that had 
been slain, solely in order that they might immediately take 
their departure from the land of destruction to the Mount of 
God. The number of persons who formed one cumpany at the 
Paschal meal is not stated. It was most natural that each 
household should form a separate party. But as it was desirable, 
as far as possible, to take care that none of the lamb should be 
left; it was ordered that, where a family was small, it should unite 
with another (ver. 4). Ata later period the Jews looked upon 
ten as the normal number of a single company. The supple- 
mentary command (ver. 44 sqq.), that no foreign servant, or 
associate, or hireling, should take part in the meal, and that no 
foreigner, who night be dwelling among the Israelites, should 
keep the passover with his family, unless they had been incor- 
porated into the community of Isracl by circumcision, had its 
external ground in the fact, that a large number of the common 
people of Egypt left their country with the Israchtes (ver. 38, 
see § 35.'7). But it is a very instructive fact, that just at this 
time, when everything tended to show how Jehovah distinguished 
between Israel and Egypt (chap. xi. 7), it was made a funda- 
mnental Jaw that non-Israelites might enter without the least 
difficulty into religious and national fellowship with the Israelites, 
and thus participate in all the blessings of the house of Israel. 
We have here a proof that, even when the distinction was inost 
marked between the heathen and the chosen people, the funda- 
mental idea of the Old Testament history was never lost sight of, 
that in Abrahaim’s seed all the nations of the earth should be 
blessed. 

THE EXODUS FROM EGYPT. 

§ 35 (lox. x1. 29—xiti. 16).— While the children of Israel were 

eating the passover in travelling costume, the tenth plague (1) 

fell upon the Egyptians. At midnight the destroying angel (2)
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slew all the first-born of Egypt, both of men- and cattle; and 

there was not a house to be found, in which there was not one 

dead. The terror of God came-upon all the Egyptians. The 

same hight, Pharaoh sent for Moses and Aaron, gave them per- 

mission to depart (3), and intreated their intercession on his 

behalf. The people of Egypt also urged the Israelites to depart 

as quickly as possible, for they said ‘‘ we are all dead men.” The 

Israelites then did what Jehovah had previously commanded 

them to do: they asked the Egyptians for articles of gold and 

silver (trinkets and jewels) and for clothes (festal clothing). And 

Jehovah caused his pcople to find favour in the eyes of the 

Egyptians, so that they gave without hesitation whatever was 

desired (4). The instructions to repeat the Paschal meal every 

year were coupled with a command, to sanctify all the first-born 

of men and cattle to the Lord (5). Thus they departed in 

festal costume, as an army of Jehovah (6); for the Egyptians 

themselves had clothed them with festal apparel and costly 

ornaments. The bones of Joseph were also taken by Moses, 

according to the promise which had been made to him on oath 

by the fathers of the people (§ 4), and for the fulfilment of 

which the people as a body were responsible. A large number 

of the Egyptians of the lower classes of society, who had endured 

the same oppression as the Israelites, from the proud spirit of 

caste which prevailed in Egypt, attached themselves to the 

latter, and served henceforth as hewers of wood and drawers of 

water (7). Four hundred and thirty years had been spent in 

Egypt by the descendants of Jacob (§ 14. 1). There were 

now among them 600,000 men capable of bearing arms (§ 14. 

3). Raemses was the place from which the procession started ; 

Succoth their first resting-place (§ 37). 

(1). Hengstenberg (Egypt and the Books of Moses p. 125) 

pronounces the tenth plague, viz., the death of all the first-born 

both of nen and cattle, to have been the result of a pesizlence, a
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thing of frequent occurrence in Egypt. But in this instance, 
where the natural side of the event completely disappeared, he 
gocs so far, in his anxiety to introduce a natural element into the 
uiracle, that we must decidedly decline accompanying him. With 
greater moderation LHdvernick says (p. 182): “ The last plague 
is the one, which brings us most decidedly into the sphere of the 
purely miraculous.” The word pestilence, however, is so inde- 
finite and general a term, that it conveys but little information - 
after all. If by pestilence we are to understand any disease 
which carries men off in a sudden and unsparing way, we can 
offer no objection to the application of the word to the tenth 
plague ; for if the hand of Jehovah smote a large number of the 
Kegyptians in one night with sudden death, the stroke itself must 
undoubtedly have resembled a mortal disease. But if the word 
be used in a more restricted sense, as denoting a disease that 
causes sudden death and overspreads whole districts by conta- 
gion, we protest with all our might against the designation. It 
was not by contagion, striking here and there like the electric 
fluid without previous warning, that so many victims were struck 
down by this plague, nor was it by any physical predisposition to 
a lisease produced by some mystcrious pestilential vapour, that - 
those whi fell were predestinated to die ; but the hand of Jehovah, 
or of the destroyer whom he sent, was the immediate cause, and 
not only the number of the victims, but the particular indivi- 
duals, were determined beforehand by a rule, which had not the 
slightest connexion with the laws of contagion. We cannot but 
be surprised, that Hengstenberg should ever have gone so far, as to 
assert that ‘ the expression ‘ «dl the first-born’ 1s not to be taken 
literally, any more than the other statement that ‘ there was no 
house in which there was not one dead,’ which could not be 
strictly correct, since there were not first-born in every house.” 
In his opinion we cannot infer from this that there were none of 
the first-born left alive, or that none but first-boru were killed. 
Again, with regard to the exemption of the Israclites, he says 
that natural analogies may be adduced, for at the present day the 
Bedouins have very little predisposition to pestilence, and seldom 
suffer in the same way from its devastations. Iiven if we adimit 
that the expression “all the cattle” in chap. ix. 6 (like chap. ix. 
25) is not to be taken too literally, it is very different with chap. 
xii, 29. In the former case the reference is to the desiruction
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of cattle by a general murrain, without any particular descrip- 
tion of the individuals smitten, and therefore the bistorian 
might naturally express himself in general terms. But here, 
where he is speaking of particular, well-defined individuals, 
such a mode of expression would have been altogether out ‘of 
place. The scriptural account says, ‘“‘ Jchovah smote add the 
first-born,” and proceeds to give the greater emphasis to the 
word “all” by adding: “ From the first-born of Pharaoh that 
sat on the throne, to the first-born of the maid-servant that was 
behind the mill, and unto the first-born of the captive that was 
in the dungeon” (xi. 5, xii. 29). This was the last, decisive 
plague. Whereas all the previous plagues had been so arranged, 
that it was still possible for unbelicf to resort to the subterfuge, 
that they had been the result of nature and chance alone ; this 
last was of such a kind, that even hardness and unbelief could 
not reftise to admit the interposition of the personal, living, 
supreme, and Almighty God. But the design of Jehovah would 
have been entirely frustrated by such exceptions as Hengsten- 
berg refers to. There is no force in his assertion, that there can- 
not have been first-born in every house. For if, here and there, 
a couple may possibly have been found, where the husband was 
not himself a first-born, without children, and living in a house 
by themselves, the cases must have been extremely rare, in which 
these three circumstances were all combined, and therefore the 
writer cannot be blamed for saying “ every house.” It was not 
the design of the plague, that corpses should be found in every 
house without exception ; but it was intended that all the jirst- 
born without exception should be slain, and if anything be pressed 
it must be ¢hzs. Morcover the reference is to the male first-born 
on the mother’s side (as chap. xil. 2 clearly shows, ef No. 5 
below), so that there would sometimes be several first-born in 
the same family. 

Again Hengstenberg is equally wrong, when he speaks of the 
supposed pestilence as being connected with the Chamsin (ze., 
the three days’ darkness). He brings forward the evidence of 
travellers to the effect that, ‘“ when the Chamsin lasts, pesti- 
lence prevails to a fearful extent, and those who are affected 
die very quickly,” and states nnmediately afterwards that ‘‘ for 
this reason the Arabs, as soon as the Chamsin ceases, congratu- 

late each other on having survived.” But according to the 
3
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biblical account, the pestilence did not go before the “ Chamsin,” 
or even accompany it; on the contrary, it did not occur for 
several days, perhaps some weeks afterwards, and therefore long 
after the Keyptians had congratnlated each other on having 
survived the dangerous period. 

_ (2). The infliction of the tenth plague is sometimes ascribed 
to Jehovah himself; at other times to a destroyer remy sent 

by Him and distinct trom Him (chap. xii. 23). There are some, 
it is true, who regard ppp as an abstract term, meaning 
destruetion ; but ver. 13, which is addueed in support of’ this, 
does not say: ‘“ the plague will not be among you for destrue- 
tion,” but ‘‘ there shall be no plague among you for the destroyer” 
(z.e., no plague to infliet, no oceasion for bringing a plague). 
So far as we have hitherto traced the operations of God in Isracl 
and on behalf of Israel, there is everything to lead to the con- 
elusion, that the destroyer, who was sent hy Jehovah, and in 
whom and through whom Jehovah personally appeared and 
worked, was no other than ¢he angel, whom we have already met 
with in the patriarchal history as the representative of Jehovah 
(vol. 1. § 50. 2); before whom Moses drew off his shoes and 
covered Ins face, when he appeared to him in the burning bush 
(ehap. 111. 2, 5, 6) ; and who manifested himself to Moses in the 
inn, when Jehovah appeared to slay him (chap. iv. 24). So 
far as the judgment was onc of wrath and brought destruction 
npon the sinner, the judge was also a destroyer. But as we 
read in Ps. Ixxvin. 49, of an army of angels of evil (nobuin 

my7 wb), who were actively engaged in the Egyptian 

plagues (for pays, like ssp, life, is an abstract noun meaning 

evil, wickedness ; and angels, that work evil, are not therefore 
wicked angels), the question may be asked whether pppyy 
does not indicate a plurality of angels engaged in the plagues. 
mown, a8 Hofmann eorreetly observes (Sehriftbeweis i. 310), 
denotes an instrument of destrnetion, of whieh there may be 
either one or many ; and even in the latter ease the many may 
be conceived of and deseribed as one, on aecount of the unity of 
the principle which sets them in motion. Thus, for example, in 
1 Sam. xi. 7, an entire division of the army, which set out to 
devastate the land, 1s ealled pppygan, and, on the other hand. 
mn 2 Sam. xxiv. 16, the angel of the Lord, whieh smote Jernsa-
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lem with pestilence during the reign of David, is called qeoan 

mmm But when we observe, that in the passage quoted 

from the Psalms, the work of the “ angels of evil” is not restricted 
to the slaying of the first-born, but applies to the whole of the 
Kigyptian plagues, and also that in the book of Exodus such 
emphasis is laid upon the destroyer’s passing over (i.e., from one 
door to another) ; it must be acknowledged, that the passage in 
the Psalms does not compel us to suppose that there was a 
plurality of destroying angels employed in connexion with the 
tenth plague, and that it is much more natural to understand 
the description, contained in the twelfth chapter of Exodus, as 
relating to a single destroyer. 

(3). Different answers have been given to the question, whether 
Pharaoh gave the Israelites a conditional or an unconditional 
permission to depart, that is, whether they left with or without 
any obligation to return. It appears to me that the permission 
must be regarded as unconditional. It is true that at first Moses 
merely requested, that they might be allowed to go for a three 
days’ journey into the desert, and thus the prospect of return 
was still left open (§ 20. 4); and even at the fourth plague he 
still presented his request in this limited form, but he never did 
so afterwards. It is in the nature of a war, however, that the 
conqueror raises the conditions of peace with every victory 
that he gains, whilst the vanquished are obliged to give up 
all their claims. The latter is just what Pharaoh did, as 
the scriptural record expressly declares. And we may justly 
assume that the former was the case with Moses, especially 
as a regard to Pharaoh led him to commence with a re- 
quest of so limited a character, that it could not possibly have 
sufficed even if it had been granted, and therefore in the event 
of Pharaoh’s compliance he would have been obliged to extend 
it. How much easier, then, was it to do this, when Pharaoh was 
obstinate and repeatedly broke his word! All the promises, that 
Moses had previously made, were annulled by Pharaoh’s con- 
tinued breach of faith; and when at length, after the ninth 
plague, the king turned the messenger of Jehovah out of doors, 
threatening him with death if he should ever venture to appear 
in his presence again, and Moses departed “with burning anger” 
saying: “As thou hast said, I will see thy face again no more” 

4
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(x, 29; xi. 8), all negotiations upon the former basis were for ever 
broken off. Henceforth Jfoses would never again request per- 
mission to go into the desert, but Pharaoh and his people would 
beg and entreat of Israel to depart from Egypt, as an act of 
kindness and mercy. If, then, the departure of the Israclites 
was regarded até the time as an act of kindness to Egypt, we 
may be sure that the Egyptians not only did not demand, but 
did not even desire that the [sraclites should return; for they 
would surely fear, or rather foresce with certainty that, if they 
did, the former evils would sooner or Jater be endured again. 
Pharaoh’s subsequent change of mind, which led him to pursue 
the Israelites with an army, for the purpose of bringing them 
back by force, is no proof to the contrary ; for it was the result 
of his own obduracy and the hardening of his heart by God, 
and merely led to the full execution of judgment upon himself. 
The fact that Pharaoh had not the remotest idea that the Israel- 
ites would return, but on the contrary regarded it as certain 
that they would not, 1s clearly proved by his astonishment when 
he heard that they had not gone straight into Asia, but were 
still within the borders of Egypt on this side of the Red Sea 
(§ 22. 5). “They have missed their way,” he said, “ the (Egyp- 
tian) desert hath shut them in.” The whole affair is so des- 
cribed, that we cannot possibly infer from Pharaoh’s pursuit, 
that he had merely given the Israclites permission to take a 
three days’ journey, and did not intend them to depart altogether. 
For his reason for pursuing them was not that they had passed 
the Egyptian frontier (in opposition to the supposed permission), 
but that they were still within the limits of the Egyptian 
territory. ‘They had not acted, therefore, in violation of Pha- 
raoh’s permission, but mercly contrary to his expectation. If 
the Israclites had taken the direct road to Canaan, or even if 
they had gone by the regular route to Sinai round the head of 
the gulf, the opposite view might possibly have been sustained. 
But as they had not left the soil of Egypt, and therefore cannot 
in any case have gone beyond the permission, which they are 
supposed to have received, we cannot see why Pharaoh should 
have hurried to enforce their return. On the contrary,as this was 
the actual state of the case, it would have been more natural 

for Pharaoh to conclude that the Israclites scriously intended 
to return after they had offered their sacrifices ; and if so, why
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should he make use of force? Pharaoh’s proceedings are incom- 
prehensible, on any other hypothesis than that the departure of 
the Israelites was generally regarded as a formal, and actual 
exodus. Andis not this crpressly stated in Pharaoh’s words: 
“why have we done this, that we have let Israel go from serving 
us?” He says himself that he has leé Israel go, that they should 
serve him no longer. Have we not here, then, a proof of uncon- 
ditional permission from Pharaoh’s own mouth? What need 
we any further witness? The king fancied that the infatuated 
resolution of Israel, which was to him so incomprehensible, was 
a proof that the people had been forsaken by their God and 
deprived of their reason ;—therefore he altered his mind and 
determined to pursue them. 

In reply to this, however, we are referred to Pharaoh’s words 
in Ex. xu. 31, where Moses and Aaron repeat their demand for 
the last time, and he answers: “‘ Rise up and get you forth from 
among my people, both ye and the children of Israel; and go, 
serve Jchovah, as ye have said, also take your flocks and your 
herds, as ye have sazd, and begone and bless me also.” Pharaoh 
is supposed to have expressly stated on this occasion, that he 
merely based his permission to depart upon their prior demand, 
and therefore restricted it to the limits of that demand. But 
so long as the maxim holds good, that the doubtful must be 
explained from the certain, and the obscure from that which is 
elear, we must interpret Ex. xu. 31 from Ex. xiv. 5, 6, and not the 
latter from the former. For no one will venture to assert, that Pha- 
raoh’s words in Ex. xii. 31 can only have been intended as a condi- 
tional permission to depart. He does not say a single word about 
making their return a necessary condition, as Ex. vii. 28 and x. 10 
would lead us to expect him todo. Moreover, on the supposition 
that his permission was entirely unconditional, the words ‘‘ serve 
Jehovah, as ye have said,” are perfectly intelligible, and by no 
means unimportant: for if we take them in connexion with Ex. 
vili. 25, 26, and x. 24—26, we have good ground to suppose 
that Pharaoh’s meaning was, that he would place no obstaele 
whatever in the way of their offering the intended saerifice. 
Moreover his reason for mentioning this sacrifice particularly 
may be gathered from the expression which follows: ‘‘ begone, 
and bless me also!” That is to say, he requested that the sacri- 
fice might be made available for his own welfare and that of his
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people, that Israel would show its gratitude by interceding for 
him and entreating the mercy of Jehovah on his behalf. And 
it must be admitted that the words in which the permission was 
esuched, “get you forth from among my people,” look much 
more like an unconditional than a conditional release. 

(4). On the supposed “ borrowing” and “ purloining” of the 
gold and silver vessels consult especially /Zengsterbery’s Genuine- 
ness of the Pentateuch (vol. 11. p. 417—432, English transl.). 
The passages in which it is referred to are Ex. ili, 20—22; x1, 
1—3; xi. 35, 36. In the first passage, the spoiling of the 
Egyptiansis mentioned as a divine promise ; in the second, as a 
divine command ; and in the third, as an act performed by the 
Israclites. All three passages have this in common, that the 
Israelites usked (Qu. borrowed ? yw) of the Egyptians vessels 

(and clothes), and that God gave the people of Israel favour in 
the eyes of the Egyptians. In the third the g7/t of the Kx syptians 
is described as a Siyyizy (Qu. lending or presenting ?) ; in the 
first and third the éakeng of the goods on the part of the Israelites 
is spoken of as a spoiling (Qu. “purloining ? bys); and, lastly, 
in the first passage the design of the request is said to be “ that 
ye may not go out empty.” 

Most commentators explain the word Sy yyi-4 as meaning to 

lend. But if this be the meaning, as the Israclites were not going 
torcturn to Keypt, and knew that they were not, their borrowing 
must be regarded as an act of fraud, a theft in fact ; and, what is 
still worse, God himself appears as the instigator of the robbery. 
Various attempts have been inade to get rid of this difficulty. 

In the first place, it has been said that God, the Creator 
of all things, is the actual owner of all created objects, and 
has an unconditional right to dispose of them as he will, and 
that, accordingly, he may justly transfer them from one steward 
to another. This explanation is given by Abenezra, Augustine, 
Luther, Calvin, Pfeiffer, Calov, Buddeus, &. Augustine finds 
a more particular motive, however, for the divine decision in the 

fact, that the Egyptians had perverted to ungodly purposes the 
gold which had been entrusted to them by God, having applied 
it to idolatrous worship, whereas the Israclites would use it for 
building the tabernacle ; and in this K. v. Raumer agrees with 
him. There is undoubtedly a certain amount of truth at the
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foundation of this explanation, and truth which is applicable to 
the circumstances before us; but there is by no means a sufficient 
amount of truth to remove the difficulty in question. If God in 
the administration of his government of the world, by any move- 
ment whatever, makes one man the possessor of what has pre- 
viously been in the hands of another, there is nothing in this to 
perplex or surprise ; and in such a case, the absolute right of God 
to the possession and disposal of the property would be most 
justly maintained. But it is to us most offensive and repulsive, 
for any one to attempt to persuade ns, that an act of fraudulent 
borrowing was the means of transfer approved and commanded 
by God. We must, therefore, pronounce this attempted defence 
unsatisfactory, except where it is accompanied, as it sometimes 
is, by one of the arguments to be adduced presently as a solution 
of the difficulty ; and even then everything depends upon whether 
the right selection is made. 

Secondly, The purloining of the jewels has been represented 
in the light of a reprisal, by which the Israelites, according 
to the will and command of God, repaid themselves for the 
long continued tributary service, which they had been unjustly 
compelled to render. This explanation is adopted by Philo, 
Clemens of Alexandria, Tertullian, Irenaeus, Theodoret, Gro- 
tius, &c. As we shall presently show, we admit that this 
solution also contains a certain amount of truth; but it is 
quite as far, as the former one, from being sufficient to re- 
move the difficulty. Hengstenberg, indeed, argues that there 
was nothing of the nature of a reprisal in the matter, since the 
Israelites did not stand in the same relation to the Egyptians as 
one independent power to another, but in the relation of subjects 
to the king of Egypt, and also because it was private property 
which they took away, and not that of the Egyptian state. 
With regard to the first, however, I cannot admit that there 
was anything like the pure relation of a subject to a monarch in 
the present instance. The Israelites had come to Egypt as a 
free and independent people, and had merely placed themselves 
under the protection of the king, without submitting to become 
his subjects. As the king, however, bestowed certain lands upon 
them, they certainly became his vassals, and on that relation 
certain rights of supremacy were probably founded. But those 
rights had respect to the lands, not to the individuals, and as
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soon us the Israelites restored the former to Pharavh, he ceased 

to have any claim upon them as his subjects, and had no right 
to keep them in the land by force and against their will. And 
when he attempted this, the Israelites, who had ceased to be 
vassals by declaring their intention to depart, were fully justified 
in meeting force by force, in defence of their right to withdraw. 
With regard to the other objection, that the Israclites had not 
rendered service to the Egyptians generally, but to the king and 
the state, and therefore should only have indemnified themselves 
from the property of the state, not from private property; the 
difficulty is removed when we consider that the crime of op- 
pressing Israel belonged to Egypt as a whole, and therefore the 
duty of rendering compensation belonged to it also as a whole. 
But the idea of a reprisal is entirely out of the question here ; 
for the Israelites asked for the treasures of the Egyptians, and 
did not take them by force, whilst the Egyptians gave them 
without any compulsion from without. And if their giving 
were merely a lending, there would be still Jess rcom for speak- 
ing of reprisals. 

Thirdly, a very peculiar escape from the difficulty has becn sug- 
vested by Justi (iiber die den Aegyptern abgenommenen Geriathe, 
Frankfirt 1771), and in all that 1s essential he is followed by 
August (theol. Blatt. 1.516 seq.). They are both of them of 
opinion, that the Israclites left their immoveable possessions in 
exchange, or as security for what they borrowed ; and hence the 
failure to restore the latter cannot possibly be regarded in the 
light of a theft. But we read nothing about security ; moreover 
this explanation is shown to be incorrect, by the words “ they 
purloined (stole) 1t from the Egyptians.” 

The following mode of defence touches more closely the actual 
difficulty, which arises from the words lend and purlozn. 

It has been maintained, fourthly, that the conduct of the 
Israelites was undoubtedly opposed to the universal law of nature, 
but that God, as the supreme lawgiver, has the right in particular 
cases to suspend the law of nature, or dispense with it altogether. 
We think it superfluous to enter into any further discussion of 
the inadmissibility of this assertion. 

fifthly,it has been further supposed that the Israelites borrowed 

According to Hase (Huttcrus redivivus, ed. 2 p. 58), by Eschenmayer, in 
his Religionsphilosophie ; but I cannot find the passage, 

VOL. II. x
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the vessels with the intention of restoring them ; but as God, the 
supreme possessor, afterwards directed them to retain them as 
their own, they were justified in keeping them. Pfeiffer, for 
example, says: ‘“‘ posito mutuo potuit id ex post-facto, inter- 
cedente assignatione juris, transire in proprictatem possidentis.” 
Here, too, we consider a refutation uncalled for. 

Sixthly, It has been said that the Egyptians lent the things, with 
the expectation of receiving them back again, and the Israelites 
borrowed with the intention of restoring ; but the Egyptian king, 
by his breach of faith and his malicious attack, set the Israelites 
free from every obligation to return, and rendered it impossible 
that they should restore what they had borrowed. This is the 
opinion expressed by J. D. Michaelis, H. Ewald, Hofmann, &c. 
But it is a sufficient reply to this, that the Israclites foresaw, 
with all the assurance of faith in the promises of God, that they 
would not return to Egypt (Ex. iii. 16 seq.). Nor is the flaw 
mended by Hofmann’s remark, that Moses undoubtedly knew 
that the Lord had promised to bring the people to Canaan, and 
therefore took Joseph’s bones away, but that he did not know 
how this would be accomplished. That is to say, Moses knew 
very well that the people would not return, and yet took away 
the vessels, on the express or tacit condition that he should bring 
them back! Was not this fraud ? 

Seventhly, H. Ewald (Geschichte 11. 52) regards the explana- 
tion just referred to, as evidently in accordance with the meaning 
of the narrative. But in his opinion the scriptural narrative does 
not give the Saga in its original form, but in a manner so 
distorted and changed, that nothing less than ELwald’s keen and 
prophetic glance could possibly have discovered and restored it 
to its original shape, which was as follows: ‘Israel took away 
from the Egyptians the true religion (?!!), took away from 
them the proper sacrificial utensils, and therewith the true 
sanctuary, and even the sacrifices themselves? This must evi- 
dently (2!) be the meaning of the Saga. In every such period, 
when the fate and religion of two nations are about to be decided, 
the first question is, which of the two contending nations will take 
from the other what is really good (?!), and which will give it 
up (?!) ; for in the course of the conflict something higher and 
better will be sure to be evolved, and one of the two contending 
parties will eventually suffer it to be taken by the other (? !).
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In this instance Israel, as the conqueror, justly prided dtsclf (? 1!) 
upon having taken the true sacrifice away from the Egyptians. 
We find an analogy in the narrative of the robbery of Laban’s 
household gods by Rachel, and the Grecian legend of the golden 
fleece.” We certainly do not think that Zwald’s true explana- 
tion will share the fate of the true religion and the true sacri- 
fices of Egypt. 

Not much more successful is (e¢ghily) a perfectly new explana- 
tion given by Schroring (in the luth. Zeitschrift, 1850, p. 284 
sqq.), Who supposes that, according to the original historical form 
of the Saga, the Israelites were victorious in a conflict with the 
IXgyptians, and carried off the palladia of the kingdom. 

Ninthly and lastly, we come to the view adopted by Hengsten- 
berg. It had been previously held by Harenberg, Lilienthal, Lto- 
senmiiller, Tholuck, Winer (Lex. Hebr.) and others, but none of 
them have defended it so vigorously, or carried it out so 
thoroughly as he. According to his explanation, the rendering 
of the words in question by “ lend” and “ purloin” can be shown 
to be false; and incontrovertible evidence, founded upon the 
circumstances of the case and supported by philological consi- 
derations, can le adduced to prove that the former actually de- 
notes a gift, forced from the Egyptians by moral power, through 
the influence of God upon thcir hearts, and that the latter was 
an act of spolation or plunder, the explanation of which is 
contained in the former. As we believe that this is the only 
correct explanation, we shall endeavour to sustain and, in some 
respects, carry out more fully the arguments of Hengstenberg. 

The first question is, how are the words 4yyy and bygyis in 
Ex. xl. 35, 36 to be understood ? Do they mean postulavié and 
dedit (to ask and to give), as Hengstenberg supposes, or mutuum 
petit and mutuum dedit (to borrow and to lend), as nearly every 
other commentator renders them ? In any case the two words 
stand in such a relation to cach other, that ‘syyyiey expresses 
the granting of the request contained in byy. If the Septuagint 
translation could always be depended upon, there would be no 
difficulty at all. The words are there rendered: 77ncav rapa 
tov Avyuntiov . . . Kal éypnoavatrois. In the Vulgate 
we find petierunt . . . commodaverunt, and in Luther's 
translation, ‘they asked . . . they lent.” 

Hengstenberg, however, not merely disputes the correctness 
x 2
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of the rendering ‘to lend” in this connexion, but denies that it 
ever has that meaning; at least he argues as if it was a priori 
wrong to introduce such a notion here, because it is inappro- 
priate on philological grounds. But in this we differ from him. 
For how did such a rendering find its way into the Septuagint 
and Vulgate if that be trne? Undoubtedly bys» (except in 
one passage) always means simply to ask, request, entreat, with- 
out the additional idea associated with mutuum petiit. More- 
over there is only one other passage, in which the Hiphil of by» 
occurs, viz. 1 Sam. 1, 28; and there it cannot possibly mean to 
lend, but to give unconditionally, to present: for Hannah does 
not give the son whom she had asked of the Lord, merely as 
a loan to the Lord. She brings him as a gift to Him, who had 
presented him to her; for she gives him up to the tabernacle, 
with an express renunciation of all her rights and claims upon 
him, by setting him apart as a Nazarite for life. But there is, 
on the other hand, one passage in existence, viz. 2 Kings vi. 5, 
where &ysy> has undoubtedly the mcaning to borrow. When 
the pupil of the prophets, who drops his axe into the water, 

iweNers., mourns the more bitterly over the loss, because the axe was 
theo bsson}; this can only mean that it belonged { to another, and was 

ow 

mn ~ therefore borrowed. But if byyyy; may mean to borrow, even 

a , _ “when standing alone, there can be no doubt that Longstoey may 
Le £\, “ 

also be used in the sense of “ lending.” 
The real state of the case is as follows : &S yyy) means primarily 

and originally to beg, ask, desire; and brsyry to grant the 
request, to give what is asked. But there is nothing in the 
words themselves, to show what is the nature of the request and 
the gift, whether conditional or unconditional; whether what is 
asked for, is required and given for a permanent possession, or 
merely for temporary use. The context and the circumstances of 
the case must determine, in every instance, whether the words have 
any such subordinate idea at all, and if so, which of the two it 
may be. If we ask, which is the more probable and usual, and 
which therefore is to be tried first in our exposition, we must 
certainly decide in favour of the former. For it will be granted, 
we imagine, by every one, that the idea of requesting and giving 
conditionally is farther removed from the radical signification of 
the words, than that of giving and asking without conditions. And 
this supposition is confirmed by the usage of the language. byyy>
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only occurs once in the sense of borrowing ; and Sg, which 
we only mect with in one other passage, has there the indis- 
putable meaning, “ to give, or present.” Our proper course is 
therefore plain, first of all to try whether this meaning will suit 
the connexion ; and if we find it inappropriate, 2.e., if the con- 
text and the circumstances of the case compel us to give the 
preference to the meaning “ ¢o lend,” then and then only are we 
bound, or even at liberty, to make use of the latter signification. 

It appears to us, however, that both the circumstances and 
the context are decidedly in favour of the first meaning. The 
most important point to be decided im connexion with the 
enquiry is evidently this: did the Egyptians expect the Is- 
raelites to return, or were they led to expect it by any promise 
on their part either tacit or expressed ? If this question were 
answered in the affirmative, we should not even then be com- 
pelled to conclude that the things were lent and not given; for 
the Egyptians might expect the return of the Israelites, and yet 
present to them valuable articles of plate and clothes. But if the 
state of the case was such that the Egyptians did not, and could 
not expect them to return ; it follows as a matter of course that 
the only idea, entertained on either side, must have been that the 
things were given, and not that they were lent. That this was 
the actual state of the case, we have shown above in the third 

note to this section. 
Moreover, the statement which is repeated in all the three 

passages, that the readiness of the Egyptians to give was the 
result of the operation of God upon their hearts (“ God gave the 
people favour in the eyes of the Egyptians”), suggests the idea 
of giving, much more than of lending. And when it is said in 
lex, ilL., “ask of the Egyptians and I will give you favour in their 
sight, that you may not go out emply,;” it is very evident, in the 
first place (especially if we compare the promise in Gen. xv. 14; 
which is reiterated here), that what they asked for was to he- 
come their own property ; secondly, that they were to obtain 
possession of it, not through the impossibility of returning, but 
through the influence of God upon the hearts of the Egyptians ; 
and thirdly, that the asking was not meant in the sense of pur- 
loining. 

But there is still one dificulty left, and in the opinion of our 
opponents, it is the most important of all, viz., the words ybeys+4
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ovey»—my (Aagl., “and they spoiled the Egyptians :” 7'r.), in 

chap. xii. 36. Butit is just from this expression, that our explana- 
tion derives the greatest support ; and to Hengstenberg belongs the 
credit, of having been the first to point this out in an emphatic 
manner, In the Septuagint the words are correctly rendered «at 
éoxvrevoay Tovs AlyuTrious, and so also in the Vulgate “‘ et spo- 
liaverunt Aegyptios ;’ but Luther's rendering is decidedly false, 
“sie entwendeten es den Aegyptern” (they purloined it from the 
Egyptians). %y5 never means to purloin, to steal ; it never 

denotes the removal or appropriation of any thing craftily and 
secretly, by fraud and treachery, but always meaus to plunder’, 
spoil, or take away by force. Now this does not harmonize at 
all with the idea of borrowing; for borrowing, with the intention 
of not returning, is an act of treachery, not of force. If we 
enquire how Luther came to lose sight of the true meaning ; the 
most probable conjecture is, that he was misled by the erroneous 
idea, that baygyyry meant to lend. He felt, no doubt, that spozt- 
ing did not harmonize with borrowing and lending, in fact that 
one excluded the other ; and instead of making use of the proper 
explanation of Sys, to correct his false rendering of Sygy9rq, he 
allowed himself to be misled by his regard for the Septuugint 
and Vulgate, and therefore altered the true rendering of the 
former, to suit the false or at least doubtful interpretation of the 
latter. 

But if the things were given, was it suitable to speak of this 
as robbery and spoliation? At first sight it does appear some- 
what strange, that we should answer in the affirmative. But 
on closer investigation it will not be thought so. The author 
intends to Jay stress upon the fact, that constraint was put upon 
the Egyptians ; that they were plundered of their possessions in 
consequence of the contest ; and that Israel had marched away, 
‘Jaden, as it were, with the booty of their powerful foes, as a 
sign of the victory, which they in their weakness had gained 
through the omnipotence of God.” It was the fulfilment of the 
promises contained in Gen. xv. 14, and Ex. iii. 19 sqq.: “ After- 
ward shall they come out with great substance,’ and “I know 
that the king of Egypt will not let you go except by a strong 
hand, and I will stretch out my hand and smite Egypt with all 
my wonders, and I will give this people favour in the sight of
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the Egyptians, and it shall come to pass that when ye go, ye shall 
not go away empty.” ‘The author,” says Mengstenberg, ‘‘ re- 
presents the gifts of the Egyptians as spoil which God had 
awarded to his army (xii. 41), and thus calls attention to the 
tact, that the bestowment of these gifts, which outwardly ap- 
peared to be the effect of the liberality of the Egyptians, pro- 
ceeded from another yviver ; that the act of the Hgyptians, which 
was performed without external compulsion, was the result of a 
divine constraining influence within, which they were utterly 
unable to withstand.” Without this divine constraint, the 
Egyptians would rather lave done all the injury they could to 
the despised and hated shepherds, from whom they had received 
such harm. ‘At the same time the expression 1s chosen with 
reference to the conduct of the Egyptians, for which they had 
now to make some compensation to God and his people. ‘They 
had plundered Israel (by the tributary service which they 
had unjustly compelled it to render) ; and now Israel carried 
away the plunder of Egypt.” That which happened to Egypt 
here, however, was a type of every similar conflict between Isracl 
and heathenism, for Egypt was the first-fruit and representative 
of the whole heathen world in its relation to the kingdom of 
God. Hence it 1s said in Zech. xiv. 14, with evident reference 

to this event, that “the wealth of all the heathen round about 
shall be gathered together, gold and silver, and apparel, in great 
abundance.” In the present instance, thereforc, on the occasion 

of the first and fundamental conflict with heathenism and vic- 
tory over it, it would have been at variance with the divine rule 
of propriety, if Jehovah bad allowed his people to depart with- 
out compensation for the privations and injuries, to which they 
had been unjustly exposed in Kgypt. It would have been but a 
partial victory, and, therefore, (according to the primary inten- 
tion of this portion of history), no victory at all, if Israel had not 
thus obtained complete satisfaction. 

Thus, and thus only, can the passages quoted from the book 
of Exodus be freed from every difficulty; thus only can the 
terms of the announcement, and the demands of all the cir- 
cuustances, be fully satisfied; thus only can the transaction 
itself be brought into harmony with the whole of the mira- 
cles and events which occurred in Egypt; aud only thus can 
we exphun the fact, that the author regarded it as so Important
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and significant, that he describes it three times with all the de 
tails, and in every form in which it could possibly be presented 
(as 2 promise, a precept, anda fulfilment) ; and not only so, but 
that it was also included in the promise made to Abraham 650 
years before (Gen. xv. 14). With this explanation, it appears to 
us as the climax of all the signs and wonders, or rather of all the 
events associated with the deliverance of Israel from the yoke of 
the Egyptians. Every explanation, in which the notion of a loan 
is retained, comes into conflict with the idea of the holiness of 

God ; whilst all the elements of truth, which lie at the root of 
the unsuccessful attempts referred to above, are not only retained, 
but receive ample justice in this explanation of ours. 

Before leaving this subject, there is one more question to which 
we must direct our attention. It has generally been overlooked 
altogether, and where this has not been the case, it has been 
incorrectly auswered. I refer to the question, what kind of gifts 
the Israelites asked for, what determined their choice, and to 
what purpose they intended to appiy them ? 

Ewald is of opinion, that the vessels and clothes, for which 
they asked, were indisputably intended for the sacrificial fes- 
tival, which the Israelites were about to celebrate, and for 
which Moses had requested Pharaoh to let the people go. 
They must, therefore, have been sacrificial utensils and priestly 
clothes, which had already been set apart by the Egyptians for 
the same religious object. But how does this square with the 
injunction contained in Ex. ni. 22, that “ every woman shall 
request of her neighbour (fem. ), and of her that sojourneth in 
her house,” these clothes and other articles? Does Ewald sup- 
pose, that all the Egyptian zomen, or at any rate all those, who 
lived with or among the Israelites, were in possessivn of sacrifi- 
cial articles and priestly clothes? Any one who is versed in 
Egyptian antiquities, must know very well that the system of 
caste was too strictly maintained in ancient Egypt, for such a 
thing to be credible. Justin, it is true, says of Moses, ‘ sacra 
Aegyptiorum furto abstulit” (hist. 36. 2.13;) but be certainly 
does not represent the Israelites as stealing the Sacra Aegyptzo- 
rum from the wives of the Egyptian Fellahs. His notion un- 
doubtedly was, that Moses broke into the Egyptian temples at 
the head of au Israelitish army and plundered them. And if 
any one imagines that Jzsftn’s account is more correct. than that
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of the book of Exodus, we will not deprive hin of his pleasure 
by any untimely discussion, or refutation of his views. 

Hofmann also supposes, that the articles of gold and silver 
were sought (borrowed) by the Israelites, for the approaching 
festival in the desert. But he imagines them to have been, not 
bowls and other sacrificial vessels in use among the Egyptians, 
as Ewald fancies, but articles of furniture and table utensils. 
lt can be easily proved, however, that this explanation is erro- 
neous and inadmissible. For, like the other, it is opposed to the 
command in Ex. iit. 22, that every woman should request of her 
neighbour, and of her that sojourned in her house, the articles 
referred to. Can it for a moment be supposed that cooking 
utensils, furniture, and table services of gold and silver were 
possessed by all the Egvptians, even of the poorer and lower 
orders (for it is these and not the rich and noble that we must 
chiefly think of as dwelling in the midst of the Israelites and 
lodging in their houses) ? But apart from this, the Egyptians 
and Israelites were both of them too scrupulons and particular, 
with regard to the cleanness and uncleanness of their vessels, for 
the latter to use cither sacred or profane vessels belonging to the 
unholy Egyptians at their most holy festival ; or, vice versa, for 
the former to lend them to the Israclites for their abominations 
(Ex. viii. 26). Moreover, the supporters of this explanation 
are at a loss to know how to dispose of the clothes, which are 
referred to in just the same terms as tlie rest of the things. 
However the issue proves that it 1s incorrect. No doubt the 
Israelites were altoyether ignorant, at the time when they asked 
for the golden vessels and the clothes, of the manner in which 
the festival was to be celebrated and the sacrifices to be offered 
in the desert (Ix. x. 26); and hence it is not ¢mpossible that 
they may have thought, that every Israelitish woman (Ex. iii.) 
and every [sraclitish man (Ex. xi.) would require one or more 
of these vessels of gold or silver. But this is certainly not 
very probable. Besides, even if neither Moses nor the Israel- 
ites knew, what kind of festival was tobe celebrated and what 
would be required (Iix. x. 26), God certainly knew all this, and 
it was He who commanded the Israclites to ask for the articles 
of gold and silver. Now, if we look at the result, viz.. at the 
manner in which the sacrificial festival was actually celebrated 
in the desert (Fix. xxiv.), we find not the least hint of their
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having used the articles, which they had borrowed from the 
Egyptians ; in fact it is evident, that only one sacrificial basin 
was employed (xxiv. 6). We must therefore conclude, that at 
all events it could not have been the intention of God, that the 
articles should be employed in their sacrificial worship. If, how- 
ever, this was not the purpose for which God commanded the 
Israelites to ask for the vessels of gold and silver, He must have 
had some other object in view. And in our opinion, the scriptural 
narrative states clearly enough what His purpose was. But we 
must postpone the discussion of it to a later period. 

First of all, we must endeavour to ascertain clearly, what we 
are to understand by the pony any sSay DD sb5 in this 

passage. There is no difficulty with "regard to the particular 
words. 1b plur. orbs, derived from -45, means, according to 

Gesenius (thesaurus) : quidquid factum, confectum, paratum. 
It isa ‘vocabulum late patens” to which it would be «itticult 
to find a parallel; for it is used in the Old Testament. with 
reference to articles of every possible kind. House-furniture, 
tools, sacrificial utensils, vessels of all kinds and for all pur- 
poses, armour, clothes, ornaments, jewels, and other things, are 
all called by this name. But when the pss are said to have 
been of gold and silver ; of course the range, which is covered by 
the word, is considerably limited. It must then be understood 
as referring to such articles only, as were generally or frequently 
made of the precious metals. Now as a rule the articles of gold 
and silver would be merely ornaments (rings, bracelets, chains, 

&c.), things used in the temple (sacrificial vessels, &c.), and 
certain articles of furniture or table-service to be found in the 
houses of the rich and noble. As the precious metals were 
most frequently employed in the manufacture of the articles 
first-named, it is most natural to suppose that 454 DD sb5 
soy were jewels and ornaments; there being nothing in the 
context or the words themselves, on which to found a more 

minute description. Hence, starting from this abstract stand- . 
point, we have good reason to suppose that the primary reference 
is not to articles of furniture or table-service, but to ornaments, 
trinkets, and jewels. In this sense the expression occurs in Gen. 
xxiv, 53 without further details: “ And Eliezer produced p55 sb> 

ova aM s655, and gave them to Rebekah.” But although we
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have no particular description, can we reasonably suppose the pre- 
sents to have consisted of anything but trinkets and ornamental 
articles of female attire? 477; sb> is used in the same sense 
in Ex. xxxv. 22, clasps and ear-(nose)-rings, finger-(signet)- 
rings, and necklaces being mentioned by way of example; and 
also in Num. xxxi. 50, where, in addition to the ornaments just 
named, foot-chains and bracelets are specified. 

These passages show very clearly, that in common parlance 
the phrase “articles of gold and silver” was yencrally under- 
stood as referring to ornaments. And if we look more closely 
at the verses before us, we shall soon arrive at the conviction, 

that nothing else can be intended there. The very fact, that the 
articles of gold and silver are mentioned in connexion with 
clothes, leads to the conclusion that the two are to be placed in 
the same category ; that is to say, that they were both of them 
ornamental, since the clothes were evidently festal dresses, This 
conclusion is still more decidedly forced upon us, when we con- 
sider that in Ex. 1. none but women are mentioned either as 
givers or receivers. For it is evident that only such things are 
referred to, as are generally to be found im the possession of 
women, and such as women care most about. We have not 
to think, then, of either furniture or table service, but of orna- 
iments alone. And thus the difficulty, to which Hofmann's ex- 
planation was cxposed, is entirely removed. We certainly cannot 
imagine that every Egyptian family was in possession of gold 
and silver plate, much less of sacrificial basons, dishes, &c., of 
gold and silver; but without wandering beyond the range of 
probability, we may assume, that an Egyptian woman, though 
otherwise poor, might possess a ring, bracelet, clasp, or some 
other ornament of gold or silver. 

We find, indeed, in Ex. x1., en as well as women mentioned 
as givers anc receivers ; but no one, we trust, will think that 
this is at variance with our explanation. For clothes are spoken 
of, as well as gold and silver p»b5; and they were certainly 
required by men, as much as by women. Moreover the men 
sometimes wore either gold or silver ornaments. Judah, for 
example, had a signet ring (Gen. xxxviti. 18), and Joseph a 
ring and gold chain (Gen. xli. 42). 

A further proof that this is the only correct explanation, is to be 
found in the words orm by) O33 by Dray (lex. i. 22). 

a
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Luther follows the Septuagint and Vulgate, and renders these 
words, ‘ye shall lay them upon your sons and daughters,” 7.e., 
that they may carry them. This is a mistake, which neces- 
sarily arose from the false interpretation of pbs (Gefasse, 
oxéun, vasa), and which a correct interpretation at once removes. 

Even on the supposition that the ps5 were vessels (basons, 
kettles, dishes, &c.), there would be something startling in such 
a rendering. Had the Israelites, we might ask, whose chief 
pursuit was the rearing of cattle, no asses and other beasts to 
carry their baggage ? Was it necessary that their sons and 
daughters should supply the place of beasts and burden? If we 
refer to Ex. xii. 38, we shall find that the Israelites went out 

with a very large quantity of cattle of every kind. Moreover 
the verb oxy with the preposition by can only mean to put on, 
when used of clothing, armour, jewellery, &c. (cf. Gen. xXxvii. 
34, xli. 42; Lev. vii. 8, seq.; Ruth ni. 2; Ezek xvi, 14, and 
many other passages), and this must be the mcaning here. 

But we have still one more way open, of fully satisfying our- 
selves as to the meaning of the words “articles of gold and 
articles of silver,” in the passage nnder review. As every Woman 
was to ask, and receive from her female neighbour, and every 
man from his neighbour also; there must have been a great 
abundance of the articles referred to, in the possession of the 
Israclites. Let us sec now, whether we do not find some further 
reference to them in the course of the history. First of all we 
meet with them in Ex. xxxii., where the men and women, sons 

and daughters of Israel, take their golden ear-rings out of their 
ears, that Aaron may make them into Elohim to go before them. 

Again, although the quantity of golden ornaments, required 
to make the golden calf, must have been far from inconsiderable, 
and this calf was subsequently destroyed (x. xxxii. 20); we 
read shorily afterwards (Idx. xxxv. 21, seq.), that the whole 
community, both men and women, brought ‘clasps and ear-rings 
(nose-rings ?), signet rings, necklaces, and all sorts of trinkets 
of gold,” as a free-will offering towards the erection and fur- 
nishing of the tabernacle. Let any one think for a moment 
what a mass of gold must have been used in connexion with the 
tabernacle, when the beams were all plated with gold, and the 
articles of furniture were cither made of solid gold or at least 
eovered with it, and he will be obliged to admit not only that 

2
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the quantity of gold in the possession of the Israclites was extraor- 
dinary, but that if we were not acquainted with the circumstance 
narrated in Ex. xii. 35, 36, it would be incredible and incon- 
ceivable. 

We shall, perhaps, be reminded, however, that according to 

Nun. iv., there were gold and silver dishes, bowls, cups, cans, 
lamps, suuffers, extinguishers, and oil vessels in the tabernacle, 
and told that these were probably the “ articles” which the Israel- 
ites had received from the Egyptians (ef v. Laumer, Der Zug 
der Israel. p. 3. 4. Anm.). But this was evidently not the case, 
for we learn from Ex. xxv. 29, 38, that these dishes, bowls, 

cans, cups, snuffers, and extinguishers were made in the desert ; 
and in ver. 3 sqq. we read, that they were made from the free- 
will offerings of ornaments and jewellery, that were brought to 
Moses by both men and women. We may, perhaps, be also 
referred to Num. vii., where it is said that every one of the 
twelve princes of Isracl brought as his offering, at the dedication 
of the altar, a silver dish weighing a hundred and thirty shckels, 
a silver bowl of seventy shekels, and a golden spoon of ten she- 
kels, in which his meat offering was placed; and these again 
will probably be pointed out as Egyptiart vessels. But let it be 
observed that every woman, and every man, requested and re- 
ceived the articles of gold and silver ; whilst here it was only the 
twelve princes of Israel, who brought such offerings as these. 
Morcover, they were not brought till the tabernacle was finished ; 
and therefore the twelve dishes, and bowls, and spoons, had 
most probably been made in the desert for that purpose, as well 
as the things already named in Ex. xxv, 29, 38, and Num. iv. 
7,9. The gifts of the Egyptians may possibly have been em- 
ployed ; but ifany objection be felt to this, it must be borne in 
inind, that the offerings were made by the princes of Isracl, and 
as they were the richest and most eminent among the people, 
they may very well have possessed both gold and silver, and, for 
aught I know, silver dishes and bowls, as well as golden spoons, 
among their private property. Still, as the dishes, bowls, and 
spoons, offered by the twelve princes, were all of exactly the 
same weight, we ure forced to the conclusion, that they had been 
prepared expressly for the purpose. 

The character and drift of the whole narrative are brought 
out more clearly by this explanation ; and on the other hand it
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serves to confirm the opinion, that the articles were not obtained 
by borrowing and purloining, but were spoils which came to the 
Israelites in the shape of presents, though they were forced from 
the Egyptians by moral constraint. 

After the severe oppression, under which Israel had groaned 
so long, the resources of a large portion of the nation must 
necessarily have been considerably reduced, through the loss of 
the property which they once possessed. Under such circum- 
stances, unless some provision had been made, the departure of 
the Israelites would have been upon the whole but a very miser- 
able one; and the last impression left by the people of God, on 
their exodus from Egypt, could only have been that of a wretched 
and contemptible horde of beggars and of slaves. This would 
undoubtedly have been opposed to the divine rule of propriety ; 
for the reproach of the people was the reproach of Jehovah, just 
as in other cases the glory of the people was Jehovah's glory. 
It was not to be with great difficulty, and with hardly a sound 
skin, that the Israelites were to depart; but as a victorious 

and triumphant people, laden with the treasures of Egypt, in 
festal attire, and adorned with jewels and costly ornaments, 

and with necklaces and bracelets of gold. They were going to 
the celebration of a festival, the greatest and most glorious that 
ever occurred in their history ; such a festival demanded festal 
attire, and this was to be furnished by their bitter and obdurate 
foes, without (and this was the climax of their triumph) the 
least external compulsion, and yet without resistance or refusal, 
on the simple request of the Israelites alone. To such an 
extent had the pride and intolerance of the Egyptians been 
broken ; so completely were the tables turned, that Egypt now 
entreated as a favour the very departure, which it had hitherto 
so obstinately opposed, and it was no longer the Kgyptians but 
the Israelites who prescribed the conditions of their departure, 
whilst the former assented at once to every condition, however 
humiliating it might be. 

(5). The Old Testament divides the First-born into two 
classes, the first-born of the father, and the first-born of the mo- 
ther. The former alone possessed the civil rights of primogeni- 
ture, namely, the headship in the family, and the double inherit- 
ance, which secured to them the title of primogeniti haereditatis 
(cf. Deut. xxi. 15—17). The latter, who were called, in distinction
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from the others, “‘ every first-born that openeth every womb,” had 
no civil pre-eminence ; unless they were also the first-born of the 
father. In the case before us, the first-born of the mothers are 
intended ; and as they were to be sanctified to Jehovah, they were 
designated as primogenitt sanctitudinis. (ef. Selden, de suc- 
cess. in bona defunctt. c. 7. p. 26 sqq. and Zhen diss. 11. p. 
37).—The question arises here, what are we to understand 
by the sanctification of the first-born? That they were not to 
be set apart to the priesthood is proved most conclusively by 
Ex. xiii. 2, 13, where the first-born of men are ordered to be 
sanctified, in exactly the same sense as the first-born of beasts. 
It was not as sacerdotes, but as sacrificia to the Lord, that the 
first-born were to be set apart. ‘ Sanctify unto me all the first- 
born both of man and of beast, for they are mine,” are the terms 
of the command in ver, 2 (cf. Vitringa, observv. ss. 11. 2, p. 272 
sqq.). When Jehovah passed through the land and smote all 
the first-born of the Egyptians, he had passed over all the houses 
of the Israelites that were marked with the atoning blood of the 
Paschal lamb, and spared the first-born in them; but notwith- 
standing this, he had the same claim to the first-born of the 
Israelites, as to those of the Egyptians. This claim of Jehovah 
to the possession of all the first-born was founded upon the fact, 
that He was the Lord and Creator of all things, and that as 
every crc..ted object owed its life to Him, to Him should its life 
be entirc.y devoted. The earliest birth is here regarded as the 
representative of all the births; so that the dedication of the 
whole family was involved in that of the first-born. The diffe- 
rence between the first-born of Israel and the first-born of Egypt 
was this: the Egyptians refused to render to Jehovah that which 
was due, and continued most obstinately to resist his will ; Isracl, 
on the other hand, did not draw back from the dedication re- 

quired, and covered their previous omissions by the atoning 
blood of the sacrificial lamb, Now the law of the kingdom of 
God is, that every thing which will not voluntarily consecrate, 
ilself to the Lord, for the purpose of recciving life and blessed- 
ness through this self-dedication, is compulsorily dedicated in 
such a manner as to receive judgment and condemnation. The 
slaughter of the first-born of the Egyptians is therefore to be 
regarded as of the nature of a ban (py), an Involuntary, 
compulsory, dedication. But Israel’s self-dedication to Jehovah
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had hitherto been insufficient, and hence the necessity for the 
expiatory sacrifice to cover the defects. The necessary comple- 
ment of reconciliation is sanctification. By virtue of the atoning 
Paschal blood the first-born of Israel had been spared; but if 
they were to continue to be thus spared, the sanctification of the 
first-born must follow. And as the first-born of Egypt repre- 
sented the entire nation, and in their fate the whole people were 
subjected to a compulsory dedication; so was the voluntary 
dedication of the whole nation of Israel set forth in the sanctifi- 
cation of the Israelitish first-born. It is true that the sparing 
of the first-born, like the redemption from Egypt, did not occur 
more than once in history; but future generations reaped the 
benefit of both events ; and therefore in the particular gencration 
which was spared and delivered, every succeeding gencration was 
spared and redeemed at the same time (and it was for the 
purpose of keeping this in mind that the annual commemoration 
of the passover was enjoined). Hence it was not sufficient that 
the first-born of that first generation should be consecrated to 
the Lord, in order that the protection and deliverance afforded 
should be subjectively completed ; but it was required that the 
first-born of every succeeding generation should be also sanc- 
tified to the Lord, as having been also spared and redeemed. 
Therefore the command was issued, that this first sanctification 
of the first-born should be repeated in the case of all the first- 
born in every age. 

The words ‘for they are mine,” (chap. xii. 2) show, in the 
most general terms, in what the consecration of the first-born 
consisted. ‘The first-born was the Lord’s; it was not sui juris, 
but the property of Jehovah, Jehovah's mancipium. Knowing 
then, as we do, from the next stages in the development of their 
history, that Jehovah had determined to fix his abode in the 
midst of the Israelites, and that his dwelling-place was to be the 
sanctuary of Israel, the tabernacle of assembly, where they were 
to meet with their God and serve him ; we naturally expect that 
the consecration of the first-born, that is, their dedication to 

Jehovah, should take place either in or at this sanctuary, and 
this expectation was fully realized in the subsequent course of 
their history (vid. Vol. i. § 20. 3). But the sanctuary was not 
yet erected; therefore, the sanctification required here cannot 
have been anything more than a provisional separation for that
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purpose, not the actual realization of it. But Isracl was already 
to be made to understand, that after that solemn night of pro- 
tection and deliverance, the first-born of its families and the 

first-born of its cattle were no longer 7zts own, but belonged to 
God. It was no longer at liberty to dispose of them according 
to its own pleasure; but must wait submissively, till God in his 
own time should determine what they were to do. So much, 
however, was already made known (chap. xii. 13), that only 
clean animals, z.e., such as were fit for sacrifice, were to be actually 
and irredcemably sct apart as sacrifices to the Lord ; whilst all 
the rest of the cattle were either to be slain, or redeemed by a 
clean beast, and the first-born children were also to be redeemed. 

But it was not declared till a later period, how this was to be 
done (Num. iit. 8 ; viii. 17; xviii. 14—18), At the same time, 
they were already made perfectly conscious of the meaning of 
the whole transaction (vers. 14, 15) : “‘ When thy son asketh thee 
in time to come, saying, what ts this ? thou shalt say unto mm: 
By strength of hand Jehovah brought us out of Egypt, from the 
house of bondage, and it came to pass, when Pharaoh would 
hardly let us go, that the Lord slew all the first-born of Egypt, 
. therefore I sacrifice to Jehovah all that openeth 
the matrix, being males ; but all the first-born of my children | 
redeem.” 

An expression occurs in Ex. xiii. 16, with reference to the sanc- 
tification of the first-born, which is similar to that which has al- 
ready been used in ver. 9 respecting the yearly celebration of the 
passover: “ It shall be for a token upon thine hand, and for a 
memorial-band (anata ; ver. 16, for a frontlet, nevinds) be- 

tween thine eyes. The pharisaic custom of later times was founded 
upon these passages; just as the practice of wearing rove nm oor 

gudaxtypia (Matt. xxiii. 5), Ze., strips of parchment with pas- 
sages of Scripture written upon them, which were tied to the fore- 
head and the hand at the time of prayer, was based upon Deut. 
vi. Sand xi. 18 5 whilst others interpret the passages as symbolical 
only. That the latter is the only admissible explanation of the two 
passages in the Book of Exodus, must be apparent to every one ; 
but whether the same may be said of the passages in Deute- 
ronomy, is a question that we must reserve for a later occasion. 

(6). According to Ex. xiii. 18 the children of Israel departed 
VOL. II. Y
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from kgypt owing The Septuagint rendering is wéunry 

dé yevéa dvéBnoav.  Clericus explains it in the same man- 
ner, with special reference to Gen. xv. 16, and Ex. vi. 16 
sqq. (Jacob, Levi, Kohath, Amram, Moses). Fuller adheres 
firmly to the derivation of the word from yirpy five (Miscell. ss. 

5. 2). He renders it by weuardades, and supposes it to mean 
that they were drawn up in five columns. But neither of these 
renderings corresponds to the sense, in which the word is used in 
other places (Josh. i, 14; vi. 12; Judg. vii.11). In Num. xxii. 
30, 32, and Deut. i. 18, the men who are called pstyyyypq in 
Josh. i. 14, and vi. 12, are described as py yb (= accinct, 

expediti ad iter s. ad proelium). The Vulgate translates it 
armatt ; Aquila, évwrdiopévos ; Symmachus, xadwarcpévot. 
A more suitable rendering of the passages cited would be 
‘equipped for battle, in battle array,” which certainly includes 
the notion of being armed. The etymology isdoubtful. Gesenius 
refers to the cognate roots yam = acer fut, pram = violenter 

egit, oppressit, and to the Arabic (wes = acer, strenuus furt in 

proelio. It has been objected to our explanation, that the Is- 
raelites went away unarmed. But this is nowhere stated ; 
and the panic, which seized them afterwards (chap. xiv. 10 sqq.), 
does not prove that they were not armed. On the other hand, 
we read shortly afterwards of their fighting a regular battle 
at Rephidim with the Amalekites (xvii. 10 sqq.). There could 
have been no reason whatever for cividing the people into five 
companies. The Septuagint rendering has still less to com- 
mend it; were it only because there is no ground for the assump- 
tion, that Moses was the fifth in order of descent from Jacob (vol. 
i.§6.1). But the rendering “ equipped for battle” or ‘in battle 
array” furnishes a good, appropriate, and very significant mean- 
ing. This was a necessary part of the triumphant and jubilant 
attitude, in which Israel was to depart from Egypt. 

(7). The Egyptians, who attached themselves to the Israelites 
on their departure, are called ayy (from 353) fo mx) in chap. 

xii, 38, and in Num. x1. 4 popor (from FIDN to collect). 

Luther renders both words Pdbelvolk (a mob) ; the Septuagint, 
érripuextos ; the Vulgate, vulgus promiscuum. The Hebrew 
expressions describe them as a people that had flocked together
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(the formation and meaning of the words correspond to the 
German Mischmasch), and lead to the conclusion that they 
formed the lowest stratum of Egyptian society, like the Pariahs 
in India, and did not belong to any of the recognised castes (c/ 
$ 45. 4). Even among the Israchites they occupied a very 
subordinate position; for there can be no doubt that they were 
the hewers of wood and drawers of water mentioned in Deut. 
xxix. 10, 1]. At the same time we perceive from this passage, 
that in spite of their subordinate position, and their performance 
of the lowest kinds of service, they were regarded as an integral 
part of the Israclitish commniunity. 

PASSAGE THROUGH THE RED SEA, AND DESTRUCTION OF PHARAOH. 

§ 36. (Ex. xiii, 17—xv. 21; Num. xxxui. 3—8).—The 

nearest route to Canaan, the ultimate destination of the children 

of Israel (chap. iii. 17), would have been in a north-casterly 

direction, along the coast of the Mediterranean; and by this route 

their pilgrimage would not have lasted more than a very few 

days. But Jehovah had his own good reasons (1) for not lead- 

ing them straight to Canaan, but causing them to take a cir- 

cuitous route across the desert of Sinai (2). The regular road 

from Egypt to Sinai goes round the northern point of the Heroo- 

politan Gulf (the Red Sea), and then follows a south-casterly 

direction along its eastern shore. In this direction the Israelitish 

procession started, under the guidance of Moses. The point from 

which they set out was Raemses, the chief city of the land of 

Goshen. The main body, which started from this city, was no 

doubt joined on the road by detachments from the more distant 

provinees. Their first place of encampment was Succoth, the 

second Ltham, “at the end of the desert.” But instead of going 

completely round the northern extremity of the Red Sea, so as to 

get as quickly as possible beyond the borders of the Egyptian 

territory, and out of the reach of Egyptian weapons ; as soon as 

they reached this point, they received orders from Jehovah to 
y 2 

ond
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turn round and continue their march upon the western side of 

the sea. ‘Thus they still remained on Egyptian soil, and took a 

route, Which apparently exposed them to inevitable destruction, 

if Pharaoh should make up his mind to pursue them. For they 

were completely shut in by the sea on the one hand, and by high 

mountains and narrow defiles on the other, without any method 

of escape which human sagacity could possibly discover. In 

such a position no prudence, or skill, or power, that any human 

leader, even though he were a Moses, might possess, could be of 

the least avail. But it was the will of God; and God never de- 

mands more than he gives. When He required that Israel 

should take this route, He had also provided the means of escape. 

In his own person he undertook the direction of their march, 

and that in an outward and visible form, and by a phenomenon 

of so magnificent a character, that every individual in the im- 

mense procession could see it, and that all might be convinced 

that they were under the guidance of God. Jehovah went be- 
fore them, by day in a pillar of cloud, that he might lead them 

by the right way, and by night in a pillar of fire, to enlighten 

the darkness of the night. This pillar of cloud never left the 

people during the day, nor the pillar of fire during the night (3). 

Tidings were quickly brought to Pharaoh from Etham of the 

unexpected, and, as it seemed, inconceivably infatuated change 

which the Israelites had made in their course. And Pharaoh 

said, “‘ they have lost their way in the land ; the desert has shut 

them in.” The old pride of Egypt, which the last plague had 

broken down, lifted up its head once more. ‘ Why have we 

done this, they said, to let Israel go from serving us?” Pharaoh 

collected an army with the greatest possible speed, and pursued 

the Israelites, overtaking them when they were encamped within 

sight of the sea, between Pihahiroth, Migdol, and Baalzephon. 

Shut in between mountains, the sea, and Pharaoh’s cavalry, and 

neither prepared nor able to fight ; enveloped, moreover, in the



PASSAGE THROUGH THE RED SEA. 341 

darkness of night, and without the least human prospect of vic- 

tory, deliverance, or flight ; the people now began to despair. 

“Were there no graves in Egypt,” they cried out to Moses, 

“that thou shouldest lead us away to die in the wilderness ?” 

Nor did Moses see any human way of escape. But he expected 

deliverance from Jehovah, and from Jehovah it came. ‘“ Fear 

not,” said he to the desponding people, ‘‘ stand firm, and see the 

salvation which Jehovah will effect for you to-day. Jehovah 

will fight for you, and ye shall be still.” It was now to be clearly 

shown, that the ways of God, though they may appear to be 

foolish by the side of the wisdom of men, ensure the result in 

the safest, quickest, and most glorious way. “ Forward!” sounded 

the command of the leader of Isracl, “straight through the midst 

of the deep sea,” through which the omnipotence of Jehovah was 

about to open a pathway on dry ground. The angel of God, 

who went before the army of Israel in the pillar of cloud and 

fire, passed over their heads and placed himself as a rampart 

between the Egyptians and the Israelites. To the former he 

appeared as a dark cloud, deepening still further the darkness 

of the night; to the latter as a brilliant light, illuminating 

the nocturnal gloom. Moses did as Jehovah commanded 

him; he raised his staff and stretched lis hand over the sea. 

Jehovah then caused an east wind to blow, which continued 

the whole night, until it had laid bare the bottom of the 

sea, and divided the waters asunder. The children of Israel 

passed through the midst of the sea on dry ground, and the 

waters were as walls unto them on the right hand and on the 

left. The foe, bewildered, driven forward by the vehement 

determination to prevent a second escape of those who they 

had regarded as so sure a prey, and unable, from the darkness 

that snrrounded them, to discover the extent of the danger to 

which their attempt exposed them, rushed on with thoughtless 

haste in pursuit of the fugitives, As soon as the morning began
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to dawn, Israel had reached the opposite shore, and the Egyp- 

tians found themselves in the midst of the sea. Then Jehovah 

looked out froin the pillar of eloud and fire, upon the army of 

the Egyptians; terror came upon them; wild confusion and 

thoughtless uproar impeded their march, and they shouted to turn 

back and fly. But Moses had already stretched out his hand 

over the sea again; and the waters, which had hitherto been 

standing like walls on either side, began to give way at the 

westernend. ‘The Egyptians rushed back and met the torrent ; 

and Pharaoh, with all his horses, his chariots, and horsemen (5), 

was swallowed up by the sea. When morning came, the 

bodies of the Egyptians were washed up by the current upon the 

shore. Then Israel saw that it was the hand of Jehovah, which 

had been lifted up and had saved them; and they feared the 

Lord, and believed on him and on his servant Moses. The 

strong emotions of gratitude which filled the heart of Moses, 

burst forth in a lofty song of praise to their exalted deliverer. 

The anthem was sung by Moses and the chorus of men, whilst 

Miriam, the prophetess, Aaron’s sister, at the head of a chorus 

of women, accompanied the choral-anthem of the men with 

timbrels, dances, and songs (6). This was the farewell to the 

first passover, which ended as it had begun, with deliverance 

and salvation. 

(1). With regard to the circuitous route by Sinat, it is said 
in chap. xiii. 17: “God led them not by the road through the 
land of the Philistines (along the shore of the Mediterranean), 
whieh was the nearest way ; for God said lest peradventure the 
people repent when they see war, and return to Egypt.” It 
is necessary, first of all, to do away with a misapprehension, 
which has crept in here, to the effect that reference is already 
made in this passage to the forty years’ sojourn in the desert, 
and that it was necessary that anew generation should grow up, 
before the conquest of Canaan could be thought of. The re- 
noval of the difficulty spoken of here could have been effected
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in much less than 40 years. The sojourn at Sinai, which lasted 
for an entire year, and the wonderful works of God with which 
they became acquainted by that time, must have been amply 
sufficient for this. It was not by the natural facilities afforded 
by their new unfettered life in the desert, so much as by jazth, 
that the cowardice of Isracl was to be overcome, and courage 
infused into their minds; and the events of the first year surely 
supplied all that was needed to strengthen faith. The sentence 
of rejection, which condemned the Israelites to wander in the 
desert for forty years, was simply a punishment for the want of 
that faith, which could and should have been matured by the 
works of God. The despair of the Israelites, when Pharaoh 
pursued them with his chariots and horsemen (xiv. 10 sqq,), 
soon showed how necessary such a precaution had been. The 
Philistines were a thoroughly warlike and powerful nation. 
Moreover, they were not destined to be exterminated, as the 

true Canaanites were ; nor was their land, for the present at 
least, to be taken possession of by Israel. 

Many readers may, perhaps, have been surprised to find only 
the negative and subordinate reason for their circuitous route 
mentioned here, viz. the impossibility of avoiding a collision 
with the Philistines; whilst no reference is made to the more 

important and positive motive, namely, the necessity for the 
conclusion of the covenant and giving of the law, previous to 
their entrance into the promised land. But we find a solution 
of this difficulty in the fact, that the immediate circumstances 
brought the negative reason more prominently before the author’s 
mind ;—the conflict with Pharaoh, which he was just about to de- 
scribe, keeping his attention rivetted for the time to this particu- 
lar point of view. 

(2). We must not confound the reason for their turning round, 
and remaining within the Egyptian territory (chap. xiv. 3), with 
the reason for their circuitous route across the desert of Sinai. 
For the former the following causes may be assigned: (1) it 
was no circuitous route, to turn round the mountains as they did 
towards the Red Sea; for the road to the sea was the straight 
road from Iigypt toSimai. Such aleadcr as Jchovah, who knew 
how to make for his army a dry pathway through the depths of 
the sea, did not need to keep the circuitous caravan-road which 
goes round the sea. That which Pharaoh and every one else
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regarded as the wrong road (xiv. 3), was under the leading of 
God (and so it is called in Ps. cvii.7) a “right way.”—-(2). Whilst 
the road through the sea was the most direct, and therefore out- 
wardly the most expedient ; there were other internal grounds, 
which concurred to render it the most desirable. The first of 
these had reference to Pharaoh. We find it expressed in chap. 
xiv. 4: ‘T will harden his heart, that he shall follow after them ; 
and I will be honoured upon Pharaoh and upon all his host, that 
the Egyptians may know that I am the Lord.” And there was 
also a reference to the nations round about, with whom the his- 
tory of Israel was immediately to come in contact. The impor- 
tance of the event, considered in this light, is hinted at, and 
foretold in Moses’ song of praise (chap. xv. 14 sqq.) : 

‘The people hear it, they are afraid, 
Terror seizes the inhabitants of Philistia. 
Amazed are the princes of Hdom, 
And trembling takes hold of the mighty in Moab, 
All the inhabitants of Canaan despair. 
Dread and fear fall upon them, 
By the might of thine arm they are stiff as a stone, 
Till thy people are through, O Jehovah, 
Till the people, which thou hast purchased, are through.” 

And, lastly, there was a reference to the Israelites. Their faith 
was greatly strengthened thereby; it led them to place greater 
confidence in Jehovah, and to trust more in Moses, the servant 
of Jehovah (xiv. 31) ; and they also learned, and proclaimed in 
their song of praise, that Jehovah was “the true man of war” 
(xv. 3), “a king to all cternity” (xv. 18). 

(2). On the pillar of cloud and pillar of fire, which went 
before the children of Israel when they departed from Etham, 
and accompanied them during the whole period of their journey- 
ing through the desert, consult Camp. Vitringa, Observ. ss. v. 
c. 14—17. Even this miracle has not been left, without some 
attempts to explain it as a natural phenomenon. In the opinion 
of Herm. v. d. Hardt (Ephemerid. philol. discurs. 6, p. 86, and 
210 sqq., and also Ephemerid. illustr. p. 93 sqq.) the pillar of 
cloud and fire was the sacred fire of the Israelites, which had 
been preserved by the patriarchs both before and after the flood, 
from the time of the first sacrifice, which was consumed by fire 
from heaven. ‘This fire, he says, was brought by Jacob into
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Kgypt ; and when the Israelites departed from Egypt, it was car- 
ried by Aaron in front of the army, as a symbol of the presence 
of God. A similar custom is said by Curtius to have been ob- 
served by the Persian armies (iii. 3—9): ‘“ Ordo agminis futt 
talis, Ignis, quem ipsi sacrum et aeternum vocant, argenters 

altaribus praeferebatur.” Toland’s opinion (in his Tetradynami 
Disc. 1) has met with more approval than Hardt’s. He believed 
it to have been nothing but the regular caravan-fire, which was 
carried before the people at the top of a long pole, by the guide 
who was appointed for that purpose, as a signal of the route they 
were to take. That this custom was adopted in ancient times, 
not merely by the large trading caravans, but also by the armies 
of the Kast, especially when they were travelling along unknown 
and difficult rontes, has been sufficiently attested by witnesses 
of earlier times. Curtius says with reference to the march of 
Alexander the Great (v. 2—7) : ‘Tuba, cum castro movere vellet, 
signum dabat : cujus sonitus plerumque, tumultuantium fremitu 
exoriente, haud satis exaudiebatur. Ergo perticam, quae un- 
dique conspici posset, supra praetorium statuit, ex qua signum 
eminebat pariter omnibus conspicunm. Observabatur ignis 
noctu, fumus interdiu.” ‘To the present day the same custom is 
adopted by trading caravans, according to the testimony of Har- 
mar (Beobachtungen i. 438 seq.), the author of the Description 
de l Egypte (vii. 128), and others. Even in the cities of the 
East, when there are any evening processions, iron fire-baskcts, 
with pine-wood burning in them, are carried in front, on the top 
of a long pole (Jtussegger Reis. 11. 1, p. 38).—Zoland still takes 
the trouble, to endeavour to bring everything contained in the 
scriptural narrative respecting the pillar of cloud and fire, into 
harmony with this custom. But the modern supporters of the 
same view (eg. Winer ii. 696, Ewald ii. 164 sqq., and many 
others) for the most part admit withont hesitation, that the 
author intended to relate a miracle, and treat his account as 
a mythical embellishment of the siinple custom we have just 
described. Adster is the only one who admits the historical 
character of the biblical narrative, regards the whole trans- 
action as suited to the circumstances and worthy of God, and 
yet adheres to this natural explanation. He says: ‘ We have 
undoubtedly to understand by this pillar of cloud and fire the 
ordinary caravan-fire, used upon their march by the armies of the
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east. . . . . The cloud was a symbol of the presence of 
God, and in it Israel saw Jehovah face to face (Num. xiv. 14). 
It derived its worth entirely from the belief of the Israelites, that 
Jehovah was visibly among them in the cloud and in the fire; 
and therefore what we have here is not a mythical embellishment 
of a simple fact, but the simple fact itself, exalted by faith and 
a religious idea. Hence we are told with the greatest candour, 
that the guidance of Jehovah did not render careful reflection on 
the part of Moses himself, or the good advice of others, at all 
superfluous (Num. x. 31).”. We should not make the slightest 
objection to this explanation of Késter, if there were any possi- 
bility of showing that it was in harmony with the text. But it 
must be apparent to every one that thisis not the case. The 
only course open to us, in fact, is either to admit the historical 
character of the miracle, however incomprehensible it may be, 
with all the startling phenomena and effects attributed to it in 
the scriptural narrative, or else to pronounce everything that is 
supernatural in the account a mythical embellishment of later 
times. From the standpoint which we have adopted, in relation 
to the sacred history and its original records, it follows as a 
matter of course, that we adhere to the first of these. 

Still we cannot but acknowledge, that m the pillar of cloud 
and of fire, in which Jehovah himself accompanied and conducted 
his people, there was some reference to the ordinary caravan- 
fire, which served as a guide as well as a signal of encampment 
and departure to the caravans and armies of the East. For, in 
the design and form of the two phenomena, we can trace exactly 
the same features ; the difference being, that the one was a merely 

natural arrangement, which answered its purpose but very im- 
perfectly, and was excecdingly insignificant in its character, 
whilst the other was a supernatural phenomenon, beyond all com- 
parison more splendid and magnificent in its form, which not 
only served as a signal of encampment and departure, and led 
the way in an incomparably superior manner, but was also made 
to answer far greater and more glorious ends. 

The following is our idea of the connexion to which we have 
alluded: As the armies and caravans of other nations required 
that a caravan-fire should be carried before them, whose ascend- 
ing smoke by day and Drilliant light by night could be seen by 
the whole procession ; so did Israel stand in need of some such



PASSAGE THROUGH THE RED SEA. 347 

visible signal in its journey through the desert. But, whilst a 
caravan-fire carried at the head might suffice for a trading cara- 
van of some hundreds or even thousands of persons, and for an 
army of some thousands or even tens of thousands of soldiers ; 
no contrivance upon so small a scale could possibly have sufficed 
for two millions of men, with wives and children, besides a large 
quantity of cattle and a considerable amount of baggage. Even 
on their journey, a mere fire carried at the head of the proces- 
sion would have been almost invisible to those behind, and it 
would have been entirely useless on the breaking up of the camp 
after a period of rest. For, whenever they rested for any con- 
siderable time, the different parties were obliged to scatter them- 
selves far and wide for the purpose of seeking suitable spots on 
which to pitch their tents, and fertile oases in which to feed their 
flocks. Now, if Isvael had had no other means of accomplishing 
all this, than such as are possessed by nomad tribes in general, it 
would have had to contend with just as many difficulties, hind- 
rances, and dangers, as they are inevitably exposed to. But 
Isracl was not to migrate like any other tribe. Jehovah had 
delivered them from Egyptian bondage, and led them out by His 
powerful arm; Jehovah had determined what their destination 
should be, and He himself would lead them thither. As He had 
already removed every obstacle in Egypt by signs and wonders ; 
so would He remove them in the desert also. And as He after- 
wards caused water to flow from the rock to satisfy the thirsty 
people, and gave them quails and manna in rich abundance when 
they hungered; so, enstead of the miserable caravan-fire, which 
would have been of very little use to such a procession, He gave 
them a more glorious and totally different signal to guide them 
through the desert, namely, a pellar of cloud and fire, which did 
not ascend from the earth, but came down from heaven. In this 

pillar He himself dwelt; it rose and fell according to cirenm- 
stances ; it sometimes spread itself out, and at other times was 
closely condensed ; at one time it went before the procession ; 
at another it hung suspended over it, and again it settled be- 
hind it, spreading impenetrable darkness on the one side, and 
lighting up the darkness of the night on the other. ‘The ordinary 
caravan-fire bore the same relation to the pillar of cloud and 
fire, as the miserable tricks of the Egyptian Charthummim to 
the magnificent, all-embracing miracles, which Moses wrought
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in Egypt ; or rather the difference is even greater and more ap- 
parent in the case of the pillar, than in that of the miracles in 
Egypt. 

That we may form at the outset as clear a conception as pos- 
sible of this wonderful phenomenon, we will collect together all 
the most important particularsin our possession, respecting its 
appearance and effects ; but the fuller discussion of each of these 
we shall reserve, till we reach the period of its historical mani- 
festation. 
When we read in Ex. xiii. 21 that Jehovah went before Israel, 

by day in a pillar of cloud, and by night in a pillar of fire; we 
might be led to suppose, that there were two different pillars, the 
one appearing by day and the other taking its place in the night. 
But it is soon apparent that this was not the case. For in Ex. 
xiv. 19 and Num. ix. 21 only one pillar is mentioned, and in 
Ex. xiv. 24 it is called a pillar of cloud and fire (ty5,9 -yrpy 

pyy- The cloud was undoubtedly the vehicle of the fire, and 

entirely lighted up by the fire, which caused it to shine with 
brilliant splendour on the dark background of the night ; whilst it 
looked like a mere light cloud, in contrast with the brightness 
of the sunshine. We have no reason-to depart from the literal 
meaning of wixg and 1 and therefore regard the latter as an 

actual cloud, formed of the same material as every other cloud, 
and the former as actual fire, produced, it may be, so far as the 
natural cause is concerned, from electricity. The ordinary form, 
which it assumed, was that of a pillar, which moved forward 
at the head of the Israelites, and showed the way to the hind- 
most ranks of the whole procession (Ex. xiii. 21; Dent. 1. 33). 
Still we must not imagine that this form was fixed and un- 
changeable. When the cloud descended between the army of 
the Egyptians and that of the Israelites, showing a bright light 
to the latter and making the darkness more intense to the 
former, ‘so that the one came not near the other the whole 
night,” its form was no doubt that of a wall rather than a 
pillar. When the people were to encamp for the purpose of resting, 
the cloud descended ; and when they were to set out again, it was 
taken up (Ex. xl. 35, sqq., Num. ix. 16, sqq.). So long as they 
rested, it remained suspended above the camp, at a later period 
ahove the tabernacle (Num. ix. 16). According to Ps. ev. 39,
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Jehovah spread the clond over Israel as a protecting (over- 
shadowing) covering (cf Wisdom x. 17, xvii. 3, xix. 7; 1 
Cor. x. 1, 2; Is. iv. 5, 6),—a poetical description, which may, 
however, be literally in harmony with Num. x. 34, (“the cloud 
of Jehovah was over them by day, when they went out of the 
camp.” ) 

The fire in the pillar was a symbol of the holiness of God, 
which moved before the sanctified people, both as a covering 
and a defence. It was the same fire which Moses had seen in 
the bramble (chap. iii. 2), and the same which afterwards came 
down upon Sinai, with thunder and lightning, and enveloped in 
a thick clond (chap. xix. 16). Moses had covered his face before 
it, being afraid to look on God (chap. ii. 6). And so would 
Israel now have been obliged to cover its face, if the fire, which 
represented the presence of God, had appeared without a screen. 
But in that case it could not have fulfilled its purpose, of going 
before the Israelites to light their way. God, therefore, con- 
descended to the weakness of his people; and from the very 
first He caused the fire to shine upon them through an appro- 
priate medium. Hence, as the fire was a symbol of the holiness 
of God, the cloud in which it was enveloped was a symbol of 
his mercy. Nor was it merely a symbol, unattended by the thing 
which it significd. In and with the symbol was Jehovah him- 
self, with his holiness and mercy (xiii. 21, xiv. 24), or the angel 
(xiv. 19) who represented him in the Old Testament, and fore- 
shadowed his future incarnation (cf Vol. i. § 50, 2). Thus in 
the pillar of cloud and fire there dwelt the holiness of the Lord 
(mT 133 cf. Tnx. xvi. 10, xl. 34; Num. xvi. 42). This rela- 

tion between the symbol and that which it represented, was 
afterwards designated in Jewish theology the Shechinah. From 
it proceeded all the commands of Jehovah ; from it he terrified 
the enemies of Israel (xiv. 24) ; from it he threatened the mur- 
muring people (Ex. xvi. 10; Num. xvi. 42) ; and from it went 
forth the devouring flame, which slew the disobedient and 
rebellious (Lev. x. 2, Num. xvi. 35). 

In the paragraph above, we have already expressed our opinion 
that the pillar of cloud and fire first appeared as the leader of 
the procession, when its course was altered at Etham. If we 
read attentively chap. xi. 17—22, it is scarcely possible to come 
to any other conclusion. For if the pillar accompanicd the
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procession when it set out from Raemses; we should naturally 
expect to find a statement to that effect, in the same passage in 
which an account is given of their setting out “equipped,” and 
taking Joseph’s bones along with them, (viz. in vers, 18, 19). 
But there is no such statement; on the contrary they are said 
to have journeyed from Raemses to Succoth, and from Succoth 
to Etham; and then, for the first time, it is recorded that (hence- 
forth) the pillar went before them. The internal grounds, on 
which we may explain the fact, that this miraculous guidance 
was neither granted nor required before, have been pointed out 
in the paragraph. 

Stickel (Studien und Kritiken 1850, p. 390) is of our opinion, 
that the pillar of cloud and fire made its first appearance at 
Etham. But he sees in it nothing but an ordinary caravan-fire. 
Tn order that we may do justice to this rationalistic opinion, we 
will quote the subtle arguments adduced by the entic. “A 
signal of smoke, which this caravan-fire was evidently intended 
to be, would have failed of its object, so long as the procession 
was moving along the fertile and well known road, when columns 
of smoke were rising on every side. But in Etham, at the 
end of the desert, where it entered upon the open southern 
steppe, such a precaution was not only judicious but necessary.” 
On chap. xiv. 19, 20, he says: “‘ The arrangement of Moses 
with reference to the position of the pillar of cloud (namely, that 
the caravan-fire should no longer be carried before, but behind 
the procession) fills us with great admiration of his inventive 
mind, by which all the necessities of the moment were fully 
grasped. When the passage through the sea was about to com- 
mence, he had the signal fire, which had hitherto been carried 
at the head, transferred to the rear, and placed at the north or 
north-west of the camp, between the Egyptians and the Israelites. 
The result of this arrangement was, that the east wind, which 
was blowing, necessarily caused a dense cloud of smoke to pass 
between the two, whereas the same cloud would have blown in 
the faces of the Israclites, if the fire had been carried before 
them through the sea. By this means, and because the pillar 
ceased to move forward, the departure of the Israelites was con- 
cealed from the Egyptians ; whilst at the same time the light of 
the fire, which shone towards the east upon the surface of the 
sea, enabled those who were passing through, to distinguish
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between the water and the dry land. But when at length the 
pillar of fire left the spot, the Egyptians saw in the vacant 
ground the proof that their desigus were frustrated ; and their 
rage and eagerness to plunge forward into the dangerous road 
through the sea were truly human, and can casily be under- 
stood.” 

Stickel’s treatise, from which we have taken these passages, 
has filled us with sincere admiration of the diligence and learn- 
ing, the grasp and acuteness of mind displayed by the author ; 
for it is truly a perfect master-piece of searching and thorough 
investigation, in a difficult and untrodden domain. But all the 
greater is our astonishment, that, in spite of the powers of mind 
which he has displayed in connexion with this subject, he should 
so strikingly have failed in his attempt to reduce the pretended 
mythical elements in the account before us to their historical 
foundation; and that he could first of all bring hemsel/, and 
then require others, to look upon such an expedient, as he here 
imputes to Moses, as something extremely clever, adapted to its 
end, and worthy of the highest admiration. Truly it requires 
such a faith as “is not given to every man,” a faith in com- 
parison with which it is a very small matter to believe in the 
miracle which was wrought by God, if we are to believe in all 
that Stickel tells us, with regard to the wondrous effects pro- 
duced by a caravan-fire. Just imagine a procession, composed 
of two million human beings, with an immense quantity of 
cattle, and behind them an insignificant caravan-fire, so insigni- 
ficant that the smoke which ascended from it could not possibly 
have been distinguished from that which rises from the first 
good chimney you may meet with,—could any one but a critic, 
who takes fright at a miracle, possibly believe that the light 
from such a fire shone over the heads of two milhons of men, 
and (at a low estimate) two million head of cattle, and then 
“lighted up the surface of the sea, so that those who were 
passing through were able to distinguish the water from the 
dry ground?” Who, again, can possibly believe that a caravan- 
fire produced ‘‘a dark cloud of smoke,” of such a volume that it 
stood like a wall between Pharaoh’s chariots and the army of 
Israel; a pillar of smoke, we repeat, which cannot have been 
larger than that which ordinarily rises from a single chimney ?
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Criticism like this can only expect its own disciples, to have 
faith enough to believe such things as these. 

(4). According to the biblical account, the dividing of the sea 
was entirely effected by “a strong east wind.” Nothing is said 
about its being favoured by the ebbing of the tide. Still it is 
not improbable, that both these powers of nature may have been 
associated, in the accomplishment of this stupendous miracle. 
At all events the narrative makes no mention of the ebb, which 
may have contributed to some extent. This was but a sub- 
ordinate auxiliary and every day occurrence, and therefore it 
lays the whole stress upon the east wind, as the instrument and 
messenger of the miraculous power of Jehovah. It was not the 
ebb, but the east wind, which rendered the opening of a dry 
pathway through the sea an extraordinary, unheard of, and 
miraculous event. It may also have been the case, that at the 
spot at which the passage took place, the bottom of the sea was 
raised by sand-banks, and was therefore higher at this point 
than in any other; but if the scriptural account is to be relied 
upon as true, this can only be regarded as a thoroughly sub- 
ordinate and auxiliary feature, which it did not come within the 
province of the author to mention, seeing that the miracle was 
a miracle still. Moreover, if the returning waters entombed the 
whole of Pharaoh’s army, without the least possibility of escape, 
the place cannot have been what is ordinarily termed a ford. 
And lastly, the passage may certainly have taken place at one of 
the narrowest parts of the gulf. But if Pharaoh’s 600 war- 
chariots, with a proportionate number of horsemen, were in the 
midst of the sea when the waves returned, and though they 
turned back in the greatest haste, were unable to reach the 
Egyptian shore, the breadth cannot have been so very incon- 
siderable. 

There is a diversity of opinion as to the direction of the wind, 
by which the miracle was effected. In the Septuaginé we have 
again the rendering voros (cf. § 31.2). Modern commentators 
maintain that the expression ONT? m7 was currently employed 

to denote any ‘ strong” wind, so that a west wind or a north 
wind would have been called by the same name. Hence it has 
for the most part been assumed, that in the present instance it 
was a north wind, this being regarded as the most suitable wind
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to dry up a ford at the northern end of the gulf. But there 
is no foundation for such an opinion. The words, as they stand, 
can only refer to a wind from the east. But as the author did 
not select his terms with mathematical precision, according to 
the points of the compass; there does not appear to be any ob- 
jection to the supposition, that the wind blew from the north-east 
or south-east. ‘The latter is the more probable of the two. For 
Ov mm literally means a wind which blew from pp, and in 

biblical phraseology p 4) is generally suggestive of Arabia. 

Such a wind would drive the water away from the point in 
question, towards the northern end of the gulf, which to all ap- 
pearance formerly extended much farther northwards than it 
does now (cf. § 39. 1). But under any circumstances so much 
at least must be firmly maintained, that it was not an ordinary 
wind, but one which was made to blow with unwonted violence 
by the omnipotence of God, and which therefore sufficed to pro- 
duce phenomena, such as no other wind, however strong, could 
possibly effect. But inasmuch as the writer himself gives pro- 
minence to the fact that it was a strong wind, and that 1t blew 
the whole night, au expositor is justified 1m laying stress upon 
the power of nature, which served as the medium, as well as upon 
the peculiarly miraculous power. And im doing this it is impor- 
tant to remember that a very small force, if it be regular, un- 
interrupted, and long-continued, can produce stupendous and 
almost incredible results, A suspension bridge, for example, 
which scarcely moves bencath the tread of persons walking irre- 
gularly, is thrown into the most dangerous oscillations by a re- 
giment of soldiers keeping step. 

When it is stated that the water stood firm, like ewalls on the 
right hand and on the left, the figurative character of the expres- 
sion must not be so far overlooked, as that we should think our- 

selves obliged to assume that the water really formed a perpen- 
dicular wall on both sides. But we must also not refuse to 
admit, that the meaning is, that the water was forced back on 
both sides, and kept back by the uninterrupted blowing of the 
wind ; and yet was as surely prevented from flowing together 
again, as if there had been walls erected between. 

In conclusion, we may mention the passage, which Eusebius 
(praep. ev. 9, 27) quotes from Artapanus, according to which 
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the inhabitants.of Memphis maintained that Moses, who knew 
the ground most thoroughly, took advantage of the ebb, to lead 
the people through the bed of the sea while it was dry, after 
they had borrowed many costly vessels and clothes from the 
Egyptians. This can hardly be supposed to be an ancient 
Egyptian tradition, but must be one of modern date, originating 
in the Grecian period, and is nothing more than the biblical 
account interpreted to suit the interests of Egypt, by those who 
were acquainted with the Septwaginé translation. We can 
hardly attribute any greater importance to the statement made 
by Diodorus Siculus (iii. 39), to the effect that among the 
Ichthyophagi, the inhabitants of the district in question, there 
was a legend current, that the bottom of the gulf had once been 
entirely exposed by an extraordinary ebb (wetatrecovans tis 
Oardtrns eis Tavaytia épn) ; but that as soon as the bottom of 
the deep was visible, the flood suddenly set in, and the sea re- 
turned to its former condition. 

(5). The strength of Pharaoh’s army consisted chiefly in his 
war-chariots. HHengstenberg (Egypt and Moses, p. 126 sqq.) 
has shown, how strongly this account is supported by information 
derived from the monuments, respecting the customs of ancient 
Egypt. The chariots on the Egyptian monuments are drawn 
by two horses, and generally hold one driver and one warrior. 
Frequently, however, three men may be seen in one chariot 
(this is the rule on the Assyrian monuments), and in that case 
the third is an armour-bearer. This custom may serve to ex- 
plain the use of the Hebrew word cryinbyj to denote an armour- 

bearer (Ex. xiv. 7, cf Geseni thesaurus p. 1429). We may 
be surprised to find that the number of chariots, with which 
Pharaoh pursued the Israelites, was so small, viz., six hundred 
picked chariots (ver. 7), when Diodorus states that Sesostris 
possessed 27,000 war chariots. But we must not overlook the 
accompanying clause On ID7 boy which Luther has very 

correctly rendered: and whatever other chariots there were tn 
Egypt. Pharaoh hastily gathered together all the available 
chariots that could be procured, and dia not wait till the entire 
force could be brought from the most distant military stations. 
The six hundred ‘‘ picked ” chariots probably belonged to his body 
euard. In addition to the chariotecrs, he was also attended by
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i. proportionate number of horsemen (oryine cf, xiv. 9, 23; xv. 

1). It is true that Hengstenbery takes a great deal of trouble to 
prove that there is no reference to horsemen in the text, by for- 
cing upon ssyiq5 the meaning: chariot-soldiers. He agrees with 
Champollion in doubting whether the military foree of the ancient 
Egyptians included any cavalry at all, seeing that there is no 
representation of any on the monuments. But [Vilkinson has 
shown, that the command of cavalry is spoken of in the hiero- 
glyphics as a very distinguished post, and that Diodorus deseribes 
the army of Sesostris as consisting of 600,000 infantry, 24,000 
cavalry, and 27,000 war-chariots. It is true that, afterwards 
(viz. in chap. xiv. 9, 23, and xv. 1), only horses, chariots, and 
riders are named ; but the riders were actually riders (ayy yp): 
not chariot soldiers (GxypsSyy). The latter, asa matter of course, 
are included in the term “ chariots,” especially when the word 
is accompanied with the express statement contained in ver. 7, 
that all the chariots were manned with chariot-soldiers (oryndw). 
Hengstenberg’s anxiety lest “an objection, by no means incon- 

siderable, should be raised against the credibility of the narra- 
tive,” in consequence of our regarding the riders as horsemen 
and nothing else, is in our opinion entirely unealled for. Nothing 
is said concerning any infantry, and there is sufficient reason for 
this in the fact, that the object of the king was to pursue and 
overtake the Israelites as quickly as possible. Josephus, indeed, 
on his own authority, adds 50,000 cavalry and 200,000 infantry 
to the six hundred chariots mentioned in the Bible (Ant. ii. 15, 
3), and the Jewish tragedian, Hzekiel (in Husebius, praep. evang. 
9. 29) makes Pharaoh set ont with an army of a million men. 

(6). The anthem, which Moses here composed in the name of 
the whole nation, was, as it were, the nuptial song of Israel (cf: 
Jer. 1. 2). Jehovah had reseued his chosen bride from the 
hands of her oppressors, and was about to lead her to the mar- 
riage altar at Sinai. With her deliverance from bondage still 
fresh in her memory, and looking forward with a longing heart 
to her approaching marriage (ver. 1'7), she uttered her feelings of 
joy in a song of praise. There is not much weight in the objec- 
tions, which have been made by certain erities, to the authenticity 
of this song. The weakest of all, and utterly unworthy of refu- 
tation, is De Wette’s remark (Krit. d. Isr. Gesch. p. 216) that 
the anthem is too long for an impromptu. Others have found 
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evident marks of a later age in vers. 14—17. But though we 
have there a description of the fear and amazement into which 
the Philistines, the Moabites, the Edomites, and the Canaanites, 

have been thrown by the tidings of this miracle, it is not even 
necessary to appeal to the prophetic character of Moses in order 
to account for this. Without the gift of prophecy, it was pos- 
sible to foresce with certainty that these nations would be alarmed, 
when they heard the report of the mighty acts of the God of 
Israel ; for it was but natural that they should be anxious, lest 
Israel’s approaching march might disturb them in the possession 
of their land, and that they should also feel that they could not 
hope to do much to resist the power of such a God, who had 
broken the pride of the haughty Egypt; and therefore Israel 
could assuine it asa fact. There is more weight in the argu- 
ment founded upon ver. 17: 

“ Bring them in, and plant them in the mountain of thine inheritance, 
In the place, which thou hast made to dwell in, O Jehovah, 
In the sanctuary, O Adonai, which thy hands have established.”’ 

But that Israel’s hopes should stretch beyond the desert, after 
so glorious a deliverance from Egypt; that they should look 
forward with certainty to the possession of the land, which had 
been promised them (Gen. xv. 16; ix. iii. 17) ; that they should 
feel that a sanctuary would be there required, and that a settled 
spot must already have been selected for it by Jehovah—all this 
was so natural, that no reasonable critic can possibly take offence 
at it. Nor is there anything to object to in the fact that the song 
assumed it as indisputably certain, that Jehovah had already 
chosen a high and stately mountain in the promised land, as the 
place where his sanctuary should be erected. J*or a mountain 
was the most natural and appropriate spot for the offering of 
sacrifice and prayer. Abraham had to take a three days’ journey, 
that he might offer the most important sacrifice of his life upon 
a mountain (Gen. xxi.) ; Moses had been told that the sacrifice 
connected with the conclusion of the covenant. was to be offered 
upon a mountain (Hx. ii. 12) ; what else, then, could Moses and 
Isracl expect, than that in the promised land the place of wor- 
ship would still be a mountain ? 

Miriam, who appears as the leader of the daughters of Israel
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on this oceasion, is described as the sister of Aaron and a pro- 
phetess. There is nothing accidental or unmeaning in either of 
these notices. At the very outset the position is indicated, 
which she afterwards occupied in the community of Israel. She 
is called the sister of Aaron, and not the sister of Moses, because 
her position was co-ordinate with that of Aaron, but subordinate 
to that of Moses. Although Aaron was the brother of Moses, 
yet in his official position he was only the mouth, the prophet of 
Moses, and Moses was Aaron’s God (§ 20. 8). And in the same 
way, although Miriam had been the saviour and protector of 
Moses in his youth (Ex. ii. 4 sqq.), she was placed in a position 
of subordination to the brother she had saved ; for Jeliovah had 
chosen him to be the mediator of his covenant, and placed him 
at the head of Israel. Hence, she entirely mistook her position, 
when at a later period (Num. xii.), she took upon herself to 
command and rebuke him. 

(7). According to Jewish tradition, the passage through the 
sea and the song of Moses belong to the seventh day after the 
celebration of the passover in Egypt. We have no decisive 
evidence to the contrary ; at the same time it cannot be positively 
established from the original narrative. In chap. xil. 39, how- 
ever, it is clearly intimated that the first days of the journey fell 
within the limits of the feast of the passover. This feast was a 
feast of deliverance from Egypt, and the deliverance was not 
complete till they had passed through the Red Sea. There is 
nothing improbable in the supposition, that the appointment of 
seven days, for the subsequent commemoration of this deliverance 
(xu. 19), had a historical foundation in addition to the sacred 
character of the number seven. This will be apparent at once, 
if we consider how frequently the ideal element contained in 
prophecy and revelation corresponds in a most striking manner 
to the accidental, historical element, observable in the particular 
events connected with the development of the sacred history. 
At the same time no peculiar importance is attached to the 
latter ; and therefore they are only important, as they produce in 
the thoughtful observer of the movements of God in history, a 
salutary consciousness of the perfect symmetry and harmony, 
which exist even in the most trivial and casual occurrences. 

This Jewish tradition would necessarily fall to the ground at 
once, if the opinion held by most commentators were correct,
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that only three days intervened between the departure of the 
Israelites on the night of the passover, and their encampment 
by the sea at Baal-Zephon, since only three places of encamp- 
ment are named (Succoth, Etham, and Baal-Zephon). But it has 
already been repeatedly shown (Raumer Beitr. p. 2 sqq., Len- 
gerke, Kenaan i. 432), that the word yp did not denote a 

day’s journey, but a station or place of encampment, where the 
tents were set up and every preparation was made for a longer 
period of rest than usual. The day’s journeys are called pyyys. 

We may see from Num. xxxiii. 8, how great the difference was 
between a day’s journey and a station. According to this 
passage, the Israelites, after passing through the Red Sea, went 
three days’ journeys (spyy) through the desert of Etham, and 
then encamped in Marah. Here, then, there was evidently a journey 
of three days between two stations. So also do we readin Num. 
x. 33: “ And they deparated from the Mount of the Lord three 
days’ journey, and the ark of the covenant of the Lord went be- 
fore them in the three days’ journey, to show thein a resting- 
place” (rim not ypr a place of encampment), And even 

supposing (though we do not grant it), that the place of en- 
campment and place of rest were identical, it is in itself a very 
improbable thing, that the Israelites only spent three days in 
their journey from Raemses to their place of encampment at 
Baal-Zephon by the Red Sea. Even if they only travelled three 
days, it would certainly be necessary to assume, as Tuschendorf 
does (de Israel. transitu, p. 23), that there were periods of rest 
of longer duration, ¢.e., actual days of rest between the three 
marching days. Just fancy two million men, with large herds 
of cattle, and all the baggage of emigrants, with their wives, 
children, and old men, obliged to start in the most hurried 
way (chap. xii. 33)! What confusion, what difficulties would 
inevitably impede them during the first days of their journey ! 
An ordinary caravan may travel fifteen or twenty miles a day ; 
but such a procession would hardly be able to do the half 
of this. Let it be remembered, too, that fresh parties were 

constantly joining them, and that this must have caused some 
disturbance and delay. (We cannot imagine it possible that 
two millions of Israelites, whose residences were scattered over 

the whule of the land of Goshen, should all have met together
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in Raemses, many of them merely to retrace their steps: more- 
over, if we consider that they were ordered to eat the passover 
at the early part of the night in ¢hezr own houses, and not to 
leave their houses till the morning (chap. xit. 22), we shall sce 
that it must have been actually impossible for them all to meet 
in Raemses on the next morning, many of them from the most 
distant parts of Goshen. Raemses was the capital of the province. 
There, no doubt, Moses and Aaron were residing. The procession 
started thence ; and after the main body had set out, smaller 
parties came from all directions as speedily as possible, and 
joined it at the point of the road nearest to their own dwellings). 
The following considerations also serve to show, that the Israelites 
must necessarily have spent more than three days, on their march 
from Raemses to their encampment by the sea. It is true that 
the site of Raemses is not precisely known. But it is certain 
that it must have stood somewhere in the immediate neighbour- 
hood of the king’s palace; sufficiently near, at all events, for a 
communication to pass from one city to the other in a very few 
hours. Now, whether we suppose the palace to have been in 
Heliopolis, Bubastis, or Zoan (and we have certainly only these 
three points to choose from, cf § 41. 2), the shortest route from 
Raemses to the sea, taking into account the circuitous way by 
which the Israelites went (chap. xiv. 2), would be so long 
that it would be necessary to travel seventeen or twenty miles 
a day in order to accomplish the whole im three days. Others 
may believe it if they please ; but I cannot believe that such 
a procession as we have described, could keep up a journey 
of seventeen or twenty miles a day for three days running. 
Again, we find from chap. xiv. 5, that information was brought 
to the king that the Israelites had turned round at Etham, 
and entered the Egyptian desert on the west of the Red 
Sea. This message must have been sent to the king from 
Etham itself, and of course it was not sent till after the Is- 
raelites had changed their course in the manner described. 
Now the Israelites had already occupied two days at least in 
going in a straight course from Raemses to Etham ; and the 
king’s palace was certainly farther from Etham than Raemses 
was. Hence the messenger, who was sent from EKthain, may be 
safely supposed to have taken one day m reaching the king ; and 
Pharaoh’s chariots and army (even if, to please our opponents,
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we assume the possibility of that which is certainly impossible) 
must also have required at least one day (!) to travel by a forced 
march from Heliopolis, Bubastis, or Zoan, to the neighbourhood 
of Baal-Zephon on the sea-coast. Thus, even granting the cor- 
rectness of our opponents’ premises, at least four days must have 
intervened between the departure from Raemses and the passage 
through the sea. This will show how little foundation there is 
for the assertion, that “‘ the longest space of time allowed by the 
biblical narrative for these events is three days.” 

GEOGRAPHICAL INTRODUCTION TO THE EXODUS. 

Lirerature: J. Clericus, Diss. de Maris Idumaeti trajectione, 

ad caleem comment. in Exod.—S. Deyling, Observv. ss. P. ili. 

p. 45 sqq. and P. v. p. 31 sqq.—A. Calmet, Biblical researches, 

with notes by Dfosheim, ii. 56 sqq.—Du Bois Aymé, Descrip- 

tion de ’Egyptc, T. viii. sur le séjour des Hébreux en Egypte. 

—K. v. Raumer, der Zug. der Israeliten aus Aegypten nach 

Kanaan. Leipzig, 1837; Beitrage zur bib]. Geogr. Lpz. 1843, 

p. 1—5; and Palastina Ed. 3 Lpz. 1850, p. 487—-442.—J._ V.. 

Kutscheit, H. Prof. Dr Lepsius u. d. Sinai. Berlin, 1846.—Const. 

Tischendorf, de Israelitarum per mare rubrum transitu Lps. 

1847 ; and Reise in d. Orient, i. 174 sqq.—dJ. G. Stickel, der 

Israeliten Auszug aus Aeg. bis zum rothen Meere, in the Studien 

und Kritiken 1850, ii. p. 328—398.—LRobinson, Palestine 1. 74 

sqq.—Hengstenberg, Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 55—60 

transl.—Z. de. Laborde, commentaire géographique sur l’Exode 

et les Nombres. Paris and Leipzig 1841, p. 75 sqq.—dC. v. 

Lengerke, Kenaan i. 430 sqq.— Ewald, Geschichte 11. 52 sqq. 

§ 37. The district, which forms the subject of our present 

remarks, is bounded on the south by the so-called Valley of 

Error ; on the west and north-west by the Nile and its Tanitic or 

Bubastic arm ; on the north by Lake Menzaleh ; and on the east 

by a line drawn from the southern point of Lake Menzaleh, and
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through the Birket-Temseh (the so-called Crocodile Lake), the 

Bitter Lakes and the Heroopolitan gulf. We will commence with 

a minute description of the southern boundary. The Valley of 

Error (Wady et-Tih) runs due east from the village of Besatin 

on the Nile to the Red Sea, and terminates in the broad plain 

of Baideah on the coast. The name Wady et-Tih is frequently 

restricted to the western end of the valley; further east it is 

then called the WVady er-Ramlijeh and still nearer to the sea 

the Wady et-Tawdrik. The whole valley, from the Nile to the 

sea, is shut in on both sides, viz., on the north and south, by 

high mountain-ranges. Of these the northern range deserves a 

closer investigation. It rises from the valley of the Nile, not 

far from Cairo, stretches in a straight line towards the east, 

and terminates at the Isthmus of Suez in the promontory of 

(Ras-) Atékah. But near the centre the range is entirely 

broken. About twenty-three miles from Besatin, not far from 

the fountain of Gandelhi (the only drinkable water in the whole 

Wady), another valley branches off from the Wady et-Tih. 

This valley runs in a north-easterly direction through the 

northern range of mountains to the north of the gulf. The 

western half of the range is called Jebel Afokattem, the eastern 

Jebel Atdkah. At the present day caravans sometimes travel 

from Cairo to Sucz through the Wady et-Tih, but they naturally 

turn into the north-eastern valley at the fountain of Gandelhi. 

This road is now called the Derb el-Besatin. In ancient times 

it was, no doubt, the regular road from Memphis to Klysma (or 

Suez) and thence into Asia. 

Let us now turn to the western boundary, and follow it from 

the village of Besatin along the Nile and its two eastern arms 

to the Lake Menzalch, into which the latter empty themselves. 

On the Nile itself we first of all arrive at the ancient Latopolis 

or Babylon (ancient Cairo) ; a little farther north is Cazro, and 

somewhat to the east of this, at a distance from the Nile, the old
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city of Ox or Heliopolis. Within the limits of this district the 

Pelusiac arm branches off from the main stream, and about 

thirty miles further north the Bubaséic arm. The latter flows 

into Lake Menzaleh on the western side, and not far off, on the 

southern side, the Zanttic arm. Near the mouth of the latter 

stood ancient Zoan or Janis, and further to the south on the 

Bubastic arm, near the point at which it leaves the main stream, 

Bubastis (now Pi Beset). The Pelusiac arm flows into the 

bay at the south of Lake Menzaleh. On the fertile strip of land 

which fringes this arm on the eastern side stand, or stood, the 

important cities of Belbers (Raemses ?) and Abasieh (Pithom 

or Tum), both towards the south. The northern boundary is 

formed by the southern side of Lake Menzaleh. 

§ 38. The eastern boundary causes the greatest difficulty, 

when we attempt to form a precise conjecture as to its condition 

in the time of Moses. For the moveable sand has been driven 

about by violent winds, and has evidently made considerable 

changes in the face of the country during the four thousand 

years, which have intervened between our days and the age of 

Moses, and the ground has not yet been surveyed with sufficient 

care, to enable us to determine with certainty of what nature 

these changes have been. At present the principle features are 

the following : The breadth of the csthmus, measured in a straight 

line from the southern point of Lake Menzaleh to the northern 

extremity of the Gulf of Suez is about eleven geographical miles, 

From the isthmus to Ras Atdkah (§ 37. 1) there is a road, 

about eighteen miles long, on the western coast of the gulf 

To the south of this promontory the Vady et-Tawartk opens 

into the plain of Baideah, and to the north there is a narrow 

pass, which widens at Suez into a large, barren plain. At this 

point, too, a tongue of land runs into the gulf to such a distance, 

that, acccording to Nebuhr, it is not more than 3450 feet or
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{two-thirds of a mile across. To the south of Suez the coast 

describes a sharp curve, and runs so far to the west, that at a 

very short distance off the sea is three or four miles broad ; this 

breadth is maintained as far as Ras Atakah, to the south of 

which it becomes considerably greater. And even to the north 

of Suez the sea is broader. At this point stood ancient Klysma, 

« harbour in former times. At present it is buried in the sand, 

but the site is still undoubtedly marked by the ruins at Jel el- 

Kolzum. To the north of el-Kolzum the gulf contracts again, 

and still runs northwards for a considerable distance, terminating 

in a narrow strip of water from 1000 to 1500 paces broad. At 

Suez, where the gulf is narrowest, there are sandbanks, which 

stretch from the eastern to the western shore, and when the cbb 

is strong these are to some extent exposed, whilst the water 

which covers the rest 1s so shallow, that it can easily be waded 

through. On the other hand, when the flood is strong, the water 

is as much as seven fect deep.’ At Suez and round the northern 

part of the gulf there are “evident traces of a gradnal filling up of 

this part of the Red Sea,” (22obinson i. 71). Around the head of 

the inlet, there are also obvious indications, that the water once 

extended much farther north, and probably spread itself out 

over a wide tract towards the north-east. ‘The ground bears every 

mark of being still occasionally overflowed, (Robinson i. 71). 

§ 39. I’rom the head of the gulf, running towards the north, 

{races are still visible of the old cunal which was cut for the 

purpose of connecting the Nile with the Red Seca, and was very 

frequently renewed. Jt ran due east from the Nile through 

the Wady Tumilat, crossed the dam of Arbek to reach the 

1 In the year 1799, when Napoleon was returning from Ayin Mousa 
on the eastern shore, ho attempted to cross the ford. “It was already late 
und grew dark; the tido rose and flowed with greater rapidity than had 
been expected; so that the Gencral and his suite were exposed to the 
createst danger, although they had guides well acquainted with the ground.” 
(Robinson i, 85). Jee bee \ a FY oten ry ' 
ede pat duu 1 yt NVOUON fh og “VR ANeoge ero e Te



364 ISRAEL IN EGYPT. 

Bitter Lakes, and finally passed through the dam of Ajrud. The 

Bitter Lakes are formed by a depression of the soil, to a depth 

of forty or fifty feet below the level of the Red Sea. They were 

once eight or ten miles broad, but at the present day are nearly 

dry, there being only a few shallow pools of salt water, and 

occasionally patches of marshy ground Their length, reckoning 

from the north east, has been variously stated. According to 

Seetzen, the distance from Arbek, at the north western end of 

the Bitter Lakes, to Suez, is only about twenty miles; whereas 

Du. Bois Aymé states that the large basin of the Bitter Lakes 

terminates at a point about forty miles to the north of Suez. 

Stickel (Studien und Kritiken 1850, p. 367 seq.) reconciles this 

discrepancy between two trustworthy travellers, by assuming that 

on the eastern side there was a narrow tongue, running up from 

the basin which is ten miles broad, and reaching much farther 

north than Arbek. Such a supposition is not at all at variance with 

the fact, “that on the western side, along which Seetzen travelled, 

the lake terminated at a point much farther south. In this case 

the northern border of the Bitter Lakes must have described a 

curve, from the south-west to the north-east.” On the side 

towards the gulf a broad, sandy strip of land, which is only 

about three feet higher than the surface of the gulf, prevents 

the confluence of the waters. On the south-eastern slope of 

this strip of land stands the present fortress of Ajrud. The 

basin of the Bitter Lakes is separated from the district washed 

by the Nile, and from the Crocodile Lake, by a similar but much 

greater elevation of the soil, on the western slope of which Arbek 

is situated (cf. Stickel p. 366). There are many facts, which 

afford the strongest evidence, that the gulf of Suez once stretched 

as far as this dam, and therefore that the basin of the Bitter 

Lakes formed the most northerly part of the gulf (1). The 

isthmus between the Crocodile Lake and Lake Menzaleh is 

about fifteen miles broad.
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(1). Du Bois Aymé enters into a thorough investigation of 
the ancient limits of the Red Sea, in his Description de l'lugypte 

T. xi. 371, sqq.; cf Losenniiiller’s Altherthuinskunde 11. 2638, 

and Stickel p. 369 sqq. Travellers are all agreed that the strip 
of desert, which fringes the northern end of the gulf, bears the 
most unmistakeable marks of having once formed the bottom 
of the sea. The neighbourhood of the Bitter Lakes has very 
seldom been visited by travellers. But Du Bois Aymé, who 
went through the basin several times, says (according to Ltosen- 
miiller's Altherthumskunde il, 263): “This basin has the 
appearance of having once been covered by the sea. Strata of 
sea-salt are still found there, and sometimes they assume the 
form of caverns. In such places the earth resounded under our 
fect. There were also sinall fissures, and at a depth of four or 
five metres we found water, which tasted like sea-water. The 
ground is generally marshy, with pools of salt-water. In the 
sandy spots, after digging down twelve or fifteen cdeedmetres at 
the most, salt-water is found beneath a stratum of clay and 
loam. The ground is covered with shells, and is much lower 
than the surface of the Red Sea, from which it is divided by a 
sand-bank, the height of which is seldom more than a metre 
above the water of the Arabian Gulf. Lastly, along the hills 
surrounding this basin we can trace a line formed by the remains 
of marine vegetation, exactly resembling the line, which the 
flood-tide leaves upon the shore ; and what is very remarkable, 
this line is exactly of the same height as the high-water mark of 
the gulf.” 
We might, indeed, be led to suppose that the basin of the 

Bitter Lakes was first of all filled by the water of the Red Sea, in 
consequence of the dam at Ajrud having been cut through for 
the purpose of forming a canal from the Sea to the Nile. But 
Stickel has adduced historical testimony to disprove this opinion 
(p. 372 sqq.). First of all, Strabo states (xvii. 1, 25, 26) that 
in consequence of the cutting of a canal from Keypt tothe Bitter 
Lakes, the water of the lakes, which had previously been bitter, 
was changed through the admixture of the water from the Nile. 
Now, this canal was cut before the one from the Bitter Lakes 
to the Arabian Gulf, and therefore the lakes must have been 
connected with the Red Sea, before they were joined by a canal. 
And as Stickel observes (p. 373), the proximity of the northern
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boundary of the Red Sea to the Nile (the waters of which, during 
the inundations, flow through the Wady Tumilat to the Arbek 
dam) affords the only explanation of the fact, that Sesostris under- 
took to connect the two by means ofa canal. But in the course of 
centuries the sea retired, in consequence of the accumulation of 
sand, and hence the same operation was repeated at different 
periods by Necho, Darius, and Ptolemy I1., the excavation 
being always made from the north towards the south, so that 
the last piece was the most southerly of all. And in our opinion 
this piece was nothing more than the piercing of a sand-bank, 
which had gradually accumulated between the basin of the Bitter 
Lakes and the present extremity of the gulf. While this bank, 
now the Isthmus of Ajrud, was gradually accumulating, it must 
have rendered it difficult for ships to pass into the deeper water 
towards the north, and hence the necessity for building Klysma. 
Moreover, when this bank at length reached the surface, it must 
have formed a ford across the sea, which was dry at the ebb- 
tide, but covered with water at the flood. There was thus a 
dry road from Africa into Arabia between two basins filled with 
water, similar to that which may still be seen to the sonth at 
Suez. The same views have been expressed by Du Bois Aymé 
(sur le séjour des Hébreux, in his Description viii. 114 sqq. ¢f. 
Rosenmiiller iii. 264 sqq.). 

If we assume that the Bitter Lakes formed part of the gulf of 
Suez in the time of the Ptolemics, this will throw light upon 
many passages in the works of ancient writers with reference to 
distances, sites, &c., which would be otherwise inexplicable, 
such, for example, as the statement of Ptolemy that the city of 
Kilysma was six miles to the south of the northern extremity of 
the Arabian Gulf, and that Heroopolis (which is identical with 
Abu-Keishid in the Wady Tumilat, cf § 40. 1) was only two 

geographical miles from the same point. The same may be 
said of Strabo's statement, that the road from Heroopolis to the 
extreme point of the gulf formed an angle with the gulf (xvi. 
4,2, 5). Moreover, unless this city was formerly much nearer 
to the gulf than it is now, it is impossible to explain the origin 
of the name Heroopolitan gulf. 

§ 40. If we turn now to the interior of this tract of land, the 

boundaries of which we have just described, we find it divided
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into two halves, a northern and a southern half, by the Wady 

Tumilat. This Wady commences at Abasich (the ancient Pi- 

thom), in the lowlands of the Nile, and stretches eastwards in a 

straight line as far as the downs, which divide the Bitter Lakes 

from the Crocodile Lake, and from the Nile when it overflows 

(§ 39). To the south of this Wady, which is broad, well 

watered, and therefore fertile and well adapted for cultivation, 

lies the Egyptian desert, which is bounded on the other sides, by 

the lowlands of the Nile on the west, the Valley of Error on the 

south, and the Red Sca and Bitter Lakes on the east. The fer- 

tile district to the west and north of this desert, reaches as far as 

the Bubastic arm of the Nile and Lake Menzalch, and forms at 

the present time the province of es-Sharkiyeh. In the days of 

Moses, it was called the land of Goshen. On the western slope 

of the desert stands the town of Belbeis; at the north-western 

corner (by the entrance to the Wady Tumnilat) Abasieh, and 

near the eastern end of the Wady are the ruins of Abu Keishid. 

Modern researches have shown that 4bu Aetshid is probably 

identical with the ancient city of Heroopolis, and Abasieh with 

Pithom (1). There is more uncertainty about the question, 

whether Belbeis is to be identified with any known city of anti- 

quity, aud if so, with which ? (cf § 41). 

(1). The identity of Heroopolis with Abu-Keischid, and of 
Abasieh with Pithom, was first proved by the French expedition 
to Egypt (cf. Hengstenberg, Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 
42 sqq.). Lepsius has taken the lead in objecting to this conclu- 
sion (Chronol. 1. 345 sqq.). He endeavours to prove that He- 
roopolis is rather to be associated with the ruins of el-Mulkfar, 
which lic farther west. The question is one of no moment to us, 
and therefore we need not enter upon the discussion here. 

§ 41. In order that we may trace the road, by which the 

Israelites travelled, it is necessary first of all to search for the 

point from which they started. This is everywhere said to have
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been Haemses. As the land of Goshen is also frequently called 
the land of Raemses (cf. § 1.5), the name Raemses is some- 
times supposed to have been used, not merely as the name of the 

capital, but as that of the province also. And this has led 

K. v. Raumer, L. de Laborde, and others, to conclude, that 

the Raemses from which the Israelites set out was the pro- 

vince, and not the capital. But this explanation may easily 

be shown to be inadmissible. If Raemses is spoken of in other 

places as a city (and this has never been disputed yet), then the 

term DONY) YIN (Gen. xlvii. 11) can only be regarded as 

meaning the land of Raemses, 2.e., the land of which Raemses 

was the capital. Moreover, if the first places of encampment, 

Succoth and Etham (Ex. xii. 37), were towns, there can be no 

doubt that Raemses, the place from which they set out, was also 

a city, and not a province. But it is not so easy to decide where 

Raemses was situated. Hengstenberg, Robinson, and others, 

identify it with Heroopolis in the Wady Turnilat (§ 40). But 

the difficulties in the way of this assumption are so numerous, 

and of so serious a character, that we must decidedly reject it as 

erroneous (1). Stickel, on the other hand, endeavours to prove that 

modern Belbeis stands on the site of the ancient Raemses (2). 

And the arguments, which he has adduced in support of this 

opinion, are sufficiently weighty to convince us, that no other 

place, with which we are acquainted, has such strong claims to 

be regarded as the representative of that ancient city. 

(1). Hengstenberg (Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 49 sqq. 
transl.) adduces the following argument in support of the zdentity 
of Hrroopo.is and Rarmses. In Gen. xlvi. 28, where the mes- 
sengers whom Joseph sent to meet his father in “ the land of 
Goshen” are spoken of, the Septuagint paraphrases the pas- 
sage thus: xa? ‘Hpdov modu eis yhv Payeocon, and in the same 
way the clause in the next verse, where Joseph himself is de- 
scribed as going ‘“‘ to Goshen” to meet his father, is rendered xa 
‘Hpaov wow. Now Hengstenberg is undoubtedly correct in
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maintaining, that the clause in the Septuagint eannot be re- 
garded as a mere arbitrary conceit. And if his opiuion could 
be substantiated,—that the Seventy substituted the name Hero- 
opolis, which was current in their day, for the name Raemses, 
which had then become antiquated,—we could certainly give 
them eredit for sufficient acquaintance with the antiquities of their 
own country, to take their word for the fact, that Heroopolis and 
Raemses were the same. But this is not the actual state of the 
case. There is no ground for speaking of any such substctution, 
simply because the name Raemses does not occur in the Hebrew 
text. The clause, ca? ‘“Hpwdwv rorw,, is an explanatory addition 
and nothing more. The statement in the text, that Joseph sent 
to meet his father in the land of Goshen (in Gen xlvn. 11, both 
the Septuagint and the Hebrew text have “the land of Raemses”), 
and that lic afterwards caine thither himself, appeared to them 
to be too indefinite. ‘They therefore thought it desirable to in- 
troduce amore precise account of the exact spot, from their own 
knowledge of the country. The information which we have 
gained since the French expedition, with reference to the site 
of ancient Heroopolis, fully establishes the correctness of their 
account. For if Joseph sct out from the heart of Egypt to meet 
his father, who was coming from Palestine, he could hardly 
take any other route than that through the Wady Tumilat ; 
nor was Jacob, who came from Canaan and crossed the isthnius 
between Lake Menzalch and the Arabian gulf, likely to choose 
any other road than the beaten caravan-irack through the Wady 
Tumilat. And if weattempt to fix upon any particular locality, 
as the precise spot at which the meeting occurred ; Heroopolis, 
the most casterly city of Egypt by this route, has certainly the 
strongest claims. But when Hengstenberg cites Gen. xli. 45, 
where the Septuaginé substitutes Heliopolis for the On of the 
text, as a perfectly analogous case, he forgets again that in the 
passage before us Heroopolis is not introduced in the place of 
Raemses, but as a more precise definition of what the original 
means by Goshen. Moreover, so far as there is any analogy 
between the two passages, it 1s decidedly against Hengstenberg’s 
opinion. For if Raemses had been the antiquated, and Hero- 
opolis the current name, the place where the Sepfuagitné should 
have substituted the latter for the former is Ex. xii. 37, and 

nowhere else. Hengsfenberg has a further argument, derived 
VOU. IL. 2A
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from the meaning of Heroopolis, hero-city, which is said to Le 
the Greck rendering of the ancient name Raemses (the city 
being evidently so called in honour of the hero-kings who bore 
that name); but this argument, it appears to me, is purely 
visionary and without the least force. 

On the other hand, positive proof can be brought that Raemses 
and Heroopolis are not the same. <A city which stood so close 
fo the eastern frontier of Egypt, as Heroopolis did, cannot 
possibly have been the point from which the procession set out, 
however probable it may be that it passed through the city or 
in its immediate vicinity. The point of departure, as Ex. xii. 
—xiv. clearly shows, must have been quite close to the palace ot 
the king. And whether we suppose the palace to have been 
situated in On, Bubastis, or Zoan (see below, note 2), in either 
case the identity of Heroopolis and Raemses appears to us an 
impossibility. 

The same argument may be adduced against the assumption 
of Lepsius (Chronol. i. 348 seq.), who disputes the identity of 
Raemses and Heroopolis (== Mukfar), but brings forward a 
new, and, as he thinks, a decisive argument to prove that 
Raemses and Abu-Keishid are the same. On the ruins of Abu- 
Keishid a group was discovered, at the time of the Franco- 
Egyptian expedition, consisting of three figures, hewn from a 
block of granite, representing the two gods Ra and Tun, with 
the King Ramses IH. between them. But this is, to our minds, 
by no means a conclusive argument. For the discovery of a 
statue bearmg the name of the great King Ramses, is by 
u0 means a proof that the city in which it was found was 
built by Ramses, or that it must have been called by his 
name. Ramses the great, who led such magnificent expedi- 
tions into Asia, may very well have cansed such a memorial 
to be set up in Abu-Kcishid, as being the first important city of 
Egypt into which he entered on his triumphant return, what- 
ever the name of the city may have been. 

(2). The arguments adduced by Stickel (p. 377 sqq.), in sup- 
port of the identity of BeLBris, and Raemses, are sufficient at 
least to show that such an assumption is highly probable. First 
of all, it is sustained by the authority of the geographer Makrizi, 
who was well informed in all matters relating to his native 
country, Egypt. He states that Belbeis was an ancient city,
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which was in existence before the land was conquered by the 
Moslems, and was the capital of the province, which is called 
in the Pentateuch the land of Goshen. The situation answers 
extremely well to all that we can gather from the Pentateuch with 
reference to it. For, standing as it does at one of the most 
westerly points of Goshen, its position coincides exactly to 
the statement, that it formed the starting-point of the Israelitish 
procession. As far back as the earhest period to which the 
reports of ancient authorities reach, the city and neighbourhood 
of Belbeis appear to have formed the actual starting-point of the 
expeditions to the East, as well as of all the traffic that was 
carried on between Egypt and the Arabian gulf. It stood upon 
one of the principal canals from the Nile, by which it was 
brought into connexion with the southern provinces of Egypt. 

Moreover, the account contained in Ex. 1. 11, that the Israel- 
ites were compelled to build for Pharaoh the store-cities of 
Pithon and Raemses, answers very well to the situation given 
above, whether we suppose the cities to have been newly built, 
or merely enlarged and fortified. These cities were not intended, 
as Ewald supposes (i. 479), for royal commercial cities, but for 
military stores and provisions, in other words they were arsenals 
on a large scale, ereeted for the purpose of providing the troops, 
which were stationed in the desert at the eastern extremity of the 
land, with provisions and munitions of war. Hence they were 
not actual fortresses, in which case they would have been placed 
further to the east, but store-houses from which the fortresses 
were supplied. It was therefore necessary that they should be 
so situated, that the road to the fortresses, and also the approach 
to the Nile, should be both easy and convenient. Pithom 
(IT.irovpos), which was identical with Abasieh, stood at the 
entrance to the Wady Tumilat, the high road to the cast, and 
met these requirements in every way. The manner in which 
Pithom and Raeinses are linked together, justifies us in suppos- 
ing that the two cities, which were intended for the same pur- 
pose, were both erected in the district which lies between the 
valley of the Nile and the eastern frontier of the country. 
Abasieh stoodon the road from Bubastis to the frontier; and 

Belbeis was also in the way from Memphis to the same boundary. 
A more difficult matter, to which we must now direct our 

attention, is the determination of the site of the ROYAL PALACE 
2a 2
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at that time. For it necessarily follows from the history of the 
night, in which Israel was to prepare to depart, that it cannot 
have becn far from Raemses. If, then, the opinion which we 
have ourselves expressed at § 1. 5 be correct, viz. that the 

palace was in Zoan or Tanis, which stood near to the point at 
which the Bubastic arm of the Nile enters Lake Menzaleh ; the 
result of the foregoing investigation, viz. that Raemses was the 
same as Belbeis, or at any rate stood in the neighbourhood of 
Belbeis, must necessarily fall to the ground. The former as- 
sumption rests upon passages of Scripture. One of these, Num. 
xill. 23, states that ‘“ Hebron was built seven years before Zoan 
in Egypt ;’ but this merely proves that, in the time of Moses, 
Zoan was already a comparatively old and important city in 
Egypt. It says nothing whatever with regard to the residence 
of the Egyptian kings. Nor is there a reference to this point in 
any other part of the Pentateuch. The second passage is appa- 
rently more important. In Ps, xxvii. 12, 43, the wonders in 
the Jand of Egypt are said to have been wrought 7n the field of 
Zoan (yey). But even these words cannot be said to be 

conclusive. The “field of Zoan” may denote the whole Delta ; 
and itis the more probable that it does so, because the Egyptian 
plagues were not restricted to the immediate vicinity of Zoan, 
and it is expressly and repeatedly said that they extended over 
the whole of the land of Egypt. If, however, the Psalmist gives 
the naine of Zoan to the Delta, this certainly proves that Zoan 
was at that time the most important city, and possibly the royal 
residence ; more than this it does not prove. But if we consider, 
that the history before us relates to a period, when the yoke of 
the foreign Hyksos-dynasty had just been thrown off, and there 
was constant fear lest they should again attack the eastern 
frontier of the land, across which they had been driven (Ix. i. 
10), it seems hardly credible that the Egyptian kings can have 
fixed their residence in the most northerly district of the country. 
The national dynasty, which was now in power, had come down 
from Upper Egypt. The source of its: strength, and its chief 
supporters, were still to be found there, and it can hardly, there- 
fore, have fixed its abode at so great a distance to the north ; 
for Tanis is very far to the north of the line by which an attack 
from the east would be made. Any such attack would be sure 
to be directed against the heart of the land, which was much
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farther to the south, and for this the Wady Tumilat afforded a 
convenient and well beaten road. Hence if the king’s forces had 
been stationed so much to the north, they could very easily have 
been cut off from upper Egypt. One of the cities to the south 
would therefore be much more suitable, cither Lfelzopolis, as the 
Arabian geographer Kaswint (in Stickel, p. 383) supposes, or 
what would answer much better to the probable site of Racmses 
(== Belbeis), the ancient and celebrated Bubastis. All the other 
references contained in the Pentateuch apply equally well, or even 
better, to one of these two cities, than they do to Zoan. 

§ 42. Assuming then, for the reasons just assigned, that Bel- 

beis was most probably the starting-point of the procession, we 

have now to determine the direction which it took. It was to 

proceed to Sinai. To accomplish this it was necessary that it 

should go round the northern extremity of the Arabian gulf. 

Now, if the northern boundary of the gulf was exactly the same 

in the time of Moses as at the present day, the procession will 

probably have gone by the caravan-road direct from Belbeis to 

Suez (Derb el-Ban) ; and in this case we must look for Succoth 

about the centre of the road, and Ltham to the north of Suez. 

But, as we have shown in § 39. 1 that it is almost certain, that 

at that time the northern end of the gulf reached much farther 

to the north than it does now, viz., to the downs of Arbek, which 

are almost in a straight line with Belbeis, we are brought to the 

conclusion that instead of taking a south-easterly direction, the 

procession travelled due cast through the well watered and cul- 

tivated district of the Wady Tumilat. The site of the first 

station, Succoth (which means tents), is then easily determined. 

The second place of encampment is called Btham, and is further 

described as being “ at the end of the desert.” For this we shall 

have to seek upon the downs of Arbek (§ 39), between the Bitter 

Lakes and the Crocodile Lake (1). At this po‘nt Moses received 

the command to turn round, and cause the people to encaiap 

with Pihachiroth on the north, Migdol on the west, the sea un
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the east, and Baal-Zephon to the south. From the words of the 

command so much at least may be inferred with certainty, that 

the procession, which had already arrived at the boundary be- 

tween Egypt and Arabia, did not go round the northern extre- 

mity of the gulf, as Moses at first intended, but remained within 

the territory of Egypt, going southwards along the western shore 

of the gulf, and at length arriving at a point, where it was com- 

pletely shut in, by the sea and mountains in front and on the 

two sides, and by Pharaoh’s chariots in the rear. If we look 

for a spot on the western shore of the gulf, which answers to this 

description, we find it in the plain of Suez. This plain is large 

enough to hold two millions of men; it is bounded on the west 

and south-west by the mountains of Atakah (§ 37), and these 

mountains approach so nearly to the sea, which is here consi- 

dereably widened in consequence of a rapid curve to the west, 

that very few men could pass side by side along the shore.—If 

the procession came from the north or north-east, the third place 

of encampment cannot have been any other than the plain of 

Suez, and this, too, is the only point at which we can justly sup- 

pose that the passage through the sea occurred (2). 

(1). The name Eruam is explained by Jablonsky from the 
Egyptian, as meaning sea boundary. If it were of Semitic ori- 
gin, it would necessarily be connected with IR: perennitas. 

It would in this case denote a place watered by perennial streams, 
in contradistinction to the brooks of the desert, which are so 
quickly dried up. The question, whether the “end of the 
desert,” where Etham was situated, is to be understood as refer- 
ring to the Egyptian desert (as in chap. xiv. 3. 11), or the 
Arabian, both of which touched each other at Etham, may per- 
haps be decided in favour of the latter, when we consider that 
the whole strip of desert Jand on the eastern coast of the gulf 
bore the name of desert of Etham (Nwn. xxxiii. 8, cf. § 47. 5). 

(2). The plain of Suez “is not far from ten miles square ; 
extending with a gentle slope from Ajrud to the sea west of 
Snez, and from the hills at the hase of Ataékah to the arm of the
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sea north of Suez” (2obinson i. 65). In the boundaries of the 
plain which are given here, we think we can discover with com- 
parative certainty the places mentioned in Ex, xiv. 2. The 
words which we find there are, “speak to the children of Israel 
that they turn ronnd and encamp before Pihachiroth, between 
Migdol and the sea, and, before Baal-Zephou, opposite to it shall 
ye encamp by the sea.” Pihachiroth, we find, even by name, 
in Ajrud ; for P2 is merely the Egyptian article, and hence the 
place is also called Hachiroth in other passages (Num. xxxiil. 8), 
and there are many instances of analogous changes (cf Stickel, 
p. 391). Altgdol, in any case, must be looked for in the direc- 
tion exactly opposite to the sea (according to Ex. xiv. 2), and 
therefore near Mount Atdkah, whether Migdol (which means a 
tower) was a fortress upon or by the side of the mountain, or, as 
Tischendorf supposes, the summit of the Atakah itself. In the 
Septuagint it is rendered Maydeérov, and Hengstenberg (p. 59) 
thinks himself justified in connecting it with the fortress of 
Magdolum, which stood at a latter period twelve Roman miles 
to the south of Pelusium. But the supposition that, whereas the 
other three places mentioned as the boundaries of the encamp- 
ment were all in the neighbourhood of Suez, the fourth was 
fifteen geographical niles to the north, is perfectly incredible, 
and is not rendered a whit more probable by the remark that a 
frontier-garrison was stationed there. Moreover, apart alto- 
gether from the distance, the Israclites would not then have 
been between Migdol and the sea, but the sea between Migdol 
and the Israelites. Baal-Zephon (the place of Typhon) cannot 
be more particularly described ; but according to the description 
contained in Ex. xiv. 2, it must be looked for at the south of 
the plain of Suez. 

The point at which the sca was crossed was, therefore, in all 
probability, near to Suez. But there are strong reasons for 
doubting whether the ford of Suez was in existence then, and also 
whether the sea was then only 3450 feet broad at this spot, as it 
isnow. Tor if that had been the case, the return of the waters 
which had been divided by the east wind, would hardly have 
been sufficient to drown Pharaoh’s entire army. It 1s nevessary, 
however, that the peculiar configuration of the sea at Suez 
should be kept in mind. If the pathway throngh the sea went 
in a south-casterly direction, and nod dne east (a supposition by
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no means improbable, seeing that the direction depended upon 
the wind which opened the way), then even at present the 
breadth and the depth would be quite sufficient to hold and to 
drown an entire army. 

The only point in which Du Bois Aymé and Stickel differ 
from the views we have expressed, is with reference to the last 
place of encampment, and the spot at which the sea was crossed. 
They both of them fix upon the supposed ford at Ajrud (§ 39. 1), 
instead of Suez, as the place where the passage occurred. But 
there are many objections to this. First of all, the ground about 
Ajrud does not answer in the least to the description of the last 
place of encampnient, whichis given in the text. There is no 
plain sufficiently large to hold two millions of men, nor is there 
the steep inypassable mountain wall which reached the sea, and 
caused the Israchtes to be hemmed in on three sides, Itis true 
that Du Bots Aymé says (vid. osenmiiller iti. 265): “ The 
biblical account is in perfect harmony with the position which I 
have assigned to the Israclitish army ; for the chain ot moun- 
tains, which is visible towards the south, appears to stretch as far 
as the shore.” But in reading these words, we cannot escape 
the fecling that, im spite of the confidence with which the author 
speaks, he was conscious of a certain incongruity between the 
locality referred to, and the description contained in the Bible. 
Again, the order in which the boundary-points are named in 
Ex. xiv. 2 does not square with this view, for, according to Ex. 
xiv. 2, Ajrud must have been situated tothe north of the place 
of encampment, whereas, if Du Bots Aymé’s opinion were cor- 
rect, it would have been to the south-east. He also adds 

(Rosenmiiller iii. 268) : ‘ Moreover, there is so little difference 
between the two opinions (that which fixes upon Ajrud, and 
that which selects Suez, as the spot at which the Israelites 
crossed), that it does not matter much which of the two we 

choose. My opinion rests upon the situation of the castle of 
Ajrud, before which the Israelites encamped, and the great pro- 
bability that the sea at Suez was much deeper then, than it is 
now.” This we can fully comprehend, for in the opinion of the 
learned Frenchman, the sea must have been crossed in a per- 
fectly natural way, without any miraculous intervention on the 
part of God. But the greater depth of the sea at Suez is, to 
our mind, one of the very reasons why we should prefer that
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spot, not from any love of miracles, but because we are anxious 
to do justice to the text. Stickel gives the preference to 
Ajrud for another reason. This keen-sighted scholar would 
no doubt have fixed upon Suez,—as the description contained in 
the text, when compared with the shape of the ground, un- 
conditionally requires,—were it not that his foregone con- 
clusion, that only three days can have elapsed between the 
departure of the Israelites from Raemses and their arrival 
at the opposite shore of the sea (§ 36. 7), compelled lim to re- 
linquish such on opinion. For the distance from Etham to the 
plain at Suez is certainly too great, for any one to bring himself 
easily to believe, that the Israelitish procession could traverse it 
in a single day. But we have already pointed out, that the 
journey from Etham to the point at which the sca was crossed, 
must have occupied a longer time, seeing that the message was 
sent from Etham to the palace, and the royal army marched from 
the palace to the sea, whilst the Israelites were travelling from 
Etham to the same spot. This must have required at least two 
days (§ 36. 7). 

(3). We shall conclude by giving a short sketch, and, where 
necessary, our own criticism of the different views which have 
been entertained, with regard to the crossing of the sea. Among 
the earliest is one which has lately been defended with great 
firmness and confidence by A. v. Raumer, and of which v. Len- 
gerke has most remarkably expressed his approval (Kenaan i. 
432 sqq.). In all that is essential J. V. Autscheit also adopts 
it. It originated with Sicard (cf. Paulus Sammll. v. 211 sqq.), 
who had travelled by the road in question. Stcard, however, 
places the city of Raemses, the starting-point of the procession, 
in the neighbourhood of the village of Besatin (§ 37), whereas 
Raumer does not regard Raemses as the name of a city, but of 
the land of Goshen, and supposes the procession to have been 
first formed in the vicinity of Heliopolis or On, from which point 
it went southwards to Latopolis or Babylon, and then turned 
towards the east into the Valley of Error, in the first instance 
with the intention of following the ordinary caravan road, which 
leads through this valley to Suez, and then going round the 
northern extremity of the gulf. Succoth would in this case be 
in the neighbourhood of the village of Besatin ; and Etham, near 
the fountain of Gandelhi, at which point the caravan road turns
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towards the north-east, between the two northern ranges of moun- 
tains (§ 37). But, instead of carrying out the first intention, 
the procession turned away from the ordinary caravan road at 
the express command of God, and had to take the road through 
the Wady er-Ramliyeh and the Wady et-Tawarik to the plain 
of Baideah bythe sea-shore. It was here that they were overtaken 
by Pharaoh and his army. With the deep sea, which is here 
about fifteen miles broad, before them ; with Mount Atékah on 
the north, and, opposite to this, Mount Kuaibe on the south; 
and with Pharaoh’s chariots behind, they were to all human 
appearance utterly lost. But God caused an east wind to blow 
during the night, and thus opened a way through the heart of the 
sea. ‘hey followed this road; and the next morning, they found 
themselves safe on the other side, at a place whieh is still called 
by the Arabs the wells of Moses (Ayun Musa).—At first sight 
there is something very plausible in this view. But on eloser 
investigation we find it besct with insuperable difficulties. Its 
main features are not derived from seriptural data, but from the 
statements of Josephus (Ant. 11. 15, 1), who says that the Is- 
raelites started from Raemses above the place where Babylon 
was afterwards built (Latopolis, Old Cairo). But no particular 
evidence is required to prove, that the authority of Josephus is of 
little value in questions of this kind. Moreover, his aeeount is 
founded upon the tvadztion, which has given to the valley the 
name of Wady et-Tih (Valley of Error), and whieh fixed upon 
Ayun Musa as the spot near to which the passage took place. 
But with regard to the first, the name Wady et-Tth originated 
with Sicard, and for the second we must bear in mind the 
warning given by Niebuhr (Besehreib. v. Arabien p. 40+), who 
says that the Arabs always deelare the spot, at which the ques- 
tion is proposed to them, to be the very spot where the ehildren of 
Isracl went through the Sea. As decisive objeetions, however, 
the following are of especial importanee: (1), Jaemses is always 
the name of a eity, never of a provinee (cf § 41). (2), Justice 
is not done to the word yy}, whieh always means to turn. (3), 
The same remark applies to the expression “‘ Htham, at the end 
of the desert ;” for, according to Raumer’s hypothesis, Etham was 
not at the end, but in the middle of the desert. (4), Without the 
least ground for so doing, it gives us tivo Ethams, one in the 
Egyptian desert and the other in the desert of Arabia Petrzea.
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(5), It places the passage through the sea at a point where the 
sea is too broad, not indeed for it to be miraculously divided, but 
for the nutural part of the event, namely their crossing over in 
the time stated. ‘The breadth of the gulf at this point is fifteen 
miles. Now a few hours of the night had certainly gone, before 
the sea was sufficiently dried up by the east wind, to allow the 
passage to commence ; and yet at the morning watch (two o'clock), 
they were on the opposite shore. 

A second class of commentators fix npon Suez as the point at 
which the passage took place. This class includes Niebuhr, 
Robinson, Hengystenbery, Luborde, Ewald, Tischendorf, and 
many others. But whilst they agree upon this point, they differ 
in many respects as to the road by which Suez was reaclied. 
Hengstenberg’s opinion is that the Israelites started from Raemses, 
which he supposes to have been the same as Heroopolis; that 
Etham was at the point, which now forms the northern extremity 
of the gulf; and that when the procession had reached that point 
it turned round, that is went back into the Egyptian territory, 
and proceeded along the western shore of the gulf, till it reached 
Snez, where it passed through the sea upon dry ground. Jfobinson 
gives upon the whole the same route, but leaves it an open ques- 
tion, whether Heroopolis was identical with Raemses; though he 
has not the least doubt that Raemses was situated in the Wady 
Tumilat, not far from the northern extremity of the Bitter 
Lakes, From our previous enquiry, however, it necessarily 
follows that this opinion is erroneous. Lwvald’s view is closely 
related to that of Jfengstenberg, only much more confused (cf. 
Stickel’s critique, p. 358 sqq.). Luberde looks upon Raenses as 
a name applied to the whole of the land of Goshen, and supposes 
the Israelites to have assembled at Suecoth, whence they pro- 
ceeded in a straight line to Etham, which was somewhere in the 
neighbourhood of Ajrud. There they received a command from 
God, not to travel any farther in a easterly direction, and went 
towards the south-east to Suez. From this point they crossed the 
culf, still in a south-casterly direction, and emerged at Ayun 
Musa. After what we have already said, we regard it as unne- 
cessary to criticize, that is, {o refute this opinion. Tischendorf 
supposes the procession to have started from Heliopolis, whence 
it proceeded to « spot somewhere near the northern end of 
the Bitter Lakes (which in his opinion was at that time
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the northern boundary of the gulf). At this point it turned to- 
wards the south-east and proceeded to Suez. In several essential 
points his view agrees with our own. 

Lastly we may mention T'hierbach’s romantic conjecture (Er- 
furter Osterprogramm, 1830); though we do so, merely to make 
the list complete. According to his view, the Israelites set out 

from Heliopolis (z.e., Raemses). They then journeyed to Pithom, 
(or Etham) on the Mediterranean (the sea of reeds). From 
this point they proceeded through Lake Menzaleh. Here the 
phosphorescence of the water supplied them with light ; and at 
the same time a cloud, which hung suspended like a pillar 
over the surface of the water and was strongly charged with 
electricity, was driven behind them by a change in the wind, 
and discharged its electric fluid upon the foe. Thus death and 
destruction felt upon the Egyptians, whilst light and safety were 
afforded to the Israelites. Compare Stickel p. 331, 332. 

THE HYKSOS AND THE ISRAELITES. 

Sources: vid. Bunsen's Urkundenbuch, an appendix to the 

third part of his work on Egypt; C. Afeter, Judaica, Jena 1832; 

and Stroth, Aegyptiaca, Gotha 1782. 

Lirenature: Jac. Perizonii Aegyptiarum originum investiga- 

tio. 1711. c. 19 p. 327 ss —F'r. Buddet, Historia ecclesiastica V. 

T. I. iii. § 24, Ed. iv. p. 560 ss—TZhorlactus de Hycsosorum 

Abari. Copenh. 1794.—J. Chr. C. Hofmann, unter welcher Dy- 

nastie haben die Isracliten Aegypten verlassen? (in the Studien und 

Kritiken 1839. ii. p. 393 sqq.), and also, Aegyptische und israeli- 

tische Zeitrechnung, ein Sendschreiben an Dr Bickh. Nord. 

1847.—E. Hengstenberg, Manetho and the Hyksos, in his Egypt 

and the Books of Moses, p. 227 sqq. transl.—. Bertheau, zur 

Gesch. d. Israel. p. 227 sqq.—H. Ewald, Gesch. d. Israel. 1. 445 

sqq.—C. v. Lengerke, Kenaan i. 360 sqq.—A. Bockh, Manetho 

und die Hundssternperiode, Berl. 1845.—Chr. C. J. Bunsen, 

Aegyptens Stelle in der Weltgeschichte, 3 vols. Hamburg 1843. 
&
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—h. Lepsius, dic Chronologie der Aegypter, 1. Berlin 1849, 

and Herzog’s Real-Encyclopiidie d. prot. Theol. 1. 144 sqq.— 

J. L. Saalschiitz, Forschungen auf dem Gebiecte der hebr. aigypt. 

Architologic, Konigsb, 1851, ii. Die manethonischen Hyksos, 

p- 41 sqq.—Consult also: J. G. Miiller, Krit. Untersuchung 

der Taciteischen Berichte iiber den Ursprung der Juden, in the 

Studien und Kritiken, 1843, iv. p. 893 sqq.—/'. Werner, chro- 

nologische Bemerkungen wber einige Gegenstiinde der alttesta- 

mentlichen Gegenstande (in the lutherische Zeitschrift, 1845, 

1 p. 29 sqq.) —K. B. Stark, Forschungen zur Geschichte der 

Alterthumskunde des hellenischen Orients: Gaza, oder die phi- 

listaische Kiiste, Jena 1852, p. 82 sqq.—l’r. Delitesch, Com- 

mentar zur Genesis, 2. Aufl. 1853, 11. 71 sqq.; and Nachtrag 

p. 221 sqq.—A. Anobel, Die Volkertafel der Genesis, Giessen 

1850, p. 208 sqq.; and Genesis p. 271 sqq.—/?aouwl-Rochette, in 

the Journal des Savants, 1846 and 1848, (review of Bunsen’s 

work), particularly 1848, p. 354 sqq. 

§ 43. The Pentateuch does not inform us what dynasty was 

in power, or what king was reigning, either when the Israelites 

went down to Egypt, when the oppression commenced, or at 

the time of their departure. We must therefore turn to the 

Egyptian and other profane history before we can solve these 

questions; and what we have now to do, is to determine from 

these sources, to what periods of time the events described in the 

Pentateuch respectively belong. The simplest means of obtain- 

ing the information we need, would be to compare the two chro- 

nologics ; but unfortunately, both in the biblical and Eyvyptian 

histories, there is so much uncertainty, obscurity, and even 

confusion, in the matter of dates, that comparative chronology 

is 2 most uncertain, and therefore impracticable, method of as- 

certaining the points of coincidence between the two. Our 

knowledge of the facts, connected with the early history of Egypt,
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is for the most part confined to bare catalogues of dynastics, 

which do not of themselves afford any information, that can be 

brought to bear upon the history of Israel. But Josephus has 

preserved two considerable fragments from the old historical 

work of A/anetho, the contents of which coincide in many res- 

pects with the history of the Pentateuch. The first extract 

Jrom Manetho treats of the Hyksos dynasty, and contains un- 

mistakeable traces of the relation which existed between this 

dynasty and the Israelites (1) ; the second identifies the Israelites 

with a number of lepers, whom the king, Amenophis, is said to 

have banished from Egypt (2). The same tradition, in a some- 

what modified form, is found in Chaeremon and Lysimachus, 

and on the authority of the latter it has been repeated by Apion, 

Diodorus Siculus, Tacitus, and Justin (3). 

(1). The first extract from Manetho (on the reign of the 
Hyksos) is found in Josephus against Apion, i. 14. Josephus 
there says: ‘‘ Manetho was a man who was by birth an Egyptian ; 
yet had he made himself master of the Greck learning, as is very 
evident: for he wrote the history of his own country in the Greek 
tongue, by translating it, as he saith himself, out of their sacred 
records; he also finds great fault with Herodotus for his igno- 
rance and false relations of Egyptian affairs. Now this Manetho, 
in the second book of his Egyptian history, writes concerning us 
in the following manner (I will set down his very words, as if I 
were to bring the very man himself into court for a witness) : 
‘There was a king of ours whose name was Timaus. Under 
him it came to pass, I know not how, that God was averse to us, 
and there came, after a surprising manner, men of ignoble birth 
out of the eastern parts, and had boldness enough to make an 
expedition into our country, and with ease subdued it by force, 
yet without our hazarding a battle with them. So when they 
had gotten those that governed us under their power, they after- 
wards burned down our cities and demolished the temples of the 
gods, and used all the inhabitants after a most barbarous man- 
ner; nay, some they slew, and led their wives and children into 
slavery. At length they made one of themselves king, whose



THE HYKSUS AND THE ISRAELITES. 383 

name was Sulutis ; he also lived at Memphis, and made both the 
upper and lower regions pay tribute, and left garrisons in the 
places that were most proper for them. He chiefly aimed to 
secure the eastern parts, as foresecing that the Assyrians, who 
had then the greatest power, would be desirous of that kingdom 
and invade them ; and, as he found in the Sazéic Nomos a city very 
proper for this purpose, and which lay upon the Bubastie channel, 
but in a certain ancient theological account was called A varis, this 
he rebuilt, and made very strong by the walls he built about it, and 
by a most numerous garrison of two hundred and forty thousand 
armed men, whom he put into it to keep it. Thither Salatis 
came in summer time, partly to gather his corn, and pay his 
soldiers their wages (ciropetpau cat picAogopiav Trapeyopevos), 
and partly to exercise his troops and thereby to terrify foreigners. 
When this man had reigned ninetcen years he died; after him 
reigned another, whose name was Beon, for forty-four years; 
after him reigned another, called Apachnas, thirty-six years and 
seven months ; after him Apophis reigned sixty-one years ; and 
then Janias fifty years and one month ; after all these reigned 
Assis forty-two years and two months. And these six were 
the first rulers among them, who were all along making war 
with the Egyptians, and were very desirous gradually to des- 
troy them to the very roots. This whole nation was styled 
Hycsos, 2.e., shepherd-kings (BuciAets aoipéves) ; for the first 
syllable yc, according to the sacred dialect, denotes a hing ; 
Sos, according to the ordinary dialect, is a shepherd; and 
Hycsos is compounded of these. But some say that these people 
were Arabians.” In another manuscript (év & @AA@ avti- 
ypapdw), however, I have found that Hyk docs not denote 
kings, but on the contrary captive shepherds; for Hyc, with 
the aspirate (Sacvvéuevev) means in the Egyptian tongue 
prisoners ; and this seems to me the more probable opinion and 
more in accordance with sacred history. But MZanetho goes on: 
‘These people whom we have before nained kings, and called 
shepherds also, and their descendants, kept possession of Egypt 
five hundred and cleven years. After this, however, the kings 

of Thebais and the others parts of Egypt made an insurrection 
against the shepherds, and a terrible and long war was waged 
between them. And under a king named Alisphragmuthosis, 
the shepherds were subdued by him, and were driven out of
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other parts of Egypt, but were shut up in a place that contained 
ten thousand acres of land; this place was Avaris. The shep- 
herds built a wall round all this place, which was a large and 
strong wall, and this in order to keep all their possessions and 
their prey within a place of strength. But Zhummosis, the son 
of Alis-Phragmuthosis, made an attempt to take them by force 
and by siege, with four hundred and eighty thousand men to lie 
round about them, but upon his despair of taking the place by 
that siege, they came to a composition with them, that they should 
leave Egypt and go, without any harm being done to them, 
whithersoever they would. After this composition was made, 
they went away with their whole families and effects, not fewer 
in number than two hundred and fifty thousand, and took their 
journey from Egypt, through the wilderness to Syria. But as 
they feared the Assyrian power, which had then the dominion 
over Asia, they settled in the country which is now called Judea, 
and there they built a city, large enough to contain so many 
thousand men, and called it Hierosolyma.’ In another book 
of the Aegyptiaca, Ifanetho says, that the shepherds are described 
as captives in the sacred books. And this account of his is the 
truth, for feeding of sheep was the employment of our forefathers 
in the most ancient times, and therefore they were called shep- 
herds; nor was it without reason that they were called captives 
by the Egyptians, since one of our ancestors, Joseph, called him- 
self a captive before the king of Egypt” (Josephus contra Ap. i. 
14, Whiston’s transl.). 

(2). The second extract from Manetho (on the expulsion of 
the lepers) is found in the same book of Josephus, (c. Apion i. 
26 seq.), who says: ‘‘ Manetho promised to interpret the Egyp- 
tian history out of the sacred writings, and first of all relates, 
that our forefathers came in many myriads into Egypt and sub- 
dued its inhabitants. But in the next age they were expelled, 
took Judea and there built Jerusalem and the temple. So far 
he follows the ancient records. But after this he takes the liberty 
of introducing incredible fables and legends (uu@evopeva Kai 
Aeyoueva, Aoryous amuOdvous ;—according to Bk. 1. c. 16: ov« 
éx Tov Tap ‘AvyuTTion ypappatwv, GAN ws avTOS wporoynKeD, 
éx TOV adeaTOTAS pUPOXOYOUpLEVwY TpoTTePerKev), COnCern- 
ing the Jews, confounding our forefathers with a number of leprous 
Egyptians, who were driven out of Egypt on account of their
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leprosy and other diseases, For this purpose he brings in a king 
Amenophis, whose name is a fictitious one, on which account he 

does not venture to give the length of his reign, which he always 
on other occasions most scrupulonsly dees. With this king he 
ssociates the fables referred to, and forgets that, according to 
his own statements, 518 years must have passed since the shep- 
herds were expelled. For they left Egypt in the reign of Thutmosis 
(Thummosis). Now from him to Sethos there were 393 years ; 
Nethos reigned tifty-nine years, and his son L?ampses sixty-six. 
Tt is not till this point that he introduces the fabulous A menophis, 
of whom he gives the following acconnt: ‘ Amenophis desired 
to sce the gods, as King Horus had formerly done. He made 
known this wish to a wise man, who was also named Amenophis, 
and was told by him that he must first of all cleanse the land 
entirely from lepers and unclean persons. The king then had 
all the unclean persons gathered together out of the whole of the 
Jand of Egypt, 80,000 in number, and sent them to work in the 
quarries to the east of the Nile. Among these lepers there were 
some learned priests. In the meantime Amenophis repented that 
he had advised the king to expel the lepers, fearing that the 
wrath of the gods might be excited thereby, and, as a revelation 
was made to him a short time afterwards, that the lepers would 
rule for thirteen years over Egypt, supported by foreigners, and 
he durst not make this known to the king, he killed himself, and 

left a written document behind him, which greatly troubled the 
king. After the lepers had continned for a long time to do hard 
work in the quarrics, the king hstened to their request, and gave 
them the city of Avaris, which had formerly heen occupied by 
the shepherds, but at that time was desolate. In the ancient 
theological documents this city is called the city of Typhon (Tv- 
davos). Now, when the lepers had settled there, they chose a 
priest of Heliopolis, named Osarstph, to be their leader, and 
swore that they would yicld obedience to him im everything. He 
first of all commanded them to worship no gods, to cease to 
abstain from the amimals which were regarded as sacred in Kgy pt, 
to slay and eat without distinction, and to hold fellowship with 
no man, who did not belong to them. He also gave them many 

other laws, which were directly opposed to the customs of Egypt. 
After this he had the city fortified with walls, and prepared to 
make war upon Amenophis. He sent messengers to the shep- 

VOL. II. 2B
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herds at Jerusalem, who had been expelled by Thutmosis, and 
urged them to join In a common attackupon Egypt. The shepherds 
gladly listened to his appeal, and came to Avaris with 200,000 
men. King Amenophis remembered the prophecy, and lost all 
his spirit. He gathered together the sacred animals, hid the 
images of the gods, brought his son Sethos, who was five years 
old, and had been named ftamesses after his father Rampses, 
placed him under the protection of a friend, and then advanced 
with 300,000 men to meet the foe. rom fear of the gods, how- 
ever, he did not venture to attack them, but withdrew into 

Ethiopia, taking with him the sacred animals, and there he 
remained in voluntary exile for thirteen years; the king of 
Ethiopia being bound to him by ties of gratitude. The Soly- 
unites, In conjunction with the lepers, inflicted the greatest cruel- 
ties upon the Egyptians, who were left behind. They set fire to 
the cities and villages, destroyed the temples, and used the wood 
of the images of the gods to cook the flesh of the sacred animals. 
The priests were compelled to slanghter the sacred animals with 
their own hand, and were then driven naked from the spot. 
The founder of this state had formerly been a priest of Helio- 
polis. He was named Osarsiph after the god Osiris, who was 
worshipped there ; but afterwards he was called Moyses. After 
an exile of thirteen years, Amenophis and his son Rampses re- 
turned from Ethiopia to Egypt, each at the head of a powerful 
army. The shepherds and lepers were speedily subdued, and 
driven as far as the frontier of Syria.’ ”—Josephus then proceeds 
to demonstrate the absurdity of this fictitious account. 

(3). The account, which Manetho gives of the lepers, is found 
in the works of other authors, but with various alterations. 

CHAEREMON (in Josephus c. Apion i. 32) relates that the god- 
dess Isis appeared in a dream to King Amenophis, and com- 
plained that ler temple had been destroyed in war. By the 
advice of the priest, Phritiphas, who informs him that he will not 
be disturbed by the goddess any more, if he cleanses egypt froin 
all its lepers, he has 25,000 of them banished. Their leaders, 
the scribes A/oyses and Josepos (whose ligyptian names were 
Tisithes and Peteseph) conducted them to Pelusium. There 
they united with 380,000 men, whom Amenophis had placed 
there with orders not to enter Egypt, and with these they invaded 

that land. Amenophis was nnable to resist their attack, and fled
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to Ethiopia. His wife, whose time of delivery was drawing near, 
could not accompany him in his flight, and hid herself in a cave. 
There she gave birth to a son, who, when he had grown up, 
drove out the Jews, at that time numbering 200,000 men, chased 
them to Syria, and recalled his father from Ethiopia. 

The same legend is given by Lysimacuus (Josephus c. Apion 
i. 34) in a still more romantic form: During the reigu of King 
Bokchovris, the people of the Jews, having been attacked with 
leprosy, the itch, and other diseases, took refuge in the temple, 
and got their living by begging. In consequence of this, the land 
was visited by famine and pestilence. The oracle of Ammon 
ordered the temple to he purified from the unclean and wicked 
men, who were all to be sent into the desert, with the exception 
of those afflicted with leprosy and the itch. The latter were to 
be rolled up in lead and thrown into the sca. This was clone. 
The others, who had been transported to the desert, then took 
counsel what they might do. They lighted torches and lamps 
as soon as the night came on, set watches, and fasted, for the 
purpose of propitiating the gods. The next morning a certain 
Moyses advised them to go forward in a regular procession, till 
they came to some inhabited country. He also commanded that 
in future they should do good to no one, and should destroy 
every temple and altar that they might happen to mect with. 
After many obstructions, they reached Judea, where they plun- 
dered and burned all the temples, and built a city, which they 
called Hierosyla in commemoration of their deeds. But as this 
name was afterwards regarded as a term of reproach, they altered 
it to Hierosolyma. 

Apion, in the third book of his history of Egypt (Josephus 
e. Apion n. 2), adopts the account given by Lysimachus, but 
he also embellishes it with a * trustworthy” explanation of the 
manner in which the Sabbath originated. The Jews, he says, 
arrived at Judea after a six days’ march through the desert. On 
the seventh day they were attacked with internal ulcers, which 
compelled them to rest on that day, and as this disease was known 
in kgypt by the name of Sabbatosis, they called that day the 
Sabbath. 

Tacitts (Hist. 5. 2—5), im his description of the destruction 

of Jerusalem, refers to the origin of the Jewish people. He 
cites different reports, with which he was acquainted; but does 

‘) 92 2n2
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not decide in favour of either of them. According to some, he 
says, the Jews originally came fron Crete, at the time when 
Jupiter dethroned his father Saturn, and settled first of all on 
the frontier of Lybia ;—this opinion rests upon the supposed 
derivation of the word Judi from Jdcez, the inhabitants of 

Mount Jda in Crete. Others trace the origin of the Jews to 
Kgypt. They say that when Jsis sat upon the throne, the 
number of men in Egypt was too great, and therefore a portion 
of them emigrated under the guidance of Hierosolymus and 
Juda and settled in a neighbouring country. Others again 
suppose the Jews to be descendants of the Ethiopians, who were 
led to emigrate by their fear and hatred of the Ethiopian king 
Kepheus. According to a fourth opinion they were Assyrians, 
who first of all took possession of part of Egypt, and then settled 
in the neighbouring Hebrew and Syrian lands. Others imagined 
that they were the Solymz mentioned by Homer. But the 
most general opinion of all was, that the Jews were onginally 
leprous Egyptians. The account given by Zys¢machus is then 
served up again, and enlarged in the following way. On their 
march through the desert, they were all threatened with destruc- 
tion from want of water. Suddenly there appeared a number 
of wild asses, which, after grazing, went back up a rock that was 
covered by a dense wood. Moses thought that where there was 
wood there must also be water, and following the asses actually 
(liscovered some copious springs. After a further march of six 
days’ duration they arrived at the Jewish land, expelled the 
inhabitants, and founded a city and temple. Moses then intro- 
duced a variety of customs, which were opposed to those of other 
nations ; and among other things had an image of the animal, 
which had saved them from perishing with thirst in the desert, 
set up in the holiest place as an object of worship.— Consult 
the article, already noticed, by J. G. Afiller in the Studien und 
Kritiken 1843, 

Justin (Hist. 36. 2) traces the origin of the Jews to Damas- 
eus. The first king of that city, from whom it derived its name, 
was Damaskus. He was followed by Azelus, Adores, Abraham, 

and Israel. Israel had ten sons, and divided his kingdom among 
them. Shortly after the division, Judah, one of his sons, died. 
His share was distributed among the rest, and henceforth the 
whole people were called Judcans. The youngest of the brothers
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was sold by the rest to sume forcign merchants, who took him 
to Egypt. There he learned the arts of magic, interpreted omens 
and dreams, predicted a famine some years before it occurred, 
and thus saved Egypt from perishing with hunger. He had a 
son named Jfoses, who not only inherted his father’s learning, 
but was distinguished for his extraordinary beauty. When the 
Egyptians with the itch were banished from the land, according 
to the sentence of an oracle, he offered himself as their leader, 

und stole the sacred relics from the Egyptians, The latter pur- 
sued him, for the purpose of recovering their sacred things by 
force of arms ; but violent tempests arose, which compelled them 
to return. Moses then led his followers to his native place, 
Damaskus, and took possession of Mount Syna. As he arrived 
there with his people, worn out after a seven days’ fast, he sect 
apart the seventh day, the Sabbath, as a regular fast-day. They 
avoided all intercourse with the inhabitants of the district im 
which they settled, from a desire to transfer to the latter the 
hostility which had previously existed between themselves and 
their fellow-countrymen in Egypt. This separation gradually 
became a religious law. Avruas, the son of Moses, combined the 

royal with the priestly dignity, and from his time the Jews con- 
tinned to be governed hy priestly kings. 

§ 44. The earlicst attempt, with which we are acquainted, to 

reconcile these accounts with the Peutateuch Instory, 1s that 

nade by Josephus, who identifies the lepers with the Hyksos, 

und both with the Israclites. He pronounces the first account 

of Manetho, which was taken from early Egyptian documents, 

in all its esscutial features, historically trustworthy ; and makes 

use of it, to establish the great antiquity and historical importance 

of his natien, in opposition to the insults and slanders of sfpecore. 

In the second account of J/anetho, on the other hand, which is 

evidently at variance wilh the first, and according to Acnetho's 

own confession, was not derived from any written listorical 

source, but merely taken frum a vague, unfotmded, popular 

legend, Josephus will not allow that there is anything trust- 

worthy. At the same time there is reason cnough for entertain
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ing very strong doubts, as to the sincerity of his belief in the 

historical character of the first account, or at least in the correct- 

ness of the explanation which he gives of that account (1). 

The nearest approach to the views of Josephus, as expressed and 

dlefended in the book against Apion, is to be seen in the opinion 

entertained by Delitesch, who is inclined to regard it as a 

historical fact, that Egypt was subjugated and governed by the 

Israelites for scveral hundred years (2). Perizonius, Buddeus, 

Thorlacius, Hofmann, and Hengstenberg look upon the two 

accounts as different forms of the very same legend; at the 

same time they maintain that in both of them the actual facts, 

which are to be found in a eredible form in the Pentateuch 

alone, have been distorted to favour the national interests of 

Egypt, and that in such a manner that all the cruelty, violence, 

and oppression, in a word, all the evil done by the Egyptians to 

the Israelites, is transferred to the latter, a transfer suggested to 

a certain extent by the measures of state adopted by Joseph 

(Gen. xlvil. 13—26) (3). Hengstenberg also paves the way for 

his line of argument with reference to the Hyksos, by describing 

the pretended Manetho as a “ miserable subject,” and a “ wind- 

maker by profession,” of the time of the Roman emperors, who 

perpetrated this distortion of the Pentateuch history purely out 

of his own head (4). A closer investigation of the arguments 

which have been adduced, from the time of Josephus till that 

of Hofmann, Hengstenberg, and Delitesch, in support of the 

identity of the Hyksos and the Israelites, will show that such 

an opinion cannot possibly be sustained (5). 

(1). The object of JosrerHus was to rebut the insults, heaped 
by Apion upon the Jewish people, and to bring forward witnesses 
to the respect and esteem, which the history of that people had 
secured. Biblical writers would have had but little weight with 
the heathen Apion, as being witnesses in their own cause, but 
of so much greater worth would be the testimony of heathen
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writers, who conld not possibly be charged with partiality. 
Again, the unfavourable manner in which heathen writers, as a 

whole, spoke of the Jews, must hare heightened the pleasure, 
with which he appealed to so distinguished a historian as 
Manetho. If Jfunetho’s account of the Hyksos could be applied 
to the Jews, it was drawn up in such a way, that Josephus could 
hardly have desired anything better suited to his purpose. Tor 
nothing was so likely to affect a man of Apion’s cast of mind, as 
the proof that the Jews, whom he so despised, had ruled for half 
2 millennium over the most powerful and magnificent, the 
wisest, richest, and most distinguished uation of ancient history. 
Now, we are fully convinced that Josephus himself did not believe 
in the identity of the Hyksos and the Jews. The proof of this 
opinion we find partly in the fact that, in his Antiquities, which 
was just the place for it, he does not seem for a moment to have 
thought of inserting the account of the Hyksos given by Aane- 
tho, in fact does not even refer to it; and partly in the care, 
with which (even in the book against Apion), he avoids going 
more thoroughly into the difficulties, that arise from a combina- 
tion of the Hvksos legend and the Pentatexch-history. ‘To any 
one, who is in the least acquainted with the latter, a number of 
questions, doubis, and difficulties, inevitably suggest themselves, 
both as to the admissibility of such an identification of the Jews 
and the Hyksos, and also as to the historical character of many 
of the statements contained in JLenetho’s account ; and any 
writer, who is sincerely convinced of both of these, nust be pre- 
pared to remove all such difficulties, and not pass them over in 
silence or explain them away. But of this we cannot find the 
least trace, in the whole of the claborate argument of Josephus. 
He speaks an. argues in all respects just as if the identity of the 
Hlyksos and the Jews were a fact so fully established, that no 
reasonable man ever had doubted or ever could doubt its reality. 
The hook of Jusephus against Apion is not intended to subserve 
the interests of historical research ; its object is exclusively pole- 
mical. Hence he lays hold of every arguinent, whether good or 
bad, and however sophistical, and does not hesitate to throw dust 

in his opponent’s eyes, on all fitting occasions. Assurance and 
confident assertions are expected to cover the weakness of his 
own convictions. With an opponent, better acquainted with the 
Pentateuch than Apion was, he would have been unable to make
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sueh random and unsupported statements with impunity, and 
would hardly lave dared to do so. But with an ignorant and 
conecited man like Apion, who to all appearance had obtained 
his knowledge of the Israelitish history exelusively from hearsay, 
something might be ventured, especially as the oceurrence of the 
march through the desert, the settlement in Judea, and the build- 
ing of Jerusalem, in the account given by Alanetho, were quite 
sufficient to convinee an ignorant man that the identity was in- 
disputable, especially as he knew nothing of the incongruities and 
contradictions whieh preponderate to sueh an extent. 

(2). Detrrzscn (p. 75) says: “ What if the three Hyksos 
dynasties consisted of three different tribes of Israel ? Is it not 
possible that after Joseph’s almost royal supremacy (according 
to Artapanus in Husebius pracp. ev. 9. 23, in the end fully royal 
supremacy) over the Egyptians, the native princes were brought 
into a condition of dependence, in which they were treated with 
warlike eruelty by the Israelitish tribes, and that the oppression 
of Israel did not begin, till Amosis had reeovered both the Egypts 
after a tedious war? The four centuries, about which the Pen- 

tateuch is silent, beeause they presented no points of interest, so 

far as saered history was concerned, may have been of all the 
greater importance in connexion with the history of the world. 
When we read in Ex. i. 7: “ The Israelites were fruitful and 
increased abundantly, and multiplied and waxed exceeding 
mighty, and the land was filled with them,’—it follows that they 
had extended beyond the boundaries of the province originally 
assioned them. And when we find it stated immediately after- 
wards, that a new king arose over Egypt who was hostile to the 
Israclites, and endeavoured to keep them down by foreiny them 
to work as slaves, because they had become ‘‘ more and mighticr” 
than the Egyptians, it is evident that the king, here referred to, 
was the first king of the native dynasty, whieh had been over- 
powered and confined to Thebais, but had now reeovered its 
supremacy. That the propheey contained in Gen. xv. 13 (* they 
shall serve them ; and they shall afflict them four hundred years ”) 

was not irreconcileable, from an Old Testament point of view, 
with a gradual inerease of the power of Israel in Egypt, is evi- 
dent from sueh passages as Deut. xxvi. 5 and Ps. ev., where, 
with reference to Ex. 1. 7, it ts said that Jehovah made thie 

Israelites in Keypt stronger than their enemies. Moreover, we
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know, that during the period of their sojourning in Kgypt, war- 

like expeditions were undertaken by them, Thus in 1 Chr. vii, 
21, the Ephraimites make a predatory incursion into Philistia, and 
in 1 Chr. iv. 22 we read of the descendants cf Judah having domi- 
nion in Moab. Again, the fact that an Israelite, named Mered, 
married a daughter of Pharaoh, and that her name in the Semitic 
dialect was Bitjah (1 Chy, iv. 18, cf chap. vii, 18, where a sister 
of Gilead the Manassite is called noben Ham-molecheth) 

favours the assumption of an Israclitish government. The term 
‘ancient histories’ is applied by the writer of the Chronicles to 
chap. iv. 22.” 

These are the views of Delitzsch. We have copied the whole ar- 
vument without abbreviation, because wethink it deserving of very 

careful examination. ‘There is, m fact, much that is plausible in it. 
It might be even extended and strengthened by a reference to 
Gen. xxxiv, 25 sqq.; inasmuch as the crime, committed by the sons 
of Jacob against the Sichemites, proves that before the Israclites 
went down to Egypt, aud even in the case of the patriarchs them- 

selves, the disposition to indulge in the cruelties of war, and com- 

mit aggressive acts of violence, was so deeply rooted in their 
nature, that we nught naturally expect it, when fully developed, 
to lead to sume such result as the conquest and subjugation ot’ 
Byypt. Still we must reject the hypothesis as inadmissible. 

In the first place, we do not think that Delitzsch is successful, 

in his attempt to account for the fact, that we find no reference 

whatever in the Peutatcuch, to an event so stupendous and w- 

exampled a character, as the subjugation of Mgypt would have 

been, With regard to the assertion that “the four centuries 

about which the Lentateuch is silent,—because they presented no 

points of interest so far as sacred history was concerned,—may 

have heen of all the greater importance in connection with the 

history of the world :” we regard such an assertion as not only 

erroncous and calculated to mislead, but as altogether at vuri- 

ance with the general analogy of the sacred lustery. We are 

prepared to maintain that every thing connected with the history 

of Israel, which had any important bearing upon the history ot 

{lie world, was eo qso of importance in relation to the sacred 

history, either as promoting or else as impeding and disturbing 

its course. An event of world-wide importance, occurring within 

the limits of the history of Israel, coutd not possibly he a matter
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of indifference, so far as the development of the sacred history 
was concerned ; for the peculiar characteristic of the history of 
Israel was just this, that from its position in relation to the 
history of the world, the history of salvation received its develop- 
ment in such a manner, that the political history of Israel be- 
came a history of salvation at the same time. If the rule laid 
down by Delitzsch be correct, there is a great deal in the his- 
torical books of the Old Testament which must be regarded as 
irrevelant. If the author of the Pentateuch thought it necessary 
to relate the injury clone by the sons of Jacob to the Sichemites, 
he would certainly have felt a still greater inducement, or rather 
have felt compelled to record the supposed subjugation of Egypt ; 
for if this actually occurred, it must have been of infinitely 
greater importance in connexion with the development of the 
history of salvation, and must have exerted a much deeper in- 
fluence upon that lustory, or at least upon its passing phases, 
and the obstructions which impeded its course. How thoroughly 
would the corrupt, ungodly, and unsubdued natural disposition 
of Israel, which the sacred history so constantly and emphatically 
refers to, have been set before us in the clearest light by such an 
event ? How would the divine Nemesis, which the sacred his- 
tory no less emphatically describes on every fitting occasion, 
have found a distinct expression in the Egyptian bondage and 
all the misery which Israel had then to endure! How would this 
fact have furnished the future generations of Israel with a sermon, 
and lesson of warning and reproof, which wonld have sounded 
through all their subsequent history! And is it possible that the 
sacred record can have regarded as utterly unimportant, an event 
of such magnitude as this, and one that spoke so eloquently to 
Israelites of future ages? Or can we suppose that the spirit of 
God, the spirit of prophecy, which directed even the writing of. 
Israel’s history from a foresight of its future necessities, and which 
knew that the subsequent history of Israel would continue to go 
more and more astray into the foreign domain of purely political 
action and reaction, and thus eventually cause its own destruc- 
tion, passed over this splendid opportunity of engraving on the 
very portal of Israel’s history a fact so full of warning and in- 
struction for future ages, and left it entirely unimproved ? In 
what a different light, too, would this place the redemption of 
Israel from Egypt by the strong arm of the Lord! What an 

b 4
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opportunity would this have afforded, for setting forth what the 
whole of the Old Testament history so coustantly displays, the 
mercy and fidelity of the caller, in spite of all the guilt, corrup- 
tion, and disobedience of the called ! How striking and com- 
forting would have been the proof thus afforded at the outset of 
the history, that however frequently the chosen people might 
forsake the ways of God to tread their own ungodly ways, they 
were never forsaken by Jehovah, but were always chastised with 
the scourge of the Nemesis, that they might be brought back 
with the cords of mercy. 

From what we have said above, we feel that we are forced to the 
conclusion, that if any such subjection of Egypt had taken place, 
it would assuredly have becn mentioned in the biblical record ; 
and as there is no reference to it there, that it can never have 
occurred, But not only does the record contain no notice of any 
such occurrence ; it evidently precludes it. For if the author 
had been aware of the fact, and had passed it over in silence, he 
would have been guilty of dishonesty and partiality, inasmuch 
as so deceptive an omission would have indicated a desire on his 
part, to transfer to the innocent Egyptians the charge of guilt, 
which really belonged to his own people. If Delitesch’s view be 
correct, the Egyptians were fully justified in subjugating and 
oppressing the Israelites. They were only practising the riglhit 
of retaliation. ‘The scriptural record, however, not merely takes 
no notice of any such right; but, on the contrary, charges the 
Egyptians with ingratitude and faithlessness (ix. 1. 8 ; ef Deut. 
xxvl. 6; Ps. cv. 25, &c.). According to Delitesch, the uigyptian 
oppression was a reaction against the previous ascendancy of the 
Israclites ; but according to the representations of the biblical 
record, it was the rapid increase of the Israelites, which first led 
the Egyptians to fear that they might obtain the ascendancy, 
and induced them to anticipate any such event, and endeavour 
to render if impossible by bringing Israel into bondage. 

The biblical data adduced by Deliézsch in support of his 
hypothesis are of little weight. When it is stated in Ex. i. 7 
that the Israelites had increaved to such an extent that the land 
had become full of them, this does not mean that “the people 
had overspread the limits of their original dwelling place;” for 
by the land, which was full of them, we are certainly to uwnder- 
stand the land of Goshen, which had been assigned them. When
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Jacob’s family (consisting of seventy souls) settled in the land 
of Goshen with a few thousand servants, they cannot possibly have 
filled so large a province ; but after a short time, they increased 
so rapidly as to fill the whole of that land. And when again 
the king says in chap. i. 9, “behold the people are more and 
mightier than we,” the purport of his words is such, that a little 
exaggeration seems quite in character. But even if we regard 
them as literally true, there is nothing in them to astonish us. 
According to chap. 1. 8, the period had just arrived when a new 
dynasty arose, z.e. when the national dynasty threw off the yoke 
of the Hyksos and recovered the supremacy. It is true, the 
warlike dynasty had been driven over the frontier and compelled 
to leave the country. But many of the Hyksos settlers bad 
undoubtedly been left behind; as we may gather from the Pen- 
tateuch itself, viz. from Ex. xii. 38 and Num. xiv. 4. And 
under these circumstances we may easily conceive, that the 
nunber of the Israelites was greater than that of the national 
Egyptians, who were then in power. When we read in 1 Chr. 
iv. 18 that an Israelite named Jfered married a daughter of 
Pharaoh, named Bitjah (cf § 15. 3), this does not favour 
Delitzsch’s hypothesis, but tends rather to disaprove it; for it 
shows that the family of the Pharaohs and that of Jacob were 
not the same. And on the other hand, so long as the Hyksos 
dynasty, which was so friendly to the Israelites, held possession 
of the throne, there is nothing inconceivable in the supposition, 
that a distinguished Israelite muy have married one of Pharaoh’s 
daughters. Again the word ngbion in 1 Chr. vil. 18 is a 

proper name, and therefore pr oves nothing. The military adven- 
tures, referred to in 1 Chr. iv. 22 and vin. 21 (cf § 18), do 
not affect the hypothesis of Delitzsch, except so far as they 
actually seem to prove, that it was possible for strong warlike 
expeditions to be undertaken during the 480 vears’ sojourn 
in Egypt, without any reference being ‘made to them in the Pen- 
tateuch. But, in the first place, neither of these events was of 
so much importance in the history of the world, as even De- 
litzsch ascribes to the supposed conquest of Hgypt by the Israel- 
ites; and secondly, the author of the Pentateuch had no particular 
inducenient to meution the former incidents, whereas there are 
a hundred places in the history of the Exodus in which the latter 
must have been called to mind, A nd we must also add, if the
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writer of the Chronicles had both an occasion and an inducement, 
tv notice and describe at length those comparatively unimportant 
attacks upon Philistia and Moab ; he mmst certainly have felt a 
still stronger inducement to mention the much more magnificent 
and eventful subjugation of Keypt, with which he must have been 
quite as fully, if not more fully acquainted. In conclusion, we have 
one more oh jection to offer to this hypothesis : namely, that whilst. 
at one time it raises the account of the Hyksos given hy A/anetho, 
into the position of a historical and trustworthy record, at another 
it is obliged to declare, that in its most essential points it is at 
variance with history. For according to the account contained in 
the Pentateuch, the Israclites remained more than a hundred years 
in Keypt after the rise of the new dynasty, and were so far from 
being driven away, that every excrtion was mace to retain them. 
And this discrepancy cannot be explained, on the supposition 
of the distortion of the actual fate of the Hyksos government for 
the purpose of pandering to the national vanity of the Egyptians. 
For if the national dynasty no sooner recovered the supremacy, 
than the Hyksos were humbled, enslaved, ill-treated, forced to 
render tributary service, and prevented from leaving the country 
as they desired, which the Penfateuwch informs us that the Is- 
raclites were; there was undoubtedly much more to nourish and 
flatter the pride and national vanity of the Egyptians, in such an 
event as this, than in the supposed distortion of the facts of the 
case, which we find in the account of Afanctho. No doubt the 

representation contained in the Pextateuch, in the history of the 
eventual deliverance of Israel, has in it an element that is greatly 
humiliating to the pride of the Egyptians. But the second 
extract from A/anetho, concerning the expulsion of the rebellious 
lepers, shows that the national tradition of Egypt knew how to 
distort in its own way the liberation of Isracl, which was the 
cause of its ruin, and yet at the same time to hand down the 
account of Isracl’s slavery, which was flattering to Egyptian 
pride. 

(3). In order to overturn the eredibility of Manetho, Hengsten- 
berg in his “ Egypt and the Books of Moses” (p. 236 sqq.), op- 
poses the general opinion, that Afanetho was the president of the 
priesthood at Heliopolis, and that he wrote his Egyptian history 
about the year 260 .c., at the direction of the king, Ptolemy 
Philadelphus, and employed the archives in the temple. On the
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other hand, he endeavours to prove that the supposed Jfanetho 
was a “ miserable subject, an intentional impostor, a confirmed 
Har, and a professional wind-bag belonging to the period of the 
Roman emperors.” This unparalleled assertion, which stands 
in the most glaring contrast to the honour and esteem, in which the 
author of the Aegyptiaca has been generally held, by the ancients 
as well as by critics and students of a later period, is supported by 
arguments of so litiJe value, that it 1s difficult to find words to 
express our amazement. Hengstenberg has studied the de- 
structive critics of the Pentateuch to some purpose; he has 
learned from them how to treat an ancient author, whose good 
name is to be sacrificed at any cost in favour of certain precon- 
ceived opinions ; in fact, so far as Afanetho is concerned, he has 
really surpassed the critics referred to. Listen, however, to the 
chief arguments themselves: (1). ‘‘ The supposed priest of 
Heliopolis betrays a striking ignorance of Egyptian mythology, 
and mixes up the names of Grecian and Egyptian gods m a 
singular manner.” The latter is no doubt correct ; but it ceases 
to be striking and singular, as soon as we understand the author’s 
method and design. Jfanetho wrote in Greek, and therefore 
wrote for Greeks. In accordance with the syncretism prevalent 
in his day, he sombined and identified, so far as it was possible, 
the names of the gods of Egypt and Greece ; and just because 
he was writing for Greeks, and wished to make his work intel- 
ligible to them, he even substituted the latter for the former. 
He may certainly have been very unfortunate in these combina- 
tions and substitutions ; but no one can call him either ignorant 
or an impostor on that account.—(2). “ Just as striking is his 
ignorance of the geography of his own land, when, for example, 
he places the Sazéie nomos to the east of the Bubastic arm of 
the Nile (c. Apion i. 14).” But may not the passage be corrupt ? 
The dvtiypada of the work of Afanetho, which Josephus em- 
ployed, was already so corrupt or full of interpolations, that in 
one the word Hyksos is interpreted shepherd-langs, whilst in 
the other it is said to mean captive shepherds. The conjecture 
that the text is corrupt, is rendered the more probable by the 
fact, that the reading in the Armenian translation is the Afeth- 
raitic nomos instead of the Saitic, though even the former reading 
is probably spurious. Bernardus has made the proper alteration 
in the passage in question, and reads “the Sethrowtie nomos.”
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The corruption was probably first occasioned by the eireumstanee, 
that the first king of the Hyksos, whom Josephus calls Salatis, 
was called Saites in other manuscripts. Julius Africanus ap- 
pends to the name the following remark: aq’ od cai 6 Sars 
voyos écA2)0n. If we regard Saites as the original reading, 
which it probably is (see note -f), an ignorant copyist might 
easily be led to suppose that the city, which was built by Saites, 
must also have been situated in the zomos, that was called by 
hisname. (3). ‘ Pseudo-Manetho betrays entire ignorance of the 
Egyptian tongue, when he traces the first syllable of the word 
Hyksos to the sacred dialect, and the seeond to the vulgar. For 
there is nowhere else the slightest trace of the co-cxistence of a 
sacred and common dialect in Egypt. The author, in his 
thorough ignorance of Egyptian affairs, confounds the distinc- 
tion between the sacred and common dialect with that between 
the sacred and common wriéing. Moreover, some suspicion 
is excited as to the author’s acquaintance with the Egyptian 
language by the fact that J7yht, which, according to one ac- 
count means a king, and is said in the other to mean a prisoner 
(an important difference), cloes not really oceur in either of these 
senses.” To this we reply, that with our present limited 
knowledge of the Egyptian language, the latter fact proves no- 
thing. It is very unjust, however, that Hengstenberg should set 
down this difference in the explanations of the word Hyksos to 
Manetho’s account, since Josephus expressly says, that there 
were various readings in the codices which he possessed, and 
these must of conrse be traced to the copyists, and not to J/anetho 
himself. Lepsius, moreover, has, in my opinion, fully proved 
that, at the time of Joscphus, the genuine and complete work of 
Manetho had ceased to exist (probably it perished with the de- 
struction of the library at Alexandria), and that nothing was left 
but the lists of the dynasties, and fragments of the history, con- 
tained in the other books. Again, to our mind, there is some- 

thing truly astonishing in the statement that in Eeypt there 
never was any distinction between the sacred and common dia- 
lect. For winlst the language of the monuments continued 
essentially the same ; in the course of time, particularly during 
the Grecian rule, there grew up a marked distinction between 
the old Egyptian and the new Egyptian or Coptic (7.e. between 
the sacred and common speech) similar to that which we find iu
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other languages. “‘ Every sacred language,” says Bunsen i. 310, 
“as in reality nothing but the popular dialect of an earlier date, 
which has been handed down in sacred books ; e.g., the Hebrew, 
in contrast with the so-called Chaldee; the ancient Greek in the 

Greek church, by the side of modern Greek ; Latin, in contrast 
with the Roman dialects ; and the early Sclavonic, in relation to 
the modern Sclavonic languages.” The only question is, whether 
in Manetho's time the popular dialect (viz., the Coptic) was so 
distinct from the sacred language, or the language of the ancient 
documents and monuments, that they could be regarded as two 
different dialects. Now this was decidedly the case. By means 
of demotic MSS., we can trace the popular dialect to as early a 
period as the Psammetichs (Bunsen ii. 14). There is no objection, 
therefore, to the supposition, that the word Sds was still in ex- 
istence in the popular dialect, though the work Hyk had already 
(lisappeared, and Afanetho had merely to seek his explanation in 
the various monuments and the documents in the temple. Nor 
is there anything very “serious” im the different explanations ; 
for an obsolete word might easily be proved to have different 
significations. In any case, the very fact that itis so difficult to 
explain the word Hyksos, 1s an argnment in favour of the age 
and historical character of the name, and therefore also of the 
persons represented by it. If that ‘“ miserable subject,” that 
“ professional windbag” (as Hengstenberg styles the author of the 
Aegyptiaca), had invented the name himself, he would certainly 
have based it upon some etymology that was intelligible at the 
time, or at any rate, to save himself from the appearance of 
ignorance, he would have given it an explanation that could be 
safely established.—(4). “In the work of Afanetho concerning 
the period of the dog-star (Sothis), of which Georgzos Syncellus 
has preserved some fragments, the author mentions the source 
trom which his statements were taken, namely the accounts en- 
graved by Thoth, the first Hermes, upon certain columns in the 
Seriadic land; they were written first in the sacred dialect, and 
with sacred characters, but after the flood their substance was 
translated into Greck and written in hieroglyphics by Agatho- 
daemon, the son of the second Hermes, and the father of Tat, 
and placed among the sacred treasures of the temple; as if it 
could be necessary to make translations into Greek for the sake of 
the priests even in the most remote antiquity.” But Hengsten-
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berg, who declares that both of the works are equally the bung- 
ling performances of an impostor whose very name is assumed, is 
not warranted in drawing from the dishonesty of the one, conclu- 
sions prejudicial to the character of the other; for who can 
assure him that two different authors may not have made use of 
the venerable name of Manetho, for the purpose of helping their 
wretched productions to pass? Each of the two must be tested 
by itself. And the actual state of the case is this, that, whilst 
the Aegyptiaca is regarded by all competent critics as authentic, 
they are unanimous in pronouncing the book on the dog-star a 
forgery (cf Bunsen i. 256 sqq., Béckh p. 15 sqq., Lepsius 1. 
413 sqq., &c.).—Bnt, even assuming the genuineness of the 
Sothis, the case is far from leing so bad as Hengstenberg sup- 
poses. Zoéga makes the highly probable suggestion, that the 
original reading in the Sothis may have been ets tH Kowwhpy (in- 
stead of “EXAnvida) dwvijv. Some copyist, or perhaps the Syn- 
cellus himself, may, either from a misapprehension or from 
hurry, have substituted the Greek xo.vy for the common dialect 
(xown) of Egypt. (ef Béckh, p. 16, and Lepsius i. 413 Anm. 
2).—(5). “ The hatred and hostility to the Jews, which gave 
rise to the second account of AZanetfio, had no existence before 

the age of the Roman emperors.” But why must it have been 
this particular hostility which gave rise to the account? The 
disgrace and injury, which are said by the Pentateuch to have 
been inflicted by the Israelites upon the whole of Egypt, were 
surcly enongh to excite such bitter feelings m the minds of the 
ancient Egyptians, that we can very well imagine them to have 
lasted so long as to give rise to those addeomoTws pudoroyouvpeva, 
which were preserved till Afanetho’s days.—(6). ‘‘ The statements 
made by Aanetho do not receive anything like that confirma- 
tion from the monuments, which we should expect them to 
receive 1f Afanetho were a trustworthy and honest enquirer.” 
This argument leads to the very opposite conclusion, for, how- 
ever great may be the differences, which we find on comparing 
the data obtained from the monuments and other ancient docu- 
ments, with those given by Afanetho, so far as names and nuin- 
bers are concerned ; the instances of agreement are so numerous, 
so strong, and so essential, that we are forced to the conclusion 

that Manetho’s work must have been the result of the most care- 
ful research. The differences and discrepancies may certainly 
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show, that his research sometimes led to misapprehensions and 
erroueous conclusions; though even these may be satisfactorily 
explained, either from the early loss of Afanetho’s book, and the 
faulty copies that were made of it, or from the arbitrary manner 
in which it was used and revised by the chronographers. ‘The 
most unfavourable opinion, which a moderate, and, at the same 

time, keen criticism can express with regard to A/anetho, is that 
of Saalschiitz, who regards him as an honest, but somewhat 
uncritical, compiler. ° 

(4). HENGSTENBERG (p. 247) thinks that he has proved “ THAT 
THE HyksoS WAS NO OTHER THAN THE IsRAELITES; that the ac- 
count of Manetho is not founded upon any earlier native sources ; 
but, on the contrary, has merely sprung from a transformation of 
the historical material preserved by the Jews, which is so altered 
as to favour the national vanity of the Egyptians.” With this 
Hofmann for the most part agrees ; but he regards the transfor- 
mation of the historical material, for the purpose of favouring the 
national vanity of the Egyptians, as having taken place at an 
early period in the history of Egypt, and therefore does not think 
it necessary to indulge in such unmeasured abuse of AZanetho, as 
Hengstenberg. ‘‘ The account of the Hyksos given by Manetho,” 
says the latter, “ presents such a striking resemblance to the 
history of the Israelites contained in the Pentateuch, and on the 
other hand, wherever it differs, is so evidently altered to favour 
the Egyptians, that we can have no doubt as to the identity of 
the Israelites and the Hyksos.” This assertion is made with so 
much confidence, that we cannot abstain from a thorough and 
searching examination of the arguments by which it is supported. 
(1). “ The Hyksos, like the Israelites, come from the East, and 
particular stress is laid upon the fact that, like the Israelites, the 
Hyksos were shepherds.” Were the Israelites, then, the only 
shepherd-race in Asia? According to a tradition, quoted by 
Manetho, the Hyksos were Arabs. From an intimation, given 
by Herodotus (ii. 128), we might conjecture that they were 
Philistians. A Moslemite tradition (cf Abulfedae hist. anteis- 
lam. ed. Fleischer p. 178) might lead us to suppose that they 
were Amalekites. And how many other known and unknown 
shepherd tribes were there in Asia at that time, who were strong 
enough to attack the favoured land of Egypt with the hope of 
conquering it? What is there to force us to think only of the
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Israelites, who certainly came to Egypt without any such inten- 
tion? The fact that Joseph’s brethren state to Pharaoh that 
they are TIN77D WI (Gen. xlvi. 34), and that Pharaoh wishes to 

appoint the best of them as F375 ~yy, ¢.¢., a8 keepers of his own 

flocks (Gen. xlvii. 6), cannot certainly be regarded as a proof of 
the identity of the Hyksos and the Israelites ; although Delztzeh 
writes, as if these Hebrew expressions coincided with the name 
‘T cows or Troupéeves Basirels. We should be much more inclined 

to discover an important resemblance in the words zrocpéves joav 
aderxpot hotvixes Eévor Baorrets, with which Husebius, (in the 
Chronicon), and the Syncellus introduce the seventeenth dynasty. 
Delitzsch says: “Is not this a most striking description of the 
brotherly tribe of Jacob, which immigrated from Canaan ?” But 
who can answer for it, that these are AZanetho’s own words ? 
And they are worth nothing if they are not. On the contrary, 
when we consider that in his leading work Manetho expresses 
no decided opinion with regard to the origin of the Hyksos, as 
we may see frown the extracts made by Josephus, it 1s very 1m- 
probable that in the connected catalogue of dynasties he should 
have described them with perfect confidence as Phcenicians. 
Deliteseh also calls attention to the Semitic name of the Hyksos 
city "ABaprs, or city of the Hebrews, the north-easterly situation 
of which corresponds with that of the land of Goshen. (Cham- 
polliow identifies this city with Heroopolis, Lepsius with Pelu- 
sium, t.¢e. Pelishtim, or city of the Philistines). But neither 
the situation nor the name proves anything in favour of the 
identity of the Hyksos and the Israelites. The name ow yy was 

a very general one, descriptive of all the tribes whose original 
home was on the other side of the Euphrates (ef. Vol. 1. § 46. 4). 
And this may have been the case with the Hyksos, without their 
being identical with the Israelites. 

The seeond argument is this: “‘ The first king of the Hyksos, 
who was elevated to this dignity from the midst of the people, 
was named Salatis. This unmistakeably Semitic name evi- 
dently sprang from Gen, xi. 6, where we read that Joseph was 
the regent (esbyq) over the land.” Hofmann (Zcitrechnung 

p. 22) denies that there is any such connexion, since the name, 
which we find in Africanus and Iusebius, is not Salatis, but 

2c2
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Saites. Delitzsch, however, is of opinion, that it cannot be dis- 
puted (Genesis p. 368, ed. 1). Hofmann was quite right, as 
we think, in giving up this argument; for the reading Salatis 
is all the more suspicious, on account of its being so serviceable 
to the purpose of Josephus. But even if this be the correct 
reading, instead of supporting Hengstenberg’s hypothesis, it com- 
pletely upsets it. For the name Salatis is either ancient and 
historical, or it is modern. If the former, then the Hyksos are 
also historical ; but if it be the latter, and therefore, like the whole 
Hyksos fable, an invention of that ‘miserable subject,” who as- 
sumed the name of Manetho, I would ask how this Hebrew 

name found its way into the Egyptian legendary lore, or how 
did Pseudo-Manetho get hold of it? Hebrew he certainly did 
not understand, nor is he likely to have read the Pentateuch in 
the original; and in the Septuagint, from which alone any 
acquaintance with Israelifish antiquities must have been obtained, 
the word prbysry is not retained, but rendered 6 dpywv tis yh. 

Hengstenberg attaches still greater importance (3) to the 
statement contained in Afanetho’s account that Salatis went every 
year to Avaris at the time of harvest, ra wéev cetopetpadv Kat 
proPodopiav Tmapexyopuevos, Ta bé Kal Tals éEorAtolass wrpos poBov 
tay tEwbev emipedas yupvatwv. Any one who reads the passage 
in its connexion would render it: He came to Avaris every year 
at the time of harvest, partly for the purpose of provisioning the 
place (as a border-fortress) and paying the garrison, and partly 
to strike terror into the minds of foreigners by exercising his 
troops. But Hengstenbery makes it mean, “Salatis occupied 
himself chiefly when there with measuring corn,” and then calls 
this a characteristic trait, in which it is impossible to mistake 
the reference to Joseph. Any Greek lexicon would tell him that 
otrometpelv means to provision ; and in the present instance, this 
rendering is imperatively required by the context. 

Hengstenberg also says (4), ‘‘the account of the oppression 
and harsh treatment, which the Egyptians suffered from Salatis 
and his successors, has its historical foundation in Gen. xlvii. 20, 
“and Joseph bought all the land of Egypt for Pharaoh,” & 
The distortions, to which this fact has been subjected, may be 
easily explained (?!!) from the endeavour to reverse the actual 
relation of the Egyptians and the Israelites, and thus to transfer 
the disgrace from the former to the latter. It was necessary
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that the charge of unjust oppression and cruel treatment, which 
the history attaches to the Egyptians, should be removed from 
them to the Israclites.” With reference to any such distortion 
of the historical facts, to favour the national vanity of the Egyp- 
tians, all we can say is, that their national vanity must have 
been of a very peculiar kind, if this supposition be correct. 
That would surely be a rare and unparalleled description of 
nitional vanity, which would lead any one to represent lis own 
people as oppressed, enslaved, down-trodden, and ill-used by a 
horde of inen so despised as the Jews, when the very reverse had 
been actually the case, and on the other hand, to describe the 
Jews as a brave and victorious tribe, who were the rulers and 

oppressors of Egypt for several hundred years, whereas they 
were really timid, despondent, subjugated, and enslaved! A 
national vanity of this kind would be all the more rare and 
inconceivable, since it is well known that the views which pre- 
vailed in ancient times, with reference to the rights of slaves and 
helots, were not founded upon any very rigorous code of cthics. 
We have here, however, an actual specimen, and a very lucid 
one too, of the nanner in which the national vanity of the Egyp- 
tians perverted the relation of the Israelites to the Egyptians. 
This specimen we find in the second extract from J/fanetho, 
which undoubtedly refers to the Israehtes. The people, for 
whom the miracles wrought by their God had forcibly obtained 
permission to depart, are there represented as lepers and per- 
sous affected with the itch, as beggars and monsters, who were 
banished and hunted away, every kind of indignity being heaped 
upon them. 

The most important argument in any case is (5) the one founded 
upon the statement, that after the Hyksos were banished from 
Egypt they went through the desert to Syrta, and there built a 
city, which they called Jerusalem,— ‘‘afeature, says Hengstenbery, 
which ought in itself to be sufficient to convince our opponents 
of the error of their way.” Hofmann (Studien und Kritiken, p. 
+409) also thought “ the name Jerusalem of greater iunportance 
than all the rest.” But first of all we wonld request attention 
to the fact that the Hyksos, who came from the countries zpés 
dvaToAny, would naturally return to the Kast when they were 
compelled to depart, and would also naturally go through thie 
desert, probably towards Syria. Hence, neither of these elements
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is of any great importance. On the other hand, we must admit, 
that the account of the founding of Jerusalem still remains a 
most important point. Yet even this by no means proves the iden- 
tity of the Hyksos and the Israelites ; it simply proves (and this 
is still more clearly shown by the second extract from Alanetho ) 
that in the course of time the two legends, viz., that of the ex- 
pulsion of the Hyksos, and that of the lepers, had been partially 
mixed up together. Whether there was any historical ground 
for this partial admixture, and if so, to what extent, are questions 
that we shall discuss in the next section (§ 45. 4). 

Such, then, are the arguments, with which the attempt has 
been made to sustain the identity of the Hyksos and the Israelites ; 
and we have seen how weak they are. Let us look now at the 
positive proofs, which may be offered, that such an assumption is 
inadmissible. And, jirst of all, we will examine the question 
from the standpoint of the Pentateuch, the statements of which 
we regard as indisputably historical. If now we compare the 
history of the Israelites, contained in the Pentateuch, with the 
account of the Hyksos given by Afantheo, it will soon appear 
that they are entirely different the one from the other. The 
discrepancies so thoroughly pervade the whole, that they appear 
in nearly every single feature, and in almost every word. If the 
Hyksos-legend was invented, for the sake of giving such an ac- 
count of Israel in Kgypt as would suit Egyptian tastes ; the author 
has not introduced into his legion a single fibre of the historical 
truth, as we have it given in the Pentateuch. If, however, there is 
concealed in it a single element of historical truth, however small, 
it is impossible to think of an identification of the Israclites and 
the Hyksos. For in great things as well as small, in general 
statements as well as special details, we find on both sides nothing 
but mutually exclusive differences and contradictions. The 
Hyksos came in great numbers into Egypt; they came suddenly 
and unexpectedly ; they cameas cnemies and conquerors ; they 
murdered, plundered, devastated, and governed for five hundred 
and eleven years ; and then they were overcome and compelled 
to depart. When the Israelites came, there were only seventy 
of them, with two or three thousand servants at the most ; they 
first received permission to come; they came as suitors seeking 
protection ; they lived peacefully among the Egyptians, but after 
a short time the latter oppressed, ill-treated, and enslaved them ;
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they then begged and entreated for permission to depart, but all 
in vain, &c. 
Hofmann (Studien und Kritiken, p. 408) tries to persuade us, 

that we only need to forget a very little of the account of Afane- 
tho, in order to convince ourselves that all the rest harmonises 

very well with the history of the Israelites, as given in the Pen- 
tateuch. “If,” hesays, “ for a moment we overlook the fact, that 
the Israclites did not enter Egypt by force of arms, and did noé 
conquer the land” (and, ze may add, a few other trifles, e.g., 
the capture of the princes of the land, some of whom they slew, 

making slaves of the rest with. their wives and children ; the 
choice of a king from among themselves ; his residing at Mem- 
phis; the for tification of the city of Avaris ; the anual military 
exercises ; the names of the successors of Salatis ; the eventual 
appearance of a family belonging to the national dynasty ; the 
tedious war of liberty; the siege of Avaris ; and other things 
besides—if all this could be forgotten for a moment) “then the 
rest applies to the Israelites very well.” And what is the rest ? 
To the Evyptians they certainty were dvOpm7ot To yévos aanpot ; 
they had come to Egypt without a conflict ; Avaris was situated 
to the east of the Bubastic arm of the Nile, and that was also 
the situation of Goshen ; and the fortification of the eastern fron- 
tier we might find in the building of the two arsenals Pithom 
and Raemses, though they were built by forced labour (this, of 
course, 1t would also be necessary to forget). 

We will now, secondly, take as our starting-point, the state- 
ments of Manetho himself ; that we may sce whether we can thus 
arrive at the conclusion, that the Hyksos and the Israelites were 
the same. In addition to the account of the Hyksos, Afunetho 
gives a description of the banishment of some leprous Egyptians, 
whose leader and lawgiver is called Moyses (§ 43.2). As it 
cannot be questioned that this second account refers to the Is- 
rachtes, who are described as banished Keyptian lepers, the two 
accounts are regarded by all who identify the Hyksos with the 
Israclites, as different versions of the same legend. But a com- 
parison of the two will show that they are radically different ; 
so different that itis impossible to discover any cominon ground, 
from which we may deduce the onc primary legend that gave 
rise to the others. One thing which renders it impossible to 
establish any such connexion between the two accounts, is the
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fact that the second presupposes the first, and evinces a perfect 
consciousness of the difference between the Hyksos and the 
lepers, since the former are called to the assistance of the latter 
and unite with them. According to Josephus, Manetho places 
the expulsion of the lepers 518 years later than that of the 
Hyksos, and therefore must have been very far from supposing 
that they were identical. It is true that, for his own part, he 

has no great confidence in the credibility of the second account, 
but he has introduced it in its chronological order into his his- 
torical work. He must, therefore, have detected some historical 
germ, which rendered it possible for him to assign it a proper 

chronological position in his history; and his doubts as to the 
credibility of the narrative can only have had respect to its fanciful 
and fabulous dress. And the more his candid expressions of 
doubt, as to the perfect credibility of the second account, prove him 
to be a modest and sincere enquirer ; the greater confidence shall 
we be able to place, not merely in the historical character of the 
first account, the trustworthiness of which he does not at all 
suspect, but also in the results of his enquiry, namely, that the 
two accounts refer to diffcrent persons, different events, and 
different times. 

In judging of the statements of Jfanetho, we must carefully 
distinguish between the Jsraclites of the Pentateuch and the 
Jews of his age. It is only the former that are to be identified 
with Afanetho’s lepers. The Jews of later times he supposes to 
have originated in a combination of the Hyksos and the lepers. 
And we shall see presently that this view is not so thoroughly 
unfounded and unhistorical as we might at the first glance be 
led to suppose; but that, on the contrary, it receives a certain 
measure of support from a passing remark in the Pentateuch 
itself (cf. § 45. 4). 

§ 45. There isa threefold difference, in the opinions entertained 

by those who agree that the Hyksos and Israclites were not the 

same, with regard to the relation in which they stood to each 

other. Some refuse to admit that they were connected in any 

way whatever, and assign the expulsion of the Hyksos to a 

period anterior {o the days of Abraham and Joseph. This is
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the conclusion at which Lepsius has arrived, chiefly as the re- 

sult of chronological calculations (1). According to another 

view, of which Saalschiitz is the representative, the new king, 

who is said in Ex. 1. 8 to have begun to oppress the Israelites, 

was the first king of the Hyksos dynasty (2). ‘The third hypo- 

thesis, and the one which has met with the most general adop- 

tion in modern times, assumes that the Hyksos dynasty was in 

power when the Israclites went into Egypt, that it was by this 

dynasty that so much favour was shown, and that as soon as a 

national dynasty recovered the supremacy (Ex. 1. 8), the Israelites 

were hated and oppressed as the friends and protégés of those 

who had been expelled (3). As an impartial examination of 

EKgyptological researches, with their arbitrary methods of pro- 

cedure and contradictory results, necessarily leads us to the con- 

clusion, that no reliable means have yet been discovered of 

threading the labyrinth of Egyptian chronology, and that it is 

scarcely likely that any will be found ; our safest plan will be to 

compare and combine the actual data in our possession. These 

are to be fond, on the one hand, in the Pentatench history, 

and on the other in the accounts given by Afanetho. We are 

both warranted and constrained to make such a combination, by 

the general testimony of the earliest traditions and investigations 

up to the time of A/anetho, to the effect that the Hyksos and 

Israclites were contemporaneons, and that there was some con- 

nexion between their lustories. And when we compare the two, 

we find so much to support the third view referred to above, 

that we feel no hesitation in adopting it as our own (4). 

(1.) The gencral features of the view entertained by LEprsivs 
are the fullowing: About the year 2100 3.c., during the period 
of the twelfth (the second Theban) dynasty, the Hyksos, a war- 
like pastoral tribe of Semitic origin, entered Egypt from the 
east, conquered the land without resistance. took possession of 
Memphis, adopted it as their own capital, and imposed tribute
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upon the upper and lower parts of the land. About 430 years af- 
terwards, (in the year 1661), the native kings, who had main- 
tained their independence partly in Upper Egypt and partly in 
Ethiopia, advanced from the south, and after a long (eighty years’) 
war succeeded in expelling the Hyksos from their last strong- 
hold, Avaris (the Pelusium of later times), and drove them back 
upon Syria, after they had been in Egypt 511 years. They now 
numbered some hundreds of thousands, and had probably received 
as much benefit from the culture they met with in this highly 
cultivated land of art and science, as the latter had received of 
obstruction and injury from them. Being expelled from Egypt, 
they were obliged to seek a new home in Palestine. This led to 
fresh expulsions and einigrations, and probably issued in the divi- 
sion of the Hyksos and their dispersion in different clirections. 
The expulsion of the Hyksos took place under king Thummosis, 
z.e., Thuthmosis III. Almost two hundred years elapsed after 
this, before the Israelites went down into Egypt ; and both their 
immigration and their departure, after a sojourn of hardly a 
hundred years, occurred under the nineteenth dynasty. Sethos 
I, (1445—1394 ; called Sesostrzs by the Greeks), was the Pharaoh 
who was on the throne when Joseph was brought into Egypt ; 
his son Ramses II., Miamun the Great (1394—1328), was the 
king at whose court Moses was educated; and his son Alenepithes 
(1328—1309), the Amenophis of Josephus, was the Pharaoh of 
the exodus. The exodus itself took place in the year 1314.— 
The second account of Afanetho refers to the Israelites. The 
statement that they were lepers was not an Egyptian calumny, 
but a fact ; leprosy being at that time a prevalent disease among 
the Israelites in Egypt. This is proved by the Mosaic laws 
with reference to leprosy, and by the history of Miriam (Nun. 
xi. 14) !! 

For the present, we will allow that the author 1s correct in his 
assertion, that the three great Pharaohs reigned at the periods 
assigned them. But lc will never persuade us, to say nothing of 
convincing us, that their reigns coincided with those periods in 
the history of Israel to which he refers. So long as any confi- 
dence is placed in the credibility of the Pentateuch and the Old 
Testament history in general, the combinations which Lepsius 
has made will be rejected as baseless and visionary; but they 
will excite no less astonishment at the arbitrary nature of his 

3
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eriticism, and the recklessness with which the saered records are 

handled, than at the extraordinary amount of learning and in- 
genuity displayed in the treatment of the subject. In support 
of his view Lepsius says (Realeneyclopiidie 1.145): “ The 
strongest confirmation is to be found in the fact, that there is 
one cireunistance mentioned in the Mosaie narrative itself, whieh 

points in the most conclusive manner to the period to which we 
have assigned it. We refer to the building of the cities Pithom 
and Jaemses by the Jews, under the predeeessor of the Pharaoh 
of the exodus, and therefore under Ramses II. We know from 
other authorities, that this most powerful Pharaoh had many 
canals cut and new eities built, and particularly that he projeeted 
the canal conneeting the Red Sea with the Nile, at the western 
end of whieh was Pithom and at the eastern Raemses (—Abu- 
Keishid). Among the ruins of this eity there is still to be seen 
a group, consisting of two gods, with the deified Ramses II. on 
a throne between them.” With regard to the last two cir- 
cumstances, we refer the reader to § 41. 1, where we have 

pointed out the impossibility of the identity of Abu-Keishid 
and the aneient Raemses. We here make the additional remark, 
that as early as the time of Joseph there probably existed a city 
named Racmses (§ 1. 5 and § 41. 2); and, though the city is 
said to have been built either by or under a king Racmses, it is 
impossible to see why this may not have taken place just as well 
under an carlier king of that name. 

Again, Lepsius lays great stress upon the fact, that in Jfa- 
netho’s second account Amenophis is mentioned as the king who 
expelled the lepers (z.e., the Israchtes). As this Amenophis 
(Africanus reads Amenophthis) is described as the son of a 
Ramses and the father of a Sethos, he cannot have been any 
other than the Afenephthes of the nincteenth dynasty, whose 
father was Ramses II. and Ins son Sethos II. At tirst sight 
there is certainly something surprising in this coineidenee. But 
when we consider, that Afanetho himself describes the whole 

legend concerning the expulsion of the lepers as déeavoTas pu- 
Gororyoumeva,and reckons 518 years from the expulsion of the Hyk- 
sos to the reign of this king Amenophis, it is very natural to 
suppose that he has made a mistake, in the position assigned to 
this nneertain legend in the history that he took from the saered 
writings, and has placed it some centuries too late. In the
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eighteenth dynasty the name Amenophis (Amenophthis in A /r7- 
canus) repeatedly occurs. We might be the more easily led to think 
of one of these kings, say of Amenophis III., or the Great, whom 
the Greeks called Memnon, since he lived about fifteen hundred 

years before Christ, and therefore at the period assigned to the 
exodus in the biblical chronology (480 years before the erec- 
tion of Solomon’s temple). Jfanetho, who was not acquainted 
with the biblical data, from which he might have obtained a 
safe criterion for fixing the true position of the exodus, could 
very easily be led into such a mistake. 

On these grounds, then, though professedly from the greatest 
respect to the biblical records, the scriptural chronology and 
history are cut down and mutilated in the most miserable and 
arbitrary manner, to form a Procrustes’ bed for the chronology of 
these three kings. The author proposes the question ‘“ whether 
the Old Testament accounts contradict the Egyptian (7.e., as he 
has explained the latter), in such a manner that the Egyptian 
must necessarily be declared erroneous ;’ and to this he rephies, 

“on the contrary, the Egyptian history, which is of so definite 
a, character, apparently reccives the most decided confirmation 
from the Hebrew records, provided we assume that there 1s an 
error in the reckoning of the interval between the exodus and 
the building of the temple, which reckoning, at all events (?!), 
was not introduced till a later age. According to 1 Kings vi. I 
this interval was 480 years, a period which neither talhes with 
the different numbers given in the Book of Judges, nor with the 
Septuagint reading, nor with the reckoning of the author of the 
Acts of the Apostles (chap. xiii. 20), and which was not even 
regarded by Josephus himself as correct (Ant. vill. 3. 1; ©. 
Apion ii. 2). In most of these cases the number of years is said 
to have been still greater; but an unprejucdiced (?!) examination 
and comparison of the genealogical tables, of which the Levitical 
deserves the greatest confidence, and a computation of the inter- 
vening numbers, lead to the conclusion that the interval was con- 
siderably shorter, and the number obtained is just such as we 
should expect, provided the Egyptian tradition with regard to 
the epoch of the exodus be correct.”—-The Levitical genealogies 
only mention three generations, from the time of the entrance 
into Egypt to that of the exodus (Levi, Kohath, Amram), and 
only ten or twelve from that period to Zadok (the high priest 

3
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under Solomon). Now as Lepszus, quite arbitrarily and erro- 
neously, gives only thirty years as the length of a generation ; 
the Israelites, according to his opinion, can only have been 
ninety years in Kgypt instead of 430, and the building of the 
temple must have taken place 300 years afterwards instead of 
486 (cf. Chronologie i. 367 sqq.). And in the same way, since 
the period which elapsed between the entrance of Abraham into 
Canaan, and Jacob’s going down to Egypt, only embraced three 
gencrations, this cannot have been longer than ninety years. 
To this we reply (1), that when the Old Testament speaks of a 
generation, it means something very different from modern 
statistics, the Pentateuch, according to Gen. xv. 13—16 (cf. Ex. 
i. 6), regarding it as embracing at least 100 years, instead of 
thirty, during the patriarchal and Mosaic period (cf. § 14. 1) ; 
—(2), that four generations, and not three, are mentioned as 
included in the period of the Israelitish sojourn in Egypt (Levi, 
Kohath, Amram, and Aaron), for Aaron was eighty-three years 
old at the time of the exodus ;—(3), that during the same 
period six generations are named in Joseph’s family, seven in 
Judah’s, and as many as fen in Ephraim’s (ef § 14.1). But 
Lepsius cannot make use of such facts as these, and therefore 
he declares that “‘ they are evidently in a state of confusion, and 
lead to no result,” 2.c., they do not square with our critic’s pre- 
mises, and lead to a result which he does not like. In our 
opinion, however, these different accounts prove with indis- 
putable certainty, what we repeatedly find on other occasions in 
the biblical genealogies, that in some instances individual mem- 
bers are omitted, and in others several are linked together. The 
reason for such combinations we have already explained at § 
14. 1. ; 

Again, Lepsius poimts to the fact that “the correct view” 
(that is, his own), has been retained (?!) by the Rabbins. 
For example, according to the Rabbinical chronology, which 
was first Invented by Hillel ha Nussit in the year 344 of the 
Christian era, and gradually met with general adoption, the 
exodus occurred in the year 2448, from the creation of the 

world, that is in the year 1314 3B.c., according to the Christian 
mode of reckoning. The fact that this Jewish era was not heard 
of till the fourth century, and moreover, that nearly all the data, 
on which it is founded, are false, that is, at variance with the
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calculations of Lepsius, does not affect the question—the year 
1314 B.c. suits his purpose, and therefore the Rabbins have 
retained the correct view! Now according to all the previous 
calculations with reference to the biblical chronology, viz., that 
of the Septuagint translators, of Josephus, of the chronological 
tradition (which was followed by Stephen), and of the Christian 
chronographers and others, 480 years was far foo short a period for 
the events which occurred between the exodus and the building 
of the temple ; and yet Lepsius finds in the same fact a support 
for his opinion, that this period of 480 years was much too long 
to be regarded as correct ! ! ! 

Hence, without further discussion, we must reject this reduc- 
tion of the chronological data of the Bible from 430 and 480 
years to 90 and 300; for the simple reason, that the history of 
the period referred to does not admit of any such reduction. 
We shall defer, toa later period, the proof that the same remark 
also apples to the interval between the exodus and the build- 
ing of the temple. But with regard to the earlicr period, it is 
sO very conspicuous, that we can only wonder at the facility, 
with which it could be ignored or set aside. We will pass over 
the fact, that if there is any chronological ,datum of the Old 
Testament, which has all the probabilities in favour of its cor- 
rectness, this is certainly the case with the history of the 430 
years’ sojourn in Egypt. Suffice it to say, that 1t would be diffi- 
cult to perstiade any one, that a family of seventy souls, with not 
more than 2000 servants, increased to two millions in ninety 
years. Lepsius will probably meet this objection with the 
favourite explanation of Hzvald and others, that Jacob, Joseph, 
and his brethren are not to be regarded as the heads of single 
families, but as the representatives of whole tribes. If so, let 
him candidly affirm that the Pentateuch does not contain a 
history, but an unhistorical myth, and then we shall no longer 
have occasion to argue with him. Besides, it is not merely the 
single number 430, which has to be set aside. There are many 
other numerical statements in the books of Genesis and Exodus, 

which are most closely intertwined with the historical narrative, 
and must also be explained away ; and of these Herr Lepsius 
will not be able to affirm that “they were at all events intro- 
duced at a later period.” For example, according to Ex. vii. 7, 
Moses was eighty years old when he first entered upon the con-
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troversy with Pharaoh respecting the exodus. Hence he must 

have been born ten years after the Israelites went down to 

Ligypt. How does this square with the other data contamed in 

Genesis and Exodus ? Joseph was seventeen years old, when he 
was taken to Egypt (Gen. xxxvii. 2), and he died there at the 

age of 110 years (Gen. 1. 22, 26), after he had seen the sons of 

Ephraim of the éhird generation (Gen. 1. 23). Moreover, 
Joseph was thirty years old when he was promoted hy Pharaoh 
(Gen. xli. 46). Nine years afterwards his brethren came down 
to Egypt (Gen. xlv. 6). Hence Joseph lived seventy-one years 
after their entrance into the land. Now we read in Ex. 1. 6 
seq.: ‘And Joseph died, and all his brethren, even all that 
generation. And the children of Israel were fruitful and multi- 
plied, and became very mighty, and the land was full of them.” 
And it was not till after this, that the oppression and tributary 
service first began. But as these precautions did not suffice to 
restrain the extraordinary increase of the people (and certainly 

some decennia must have passed before this fact could be ascer- 

tained), the command was issued to murder all the new born 
hoys, and then Moses was born. Who can read this and come 
to any other conclusion than that the period which elapsed be- 
tween the entrance into Egypt and the birth of Moses, must have 
embraced at Jeast a couple of hundred years? But according 
to the chronology of Lepsius there are only ten years left for 
the whole!—And how are we to understand the statement 
in Ex. i. 8: ‘“ And there arose a new king, who did not know 
Joseph ?” We have already seen at § 14. +, that there is every 
reason, both historical and philological, for regarding these words 
as the announcement of the rise of a new dynasty. Still we shall 
not insist upon this, as the arguments advanced there are cer- 
tainly not absolutely conclusive. But with all the greater empha- 
sis we enquire: how is it conceivable, that if Joseph filled a 
post of such extraordinary importance under the Pharaoh Sethos 
I.,as even Lepsius admits that he did, his son and successor, 
Ramses If., should have known nothing whatever about him ? 
What we have already said will surely suffice to convince any 

one, who has the slightest confidence in the credibility ‘of the 
Pentateuch, that the boasted discovery of the Lepsius-criticism 1s 
an untenable and baseless iluston, to which we can only exclaim, 

transeat cum ceteris! Still there is one more utterance of the
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critic, which is of so striking a nature, that it well deserves to 
be mentioned. In the L?eal-lexicon, p. 146, we read: ‘“ Thus it 

was under this king, the greatest of the nineteenth dynasty (Ramses 
the Great), that Moses, the great man of God, was born; and 
under his successor, whom Herodotus (2. 111) mentions by the 
name of Pherds (Pharaoh), and describes as a haughty and 
wicked king who was punished with blindness on that account, 
Moses led his people away and founded the first Jewish theo- 
cracy by the law which was given at Sinai ; just as we find that 
thirteen hundred years afterwards, when the revolution of the 
world's history was complete, Christ was born under Augustus, 
the greatest emperor of the Graeco-Roman world, and the second, 
or Christian theocracy, was established by his death, under Ti- 
berius, the Roman Pherés.”—Does it not appear as though the 
author was desirous of conciliating and quieting the Christian 
readers of the J?eal-encyklopddie, whose sacred relic, the credi- 
bility of the Pentateuch, he had completely destroyed, and there- 
fore offered them this historiosophical trinket, which he fancied 
would suit their taste P—For our own part, thongh by no means 
prejudiced against historiosophy, we must certainly beg to be 
excused from bartering so important a portion of the Bible and 
of history, for any historiosophical idea, however great its attrac- 
tions may be. 

Stark (ut sup.) differs from Lepsius in this respect, that he 
supposes the Hyksos to have been tribes of lower Egypt and 
therefore of genuine Hamitic descent, who had been once before 
in power as a Herakleopolitan dynasty, and who, after their ex- 
pulsion, took possession of the coast immediately adjoming Egypt 
under the name of Philistines. Consult, on the other hand, 
Lepsius (in the theol. Real-encycl. 1. 149). 

(2). SaaLscHuTz, in the work referred to above, has set up the 
clever and carefully developed hypothesis, that the new king, 
with whom, according to Ex. i. 8, the oppressions of the I[s- 
raelites commenced, was the first king of the Hyksos-dynasty, 
that the destruction of Pharaoh in the Red Sea coincided with 
the overthrow of that dynasty, and lastly, that the next (national) 
king Sesosis (Sethos, Sesostris), who is described by Josephus as 
ScOav tov cai Papecaonv, was the same Ramesses, who is cele- 
brated in the obelisk-inscription of Hermapion (cited by Am- 
mianus Marcellinus) as: és éptrakev Alyurtoy rods adnocOveis
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vixjoas and wAnpwous tov vewy tod Boinxos ayabav. Thic 

armed supremacy of the Hyksos over a portion of Egypt lasted 
about cighty-one years, for it probably commenced shortly after 
the birth of Aaron, which took place before the command to kill 
the children had been issued. “he second of Jfanetho’s accounts 18 
supposed by Saalschiitz to be identical with the first (as everything 
is done by the Hyksos in both cases), but both of them are set 
down as equally confused and incredible.-—According to Saal- 
schiitz (p. 95), the Hyksus were Philistines, or Gatlutes. In sup- 
port of this he refers to 1 Chy. vii. 21, which passage he explains 
in a totally differeut manner from his former exposition (ved. 
§ 18.1). According to his present interpretation the Gathites, 
who were born in the land (z.e., on Egyptian territory), had come 
down to Egypt to steal cattle, and it was on that occasion that 
they were massacred by the Ephraimites (p. 96).—We cannot 
subscribe to this view, for it neither appears to us to do justice 
to Munetho’s first account, which we regard as essentially trust- 
worthy, nor to be reconcileable with the statements of Scrip- 
ture. 

(3). Among the scholars of modern times, who suppose that 
the Israelites entered Egypt during the Hyksos-period, the first 
that we shall name is Bunsen. Whilst Husebius and Georgius 
Syncellus recognise only one Hyksos dynasty, which they call the 
seventeenth, Julius Africanus speaks of three Hylisos-dynasties, 
the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth, the first of which con- 
tinued 284 years, the second 518, and the third 151. Bunsen 
adopts most fully the statement of Africanus, and maintains 
that Josephus has arbitrarily selected the second number, 518 
(511), and given that out as the sum total of all the Hyksos 
reigns, in order that he may be alle to establish the identity of 
the Israelites (with their 430 years) and the Hyksos (with their 
not very different number of 511 years). After certain other 
critical operations he arrives eventually at the result, that the 
Hyksos supremacy lasted in all 929 years. Into farther cliscus- 
sions respecting the origin and history of the Hyksos, or their 
relation to the Israclites, he does not at present enter; but he so 
far anticipates the result of future investigations as to pronounce 
the Hyksos ‘‘ Canaanitish tribes probably associated with Be- 
douins of northern Arabia.” We must therefore wait for the rest, 
before we can enter into a thorough examination of his views, 

VOL. II. 20
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Ewa.p (Gesch. i. 450 sqq.) describes the Hyksos as Hebrew 
tribes, related to the Israelites, who had forced an entrance into 
Kigypt long before the Israelites wandered thither. Whilst he 
succeeds, on such an assumption, in making it very intelligible, 
why the Israelites met with so good a reception in Egypt, he re- 
sorts to fanciful conjurings in order to get rid of the difficulty, 
that, at the time of Joseph’s promotion, everything about the court 
seems to have been of a thoroughly national, Egyptian character, 
and that the protégés of the Hyksos, the Israelites, were not 
banished along with their protectors by the returning national 
dynasty. For example, Joseph came to Egypt as the hero 
and leader of a smaller Hebrew tribe, some centuries after 
the more powerful tribe of the Hyksos, and at first under the 
protection of the latter. But, after a time, some disagreement 
probably arose between the tribe represented by Joseph and the 
more powerful ruling tribe of the Hyksos, which caused the for- 
mer much distress. The only reference which is made to this in 
the book of Genesis is found in the account of the scene with 
Potiphar’s wife, and the consequent imprisonment of Joseph. 
This led the smaller tribe of Joseph to attach itself to a native 
Egyptian ruler, to whom it rendered assistance, when the Theban 
and other kings of Egypt rose against the Hyksos ; and, in par- 
ticular, it made itself serviceable to Egypt by summoning the 
other and more powerful portion of Israel, to assist in defending 
the eastern boundary against any fresh invasion on the part of 
the Hyksos. But as this danger gradually diminished, the pre- 
sence of so warlike and well-armed a people, as Israel was, began 
to be regarded by the Egyptians as in itself an evil. Hence the 
friendly relation, which had previously existed, was disturbed ; 
collisions took place ; the old hatred towards the Hyksos, who 
had been banished some centuries before, was now directed to- 

wards the Israelites who were their relations; and Egyptian 
kings at length commenced that oppression, of which we have a 
description in the book of Exodus, and which eventually stirred 
up the people to successful rebellion under the guidance of Moses 
and Aaron. Moreover, notwithstanding the great alterations 
which ages had made, the original bond of friendship between 
the Israelites and the rest of the Hyksos was renewed, and hence 
we find Moses entering into alliance with the princes of the 
tribe of Midian, which formed a part of the numerous collection
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of tribes included in the term: Hyksos, which also embraced the 
Amalakites. Svc / 

Far more simple and natural is the view, formerly taken by 
Heeren, and more recently advoeated by Bertheau, Lengerke, 
Knobel, and others. They also regard the Hyksos as Hebrews 
in a wider sense (Knobel in his Schrift tiber die Volkertafel calls 
them Amalekites, Bertheau names them Terachites). The na- 
tional, Egyptian physiognomy, which was characteristic of the 
court in Joseph’s days, is accounted for on the supposition that 
the victorious Hyksos had by that time adopted the culture, 
the language, the customs, and the religion of the subjugated 
national Egyptians. The oppression of the Israclites they sup- 
pose to have commenced with the restoration of the national 
dynasty, after the expulsion of the Hyksos. 

(4). Our own view is essentially the same as that of Bertheau, 
Lengerke, and Knobel. We should, merely be inclined to sub- 
stitute a different conjecture with regard to the origin of the 
Hyksos. We cannot believe them to have been a Terahite 
people, since according to the book of Genesis the formation and 
organisation of the Terahite tribes (Vol. 1. § 46. 6), belonged to the 
time of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, whereas the Hyksos must 
have established their power in Egypt at a much earlier period. 
We should be more disposed to fix upon the Amalckites; provided, 
that is, they are not to be traced to Amalek, the Edomite men- 
tioned in Gen, xxxvi. 16, but to be regarded, as Ewald, Knobel, 

and others suggest, as a much older Semitic race (cf Vol. i11.§ 4. 2). 
However, the positive arguments, which could be adduced in 

support of this opinion, are not of much weight. Delitzsch 
has lately pointed out with perfect justice, that we cannot attach 
much value to the Moslemite testimony quoted by A bulfeda 
(hist. anteisl. ed. Fleisch. p. 178), according to which the Pha- 
raohs of the time of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, belonged to the 
tribe of Amalika (see Delitzsch Genesis 11. 221) ; and the ety- 
mological attempt, to show that the meaning of the name 
Amalek coincides with that of the name Hyksos (soy OF ty = NY, 

small cattle, and Jon: king, from which by the hardening of the 

> Into 5 we get the name pony, kings of flocks, or shepherd- 

kings) is not considered of much importance even by its origi- 
nator, Saclschiiiz (p. 95). Ou the other hand there is great pro- 

2n2
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bability, that the Hyksos were either a Semitic tribe, or a tribe 
with a Semitic language, partly because they came from the 
districts, in which the formation of the Semitic tribes originally 
took place, and partly because the name of the city of Avaris or 
Abaris has undoubtedly a Semitic sound. (The name of the 
first Hyksos-king, Salatis, also called Silites, has less bearing 
upon this question, since its primary form was probably Saites, 
cf, § 44. 3, 4). 

In opposition to the notion, “ that the Hyksos were a Semitic 
tribe, though they were not Israelites,” Delitzsch (Gen. 11. 75) 
urges the objection, from a scriptural point of view, that the 
people of Egypt, who oppressed the Israelites, appear throughout 
the whole of the Old Testament as a foreign nation, in no way 
related to Israel ; that the very reason why the house of Israel was 
led into Egypt was that whilst growing intoa nation, they might 
be far removed from the danger of intermarrying ; and there- 
fore that the idea of relationship is completely excluded. How- 
ever, we cannot see that there is any great force in cither of 
these objections. For to the first it is sufficient to reply, that 
the Egyptians, who oppressed Israel, were not the Hyksos, but 
the national rulers who had once more recovered the supremacy. 
And the second disappears quite as quickly, when we consider 
that the relationship may have been nothing more than a com- 
mon Semitic origin, and that, on the other hand, the Hyksos 
had already adopted the speech, and manners, and religion of 
Egypt, at the time when the Israelites found a welcome reception 
there. 

It is stated in Afanetho’s account, as given by Josephus, that 
there were some who regarded the Hyksos as Arabs, but the 
opinion is not cited as of much worth. According to Huse- 
bius and Georgius Syncellus, Manetho himself appears to have 
thought them Phenicians. And there are many who think, 
that there is some indication of this in the account given by 
Herodotus of the shepherd Philit’s, who had led his sheep as 
far as to Memphis ; inasmuch as the Phoenicians and Philistines 
were both included in the one common term Palestinians. But all 
these statements are so fluctuating and uncertain, that we cannot 
build much upon them. Yet when we add the fact, that after the 
expulsion of the Hyksos, they withdrew to Judea (= Pales- 

tine), probably to the country from which they had originally
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come, the opinion referred to becomes somewhat more plausible. 
And if we enquire further, whether there were other known 
migrations of any Importance, in the pre-Abrahamic times, 
which might have occasioned their departure from Palestine ; 
we are led at onec to think of the forcible expulsion of the 
(Semitic) aborigines of Palestine by the Canaanitish tribes. 
But as there are other reasons, which render it probable that 
the immigration of the Canaanites into Palestine was of a 
friendly eharacter (Vol. 1. § 45. 1), and, therefore, could hardly 
have occasioned the departure of the original inhabitants, there 
is very little to sustain such an opinion. 

On the other hand, we may be allowed to call attention to 
another feature of the case, which has hitherto received but 

little notice. <Afanetho, as quoted by Josephus, says that the 
Hyksos had strongly fortified the eastern boundary of Egypt, 
tor the purpose of securing themselves against any attack from 
the Assyrians, who were at that time very powerful. This 
statement, to which commentators have not attached sufficient 

importanee, appears to me to be of very great value, in assisting 
us to reply to the question now before us. If the Hyksos had 
such particular reason for fearing an invasion on the part of the 
Assyrians, they must already have stood in a hostile relation to 
each other, and on some previous occasion have been engaged 
in actual conflict. It is probable, therefore, that the Hyksos 
may have been dislodged from their possessions by the Assyrians ; 
and if this were the case, it would naturally lead them to fear, 
that on the first favourable opportunity the latter would follow 
them to their new settlements, for the purpose of completing 
their subjugation. Tet it not be said in objection to this, that 
it is improbable that the Hyksos, who had fled from the Assy- 
riuns, should be strong enough to conquer Egypt, which was 
then in its prime ;—for A/anefho’s aceount informs us that 
Kigypt was slumbering in peace and security, and submitted to. 
the foreigners without the slightest resistance. Still this hypo-. 
thesis can only be firmly established by testimony from other 
quarters, to the fact that such warlike expeditions were actually 
undertaken by the Assyrians, betore the time of Abraham. And 
the book of Genesis appears to offer the testimony we want. 
There is nothing at variance with anetho's account in the 
supposition, that at that time the Assyrians were the possessors
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of the cultivated lands on the Euphrates and Tigris. And the 
remarkable account contained in Gen. xiv., which all critics 
acknowledge to be trustworthy, indisputably proves, that before 
the time of Abraham expeditions had issued thence for the pur- 
pose of conquest, and had proceeded westwards as far as to 
Palestine. The rule of Chedorlaomer over the Pentapolis of 
the vale of Siddim was probably all that remained of more 
extensive conquests. If we duly consider these memorable cir- 
cumstances, in connexion with the statements made by Afanetho; 

the conjecture that the Hyksos were Canaanites,—either the 
Semitic aborigines of Canaan, or immigrants into Canaan who 
had adopted Semitic customs (Vol. i. § 45. 1, inaccurately termed 
Phoenicians or Philistines, z.¢., inhabitants of Palestine), but who 
subsequently yielded to the invasion of the Assyrians and sought 
out new settlements for themselves in Egypt,—may, perhaps, at 
least, deserve a place by the side o7'so many other conjectures, which 
certainly rest on no surer foundation. And there is the greater 
probability in this, since, as will presently appear, the journey of 
Abraham into Egypt (Gen. xii. 10) most likely took place but 
a, very short time after the Hyksos had established themselves 
in the land. 

But, whether we are correct in this conjecture or not, we must 
in any case adhere most firmly to the conclusion, that the immi- 
gration of the Israelites occurred during the period of the Hyksos 
supremacy, and that the restoration of the national dynasty was 
followed by their oppression. The objections to this conclu- 
sion (in Hengstenberg p. 160; Lepsius, Realencyclopadie i. 146 ; 
Saalschiitz pp. 56, and others), so far as they have any force, 
may be reduced to two: viz., (1), that at the tune of Jacob and 
Joseph everything connected with the Egyptian court, language, 
customs, culture, and religion, was of a thorougly national, 
Egyptian character ; and (2) that the Israelites were not banish- 
ed along with the Hyksos when the national dynasty was re- 
stored, as we should expect them to have been if they were 
their protégés and friends. Our first remark, in reply to this, is 
that the two arguments cancel each other. For if the first be 
correct, and in general it must be admitted that it 1s so, the 
second necessarily loses its force. If, when the Israelites entered 
the land, the Hyksos had so thoroughly adopted the language and 
religion, the culture and the customs of Egypt, as the history
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of Joseph shows that they had; this would suffice at the very 
vutset to establish such a wall of separation between the two, as 
to prevent any closer amalgamation. Moreover, the second 
argument has all the less weight, seeing that the banishment of 
the Hyksos was probably by no means universal, as we shall 
presently show. 

Undoubtedly there appears to be an irreconcilable difference 
between the Hyksos rulers, as they are described in the extract 
from Afanetho preserved by Josephus, and the court life of Egypt 
at the time of Jacob and Joseph, as it is represented in the book 
of Genesis. The Hyksos attack the national Egyptians with the 
fiercest cruelty, destroy the national temples and sacred relies, 
und maltreat the priests. On the other hand, in Joseph’s time, 
the language and customs of Egypt prevailed at court ; the king 
took the title of Pharaoh like the national rulers ; and bis courkers 

had genuine Egyptian names (e. g. Potiphar) ; Joseph himself’ 
received an Egyptian name ; the peculiar worship of Egypt was 
in full bloom ; the Egyptian priests were highly esteemed, their 
privileges were recognised and increased, and the national dis- 
like of the shepherd -life was undiminished. But, however glar- 
ing these differences may appear at first sight, they are by no 
means irreconcilable, if we take.into account the difference in 

the periods referred to. All that jAfanetho says with reference 
to the cruelty, the harshness, and the spirit of destruction mauni- 
fested by the Hyksos, applies merely to the time of the first in- 
vasion, and at most to the first six kings, whose names he gives. 
Besides, we are warranted in assuming that Jfanetho, as an 
Egyptian, or more probably still, the priestly sources to which he 
went for information, indulged their hatred of the foreign rule, 
by painting in the most glaring colours the injury inflicted upon 
their native land. But even granting that the whole is literally 
correct, it must still be admitted that the Hyksos cannot pos- 
sibly have succeeded in completely exterminating the religion and 
culture, the language and customs of Keypt; for any people, and 
most of all, a people of such firniness and marked peculiarity as the 
Kgyptians, would keep fast hold of these possessions under the 
pressure of the severest bondage. And even Munetho himself 
attests that such was not the case, since he states that the Hyksos 
subjugated the national rulers and made them tributary. This pre- 
supposes, as Bunsen (in. 1 p. 33) correctly observes, that they not
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only left them alive, but allowed them to live in conformity with 
their previous habits. And ifthe customs of Egypt stood this first 
shock, no other result was possible, than that its manners and 
customs, which were most intimately related to its language and 
religion, should slowly and gradually, yet certainly and inevit- 
ably, exert their silent influence upon the rude and uncultivated 
conquerors. What has so often been repeated since then, in 
the history of the world, would be snre to occur in this in- 
stance ; namely, that the barbarous conquerors of a cultivated 
people would very soon be conquered} themselves, by the over- 
whelming mental power possessed by the nation they had 
vanguished. Thus did the barbarous conquerors of China adopt 
its religion, its speech, and its customs; and thus also did the 
(Fermanic tribes adopt those of the conquered provinces of Rome. 
If, then, we reflect that at the time when the Israelites entered 
Kigypt, the Hyksos must have been some centuries in the land ; 
there is nothing to astonish usin the fact that the language and 
customs of Egypt prevailed in the court of the Hyksos, especially 
as there are evident signs that these adopted manners were by 
no means assimilated, but rather resembled a coating of varnish 
that had been merely laid upon the surface. 
When Abraham took refuge in Egypt on account of a famine 

(Gen. xii, 10 sqq.), the supremacy of the Hyksos had existed for 
some time, as certain facts and chronological calculations most 
clearly show. But at that time there was no trace of the hatred 
of shepherds, so conspicuous in Joseph’s days. The Pharaoh of 
that day, as well as his court, did not hesitate to associate with 

them even in public. The king himself, who was desirous of 
doing hononr to the Nomad Emir (as his future brother-in-law), 
sent him liberal presents of sheep, oxen, and asses, man-servants 

and maid-servants, she-asses and camels. Did that look hke a 
national ruler ? was it not much more appropriate for a shep- 
herd-king 2? Two hundred years afterwards, when Joseph was 
in Egypt, the physiognomy of the court was completely changed. 
The language, customs, and religion of Egypt were then predo- 
minant at court; and a pastoral life was so far an offence, that 
it was unseemly for a courtier, as well as for the national Egyp- 
tians, to eat with shepherds (Gen. xlili. 32). But these were 
merely matters of expediency, to which the king and the court 
had seen fit to conform. Circumstances were repeatedly occur-
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ring, which proved that this was nothing more than an external 
adoption of the customs and notions of the country. That the 
ruling Pharaoh could venture to naturalise Joseph, the foreigner, 
the slave, and the shepherd’s son, to place him in one of the 
highest posts of honour, and to give him a wife from the most dis- 
tinguished priestly family, was a thing so thorouglily opposed to 
the national habits of the Egyptians, that we cannot conceive it 
to have been possible in the case of a native king, and are almost 
forced to assume the existence of a foreign and despotic govern- 
ment. Morcover, this Pharaoh was still the owner of large 
herds of cattle, for which he selected herdsmen from the immi- 
grant Israelites. But such was the utter abhorrence in which 
a shepherd life was held by the Egyptians, that the wealth of a 
national ruler would have been much morc likely to consist of 
landed property than of herds of cattle. The Hyksos rulers, 
however, most probably despised agriculture at first, just as 
much as the Egyptians despised a pastoral life; and hence it is 
very likely, that when they conquered [Egypt they neglected to 
reserve a sufficient quantity of arable land. But the more 
thoroughly they entered into the habits of the Egyptians, the 
more sensible must they have become of the disadvantage under 
which they laboured, and Joseph very properly thought of pro- 
viding a remedy (Gen. xlvii.). Just as irrecoucilable with the 
idea of a native government, is the unhesitating readiness with 
which a pastoral tribe, like that of the Israelites, was welcomed 
into the land ; especially if the Hyksos period was already past, 
as Lepsius believes. lor in this case the recollection of the 
sufferings of that period would have been most vivid, the hatred 
of shepherds would have been at its height, and the danger of an 
offensive alliance between the immigrants and the banished 
Hyksos or other pastoral tribes of the Kast would immediately 
suggest itself. And yet these are the circumstances under which 
the Israelites are supposed to have been welcome (!), the best 
provinces being allotted to them, and even the gates and keys 
of the whole country being placed in their hands! Joseph 
advised his brethren to tell Pharaoh, without hesitation, that 
they were nomads: a poor recommendation, one would think, 
in the estimation of a national ruler. The aged patriarch, Jacob, 
took upon himself to bless the Egyptian king ;—would a native 
ruler, with his national pride and lis detestation of shepherds,
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have allowed such a thing to be offered to him by a despised 
shepherd-chieftain ? And when Jacob died, the whole of the 
court and the elders of the land of Egypt formed a funeral pro- 
cession, with chariots and horsemen, in honour of the unclean 
shepherd--chief, who was notwithstanding an abomination in 
their eyes! According to 1 Chr. iv. 18, one of Pharaoh’s 
daughters, named Bitjah, was married to Mered, an Israelite. 
How is this conceivable, if the reigning house at that time had 
ceased to have any sympathy with shepherds ? 

Some centuries had elapsed since Joseph's time, when a new 
king arose, who knew nothing of Joseph (Ex. i. 8, ef § 14. 4). 
The Hyksos had been banished, a native ruler (of the eighteenth 
dynasty) had recovered the throne, which had for centuries been 
occupied by usurpers. How intelligible and natural, that 
such a ruler should know nothing of Joseph, or rather should 
not wish to know anything of him! If the previous dynasty 
owed the maintenance of its supremacy to the wise measures 
devised by Joseph, and if the immigration of the Israelites, a 
people connected with them by their similar mode of life, and 
possibly also by descent, was a welcome event to them, the very 
opposite must have been the case with the new and native 
dynasty. From the very outset the Israelites, both as a pastoral 
race and also as the frends and protégés of the Hyksos, ‘must 
have been an object of hatred and disgust. Moreover, this 
shepherd-race had grown to be a numerous people, probably 
even more numerous than the national Egyptians, who had just 
recovered their freedom and their independence ; and they dwelt 
in that part of the land in which their presence would be most 
dangerous, if it should ever occur to thein to enter into alliance 
with the enemies of Egypt outside (Ex. 1.10). How natural 
that the new dynasty should seek to oppress, to weaken, and to 
enslave a people which was so dangerous in its estimation! The 
Israelites were forced to render tributary service; they had to 
make bricks, and build fortresses. How thoroughly does this 
suit the character of the eighteenth dynasty! The Hyksos had 
destroyed so many ancient monuments, that the fresh dynasty 
determined to renew these objects of Egypt’s pride; and it was 
actually under this dynasty, that the greatest number of buildings 
and the most magnificent were erected. Josephus says in his 
Antiquities that the Israelites were compelled to work at the
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pyramids. Whether this is founded upon historical tradition, 
or is an idea of his own; in any case, it is a conjecture which has 
every probability in its favour. The friends and protégés of the 
destroyers were compelled to restore what their protectors had 
demolished. 

But why, it is asked, did not the national dynasty expel the 
Israelites at once along with the Hyksos, if their presence in the 
land was thought so dangerous and threatening? The answer 
to this question is so simple, that we can hardly understand how 
it could ever have been asked. The second book of the Penta- 
teuch furnishes us with the reply. The policy of the Pharaohs 
rendered it more advisable to enslave the Israelites, and, by 
forcing them to perform tributary service, to render them harm- 
less, than to drive away so many thousand men, who were 
actually needed for the accomplishment of their designs. In 
a state like Egypt (when governed by native rulers, and especially 
under the eighteenth dynasty), where the greatest glory was sought 
in the erection of colossal monuments, which must have required 
hundreds of thousands of hands ; nothing could be more desirable, 
than to have a large population of helots in the land, who could 
without difficulty be foreed to perform the hardest tasks. Hero- 
dotus (1. 108) and Diodorus Siculus (i. 56) both show how im- 
portant this was to the Egyptian rulers. According to the former 
the great conqueror Sesostris brought back large crowds of people 
from the conquered lands, who were clestined to render this hard 
tributary service; and the latter states that the same king (2.e. 
Sesoosis) did not employ a single Egyptian in the execution of 
his designs, but that the whole was perforined by captives alone. 
Henee the inscription on all the temples: “no native has been 
einployed in its erection.” 

Before leaving this subject, we must return once more to 
Manetho’s accounts. Both of them contain some particulars, 
which need « somewhat closer examination. The first announces 
that the banished Hyksos went through the desert to Syria, 
settled in Judea, and built JERusaLEM. Is this statement his- 
torical or fictitious? What events had occured in Palestine, 
during the interval between the departure of the Israelites and 
the time of Moses, we cannot tell. Hence we are not in position 
todeny, without further investigation, that there was any his- 
torical foundation for this statement. If the Hyksos left Canaan
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on account of the Assyrian invasion, as we have already shown 
to be very probable; it is also probable, that when they were 
expelled from Egypt, they would first turn their steps in the 
same direction again. Whether they remained there, and settled 
in Judea, as Manetho’s account affirms, or whether they were 
unable to find any settled abode in Canaan, and therefore wan- 
dered further and were lost among the tribes beyond the Jordan, 
the biblical history does not enable us to determine. We are 
not even in a position to reject altogether the statement that 
they built Jerusalem. In the time of the patriarchs, Jerusalem 
was merely called Salem (Vol. 1.§ 55.1). In Joshua’s days, and as 
late as the reign of David, the name of the city was Jebus; and it 
was not till David had conquered it, that it was called Jerusalem. 
This change of names is striking enough ; and it is very possible, 
especially as Jebus was actually the name of a tribe, (Judges 
xix. 10,11), that the Hyksos (or Jebusites) may have conquered 
Salem after their expulsion from Egypt, and called it by the 
name which formerly distinguished their tribe. On such a 
supposition, too, we might possibly obtain some clue to the 
striking fact, that the city was never completely taken by the 
Israelites til] David’s reign. Still we are more inclined to believe, 
that there is some error or confusion of names in Afanetho’s 
account, the cause of which is to be traced to a recollection of 
the close connexion which existed between the Israelites and the 
Hyksos. 

To this conclusion we are more particularly led by the second 
of Manetho’s statements, according to which the leprous Egyp- 
tians (or Israelites), led on by Osarsiph or Moyses, called the 
shepherds of Jerusalem to their assistance, and in alliance with 
them inflicted fresh calamities of every description upon the 
Egyptians. With regard to the latter, no one can overlook the 
fact that we have here an account of the plagues, though it is 
greatly altered to suit the interest of Egypt. And even the sup- 
posed alliance between the lepers and the Hyksos is not altoge- 
ther imaginary. For we learn from the Pentateuch, that a 
number of common people joined the Israelites when they went 
away (§ 35.7). Now as the Israelites allowed these Egyptian 
Pariahs to accompany them, they must have been closely con- 
nected with them; so far at least ‘as to have suffered the same 

constraint and oppression. Hence onr conjecture is that we have
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here the remains of the banished Hyksos. It is true that A/a- 
netho’s first account says nothing about any of the Hyksos being 
left behind. But it is certainly not improbable that this was 
the case. All that the national dynasty wanted to do, was to 
overthrow the despotic rule of the Hyksos, for this it ‘was 
sufficient to expel the king with his officers and soldiers. But 
it was far from being to the interest of the new dynasty to expel 
the Hyksos settlers, who were engaged in agriculture or rearing 
cattle, and had taken no direct part m the war; on the contrary they 
would be more disposed to do all they could to retain those from 
whom they had nothing to fear, that they might use them as 
slaves and helots. Common snfferings would then strengthen 
and knit more closely the connexion, which originally existed 
between the Israelites and the Hyksos; and we can very well 
imagine that the latter would eagerly avail themselves of the 
opportunity of attaching themselves to their fellow sufferers, who 
were about to depart, and thus escaping the oppressive yoke of 
the national Egyptians. And if the Egyptians continued to bear 
in mind the fact, that the Israelites and the Hyksos had left the 
country together ; the traditions of a later age might easily con- 
fuse the whole affair, as Jfanetho’s accounts have evidently done. 
The two fixed points, which had been handed down, were these: 
that the Hyksos had been banished long before the exodus of 
the Israelites, and also that numbers of the Hyksos had after- 
wards left the country along with the Israelites. But to those 
who lived at a later age, these two statements would appear to 
disagree, and either in the legends which existed before the time 
of Afanetho, or by Afanetho himself, they may have been recon- 
ciled and combined on the simple assumption, that Moses recalled 
the Hyksos, who had been previously expelled. 

END OF VOL. II.
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THE OLD COVENANT. 

GENERAL REMARKS. 

§ 1. Frou the time of the Exodus from Egypt, the Israelites 

had borne the character of a redeemed people, a people delivered 

by the strong hand of their God from the house of bondage, where 
the chosen seed, through which all nations of the earth were to be 
blessed, had been treated with contempt as a worthless mob, and 
oppressed as a horde entirely destitute of rights. But now, not 
only had Jehovah liberated the captive maid from the house of 
bondage, but He had also selected her as His bride; and was 

leading her to the marriage-altar at Sinai, where the covenant 

was to be concluded, the result of which would be the birth of 

children like the morning dew. From Sinai, again, He led her 

_as [lis bride into His own honse, to Js ow hearth, into the 

Jand flowing with milk and honey. Thus the sojourn in the 

desert may be regarded under the aspect of the marriaye state, 

as setting before us a picture of wedded love. And in the 

prophecies of Jeremiah (ii. 2, 3) Jehovah is represented as 

saying, “I remember thee, the kindness of thy youth, the love 

of thine espousals, when thou wentest after Me in the desert, in 

a land that was not sown. Israel was holiness to the Lord, the 

first-fruits of his increase. All that devoured him, offended ; 

evil came upon them, saith the Lord.” 

According to another figure, Israel was Jehovah's first-born 

son (vol. it. § 21), brought forth, under the anguish of the
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Egyptian bondage, by the aid of a heavenly midwife. [le 

was brought out of Egypt, the womb in which the embryo 

had attained maturity; and at Sinai he was set apart and 

consecrated as a priestly kingdom, a holy nation, a peculiar 

people. 

But the son needs a tutor during the years of his youth; he 

requires to be educated for his vocation, that the follies of his 

youth may be overcome, that firmness may take the place of 

fickleness, and his weakness may give place to strength. Hence 

Jehovah was not only a loving Father, a faithful Protector to 
His first-born, delivermg him from every trouble and shielding 

him in every danger, but a faithful Teacher, exercising strict 

discipline, punishing every fault without reserve, and following 

the wanderer with unwearied diligence and fidelity, that He 
might reclaim him from all lis errors. 

And even to the newly-marnied bride Jehovah was not only 

a tender Lover, spreading the wings of love over the chosen one, 

but also a strict and jealous Husband, demanding fidelity and 

Jove, punishing unfaithfulness and apostasy, requiring a royal 

heart in the royal bride, seeking by love and discipline to train 
her well, and trying and proving her, to see whether her love 

would remain stedfast in the midst of calamity and trouble. 

Thus the period spent in the wilderness was at the same 

time one of education and discipline, of trial and temptation, of 
punishment and purification. “ Remember,” says Jehovah (Deut. 

vill. 2 sqq.), “all the way which the Lord thy God hath led 

thee these forty years in the wilderness, to humble thee and to 

prove thee, to know what was in thy heart, whether thou 

wouldest keep His commandments, or no. And He humbled 

thee, and suffered thee to hunger, and fed thee with manna, 

which thou knewest not, neither did thy fathers know ; that He 

might make thee know that man doth not live by bread alone, 

but by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of Jehovah 

doth man live. Thy raiment waxed not old upon thee, neither 

did thy foot swell, these forty years. Consider then in thy
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heart, that, as a man chasteneth his son, so the Lord thy God 

chasteneth thee,” ete. (1). 

In order that the Israelites might be entirely set frec from the 

ungodliness of Egypt, to which they were naturally so addicted 

and inclined ; in order that they might be proved, purified, and 

bound more and more closely to God by the bands of love, of 

confidence, and of gratitude; and in order that they might be 

delivered from the broken, cowardly spirit which had been en- 

gendered by a long-continucd slavery, and strengthened till they 

grew into «a free, spirited, and courageous race,—Jchovah led 

This chosen people through the desert. Wile there, they were 

to hold intercourse with their God alone, as in a secret place, 

and to become familiarised with the new relation into which 

they had entered with Ilim. ‘There, too, amidst the troubles and 

calamities, the dangers and privations of a desert life (3), they 

were to receive continual proofs of the mercy and faithfulness 

of Jchovah on the one hand, and of their own unworthiness and 

natural obduracy on the other. But what was to have been 

only a brief period of trial, according to the original design and 

intention of God, became, on account of the guilt of the people 

and the judgment of Jchovah, a long period of detention and 

purification. Instead of the two years’ sojourn in the desert, 

which would have sufficed for the original purposes, forty years 

were required to answer the new ends which had to be accomn- 

plished now (2). 
The pilgrimage of Israel through the desert to the promised 

land presents three points, around which all the rest is grouped, 

as aronnd so many generative centres: jirst, the rest at Sinai, 

where they were set apart as the people of God, and where the 

covenant with Jehovah was concluded ; secondly, the sojourn at 

Kadesh, in the desert of Paran, where the unbelicf of the 

Israclites came to a head, and the Divine sentence was pro- 

nounced, that they should be detained in the wilderness for 

forty years; and thirdly, their stay in the plains of Moab, where 

the period of the curse came to an end, and the new gencration
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arrived at the goal of its pilgrimage and the borders of the 
promised land. Taking these, then, as the central points, the 

history of this period may be divided into three epochs: (1) 
Israel in the desert of Sinai; (2) Israel in the desert of Paran ; 

(3) Israel in the plain of Moab. 

(1.) On the desert itself, and the sojourn of the Israelites 
there, as a place and period of temptation and purification, see 
ITengstenberg’s excellent remarks in his Christology, vol. i., p. 
247 sqq. (translation). 

(2.) The trial and discipline of the forty years’ sojourn in 
the desert were not without fruit. Even whilst they were 
encamped in the plain of Moab, there were evident signs that a 
new generation had grown up, in which the hard, rebellious, 
and unbelieving heart had been overcome. This was still more 
apparent in the period immediately following—viz., the age of 
Joshua—when the people displayed a liveliness and strength of 
faith, and a pure, deep, full consciousness of God, such as never 
prevailed to so great an extent in any subsequent period. 

(3.) On the possibility of finding supplies in the desert, suffi- 
cient to sustain so great a number, sce [Zengstenberg on Balaam 
and his Prophecies (p. 561, translation). There are, at the present 
time, in the entire desert not more than 5000 inhabitants, who 
obtain but scanty supplies, and that with the greatest difficulty. 
In fact, they are not maintained from their own resources ; for, 
were it not for what they earn as guides and servants to tra- 
vellers, even they would be unable to exist. How then, it is 
asked, is it conceivable that two or three millions of people, with 
a proportionate quantity of cattle, should have lived in the desert 
for forty years? It is evident at once, that at the present day, 
and under existing circumstances, this would be an absolute 
impossibility. But it may also be shown, that in many respects 
the circumstances were formerly very different. (1.) The desert 
must have contained a much greater number of oases, abounding 
in grass and springs of water. Even apart from Biblical testi- 
mony, we have evidence that the desert was inhabited by 
numerous hordes, both before the Christian era (though subse- 
quent to the days of Moses) and in the Byzantine, Christian age. 
On this subject K. Ritter writes (in the Evang. Kalender 1852, 
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p- 48): “The number of inscriptions left by a native population 
of shepherds, which at some period or other settled there (see 
§ 5, 2), is so great in many of the valleys, where they cover the 
face of the rocks even to the very summit, that at the time when 
they were first made, there must have been a very numcrous 
population in this part of the wilderness; though they have 
remainec entirely unknown, and no contemporaneous account of 
them is to be found in any records as far back as the age in 
which the Mosaic pilgrimage ocewrred. But, in any case, they 
furnish a striking proof of the fact, that in the centuries imme- 
diately before and after our reckoning, the barrenness of this 
district was by no means so great, as to render it impossible for a 
considerable body of people to remain in it for a very lengthened 
period. The objections, therefore, which have been offered to 
the statement, that so large a number of Israelites sojourned for 
half a century in the peninsula of Sinai, and which have all 
been founded upon the scanty population of Bedouins at present 
inhabiting that district, necessarily fall entirely to the ground.” — 
(2.) The Israelites brought a great quantity of cattle with them 
from Keypt (Ex. xxxiv. 3; Num. xx. 19, xxxii. 1); and whilst, 
on the one hand, the cattle required a plentiful supply of grass, 
on the other, it furnished a by no means insignificant provision 
of milk and flesh for the sustenance of the people, and of leather, 
wool, and hair for their clothing.—(3.) When the Israclites 
were assured, after their rejection at Kadesh, that they would 
have to remain in the wilderness for thirty-seven or thirty-eight 
vears, they may, in fact must, have set up domestic establishments 
there (vid. § 41). Tf, then, even at the present time, there are 
particular spots to be found in the desert in which the Bedouins 
sow and reap, we may certainly assume that the Israchites, who 
had learnt the arts of agriculture and horticulture in Egypt, 
and had acquired a taste for such pursuits, carried the same 
thing out to a far greater extent, since the state of the country 
was apparently much more favourable at that time than it is 
now.—(4.) We learn from Deut. ii. 6, 7, that the Israclites, at 
least on the eastern side of the land of Idumea, purchased 
provisions of the inhabitants for money. We may suppose the 
same to have taken place on the western side. ‘The desert was 
at that tine intersected by several caravan roads. With the 
active trade which was carried on between Egypt and Asia, the
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desert must have been traversed frequently enough by caravans, 
from which the Israelites may have obtained, by barter or for 
money, such provisions as would otherwise have been beyond 
their reach. We must bear in mind that they came out of 
Kgypt “with great substance.”—(5.) But, notwithstanding all 
this, the Scriptures describe the wilderness as “ great and 
terrible,’ and contain accounts of many instances im which want 
and privation caused the people to murmur and complain. 
Hence, in addition to the natural supplies, which were far from 
sufficing for so great a number, and were not always at hand, a 
special provision was required on the part of God; and such a 

provision was amply made, not only in a natural way—namely, 
through the ordinary blessings of His providence—but in a 
supernatural manner also, by extraordinary manifestations of 
Ifis miractlous power.



SHCTION Tf. 

ISRAEL IN THE DESERT OF SINALI. 

CoMPane the works cited at vol. ii. § 10; also A. Ritter, “dic 
sinaitische Halbinsel und die Wege der Kinder Israel zum 

Sinai,” in J. Pipers “ Evang. Kalender,” vol. nii., Berlin 1852, 

p- 31 sqq.—h. Lepsius, “ Reise von Theben nach der [albinsel 
des Sinai,” Berlin 1846; and his “ Briefe aus Aegypten, Acthi- 

opien und der Halbinsel des Sinai,” Berlin 1852—J. Val. 
Kutscheit, “Werr Prof. Lepsius und der Sinai,’ Berlin 1846.— 

Fr. Dieterici, “ Reisebilder aus dem Morgenlande,” Berlin 1853, 

vol. ii. 13 sqq.—A. Grail, “ Reise nach Ostindien tiber Paliistina 

und Aegypten,” Leipzig 1854, vol. ii. 

WALT AT MARA AND ELIM. 

§ 2. (Ex. xv. 22-xvi. 1, and Num. xxxili. 8-11.)—The first 

place of encampment on the eastern side of the gulf, was un- 

doubtedly in the neighbourhood of the modern Ayun Musa (5) 

(i.c., the fountains of Moses). The people proceeded thence in 

a south-easterly direction, along the eastern shore of the gulf, 

aid travelled three days through the desert of Shur (5) without 

finding water. At length they reached a well, in whjch there 

was an abundance of water, that promised to relieve thei press- 

ing wants. Lut the water proved to be so bitter, that it was 

impossible to partake of it; and hence the place received the 

name of Afarah (t.e., bitterness). It is probably identical with 

the modern well called Ain Lowarah (5). This grievous dis-
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appointment of their hopes stirred up the fainting people to mur- 
mur against their leader. In his distress of mind, Moses turned 

to Jehovah and implored assistance. It was granted him. Jeho- 
rah pointed out to him a tree, which he cast into the well, and 

the water was immediately sweetened (1). This was the first 

test to which the Israclites were subjected during their proba- 

tionary sojown in the wilderness (§ 1); and the first proof that 
had been given of the mercy and faithfulness of God, in contrast 

with the obduracy of the people, since the time when they first 

became a redeemed nation (2).—The next station was Llim, 
where twelve wells of water and seventy palm-trees, from the 

very significance of the numbers, invited the people to rest (3). 

There is hardly any doubt that this resting-place was identical 

with the modern Wady Gharandel (5). On leaving Elim they 
entered a plain by the Red Sea (Num. xxuiii. 10), probably at 
the point where the modern Wady Tayibeh (Taibeh) opens into 

the plain by the promontory of Ras Abu-Zelimeh. On the 15th 
day of the second month (4) they encamped in the desert of 

Sin (5). 

(1.) Even Josephus (Antiquities i. 1, 2) attempts to give 
a natural explanation of the miracle at Marah ; but his attempt 

is at all events so far a failure, that there appears to have been 
no reason whatever for casting the tree into the well. He says 
that, after Moses had thrown the tree into the water, he caused 
the well to be more than half-emptied, and then the water (which 
flowed fresh into the well) was drinkable.— Burckhardt endea- 
voured to find a clue to the miracle of Moses. He thought he 
could sweeten the bitter water at Howarah by the berries of the 
Ghurknd shrub (Peganum retusum), which is very abundant in 
that district. But, apart from the fact that the scriptural record 
speaks of wood and not of berries, and that the berries cannot 
have been ripe at that period of the year (vid. Robinson, 98), 
the result, at which Moses aimed, was not in any way connected 
with such means as these. Both Burckhardt and Robinson in- 
quired in vain of the native Arabs, whether they were acquainted 
with any method by which the bitter water could be made
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drinkable. For this reason Lepsius determined to institute an 
inquiry, that he might get to the root of the matter; but unfor- 
tunately he found no opportunity of gratifying Ins curiosity. 
He says in his “ Reise” (p. 25): “The means employed by 
Moses for making the water drinkable—viz., with the wood, the 
bark, or the fruit of a tree or shrub, which must have abounded 
in those valleys—have wndoubtedly been lost ; but a lengthened 
search upon the spot would possibly lead to their recovery. I 
have brought home a number of the most common trees,— 
gathered, it is true, in the higher valleys ; but as yct I have had 
ho opportunity of making experiments with them.” utschett 

(p. 12) ridicules this idea of “the very learned German pro- 
fessor,”°—in our opinion somewhat unjustly. For the scriptural 
record does not necessarily shut us up to the conclusion that a 
miracle was performed: Moses prayed to Jehovah, and Jehovah 
showed him a tree, ete. The words leave it open to us to infer 
that the means employed were perfectly natural, and such as 
would have sufficed to produce a similar effect at any time, even 
wider different circumstances. Nor is it in itself incredible 
that there nay have been some kind of tree in existence, which 
acted chemically upon the water so as to deprive it of its bitter- 
ness. Probable, however, we do not think it; and the ndive 
assurance with which Lepsius assumes that the process was 
perfectly natural, and therefore may be imitated still, reminds 
us of the respectable German Rationalism of a bygone age. 
For our part, we agree with Luther, who says: “The water 
was naturally bitter; but as they were to drink it on this occa- 

sion, the Lord ordered a tree, or picce of wood, to be thrown in, 
and it became sweet. Not that the wood possessed this property ; 
but it was a miracle which God determined to perform by His 
word, without any co-operation on the part of Moses, and the 
water soon lost the bitterness which it had before.’ Laborde 
correctly says (Comment., p. 84): “Sil existait un moyen 
naturel de rendre douces des eanx sauinitres, moyen aussi simple 
et aussi rapide, que celui dont Moyse fit usage & Marah, soyons 
persuades, quwil ne se serait jamais perdu, et que les Arabes du 
Sinai l'anraient conservé comme le don Je plus prégicux, qu'on 
pourrait leur faire; si méme ce moyen avait existé ou existait 
quelque part, il aurait étendu son pouvoir sur toutes ces con- 
trées, qui plus ou moins en pouvaient profiter avec les mémes
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avantages.” Such a view as this undoubtedly imposes upon us 
the obligation to inquire, what end was answered by the tree, if the 
change in the water belonged to the department of pure miracle ? 
We reply: The sweetening of the bitter water of Marah stands 
in evident and intentional contrast to the change in the Nile, by 
which the sweet and pleasant water was rendered unfit for use. 
The latter was the commencement of the penal discipline inflicted 
by Jehovah upon the Egyptians; in the former, we see the 
commencement of the educational discipline to which Jehovah 
was abont to subject the Israelites. In the one case, the staf’ of 
Moses touched the sweet Nile, and its water became corrupt and 
stinking ; in the other, the opposite effect was produced by 
wood. There, the (dead) stick made the healthy water un- 
wholesome; here, a (living) tree made the unhealthy water 
whole. ‘This first miracle in the desert ushered in and guaran- 
teed a whole series of miracles in the desert for the recovery 
(chap. xv. 26: “ For Iam Jehovah, thy Physician”) and well- 
being of Israel; just as the first miraculous plague in Egypt 
ushered in an entire series of punishments inflicted upon 
Mizraim.—Typologists have not failed to make the attempt to 
find in this onpetoy a certain connection with the plan of salva- 
tion. Tertullian observes (de bapt. 9): “ Lignum illud erat 
Christus venenate et amare retro nature venas in saluberrimas 
aquas baptismi remedians.’ ‘Theodoret says: 76 yap cwrnptov 
Tov otaupov EvAov THY TiuKpay Tav EOvav éyrAvKavE OddaTTaY. 
But Luther’s explanation is the finest. He says: “Two things 
are manifested here: first, that the water, 7.e., the law, is not 
sweetened without the interposition of Moses, who causes man 
to murmur by the terrors of the law, and thus pains him with 
bitterness, so that he longs for help; and then, when the Holy 
Spirit comes, at once it is made sweet. Now, this tree of life is 
the Gospel, the word of the grace, the mercy, and the goodness 
of God. When the Gospel is plunged into the law and the 
knowledge of sin which the law produces, and when it touches a 
heart in which the law has caused sadness, anxiety, terror, and 
confusion, it is at once delightful to the taste.” Compare Sal. 
Deyling, dg aquis amaris ligni injectione a Mose mitigatis, in his 
Observv. ss. iii., p. 62 sqq. 

(2.) The scriptural record expressly describes the event at 
Marah under the aspect of a trial (ver. 25, “there He tried
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them’’). Thus their journey througli the wilderness was opened 
with a trial; just as Abraham was put to the proof when he first 
entered the land of his pilgrimage (vol. i. § 52, on Gen. xii. 10 
sqq.). Jehovah chose and redeemed the Israelites; He led them 

out of Egypt into the desert; and thus took upon Ilimself the 

obligation to protect and maintain them there. The Israelites, on 
the other hand, who had already experienced how miraculously 
Jehovah rescues and aids, were required to trust in God and give 
proof of their faith, even where the eye of man could detect no 
way by which help or deliverance could come. This was the 
position in which the people were now placed. They had left 
Kigypt, with its abundance of sweet and wholesome water, for the 
purpose of escaping from slavery; but the desert, the place of 
freedom, the asylum of safety, threatened them with death from 
exhaustion. Then they muwmured against Moses; and to mur- 

miu against Moses was, in fact, to murmur against Jehovah. 
How ungrateful and unbelieving, and yet how natural! But 
this was just the intention of the trial, The unholy, natural root 
of the heart was to be laid bare, that it might be healed and 
sanctified by the discipline and merey of God; it was necessary 
that the murmuring should be heard, m order that it might be 
brought to shame, and counteracted by the mercy and faithful- 
ness of God. This really occurred: the bond by which Israel 
was united to his God was thus drawn closer and knit more 
firmly ; and, as a seal thereof, God gave the people on this occa- 
sion “a statute and an ordinance,’ and said: “If thou wilt 
diligently hearken to the voice of Jehovah thy God, and do that 
which is right in His sight, etc., I will put none of these diseases 
upon thee, which [ have brought upon the Egyptians, for J am 
Jehovah, thy Physician.” Thus the difference, which Jehovah 
had already made in Egypt between Israel and the Egyptians, 
was to be still perpetuated, so long as Israel would maintain its 
own distinction from the heatlien, as the people of God, by obedi- 
ence to Jehovah’s will. 

(3.) Jslim presents the same contrast to J/arah, as the tempta- 
tion on the part of God to the fruit of that temptation, or as 
the state of heart evinced by the murmuring people to the 
loving-kindness and mercy of Jehovah. AfLarah was the repre- 
sentative of the desert, so far as it was the scene of trial and 
discipline ; Jedi, so far as it was the place in which a covenant
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was made with God, and His gracious guidance was enjoyed. 
Elim was a place expressly prepared for Israel; for it bore the 
characteristic mark of the nation, in the number of its wells and 
palm-trees: there was a well for every tribe ready to refresh 
both man and beast, and the shade of a palm-tree for the tent of 
every one of the elders of the people (chap. xxiv. 9). 

(4.) The people encamped in the desert of Sin on the fifteenth 
day of the second month. On the fifteenth day of the first 
month they prepared to depart from Egypt. There were only 
seven stations between Rameses and Sin, and a full month had 
been occupied in the journey. In this we find another confirma- 
tion of the explanation we have given at vol. 11. § 36, 7. More- 
over, this chronological datwm serves evidently and completely 
to explain the account, which immediately follows, of the general 
want of bread. The supply which they brought from Egypt 
had all been consumed during their thirty days’ journey. 

(5.) We bring this paragraph to a close with a GEOGRAPHI- 
CAL Survey of the district traversed. After the Israelites had 
crossed the gulf, they marched for three days through the desert 
of Suur (or Eruay, as it is called in Num. xxxiii.) without 
finding water. There can be no doubt as to the direction which 
they took. They marched towards Sinai in a south-easterly 
direction from the point at which they crossed the sea, in a line 
parallel with the eastern shore of the gulf. Hence thie desert of 
Shur or Etham must have extended at least a three days’ jour- 
ney from the northern extremity of the gulf, before Marah was 
reached. But we have good ground for placing its boundaries 
beyond these hmits towards both north and south. For it is 
nowhere stated that Marah and Elim were not in the desert; 

and it is not till the next station but one after Elim that a fresh 
desert is spoken of, viz., the desert of Sin. We should therefore 
place the southern boundary of the desert of Shur at the point 
where the steep promontory of Hammam Faraun intersects the 
northern shore of the sea. It is not so easy to determine the 
northern limits of the desert of Shur or Etham. We must first 
of all examine the names themselves. It has already been shown, 
at vol. 1. § 42, 1, that Etham was an Egyptian border for- 
tress at the northern extremity of the gulf; and from this 
fortress the desert, which touched it on the west, received the 
name of Etham. Shur was also a city on the Egyptian frontier,
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as we may gather from Gen. xvi. 7, xx. 1, xxv. 18; 1 Sam. 
xv. 7, xxvii. 8. When Hagar fled from Palestine to Egypt, 
the angel of the Lord found her by a fountain in the desert on 
the way to Shur. Abram lived for some time at Gerar, between 
Kadesh and Shur. According to the other passages, Shur stood 

in front of Egypt (Q°I82"8 2y).” The whole of these passages 

lead to the conclusion, that Shur is to be regarded as an eastern 
frontier town of Egypt, between the Mediterranean and thie 
northern end of the Heroopolitan Gulf, and hence that the desert 
of Shur was the entire tract of desert by which Egypt was 
bounded on the east. Josephus substitutes Pelusium for Shur 
in 1 Sam. xv. 7, and hence J. D. Michaelis identified the two 
cities. Roediger, on the other hand (in Gesentus’ Thesaurus, s. v.), 
conjectures that Shur was at the northern end of the gulf, in the 
neighbourhood of the modern Suez,—an assumption to which 
we cannot possibly subscribe, as we have already scen (vol. ii. 
§ 39, 1) that formerly the gulf must have extended much farther 
towards the north. But if Etham was situated at this conjec- 
tural northern extremity, we must certainly seek for Shur much 
farther towards the north. Saadias renders Shur el Jifar. But by 
the desert of el Jifar the modern Arabians understand the tract 
of desert which les between Egypt and the more elevated desert 
of et-Tih, and stretches from the Mediterranean to the Gulf of 
Suez. And the Biblical notices of the desert of Shur harmonise 
very well with these boundaries, with the single exception that 
the desert, as we have just seen from Ex. xv., must have ex- 
tended still farther in a southerly direction, along the eastern 
shore of the gulf. (Consult especially fr. TZuch, im the Zeit- 
schrift der deutsch-morgenliindischen Gesellschaft, vol. i. pt. 2, 
p- 173 sqq. 

The first resting-place, after the successful passage through 
the Red Sea, may undoubtedly be still seen in the group of 
Aloses-Springs, AxtN Musa. It is situated opposite to Suez 
towards the south-west. Even if we have to seek the spot where 
the Israclites first trod the soil of Arabia somewhat farther 
towards the north, this is by no means at variance with 
such an assumption; for Moses would be sure to select as his 
place of encampment the nearest spot in which water and vege- 
tation could be found, and no other choice remained than this 
place of springs. “It is certainly not without reason,” says 
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Dieterici, ii. 16, “ that the springs have heen called by this name: 
this is the only green spot in the northern part of the barren 
wilderness in which water can be obtained, and which is close 
upon the sea-shore.” or some years past this lovely and fertile 
oasis of the desert has been ornamented by some of the richer 
inhabitants of Suez with a summer-house and pleasure-grounds 
(Tischendorf, 1. 172). In the year 1810 Seetzen found only 
seventeen wells open, whereas formerly there had been twenty ; 
and counted only twenty-five young palm-trees, where a hundred 
thousand might be grown with care (Monatl. Corresp. xxvii. 72). 
Robinson, again, counted only seven wells, some of which appeared 
to have been but lately recovered by digging in the sand. The 
water of these wells is rendered brackish and bitter by their proxi- 
mity to the sea, as is the case all along the eastern coast ; at the 
same time it is drinkable, and better than any other in the neigh- 
bourhood, especially that which is found at Suez. (See Ritter, 
Erdkunde xiv. 824, 825.) 

The place of encampment at Maran has been almost uni- 
versally recognised, since the time of Burckhardt, as identical 
with the well (Ain) Howarah, which had never been mentioned 
before. It is situated at a distance of fifteen or sixteen hours’ 
journey from the wells of Moses,—a distance which answers ad- 
mirably to the three days’ journey of the Israelites. The country 
between is a sandy desert, entirely destitute of water. The 
water of the Howarah well is impregnated with alum and salt, 
and more bitter than any other water that is met with in the 
ordinary routes of the peninsula. The basin, whose white rocky 
substance has evidently been formed in the course of time by a 
precipitate from the water, is said by Robinson (i. 96) to be six 
or eight feet across, whilst the water is about two feet deep. 
‘“ Round the well there are some stunted palm-trees, and a large 
number of bushes of the Ghurkud shrub, which bears juicy and 
slightly acidulous berries, resembling the barberry.” Dieterici 
says (11. 20): “ The small bitter well in the barren sand, and 
the scanty vegetation, make it difficult to form any conception 
of the manner in which the people, who so soon forgot the mercy 
of God, can have encamped on this spot, and how so many 
thirsty lips can have been refreshed from a basin which is so 
diminutive now. But the well, which is now choked with sand, 
may formerly have flowed more copiously ; and even the gifts of
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the desert may be increased by perseverance. Since, then, all 
the signs evidently tend to show, that at the time of the Israelitish 
wanderings the peninsula was cultivated to a much greater ex- 
tent than it is now, we are forced to the conclusion, that even 
this well was maintained with greater care. Its present neglected 
state is the cause of its scanty supply.” 

“ Tt was not till after my return from Sinai,” says Graul 
(ii. 254), “that I learned at Cairo that the well-known sheikh, 
Tuweileb, was acquainted with a well on the hills to the right 
of Ain-ILawarah, the water of which is so bitter that neither 
man nor beast can drink it. rom this spot the road leads direct 
to the site of the W. Gharandel, where water may be obtained.” 

The next place of encampment, Exim, is said by Aosmas 
Indikopleustes (about A. Dp. 540), in his Topography, to have been 
called ‘Paifod in his day. From the context, however, it is evi- 
dent that this Raithu cannot be identical with the modern 
Raithu, near the southern harbour Tor or Tur, which was fixed 
upon by later tradition as the site of Elim, but must have been 
situated much farther to the north (cf. A. Ritter, xiv. 14). 
Breydenbach, who visited the peninsula in the year 1483, was of 
opinion that the Wady Gharandel, which is some hours’ journey 
to the south of [fowarah, corresponded to the Biblical Elim. 
(“ In torrentem incidimus, dictum Orondem, ubi figentes tentoria 
propter aquas, quae illic reperiebantur, nocte mansimus illa. 
Sunt eniin in loco isto plures fontes vivi, aquas claras scaturicn- 

tes. Sunt et palme mute ibi, unde suspicabamur illic esse 
desertuin /Telym.” See Ruumer, p. 24.) Nearly every modern 
traveller coincides in this opinion. “ Three hours after,” says 
Burckhardt (reckoning from Towarah), we reached Wady Gha- 
randel, which runs towards the north-east. It was nearly a mile 
broad, and full of trees. About half an hour from the spot 
where we halted, in a southern direction, there is a copious spring 
and a small brook, which render this valley the principal halting- 
place in the entire route.” Jtobinson speaks to the same effect. 
(i. 110): This Wady “is deeper and better supplied with bushes 
and shrnbs than any we had yet seen; and, like Sudr and 
Wardau, it bore marks of having had water running in it the 
present year, Straggling trees of various kinds are found in it. 
A. few small palm-trees are scattered through the valley.” 

Tischendorf says (i. 189): * This is a glorious oasis: at the 
VOL. LIL. B
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place where we rested, it lies enclosed like a jewel between the 
chalky cliffs. We reposed for a long time in the grass, which 
was as tall as ourselves; tamarisks and dwarf palms stretched 
like a garland from east to west.” Every traveller pronounces 
the water of this valley disagreeable, as it has a brackish taste, 
but it is by no means so bitter as that at Howarah. Water is 
also found on digging to a little depth in the sand.—Graul is 
fully convinced that the Wady Gharandel is identical with the 
Biblical Elim. He describes the valley as a combination: of 
fertility and loveliness, to which the Wady Feiran alone presents 
any parallel in the whole of the peninsula—As the Wady 
Gharandel extends as far as the sea, Dieterict (11. 22) is of 
opinion that the encampment of the Israelites may have stretched 
to the sea-shore; and to this he refers the expression Ex. xv. 
27, “ And they encamped there by the waters.” But there can 
be no doubt that it is much more appropriate to refer this ex- 
pression to the twelve wells of water in the valley— Laborde 
protests against this identification of Elim and Gharandel, on 
the ground that the distance from Howarah to Gharandel is too 
short (three hours), and that it is too far from Gharandel to the 
next station on the Red Sea (eight hours) for the Israclites to 
have reached it in a single day’s march. He places Elim, there- 
fore, at the Wady Useit (Osseita), which is situated at a distance 
of three hours farther to the south, and thus divides the whole 
distance into two day’s journeys of five or six hours each. With 
reference to Wady Useit, Robinson says (i. 102): “ This valley 
resembles Ghurundel, though not so large; and has a few small 
palm-trees, and a little brackish water standing in holes.” 

Laborde, on the other hand, speaks of a “source assez bonne et 
de palmiers nombreux.” Robinson appears to us to have offered a 
complete reply to his objections. He says (i. 105): “ As Ghu- 
rundel is one of the most noted Arab watering-places, and the 
Israelites probably would have rested there several days, it would 
not be difficult for them for once to make a longer march, and 
thus reach the plain near the sea. Besides, in a host like that 
of the Israelites, consisting of more than two millions of people, 
with many flocks, it can har rdly be supposed that they all marched 
in one body. More probably the stations, as enumerated, refer 
rather to the head-quarters of Moses and the elders, with a por- 
tion of the people, who kept near them; while other portions
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preceded or followed them at various distances, as the conve- 
nience of water and pasturage might dictate.” 

The next station, “By THE RED Sra” (Num. xxxiii.), not- 
withstanding this indefinite announcement, may be fixed upon 
with greater certainty and precision than any of the foregoing, on 
account of our intimate acquaintance with the ground. If the 
caravan proceeded south from the Wady Gharandel or the 
Wady Useit, it cannot have reached the Red Sea by any other 
route than through the Wady Taytbeh (or Taibe) ; for there is a 
‘ange of mountains at the south of the Wady Useit, which ter- 
minates in the steep promontory of Jdammam Dluff, or Faraun 
(which is pointed out in Arabian legends as the scene of Pha- 
raoh’s destruction), and approaches so nearly to the sea as to 
render it impossible to pass along the shore. The Israelites 
must therefore have gone round these mountains. The next 
valley, the Wady Thal, which passes through the mountains to 
the sea merely as a narrow gorge, must also have been crossed. 
They then arrived at Wady Shebekeh (Shubeikeh), from which 
the Wady Tayibeh branches off towards the east, and leads to 
the sea-shore. “We reached,” says Strauss (p. 142), “the 
broad and beautiful valley of Tayibeh, which is covered with 
tamarisks and fresh herbage, and where we found the rain of 
the previous autumn still remaining in many a deep pool. The 
valley winds about between steep rocks, and frequently it appears 
to lead into an enclosure from which there is no outlet, until 
suddenly an opening is discovered at the side. After travelling 
about eight hours from Ghurundel, we arrived once more at the 
Red Sea (near Ras Zelimeh). To the north the mountains and 

rocks came close upon the sea, but towards the south a plain 
opened before us, which was bounded on the east by wild and 
rugged rocky formations.” ‘This was undoubtedly the station of 
the children of Israel by the Red Sea. The sandy plain, on 
which there is a great quantity of vegetation, runs along by the 
sea-shore for three or four miles, and is about three quarters of a 
inile in breadth; but after this the rocky wall approaches so 
nearly to the sea, that it is only at the ebb that there is any 
road at all. The road then leads into a much more extensive 
desert plain, which is of considerable breadth, and runs by the 
side of the sea as far as Ras Mohammed, at the southern ex- 
tremity of the peninsula. The present name of the plain is
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El-Kaa, and it is probable that the DESERT oF Sr had the 
same boundaries. The halting-place of the children of Israel in 
the desert of Sin must be sought for in the northern part of this 
desert plain, probably near to the spot where the fountain of 
Murkah (Marcha) still offers to the traveller a resting-place 
abundantly supplied with drinkable water.—The foregoing de- 
scription of the desert of Sin is adopted by Robinson, Ritter, and 
others. Raumer, Laborde, and Kutscheit, on the other hand, 
place the encampment “ by the Red Sea” at the spot which we 
suppose to have been the next station (namely, at Ain Murkah 
in the plain of El-Kaa), and seek for the commencement of the 
desert of Sin to the east of the plain of Iil-Kaa, in one of the 
wadys by which you reach the mountains of Sinai, namely, in 
the Wady Nasb or the Wady Mokattcb (cf. § 5, 1, 2).—The 
opinion which Lepsius has attempted to establish is widely dif- 
ferent from both of these. This celebrated Egyptologist, who 
landed at Tor, and, after making an excursion into the moun- 
tains of Sinai, embarked again at the harbour of Zelimeh, has 
pronounced the ordinary notions respecting the Israelitish sta- 
tions for the most part decidedly erroneous, appealing to his 
own observations in proof of his assertion. He rejeets at onee 
the idea of transferring the station at Marah to the Howarah 
spring (Jeise, p. 24), for “it is not even situated in a wady, and 
therefore the flocks could have found no pasture ; moreover, the 
only thing by which it is distingwushed is bad water, and hence 
there was no reason why the name of a station should have been 
given to it even in ancient times (?!!).” It is quite as errone- 
ous, he says, to place Elim in the Wady Gharandel. On the 
contrary, Marah ought to be placed at Gharandel, and Elim at 
the point where the Wady Tayibeh opens into the plain of 
Zelimch. The next station, “by the Red Sea,’ must therefore 
be sought at the harbour of Zelimeh. The proximity and 
elose connection of these two stations sufficiently explain the 
fact, that in the leading account (Ex. xv.) the station by the 
Ited Sea is omitted. The reason evidently was, that “there 
was nothing partieular to distinguish it from Elm, the water- 
ing-place of the harbour, which bore most probably the same 
name” (Briefe, p. 3843). But if the Israclites encamped at 
the opening of the Wady Tayibeh, it may be assumed as 
eertain, that their camp must have extended as far as the
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sea-shore, which was scarcely half an hour's journey distant. 
The two stations would then coincide; and the writer of Nun. 

Xxxili, must have trifled in a most incompreliensible manner, 
when he wrote, “ And they departed from Elim, and encamped 
by the Red Sea.” —Lepsius has also started a new theory respect- 
ing tlie boundary of the desert of Sin. The expression employed 
in Idx. xvi. 1, “which lies between Elim and Sinai,” he interprets 
as meaning that. the whole tract of desert from Zelimeh to Mount 
Sinai (z.e., Serbal, in his opinion) was called the Desert of Sin. 
“Tor,” he says (Briefe, p. 344), “there would be no sense in the 
statement that the desert of Sin was sitnated between Elim and 
Sinai, unless we were to understand that it extended to Sinai, or 
even farther. Ifence, when we read that the next time they 
removed, they went from the desert of Sin to Rephidim, we 
‘uve not to suppose that they left the desert; on the contrary, 
they remained there till they reached Simai, whose name Sid 
(i.c., the mountain of Sin) was evidently first derived from the 
district, and which must, therefore, not be looked for outside the 
limits of the desert. The same inference may be drawn from 
the account of the manna, which the Israelites reccived in the 
desert of Sin; for the first place in which we meet with manna 
is in the valleys in the neighbourhood of Firan, and it is no more 
to be found in the sandy plains by the sea-shore, than in the 
more elevated district of Jebel M[usa.” The objection drawn 
from the manna is founded upon the assumption, that the manna 
which still trickles from the tarfah shrub is exactly the same as 
the manna of the Bible. But, to say the least, snch an assump- 
tion lacks that undoubted certainty which alone could justify us 
in making it the foundation of further arguments. And even if 
it possessed this certainty, it would not sustain what it is meant 
to prove. For how does Lepsius know that the plain of Il-lKaa 
was just as destitute of tarfal shrubs three thonsand years ago 
as it is now? The growth of the tarfah, and therefore the 
existence of manna, is confined at present to the wadys which 
surround or intersect the two mountaiu-groups of the peninsula ; 
farther north no traces of either are anywhere to be found. Yet 
if we reduce the Biblical account of the distribution of manna 
among the people to the smallest possible scale (cf. Llengstenberg, 
Balaam, p. 561 sqq., translation), it will be impossible for any 
one to deny that the Israelites must have partaken of mauna in
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many parts of the peninsula, where there are no signs of the 
tarfah bushes to be met with now (see Exodus xvi. 35, and 
below, § 3, 2).—Again, the argument of the learned Egyptologist 
falls to the ground, if it can be proved, as we shall presently see 
that it can (§ 8, 3), that his assertion as to the identity of the 
Serbal and the mountain on which the law was given is without 
foundation. And, on the other hand, the assertion that Serbal 
is equivalent to Sinai cannot possibly be correct, if the alleged 
boundary of the desert of Sin is erroneous.—We shall now pro- 
ceed to the proofs of the latter. We observe at the outset, that 
the derivation of the name of Mount Sinai from the desert of 
Sin, which is supposed to have touched it, appears to us a very 
strange one. It is quite as unnatural in itself, as it is opposed to 
all analogy. For in every other case, without -exception, the 
deserts and wadys are named after the mountains, and not the 
inountains after the adjoining plains; and it is a priori most un- 
natural to suppose “that the most promient object in a country 
derived its name from some insignificant object which happened 
to be near it” (Kutscheit, p.17). But we cannot possibly con- 
ceive what it was that led the learned professor to maintain that 
all the subsequent stations up to Sinai must have been situated 
within the desert of Sin. Read, for example, Num. xxxiii. 12 
sqq. (cf. Ex. xvii. 1): “And they took their journey out of the 
desert of Sin, and encamped in Dophkah. And they departed 
from Dophkah, and encamped in Alush. And they removed from 
Alush, and encamped at Rephidim. . . . And they departed 
from Rephidim, and pitched in the wilderness of Sinai.’ Who, 
on reading this, could possibly imagine that they were all the 
while in the desert.of Sin, and that even the.wilderness of Sinai 
itself was part of the same desert? It seems to us as clear as it 
possibly can be, that the station of Dophkah was outside the 
desert of Sin. Moreover, the first look at a map convinces us at 
once of the impossibility of Lepstus’ explanation. It is very 
conceivable that the whole of the plain along the coast, which 
stretches almost without interruption to the southern extremity 
of the peninsula, may have been called by the common name of 
desert of Sin. The similarity in the character of the whole of 
the district would sufficiently account for this. But it is utterly 
inconceivable and impossible that the whole of the tract between 
Ras Zelimeh and Serbal should have been classed as one district,
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and distinguished from the rest by acommon name. Tlic broad, 
level, sandy plain on the one hand, and on the other the intricate 
labyrinth of valleys, gorges, cliffs, and monntains, by which the 
plain is bounded on the east (and in which Lepsius placed the 
whole of the stations between Sin and Sinai), present so complete 
and striking a contrast to each other, that it would never have 
entered into any one’s mind to class them both under the com- 
mon nanie of “Desert of Sin.” There is something plausible, no 
doubt, in the argument based upon the expression in Iox. xvi. 1, 
“which is between Elim and Sinai,” but only so long as we in- 
terpret this passage without reference to Ex. xvii. 1 and Num. 
xxxlii. 12; for it is evident from these passages that not the desert 
of Sin alone, but the resting-places at Dophkah, Alush, Rephi- 
dim, and also the desert of Sinai, lay between Elim and Sinai. 
On closer inspection, in fact, we must maintain that both the 
words, “they encamped in the desert of Sin,” and the clause, 
“which is between Elim and Sinai,’ are irrelevant and incom- 
prehensible if the supposition of Lepsius be correct. For 
nothing but the fact that the context limited the more coimpre- 
hensive term “desert of Sin,” to such an extent as to compel us 
to think only of a certain point in this wide-spread desert (viz., 
the northern extremity), would explain the omission of any 
special designation of this particular station. If Dophkah, 
Alush, Rephidim, and others, were also in the desert of Sin, we 
should naturally expect the name of the first station to be given 
as well as the names of the rest. The clause, “which is between 
Klim and Sinai,” is neither required, nor intelligible, unless we 
regard it as a more precise form of the indefinite phrase, “they 
encamped in the desert of Sin.’ If the desert of Sin extended 
along the sea-coast for some distance towards the south (possibly 
as far as Ras Mohammed), there is no difficulty at all. The 
ineaning of the clause would then be, that the point or portion 
referred to was that part of the desert of Sin which was situated 
between Klim and Sinai; in other words, that Isracl encamped 
just where the road to Sinai intersected the desert of Sin. = Elim 
would then stand out as the principal halting-place on the road 
from Egypt to Sinai. And to the present day the Wady 

Gharandel answers this description.
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HALT IN THE DESERT OF SIN. 

§ 3. (dix. xvi.)—The supply of bread, which the Israelites 

took with them from the land of Egypt, was all consumed by the 

time they arrived at the Desert of Sin, and there was no prospect 

of their obtaining a fresh supply. The flocks they had with 

them were no doubt sufficient to secure them from actual starva- 

tion for some time to come; but a thoughtful glance at the 

future must have shown at once, that it would be impossible to 

continue to slaughter the cattle, as they had been accustomed to 

do. Israel, it is true, had already had sufficient experience of 

the providential care of God, to be able to trust it still further. 

But there was too much of the original heathen root left in 

the people, for them to avoid asking the question, in such cir- 

cumstances as those in which they were placed, What shall we 

eat, and what shall we drink? It was necessary that this root 

should be brought to the light, to be punished by the light. 

For this reason Jehovah did not anticipate the pressing and evi- 

dent need, but employed it as a means of temptation, before He 

removed it. And now first could it rightly be seen how wide- 

spread and strong was the heathenish disposition of the chosen 

and redeemed people. All the people murmured against Moses 

and Aaron. “ Would to God we had died in Egypt,” they ex- 
claimed, “ when we sat by the flesh-pots, and when we did eat 

bread to the full. For ye have brought us forth into this wil- 

derness, to kill this whole assembly with hunger.” They put all 

the blame npon their human leaders, and therefore seemed to 

themselves to be very pious still, because they did not murmur 

against God. But Moses stripped them of this self-deception : 
What are we, that ye murmuragainstus? Your murmuring 

is not against us, but against Jehovah ;” and Aaron announced 
to the assembled congregation, that Jehovah, whom they despised, 

would give them in the evening flesh to eat, and in the morning 
would cause it to rain bread from heaven. While he was speak- 

ing the attention of the people was attracted towards the desert,
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where the glory of Jehovah flashed out from the cloud with 

majestic brilliancy, to attest the truth of the words of reproof 

and promise which were spoken by IIis servants. 

As soon as the evening came on, a flock of quails came up 

and covered the camp (1); and in the morning the dew lay round 

about the host: and when the dew was gone up, behold it lay 

upon the face of the wilderness, small and scaly, like the hoar- 

frost on the ground. The Israelites called it Afan (manna), for 

they discovered therein the gift (jo) and bounty of God; and 

Moses said: “ This is the bread which Jehovah hath given you 

to eat” (2).—By this gift of God they were to be weaned from 

all heathenish anxicty. It served to point them to the grace 

of God alone, and taught them to trust that He, who had fed 

them this day, both could and would in all time to come amply 

provide for their wants with this miraculous food. Fence Moses 

gave them two commands: they were only to gather sufficient 

for the wants of a single day, namely, one gomer each ; and they 

were not tu leave any from one day to another. Some of the con- 

gregation disobeyed both of these orders; but in both respects 

God disappointed them. Those who had taken the trouble, by 

dint of extra exertions, to gather a larger quantity than was 

actually required for the day’s supply, found to their shame, on 

measuring what they had collected, that they had no more than 

the quantity allowed; and those who were led by an unbelieving 

parsimonionsness to keep a portion till the next day, fonnd it on 

the following morning in a state of corruption and decomposi- 

tion. But when they had gathered it on the sixth day, they found 

they had double the usual quantity. Moses explained the enigma. 

The primeval consecration of the seventh day as a day of rest, 

which had probably fallen into disuse in Egypt, was now to be 

restored, and to become one of the fundamental charycteristics 

of the life of the community (3). The double quantity collected 

on the sixth day was intended to provide for the wants of the 

seventh also, that the rest of that day, which was holy to God, 

might not be disturbed by the collection and preparation of carthly
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food. And behold, on the following morning, that which had been 

left from the previous day had not become corrupt and decom- 
posed, as on other occasions, but had remained perfectly sweet 

and uninjured. In spite of the prohibition, however, some of 

the people went out into the field to collect a fresh supply, but 

they found nothing. As a memorial for future generations, 
Moses (afterwards) caused a gomer full of the miraculous food of 
the desert to be placed in the sanctuary (4). For forty years 

from this time the children of Israel continued to eat the manna, 

till they reached the border of the land of Canaan. Their un- 

usually long-continned sojourn in the desert of Sin (viz., for 

seven days) answered the double purpose of allowing the people 

to rest after enduring so much fatigue, and of furnishing a 

historical basis for the renewal of the law of the Sabbath. 

(1.) The birds which covered the camp of Israel in such im- 
mense nuinbers, and furnished the Israelites with food, are called 
in the original De, The rendering quails is confirmed by the 

Arabic vsghes - In the Septuagint it is translated opruyounrpa 

(probably the so-called quail-king, which is described by Pliny 
as leading the flock of quails, h. n. 10, 33). In the Vulgate it is 
called coturniz ; and Josephus calls the bird in question dprv€. 
According to many accounts, both ancient and modern, quails 
(tetrao coturnix) are found in immense numbers in Arabia 
Petreea and the adjoining countries. They generally fly very 
low (a yard or two above the ground), and in such dense masses, 
that the inhabitants catch great numbers in their hands, or 
knock them down with sticks (cf. Winer, Real-lex. 11. 666, 667). 
Still, expositors differ in opinion as to the bird actually referred 
to; and some suppose that another bird is meant, which abounds 
in the whole of Arabia, in Palestine, and in Syria, namely, the 
Kata of the Arabs. This bird is about the size of a turtle-dove ; 

its flesh is rather dry and tough, but it is eaten with relish and 
in great quantities by the inhabitants, who catch the birds with 
the greatest ease. It belongs to the partridge tribe (though 
Hasselquist still calls it Tetrao Alchata), and is not a bird of 
passage. But the description in Ex. xvi., and that in Num. xi.
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31 sqq., can hardly apply to any but a bird of passage. Moreover, 
the occurrence took place in the spring, when the birds of passage 

return from their winter quarters in the south to thei northern 
home; and therefore we abide by the interpretation, in which 

the oldest authorities agree. The fact, that the flocks of migra- 
tory birds frequently direct their course across the peninsula, is 
fully established by many anthorities. Zuch (Deutsch-morgenl. 
Zeitschr., vol. i. 2, p. 174) cites a passage from Aazwini, in 
whieh: he says: “In the desert of Jifar (Shur) there is a species 
of bird called el-Morgh, which comes from Rumana. It re- 
sembles the quail, and arrives at a particular period of the year. 
The people catch as many of them as possible, and salt them.” 
When Schubert (ii. 358) was near the scene of the occurrence 
described in Num. xi. 31 sqq., whole flocks of migratory birds 
passed by at some distance from the traveller, of snch a size and 
such density as he had never seen before. They had come from 
their winter quarters, and were hastening to their home on the 

sea-shore. The most natural interpretation of the expression, 
“ they came up and covered the camp,” is certainly this, that 
they came from the neighbourhood of the Nile, and fell down, 
weary with their flight, in the midst of the camp. It would then be 
an easy thing to atch or kill the birds, which were too exhausted 
to fly any farther.—After what we have already said, it will be 
unnecessary to say anything further in opposition to other 2 explana- 
tions of roe ‘-—such, for example, as locusts (sec Ludolf, hist. Acth. 
1. 13, No 06; and, im reply to him, Laborde, Comment. 90 sqq.), 
or jlyin g fishes (of the Trigla species ; as Lhrenberg supposed, 
becanse he saw many of these fishes lying dead upon the shore). 

(2.) From the numerous works which have been written on 
the A/anna, we select for reference J. Guctorf’s Exercitationes 
ad Tlistoriam (Basil 1659, 4 Diss. iv., hist. Manne, p. 336-390) : 
and still more particularly, the exhaustive summary of the results of 
modern researches in A, Aitéer’s Erdkunde xiv. 665-695. Three 
things he before us for examination : the manna of the Bible; the 
manna of the present day ; and their relation to each other. 

a. Tite Maxna or THE BipLe.—The derivation of the name 
is donbtful. In ver. 15 we read: “ When the children of Israel 
saw it, they said one to another: 87 jd, for STAD WT N.” 
By the Septuagint and Vulgate translators, and by J osephus, 
v2 is regarded as an interrogutive particle, equivalent to Nd,



28 ISNAEL IN THE DESERT OF SINAI. 

By the first it is rendered 7 €or todTo ; by the second, dizer- 
unt ad invicem: Manhu? quod significat: Quid est hoc? From 
this question of surprise, the thing itself, which had been hitherto 
unknown, is supposed to have received the name j9 (cf. ver. 
31, “And the house of Israel called it Man”). This deri- 
vation continued to be the usual one as late as our own days. 
But very little can really be said in its favour; for yo, as an 
equivalent for m2, is not IHlebrew, but Aramzan. Moreover, we 
can hardly imagine the interrogative particle, what? being 
adopted, without any further reason, as the name of an object 
which was previously unknown. [ence we agree with most 
modern authorities in giving the preference to the derivation 
from }9 or m3 ( partitus est, mensus est, admensus est), and 

render the word: allotment, present, gift. In the Arabic, - 

Is equivalent to donuwm, and is used with the predicate caleste to 
designate the manna. 

With regard to the origin, the appearance, and the nature of 
the manna, the Bible contains the following particulars: Jehovah 
rained it from heaven (Ix. xvi. 4); when the dew fell by night 
upon the camp, the manna fell upon it (Num. x1. 9); when the 
dew had ascended, it lay upon the surface of the desert, fine (7), 
and like scales (0n), as fine as the hoar-frost upon the earth 
(Iex. xvi. 14); it was like white coriander seed, and tasted like 
cake and honey (Iéx. xvi. 31). When the heat of the sun became 
great, it melted (lex. xvi. 21), and therefore had to be gathered 
early in the morning. It is repeatedly stated most emphatically, 
that it supplied the place of bread. In Num. xi. 7 sqq. it 1s com- 
pared to coriander seed, and its appearance to that of the (bright, 
transparent) bdellium ; the people ground it im mills or crushed it 

in mortars, and then boiled it in pots and made cakes of it, the 
flavour of which resembled the (mild) flavour of oil-cakes. If it 
was kept till the morning, it stank and bred worms (Ex. xvi. 20). 
We may form some idea of the quantity of manna collected, if 
we consider that, according to Ex. xvi. 16 sqq., a gomer full (not 
less than a pound) was gathered daily (at least in the early part 
of the sojourn in the desert) for every member of the congrega- 
tion, and that it is stated in ver. 35 that the children of Israel 
ate manna for forty years, until they arrived at the border of 
Canaan, the land in which they were to dwell.
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The statements just referred to have been chosen by LJeng- 
stenberg as the subject of a special article, which is headed, 
“Mistakes in reference to the Manna” (Balaam, p. 561 sqq., 
translation). Te first of all attacks the assertion of A. v. Raumer 
(Zug d. Isr, p. 27), that “the Israelites ate manna till they 
reached Edrei, in the neighbourhood of Damascus, and then on 
their journey back to the plains of Jericho.” In opposition to 
this, [fenystenberg endeavours to prove that the Israelites received 
no manna outside the Smaitic penimsula,—that is, during their 
journey throngh the country of the Edomites and the land to 
the east of the Jordan. He says, “ ‘The country beyond Jordan 
presented at that time such abundant supplies of food, that the 
necessity for the manna altogether ceased. A continuance of the. 
manna in a cultivated country wonld have been just as if the 
Israclites, when on the banks of the Jordan, had been supplied 
with water from the rock (§ 4,1). The Israelites would never 
have eaten it. They were tired of it in the desert. For what 
purpose bestow a gift which the receivers could not make use 
of, and their disgust at which might be foreseen?” (p. 562). 
But in Ex. xvi. 35, it is expressly stated that they ate the 
manna forty years, until they came to the land in which they 
were to dwell, to the borders of the land of Canaan. And even 
Lengstenberg cannot deny that the land referred to here was 
the country to the west, and not on the east of the Jordan. 
Consequently it is most certainly implied in this passage, that 
the children of Israel did cat the manna, when thev were in the 
country to the east of the Jordan. Still we admit that, from 
the snmmary character of this passage, which renders it some- 
what indefinite, it must not be too strongly pressed. But, on the 
other hand, the words of Joshua v. 10-12 are so definite and 

distinct, so exact and free from ambiguity, that /Zengstenberg’'s 
critical trifling cannot possibly be sustained. We read there : 
“The children of Israel encamped at Gilgal, and kept the 
passover on the fourteenth day of the month at even in the 
plains of Jericho. And thev did eat of the old corn on the 
morrow after the passover, unleavened cakes, and parched corn 
in the self-same day. And the manna ceased on the morrow 
after they had euten of the old corn of the land ; neither had the 
children of [sracl manna any more.” What force is there in the 
following remark, when the words of the passage itself are so
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clear: “There is an indication here that now the period of 
manna made way dejinitively for the period of bread”? Defini- 
tively, no donbt ; but the period of the manna had continued up 
to this very moment. Hengstenberg refers, however, to Joshi. 
i. 11: “ Prepare you victuals, for within three days ye shall 
pass over this Jordan ;”—which passage, he says, “is wnintel- 
ligible, if it be assumed that the manna followed the Israelites 
over the Jordan ; and it is perfectly absurd to suppose that they 
began to eat bread on the very first day after the passover.” This 
is a flowish in the air; for no one maintains that the Israelites 

had not previously eaten bread whenever they could procure it. 
The preparation of a supply for the passage over the Jordan 
may easily be accounted for, even on the supposition that the 
manna still continued to fall. For Raumer himself has not 
asserted that the Israelites ate manna and nothing else, during 
the whole period of forty years. On the contrary, we believe 
that the Israelites were constantly in the habit of eating flesh, 
and any other kinds of meat within their reach, at the same 
time as they were receiving the manna. The manna was to be 
a substitute for the bread, which had failed ; and whenever bread 
could be obtained, but not in sufficient quantities to supply the 
wants of so large a number, the deficiency was made up by the 
manna. For this reason it followed them till they reached the 
productive fields of the Jand in which they were to dwell, and 
where they were to sow and reap. The manna, which fell with 
the dew from heaven, was a harvest which Jehovah gave tliem 
without their haying sown; but as soon as they reached the 
land where tillage was possible, and where they were to sow, 
Jehovah ceased to give them a harvest without a seed-time. See 
also Keil on Joshua vy. 12. 

From what we have already said, it will be apparent that our 
opinion coincides to a much greater extent with that of Heng- 
stenberg, when he proceeds to refute the mistaken notion that 
the manna constituted the sole nourishment of the Israelites 
during the whole of the forty years which they spent in the 
desert, and when he adduces proofs that many other sources of 
supply must have been within their reach: cf. §1,3. But even here 
he gives way too much to his well-known inclination to contract 
to the greatest possible extent the scope and force of the miracle, 

in order that he may bring it as far as possible within the natural
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limits of the special providence of God. Fence he maintains, 
without the least foundation, that the account given in Iex. xvi. 
16 of the quantity which fell (a gomer daily for each individual) 
merely applied to the earliest period ; and even the daily fall of 
the manna during the entire period of forty years, which is 
clearly to be gathered from Ex. xvi. 35, compared with ver. 16 
sqq., he would gladly set aside. 

b. Tue paity MAanna.—Josephus states (Antiquities, iii. 
1, 6), that in his day the same food, which had been called manna 
by the Hebrews, continued to rain, by the goodness of God, in 
the same locality as in the time of Moses, viz., at Sinai. And 
the German traveller Dreydenbuch (im the year 1483) says, that 
in the month of August this bread of heaven is still found in the 
valleys round about Sinai, and is collected by the monks and 
sold to pilgrims. The subject of the Sinaitic manna was very 
‘arely referred to by travellers until Seetzer (1807) confirmed 
the fact, which had been forgotten in Europe, or was regarded as a 
fiction, and thoroughly investigated it. IIe was the first to make 
the discovery that this manna owes its origin to a tamarisk 
shrub, which abounds in that district (called by the Arabs cl- 
Tarfah), from the branches of which it trickles down. Since 
then every traveller has paid particular attention to this pheno- 
menon. In 1823 Dr Fhrenbery first made the discovery that 
the manna produced on the tarfah shrub is caused by the prick 
of an insect. 

From this we perceive that the production of the Sinaitic 
manna of the present day is dependent upon two conditions—the 
existerice of the tarfah shrub, and the presence of the insect in 
question. The insect is a species of louse, very small, elliptical, 
and of a yellow, wax-like colour (Coccus maniparus, Khrenb.). 
Hitherto it has only been found on the tamarisk in the iminedi- 
ate neighbourhood of the mountains of Sinai. The tamarisk of 
this district (Tamarix mannifera, Ehrenb.) differs but little from 
the common tamarisk (Tamarix gallica). It merely grows to a 
greater height (sometimes as much as twenty fect high), 1s more 
bushy, and more thickly covered with foliage. The very same 
shrub is also frequently found in Nubia and Egypt, in every 
part of Arabia, in the country watered by the Euphrates, and 
in other places; but the mountainous district of Sinai is the only 
place in which it produces manna, for the simple reason, as Lhren- 
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berg supposes, that the insect is only to be met with there—The 
appearance of the insect even here, and therefore the crop of 
manna, is dependent upon the humidity of the season. The 
sap is merely exuded from the outer branches, that is, from the 
very tender twigs of the manna-tree. In productive seasons a 
twig of two or three inches long yields from twenty to thirty 
drops, an entire tree of average dimensions eighty thousand. 
The twigs are completely covered by the perforations, and ac- 
quire a wart-like appearance in consequence. Out of the punc- 
ture, which is scarcely visible with the naked eye, a drop of 
transparent juice exudes, which gradually coagulates and at 
length falls to the ground. The colour is described as reddish, 
or of a dull yellow. Before sunsct the drops acquire the con- 
sistency of wax, and then, if they have fallen upon clean wood 
or upon stone, they are said to look as white as snow. The 
manna melts in the heat of the sun. The flavour resembles that 
of honey; and when taken in considerable quantities it acts as 

a mild aperient. It first appears towards the end of May; the 
real harvest time is in June. The Arabs gather it, partly from 
the branches, and partly from the ground. ‘They press it through 
a coarse woollen cloth for the purpose of removing impurities, 
and then keep it in leathern bags, either for sale or for private 
use. It is caten upon bread. When kept in a cool place it 
continues firm, in a warm place it becomes soft, and heat melts 
it altogether. It cannot possibly serve as a substitute for meal 
or bread, since it can neither be grated nor pounded, and still 
less is it possible to bake it. Astscherlich’s chemical analysis 
showed that it yielded no crystals of mannin, but consisted of 
saccharine matter alone. In dry seasons the manna juice does 
not flow; and it often happens that for several consecutive years 

the manna cannot be gathered at all. But at such times the 
branches are so full of saccharine matter that they have the real 
smell and taste of manna, and the Bedouins eat them both raw 
and boiled.—Of late years, however, it has been disputed whether 
the origin of the manna can really be traced to the puncture of 
an insect. Lepsius especially has opposed this explanation (see 
K, Ritter’s Erdkunde, xiv. 675, 676). On entering the tarfah 
grove in the Wady Feiran, on the 28th March, a fragrant smell of 
manna met him, which he found, on closer examination, to proceed, 
not from the leaves or flowers, but solely from the tender sprouts.
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The twigs, on which a large quantity of manna was already 
visible, seemed to him to emit less odour than those which were 
just about to exude it. This appeared to him at variance with 
the notion that the manna was caused by the puncture of an 
insect, and not connected with the natural development of the 
tree itself. Moreover, the large quantity exuded from a single 
tree in the manna season (from fifty to a hundred thousand 
drops) does not harmonise, in his opinion, with such a supposi- 
tion, any more than the fact that the manna is not exuded on 
any day on which there has been no moisture to facilitate it. 
Tischendorf, again, who entered the wood in the Wady Sheikh 
about the end of May, was surprised at the strong fragrant 
odour, which generally surrounded the entire shrub. Ile saw 
the manna drop from the trees in thick glutinous masses, but 
could never find the coccus itself. 

In the present day the tamarisk-manna is only to be met 
with in the Sinaitic peninsula, and even there the locality in 
which it occurs is very cirewnscribed. The tarfah shrub grows 
only in the immediate neighbourhood of the mountains Sinai 
and Serbal, and, in fact, merely in the fertile, well-watered 
wadys of the district. Higher up the mountains it never grows 
at all. But even where the tamarisk still grows, manna is not 
always produced by it. The principal supply is obtained froin 
the Wady Feiran and the Wady es-Sheikh. The entire quantity 
of manna collected in a single year over the whole of the penin- 
sula cloes not exceed five or six hundred pounds, according to 
Burckhardt, even in the most productive seasons. 

c. CONNECTION BETWEEN TUE MANNA OF TIIE PRESENT 
DAY AND THE Manna or THE Israe ires.—Very different 
opinions have been entertained as to the identity between these 
two. Many travellers and scholars (among others, A. Ritter) 
regard them as essentially one and the same. But if this view 
be adopted, the incongruity between the Biblical narrative and 
the descriptions given by modern travellers is so great, so ap- 
parent, aud so irreconcileable, that, by the side of the well- 
established facts of modern times, one is forced, with Winer and 
others, to regard the Biblical accounts as a mythical and mar- 
vellous distortion of a simple, natural occurrence. Even the 
theory, which //engstenbery advocates, of an inerease and inten- 
sification of the existing powers and gifts of nature, could not 

VOL. IIL. Cc
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preserve the honest inquirer, who guards against every form of 
self-deception, from arriving at this conclusion. For if his theory 
be seriously adopted, we must assume that all the manna, which 
the Israelites gathered and ate during their forty years’ sojourn 
in the desert, actually fell from the tarfah shrubs. Now a 
miraculous inerease of this produce, even if we suppose it to 
have been carried to such an extent that every shrub yielded a 
thousand, ten thousand, or even a million times as much as the 
most abundant crop ever gathered now, would fall very far short 
of the Biblical accounts, and still leave them open to the charge 
of exaggeration. Let us confine our attention at present, for 
example, to the first station in which the Israelites partook of the 
manna, namely, the Desert of Sin. This station, as we have 
seen, is most probably to be found in the barren sandy plain of 
El-Kaa, on the sca-coast, where not a single tarfah shrub is to be 
met with now. But even if we transfer the place of encamp- 
ment from the sandy desert to the most fruitful and best watered 
wady in the district, viz., the Wady Feiran, and asswning that 
the tarfah shrubs in this wady were incomparably more abundant 
at that time than they are now, it would still be inconceivable 
that the shrubs within the limits of this strgle encampment can 
have exuded 14,000,000 gomers, or (at least) as many pounds, 
of manna, the quantity actually required to feed two millions of 
people for the space of siz days (Ex. xvi.), whereas, at the present 
day, the enéire peninsula does not yield more than five or six 
hundred pounds in three hundred and sixty-five days in the most 
productive seasons. We must also bear in mind that the Israelites 
arrived at the desert of Sin on the fifteenth day of the second 
month, that is, about the beginning or middle of May; whereas 
now the season in which the manna flows most freely is in the 
months of June and July. Moreover, the production of manna 
is restricted at the present time to the summer months ; but the 

Israelites required it just as much in spring, autumn, and winter, 
as they did in summer. Now, if the supposed miraculous en- 
largement of the natural basis must have been carried to such an 
extent, that the tarfah shrub yielded quite as much manna in the 
winter time, when its vitality was naturally suspended, as it did in 
summer, we must be honest enough to confess that the natural 
basis cannot be sustained, and that Hengstenberg’s theory has no 
foundation whatever—But we must go still further. The
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Israelites spent but ove year in the midst of the mountains of 
Sinai, the only place in which manna is to be met with now. 
The other thirty-nine years were passed in the eastern and 
northern parts of the peninsula, where not a single tarfah shrub 
is to be found at the present day, and where, to judge from the 
character of the soil, no such shrub ever can have grown (to say 
nothing of whole forests of tarfah, with tens of thousands of 
shrubs). Lastly, the Biblical narrative states expressly, that 
Jchovah rained the manna from heaven, that it fell with the 
dew from heaven. Now, how can Moses have thought for a 
moment of persuading the people that Jehovah rained the manna 
from heaven, that it came down with the dew, if they could sce 
for themselves every day that the manna juice came out of the 
tarfah twigs, that it hung in drops upon the branches, and 
eventually fell in solid grains upon the ground? Or are we to 
suppose that the Israclites had not such good eyes to see all 
this as modern travellers have? But, it will be replied, the 
modern Bedouins and monks also call the manna “heaven’s 
gift,” and say that it rains from heaven. To this we answer, 
When Moses said to the people, in the name of Jehovah, “TI will 
rain bread from heaven,” and when he himself affirmed that the 
manna fell with the dew from heaven, he intended, undoubtedly, 
to persuade the people and his readers that the manna was an 
ammediate gift of God (and not one produced by the instrumen- 
tality of tarfah shrubs and lice) ; but when modern Bedouins and 

monks speak of Heaven’s gifts and rain from heaven, this is a mode 
of speech taken from the Biblical narrative or from the lips of 
pigrins, which either vanity or interest leads them to perpetuate. 

With the facts before us to which we have just referred, and 
which are thoroughly undeniable, we are shut up to the following 
alternative: either we must admit that by far the largest portion 
of the manna eaten by the Israclites for forty years was supplied 
to them without the intervention of tarfah shrubs ;' or, if our 

1 Tischendorf (i. 205) endeavours, in a very peculiar way, to preserve the 

natural basis of the miraculous gift of manna. He says: ‘‘ Docs not the 
miracle still retain its true character, if we suppose that the qualities of the 
manna of the present day were intensified in all respects by the grace of 

God, and thus the manna of the Israclites was produced? If it were not 
too great a stretch of ingenuity, I would say, that the vapour ascending from 

the tamarisk forests may not improbably have fallen again to the earth in the
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theory of a natural basis to the miracle be too dear for us to 
relinquish it even in view of those facts, we must not shrink from 
the legitimate consequence, but must freely admit that the 
account in the Pentateuch is embellished and exaggerated with 
miraculons legends ; in other words, its historical crechbility must 
be given up. With such as prefer the latter we have at present 
nothing to do; but those who decide in favour of the former, we 
refer to the New Testament miracle of the changing of water 
into wine, which is perfectly analogous, at least in its leading 
features. If the almighty power of God on that occasion 
changed the water into wine without the mtervention of the 
vine and vine-dresser, which the natural process would absolutely 
require, there is certainly no obstacle in the way of our believing 
that the same Omnipotence could create manna with the dew 
without the intervention of a tarfah shrub; or, if the Israelitish 
manna was more than this,—if, as the scriptural record says, it 
was heavenly bread,—that the same Omnipotence could produce a 
gift resembling meal or bread from the moisture of the dew 
which fructifies the earth, without the intervention of the field, 
the grain, and the husbandman.—We cannot conclude this dis- 
cussion without quoting an excellent and appropriate remark of 
Baumgarten (i. 1, p. 504), with reference to the connection 
between the dew and the manna, on which so much stress is laid 
in the Scriptures (Ex. xvi. 13, 14; Num. xi. 9). He says: 
“The dew is the gift of Heaven, which fertilises the ground and 
causes it to bring forth bread. But in the desert the dew can 
produce no effect, because there is nothing sown. If, then, not- 
withstanding this, the dew still bronght them bread, it was truly 
the bread of heaven.” 

The foregoing argument is based upon the assumption, that 
the manna of the Bible and the tamarisk-manna are precisely 
the same, both as to their essence and properties, and that there 
is merely a slight difference in the mode of thet origin ; and on 

shape of dew. At any rate, this thought is just as admissible as the notion 
that the manna of the present day is a faint imitation of the scriptural bread 
from heaven.’ The problem in natural history involved in this explanation 
we leave untouched, and merely ask, from a Biblical point of view, What was 
the process in the eastern and northern part of the peninsula, where Israel 
lived and ate manna for thirty-eight years, and where there is not a single 
tarfah shrub, and therefore no manna vapour can possibly have ascended ?
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this assumption it sceks to explain the data of the Pentatench. 
But we now proceed to inquire, Is this assumption well founded 
and trne? We find men of the most diverse opinions answering 
the question without reserve in the negative (ey., Wellstedt, 
Schubert, Itobinson, Raumer, Lengerke, Laborde, and many 
others). The weight of such authorities is sufficient to urge us 
to make a searching investigation. 

The supporters of this assumption (the most thorough and 
circumspect among them is A. Ritter) bring forward with great 
‘are the real or supposed points of agreement between these two 

products, which they regard as thoroughly decided, and consider 
the apparent differences as of trifling importance, when compared 
with the great preponderance of these points of coincidence (ef. 
Ritter, xiv. 682). The first argument adduced is, that “the 
time of year in which the Israelites first partook of the manna 
comceides with the season in which the manna of Sinat is gathered 
still.’ It has already been noticed, in passing, that the two 
periods do not exactly correspond: the first plentiful harvest of 
manna, collected by the Israelites occurred in the beginning or 
middle of May, whereas the manna harvest of the Bedonins 
does not take place before the months of June and July. Still 
we shall not lay any great stress upon this fact; but we shall 

lay all the greater emphasis upon the other fact, which has also 
been mentioned, that the Israelites gathered manna in sufficient 
quantities at every season of the year.—lIt is also said, that “the 
tamarisk-manna is not met with in any other spot, over the 
whole surface of the globe, than in the peninsula of Sinai, where 
the Israclites found it.’ That this argument is not without 
weight has been admitted by the most zealous opponents of the 
view in question (¢.g., Jaumer, p. 28). But it ought to be as 
candidly admitted by its supporters, that this is more than 
counterbalanced by the fact, that the Israelites spent thirty-eight 
years i those parts of the peninsula in which there is not the 
least trace of tarfah shrubs, and yet ate manna till they were 
surfeited and disgusted with it (Num. xi. 6, xxi. 5).— Again we 
read, “Che tamarisk-manna turns soft and melts in the heat of 
the sun; and this was also the case with the manna of the 

Israclites.’ But there are many other things on which the same 
effect is produced by heat, yet it does not follow that they are 
manna—Again: “The Bedouins gather their manna in the
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morning before sunrise; the Israelites did the same, and for the 

very same reason.” We have here an argument which proves 
much less than the foregoing one.—Further: “They are both 
produced during the night.” But Tischendorf and many others 
have seen the drops of manna suspended on the branches in 
broad daylight ; and Schubert says (ii. 344): The Bedouins gene- 
rally gather it in the cool of the morning, when it hangs upon 
the branches in the form of small, firm globules; but they also 
collect at the same time whatever may have fallen in the sand on 
the previous day.— The manna of the Bedouins has a taste re- 
sembling honey, as the Biblical manna had.” But the fact is 
overlooked, that the Biblical manna is said to have tasted “like 
cake and honey” (Luther : like wheaten bread with honey) ; and 
in another place it is described as tasting like “ oil-cakes.”” Now 
what is there in the manna of the present day at all resembling 
cakes or wheaten bread? Ritter appeals to the fact that the 
modern Bedouins also eat the manna upon bread! But who 
would ever think of saying that butter, for example, tastes like 
bread with grease upon it?—“The form, the colour, and the 
general appearance” are said to “correspond.” The wavering 
and discordant statements of travellers render it impossible to 
subject this argument to any searching test; for sometimes the 
manna is described as reddish, at other times as a dirty yellow, 
then again as white like snow, and so on.—“‘In the Biblical 
account the manna-insect is actually mentioned” (Ex. xvi. 20). 
Sic !—“Josephus regarded the two as identical; and a mistake 
could not possibly be made, for a vessel of manna was ordered 
by Moses to be deposited in the Ark of the Covenant as a per- 
petual memorial and witness of the food of the desert’ (Litter, 
xiv. 680). As if the pot of manna was still in existence in the 
Holy of Holies in the time of Josephus (the Holy of Hollies is 
known to have been quite empty in the second Temple, and even 
in connection with the first Temple we never read anything about 
a pot of manna), and as if the Holy of Holies had been open to 
everybody (whereas no one but the high priest was permitted to 
enter it, and he only once a year with the cloud of incense). !! 

So much with reference to the supposed points of agreement : 
let us now pass to the undemiable differences in the nature of the 
two products. Schubert (ii. 345) says: “If this insect-manna 
formed the entire nourishment of the hosts of Israel in the
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desert, they were greatly to be pitied. It contains absolutely 
none of those substances which are indispensably necessary for 
the daily nourishment and support of the animal frame, and in 
which worms of decomposition could be generated. . . . I 
agree, therefore, with K. v. Raumer, with the intelligent, sober- 
minded, inquiring Englishman, the naval lieutenant Wellstede, 
and with many other honourable travellers and Biblical stu- 
dents, in the opinion that the angels’ food, the manna from 
heaven, was not the same as the manna produced by lice and 
chafers.” This has always been our opinion, and [itter’s argu- 
ments have not been sufficient to induce us to give it up.—The 
manna of the Israelites was ground in mills or ‘pounded in mor- 
tars; and travellers are all agreed that this would be impossible 
with the manna of the present day. Ritter (p. 682) makes a 
futile attempt to set aside this important fact. “Tt all depends,” 
he says, “upon the manner in which mills and mortars were 
employed at that time for bruising solid bodies, whether they 
may not have been used for simply crushing things which were 
moderately hard, but not as hard as stone. If so, this would 
apply very well (2?!) to the manna, for in cold situations it is 
constantly described as becoming hard like wax.’ But is it 
possible, under any circumstances, to grind wax in mills, or 
bruise it in mortars? The cohesion of the particles of the 
Israclitish manna cannot have resembled that of wax or of the 
tamarisk-manna, but must have been more like certain kinds of 
gum, which can be pounded and pulverised.—A gain, the Israelites 
boiled it in pots, and made cakes of it; and the manna of thie 
present day is confessedly unsuitable for this. Jtétter remarks, 
on the other hand (p. 677): “It was not pounded into meal, but 
it was mixed with meal and made into balls, and it was in this 
shape that it was used. This was probably the baked manna- 
bread (Imx. xvi. 23)” (211). But the Israclites liad no meal or 
bread left, and the manna was expressly intended to supply the 
place of the meal and bread. Hence the manna of the Bible 
must have contained some nutritious ingredients of the nature 
of meal as well as the saccharine matter, or it could not have 
been boiled and baked without being mixed with meal; but the 

manna of the present day consists entirely of saccharine matter 
without nutritious properties, and quite unsuitable for cooking.— 
Lastly, if the ancient manna was kept till the morning, worms
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were generated in it and it stank; in other words, it fermented 
and passed into a state of decomposition, and, as is usually the 
case, maggots were formed in the corruption. The manna of 
the present day, on the contrary, is kept for years without show- 
ing the least sign of decomposition and maggots. It is to our 
mind inconceivable that so careful and conscientious an inquirer 
as Ritter should have adduced this circumstance (p. 682) as one 
of the evidences of the identity, after having tried in vain (p. 681) 
to destroy its force as an argument on the opposite side. “ When 
we read,’ he says, “in Ex. xvi. 20, that if the manna was kept 
too long, worms (grew) in it and the supply was spoiled ; this is 
not so incredible, if we bear in mind the insect which appears 
with the manna ; and the Israelites may not have been acquainted 
with the plan adopted by the modern Arabs for removing the 
inpurities that are mixed with it. The latter strain it through 
a coarse cloth, and boil it also, that they may be able to keep it 
for a long time.” But what are the impumities which the 
Israchtes must have gathered along with the manna? Sand, 
earth, and perhaps fragments of withered Jeaves—all of them 
materials which are as little likely to decompose and become 
offensive as amorphous saccharine matter. But modern travel- 
lers have made the discovery that many of the insects, whose 
puncture causes the sap to exude, are enveloped by the sap as 
it flows from the tree, and fall to the ground with the drops of 
manna. Their decomposition might have produced the offensive 
odour. Is this really’the case, however? If so, does it occur 
within twenty-four hours? And are the Bedouins accustomed 
to practise their method of purification, with which the Israelites 

“were unacquainted, on the very same day on which the manna 
is gathered? We very much doubt it. Still even this has 
nothing to do with the question. The point of greatest importance 
is, that there were no worms in the manna when the Israelites 
first collected it, but they were bred in it if it was kept till the 
morning. This is as clear as day; how, then, does it harmonise 
with Ritter’s hypothesis?—We shall lay no stress upon the 
shghtly aperient effect produced by the manna of the present 
day, which has been adduced as an additional argument by the 
opponents of the identity-theory, since the daily conswmnption of 
the manna on the part of the Israelites might have removed any 
susceptibility to this, which previously existed.
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All the rest inevitably forces us to the conclusion, if we exa- 
mine the question conscientiously and impartially, that “ the 
manna of heaven must have been something different from the 
manna of lice and chafers ;” that there were properties, powers, 
and component elements in the former, which are wanting in thie 
manna of the present day. 

From this indisputable result we must now retrace our steps, 
that we may do justice to those striking, though only partial 
points of agreement, which existed between the ancient and 
modern manna, both as to time and place, and also as to the 
material itself. Raumer concludes his argument against the 
identity-hypothesis with the words: “ Notwithstanding this, it 
is still very remarkable that the tamarisk-manna should be found 
just (and only) in that district of the Sinaitic peninsula in which 
it is probable that the heavenly manna fell, for the first time, 
upon the camp of the Israclites.” Schubert also feels constrained 
to close his objections to the identity-theory with the reservation 
“and yet --,” and to attempt some kind of reconciliation be- 
tween the two phenomena. “ And yet,” says this shrewd and 
thoughtful traveller (i. 345, 346), “ the natural phenomenon 
observable in the peninsula of Sinai is well worthy of notice for 
the friend of the Bible. When once the mighty hand of the 
artificer has opened a channel through the rock, the water con- 
tinnes to flow through it in all subsequent ages. When once 
the forms of the various genera and species of visible things had 
been created by the almighty word of God, they were perpe- 
tuated by the ordinary process of reproduction. And in a similar 
manner has the exciting cause in which the manna originated, 
aid which at one time pervaded the whole atmosphere and all 
the vital energies of the country, continued to act, if nowhere 
else, at least in the living bushes of the manna-tamarisk.” 

But whilst we adopt this acute interpretation for the simple 
reason that it does justice to the differences as well as the 
congruities in the two phenomena, we would. expressly guard 
avainst being supposed to regard it as the only possible or 
adinissible solution of the problem (a view which we are sure 
the author himself did not entertain). ‘On the contrary, we 
merely look upon it as the most successful attempt to solve the 
enigma, by bringing the processes of nature and grace within 
the same point of view.—The following results of our inquiry
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we regard as firmly established: 1. That the food which the 
Israelites ate for forty years was not produced by the tarfah 
shrubs in the desert, but was prepared in the atmosphere by the 
almighty power of God, and fell to the earth along with the dew ; 
and 2. that there were nutritious ingredients and properties in 
this heavenly manna, which are not to be found in the Sinaitic 
manna of the present day. All the rest belongs to the region of 
conjectwre and hypothesis. 

The design of the provision of manna is described by Moses 
in the book of Deuteronomy as follows (chap. viii. 3): “ Jeho- 
vah humbled thee, and suffered thee to hunger, and fed thee 
with manna, which thou knewest not, neither did thy fathers 
know ; that He might make thee know that man doth not live by 

bread only, but by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth 
of the Lord doth man live.” Moses clearly states in this passage, 
that he looked upon the production of manna as the creation of 
something new. The antitheses are, bread and the word of God: 
the former is the natural product created in the beginning, the 
latter is the creative power of God, which is always in operation 
(Ps. xxxiti. 9); the former indicates the process of nature, the 
latter that of grace. Where the processes of nature prove to be 
insufficient, on account of the perturbation to which they have 
been exposed (Gen. ii. 17), then, by virtue of the counsel of 
salvation, the processes of grace intervene to complete, relieve, 
andsave. Now, such is the constitution of man, that he naturally 
relies upon the processes of nature; and where these cease to 
operate he falls into despair. This false confidence, however, 
requires to be condemned and destroyed, in order that true con- 
fidence, that is, faith, may be brought into exercise and strength- 
ened. ‘The foundation of nature must be broken up, that that 
of grace may be laid and preserved. This end is subserved 
objectively by the humiliation resulting from the failure of the 
supplies of nature, subjectively by mistrust in her powers. 

(3.) Liebetrut (Die Sonntagsfeter, Hamburg 1851) proves from 
ver. 23, that a previous acquaintance with the SABBATH is taken 
for granted. ITengstenberg, on the other hand (The Lord’s Day, 
p: 7, translation), adduces three proofs (from vers. 22, 26, 27) 
that the Sabbath was till then entirely unknown to the Israelites. 
We are persuaded that neither of them has proved anythmg 
(see vol. ii. § 8, 2), and that the question cannot be decided from
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the chapter before us. Everything depends npon whether the 
history of the creation, in thie first chapter of Genesis, was a pre- 
Mosaic conception or not. If it was a revelation made to Moses 
subsequently to the period at which we have arrived, there can 
be no doubt that FZengstenberg is right; )ut there is just as little 
doubt that LJengstenberg is wrong, if the account of the distribu- 
tion of the work of creation over six days, and the rest which 
followed on the seventh day, is traceable to a primeval revelation 
and tradition. We do not hesitate for a moment to declare our- 
selves most decidedly in favour of the latter (see my Bibel und 
Astronomie, 3d ed., p. 54 sqq.)." Hence we regard the sabbatic 
festival as ante-legal,—in other words, as an institution of para- 
dise ; but we are very far from intending thereby to support that 
unspiritual, unevangelical bondage, which prevails both in exe- 
gesis and practice on the other side of the Channel. The insti- 
tution of the Sabbath received its legal character for the first time 
In connection with the giving of the law at Sinai, and lost it 
again through that love which, in the New Testament, is the 
fulfilment of the law (Col. ii. 16, 17) ;—but the institution of the 
Sabbath continued to exist after the law was fulfilled, as it had 
already existed, or rather as it ought to have existed, before the 
law was given,—and it is destined to continue until it has attained 
to its fulfilment and completion in the eternal Sabbath of the 
creature.—The occurrence under review formed the historical 
preparation for the announcement of the law of the Sabbath, as 
an mviolable command, carefully defined, and requiring literal 
observance,—a law which became the sign of the covenant, and 
the breach of which involved the breach of the covenant also. 
But as God never requires without jirst giving, so do we find it 
here. Israel received a positive assurance and pledge, that the 
blessing of God would richly compensate him for the cessation 
from work, which the law of the Sabbath required. 

(4.) In reading the injunction, that a GOMER full of manna 
should be laid up “before the testimony” as a memorial for 
future generations, the first thing which strikes us is the explana- 
tory clause, that a gomer (1) is the tenth part of an ephah 
(ox. xvi. 36). Vater and Bohlen adduced this clause as an 
argument against the early composition of the Pentateuch, on 
the ground that a gomer must by this time have become anti- 

1 Pages 9 sqq. of the translation with which vol. i. of this work is prefaced.
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quated. ‘Che rashness of such an inference is quickly apparent ; 
for the worst result to which we could be brought would be, to 
regard the clause as a gloss of later date. engstenberg (Penta- 
teuch, vol. 1. p. 172 sqq., translation) follows J. D. Afichaelis and 
Kanne, and gets rid of the difficulty by assuning that a gomer 
was not an actual measure, but a vessel in ordinary use, which 
was always about the same size, and could therefore serve as a 
measure in case of need. There are many places in which 
instances of this might still be found.—Bertheau (Zur Geschichte 
der Israeliten, ». 73) mfers, from the inquiries made by Béckh, 
that the superficial dimensions of the ephah were 1985-77 Pari- 
sian cubic feet, and that it held 739,800 Parisian grains of water. 
Lhenius, on the other hand, sets down the dimensions at 1014°39 
cubic inches (Stud. u. Krit. 1846, Pt. 1, 2).—The statement in ver. 
34, that Aaron laid up a gomer full of manna WyA "259, as the 
Lord commanded Moses, has caused unnecessary difficulty. The 
historian here evidently anticipates, and mentions the execution 
of the command, which ocewrred at a later period, at the same 
time as he records the command itself. (See Hengstenberg, Pen- 
tateuch, vol. ii. p. 169, translation.) 

HALT AT REPHIDIM. 

§ 4. (Ex. xvii. l-xix. 2.)\—The next stations after the desert 
of Sin were Dophkah, Alush (Num. xxxiii. 12-14), and Rephidim, 

from which place the procession at length passed into the desert 

of Sinai on the first day of the third month (5).—At Rephidim 

there was no water. The people tempted Jchovah in conse-~ 

quence, and said: “Is Jehovah among us, or not?” They also 

murmured against Moses for having brought them out of Egypt 
to let them perish with thirst in the wilderness. The anger of the 

people assumed, in fact, so threatening an aspect, that Moses com- 

plained to his God: “ They are almost ready to stone me.” The 
intention and effect of temptation are to prove. Now Jehovah was 

perfectly justified in tempting the people, for they had not as yet 

been by any means sufficiently proved; but the people were by no 
means justified in tempting their God, who had delivered them out 

of Egypt, and led them miraculously through sea and desert, and
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had thus given sufficient and superabundant proofs of His 
fidelity. But the wnconfiding, unbelieving nature of the people, 
displayed itself more and more; and Jehovah proceeded to meet 

it with discipline and mercy. Moses was ordered to go into the 

mountain, with some of the elders, to be witnesses of the great 
miracle which was about to be performed. Jehovah manifested 

Himself to them there, standing upon a rock. Moses struck the 

rock with his staff, and a stream flowed out, which furnished an 

ample supply to the whole congregation. The place m which 

the miracle ocenrred received the name of Alassah and Meribah 

(temptation and murmuring), that the lesson and warning, involved 

in the event, might be the more deeply impressed upon the minds 

of the people (1).—The encampment at Rephidim also acquired 

memorable importance from another event. The Israelites had 

been rescued from the enmity of the mighty Egyptians by the 

strong hand of their God. But the principle of hostility to 

the people of God was not Egyptian merely, it was common to 

all the heathen. The Israclites stood im the same position to- 

wards every Gentile nation as towards the Egyptians; for 

their election and separation were a direct opposition and pro- 

test against heathenism of every kind. When the hostility of 

Egypt was sentenced, all the nations that heard of it trembled 

(vol. ii. $36, 2); for they felt that the judgment on Keypt affected 

them, and the enmity, which had hitherto perhaps been merely 

an unconscious one on their part, ceased henceforth to be dor- 

mant or concealed. ‘Chus the Israelites had hardly escaped the 

dangers of Egypt, when new dangers of the same description 

appeared in their way. The jirsé nation which ventured to give 

expression to its natural enmity towards Israel was A males. 

As the .Amalekites belonged to a kindred race, namely, the family 

of Edom (2), they ought to have been the last to feel themselves 

‘alled upon to rise against Isracl in defence of the general 

interests of heathenism; but so completely had the heathen 

nature entered into the heart of this people, and so thoroughly 

had it transformed them, that the tic of blood-relationship only
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widened the breach, and heightened the heathen hatred of the 

Israelites. Without provocation, the Amalekites rose against the 

chosen people as the first champions of heathenism; and thus 
forfeited their claim to be exempted from destruction, in common 

with all the other tribes that were related to the Israelites (wd. 
§ 46). They treacherously attacked the exhausted rear of the 
Israelitish army (Deut. xxv. 18). Moses then directed Joshua, 
the son of Nun, of the tribe of Ephraim, to lead a band of picked 
men against the foe, and went himself, along with his brother 

Aaron and his brother-in-law (?) Hur, to the summit of a hill, 
within sight of the field of battle, that he might supermtend the 
conflict through the aid of the powers of a higher world. The 

staf’ of Ged, which he held in his hand, was the banner of victory 

to the army of Israel, that was fighting in the plain below. As 

long as the hand of Moses was held up Israel prevailed; but 
whenever he let it down from weariness, the Amalekites 

triumphed. Thus the issue of the conflict was for a long time 

undecided. At length Aaron and Hur placed a stone under 
Moses’ arm, and helped to hold it up, grasping the banner of 
victory, till the setting of the sun. At length Joshua discomfited 
Amalek with the edge of the sword. Moses then received direc- 

tions to commit this important and instructive event to writing. 
He also built an altar, which he called “ Jehovah my banner” 
(‘o27im), By their heathenish malice towards their kindred, the 
Amalekites had forfeited for ever the right to protection, to which 

it might have laid claim on the ground of relationship, as well as 

the other branches of the Terahite tribe (including the tribe of 
Edom, ef. Deut. ii. 4-6; xxiii. 8, 9). “ The war of Jchovah 

against Amalek from generation to generation,” was henceforth to 

be the watchword whenever they came into contact with this tribe, 
which was to be exterminated, like the Hamite tribes of Canaan 

(Deut. xxv. 19), whose iniquity was now full (Gen. xv. 16) (3).— 
The report of the glorious issue of tlie conflict with Amalek must 

undoubtedly have filled the minds of surrounding nations with 

terror, as the fate of the Egyptians had done before. It reached
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even to Jethro, Moses’ father-in-law (vol. i. §19, 7), with whom 

he had left his wife and children (vol. ii. § 21, 3, 4); and he at 

once determined to bring them to him. When Jethro joined the 
procession, it had probably already arrived at the desert of Sinai. 
The wonderful works of Jehovah, which were fully narrated to 

him by Moses, excited him also to praise the God above all gods ; 

and the elders of Isracl joined in a covenant-meal, by which they 

extended the bond between the two chiefs to an alliance between 

the two nations. On the following day Moses was occupied from 

morning till evening in judging the people. This led Jethro to 

advise him to select out of every tribe able men, who feared God 

and hated covetousness, and to appoint them as inferior judges 

over every ten, every fifty, every hundred, and every thousand 

of the people. All questions of mmor importance were to be 

settled by them; and thus Moses himself, by reserving only the 
more serious disputes for his own decision, would gain time for 

the uninterrupted discharge of the duties of his office as media- 

tor before God. Moses adopted this advice, and Jethro returned 
to his own land (4). 

(1.) The miraculous gift of WATER FROM THE Rock is 
frequently referred to in the Scriptures (Ps. bexviii. 16, ev. 41, 
exiv. 8; Is. xlviii. 21), and was repeated in Kadesh at the ter- 
mination of their pilgrimage through the desert (Num. xx.). 
As the rock is described as a rock in Horeb, we must suppose 
the outer hills of the Sinaitic group to have been already reached. 
But there is not the least gronnd for identifying the rock in 
Horeb with the mountain of God in Horeb (the mountain of the 
Jaw). Whether the brook which Moses’ staff called forth from 
the rock continued to flow, though less copiously than at first, 
and may still be discovered, must remain undecided. Yet 
(taking as an analogy the gift of manna) an answer in the affir- 
native appears to us more plausible than one in the negative.— 
Lepsius (Reise, p. 41) eliminates every mriraculons feature con- 
nected with the event. “Hitherto,” he says, “the Israclites 
had tasted no water from the primary rocks; and thongh they 
had found a well in Dophkah and Alush, the supply was proba- 
bly scanty for so large a multitude, and the water less agreeable
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than that obtained from the chalk or sandstone. The people 
therefore began to murmur during the next day’s journey, and 
clamoured for water. . . . Upon this, Moses led them to 
Rephidim, which was six hours distant, and gave them to drink 
of the sparkling and pleasant fountain of the Wady Firan.” If 
this view be correct, we must assume, either that the whole story 
is mythical, or that Moses resorted to some conjuror’s tricks ;— 
which of the two we are to prefer the author coes not tell us.— 
The statement of Tacitus (Ilist. 5, 3) probably has reference to 
this occurrence. He says: “The Jews, on their exodus from 
Egypt, were thoroughly exhausted for want of water. Moses, 
however, observed a herd of wild asses climbing to the top of a 
rock covered with trees. He followed them, and found a well 
with a copious supply of water. This led him to set up the 
image of an ass to be worshipped in the holy place.” 

2.) The Amalekites were a rapacious Bedouin tribe, who 
had their settlement to the south of Palestine in Arabia Petreea, 
and extended as far as the mountains of Sinai. They were en- 
circled by the Egyptians, the Philistines, the Amorites, the 
Edomites, and the Midianites (Gen. xiv. 7; Ex. xvii. 8; Num. 

xiii. 30; Judg. vi. 3; 1 Sam. xv. 7, xxvii. 8; 1 Chron.sv. 43). 
From this locality they appear to have penetrated at one time 
into the interior of Canaan; at least we find a mountain in the 

tribe of Ephraim which bore the name of “the mount of the 
Amalckites” (Judg. xii. 15, v. 14; cf. Hwald, Gesch. i. 296, 
Anm. 3). The Mosaic list of tribes (Gen. x.) does not include 
their name; but in Gen. xxxvi. 12, 16, and 1 Chron. i. 36, there 
is an Amalck mentioned, who was the grandson of Esau (Edom). 
This omission of their name from the list, which embraces ad/ 
the tribes with whom the Israelites came into contact (excepting 
the Terahite tribe, the various branches of which are given in 
Gen. xii. sqq.), and the insertion of the name in the Edomitish 
genealogy, remove all doubt that the author of the book of 
Genesis looked upon the Amalekites as a branch of the Edomites. 
Accordingly Josephus (Ant. ii. 1, 2) also describes them as an 
Kcomitish tribe, and their territory as a portion of Idumea. 
Clericus was the first to dispute this combination; and J. D. 
Michaelis (Spicil. i. 171 sqq.), who followed him, has written 
still more elaborately, maintaining that there was no connection 
whatever between the grandson of Esau and the tribe of the
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Amalckites. Among modern wyriters, such as Bertheau, Ewald, 
Lengerke, Knobel, Tuch, KW. Ritter, ete., this has become the pre- 
vailing opinion,—with this difference, however, that im order to 
account for the statement in Gen. xxxvi., it has been assumed 
by some (/wald, i. 296) that a branch of the original Amalekites 
sacrificed their national independence, and connected themselves 
with the kingdom of the Idumians, and that this gave occasion 
to the introduction of Amalek into the Edomitish genealogy as 
a grandson of sau (Gen. xxxvi.). Anobel, who adopts this 
view, traces the Amalckites to the Semitic tribe Lud (Gen. x. 
223; Arabic, Laud or Lawad), on the authority of Arabic tradi- 

tion (Vélkertafel, p. 199 sqy.). Jlengstenperq alone adheres firmly 
to the old opinion, and we cannot but agree with lnm. The 
arguments adduced on the opposite side are the following: (1.) 
“ According to Gen. xii. 7, there were Amalekites in Abraham's 
time,—that is, long before Esau.” But Hengstenbery neutralises 
the force of this argument entirely by remarking, that it is not 
the people, but a field, of the Amalekites that is here referred to, 
and that it is evident from the whole tenor of the account that 
this expression is used proleptically—(2.) “In Balaam’s oration 
(Num. xxiv. 20), they are described as the firstlng of the 

nations (D%a Me's), in other words, as one of the earliest tribes.” 
Lhis expression is employed, however, as Venystenbery has proved 
from the words themselves, and from the context of the passage 
(Balaain, pp. 489, 490), to denote that Amalek was, not the oldest 
of the nations, but the first to oppose the people of God (after 
their deliverance from Egypt),—the prototype of heathenism in 
its hostile relation to the kingdom of Grod.—(3.) “In the period 
which elapsed between the grandson of esau and Moses (four 
or five hundred years) there was not time for so large a body 
of people to spring up, as Ex. xvi. presupposes.” To this we 
reply, that it was just as easy, as for Israel to grow into a much 
larger body during the same period. Jn the formation of thie 
Amalekite nation a large number of servants (Gen. xxxii. 7, 8) 
and tributaries, and more particularly the incorporated remnants 
of subjugated tribes, may have contributed a very important 
contingent towards its rapid growth.—(4.) “There is no indica- 
tion of the existence of so close a relationship between the 
Kdomites and the Amalekites, either in their sympathies or their 
antipathies ; and there is no reference whatever in the Biblical 

VOU. III. D 



50 ISRAEL IN TIIE DESERT OF SINAI. 

history, to any claim on the part of Amalek to that protection 
which the Israelites were to extend to every kindred tribe.” We 
have already replied to the latter part in the paragraph above. 
In reply to the former, it 1s sufficient to say, that the early separa- 
ion of this minor branch from the main body suffices to explain 

their subsequent estrangement.—(5.) “ Arabian traditions also 
describe the Amalekites as a very ancient, wide-spread, and 
powerful people.” But even Zuch himself (Sinaitische Inschrif- 
ten, in the Zeitschrift der deutsch-morgenliindischen Gesellschaft, 
ii. 150) is obliged to acknowledge that this legend is a very 
vague one: ‘Lhe term Amalek,” he says, “as employed by the 
Arabians, is very comprehensive and indefinite ; for instance, they 
mix up together the traditions of the Amalekites themselves and 
those of the giant-tribes of Canaan, of the Hyksos, and of the 
Philistines.’—On the other hand, Hengstenberg adduces as proofs 
of the descent of the Amalekites from the grandson of Hsau—(1.) 
not only the identity of name, but that of their settlement also 
(1 Chron. v. 42, 43); (2.) the fact that in Gen. xi. 7, with 
evident intention, and in contrast with the whole of the context, 
there is no people, but only a field mentioned,—an evident intima- 
tion that there was not as yet any people of this name; and (3.) 
lastly, the improbability of a tribe, with which the Israelites 
came so frequently into contact, and which stood in so impor- 
tant a relation to their history, being introduced entirely dye- 
veadoryntos,—a course which would have been completely opposed 
to the plan invariably adopted in the Pentateuch. Lwald’s remark 
(i. 296), that “the Amalekites are passed over in the list of 
tribes because they had lost their original importance at thie 
time when the catalogue was drawn up,” by no means weakens 
this argument ; for in that case, as there were other nations which 
had lost their importance even before the Amalckites (the 
Amorites, for example), they ought much rather to have been 
omitted. 

(3.) According to Dent. xxv. 18, the Amalekites attacked 
the exhausted rEAR of the Israelitish procession. “ Itemember,” 
says Moses, “what Amalek did wmto thee by the way, when ye 
were come forth out of Egypt; how he met thee by the way, 
and smote the hindmost of thee, even all that were feeble 
behind thee, when thou wast faint and weary.’ The course of 
events may be supposed to have been the following: The
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murninring on account of the want of water, and the relief 
afforded, took place immediately after the arrival of the main 
body at Rephidim ; while the rear, which had been prevented 
uy fatigue from arriving earlier, was still on the road. And. it 

ras upon the latter that the attack was made.—We learn from 
Num, xiii. 17 (16), that Josmua’s onginal name was f/osea. 
The change in Ins name was no donht connected with this 
victory over the Amaleckites, even if it was not made immediately 
(§ 35, 3): Moses called Hosea (pin, te. deliverance, help) 
Joshua (VAM, i.e, Jehovah is a help, Sept. Incods), because he 
had proved himself a help to Israel. The change was made to 
show whence the help really came. The alteration in his name 
had also a prophetic signification. It was his ordination to a 
new conrse, npon which he had now entered, and which was 
destined to become still more glorious im its future stages than 
in its first commencement; and the new name served to excite 

in him a consciousness of his new vocation.—//ur is frequently 
mentioned (chap. xxiv. 14, xxxi. 2) as an assistant of Moses, 
and a man of great distinction. Josephus (Ant. ii. 2, 4) follows 
the Jewish tradition, which is by no means improbable, and 
describes him as the husband of Minam, Moses’ sister.—7he 
attitude of Moses, with his hand raised, is frequently supposed to 
have been that of a man in prayer. But there is nothing in the 
account itself to sustain such a view ; and it is the less admissible, 
since it attributes an importance to the outward form of prayer 
which has no analogy even in the Old Testament. The power 
of prayer is in the desire of the heart towards God, and not in 
the elevation of the hands to God; and so far as this desire is 

m need of a vehicle and outward expression, it is to be found in 
the word of prayer. The attitude of Moses was rather that of a 
commander, superintending and directing the battle. This is 
evident From thie simple fact, that the elevation of the hand wis 
only a means; the raising of the sta7, which was held up before 
the warriors of Israel as the signal of victory, was really thie 
end. It was not to implore the assistance of Jehovah that the 
hand and staff were raised, but to assure the Israclites of the 
help of Jehovah, and serve as the medium of commmuication. 
It was not a sign for Jehovah, but for Israel: it was rather 
a sign from Jehovah, of whom Moses was the mediator. So 
long, therefore, as the warriors of Israel could sec the staff of
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God lifted up, by which so many miracles had already been 
wrought, their fajth was replenished with Divine power, inspiring 
confidence and insuring victory; and they became strong to 
smite Amaleck in the name of the Lord. But the mediator, by 
whom this power was conveyed, was only a fecble man. His 
arm was wearied, and almost crippled, by the long continuance 
of the conflict ; and he was obliged to let it fall. At the same 

time, the conrage and confidence of Israel fell with it ; for their 
weak faith still required an outward, visible sign. It is evident 
from ver. 9 that this is the correct interpretation. Moses there 
says to Joshua, “Go out, fight with Amalek; to-morrow I will 
stand on the top of the hill with the rod of God in mine hand.’ 
And it is further confirmed by ver. 15, where Moses calls the 
altar, which he built as a memorial, Jehovah Nissi (Jehovah my 
banner). Iis design in giving this name was precisely the 
same, as that which led him to change the name L/osea (help) 
into Joshua (Jehovah is help). It was not Joshua who was the 
help of Israel, but Jehovah through him; and neither Moses 
nor his staff was the banner of victory for Israel, but Jehovah 
throngh him. Jchovah was the banner, the staff was His 
symbol ; and this banner was held by the hand of Moses. Hence 
Moses says, ver. 16; “ The hand is on the banner of Jah ;”—for 
we agree with the majority of commeutators in regarding it as 
probable, that p) should be the reading adopted here, instead of 
D2 (equivalent to N83), which is not met with anywhere else.— 

When Moses received the command to record the occurrence in 
THE BOOK (7203), the article shows that it was not any book 
that was meant, but one particular book, which had either been 
already provided, or the idea and plan of which existed in Moses’ 
mind. So much, at any rate, we may learn from tls passage, 
that the leading facts connected with the history of Israel were 
written in a book by Moses himself, though it does not neces- 
sarily follow that this book was the Pentateuch in its present 
shape (fHenystenberg, Pentatench, vol. iit. p. 122 sqq., transl.).— 
And when, again, Jehovah commanded Moses to enjoin upon 
Joshua the extermination of Amalck, it became at once apparent 
that Joshua was destined to be the successor of Moses; and 

what we have already said respecting the alteration of his name 
is thereby confirmed. 

(4.) It is questionable whether the visits or JETMHRO oc-
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curred during the halt at Rephidim, or not till they reached the 
next station (the desert of Sinai). In support of the former, it 
is said that the departure from Rephidim is first recorded in the 
next chapter (xix. 2); but to this it is rephed, that in chap. 
xvii. 5 Jethro is expressly stated to have brought the wife and 
children of Moses “into the wilderness, where he cncamped 
at the mount of God.” The former cannot possibly be main- 
tained, unless it be assumed, cither that the mountain of God 
here referred to was a different mountain from the mount of 
God in Horeb mentioned in chap. iii. 2, and the “mountain” by 
which Moses went up “to God,’ namely, the mountain of the 
law (chap. xix. 2, 3); or that the place of encampment at 
Rephidim was so near to Sinai, that it could very properly be 
described as a place where he encamped at the mount of God. 
Either of thesc, however, appears to us entirely out of the 
question. It is a sufficient objection to the last, that, however 
near to each other Rephidim and the desert of Simai may be 
supposed to have been, they still formed two different stations ; 
and that the account would have been confused imdeed, if 
Rephidim had been called the place of encampment at the 
mountain of God, and then the author had proceeded to state, 
in chap. xix. 2, that “they departed from Rephidim, and came 
to the desert of Sinai (after at least a day’s journey), and camped 
there before the mount (of God).” We are surely not to infer 
that this day’s journey had led them farther from the mount of 
God, rather than bronght them towards it—The other opinion, 

that the mountain of God in Rephidim is to be distinguished 
from the mount of God in the desert of Sinai, is supported by 
A. Ritter (Erdkunde xiv. 741). Ile supposes the mountain at 
which Jethro met with Moses to have been the Serbal, which 
had received the appellation “mountain of God,” as a place of 
heathen worship, and distinguishes it from the mountain of the 
law, which was afterwards called the mount of God (that is, of 
the trwe God) on account of the giving of the law. He thinks 
that this view is sustained by chap. xix. 2, where Mount Smat 
is merely spoken of as “the mountain,” not “the mountain of 
God,” beeanse it had not yet been rendered a holy mountain by 
the giving of the law. But Zepsius (p. 428) refers him to the 
next verse (ver. 3), where Moses is sail to have gone up thie 
mountain “ unto God,” and Jehorah to have called to him out of
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the mountain. To this we would further add a reference to 
chap. iii. 1, 12, and iv. 27, which equally demonstrate the 
futility of Ritter’s reasoning. Still more untenable is the sup- 
position that the Serbal was called the mount of God, “ because 
the Amalekites and Philistines regarded it as a sacred moun- 
tain.” If this was the case (and for many reasons it is by no 
means improbable, § 5), and if the Amalekites really called it 
the mount of God (though they would have been far more likely 
to call it the mount of Baal), it is altogether inconceivable that 
this name should have been so unreservedly adopted in the 
Bible, especially as the same name had already been given .to 
another mountain, as the place in which the true God was 
worshipped (Ex. iii. 1, vi. 27). In what way the expression of 
Jethro at Rephidim (chap. xviii. 11), “ Now I know that Jehovah 
is greater than all gods,’ can have been enlisted in support of 
this hypothesis, I cannot divine. In fact, the most unfortunate 
of all the explanations that have been given, is that commended 
by Ritter. There is an earlier one, which bas much more to 
recommend it, viz., that the rock at Rephidim, from which Moses 
brought the water, was also called the mount of God, because 
Jehovah stood upon it in the presence of Moses (chap. xvn. 6). 
But even this explanation is madmissible, for a rock is not a 
mountain ; and (what is of the greatest weight of all) as the 
mountain of the law has no parallel in history, so must the title 
given to it, the mountain of God, have remained in the language 
as the designation of this mountain alone. 

We are shut up, therefore, to the other assumption, that the 
visit of Jethro cid not occur during the halt at Rephidim, but 
at the next resting-place (the desert of Sinai). But how is this 
to be reconciled with chap. xix. 2? Only on the supposition 
that the position assigned to the account of Jethro’s visit is 
chronologically inaccurate, though it is actually correct and 
appropriate ; 7.¢., that according to a strict chronological arrange- 
ment, it would more properly have stood immediately after chap. 
xix. 2, or perhaps even later, but that there were still stronger 
reasons for placing it here. It makes no essential difference to 
our purpose, which is purely historical, whether this mversion 
was made by a later compiler of the Peéntatench records, or by 
the single author of the entire Pentatench. We may therefore 
leave this question unanswered, and proceed to point out the
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motive which may have mduced the one or the other to make 
such an inversion, Ranke (Untersuchungen tiber den Pentateuch, 
1. 83) has also pointed this out with his usual cireumspection : 
“The mountain of God,” he says, “and not Meplidnn, is de 
scribed as the place of encampment at that time (ver. 5). 
Moreover, the circumstances m which we find the people are 
adapted, not to their flying halt at Rephidim (only half a month 
intervened between thei arrival at the desert of Sin and their 
encampment in the desert of Sinai), but to their longer stay at 
Sinai. Hence this chapter departs from the chronological order, 
and anticipates the occurrence. As our examinations thus far 
have shown that we have here a well-arranged and orderly work, 
we must inquire into the reason of this smgular deviation. The 
author is now standing at the cominencement of an important 
section in his history, which extends from Ex, xix. to Num. x,, 
and contains the account of the giving of the law at Sinai. All 
the directions embraced in this section are given through Loses 
by Jehovah, and bear throughout the character of Divine com- 
mands. It is different with the appointment of the judges, the 
origin of which is recorded in chap. xviii. This was not ordered 
by Jehovah, but recommended by Jethro. . . . And hence 
we are led to conjecture that the author purposely separated th 
liuman institution from such as were Divine, and pointed out the 
distinction by the position assigned to it.” 

We have something to add to this excellent exposition, which 
will serve still further to establish its correctness. First of all 
we would observe, that the chronological inversion 1s ouly a 
partial one, and is not made entirely without preparation. For 
the commencement of the account of Jethro’s visit (chap. xvii. 
1-4) is to all appearance fitly placed, even chronologically con- 
sidered, in the position in which it stands. “ And Jethro heard 

all that God had done for Moses and for Israel.” ‘The words, “ Afl 
that God had done for Moses and for Israel,” undoubtedly refer 
primarily, though not exclusively, to the victory over Amalek, 
recorded immediately before. The news of this victory first 
convineed Jethro that he might restore his daughter and grand- 
children to Moses without anxiety or danger. Before hie reaclied 
the camp, the Israelites had no doubt departed from Rephidin, 
and entered the desert of Sinai. If we assume—what ts very 
probable for the reasons already assigned (vol. ii. § 19, 6)—that
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Jethro was living at the time on the other side of the Elanitic 
Gulf, a whole month or more may easily have intervened between 
the victory over Amalek and the arrival of Jethro in the camp 
at “the mount of God;” and in that case his arrival would not 

even fall in the very earliest period of the sojourn at Sinai, but 
after the promulgation of the first Sinaitic law. 

There is another view, which will probably serve to confirm 
our opinion. When Moses left his wife and children with his 
father-in-law, he will certainly have given him to understand 
when, where, and under what circumstances he intended to re- 
ceive them back again. According to Ex. iii. 12, he knew for 
certain that he would return to Sinai, and remain there for a 
considerable period. Now, is it not very probable that he had 
instructed his father-in-law to bring his wife and children to 
join him there ?—But the history of the Israelitish journey itself 
furnishes still more decisive arguments in support of our opinion. 
The period which elapsed between the arrival of the Israelites in 
the desert of Sin, and their arrival in the desert of Sinai, was 
only fourteen days (chap. xvi. 1, and xix.1). Of these fourteen 
days, seven were absorbed by the halt in the desert of Sin alone 
(according to chap. xvi. 22 sqq.; see § 3). Consequently their 
stay at Rephidim must have been brief and hurried, and (as the 
battle itself ocewpied a whole day, chap. xvii. 12) cannot have 
left sufficient time for such transactions as are described in chap. 
xvi, viz.: first, the lengthened confidential interview between 
Moses and Jethro (ver. 8 sqq.); then the sacrifices offered by 
Jethro, and the festal meal in which Jethro united with the 
elders of Israel (ver. 12); after that, the day spent by Moses in 
judging the people (ver. 13); and, lastly, the organisation of the 
new plan, recommended by Jethro, which must have occupied 
a considerable time, especially as we find, from Deut. i. 13, that 
the judges were elected by the suffrages of the people. More- 
over, it is difficult to reconcile chap. xviii. 27 with the opposite 
view. If Jethro’s visit took place at Rephidim, his journey 
homewards would have lain in the sane direction as that taken 
by Moses,—and as Moses must have left Rephidim at the same 
time as his father-in-law, we cannot understand why Jethro did 
not travel in company with Moses until their roads separated.— 
Lepsius also maintains (Briefe, p. 437) that Jethro’s visit did 
not take place during the halt at Rephidim, but when they were 
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encamped at Sinai (ie. according to his theory, at the foot of 
the Serbal). But when he accounts for the error in the order 
of events by asserting that chap. xix. 1, 2 is a later interpola- 
tion, or, if not, that it must have stood before chap. xvil., we 
“tunnot agree with him. We must also dissent from him when 
he places Jethro’s visit in the very earliest part of the halt at 
Sinai; ie., in the period which intervened between the arrival of 
the Israclites and the promulgation of the law (according to him, 
in the first three days). We cannot believe that everything 
connected with Jcthro’s visit can have been transacted in these 
three days (in fact there would not be three days, but two, if his 
interpretation of chap. xix. 11, 15 were correct; for we find in 
vers. 11, 15, not “on the fourth day,” but on the third). Still 
less can we believe that the two or three days, which were set 
apart for the purpose of preparing for the giving of the law, 
were spent in such tedious, noisy, and distracting occupations 
(as Jethro’s feast with the elders of Israel, the day spent by 
Moses in settling disputes, and the election and installation of 
the new judges).—We observe, in conclusion, that Josephus (Ant. 
lil. 2-5) interpreted the text as meaning that Jethro’s visit was 
not paid till after the Israelites were encamped at Sinai. 

Two objections have been offered by critics to the credibility 
of the account before us. Vathe (bibl. Theol. i. 296) attacks the 
decimal division in the new institution, as inappropriate and not 
historical. But Z/engstenbery (Pentatench, n. 3£2) has com- 
pletely set aside this objection, by showing that the new arrange- 
ment itself was merely the restoration of an ancient institution, 
which naturally arose out of the organisation comnion to nomadic 
and patriarchal communities. In Egypt the judicial customs 
of the patriarchs had fallen to some extent into disuse; as we 
may infer from the occurrence desenbed in Ex. ii. 11 sqq. A 
monarchical principle, of which Moses was the representative, 
was introduced into the Israelitish community on its departure 
from Egypt, and therefore all judicial authority centred in him. 
But Jethro’s advice led to the restoration of the ancient judicial 
institutions, which were henceforth associated with the new 
monarchical principle. There can be no doubt that the new 
arrangenient was essentially identical with the ancient custom, 

which had fallen for some time into disuse. ‘The word 98 (2 
thousand) is frequently employed to denote a large, natural
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section of a tribe, as every lexicon proves; and it is apparent 
enough that the numeral employed here is merely approximative, 
and not mathematically exact, Why may not the same principle 
of classification have been carried out still further, and thus 
groups of a hundred, fifty, and ten individuals have formed 
larger or smaller family circles, with a common judicial head ? 

Se ° 

In Arabic the family is called ».ic, from the numeral ten, 

though a family does not always consist of ten persons. In Deut. 
i. 13, 15, it 1s also expressly stated, that the judicial plan adopted 
on Jethro’s advice, was made to conform as closely as possible 
to the existing divisions into families and tribes. 

De Wette (Linleitung, § 156, 2) finds a contradiction in the 
fact, that in Dent. i. 6-18, where the introduction of the judicial 
plan is again referred to, no mention whatever is made of Jethro ; 
and even Késter (Die Propheten der alten und neuen Test., p. 
23) says: “According to Ex. xvi. 17, Jethro recommended 
that judges should be appointed over the people according to a 
decimal system of classification; and, according to Deut. i. 15, 
Moses adopted this plan by the direction of God. Thus we sec 
that the good advice of a friend was regarded as the word of 
God.” But it is not true that the institution is traced to the 
direction of God in Deut. i. 15; and Stdéhelin himself (Arit. 
Untersuchungen tiber den Pentateuch, p. 79) admits the futility 
of De Wette’s objection: “The omission of any reference to 
Jethro in Deuteronomy does not amount to a contradiction; for 
the intention of the writer was simply to state the fact of the 
appointment of judges, and not to describe the manner of their 
appointment.” 

(5.) In chap. xix. 1 it Is stated, that “IN THE THIRD MONTH 
cohoyin wih2) after the departure of the children of Israel from 

Egypt, ON THAT DAY (797 DY) they came into the desert of 
sina.” What day does this mean? Nearly every expositor, 
from Jonathan downwards, has taken it to mean the day of the 
new moon, basing the explanation upon the primary meaning of 
VIN — novilunium,—a meaning which the word always retained 
(1 Sam. xx. 5, 18, 24; Hosea v. 7; Amos viii. 5; Is. 1.13, 14; 
2 Chron. ii. 3, viii, 13; Neh. x. 34, etc.) ; thus Gesenius renders 
it tertio novilunio, i.e., calendis mensis tertii (Thesaurus, p. 449). 
But Lepsius protests most strongly against such an interpreta-
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tion.’ If this were the meaning, he says, we should find 7x2 
tune, as in Ex. xl. 2, 17; Nom. i i. 33, 38. Now no one can 
deny that this would be the more exact expression ; ; but the use 

of the less exact (as in this passage, and in Num. ix. 1, xx. 1) is 
not thereby precluded, especially in the present case, where any 
misunderstanding is prevented by the words 77 BY. (an that 
day). But when he further maintains, that the Jewish tradition 
‘“unnot have taken this to be the meaning of the word, since it 
fixes the fiftieth day after the Exodus—ie., the fifth or sixth day 
of the third month—as the day of the promulgation of the law 
(which, according to Ix. xix. 11, 14, took place on the third day 
after the arrival ‘of the Isr: wolites at Sinai), and must therefore 
have taken the second or third of the month to be the day of 
arrival, he is evidently in error. For it is not stated anywhere, 
that the third day was reckoned from the moment of their 
wrival at Sinai; on the contrary, such an interpretation ts 

1 Both Hengstenberg (Pentateuch, ii. p. 297, transl.) and Bertheanu CSichen 
Gruppen, p. 62) object to the rendering xorilunium, though for a totally 

different reason. Their argument is directed against [1ttziy, who asserts 

(Ostern und Pfingsten, p. 21 sqq.) that, in contradiction to Ex. xii. and 
other passages, Ex. xxxiv. 18 fixes the first of the month Abib (*287 ¢yr=), 
instead of the fourteenth, for the celebration of the Passover. In addition 

to many other correct and conclusive arguments, which they bring forward 

in opposition to this unheard-of assertion, they state that the word 27m does 
not occur a single time in the whole of the Pentateuch with the meaning 
“the day of the new moon.” But this is unquestionably the primary 
meaning of the word ; and it is also certain that this meaning was preserved 
through the whole of the Old Testament (see the passages quoted above). 

Still, in the passage before us, [engstenberg does not regard the expression 

as referring to some day in the third month, which is not more particn- 
larly defined, but agrees with us in supposing the day intended to be the 
Jirst of the month. He does not found this opinion, however, uj on the 
words “sen vans, but upon the expression ‘‘ on that day,” which is em- 

ployed to define more precisely the general expression ‘tin the third month.” 
for ‘‘on that day” means, *‘on the day in which the month commenced.” 
The incorrectuess of such reasoning is very apparent ; for if oir did not of 
itself denote the beginning of the month, the clause, ‘ton that day,” could 
not suffice to indicate the first day of the month. Llengstenberg’s objection, 
that in this case sm sz world he superfluous, has already been refuted by 
Baumgartan G@. 2, p. 519): “The analogous passage,” he says. ‘tin Gen. 
vii. 13, demonstrates the opposite. The words, ‘on that day.’ point em- 
phatically to the day just mentioned, and are ouly a little weaker than ‘on 

the self-same day,’ which also refers to a day already indicated, and not to 
any longer space of time.”
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excluded by the context. Shortly after their arrival, probably 
not till the second day (on account of the fatigue of the journey), 
Moses ascended the mountain and received the preliminaries of 
the covenant (vers. 3-6). On his,return he collected the elders 
together, to make known to them the words of Jehovah (this 
was on the third day). He then brought back to Jehovah the 
auswer of the people, and received a command to make the 
people ready for the promulgation of the Jaw on the third day 
from that time (that is, on the fifth or sixth of the month). 
Thus the fiftieth day from the Exodus is seen to correspond 
quite correctly to the fifth or sixth day from the arrival at 
Sinai; and it is evident that the Jewish tradition interpreted 
mm ova in the same manner as we have done.— Lepsius supposes 
“that day” to have been the day of the battle with Amalek 
(for, in the learned critic’s opinion, chap. xix. 1, 2 2, is put in the 
wrong place, and ought to stand before chap. xviii. 1). That is 
to say, on the same da y on which Israel had maintained a severe 
conflict with Amalck, from the first thing in the morning till 
late in the evening (xvii. 9, 12), and on which Moses had crippled 
his hands with the exhaustion caused by holding them up (xvi. 
12),—on the very same day, though it was a long time past sun- 
set (xvii. 12), Moses not only built an altar at Rephidim (xvii. 
15), but after erecting the altar, directed the people, who were 
worn out partly with terror and anxiety, and partly from the 
twelve hours’ engagement, to leave Rephidim and march through 
the Wady Aleyat to the Sinai-Serbal ;—yes, and on the same day, 
notwithstanding all the strain that had already been put upon 
both body and mind, Moses ascended to the top of the fearfully 
precipitous Serbal, which is 6342 feet high, and conversed with 
Jehovah there ; again, on the same day, he came down from the 
mountain (we will hope that he did not find the same difficulty 
as the Egyptologist, who was quite fresh when he went up, and 
who says, with regard to himself and his companions [p. 332]: 
“ We were obliged to leap from rock to rock like the chamois, 
and by this pathless route, the most difficult and exhausting that 
I ever travelled in my life, we arrived at our tent with trembling 
knees in two hours and a half”); and even then the indefatig- 
able Moses had not yet finished his day’s work, but on the same 
day again he assembled the elders of the people, and then again 
reported the answer of the people to Jchovah,—all this 7 O32, 



GEOGRAPUICAL SURVEY. GL 

for all this oceurred on the day of their arrival, with which the 
three days’ preparation for the promulgation of the law com- 
menced.—Indeed! Then Ict no one say that Lepsius docs not 
believe in miracles! But that is the way with these critics : the 
actual miracle (eg. the sweetening of the bitter water at Marah, 
and the flowing of the water from the rock at Rephidim) is pro- 
nounced a purely natural occurrence ; and the simplest and most 
natural event in the world, which really required no miraele at 
all, is so interpreted as to be absolutely inconceivable without 
the performance of miracles of a most colossal description. 

GEOGRAPHICAL SURVEY OF THE ROAD TO REPHIDIM AND TITE 

COUNTRY ROUND SINALI. 

§ 5. As the route of the Israelites from Ayun Musa to the 
plain of el-IKaa may be determined with tolerable certainty, so 

may also the course which they took from the latter place to 

Sinai. From the northern extremity of the plain of el-Kaa 

(whether we suppose this spot to have been the station “by the 

Red Sea,” or the station in the desert of Sin), the Israelites, like 

the modern traveller, had to choose between three different 

roads, which led to the Jebel Musa, the mountain appoimted for 

the giving of the law (§ 8). They could traverse the plain 

of el-IXaa towards the south, along the sea-coast as far as the 

Wady Lebran, and then, turning to the east, reach Mount Sinai 

through this wady to the south of the Serbal group. This is 

the ronte which Kosmas, the Indian traveller (in the sixth cen- 

tury), supposed the Israclites to have taken, The first part of 

the way is very casy, but the latter part is so full of difficulties, 

that Moses, who knew the country, is not likely to have sclected 

it. The northern route, which leads through the Wady Nash 

to the table-land Debbet er-Ramleh, on the north of the Serbal 

and Sinaitic groups, is also not likely to have been chosen, not- 

vithstanding its superior facilities,—less, perhaps, because it 

would be more cireultons and badly supplied with water, than 

because the Israelites would be directly exposed to the attacks
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of the barbarous hordes of <Amalekites who inhabited that region 

(1).—The shortest, best watered, and safest route, led through 
the Wadys Mokatteb, Feiran, and es-Sheikh, by a tolerably 

direct and easy way, to the Jebel Musa; and there is scarcely 

ground for a single doubt that this was the road by which the 

Israelites travelled. In this opinion both travellers and exposi- 
tors are now unanimously agreed. We shall therefore dwell a 
httle longer upon the description of this route. 

A little to the south of the Wady Nasb, the Wady Jokatteb 

opens into the plain of el-KKaa. This wady owes its name 
(Valley of Inscriptions) to the ancient inscriptions in the rocks, 
for which it has become so celebrated (2).—It is from three- 
quarters of a mile to a mile in breadth, and runs §.8.E. for a 
distance of four or five hours’ journey between rocky hills. At 
length it joins the Wady Fetran, which also opens into the 

plain of el-KKaa. The latter wady turns somewhat more towards 

the east, and, after a journey of about six hours, brings the 

traveller to the northern promontories of the Serbal group. 

The Feiran valley is “the largest, the most fertile, and. the 

broadest of all the valleys in that region, and the only one 

through which a clear rivulet is still flowing for several miles. 

The exact source of this stream, and its disappearance beneath 
the rocky soil, have not been by any means sufficiently investi- 

gated. Again, in all that rocky wilderness there is no other 

oasis so beautifully studded with palm-groves, fruit-gardens, and 

corn-fields, as the Wady Feiran” (8).—“ From the higher and 

most fertile portion of the Wady Feiran, where the ruins of the 

ancient Pharan still bear testimony to an age which understood, 

far better than the present degenerate race, how to turn its fer- 

tility to account, the Wady Aleyat, an hour’s journey in length, 

opens into the Wady Fciran, and conducts through a narrow 
defile to the group of the lofty and majestic Serbal, whose tall 
peaks rise to a height of 6000 feet, and command all the valleys 

onevery side. From the most remote distance, even from Elim, 

it serves as a landmark to guide the traveller from Egvpt, the
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loftier but more distant group of Sinai being concealed for a 
time behind it” (4).—a little farther to the east of the ruims of 

the ancient Pharan, you ascend from the Wady Feiran to the 

broad and extensive Wady es Sheikh, which continues winding for a 

distance of about ten hours’ journey, till it forms a complete semi- 
circle, and eventually opens into the plain of er-Ltahah, on the 

northern side of the central group of the mountains of Sinai (5). 

(1). As the most decisive reason for not passing through the 
Wapy Nass (copper valley), Ritter (Ev. Kal., p. 45) mentions 
the circumstance, that a considerable number of Egyptians, 
whom he had every reason for wishing to avoid, had already 
settled in this valley for the sake of the mining, which was 
carried on there with sprit. “ For it was here,” he savs, “ that 
the ruined edifices of an ancient Egyptian colony were discovered 
by Miebuhr, at the northern outlet of the wady, into which he 
had wandered by mistake. The runs consisted of a temple, 
several tombs, and blocks of stone, all covered with hieroglyphics. 
They are surrounded by a district which is full of the excava- 
tions made in connection with ancient mining operations, with 
copper mines and furnaces, that point to a very early pre- 
Mosaic period. This mining was still carried on at the time 
of Moses, and had been pursued at the same spot a thousand 
vears before (?!!); for we find the name of the Pharaoh of the 

Exodus—namely, Jenephtha—im hicroglyphics on the monn- 
ments, with those of many of his ancestors of a much carlicr 
date. The name given to the place by the modern Bedouins is 
Sarbat-el-Khadim, t.e., ill of the rings, from the rings which 
surround the names of the kings on the stone tablets, according 
to the general and traditionary custom of the Egyptians.” (for 
further particulars, see [titter’s Erdkunde, xiv. 793 saq.) This 
argument has little weight in our estimation, since it presupposes 
the unconditional correctness of the fallacious results of the 
chronology of Lepsius (vol. ii. § 45, 1). Morcover, even if 
there had been still, or had been already, Egyptian colonists 
engaged in mining there, it is not very likely that they would 
be provided with « military garrison of sufficient strength to 
cause the Israelites any anxiety. 

2.) In the Wapy Moxatrer there are several side open- 
ings, containing traces of Eevptian architecture, with ruins of
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temples, shafts of mines, etc., on some of whieh there are the 
names of kings of still greater antiquity than those at Sarbat-el- 
Khadim, The fact that these are not noticed in the Mosaic 
account of the journey of the Israclites, is explained by K. Ritter, 
on the supposition that either the mines had been already for- 
saken as being older than the others, or the Israelites passed bv 
them without “observing them, as they were somewhat hidden in 
the clefts which are found at the end of the side valleys.—But 
the Wady Mokatteb has derived much greater interest than that 
wlich is imparted to it by the remains of mines, from the quan- 
tity of inscriptions in the sandstone rocks, which cover nearly 
every spot where room could be found to engrave them. As in- 
scriptions of just the same character are frequently met with in 
other places in the neighbourhoods of the mountains of Sinai, they 
are called by the general name of the Sinaitic Inscriptions. 

“ They are found,” says Robinson (i. 188, 189), “on all the 
routes which lead from the west toward tlis mountain, as far 
south as Tair. They extend to the very base of Sinai, above the 
convent el-Arbain, but are found neither on Jebel Misa, nor 
on the present Horeb, nor on St Catherine, nor in the valley of 
the convent ; while on Serbal they are seen on its very summit. 
Not one has yet been found to the eastward of Sinai. But the 
spot where they exist in the greatest number is the Wady Mu- 
katteb, ‘Written Valley, through whieh the usnal road to Sinai 
passes ‘before reaching W uly Feiran. Here they oceur by thou- 
sands on the rocks, chiefly a at such points as would form con- 
venient resting-places for travellers or pilgrims during the noon- 
day sun; as is also the case with those we saw upon the other 
route. Many of them are accompanied by crosses, sometimes 
obviously of the same date with the inscription, and sometimes 
apparently later or retouched. ‘The character is everywhere the 
sane; but until reeently it has remained undeciphered, in spite 
of the efforts of the ablest paleographists. The inscriptions are 
usually short; and most of them exhibit the same initial charac- 

ters. Some Greek inscriptions are occasionally intermingled.” 
The earliest notice of the existence of these mscriptions we 

find in the work of the Indian traveller Kosmas (about 530). 
But even then every historical tradition of their origin had dis- 
appeared, as well as the ability to read and interpret them. 
Kosmas himself was led to belicve, on the testimony of some
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Jews, who professed to have read them, that they were relics of 
the pilgrimage of the children of Israel under Moses. He says 
(according to Jitter, xiv. 28): “When the people received 
the written law of God through Moses at tlis spot, they were 
made acquainted for the first tune with the art of writing ; and 

during their prolonged stay there, they had time and leisure 
enough to exercise themselves in the practice of that art. ence 
at every station in the neighbourhood of Sinai, at which the 
people rested, yon may see the blocks of stone which have been 
rolled from the heights, and the surface of the rock itself, covered 
with Hebrew characters. The writing itself consists of names 
and dates connected with their journey, the names of tribes, the 
months, ete.”—Since his time, it was not till the last century 
that attention was again directed to these inscriptions. Several 
copies were made and brought to Europe; but for a long time 
the attempts of antiquarians to decipher them entirely failed. 
Professor Beer of Leipzig made the first successful beginning in 
1839 (laseriptiones vett. ad montem Sinai servate, Lps. 1840). 
Credner, in a review of Beer’s work, carricd the investigation 
considerably further (Heidelberg Jahrbiicher 1841, p. 908 sqq.) ; 
and more recently Fr. Tuch has subjected the researches of his 
predecessors to so strict a scrutiny, and carried them out to such 
an extent, that hardly any essential improvements remain to be 
made (Verszuch einer Erklérung von 21 Sinaitischen Inschriften, in 
the Zeitschrift der deutsch-morgentl. Gesellschafé iii. H. 2, pp. 
129-215, Lpz. 1849). Beer was misled by the frequent recur- 
rence of the cross in these inscriptions, and attributed them to 
Christian pilgrims belonging to the first centuries of the Cliris- 
tian era. But such a theory could hardly be reconciled with 
the fact, that all the names which he deciphered were purely 
heathen names, and that not a single Jewish or Christian naine 
could be found among the whole of them. Moreover, where 
could the pilgrims have come from, who wrote in characters 
of which we cannot find the shghtest trace, and to which no 
analogy can be discovered among all the languages of antiquity? 
The assumption, that the writers lived in the peninsula itself, 
seems altogether impossible, if we suppose them to have been 
Christians ; for the only Christians who inhabited those regions 
in the first centuries of the Church, are known to have been 
nearly all monks and hermits, whose lives were constantly 
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threatened by the wild heathen natives, the so-called Saracens. 
Luch’s researches, however, have established it as an undoubted 
fact, that these inscriptions are written in a dialect of Arabic, and 
that the authors belonged to the native population of the penin- 
sula, and were most likely of Amalekite descent. Their religion 
he has since discovered to have been the Sabzean worship of the 
stars ; and the occasion of the inscriptions themselves he supposes 
to have been the pilgrimages made to the Serbal, the mountain 
consecrated to Baal from time immemorial, for the celebration 
of religious festivals. The date of their composition he imagines 
to have been the last centunes before Christ, and the first cen- 
turies of the Christian era. The difficulty arising from the 
frequent recurrence of crosses he removes by the supposition, 
which a single glance in most cases confirms, that they were 
added afterwards by Christian pilgrims, just as trees, camels, 
goats, and a hundred other things, were inserted at a still later 
period by the hands of shepherds. The inscriptions generally 
consist of a short salutation, and the name of the writer. 

(3.) Travellers are all enraptured at the paradise-like fertility 
and loveliness of the Wapy Ferran. Lepsius (Briefe, p. 332) 
calls it the most precious jewel of the peninsula, praises its 
luxuriant forests of palms and tarfah, and the lovely banks of the 
brook, which flows rapidly through the wady, winding along 
amidst bushes and flowers. “ Everything that I had hitherto 
seen, and all that I saw afterwards, was bare stony desert, in 
comparison with this fertile, woody, and well-watered oasis. For 
the first time since we left the Nile we trod upon soft black 
earth, had to keep off the overhanging branches with our arms 
as we walked along, and heard birds singing among the thick 
foliage of the trees.” Though the writer, from sympathy with 
the Israelites, who, according to his theory, spent a whole year 
on this spot (as Sinai), or rather from partiality to this hypo- 
thesis of his own, may have used too brilliant colours in his 
painting (most decidedly he has done so in the negative por- 
tions), there is still no doubt that the Wady Feiran is one of the 
most fertile spots in the whole of the peninsula (cf. Dieterict, ii. 
31). According to Lepsius (p. 334), the most fruitful part of 
the valley is situated between two rocky /ills, which rise from 
the plain in the midst of the wady. Of these, the upper onc, 
which stands at the opening of the Wady es-Sheikh, is named
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el-Buéb ; the other, which is opposite to the entrance to the 
Wady Aleyat, Hererat. Near the latter stood the~ ancient 
populous city of Pharan, which Cl. Ptolemcus mserted in the 
geographical tables drawn up by him about the middle of the 
second century, and which in the time of Kosmas was an 
episcopal see of considerable importance. On the [ererat, 
which is surrounded by two arms of the brook Fciran, there 
stood a splendid monastery, the site of which is still marked by 
its ruins. Immediately behind the hill, Lepsius (p. 334) found 
“the narrow valley as stony and barren as the upper valleys, 
though the brook flowed for half an hour at their side. It was 
not till the next sharp turn in the valley, which he calls el-/Zessun 
(Burckhardt, Hosseye), that some groups of palm-trees were seen 
again. Here the Brook disappeared in a cleft in the rock, just 
as suddenly as it had issued forth behind the Buéb, and we saw 
it no more.” According to Ritter (xiv. 739), the brook, at the 
present day, is the natural result of the confluence of the waters 
from the large Wady es-Sheikh and the numerous valleys in 
its vicinity. 

(4.) In the Wady Aleyat the traveller passes by inmumerable 
inscriptions in the rock, to a well surrounded by palm-trees, from 
which Lepsius (p. 333) enjoyed a full prospect of the majestic 
SERBAL. “Separated from all the other mountains, and forming 
one solid mass, the Serbal rises to the height of 6000 fect 
(according to Riippell, 6342 feet) above the level of the sea. At 
first the ascent is gentle, but higher up there are only steep pre- 
cipitous rocks.” “We were obliged,” says Lepsius (p. 330), 
“to go round the south-eastern side of the mountain, and to 
ascend it from behind—that is, from the south, as it would have 
far exceeded our powers to climb to the top through the Rim- 
cleft, which separates the two eastern peaks, and the ascent 
through which is straight and very steep. After about four 
hours’ exertions, we reached a small piece of table land, lying 
between the (five) peaks. ‘There was a road across it, leading to 
the western edge of the mountain. . . . From this point 
the nountain-path suddenly descended through rugged rocks 
into a deep, wild ravine, around which the five peaks of the 
Serbal rose in a semicircle, forming a majestic coronet. In the 
heart of this ravine lay the ruins of an ancient monastery.” 
Lepsius went back from this spot across the table land, and
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ascended first the southernmost peak, and afterwards the one 
next to it, which appeared to be somewhat higher. As it was 
beginning to get dark, he returned by the steep cleft in the rock, 
which led straight to the travellers’ encampment (compare § 4, 5). 
See also the lively description given by Dieterici, ii. p. 31 sqq.— 
The name, Serbal, is derived by Rédiger (on Wellstedt’s Reisen 
in Arabien, vol. li. last page) from the Arabic Ws (palmarum 
copia) and Baal, and most Arabic scholars agree with him. It 
is equivalent, therefore, to “the palm-grove of Baal.” The name 
itself points to the idolatrous worship which was offered upon 
it in ancient times ; and the inscriptions that cover it to the very 

summit are proofs, that this was the spot whither the festal 
pilgrimages were made, memorials of which have been handed 
down by inscriptions on the cliffs of every road through which 
it can be approached. The Serbal, in fact, seems made for the 
Saban worship of the stars. “The fine, bold, rugged, hardly 
accessible rocky peaks, which crown the summit in so royal a 
form, scem better fitted,” says K. Ritter, “for the five pyramidal 
thrones of the five great planets, than for the seat of the one 
God; for the other two of the seven planetary deities, the sun 
and the moon, had undoubtedly their own special sanctuaries in 
the Serbal itself and the immediate neighbourhood. Antonius 
the Martyr, at the end of the sixth century, found this opinion 
still prevailing among the inhabitants of the district, whom he 
called Saracens. And even to the present day the Bedouins of 
the tribe of Tawarah, in that locality, who are probably the 
latest descendants of the ancient heathen population, and who 
have adopted but little of the religion of Islam, only approach 
the summit with cdsemoniacal reverence, barefooted and praying. 
On occasions of prosperity they offer sacrifices on the mountain, 
and regard it as a desecration of the sacred mountain to bring 
strangers thither. 

(5.) The Wapy Es-SuHEIKH (Shech) is described by Ritter, 
in the heading to his excellent description (av. 645 sqq.), as 
“the large, crooked, principal valley, the cleft which connects 
the Sinai and the Serbal groups in the central range, and the 
only convenient road by which the two are connected.” Imme- 
diately behind the spot at which the rocky hill el-Buéb (Note 4) 
contracts the Feiran valley to so great an extent, you enter the 
longer and broader Sheikh valley, which derives its name from
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the tomb of an Arab sheikh who was considered a saint, and 
who lies buried there. It winds first towards the nortli-east, 
then towards the east and south-east, and lastly towards the 
south, and thus describes alinost a perfect semicircle of ten 
hours’ journey in length. This great wady continues to ascend 
gently, but constantly ; so that at the point at which it issues into 
the plam of er-Rahah, at the foot of the Sinaitic group, it is 
more than 2300 feet higher than at its junction with the Wady 
Feiran. The waters of the innumerable side wadys flow into 
this one; and hence it is well watered for a considerable portion 
of the year, and contains many tracts of meadow land, with a 
large number of tarfah-trees. It is especially noted as yielding 
the largest supply of manna at the present day. Morcover, 
there is‘no spot in the whole peninsula, so densely populated as 
this wady and its numerous side valleys. Towards the middle 
of the wady, at the point at which its direction changes from 
the east to the south, the broad valley is contracted into a defile 
of not more than forty feet in breadth, which runs between 
cliffs that rise on cither side like granite walls. In a part of 
this pass, which is a little broader than the rest, the Bedouins 
point out a block of stone five feet high, which looks like a seat 
provided by nature, and to which they have given the name of 
Mokad Seidna Musa (resting-place of the lord Moses). Beyond 
this pass the valley widens again, and there is an opening in 
the eastern wall of rock, at the farther extremity of which 1s 
a well with excellent water, called the Aloses-well (Bir Musa). 
After travelling an hour from the so-called resting-place of 
Moses, you enter a second defile, in a side opening of which you 
find the well of sAbu-Suweirah (Abu-Szucir). When you 
emerge from this pass, the valley attains a considerable breadth, 
and you proceed for some hours in a southerly direction, rising 
gently the whole way, until at length you reach the table land 
of er-Rahuh. 

§ 6. As the curvilinear Wady es-Sheikh affords to the tra- 

veller a convenient road from the Serbal group to that of Sinai, 
so are the two groups also connected by the “ Windy Pass 3” 

but the difficult passes of this range of hills repel the traveller 

from going to them for a shorter road from Serbal to Sinai.
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We shall content ourselves, therefore, for the present, with our 

acquaintance, if not with the shortest road, yet with the one 

which was most suited for the journeyings of Isracl, and will 

proceed at once to survey the Sinaitic group and its immediate 
neighbourhood. 

“Whichever peak may be regarded as the scene of the 
giving of the law, the ordinary notion, that there is a large 

plain at the foot of the mountain, on which the Israclites may 

all have assembled, is altogether a mistaken one. On the con- 

trary, it is completely surrounded by a labyrinth of valleys and 
clefts, so that the whole nation can hardly have witnessed what 

was taking place at the summit of the mountain.’—We have 

here an assertion which so circumspect a scholar as Winer was 

able to make (as he imagined, with perfect certainty) but a very 

short time ago (Reallexicon, ed. 2, ii. 550). Since then, how- 
ever, ow acquaintance with the environs of Sinai has been so 

improved and extended, that we know of not one merely, but 

two large plains in the immediate neighbourhood of the moun- 
tains, either of which would perfectly satisfy all the requirements. 

The heart of the Simai- (et-Tur-) mountains consists of a 

group of three immense parallel ranges, running from the north- 

west to the south-east. The centre of the three is Horeb, which 

has two peaks,—Ras-es-Sufsdfeh towards the north, and Jebel- 

Musa to the south. The eastern portion of the group is called 

Jebel ed-Deir, and the western Jebel el-Homr. The last of 

the three extends much farther towards both north and south 

than either of the others, and rises in the south into the highest 

mountain of the entire group, Afount Catherine (1.)—At the 

north of the Horeb, the broad Wady es-Sheikh (§ 5, 5), leading 

from the north-cast, joins the still broader table-land of er-Rahah, 

which extends two English miles towards the north-west, when 

it is closed by the Windy Pass, which joins the Jebel cl-Homr 

and the table-land of the Jebel el-Fureia, that bounds it on the 

north (2). The two narrow defiles, which separate the three 

mountains from one another, open into this plain, The western
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defile (between Jebel el-[Iomr and Horcb) is called Wady 
el-Leja ; it has no outlet towards the south, as the Jebel Musa 
and the Jebel el-[Tomr are connected together by a ridge, from 
which you ascend Mount Catherine. The eastern defile, between 

IIoreb and Jebel ed-Deir, is named Wady Shoeib; this also 

forms 2 cul-de-sac, the two mountains being joined together 

towards the south by a saddle-shaped ridge (the Jebel es-Sebaye) 

(3). On the other hand, a broad valley curves round the eastern 

und southern side of the Jebel ed-Deir, the Wady es-Sebaye, 
which may be regarded as a continuation of the Wady es-Sheikh, 
and is also connected with the plain of er-Rahah. This wady 

forms the only open and convenient approach to a large and 

broad plain, which surrounds the Jebel Musa on the south in 

the form of an amphitheatre, and touches the western foot of 

Mount Catherine. The name of this plain is Sebaye (4). 

N.B—An excellent and graphic representation of the Sinaitic 

group is attached to Robinson's Researches. In general, it ac- 

cords with the map of Sinai which Laborde has incorporated in 
his Commentaire Géographique, and in which (though in other 
respects it is inferior to Robinson’s) one feature overlooked by 

Robinson is very accurately given, viz., the plain of Sebaye. 

(1.) The central range (Hore, Sinai, Jebel ct-Tur, etc.) 
rises almost perpendicularly from the plain of er-Rahah, like a 
wall of rock, to the height of about 1500 feet above the plain, 
and 5366 feet above the level of the sea. Its highest point is 
called Ras Es-SUFSAFEI (by Lepsius, Sefséf). The sumimit is 
crowned by three distinct peaks,—two of them conical, the 
central one resembling a dome. From this point yon command 
a view of the plain of er-Rahah in its whole extent, and also of 
a large portion of the Wady es-Sheikh. The three peaks all 
rise about 500 feet above the main body of the mountain-range, 
the southern extremity of which is almost an hour’s journey 
distant, where it rises into another and still larger peak, the 
so-calicd mountain of Moses, or Jeben Musa (according to 
Russeyger, about 7097 feet high). The plain is hidden from 
this point by the Ras es-Sufsifeh, and the view of the southern 
plain of es-Sebaye, which lies at its foot, is somewhat contracted
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by the low hills in the foreground.—The eastern range—which 
Robinson calls Jebel ED DEIR; Laborde, Epistema—is not much 
inferior either in magnitude or height.—Jebel EL-Homr is larger 
and more lofty than either. Its highest point in the southern 
part of the range, according to Russegger’s measurement, is 
8168 feet above the level of the sea. 

(2.) The Wapy ER-RawAn was certainly seen and trodden 
by many a traveller before the time of Robinson; but none 
of them had ever paid particular attention to it, or observed its 
importance im connection with the configuration of the Sinaitic 
group. The merit of this unquestionably belongs to Robinson 
(i. 130 sqq.), however Laborde may endeavour to detract from it 
(Comment. Geogr., pp. 41, 42 of the Appendix). As Robinson 
and his companion Smith were descending by the Windy Pass 
from the north-west towards the south-east, they were struck with 
the view which unexpectedly presented itself, and both of them 
involuntarily exclaimed, “There is room enough here for a 
large encampment!” “ Before us,” says Robinson, “lay a fine 
broad plain, enclosed by rugged and venerable mountains of 
dark granite, stern and naked, splmtered peaks and ridges of 
indescribable grandeur, and terminated at the distance of more 
than a mile by the bold and awful front of Ioreb, rising per- 
pendicularly, in frowning majesty, from twelve to fifteen hundred 
feet in height. It was a scene of solemn grandeur, wholly 
unexpected, and such as we had never seen ; and the associations 
which at the moment rushed upon our minds were almost over- 
whelming.’ The whole plain is, on an average, from one to 
two-thirds of a mile broad and two miles long, making in all 
more than a square mile. This space is nearly doubled by a 
broad curve towards the south-west, which leads to the Wady 
el-Leja, and by the level ground of the Wady es-Sheikh, which 
is very little narrower, and which runs at right angles to the 
plain of er-Rahah, from which it is separated by a deep mountain 
torrent. 

(3.) The western defile, Wapy EL-LeEJa, conceals in the 
background the deserted monastery of el-Arbain (i.c., the forty, 
sc. Martyrs), with its rich olive plantations. (For further par- 
ticulars of the monastery, see § 8,1.) The eastern defile, Wapy 
EL-SUOEIB, is better known, as it is from this point that the 
ascent of Jebel Musa is generally made. Shoeib is the Arabic



GEOGRAPIIICAL SURVEY. 13 

name of Jethro (vol. ii. § 19, 7); and the valley is named after 
him, because the floeks of this prince and priest in Midian 
are supposed to have been driven hither for pasture. In the 
heart of this valley lies the hospitable monastery of St Catherine, 
with its pleasure grounds and fruitful gardens, 11 which every 
traveller to Sinai finds a welcome home (see Jitter, xv. 598 
sqq.). 

(4.) The existence of so extensive a plain at the foot of the 
Jebel Musa, as the PLAIN oF ES-SEBAYE (Zbai, according to 
Lepsius) proved to be, had eseaped the notice of all the earher 
travellers, not excepting even Robinson himself. The eause of 
this remarkable circumstanee is to be found in the fact, that the 
view from the Jebel Musa is by no means an advantageous one, 
as there is a row of small gravel hills at the foot of the mountain, 
which, though they do not quite conceal the plain, prevent your 
discovering its actual extent. Laborde ean claim the merit of 
having been the first to pereeive the importance of this plain, 
and of having included an outline of it, though somewhat 
inaccurate and confused, in his topographical sketch of Sinai. 
W. Kraft and F. A. Strauss examined this remarkable plain 
with greater minuteness and care (compare Strauss’s Sinai und 
Golgotha, p. 136, and his manuscript communications quoted by 
Ritter, xiv. 596 sqq.). “The Sinai,” he says, “descends abruptly 
for about 2000 feet, and at the foot there are low gravel hills, and 
behind them a broad plain, which rises like an amphitheatre 
towards the south and east. . . . If the view from the 
summit of the Jebel Musa was such as to astonish us at its 
majestic situation, our amazement was equally aroused when we 
looked from the plain at the grandeur of the altar of God, which 
rose abruptly before us in the most magnificent form.” “On the 
side on which the Wady es-Sebaye enters, the plain is 1400 fect 
in breadth; at the south-western foot of the mountain, 1800 
feet. The latter is the breadth at its central part, and its length 
from cast to west is 12,000 feet. Its superficial dimensions, 
therefore, are greater than those of er-Ruhuh. (Aceording to 
Robinson, 1. 140, er-Rahah is 2700 fect broad and 7000 feet 
long,—thongh this space is nearly doubled when we add the 
broad plain of the Wady es-Sheikh.) ‘Towards the south the 
plain of es-Sebaye rises very gradually ; and even the mountains, 
which bound it on the south, lave a gentle slope, and do uot
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reacli any very great height ;” so that the plain and mountains 
together form a natural amphitheatre around the majestic Moses’ 
mountain. 

Graul (ii. 218) writes as follows :—“TI crossed the hills in 
the foreground, which are connected with the Jebel Musa, and 
with some difficulty reached the low-lying plain of Sebayeh, 
which I found on closer inspection to be considerably larger 
than it had appeared to be when [ looked at it from the summit 
of the Jebel Musa. I walked straight forwards, with the deter- 
mination to keep right on till the summit of the Jebel Musa was 
lost to view; but, as the sun was very hot, I turned back long 
before there was any prospect of reaching the point I had 
intended. The road still continued to ascend between the moun- 
tains. From the point at which I turned I counted 1500 steps, 
over partly hilly ground and partly a gentle slope, and then 
1500 more over level ground, to the point at which the Wady 
Sebayeh curves round the Jebel ed-Deir, and the sumnnit of 
Jebel Musa is lost for a short distance. As soon as it was 
visible again, I walked forward 1500 steps into the Wady 
Sebayeh, and was unable to perceive any point at which it was 
likely to be obscured again. The wady is from two to four 
hundred paces broad, apart from the gentle slope of the moun- 
tains to the east.” 

§ 7. In what part of the valleys and plains, which we have 
now traversed with the help of experienced guides, are we to 

look for the stations, Dofkah, Alush, and Rephidim? Where 

was the encampment in the desert of Sinai? And which of the 

giants of the desert, that we are now acquainted with, was the 

mountain of the law, the Mount of God in Horeb? We have 

no clue at all to the exact position of Dofkah and Alush, and 
even with regard to the station at Rephidim we are not much 
better off. We can only decide with tolerable certainty, that 

they must all three have been on the road which leads from the 

plain on the coast, el-Kaa, to the Jebel Musa. A comparison 
between the number of the stations and the length of the road 

will not even enable us to get a general idea of the distance be- 

tween the stations; for our previous investigations have shown
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most conclusively that there was the greatest inequality in the 

length of the various stages,—sometimes they were hardly a 

day’s journey, and at other times they occupied three whole days, 

if not more. At Rephidim there was a dearth of water: Moses 

smote the rock, and a spring issued from it. How far will this 

fact help us? There are thousands of rocks on the road at 
which this might have ocewred. We do not even know whether 

we are to look for a particularly parched locality, which might 

answer the description given, or for a peculiarly well-watered 

district, which would testify to the results of the miracle wrought 

by Moses. For who can inform us whether the spring, which 

Moses called forth from the rock, was merely intended for the 

time of their sojourn at Rephidim, or continued to flow after the 

Israelites had departed? Again, we read of the battle between 

the Israelites and the Amalekites, and of a hill from which Moses 

looked down upon the battle-field. But both the Wady Fciran 

and the Wady es-Sheikh are of very nearly the same breadth 
throughout ; and there are so many hills on the road, that it is 

impossible, if we examine without prepossession, to fix with con- 

fidence upon any one spot as more adapted for this purpose than 

all the rest. And is it absolutely certain that the battle-field 

inust have been a broad and extensive plain, when we consider 

that the conflict merely arose from a predatory attack of Be- 
douins?—-We have now exhausted all the special data from 

which we might hope to obtain a clue to the exact position of 

Rephidim. It appears, therefore, that we must for ever re- 

nounce the hope of discovering the rock from which the waicrs 

gushed out, and the spot where Moses stood when his uplifted 

staff brought victory to the combatants. Only one hope still 

remains, namely, that possibly the ancient names Dofkah, Alush, 

Rephidim, might be unexpectedly heard from the lips of the 

Bedouins as faithfully guarded reminiscences of the most remote 

antiquity (an occurrence by no means without analogies). Yet 

even this we can hardly speak of as possible ; for in that portion 

of the peninsula which is the most frequented and the most 

thickly populated, travellers have asked the name of every little
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wady, every opening, every rock, and every hill, a thousand 
times, without once detecting the least resemblance to the ancient 
names. 

(1.) Under the circumstances described above, we shall con- 
tent onrselves with giving a cursory sketch of the conjectures of 
the most celebrated travellers and expositors as to the situation of 
Rephidim. The most westerly spot of all has been selected by 
Lepsius, who supposes the Serbal to have been the mountain of 
the law. He places it at el-Hessun (§ 5, 3), where the Feiran 
brook suddenly disappears behind a cleft in a rock, and never 
emerges again. ‘l’o this spot, with which he was well acquainted, 
Moses is supposed by him to have led the murmuring people, 
that they might taste for the first time the water of the primeval 
mountains. To this he reduces the whole miracle at Massah 
and Meribah (§ 4, 1). But even apart from the triviality of his 
mode of explaining the miracle, this hypothesis cannot be sus- 
tained ; for the original record points to the origin, not to the 
end, of a stream; and Ritter (xiv. 740) has conclusively rephed : 
“The staff of Moses cannot possibly have caused the water to 
issue forth at the spot where it buries itself in the ground; this 
can only have taken place at the point at which it takes its rise, 
even if it be correct to regard the stream of the Wady Feiran 
as identical with Moses’ spring.’ The paradise, which com- 
mences half an how behind el-Hessun, between the two hills 
Hererat and el-Bueb (§ 5, 3), is supposed by Lepsius to have 
been occupied by the Amalckites, who were afraid that Israel 
might intend to dispossess them, and therefore had reason 
enough for the attack which they made. Lepsius also appeals 
to the fact that Eusebius and Jerome place Rephidim éyyds 
Papav (prope Pharan). But the most conclusive argwnent he 
supposes to be, that Massah and Meribah were a “rock in 
Horeb,” and that Jethro visited his son-in-law, when there, at 
the “mount of God in Horeb,” i¢., at the mountain of the law 
(or Serbal) (§ 4, 4; 8, 3). 

K. Ritter is of opinion that we must look for Rephidim 
higher np, namely, in the most fertile parts of the valley between 
Hererat and el-Bueb (xiv. 739 sqq.). In this case, the hill 
Hlererat would be the spot upon which Moses stood when Israel 
fought against Amalck, and the rock Massah and Meribah
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would be identical with the narrow cleft el-Bucb (§ 5, 3), where 
the brook of Feiran suddenly issues from the rock. In the pre- 
sent clay, it is true, the brook takes its msec in a natural manner 
from the confluence of the waters of the Wady es-Sheikh. But 
may not “the staff of Moses have first opened a passage for the 
brook into the Wady Feiran, through the narrow cleft el-Bueb ?” 
If so, “ this wady will not have been a cultivated valley, as it 
afterwards was, nor a treasure of such importance for the sons 
of Amalek to defend.’ For “if this was the case, the luxuri- 
ance and cultivation of the Wady Feiran cannot be of a more 
ancient date than the age posterior to Moses.” The Mount of 
God at Rephidim, where Jethro visited Moses, must have been 
Serbal, in Ritter’s opinion; and there were therefore two distinct 
mountains of God—the Serbal, the mountain of heathen wor- 
ship, and the Jebel Musa, which afterwards became the moun- 
tain of (the true) God in consequence of the promulgation of 
the law (§ 4, 4). The mention of Horeb in connection with the 
smiting of the rock (chap. xvii. 6), is accounted for by Jttter on 
the ground that the name Horeb is used in the Pentateuch to 
denote the whole of the Sinaitic group of mountains, including 
even its most extensive outlying hills (§ 8, 1). 

Robinson, Laborde, Raumer, and others, go farther up the road 
through the Wady es-Sheikh in their search for Rephidim. La- 
borde fixed upon a site between the two defiles of Mokad Seidna 
Musa and Abu-Suweirah (§ 5, 5); but Robinson decides in favour 
of the point above the well Abu-Suweirah, at which the valley 
widens again into a broad plain, about five hours’ journey from 
the junction of the Wady es-Sheikh with the plam of er-Rahah. 
This site, says Robinson, answers very well to the description of 
Rephidim as the last station before the encampment in the desert 
of Sinai, and also enables us to explain the fact that the rock is 
said to have been “in Horeb,” and that Jethro came to Rephidim 
“at the mount of God;” for the outermost hills of Sinai actually 
commence here, and the people were already in the neighbour- 
hood of the mountain of the law. Robinson is only acquainted 
with one objection which can be offered to this opinion, namely, 
that neither at this spot, nor throughout the entire Wady 
es-Sheikh, is there any particular dearth of water at the present 
day. This difficulty he cannot mect in any other way, than by 
supposing that, as the people appear to have remained at Rephi-
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dim for a considerable length of time, the small supply (from 
the well Abu-Suweirah) was soon exhausted. 

The legend of the monastery at Sinai places the site of Rephi- 
dim farthest up, and is decidedly inadmissible. .It points out an 
immense mass of rock, in the western cleft of Horeb, the Wady 
el-Leja (§ 6, 3), as the rock from which the water was brought 
by the rod of Moses. 

§ 8. But the most interesting and important question of all 

is, which was the mountain, or mountain-peak, upon which 

Jehovah descended amidst thunder and lightning and a mighty 

trumpet blast, and whence He proclaimed to the assembled 

people, in fire and with the voice of thunder, the fundamental 

law of the covenant (Ex. xix. 16 sqq.)? Where did the people 
encamp in the “ Desert of Sinai ;”” and where are we to look for 
the spot to which Moses “brought forth the people out of the 
camp to meet God” (xix. 17), and from which the people fled 

away and stood afar off, “when they saw the thunderings, and 

the lightnings, and the noise of the trumpet, and the mountain 

smoking” (xx. 14 [18])? 
We have every reason for keeping at a distance from the 

opinion to which Lepsius has given utterance, and which he has 

advocated with such a show of eloquence and such persuasive 
arts, viz., that the Serbal was the mountain of the law,—to say 

nothing of other conjectures of travellers in search of discoveries. 

A calm examination of the Biblical statements, a thoughtful 

comparison of the localities referred to (1), and a proper atten- 
tion to the testimony of tradition (2), which is by no means so 

groundless in this case as it frequently is, compel us to decide in 

favour of the mountain-range of the Jebel Musa (§ 6, 1) (8). 
The only thing about which there is still some uncertainty, is 

whether we should side with Robinson, who fixes upon the 

northern peak of this range, namely, the Ras es-Sufsdfeh (4), 
as the spot to which the Lord descended in the fire, or should 

follow tradition and many modern travellers, and give the pre- 

ference to the southern peak, or Jebel Musa. A careful ex- 

ainination of the neighbouring valleys and plains may enable us
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to arrive at some certainty as to this contested point. And, 

happily, the latest researches have added so considerably and 
essentially to our knowledge of the locality in question, that we 
can now assert with tolerable confidence, that the place of 

encampment in the desert of Sinai was the plain of er-Rahah, 

with the adjoining valleys and patches of pasture land; that 

the mountain on which the Jaw was promulgated was the Jebel 

ifusa ; and that the spot to which Muses conducted the people 

of God was the plain of es-Sebaye (5). 

(1.) The wse of the NAMES Srnat AND Horen (Chored) 
has always been very variable. Jengstenberg (Pentateuch, vol. 
ii, p. 325 sqq., translation) and Robinson (i. 177, 551 sqq.) 
decide that, in the Pentatench and the Bible generally, [/ored is 
used as the original name of the entire group, whilst Sinaz is 
restricted to one particular mountain (that of the law); and in 
this decision Rédiger (on Wellstedt’s Reise, i. 89-91) and Ritter 
(xiv. 743) concur. Gesenius, however (on Burckhardt, p. 1078), 
comes to the very opposite conclusion; and Lepsius (Briefe, 
pp- 352, 439) declares that the two names are continually applied 
to the mountain of the law, with exactly the same signification. 
It is certain, at the outset, that if either of the two names is 
more comprehensive than the other, it must be the name Horeb ; 
for there is not a single passage in the Old Testament, in which 
the name Sinai is employed, where the context shows that it 
necessarily refers to the entire group of mountams. But this is 
the case in Ex, xvii. 6, where the name Horeb occurs. When 
the rock Massali and Meribah is described, as it is there, as “a 
rock in Horeb,” we think at once of the outlying mountains of 
the entire Sinaitic group, not of the mountain of the law; for 
Rephidim (where the rock was situated) and the desert of Sinai 
(at the foot of the mountain of the law) were two different 
stations, at least a day’s journey apart (chap. xix. 2). This 
more comprehensive, and therefore more indefinite meaning of 
the name LToreb, is still further confirmed by Ix. iii. 1: “ Moses 
led the flock of Jethro to the mountain of God, to IIoreb 
(739h),” where the mountainous district of Horeb is evidently 
referred to, and not one particular mountain. On the other 
hand, the fact that the name Sinai originally denoted the par-
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ticular mountain, is evident from this among other reasons, that 
the plain at the foot of the mountain is always called the “desert 
of Sinai,” never the “desert of Horeb.”’ On the other hand, it 
cannot be disputed that the name Horeb is frequently employed 
in cases in which we can only think of the one momntain of the 
law, and that in the later books this actually became the pre- 
vailing name. There is nothing strange in such an interchange 
of names, especially as it takes place according to a definite law, 
as Hengstenberg has fully proved. During the whole period of 
the sojourn of the Israelites at the mountain of the law, when 
the number of mountains round about them rendered it neces- 
sary that a distinction should be made, this particular mountain 
was called Sinai (with the single exception of Ex. xxx. 6). 
But in the history of the Israelites subsequently to their departure 
from that district—for example, in the whole of the Book of 
Deuteronomy, with the exception of Deut. xxxiii. 2—the name 
Horeb is applied to the mountain on which the law was given. 
There was no longer the same necessity for distinguishing the 
one mountain from all the rest, as during their stay in the imme- 
diate neighbourhood; and the more general name became current 

again.—The name Horeb was probably of Egyptian origin, and 
Sinai the name given in the district itself. If so, the more 
general and indefinite use of the former could be very easily 
explained.—In the later books of the Old Testament, the two 
are used promiscuously (but Horeb the more frequently of the 
two). In the New Testament we meet with Sinai alone; and 
this is also the case in Josephus. After the time of the Cru- 
sades, travellers varied considerably in their use of the two 
names; but, since the last century, this diversity has ceased 
among Christian writers,—Jebel Musa being almost invariably 
designated Sinai, and the northern part of the same range 
Horeb. 

2. The remarks of K. Ritter (xiv. 729, 730), with reference 
to the perpetuity of the TRADITION CONCERNING THE SITUATION 
OF THE MOUNTAIN OF THE LAW, are undoubtedly correct. He 
says, “ The stupendous events connected with the sojourn of 
the Israelites at Sinai were intended to produce a far greater 
effect upon their immediate descendants, the people on the 
Jordan, than merely to fix their attention upon localities, namely, 
to work upon their minds in such a way as to contribute to their
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eternal salvation. Hence the transient terrestrial phenomena 
only necded to be so far hinted at, as to connect, to some extent, 
the bricf occurrences of the time with the local circumstances 
that attended their wanderings. At the same time, but little 
weight was attached to details, since Jehovah did not remain 
behind at Sinai and in the desert, but went along with Fis people 
Israel to Canaan and to Sion. Hence, in all future ages, though 
the attention of the Israelites was directed to the law, it was not 
fixed upon the mountain of the law. For the glorious event was 
not concentrated exclusively npon this particular mountam. . . . 
Moreover, this onc mountain, Sinai, was never an object of adora- 
tion, like the sacred places of other nations, nor were the pil- 
grimages of the Israclites directed thither.’—Still, we must not 
earry this out so far, as to suppose that the Israelites of a later 
age lost all interest in the spot where the law had been delivered, 
and that even their acquaintance with the locahty became less 
and less, if it did not cease altogether. The frequent references 
made by the psalmists and the prophets to the mountain of the 
law, could not fail to excite and perpetually renew inquiry as to 
its exact situation. It did not follow that, because the people were 
spiritually minded, or were intended to be so, therefore this 
question excited no longer any interest m thei minds. We have 
evidence cnough that the places in the Holy Land, which had 
been rendered sacred by the events connected with the history 
of the patriarchs Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, were regarded 
with perpetual imterest by their descendants (sometimes, in fact, 
with more than was right), and that this was in itself quite a 
proper thing (of cow'se within proper bounds). The book of 
Genesis, with its vivid descriptions of the patriarchal adventures, 
was evidently designed to stimulate this interest, and keep it 
alive. Abraham laid the foundation of it by purchasing the 
family grave at Machpelah (vol. i. § 66). Moriah, Bethel, Ma- 
hanaim, and many otlier places, consecrated by manifestations 
of God Himself, demanded it by their very names. The 
temple at Moriah was founded upon a spot, which had al- 
ready been marked out for the purpose by the culminating 
points in the lifetime of Abraham. Jceroboam selected Bethel 
fur the worship of the calves, doubtless in order to give a colour 
to what he did by the recollections which the name excited. 
And the worship offered on the high places was able even to 

VOL. III. 1
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maintain a successful opposition to the temple-worship at Jeru- 
salem, since it called to mind the fact, that the patriarchs them- 
selves had sacrificed on the very same high places. And, even 
if we had no direct testimony to the fact, it would be natural to 
assume that the people cherished similar feelings with reference 
to the place at which the law was proclaimed. But we are not 
altogether without such testimony. Elijah made a pilgrimage 
to the mountain on which Jehovah in His majesty had given the 
law to the people, that he might there utter his complaints to 
God, of the manner in which the people of his times had fallen 
away from the law. Elijah, and the men of his age, therefore, 
were undoubtedly acquainted with the situation of this holy 
ground (cf. 1 Kings xix. 8). The Apostle Paul was even in a 
position to inform his readers of the name which the mountain 
of the law bore among the native Arabs at that time (Gal. iv. 25: 
for Mount Sinai is called Hagar by the Arabs). He had been 
in Arabia (Gal. i. 17): very possibly he had ascended the moun- 
tain with feelings akin to those with which Elias had climbed it 
before him; for, like Elias, he also had had to complain of the 
obduracy and persecution of his nation. We may assume tliat 
he also was still acquainted with the situation of the mountain, 
or that he thought he was. Christian churches were formed in 
Arabia at a very early period, namely, in the second century; and 
Christian hermits withdrew from the world into the mountains 
and valleys, which had been consecrated by the wonderful works 
that God had performed for His people. Dionysius of Alexan- 
dria (about the year 250) mentions, that in his day Mount Sinai 
was the resort of Egyptian Christians during the time of perse- 
cution, and that the Saracens, who frequented it, often made 
them slaves (usebius Historia, 6, 42). We also learn from 
many authorities of the fourth century, that Mount Sinai was 
the seat of many a hermitage; and that, although the hermits 
themselves inhabited separate cells, they had a common president, 
and were in constant intercourse with one another. One of 
these rulers of the hermits was Sylvanus the Egyptian (about 
the year 365), who had laid out a garden upon Mount Sinai, 
which he cultivated and watered with his own hand. In the 
year 373 the monk Macarius made a pilgrimage to Sinai, and 
reached it eighteen days after his departure from Jerusalem. 
He met with a number of anchorites there; and during his stay
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an attack was made upon them by the Saracens, in which forty 
of the Christian fathers were slain. Such massacres as thiese 
were of frequent occurrence. There was one, for example, in 
the time of Nlus, who lived among the anchorites of Sinai with 
his son Z'heodulus, and has Jeft us a description of an attack, 
when he himself escaped, whilst his son was carried off into 
slavery, from which he was afterwards ransomed by the Bishop 
of Elusa (in the year 390). At that time Pharan, in the Feiran 
valley, was the seat of a flourishing Christian bishoprick. We 
have a letter, written about the middle of the fifth century, by 
the Emperor Marcian to the Bishop Macarius, and to the Archi- 
mandrites and monks of Sinai, warnmg them against being led 
away by a herctic, Theodosius, who had taken refuge in the 
mountains of Sinai after the Council of Chaleedon. In the year 
548, a certain Theonas, presbyter Afontis Sinai, signed his name, 
at a synod held at Constantinople, as legate from this mountain, 
and from the church at Pharan and Raithou (= EKhm). At the 
the fifth cecumenical council at Constantinople (553), there was 
present a certain Constantine, Bishop of Sinai, etc. (Compare 
the still fuller accounts given by Robinson and Ritter xiv. 12 
sqq-). When we take all these facts into account, though we have 
not in any instance such further details as would enable us to 
determine which was the mountain referred to, it may not per- 
haps be going too far, if we venture the assertion, that the exact 
site of Sinai was kept in mind till the time of Justinian by means 
of continuous tradition. But just at that period we meet, un- 
doubtedly, with two different accounts of the position of the 
sacred mountain. Kosmas Indicoplenstes evidently identifies it 
with Serbal, when he describes it as six miles from the city of 
Pharan (in Montfaucon Coll. nova T. ii, L. 3, p. 196: eds 
Xawpi8 76 pos, Tour’ eatw €v TH Swale, eyyvs dvre THs Bapav ws 
amo podiov €€); and this is confirmed by his remarks concerning 
the inscriptions (see § 5, 2). Yet, previously to this, very weighty 
authoritics had decided in favour of the Jebel Musa. According 
to the tradition of the existing monastery of Sinai, in the Wady 
Shoeib, Justinian I. was the founder of the monastery (in the year 
527), and built it on the site on which I[Ielena had erected a small 
church along timebefore. Theessential partof this legend, namely, 
the erection of a large churcli in one of the valleys of Sinai for 
the numerous monks in the district, is confirmed by the historian
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Procopius, who was almost contemporaneous with the event itself 
(de eedificiis, Justin. 5, 8). He states, that it was impossible to 
build the church on the top of the mountain, on account of the 
constant noise and other supernatural phenomena, which pre- 
vented any one from remaining there at night, and therefore it 
was placed lower down. There can be no doubt that the church 
referred to is the Church of the Transfiguration, which is in 
existence still, According to Procopius, the same emperor 
erected a strong fortress at the foot of the mountain, in which he 
stationed a select garrison to resist the attacks of the Saracens. 
The credible testimony of the Patriarch Eutychius of Alexandria, 
in the ninth century, 1s more definite still. He states that Jus- 
tinian ordered a fortified monastery to be erected at Sinai, for 
the purpose of protecting the monks from the predatory attacks 
of the Ishmaelites, and that this monastery embraced the tower 
which had already been built by the anchorites for their own 
defence (Hutychius, Annales ed. Pococke, it., p. 160 sqq.). 
This is probably the existing monastery, which Procopius con- 
founded with a fortification. ‘These statements are all confirmed 
bythe Itinerartum of the martyr Antoninus, who made a pilgrimage 
to Sinai at the end of the sixth century. His account removes the 
possibility of a doubt, that the Jebel Musa is the mountain referred 
to (Ritter xiv. 30); and such distinctness is thereby given to the 
legend of the church of Helena, and the locality of the invasion, 
as described by Nilus, that there can be no question as to its being 
situated either on the side or summit of the Jebel Musa. This 
proves, then, that from the time of Helena the general opinion 
was, that Mount Sinai stood just where the tradition of the pre- 
sent day still places it; and there is nothing extravagant, there- 
fore, regarding it as possible that the tradition might be traced 
back through Paul and Elijah to the time of Moses himself. 

But as this tradition is supported by such general as well as 
ancient testimony, how cid the Indian traveller come to entertain 
a different opinion? Aitter (xiv. 31) conjectures that “possibly 
two different traditions or party views prevailed in the monasteries 
and among the monks of Constantinople and Alevandria, which 
may have arisen from acontest to secure for one or the other of 
the two places the highest repute for sanctity. The Byzantine 
view, which received such imperial support, would very naturally 
prevail over that of Egypt.” But we cannot find the least indi-
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cation anywhere of the existence of such a relation, and in itself 
it is very improbable. The only foundation upon which it could 
possibly rest, is the fact that A’osmas was an “ Egyptian” monk ; 
but this is at all events a very weak one. The difference between 
the party views entertained by the two rivals on the Bosphorus 
and the Nile, ust in that case have existed as early as the times 
of Dionysius of Alexandria and the Eimpress-mother Ielena, and 
must have continued for three hundred years. But we should 
certainly expect to find some trace of it, when we consider the 
various ways in which Byzantium and Alexandria came into 
collision with cach other, and still more, the very numerous and 
soinetimes very full notices which we possess of the anchorites of 
Sinai. All the accounts of (? before) Kosinas mention only one 
Sinai, namely, the one upon which Justinian built the monastery. 
There is no hint of the possibility of any other locality putting 
in a claim to be regarded as the scene of the most wondrous 
work performed by God in connection with the history of Israel. 
Even Eutyches, who was an Egyptian, and must therefore have 
been acquainted with the Alexandrian “ party view,” and most 
probably would share it—who possessed, moreover, the most ac- 
curate knowledge of all such subjects, does not make the slight- 
est allusion to the possibility of Mount Sinai being discovered 
anywhere else than where Justinian erected his cloister-fortress. 
The claim of Serbal to the honour of being the mountain of the 
law inust have arisen at a very late period, not long before the 
time of Kosmas; it must have been confined to a very limited 

space, and can only have met with acceptauce in a very con- 
tracted circle. We can hardly be wrong, therefore, if we trace 
the origin of this notion to Pharan. Pharan was at first a 
heathen city. It owes its proximity to Serbal certainly not to 
the fact that the mountain was sacred to Jehovali (if its sacred- 
ness had anything to do with it, it must have been Baalite or 
Sabeean), but to the paradisiacal fertility of the Feiran valley, 
that “niost costly jewel” of the whole peninsula. But Pharan 
became by degrees a Chistian city, the centre of a flourishing 
episcopal see. Whit could be more natural than that the city, 
which was at all events situated in the road taken by the people 
of God wider the conduct of Moses, should endeavour to fix as 
inany reminisceuces as possible of the mighty works of God for 
Isracl in its own immediate neighbourhood, and especially of the
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greatest aid most glorious of all? But these attempts cannot 
have met with much approval, or spread over a wide area 
(they cannot have been received either at Byzantium or Alex- 
andria), probably because the conviction, that the Jebel Musa 
was the mountain of the law was too ancient, and too firmly and 
deeply rooted, as well as too widely diffused and too generally 
adopted. In fact, the other opinion prevailed to so limited an 
extent, that we should hardly have heard of it at all, had not a 
credulous monk of the 6th century, who most likely never went 
beyond Pharan, allowed himself to be persuaded that the opinion, 
which prevailed in that city, was the more correct of the two. 
It would undoubtedly be all the easier to convince him of this, 
on account of the deep impression which the aspect of the ma- 
jestic Serbal must have made upon his mind. 

Lepsius (p. 445 sqq.) has taken great pains to weaken the 
evidence, referred to above, in favour of the antiquity of the 
tradition which has come down to us; but more especially to 
convince us that the monastery at Sinai cannot have been built 
by Justinian, and that the entire tradition originated in the 11th 
century, at the time when the monastery was actually built. 
But the whole of his argument consists of nothing more than an 
assertion that Kosmas Indicopleustes is the only credible witness— 
all the rest being either spurious, or, if genuine, not trustworthy. 
Relying implicitly wpon Procopius, he maintains that Justinian 
had a fortress erected upon Jebel Musa for purely military pur- 
poses, without the slightest reference to the assumed importance 
of the spot m connection with the history of Moses, etc. 

(3.) Burckhardt (according to the quotation in Lepsius, 
p- 418) was misled by the references to Serbal occurring in the 
inscriptions, which he supposed to be of Christian origin, and 
therefore came to the following conclusion: “I am persuaded,” 
he says, “that Mount Serbal was at one period the chief place 
of pilgrimage in the peninsula, and that this was considered to 
be the mountain where Moses received the tables of the law; 

though I am equally convinced, from a perusal of the Scrip- 
tures, that the Israelites encamped in the Upper Sinai, and that 
either Jebel Musa or Mount St Catherine is the real Horeb.” 
Since his time several have written in support of the opinion, 
that the Serbal is the true Sinai, though this opinion has always 
been confined to individuals. According to Kutscheit’s account
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(in Brun’s Repertorium 1846, ii., p. 12), ZZughes, the English- 
man, who published a Biblical Atlas in 1841, was the last to 
assign the promulgation of the law to Sinai. In 1846, Lepsius 
appeared, claiming eredit not only for having rediscovered in 
Serbal the true position of Sinai for the first time for a thousand 
years, but also for having set the question at rest for all time to 
come (Reise, pp. 11-50). Again, in 1852 he published an elo- 
quent defence of his theory, though Jtiééer, the master in this 
department, did not adopt his view; but, on tlie contrary, brought 
forward the most conclusive arguments against it (xiv. 736 sqq.).? 
Hitherto his hypothesis has met with but little success, notwith- 
standing his reiterated defence of it. Robinson has determinately 
rejected it (Bibliotheca Saera, vol. iv., p. 381 sqq.). The ac- 
knowledgment made by Dieterici (ii. 53, 54) is also worth notic- 
ing :—“ Professor Lepsius,” he says, “was kind enougli to send 
me his work before my departure. I found it so excellent in 
many respects, that I determined to follow it in the formation of 
my own plan. At the outset I had almost made up my mind to 
regard the Serbal as Sinai; but, after having elimbed the Ser- 
bal, I have formed a totally different opinion.” 

Let ns look more closely, however, at the arguments and 
eounter-arguments employed by Lepsius. First of all, he fancies 
that he takes away from the prevailing opinion its main support, 
by pronouncing it a monk’s fable of comparatively modern date. 
How wrong he is in this assertion, is apparent from what we 

 Kutscheit’s pamphlet, which is certainly somewhat warmly written, has 
not been deemed worthy of notice by Lepsivs. On the other hand, he has 
entered partially into Ritter’s objections. The fact that Ritter still adheres 
to the traditional theory, in spite of his own proofs of its fallacy, he excuses 
in the following manner (p. 427): ‘In Mitter’s account there was neces- 
sarily an @ priori decision in favour of one of these two views. Hence, when 
a new (?) view was only presented to him at the final conclusion of his im- 
portant preliminary labours, in which the belief of a thousand years, con- 
firmed as it had been by every modern traveller, was for the first time (?) 

disputed in an occasional and necessarily imperfect book of travels, it pre- 

sente| but little claim to his preference, especially as it had neither been 
critically reviewed nor noticed by later historians.” We confess that we 
have a better opinion of the literary fidelity and conscientionsness of such a 
man as Iitter; and we are convinced that even ‘at the conclusion of his 

important preliminary labours” (which, however, had but little to do with 
this question), he would not have shrunk from the trouble of changing, if 

necessary, the passages referred to.
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have already written. Then, again, he lays it down as an 
axiom, which is to be maintained under all circumstances, that, 
generally speaking, the geographical conditions of the peninsula 
have continued essentially the same since the days of Moses, and 
particularly, that the amount and relative proportions of fruit- 
fulness and unfruitfulness are exactly the same now as they 
were at that time; so that, in his opinion, any one who has 
recourse to the opposite view, though he may prove everything, 
will for that very reason prove nothing. A. Ritter may well 
take this to heart; for he not only maintains, in mnumerable 
passages in his invaluable work, and adduces satisfactory reasons 
to prove, that the peninsula was generally much more fertile in 
ancient times than it is now, but, what is more important still, 
he is very much inclined to trace the fruitfulness of the Feiran 
valley, upon which the whole of the argument of Lepsius rests, 
to the miraculous production of the Feiran brook by means of 
Moses’ rod (§ 7,1). Dicterici has pointedly observed (ii. 55, 56): 
“ Professor Lepsius persists in taking the present condition of 
the peninsula of Sinai, as a standard by which to measure the 
past. We shall not attempt to decide whether the learned 
Egyptologist, when he looks at Egypt and Nubia in their present 
desert state, with the fields so deeply buried in sand, has laid 
the same stress upon the present condition of the country as in 
the case of Arabia.” 

Moreover, the effort of Lepsius is evidently to make as 
much as possible of the unfruitfulness of the environs of Sinai 
and of the fertility of those of Serbal, and to place the contrast 
between the two in the most glaring light. The Sinai, with the 
surrounding district, is said to differ in no respect whatever, 
so far as regards sterility, from the dead and barren soil of the 
rest of the peninsula, whilst a little patch of garden is maintained 
with the greatest difficulty by the skill of the monks. But is it 
really the case that the country round about the Jebel Musa is 
a parched and barren desert? Kutscheit (p. 23) appeals to 
Shaw, Niebuhr, Burckhardt, de Laborde, Robinson, Schubert, 
and a hundred other travellers, who were also eye-wituesses and 
trustworthy men, and from whom we reccive very different tes- 
timony. One of the latest travellers, St Olin, the North Ameri- 
can, writes as follows (in the Zeitschrift der deutsch-morgenland- 
ischen Gesellschaft ii. 8, pp. 318, 319: “ Beautiful springs gush
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forth from the rocks, and form together a magnificent waterfall, 
which rushes down into the ravine beneath. . . . We often 
had recourse to its cool, clear water, for the purpose of quench- 
ing our thirst,” ete. A. fitter, who has studied the character 
of the peninsula more mimtely than any other of his contempo- 
rarics, has given a very different account of the mountains of 
Sinai, and supports it by the concurrent testimony of travellers 
in innumerable ways. He describes it as containing “a cool, 
wide-spread, elevated, Alpine tract of meadow land ;” and sees 
no difference in the Feiran valley, except that there is “a greater 
amount of fertility concentrated within a more limited space” 
(xiv. 743). Lepsius considers it inconcervable, that Moses should 
ever have thought of leading the people away from the fertile 
paradise of the Feiran valley, to spend a year in the barren 
desert of Sinai; and believes that the people themselves would 
have politely declined to follow him, when once they had en- 
joyed the delights of such a paradise as this. To this Auéscheit 
replies, “That is very like saying that the Israclites had no 
other object in view than to find out some fruitful nook in which 
they might pitch their tents and huts, and stay there for ever. 
But the desire of the Israelites was to reach the land of their 
fathers, which flowed with milk and honey ; and, first of all, it 
was necessary that they should be conducted to Sinai, there to 
lay aside the children’s shoes, and be made by the law a perfect 
man, an organised nation.” But Lepsius is very serious m the 
matter. Ie says (Bricfe, pp. 347, 348): “The fact cannot be 
overlooked, that if \Loses wanted to conduct so numerous a people 
to the peninsula, the first and principal thing that he had to settle, 
by means of his wisdom and his knowledge of the country, was 
how to maintain them all. For, whatever conclusion we may come 
to with reference to the number of the emigrants (Ltobinson esti- 
mates them at two millions), we must in any case assume that 
there were a very large number, who had all to be supported in 
the Sinaitic desert, and who had taken no provisions with them. 
How can we suppose it possible that, instead of directing atten- 
tion at once to the only fruitful and well-watered spot in the 
Whole peninsula, and striving to reach it with all speed, Moses 
should have led them to a remote corner among the mountains, 
where two thousand emigrants, with their cattle and attendants, 
could never have found sufficient food and water? It would
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have been a wrong thing for Moses to rely upon the miracles of 
God; for they always commence just when human wisdom and 
human counsel fail, and are never intended to supersede them.” 
—Very good; but if this line of argument is really to be taken 
as serious, it must be admitted, at the very outset, that Moses was 
the most infatuated and imprudent leader that ever existed, and 
that the murmuring people were quite right when they cried 
out, “ Are there no graves in Egypt? Wast thou obliged to 
bring us into the desert, to kill us with hunger and thirst ?”— 
Lepsius, who reduces the 430 years spent in Egypt by a bold 
stroke of the pen to 90, will probably show the same skill in re- 
ducing the two million emigrants to twenty thousand, or, if 
necessary, to a still smaller number; but how quickly would 
even these, with their cattle, have consumed the entire produce 
of the Feiran valley, which is scarcely a mile long, and at the 
most 500 paces broad? What becomes, then, of the celebrated 
wisdom of Moses, and his intimate acqnaintance with the 
country? Even if he did select the Feiran paradise for his 
principal halting-place, he must still from the very first have 
“relied upon the miracles of God,” though Lepsius considers 
that this would have been a most improper proceeding. Is there, 
then, so great a difference in this respect between Feiran and 
er-Rahah, when we take all the cireumstances into consideration ? 
K. Ritter is of a different opinion (xiv. 743): he thinks, on the 
contrary, that the neighbourhood of the Jebel Musa “ is better 
adapted than any other spot in the peninsula for the lengthened 
halt of such a people, on account of the many ramifications of 
its different valleys, and even superior to the Feiran valley, in 
which a greater amount of fertility is concentrated in a smaller 
space.’ We fully conewr in this opinion. At the present day, 
the environs of the Wady es-Sheikh (§ 5, 5), with its mnumer- 
able side valleys and clefts, are incomparably more densely 
populated than the district surrounding the Feiran valley, which 
is more fertile in itself, but has much smaller side valleys, and 
none of equal fertility to those found in the Wady es-Sheikh. 
Dieterict has very correctly observed, in opposition to Lepszus, 
“The only conception we can form of the encampment of the 
Israelites is, that whilst the head-quarters were fixed at the place 
whose name is given, the flocks were scattered far and wide in 
search of their scanty food, im precisely the same manner as
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those of the Bedouins of the present day. At the same time, 
we must never lose sight of the extraordinary supply which they 
received from the Lord.” Froin this point of view, Litter’ s 
opinion, just quoted above, is fully confirmed. 

Lepsius is certainly right, when he says, in his reply to Litter, 
that there cannot possibly have been two different mountains of 
God at the time of the Exodus (viz., the Serbal and the Sinai ; 
see § 4, 4); but Jitter is as decidedly correct when he main- 
tains, in opposition to Lepsius, that the mountain of the heathen 
gods (the Serhal) cannot possibly have been the same as the 
mountain of Jehovah. Since Credner and Tuch have clearly 
proved that the Sinaitic (or, as /titter more correctly names them, 
the Serbalitic) inscriptions point out the Serbal as the central 
point, not of Christian worship, but rather of the earliest heathen 
worship and pilgrimage (Baalite or Sabzean), the Serbal hypo- 
thesis has lost its most plausible argument. It cannot but sur- 
prise us, therefore, to find Lepsius still adducing these in- 
scriptions in support of his opinion. “To this we must add,” 
he says at p. 347, “that the Sinaitic inscriptions, which are 
found in the greatest numbers on the road to the Wady Feiran 
and in the Wady Aleyat, leading up to Serbal, seem to indicate 
that in a much later age large crowds of people performed a 
pilgrimage to this mountain, for the purpose of celebrating reli- 
gious festivals.” Ste! On the contrary, as the Serbal, from 
its very shape, invited the heathen inhabitants of the peninsula 
(the Amalekites) to idolatrous worship ($5, 4), and therefore 
had been abused to that purpose even before the time of Moses, 
it was for that very reason absolutely unfit to be the mountain 
of the God of Jehovah. “ The people,” says Dieterici (ii. 57), 
“ were still carrying on a fierce mental conflict (with their deeply- 
rooted inclination to idolatry), and were overcome by it again 
and again. And can we suppose that, wlulst this conflict was 
still going on, Moses selected the mountain of Baal as the moun- 
tain of God?” | 

Moreover, when “the rock in Horeb” (Ex. xvit. 6), from 
which the people were supplied with water at Rephidim, and the 
visit of Jethro (to Rephidim?) at the “mount of God” (Ix. 
xvili. 5), are referred to the Serbal; we are just as much at liberty 
to refer the former to the outlying mountains of Sinai, as 
Lepsius to those of Serbal ;—and the latter simply proves that
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Rephidim was either so near to the mountain of the law as to 
justify an expression of this kind (as Robinson supposes), or 
(what scems to us still more correct, see § 4, 4) that this visit is 
narrated according to the subject-matter, and not in chronologi- 
cal order ; an alternative which even Lepsius cannot oppose (and 
in fact assents to), for his Rephidim is not situated immediately 
at the foot of the Serbal, but the Wady Aleyat lies between.— 
The remarkable proof deduced from Ex. xvi. 1, that the Serbal 
alone can have been called Sinai, or the mountain of Sin, because 
it touched the desert of Sin, we have already disposed of in § 2, 5. 

We sce, then, that the argument in favour of the identity of 
the Serbal with the mountain of the law is very weak; and we 

cannot blame Ritter,’ Robinson, Dieterici, and others, when, in 
spite of the learning and eloquence of Lepstus, in spite of his 
challenge to ocular demonstration, they still adhere to the ancient 
system; especially as this system is supported by a mass of the 
most convincing arguments and proofs. The authors just named 
have furnished such powerful arguments in proof of the mmpro- 
bability, or rather impossibility, of Lepsius’ theory, and also in 

1 Notwithstanding the weighty arguments brought forward by fitter, 
in opposition to Lepsius, and in support of the more ancient view, he still 
speaks of the latter, with which his own opinion coincides, as hypothetical 
(xiv. 740): ‘‘ We see,” he says, ‘‘in the two almost contemporaneous 

authorities, Jerome and Kosmas, the great diversity that existed between the 
views entertained with reference to these places, whilst neither of them is 
supported by such decisive arguments as to commend itself, to ws at least, as 

the only one that can possibly be maintained. As both of these attempts to 
elucidate a text which has been left so indefinite in topographical respects, 
and to describe a locality as yet so little known, can only rest upon hypo- 
thetical probabilities, we may be allowed to give a brief explanation of our 

own hypothetical opinion on a subject which will, probably, never be en- 
tirely extricated from obscurity.” The thought of Kosmas, who is certainly 
overrated, has given to Ritter’s words an air of uncertainty here, which they 
lose altogether afterwards. He repeatedly expresses himself in a most decided 

manner (e.g. p. 742). In the Evang. Kalender, again (p. 52), he concludes 
his treatise with the words: ‘‘ The latest researches have contributed to 
bring about at least a negative result; that is, to render it impossible to 
regard the Serbal of Amalck as the Sinai of Israel, unless subsequent disco- 

veries should furnish positive reasons for coming to an opposite conclusion. 
Till then, the noble range, at whose foot the monastery was erected in the 
time of Justinian, will be regarded by every pilgrim as the true Sinai and 
Horeb of Israel, which furnishes equal evidence of its ancient dignity and 

splendour.”
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confirmation of the ancient traditional view, that we have little 
else to do than to let them speak for themselves, and to arrange 
their arguments, which supplement one another, into one con- 
solidated phalanx. 

Robinson considers it a prerequisite, in determining the scene 
of the giving of the law, that there should be sufficient space for 
so large a inultitnde to stand and behold the phenomena on the 
summit; and rejects the hypothesis of Lepsius, because this con- 
dition is wanting in the case of the Serbal. Lepsius himself 
confesses, that there is certainly no plain at tlic foot of the Serbal, 
on which the whole of the people could have been collected to- 
gether. But he appeals to the fact, “ that the encampment of 
the people at Sinai is described in just the same terms, as at all 
the earlier stations. IIence, if we suppose the term camp to 
require a given space, sufficiently large for so numerous a body 
of people to pitch their tents, we must be prepared to point out 
a plain of er-Raha at all the earlier stations. If we imagine two 
inillion people congregated together m an enclosed camp, which 
must have consisted of two hundred thousand tents, reckoning 
one for every ten, and these tents arranged as in a regular milt- 
tary encampment, even the plain of Raha (§ 6, 2) would be too 
sinall; but if we suppose that a comparatively small number 
were collected immediately around the head-quarters of Moses, 
whilst all the rest sought out the shady spots and scanty pasturage 
of the surrounding valleys, the Wady Feiran would suffice for 
the head-quarters as well as any other. Morcover, the Wady 
Feiran, even if we take only the most fertile portion of it, as far 
as to cl-Hessun, along with the broad Wady Aleyat, would afford 
quite as much space, and certainly a much more suitable situa- 
tion, for a continuous camp than the plam of Raha.” We readily 
admit all this, but make two remarks :—In the first place, the 
areument just mentioned involves an acknowledgment, that there 
was not room at the foot of the Serbal even for the head-quarters, 
since it places them as far off as cel-ITessun, in the valley of 
Feiran (even when the Israelites are said to have encamped in 
the “ desert of Sinai”). But the Feiran valley corresponds to 
the station at Rephidim, which would therefore be identically 
the same as the station in the desert of Sinai. The Israclites, 
however, had to depart from the former and march at least 
one day’s journey farther before they arrived at the latter, where
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they pitched their tents again (Ex. xix. 1, 2).— Secondly (and 
this is still more important), Lepsius has totally misunderstood 
Robinson’s arguments, or at least has given such an explanation 
of it that it was a very easy matter to refute it. Robinson re- 
quired a large space at the foot of the mountain, not (as Lepsius 
assumes) that all the tents might be pitched within it, but that 
all the people might be able to see what was going on at 
the summit; and whilst there is every ground for laying down 
such a condition (Ex. xix. 17 sqq., xx. 18 sqq.), it is quite cer- 
tain that it cannot possibly be satisfied in the neighbourhood of 
the Serbal. But let us turn to Dieterict, who went with a decided 
prepossession in favour of the hypothesis of Lepsius, and care- 
fully examined the neighbourhood with special reference to that 
hypothesis. He says (n. 54): “ It was impossible for either me 
or wwy companion, D. Blaine, who showed a remarkable tact in 
the examination of all local circumstances, to imagine the scene 
in any way as occurring upon the Serbal. This mountain is, no 
doubt, visible from a great distance, on account of its height ; 
but not in the mmediate neighbourhood, either from the Wady 
Aleyat or the fertile valley of Feiran. There is only a small 
corner of the valley visible from the Serbal, just where the for- 
mer turns a little more towards the north, opposite the ruins of 
the City of the Desert (Pharan). In the blooming valley of 
Feiran the mountain is hidden by the high rocky walls. The 
Wady Aleyat curves round at a short distance from the moun- 
tain, and a precipitous cleft, with blocks of stone heaped up in 
wild confusion, leads up between the rocky cliffs. But the writer 
of the Bible history represents the scene as so present to the 
view of all, that the revelation of God was made ‘in the sight of 
all the people’ (Ex. xix. 11), and Moses went up and down 
again several times before their eyes (chap. xix.). Moreover, 
the mountain must have risen abruptly from the plain, for it 
was ordered to be fenced round (xix. 12). But the ravine just 
mentioned (the Wady Aleyat) is the only approach to the Serbal, 
and it is not without the greatest difficulty that any one can 
reach the mountain itself; if, then, this road was guarded by the 
elders, what necessity could there be for a hedge?” 

Another argument is based upon Ex. iii., and is sufficient of 
itself to decide the question. We read there, that Moses kept 
the sheep of Jethro, the priest in Afidian, and led them behind
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the desert to the mountain of God in Horeb. Now Wady 
Feiran and the Serbal were in the territory of the Amalekites ; 
but the Jebel Musa was in the eastern half of the peninsula, 
within the territory of the Midianites. Aud, as Dieterici says, 
even if Moses had attempted to drive his flock into the country 
of the Amalekites, they would certainly have prevented him. 
If the Amalckites guarded this treasure of theirs (the Wady 
Feiran) with so much jealousy as to attack the Israclites when 
they passed through, they are not likely to have suffered the 
flocks of forcigners to come and feed there at pleasure. “ We 
must assume, therefore, if we decide impartially, that this Horeb 
was in the territory of the Midianites. These two tribes appear 
to have been both well organised, and to have lived side by side 
in the peninsula. Now there were two large mountain-ranges 
in the peninsula, the Serbal and the Sinai. In both of these water 
was to be found; and cither of them answered admirably, as the 

head-quarters of a pastoral tribe.’—K. Ritter was also acquainted 
with this argument, and laid great stress wpon it (vang. IKa- 
lender 1852, p. 52). 

Lepsius cannot possibly conceive how Moses could pass by 
the majestic Serbal, which was visible from so great a distance 
and commanded the whole country like a lofty watch-tower, and 
go into a corner of the desert, enclosed on all sides, to a moun- 
tain which was not visible in any direction, was almost entirely 
unknown, and by no means remarkable for its shape, its position, 
or any other peculiarity. obinson and Ritter, on the contrary, 
regard the concealed position of this corner of the desert, and 
the fact that the mountain is completely enclosed, as furnishing 
another argument in favour of the opposite view. Lobinson 
(i. 176) describes it as an adytum in the midst of the great cir- 
cular granite region, with only a single feasible entranec,—a 
secret holy place shut in from the world by barren, solitary moun- 
tains. titer writes to the same effect (xiv. 742). He calls 
the Jebel Musa “the adytum of the more central and better 
protected group of Sinai;” and employs this expression, without 
doubt, to indicate that, in his opinion, this mountain was selected 
for the giving of the law, because it was the most secret sanc- 
tuary in the peninsula. Just because Jehovah desired to speak 
to Israel in secret, because He wished to be alone with Israel, 
that Ie might conclude the marriage covenant with the nation, 
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He led them into the most central and secret adytwm in the 
desert. 

(4.) After the southern peak of the Sinaitic range had passed, 
for more than a thousand years, as the scene of the promulgation 
of the law, RoBinson pronounced this assumption an impossi- 
bility, after a personal examination of the various localities, and 
transferred the grand event to the northern peak of the same 
range, the Ras es-Sufsafeh. His arguments appeared so forcible, 
that nearly every commentator embraced his opinion ; but, latterly, 
still further discoveries have been made in the locality of Sinai, 
which have caused many to alter their views again.— Robinson’ s 
argument was twofold, negative and positive: showing, first, the 
incompatibility of the Biblical data with the position of the Jebel 
Musa; and, on the other hand, demonstrating the perfect har- 
mony between these data and the situation of the Ras es-Sufsafeh. 
The former we shall have to examine in the next note: at pre- 
sent, therefore, we shall confine ourselves to the latter— Being 
thoroughly dissatisfied with his ascent of the Jebel Musa, {tobin- 
son proceeded to climb the northern peak. “ The extreme diffi- 
culty,” he writes, “and even danger of the ascent, was well 
rewarded by the prospect that now opened before us. The whole 

~ plain er-Rahah lay spread ont beneath our feet, with the adjacent 
wadys and mountains; while Wady esh-Sheikh, on the right, and 
the recess on the left, both connected with and opening broadly 
from er-Rahah, presented an area which served nearly to double 
that of the plain. Our conviction was strengthened, that here, 
or on some one of the adjacent cliffs, was the spot where the 
Lord descended in fire and proclaimed the law. Here lay the 
plain where the whole congregation might be assembled; here 

was the mount that could be approached and touched if not for- 
bidden ; and here the mountain-brow, where alone the lightnings 
and thick cloud could be visible, and the thunders and the voice 
of the trumpet be heard, when the Lord came down on Sinai” 
(i. 157, 158). We shall presently show, that all these points of 
agreement with the Biblical text are to be found even more 
completely in the Jebel Musa; whilst, on the other hand, there 
are two points in the description of the Ras es-Sufsafeh and its 
vicinity which are not in harmony with the Biblical data. Robin- 
son himself has pictured the difficulty of ascent in glowing colours : 
“ We first attempted to climb the side in a direct course; but
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found the rock so smooth and precipitous, that after some falls 
and more exposures, we were obliged to give it up, and clamber 
upwards along a steep ravine by a more northern and circuitous 
route. From the head of this ravine we were able to climb 
around the face of the northern precipice, and reach the top, 
along the deep hollows worn in the granite by the weather dur- 
ing the lapse of ages” (vol. i. p. 157). 

Lepsius (Briefe, p. 827) and Dieterict (ii. 46) climbed this 
peak, and both agree with Robinson as to the danger and difh- 
culty of the undertaking. “This alone,’ says Lepsius with 
perfect justice, “would have prevented me froin coming to the 
conclusion that Moses had even stood upon one of these rocks, 
which are visible from the valley.’ And this argument has 
double force, when we consider that on more than one occasion 
Moses went up and down the Mount of God several times ou the 
saine day. 

Moreover, we read in the scriptural record, that “ Moses 
brought forth the people out of the camp to meet with God, and 
they came to the foot of the mountain” (lux. xix. 17); and when 
the people saw the terrors of the majesty of God, which were 
displayed before their eyes, “they fled and stood afar off” (Ex. 
xx. 18), evidently that they might not see and hear what they 
were quite unable to bear. But how does this tally with Ras 
es-Sufsafeh and the plain at the foot? If the camp was in the 
plain of er-Rahah, that is, close to the foot of the mountam, 
what necessity was there for Moses to lead the people oué of the 
ccanp to the foot of the monntain 2?) And whither could the people 
flee, so as to avoid seeing and heariug what had caused them so 
much alarm? There was no spot in the whole of the plain of 
er-Rahah, or the adjoining portion of the great Wady es-Sheikh, 
from which the Ras es-Sufsafelh would not be distinctly seen. 

Dietenicr also came back from the Jebel Musa discontented, 
and climbed the Ras es-Sufsafeh in the hupe of finding a spot 
better adapted for the giving of the law; and in this hope he was 

not disappomted. “ ‘The broad plam of er-Rahah lay before us,” 
he says, “im which were a number of black Arab camel-hair 
tents, that reminded us of the camp of the Israelites. The pre- 
cipitous abruptness, with which this rock rises almost perpen- 
dicularly from the plain, led us to subseribe to tobinson’s con- 
jecture, that this might be the mountain on which Moses stood 

VOL. III. G
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transfigured before the people.” Still, the second objection 
suggested by us appears to have excited some scruples in his 
mind, At any rate, he tries to evade it by a peculiar combina- 
tion of the two opinions : “ As Ras es-Sufsafeh and Jebel Musa 
are actually two peaks of Mount Horeb, we might imagine one 
of them (the more northerly) to have been the point at which 
Moses was visible to the people, and the other (the Jebel Musa) 
the place where he was hidden from the people in the stillness 
of secrecy with God. We can then imagine the scence exactly. 
The Jewish camp was in the Wady er-Rahah ; the elders stood 
in the Wady Shueib, where the monastery has since been built, 
or in the western opening (Wady el-Leja) ; on the Jebel Musa 
Moses was separated from all the world; and on the Ras es- 

Sufsafeh he was still present to the eyes of all’’ But Robinson’s 
hypothesis gains nothing from this modification. Which was 
the peak upon which the Lord came down in the fire? The 
Ras es-Sufsafeh? In that case both of our objections remain 
in full force. The Jebel Musa? Then Robinson’s difficulties, 
which Dieterici shares, are not removed. But, beside this, the 
notion of there being two mountains of God, upon the one of 
which everything was visible, whilst upon the other all was hidden 
from view, is altogether arbitrary and unfounded, and thoroughly 
irreconcilable with the Biblical account. 

(5.) We come, lastly, to the opinion which has generally 
prevailed from the very earliest times, though Laborde was the 
first to test it by an examination of the locality itself, and which 
has been thoroughly and conclusively expounded by F. A. 
Srrauss and Kraft, and warmly commended by Rirrer. To 
this opinion we at once acknowledge our adhesion. 

Robinson (i. 153) says, with reference to his ascent of the 
Jebel Musa: “My first and predominant feeling, while upon this 
summit, was that of disappointment. Although, from our exami- 
nation of the plain of er-Rahah below, and its correspondence to 
the scriptural narrative, we had arrived at the general convic- 
tion that the people of Israel must have been collected in it to 
receive the law; yet we still had cherished a lingering hope or 
feeling that there might, after all, be some foundation for the 
long series of monkish traditions, which for at least fifteen cen- 
turies has pointed out the summit on which we now stood, as the 
spot where the ten commandments were so awfully proclaimed.
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But scriptural narrative and monkish tradition are very different 
things. In the present case, there is not the slightest reason for 
supposing that Moses had anything to do with the summit which 
now bears his name. It is three miles distant from the plain on 
which the Israelites must have stood, and hidden from it by the 
intervening peaks of the modern [Toreb. No part of the plain 
is visible from the summit; nor are the bottoms of the adjacent 
valleys; nor is any spot to be seen around it, where the people 
could have been assembled. The only point in which it is not 
immediately surrounded by high mountains 1s towards the 8.E., 
where it sinks down precipitously to a tract of naked gravelly 
hills. TLere, just at its foot, is the head of a small valley, Wady 
es-Sebaiych, running towards the N.E. beyond the Mount of 
the Cross into Wady esh-Sheikh, and of another not larger, 
called el-Warah, running 8.E. to the Wady Nusb of the Gulf 
of Akabah ; but both of these together hardly afford a tenth 
part of the space contained in er-Rahah and Wacdy esh-Sheikh.” 
Dieterict writes to the same effect : “The view from this point 
is exhilarating, though the first feeling is one of disappointment. 
We look in vain for any large valley in which the nnincrous host 
would have pitched their tents; for the valley of the Jews 

(? probably the plain of es-Sebaych, § 7, 4), which hes below, 
shut in by mountains, is evidently by no means sufficient. Nor 
dloes the mountain itself appear to be so detached from the 
others, that it could easily have been tonched.” 

Let us turn, however, to what Jitter says (xiv. 589, 590) : 
Further examination leads to a totally different conclusion. It 
is not a fact, that the only large plain, adapted for the encamp- 
ment of a tribe, lies by the northern cliff of the [Loreb; but there 
is an equally large one immediately adjoming the southern cliff 
of the Sinai, from which there is a direct road to the Wady 
Sheikh, through the broad, capacions Wady Sebayeh ; and from 
this large, southern plain of Sebayeh (§ 7, 4), the peak of thie 
lofty Sinai of tradition, which rises like a pyramid to the north, 
would be just as visible to a whole tribe as the Sufséfeh, which 
is supported by no ancient tradition whatever.” On a closer 
acquaintance with this plain, every difficulty vanishes in the 
clearest and most satisfactory manner. Jt meets the require- 
ments of the case, as described in the Bible, even to the most 
minute details: “Tor it is large cnougl to contain an immense
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crowd of people; it lies close at the foot of Sinai, which rises 
in front of it and towers above it like a great monolithic 
granite wall to the height of 2000 fect; and the buildings at 
the top—the mosque, the Christian chapel, and even the stone of 
Moses—are clearly discernible by any one looking up from be- 
low. There is not a single spot in the whole peninsula in which 
the topographical data (given in the Bible) can all be found 
united more perfectly than they are here.” This is Ritter’s 
opinion.— Tischendorf (i. 232) says: “This wady (this plain) 
of Sebayeh has been regarded, and not without reason, as the 
spot on which the children of Israel were encamped during the 
Mosaic legislation. It is of considerable extent, and looks as if 
it had been made for some such festival as this. It also enables 
us to understand the expression employed by Moses, ‘ Whoever 
touches the mountain.’ In the Wady Sebayeh the mountain 
may literally be touched; for it rises so precipitously, that it 
stands before your eyes a distinct objeet from the foot to the 
summit, evidently detached from everything around. The same 
remark applies to the words, ‘And the people came up to the 
foot of the mountain. It is very rarely possible to see the 
summit of a mountain, and yet stand so near to the foot as you 
can here.” At the same time Tischendorf discovers difficulties, 
which make it almost more advisable to adhere to Robinson’s 
views: first, because there is not a good road direct to the sum- 
mit from the plain of Sebayeh; again, because the way by 
which the Israelites must have gone from the Sheikh valley to 
the foot of the mountain would be “too narrow and difficult ;” 
and, lastly, because the words, “ Moses led the people out of the 
camp to meet God, and they came to the foot of the mountain, 
seem to imply that there was a considerable distance between 
the mountain and the camp.” But there is no ground for the 
assumptions, from whieh these difficulties arise. The plain of 
Sebayeh was not the place in whieh the people encamped, and also 
that in which they went out of the camp to the foot of the moun- 
tain to reccive the law. It only answered the latter purpose. 
The head-quarters of the encampment were, without doubt, in 
the plain of er-Rahah and the Wady es-Sheikh. From this 
spot Moses conducted the people out of the camp, through the 
broad though short Wady es-Sebayeh, into the plain of es- 
Sebayeh, to the foot of the Jebel Musa, to meet with God ; a dis- 
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tance which the Englishmen who accompanied Strauss and 
Kraft were able to accomplish, with fast walking, in tliree quar- 
ters of an hour. The people were collected together in this 
broad plain, which surrounds the steep rocky cliff of the Jebel 
Musa like an amphitheatre. On account of the precipitous 
character of the mountain, even the front ranks could see every- 
thing that passed at the top of the mountain; and as the plain 

itself rises gradnally towards the south, and therefore every row 
stood on somewhat higher ground than the one before it, there 
was nothing to prevent the hindermost ranks from seeing clearly 
the summit of the mountain. Moreover, as the mountains 
which bound the plain on the south are neither steep nor lofty, 
a considerable number of people could take their stand upon the 
mountains, if there was not sufficient room in the plain. When 
the people, overpowered by the sublime spectacle attendant upon 
the giving of the law, were seized with a panic and rushed away 
from the spot, they ran through the Wady Sebayeh, and hurried 
back to their tents in the valleys and openings of Sheikh and 
Rahah, from which they were no longer able to see what was 
taking place on the Jebel Musa, as the steep cliff of Ras es-Suf- 
safch stood between.—If the question be asked, By what road 
did Moses ascend the mountain? the most natwral assumption 
is, that he ascended from the plain of Sebayeh, crossing the 
IIntberg (which connects the Jebel Musa with the Jebel ed- 
Deir in the form of a saddle); in which case his ascent 
would be “witnessed by no stranger’s eye, and concealed from 
all below.” Subsequently, however, when starting from thie 
‘amp in the valley of Rahah, he will probably have gone 
throngh one of the ravines which intersect the range (vol. 11. § 42, 
3), either Wady Leja or Wady Shocib (probably the latter, 
which is still the more usual route for ascending the mountain). 
The seventy elders, whom Moses took with him, after the con- 
clusion of the covenant, within the boundary of the sacred 
mountain, that they might see God (Ex. xxiv. 10) and partake 
of the covenant-meal (ver. 11), and whom he left behind lim 
(ver. 14) when he went up to the top of the mountain, were 
probably stationed in the Wady Shocib at the foot of the Lut- 
berg, or they may possibly have accompanied Moses to the top 
of the main body of the mountain-range, and remained standing 
there while he went up the highest peak.
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In Ritter’s opinion (xiv. 591), if we look upon the plain 
of Sebayeh as the spot from which the giving of the law 
was witnessed, we need only assume that it was not the whole 
of the people who were led there to meet with God, but 
only a very large portion of them. For “the whole people, 
even though they had only numbered hundreds of thousands, 
could not possibly have passed in one day through such narrow 
valleys as all the wadys of the Sinaitic group, even the broadest, 
are; and this they must have done before they could reach the 
mountain.” ‘The same assumption, however, would be quite as 
necessary if we removed the scene to the plain of Rahah. And 
he does not consider that this presents any difficulty; for very 
frequently (e.g., chap. xix. 7-9) the elders, who were the repre- 
sentatives of the whole people, are actually spoken of as though 
they were themselves “all the people.’ Still, although such a 
limitation is certamly admissible, in our opinion it is by no 
means necessary. As a matter of course, the old men, the 
women, and the children, would not be there. Hence there 
would not be more than 600,000 men present (Ex. xii. 37); and 
we do not see that it would be impossible for this number to pass 
through the Wady es-Sebayeh, which is very short and from 
two to four hundred paces broad, into the plain of es-Sebayeh, 
and back again to the camp in the cowrse of a day. 

We conclude with an extract from Graul. He says (ii. 
260): “I am not the man to take up the cause of monastic 
traditions, and least of all those of Sinai, which rest as traditions 
upon very feeble foundations. But I cannot, and do not wish 
to conceal the fact, that of all the spots in the peninsula which 
I have visited, not one has seemed to me to harmonise so com- 
pletely with the Biblical account of the giving of the law, as the 
Jebel Musa and its neighbourhood. At the same time, I must 
candidly confess that I visited the Jebel Musa with a decided 
prejudice in favour of the hypothesis of Lepsius.” 

PREPARATIONS FOR GIVING THE LAW AND CONCLUDING 

THE COVENANT. 

§ 9. (Ex, xix. 3-15).— When the procession had reached the 
desert of Sinai, and the tents had been pitched there, Moses 

went up the mountain to God. Probably the pillar of cloud and
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fire (vol. ii. § 36, 3) may have rested on the mountain, to show 
that that would now be the dwelling-place of God for a con- 
siderable time, and that He would continue there in the midst of 

IIis people, who were encamped in an amphitheatrical form on 

the north of the mountain. At the same time, the cloud was 

hidden from the view of the people, by the rocky cliff of the 
Ras es-Sufsifeh which stood between. From the period of His 

call (ix. i. 12), Moses had known that the people were to serve 

God on this mountain. He went up the mountain, therefore, 

to ascertain in what manner this was to be done. The answer 

which he received was the following: “ Ye have seen what I 
did unto the Egyptians, and how I bare you on eagles’ wings, and 

brought you unto Myself. Now, therefore, if ye will obey My 

voice indeed, and keep My covenant, then ye shall be a peculiar 

treasure unto Me above all people; for all the earth is Mine: and 

ye shall be unto Me a kingdom of priests, and a holy nation.” 

These were the preliminaries of the covenant (1),—a promise and 

a demand on the part of God, to which the people were required 

to respond with cheerful faith and obedience. Moses came 

down the mountain with this message, and delivered it to the 

elders, who at once announced their readiness to enter into the 

covenant on these terms. As the covenant was to be concluded 

through the medium of Moses, it was necessary that he should 

receive special credentials in the sight of the people; and for this 

purpose, God promised to come down to him in a visible manner, 

und converse with him before all the people. Moreover, as the 

mountain was set. apart as the Holy of Holies in which God was 

about to reveal Himself, it was requisite that it should be conse- 

crated, that is, separated and distinguished from the hills round 

about. ‘This was done by placing a hedge around it; and as it 
was now no longer a similar mountain to the rest, but a 

mountain of Divine manifestation, it had become an unap- 

proachable sanctuary, that might not be touched by either man 

or beast (2). Moreover, as the people were to draw near to 

Jehovah to receive the law, the groundwork of the covenant, 

they also must sanctify themselves and make ready for the third
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day (3); for on the third day Jehovah would come down upon 
Mount Sinai before the eyes of all the people, to use it as His 

throne from which to proclaim the law. 

(1.) The first message which Moses had to bring to the 
people from the sacred mountain, contained the PRELIMINARIES 
OF THE COVENANT. It laid before them, for their acceptance, 
a general outline of the nature, conditions, and design of the 
covenant which was now about to be concluded. On the basis 
of this covenant a politico-religious commonwealth was to be 
formed, which should include both Israel and its God, and the 
distinctive characteristic of which Josephus (c. Ap. 2, 16) first 
appropriately designated the THEOCRACY, or rule of God. 
Referring, by way of contrast, to the various constitutions of 
other states, he says: o 5€ 4yérepos vopobérns eis pév TolTwv 
ovdoTtiovy amreidey, ws 8 av Tis eltroe Biaodpevos Tov Adyov, Oeo- 
Kpatiav améde&e TO roditevpa, Ged THY apyny Kal Td KpaToS 
avabeis. What the theocracy actually volved, can only be 
learned from the legislation itself, in which its nature was fully 
unfolded in the most minute details. At present, we have only 
to seek to understand the fundamental idea, which was first 
expressed in a general form in the preliminaries of the covenant. 

The first prerequisite, the conditio sine qua non, of the esta- 
blishment of the theocracy, was the deliverance of the people 
from Egypt. As the Redeemer of Isracl, Jehovah claimed to be 
the King of Israel. Hitherto He had served for the sake of 
Israel, and had thus earned the right to govern it;—He had 
sued for Israel, as for a bride; as a Bridegroom, He had 
attested His love and fidelity to the bride (§ 1), and therefore 
He now claimed to enter upon the rights and supremacy of a 
Husband. Asa Father, He had begotten Israel for His first- 
born, and now He asserted his paternal rights, and demanded filial 
obedience and love. As the Creator and Governor of the world, 
He was the Lord and King of every nation; but He did not 

base His kingly relation to Israel upon this foundation. He 
founded it rather upon what He had done especially for Israel : 
it was not as Llohim, but as Jehovah, that He desired to reign 
over Israel. Moral freedom and necessity were united in the 
establishment of this covenant, for, as the son of Jehovah, Israel 
was bound to obey; but Jehovah had made Israel a bride
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merely as the result of its own free choice and consent. As 
Elohim, He was a King over Israel, as He is over every nation, 
by virtue of unconditional necessity ; as Jehovah, Ile was King 
over Isracl in consequence of the free concurrence of the people, 
and in a sense in which no other nation could claim Ilim as 
King. 

For this reason the preliminaries of the covenant commenced 
with a reference to the deliverance from Egypt. “ Ye have scen 
what I did unto the Egyptians, and how I bare you on eagles’ 
wings, and brought you unto Myself.’ He had rescued from the 
house of bondage the bride, whom Fle had chosen by [lis free 
grace, and THe had earried her home to Tis own home on the 
eagles’ wings of love. THe gave before Ile demanded; Ie gave 
proofs of His love, before "He asked for obedience; He gave 
Himself to Israel, before He required Israel to give itself to 
Him. Now came the demand; but even here it was not without 

a promise: “ Now, therefore, if ye will obey My voice wideed, 
and keep My covenant, then ye shall be a peculiar treasure unto 
Me above all people,’ ete. What commandments His voice 
would give, what duties His covenant would impose upon thre 
people, could not be fully explained in these brief preliminaries. 
But the essence and intention of the covenant were made known, 

and the duties of the covenant were affected and determined by 
these. Moreover, the guidance afforded thus far by Jehovah, 
constituted a title to unconditional confidence. At present, 
however, He merely required a provisional assent. It was not 
till Tis will had been fully explined in the giving of the law, 
that the people made a solemn declaration, and gave a distinct 
and definite pledge (Ex. xxiv. 3). 

The first position assigned to Israel by the covenant of 
Jehovah was this: “ Ye shall be My property out of (before) all 
nations, for the whole earth is Afine.’ All the nations of the earth 
are God’s property,—they are so by virtue of their creation. 
Israel, however, was to be so, not by virtue of creation only, but 
by virtue of redemption also. God created the nations; but, in 
addition to this, He begat Israel as [lis son; Ile wooed Isracl 
as lis bride; Tle purchased Israel, when it was in forcign 
slavery, to be in a far higher sense TJis own property. [lence 
this possession was of double worth to the Possessor; and the 

nation was under donble obligation to show affection and attach-
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ment to its Lord. The whole earth is Mine:” this fact, which 
was the groundwork of their consciousness of God, was to be 
kept perpetually present before the minds of the people of the 
covenant. On the consciousness that Jehovah was the God of 
all gods, and the King of all kings, was built the consciousness 
of the peculiar relation in which they stood to Him as a nation. 
Nothing can be more wnwarrantable, therefore, than to assume 
that the Israelites regarded Jehovah as merely a national Deity ; 
for they knew that, as the Creator, their God was the God of all 
nations; but they also knew that, as their Redeemer, He stood in 
a peculiar relation to them (Dent. iv. 7). The notion of national 
deities involves the idea of co-ordination. As the nations are 
co-ordinate one with another, so are also the national deities. 
Their power 1s measured according to the power and strength, 
which they are supposed to confer upon the people who serve 
them. Hence the gods of one nation may appear to be stronger 
than those of another; the deity of one nation may be regarded 
by a heathen as having gained a victory over that of another ; 

but, originally and essentially, they are supposed to be equal. 
With the God of the Israelites it was altogether different. The 
idea which they entertained of their Deity did not even permit 
a comparison with the gods of the heathen; and these gods were 
not only not co-ordinate and equal to the God of Israel, they 
were not even beings of simply inferior power. On the con- 
trary, in distinction from Him, they were pure DION, Lbsy 
nothings (vol. 11. § 23, 1).—It is a most reprehensible frivolity, 
therefore, on the part of Stdhelin (Krit. Unters. tiber d. Penta- 
teuch, p. 19), and v. Lengerke (i. 460), who copies him word for 
word, to take this passage, which is expressly designed to guard 
against the notion of a national god, and make it teach this 
very notion, as they cdo when they say that “Moses ascended 
the mountain, and Jehovah commissioned him to ask the people 
whether they would acknowledge Him, under certain circum- 
stances, as their national God.” 

“ And ye shall be to Me a kingdom of priests (D°275 ns>n1), 
and «a holy people:” in these terms they received again a 
message and a promise. There was to be a kingdom founded 
by the covenant. But a kingdom must have a king, and, as a 
matter of course, this king could be no other than Jehovah ; for, 
if the members of a kingdom are priests, the ruler must be God;
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and if the subjects in this kingdom were the property of Jehovah 
above all nations—Flis property in a sense in which no uthers are 
—the sovereignty of Jehovah over Isracl mnst also have been 
unique. Moreover, as Jehovah Flimself desired to be King over 
Israel, not merely on the ground on which He ruled over every 
other nation, viz., because the whole earth was Ilis, but for a 
reason altogether peculiar to itself, viz., because He had redeemed, 
won, and earned it as His own special property; His intention 
to be Israel’s King could only be understood as meaning, that in 
the case of Israel He would raise and consolidate His universal 
rule into one of a special nature; that in His own person He 

would undertake the duties and claim the privileges of sover- 
cignty, which Fle left in other cases to earthly, human kings. In 
a word, Jehovah was about to stoop to be not merely heavenly, 
but earthly King over Israel. So far as Israel was a nation, an 
earthly political commonwealth, He did not refuse to place 
Himself in the list of earthly kings. As such, He undertook the 
obligations, and laid claim to the rights of a king. Among these 
were, in home affairs, the giving and administration of the law ; 
and in foreign affairs, the determination of peace and war. 
Hitherto He had given to the people a visible sign and pledge 
of Ilis presence as their guide, by sending the Angel, who was 
{hs personal representative (Ex. xxxiii. 14, 15), and in whom 
was Tis name (Ex. xxiii. 20, 21), to go before them im the pillar 
of cloud and fire (vol. ii. § 36, 3). This was done because Ie 
desired to conclude a covenant with Israel. By the conclusion 
of the covenant itself, this sign of His presence was still more 
firmly united to the congregation of Israel. But whereas 
hitherto Ile had only spoken to the people by Moses, though 
always present Ilimself, henceforth He would make use of 
other human agents for ammouncing and executing His will. 
Various theocratical offices would be associated with the new 
organisation of the covenant constitution; and through these, 
the different theocratical functions would be discharged. Before 
and during the process of organisation, these functions had all 
been united in Moses; but as soon as the organisation was 

coniplete, they were to be distributed and arranged as present 
or future circumstances might require (they included priests, 
elders, judges, kings, prophets, etc.). 

But Jehovah was not the less Israel’s God, because IIc becaine
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Israel’s King. The peculiarity of the new relation was just this, 
that He was God and King in one person ; in other words, was 
God-King. And as divinity and royalty were thus combined in 
the Head of the new commonwealth (thei God manifesting Him- 
self and acting as their King, and their King as their God), all 
His commandments bore this twofold character: the religious 
commandments were also political, and the political at the same 
time religious. The breach of a religions commandment was 
also a civil crime; and the violation of a civil and political insti- 

tution was treated at once as sin. The moral, civil, and cere- 
monial laws were not in any way subordinated the one to the 
other, but were in all respects equal; and whenever they were 
broken, they all required, according to the heinousness of the 
offence, in preciscly the same way, religious expiation and civil 
punishment. A faithful subject was therefore, eo ipso, a pious 
child of God, and vice versa. And this did not apply to the 
commands alone; but the gifts and promises of this God and 
King partook of the same twofold character. What He pro- 
mised as God, He performed as King; and what He did as King, 
subserved His Divine purposes, vzz., the accomplishment of His 
eternal plan of salvation. 

This was still more clearly indicated by the further announce- 
ment, that the kingdom about to be established in Israel was to 
be a “kingdom of priests.” A priest is a mediator between God 
and man: hence the idea of a priest implies the existence of a 
God who allows of mediation, and of men who need it. But 
the whole nation of Israel consisted of none but priests. The 
nation, as such, was to sustain the character and discharge the 
obligations of a priest; and therefore it is evident that the men 
in need of mediation, those who required this priesthood, were 
not to be found in Israel itself, but outside its limits,—in other 
words, that the priestly vocation of Israel had reference to other 
(2.é., heathen) nations. What the priest in a particular nation 
is to the individuals composing the nation, that was Israel as a 
people to be to the sum-total of the tribes composing the great 
(Elohistic) kingdom of God in this terrestrial world. It is the 
province of the priest to reccive and preserve the revelations, 
promises, and gifts of God, of which the nation stands in necd, 
to make them known to the people, and transmit them to future 
generations. And thus was it Israel’s vocation, as a priestly
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nation, to communicate to every other nation the revelations 
which it reccived from God. Fence the promise of a covenant 
with the nation leads us back to the promise formerly made of a 
covenant with the family (“ In thee and in thy seed shall all the 
nations of the carth be blessed,” see vol. i. § 51, 4); and it be- 
comes apparent that the covenant at Sinai was precisely the same 
as that which had formerly been concluded at Mamre. The one 
was merely a renewal of the otlier—a transference to the nation, 

which had sprung from the family, of the promise and call 
which the family itself had already received. The individuality 
and exclusiveness which characterised the former covenant, were 
equally manifest in the latter, for out of all nations Israel was 
the property of Jehovah; but the fact that the covenant was 

destined for the most unlimited universalism, appeared in the 
latter also, bright and clear, as the pole-star of the future. Tere 
alsowas the truth exhibited and confirmed—that Isracl was merely 
the first-born, not the only child of Jehovah ; that the other 
nations, as younger members of the family of Jehovah, were to 
he made partakers 6f the same sonslip which Israel was the first 
to receive, but which it received as the pledge of the future 
adoption of the other nations of the earth (vol. ii. § 21, 1); “for 
the whole earth is Mine,” saith the Lord. 

Lastly, Israel was to he “a holy nation.’ The primary 
notion of holiness is that of separation ; but the merely negative 

idea of separation is not complete without the addition of the 
positive side, that of separation to, as well as from. According 
to the idea of holiness, God is the source of all holiness: Ie is 
revealed as the only Holy One. This fact determines what holiness 
is, both on its negative and positive sides. It is a loosening and 
separation from everything that is opposed to God, estranged 
from God, everything god-less; it is also dedication to God and 
[lis purposes, an entrance into ITis saving plans, the return of a 
godless creature to fellowship with God, the reception of those 
saving influences from God Ilimself, by which a man becomes 
holy again, or in other words, conformed to God, and well-pleasing 
in Ilis sight. This state of holiness was demanded of the people 
of the theocracy: “ Be ye holy, for I Jehovah, your God, am 
holy” (Lev. xix. 2). But in the passage before us, where we 
first mect with this demand, it appeared in the form of a promise, 
to testify that the sanctification of the people could only take
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place, and at the same time assuredly would take place, as the 
result of the covenant of God with Israel, by virtue of the 
covenant acts of God, to which He bound Himself when the 
covenant was concluded. Hence, as the nation was to become 
a holy nation under the theocracy, the latter was also a reme- 
dial institution :* in fact, this was its actual kernel, its centre and 
soul; for all the preiminaries of the covenant culminated in the 

promise, “ Ye shall be a holy nation unto Me.” Every other 
purpose was subservient to this one; every other institution 
(political and magisterial) subserved the purposes of salvation, 
which they were merely intended to protect and define. The 
kingly office of the God-King was merely a foil to His saving 
work; the theocratical state-institutions were merely the outer 
form in which the Church was for the time enclosed; and the 

position of subjects, assigned to the people of the theocracy, was 
merely the setting which enclosed its higher position as a nation 
of worshippers of God. 

Israel was a priestly nation; but a pniesthood, the essence 
and office of which is mediation, can only continue so long as 
mediation is necessary; and therefore the priesthood of Israel 
only lasted till its task of conveying to heathen nations the reve- 
lations of God had been fully accomplished. After this the 
Israelites had no essential superiority, either in rights or duties. 
From this it is evident that the form of the theocracy, in which 
the Sinaitic covenant was embodied, was not an end, but merely 
a means to an end,—that it was not permanent and eternal, but 
changeable and temporary. There are other considerations which 
lead to the same result. If God became a King, that as a King 
He might accomplish His divine purposes, viz., the plan of sal- 

vation, it followed that He would cease to be a KXing, 1n this sense, 
as soon as His purposes of salvation had been realized. 

But it was merely the form of the theocracy which was 
changeable and temporary. Its essence, like the purposes of sal- 
vation from which it had sprung, was imperishable: it existed 

1 There is a play upon the word here, which cannot be rendered into 
English. A Heilsanstalt is, strictly speaking, an infirmary or hospital. 
The theocracy, says Aurtz, was a [eils-anstalt (an institution for making 
men whole), because its purpose was to make men heil-ig, holy. In German 
the words Heil, soundness, salvation, IZeiland, Saviour, Aeilen, to heal, and 

heilig, holy, are all formed from the one root Heil. —T'r.
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before the establishment of the ancient covenant, and continued 
to exist when the design of the covenant had been fully accom- 
plished. The kingdom of God on earth then passed beyond the 
national limits, within which the wisdom of God had confined it 
during the time of the ancient covenant; the sphere of the 

operations of Jehovah henceforth embraced all nations, and was 
co-extensive with that of the operations of Llohim. Jchovah 
was still a King, as He had been before; but His kingdom was 
no longer a xational one, and His government no longer political 
and magisterial. For the political affairs of a state arise out of 
its separation from other states, and its connection with or oppo- 
sition to them; but in the new Divine state, in the kingdom of 
God under the New Testament, all distinction, separation, and 
opposition between tribes and nations have been abolished,— 
‘“ there is neither Jew nor Greek, but all are one in Christ.” 
In the same way are the magisterial functions (li. the police 
administration) of the Divine government entrusted (or rather, 
like the political, they naturally fall again) to the very same 
authorities to which they had been entrusted from the beginning, 
under the universal government of Elohim. But the real, eter- 
nal, imperishable kernel of the theocracy, the personal imterpo- 
sition on the part of God to carry out His plans of salvation, His 
personal activity in connection with human affairs, His incor- 
poration in the creature, have not come to an end, but, on the 
contrary, have now received their complete and highest fulfilment. 

(2.) “ Make a FENCE AROUND THE MOUNTAIN, and sanctify 
it” (ver. 23). Hofmann (Schriftbewers 1. 79) says, that rat 
denotes a separation from what is without, MP the setting apart 
of that which is within. I cannot agree with this, The rav is 
not clisjunctive, but explanatory. It does not show that a second 
thing was to be done in addition to the fencing, namely, 
sanctifying; but the additional clause, “and sanctify it,’ shows 
what was the design of the fencing, what it really signified. If 
the wtp had been different from the Sain, an explanation would 
necessarily have been given of the manner in which it was to be 
performed. By the fencing, the mountain was separated and 
distinguished froin all the other mountains round about; and, by 
the separation itself, was set apart for other—that is to say, for 
Divine purposes. The fence around the sacred mountain was 
also a fence around the unholy people (ver. 12); for it warned
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them against presumptuously touching the mountain, and guarded 
them from doing so accidentally (unintentionally). The latter 
was rendered impossible by the fenee, and therefore the former 
eould all the more justly be threatened with the punishment of 
death. The reason of the infliction of such a punishment was, 
that a presumptuous approach or aseent of the mountain, on 
which the holiness of God was about to be manifested, would 
have indicated a thorough contempt of the conditions which 
were indispensable to the conclusion of the covenant. If the 
Holy One was to make a covenant with those who were unholy, 
the latter must first make themselves holy (ver. 10); if, however, 
the latter should attempt to climb the mountain, 7.¢., to draw 
near to God, without a previous sanctification, or before their 
sanctification was eomplete, this would be equivalent to a declara- 
tion that the conditions were unnecessary, either because they 
themselves were holy, or because God was unholy. 

It is very chfficult to give a more particular explanation of 
the prohibition in question —In ver. 12 we read: “ ae heed 
to yourselves that ye go not up into the mount (72Ni 2D), or 
touch the border of it;”’ but in ver. 13, on the other hand, it is 
said, that “when the horn is sounded they are to ascend the 
mount” (473 Dy m7). Hence that which was prohibited to 
the people for the time being, was permitted, or rather com- 
manded, for a subsequent period, when the signal should be given 
by the sound of the horn. But this again appears to be con- 
tradicted by what follows. For, according to ver. 16, “it came 
to pass on the third day, that there were thunders and lightnings, 
and the voice of the trumpet exceeding loud ;” whereupon Moses 
led the people out of the camp to the foot of the mountain to 
meet with God. Whilst the sound of the trumpet continued to 
grow louder and louder, Afoses ascended to the top of the moun- 
tain, but was obliged to come down again, to charge the people 
once more not to break through (the fence) to Jehovah to gaze 
(ver. 21, 24); so that what seemed to be permitted, and even 
eommanded in ver. 13, appears in this verse to be strictly and 
unconditionally forbidden. 

Various attempts have been made to solve the difficulty. 
0. v. Gerlach refers the 5] (they), in ver. 13, not to the people, 
but to the elders, mentioned in ver. 7; and supposes that during 
the promulgation of the law they were allowed to pass beyond
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the fence, just as we find in chap. xxiv. 9, 10, that after the 
covenant was concluded, they passed beyond the fence to look at 
God. But this solution is not only inadmissible, on account of 
the intolerable harshness of referring the pronoun “ they” to the 
elders, who had been mentioned a long time before, and in a 
totally different connection, but it is also at variance with ver. 
24, where the warning, “ Let not the priests and the people break 
through to come up to Jehovah,” is repeated immediately before 
the giving of the lav. What is here forbidden to the priests 
was certainly forbidden to the elders also; or, at any rate, the 
expression, “ the priests and people,’ which embraced the 
whole nation, must assuredly lave included the elders as well.— 
Baumgarten (i. 1, p. 522), on the other hand, interprets 73 nioy, 
in ver. 13, as denoting merely the approach of the people to the 
fence itself. Butif the expression in ver. 13 denotes an approach 
to the fence, it must have the same meaning in ver. 12, where 
the words are precisely the same; and it is an unjustifiable act 
of capriciousness on the part of Luther to render it “ auf den 
Berg steigen” (go wp the mountain) in ver. 12, and “ an den 
Berg gehen” (go up to the mountain) in ver. 13. — It is impera- 
tively required by a correct exegesis, that the whole passage 
should be interpreted as prohibiting the sna mby undil the horn 
was sounded, and then commanding it—The Septuagint adopts 
a different method. The thirteenth verse 072 Oy" nen 227 7b422) 
is translated, or rather paraphrased, as follows : “Otay ai daval 
Kal ai cddrmiyyes Kal 4) vepédy aTwérXCy G76 Tod dpovs, avaByoov- 
Tat emt To Opos. By taking the sounding of the horn to inean 
the time when it left off sounding, the difficulty undoubtedly 
vanishes. But is such a rendering of ye%> warrantable? The 
Vulgate gives the very opposite meaning: cum cewperit clangere 
buccina, ete. 

As the whole of the 19th chapter was certainly the produc- 
tion of the same author, and there are no various readings to be 
met with, criticism cannot render any assistance in getting rid of 
tlie difficulty. Moreover, as it is not conceivable that the author 
should have written such contradictions as ver. 12 and 13 appear 
to contain, when compared with ver. 16, 19, and 21, the expositor 
need not despair of finding a solution. According to the law 

of exegesis, we hold it as a priori indisputable, that ana mby 
must mean precisely the same in ver. 12 as it does in ver. 133 

VOL. YI. H
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and therefore, that what had been previously forbidden was 
allowed, or rather commanded, when the trumpet gave the signal 
(e2n 4103). It is also quite as indisputably evident (from Josh. vi.) 
that the trumpet (Bit/) in ver. 16 and 19 was exactly the same 
instrument as the horn in ver. 13. With these premises, it 
appears to us that there are only two ways open in which the 
apparent discrepancy can be solved, viz., cither by assuming 
that, notwithstanding the identity of the instruments referred to, 
the sounding of the horn in ver. 13 was different from the voice 
of the trumpet in ver. 16 and 19 ;—or else, by supposing that the 
ascent of the mountain in ver. 12, 13 was altogether different 
from the “ breaking through to Jehovah,” in ver. 21 and 24. 

The former of these could only be established in some such 
way as this : the term ordinarily employed to denote the blowing of 
the horn is pn (Josh. vi. 4, 8, 9, 13, 16, 20), and 3 only ocewrs 
twice (Ex. xix. 13 and Josh. vi. 5). But are the two perfectly 
identical? We feel obliged to differ from Gesenius and others, 
and answer this question in the negative. ypn means to strike, 
to thrust; yw to draw. The application of these two different 
expressions to the blast of a trumpet, leads to the conclusion 
that each refers to some particular kind of blast: the former 
denoting a short, sharp, crashing sound; the latter a blast, sus- 
tained and long drawn out. This difference we believe to be 
indicated here; for there can be no doubt that the tone of the 

ypn is referred to in ver. 16 and 19, where the voice of the trumpet 
is associated with the thunder and lightning. Hence the 
San yw in ver. 13 does not mean “ when the blowing ceases,” 
as the Septuagint renders it, nor “ at the commencement of the 
blowing,” as the Vulgate has it, but denotes a peculiar long-drawn 
note; and Luther, therefore, has hit upon the correct mterpre- 
tation, when he translates the clause in ver. 13, “ but when the 
blowing continues long.” The meaning of the announcement in 
ver. 13 would in that case be the following: the people were 

forbidden to ascend the mountain, until the long-drawn blast of 
the trumpet gave the signal that they were now at liberty to 
ascend it and draw near to Jehovah. This could not occwr, as 
ver. 21 and 24 clearly show, either before or during the promul- 
gation of the law, and must therefore have followed the giving 
of the law. This is confirmed by chap. xx. 18 (15), where we 
are told that thunder, lightning, and the sound of trumpets
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(which must certainly have heen silent during the utterance of 
the ten commandments) concluded the promulgation of the law, 
just as they had previously introduced it (chap. xix. 16). The 
time had now arrived when, according to the announcement in 
chap. xix. 13, the people ought to have ascended the mountain ; 
that is, if the evolution of the drama had taken place according 
to the original design. But this had not been tlie case: the 
Divine plan laid down im chap. xix. 13 had not been followed. 
The people endured the introductory phenomena; they even 
stood their ground during the utterance of the ten “words.” But 
the majestic voice of Jehovah, in which Ie proclaimed the fun- 
damental principles of that holiness which He demanded of the 
nation, made so powerful and alarming an impression upon the 
people, who had already been made conscious of their unho- 
hiness, that when the giving of the law was ended, and they 
heard the thunder, and lightning, and the sound of the trum- 
pets, they lost all their courage, and could stand it no longer ; 
and, instead of waiting for the promised signal, and then ascend- 
ing the mountain to Jehovah, as Moses had arranged, they were 
overpowered by fear and anxiety, and ran from the spot, crying 
out to Moses (chap. xx. 19): “ Speak thou with us, and we will 
hear; but let not God speak with us, lest we die.” 

It cannot be denied that this solution has the appearance of 
being somewhat forced; still, I should be sorry to reject it 
summarily on that account. If it is inconccivable, that the 
writer should have sect down two things so contradictory in such 
close connection; the appearance of contradiction must arise 
from some looseness in the terms employed, which has caused 
them to be misunderstood, and in such cases there is alinost sure 
to be something apparently forced in any solution that may be 
suggested. The second solution, which has been mentioned as 
also a possible one, has the same appearance of being forced ; 
but I am inclined to give it the preference. In this case, thie 
difficulty is removed by understanding the “breaking through to 
Jehovah,” in ver. 21 and 24, in a different sense from the niey 
12 (going up to the mount) in ver. 12 and 13. I do not think 
this impossible. The former (the breaking through) evidently 
refers to tlic fence placed around the mountain, and denotes a 
forcible attempt to break through or clim) over the fence. But 
the latter may be interpreted as meaning merely an ascent from
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the camp, which stood upon the low ground, to the foot of the 
‘mountain, which was on a higher level. In this case, the meaning 
of the announcement in ver. 13 and 14 would be the following : 
The Israelites were not even to approach the mountain (the 
foot of the mountain) during the three days of preparation. As 
soon as the signal was given by the trumpet-blast from the 
mountain, they were to go up to the foot; but even then 
they were not to break through the fence (ver. 21). This 
is in harmony with the epexegesis in ver. 12: “Take heed that 
ye do not go up to the mount and touch the extremity of it.” It 
is also in harmony with what actually took place; for, when the 
trumpet sounded, Moses brought forth the people out of the 
camp to meet with God, and they came to the foot of the 
mountain (ver. 17),—for “touching the extremity of the moun- 
tain,” and “coming to the foot of the mountain,” may very 
well be taken as identical expressions. ‘This rendering of nby 

qn3 is justified by the well-known usage of the language, in 
which nby is the standing expression for going to any place that 
stood upon a higher level. It is also confirmed by the fact, that 
the phrase ordinarily employed to denote the ascent of a moun- 
tain is WN ON MOY or 1 °Y, or still more precisely 797 v’x4 ON (see 
Ix. xix. 20, 23, xxiv. 13, 15, 16, 18; Num. xxxin. 37, 38; 
Deut. xxxii. 49), and by the meaning of 13 itself, which is usually 
employed in other cases to denote, generally: “by the moun- 
tain” (Iix. iv. 27; Num. xxviii. 6; Deut. i. 6), or “among the 
mountains”? (Gen. xxxi. 23, 25, 54), or “in the neighbourhood 
of the mountam” (Ex xxxiv. 3; 747 223 all round the moun- 

tain). 
3. The SANCTIFICATION, by which the people were to 

prepare themselves during three days for receiving the law, 
consisted chiefly of two things—washing their clothes (ver. 10), 
and abstaining from their wives (ver. 15). Sommer pronounces 
the latter unhistorical (bibl. Abhandl. Bonn 1846, p. 226 sqq.). 
He thinks that he has proved that Lev. xv. 18 does not relate to 
conjugal connection; and (to use his own words) that “the 
opinion which so generally prevailed in ancient times, of the 
uncleanness of conjugal connection,” was not adopted in the 
Mosaic law, but found admission among the Jews at a much 
later period. His reasons are certainly plausible, but we have 
not been convinced by them. However, we must defer our
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exposure of the fallacy of his argument till we come to our own 
systematic account of the Mosaic legislation. We shall also find 
a more fitting opportunity for the examination of the meaning 
and design of these forms of purification, when we come to that 
section of the law which treats of the subject in question. 

PROMULGATION OF THE FUNDAMENTAL LAW. 

§ 10. (Ex. xix. 16-xsiii. 33; Deut. v.\—On the third day 
after the announcement of the preliminaries of the covenant 

(probably the fiftieth after the departure from Egypt, § 4, 5), 

thunder and lightning burst forth ; a loud blast of trumpets was 
heard, and the mountain was covered with a black, heavy cloud. 

The people were greatly alarmed, and Moses led them out of 
the camp to the foot of the mountain to meet with God (§ 8, 5). 
The whole of the mountain of Sinai smoked, and shook to its 

very foundations ; for Jehovah had come down upon it in fire (1). 
Moses ascended the mountain, but was ordered to come down 

again, and repeat the warning to the people not to break through 

the fence. Whilst he was below among the people, JEWOVAII (2) 

Himself addressed the assembled congregation, face to face, 

from out of the midst of the fire and darkness, and proclaimed 
with a loud voice the éen fundamental “words” of the law of 

the covenant (3). All the people heard the voice of God, and 

the mountain burned with fire (Deut. iv. 33, v. 4, 22). Upon 

this the people fled in the greatest terror ; and the heads of the 

tribes and elders came to Moses, and said (Deut. v. 23) : “Speak 
thou to us, and we will licarken ; but let not God speak to us, 

lest we die.” Thus the people abandoned the privilege of a 
priesthood, of coming directly into the presence of God, and 

holding immediate communion with Him. In the conscious- 

ness of their unholiness, they felt that they were not yet fitted 
to enter upon the priestly office in its fullest extent, and that 

they were still in need of a mediator to conduct their intercourse 
with God. The nation retained its priestly vocation, but the 

full realisation of it was postponed to a very reinote future on
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account of this change of affairs. This was necessarily the case, 

and it was intended that it should be so. The designs of God 

in connection with the covenant pointed to this from the very 
first; but the people themselves were to learn by experience, 

that for a time it could not be otherwise. Jehovah therefore 

approved of the people’s words (Deut. v. 28); and Moses was 

solemnly appointed by both parties, and recognised henceforth 

as the mediator of the covenant. In this capacity he now 

ascended the mountain a second time (with Aaron, Ex. xix. 24) 

to receive Jehovah’s further commands. The ten words, which 

the people themselves had heard from the mouth of God, had 

laid the foundation of all future legislation. 

(1.) The design of those terrific phenomena of nature, which 
introduced and accompanied the promulgation of the law, is 
pointed out in chap. xx. 20. Moses addresses the people thus : 
“Fear not; for God is come to tempt you, and that Ils fear may 
be before your eyes, that ye sin not.” The whole path of the 
Israchites, from their departure out of Egypt to the present hour, 
had been one series of temptations, intended to bring the people 
to a knowledge of themselves and of their God, and to establish 
the normal relation between the two. Amidst the temptations 
of the desert, the natural obduracy and unholiness of the people 
unfolded itself on the one hand, and the faithfulness and mercy, 
the power and glory of Jehovah, were revealed wpon the other. 
The previous temptations had served to reveal the ungrateful 
and unbelieving disposition of the people, and to put it to shame 
by attesting the mercy and faithfulness of Jehovah. The words 
of Moses, “ Where is there a nation to whom God is so near, as 
Jehovah our God when we call upon Him?” (Deut. iv. 7), were 
confirmed on every hand. The Redeemer from the Egyptian 
house of bondage showed Himself also as the Deliverer from all 
the straits and necessities of the desert. But Jehovah intended 
to be not merely the Redeemer, but also the Lawgiver of Israel. 
As the Redeemer of the people, He had shown them His faith- 
fulness and mercy, His patience and long-suffering ; and now it 
was requisite that as their Lawgiver He should make known to 
them the whole majesty of His glory, and the fearful severity of 
His holiness. Israel was also to be tempted, that it might not
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place so false a confidence in the goodness and mercy of God, as 
to attribute them to its own worthiness, and thus forget His 
holiness and majesty. ‘Tlic Israclites again were tempted, that it 
might be seen whether they could stand before the majesty of 
God. ‘They were to learn by experience that they could not do 
this; that however near Jehovah might draw to them, they were 
not in a condition to draw near to Jehovah, but still needed a 
mediator to act on their behalf. In the terrors of Sinai there was 
2. representation of the terrors, which the holiness of God always 
has to an unholy man; in other words, of the terrors of the law 
towards the sinner by whom it has been transgressed. But even 
in the midst of the terrors of Sinai there was a manifestation of 
mercy as well; for the fire of holiness did not appear uncovered, 
but hidden in a thick, black cloud ; and even unholy Israel learned 
that day, “that God may talk with man, and man remain alive” 
(Deut. v. 24). 

(2.) Lhe manifestation of God at Sinai was made through 
the same representative of God who had formerly spoken to 
Moses out of the burning bush (Ex. iii. 2 sqq.), and who had 
hitherto conducted Israel in the pillar of cloud and fire (ox. xiii. 
21 sqq.). It was the majesty of God Himself which came down 
upon Sinai in the fire; but the majesty of the invisible God 
was brought within the cognisance of the senses in the Angel 
who represented [im. It was the voice of God and the com- 
mandment of God which entered the ears of the people; but the 
voice came from the month of the Angel, in whom was Jchovah’s 
name (Ix. xxiii. 20, 21). We refer the reader to our remarks 
at Vol. i. § 50, 2, and also append the clear and pointed remarks 
of Hofmann (Weissagung und Erfiillung, 1. 136), with which 
we entirely concur, in further explanation of the occurrence 
under review. He says: “What the people heard, and what 
Moses heard, were both angelic words. When Moses on a sub- 
sequent occasion called to mind the great day on which the 
holiness of Jehovah appeared on Sinai, he said (Deut. xxxiii. 
2): He came in the midst of His holy myriads. But in the book 
of Exodus we read of nothing but thunder and lightning, and a 
sound resembling a trumpet. Yet, as all the natural operations 
employed by Jehovah to make known Ilis presence are opera- 
tions of Ilis spirits, Moses was right in recognising the presence 

a 

of the multitude df heavenly hosts. It was the voice of God,
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and not of a man, which the people heard (Deut. iv. 12, 32, 33, 
v. 4); but, notwithstanding this, it is still certain that God only 
spoke through the medium of his finite spirits. Hence it is 
stated in the New Testament that the law was spoken by angels 
(Feb. ii. 2, 6 8: dyyédav AadnGeis AGyos), was given to the 
people throngh their mediation (Acts vii. 53, éddBere tov vouov 
eis Statayas ayyéXov; Gal. iii. 19, Statayels de dyyédov év 
xerpt ecirov). No other part is ascribed to the angels in 
connection with the giving of the law. The Sardocew tov 
vopov was exclusively the work of God, but He made use of 
angels to publish his will. All that the words of Acts vil. 53 
say is, ‘Ye received the law as the commands of an angel.’ 
When Moses, therefore, ascended the mountain to hear the 
words of Jehovah alone, he saw the God of Israel close by him, 
as the people saw Him in the distance, namely, hke a consum- 
ing fire (ix. xxiv. 10,17). But Stephen says, an angel spoke 
to Moses on Sinai, as He had done before out of the burning 
bush (Acts vii. 38, 30, 35). Moses himself was the mediator 
between God and the people, and not the angel, as Schmieder 
infers from Gal. ii. 19 (in his treatise on that passage, 1826) ; 
for the words év yveupt peotrov (in the hand of a mediator) refer 
to the position in which Moses stood, and of which he himself 
says (Deut. v. 5), ‘I stood between Jehovah and you. But 
the revelation of Jehovah to Moses was made through the me- 
dium of the same angel who went before the people as a pillar 
of smoke. Moses did not learn the will of Jehovah concerning 
His people apart from Him.” 

3. In the year 1836 a lively and learned discussion originated 
with Fr. Sonntag (Ueber die Eintheilung der zehn Gebote ; theo- 

logische Studien und Krittken 1836, pp. 61-89) respecting the 
form and contents of the DEcALOGUE. L£. J. Ziilliy answered 
him in 1837 in the same periodical, pp. 47-122 (fir die calvin- 
ische Eintheilung und Auslegung des Dekalogs), and Rinck in the 
Badisches Kirchenblatt (1836, No. 24). Sonntag defended his 
position in a second article in the Studien und Kritiken 1837, 

pp: 2538-289 (noch einiges aber die Kintheilung des Decalogs zur 
Rechtfertigung meiner Ansicht); but another weighty opponent 
rose up in the person of J. Geffhen (Ueber die verschiedene Lin- 
theilung des Dekalogus und den Einfluss derselben auf den Cultus, 
Hamb. 1838). Hengstenberg (Pentateuch ii. 317 sqq.), Bertheau
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(die sieben Gruppen mosaischer Gesetze in den nuttl. Bichern des 
Pentateuchs, Gittingen 1840, p. 7 sqq.), and others, wrote in the 
same strain as Geffken.—S. Preiswerk defended another view 
(Morgenland 1838, No. 11, 12); and with both skill and good 
practice in connection with unsupported criticism, Z. Afeier has 
discovered and restored “the original form of the decalogue. 
Mannheim 1846.” 

We must defer till a more fitting occasion our examination 
of the religious and ethical elements of the decalogue. At 
present, only a few questions will engage our attention, which 
bear more immediately upon its external form. 

a. With regard to the SCRIPTURAL NAMES OF TIIE DECA- 
LOGUE, we observe at the outset that the name which is usually 
given to it now, “the ten commandments,” is nowhere to be met 
with in the Sacred Writings. On the other hand, it is fre- 
quently called “the ten words” (DMIW MY); eg. Ex. xxxiv. 
28; Deut. iv. 13, x. 4. As the earliest document of the 
covenant, it is also often called “ the covenant” (130 ; Ix. 
xxxiv. 28; Deut. iv. 13; 1 Kings viii. 21; 2 Chron. vi. 11, etc.). 
A very favourite name is MY, the testimony. Tlengstenberg 
maintains (Pent. ii. 319) that this name is to be traced simply 
to the design of the decalogue, as the accuser and judge of the 
sinner,—an opinion which I have shown at some length (in my 
Beitriige zur Symbolik des alttestl. Cultus, Leipzig 1851) to be 
thoroughly imadmissible, and to which I shall have to refer 
when describing the ark of the covenant as the receptacle of the 
testimony. The only possible meaning of the word is “ attesta- 
tion of the Divine will to the people.” At the time when the 
New Testament was written, the decalogue appears to have been 
known as ai évrodaé (Luke xvii. 20). 

b. It is evident from the standing expression, “the ten 
words,’ that the number ten was intentionally chosen, and 
therefore not without meaning. In any case, then, we must 
look back to the symbolical importance of this number. In my 
work, tiber d. symbolische Dignitdt der Zahlen an der Stiftshiitte 
(Stud. u. Krit. 1844, p. 352 sqq.), and in my Hinheit d. Genesis 
(Berlin 1846), I have traced the symbolical meaning of the 
number ten, as the sign of completeness and independence, to 
the isolated position in which this number stands in tlie series, 
and [ still adhere to my opinion. Bdhr, Lengstenberg, Lertheau,
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Baumgarten, and others, have given the same explanation. 
Hofmann has taken a different course, but it leads eventually to 
the same result (see also Delitzsch, Genesis Tid. 2, 11. 225). He 
starts from the number of fingers on a man’s hand, and finds 
from this that ten is the number whiclr represents human 
capacity,—in other words, the manifold development of humanity. 
It does not, therefore, denote absolute perfection, but human 
perfection ; and in this sense the number ten sets the seal of 
perfection upon any object. A simple fact may serve to connect 
these two opinions, namely, that the decimal system of 
numeration undoubtedly originated in the number of the 
fingers. Delitzsch explains the use of the number ten as the 
sion of perfection in another way still. Three is the number of 
the only absolute, self-existent God; seven, on the other hand, is 
the number of divinity, as manifested in the created world : 
hence ten (3 + 7) denotes the complete revelation of God, both 
im relation to Himself and outwardly towards the world, the 
sevenfold radiation of that which in itself is threefold.— Grotzus 
(de decal. p. 86) thinks that the number of the commandments 
was fixed at ten, because men were in the habit of counting with 
the ten fingers, and that number would therefore be more likely 
than any other to impress them upon the memory. The bald 
utilitarian theory on which this opinion is based, is well deserving 
of the two notes of admiration with which Bahr (Symbolik, i. 181) 
expresses his amazement. But when this view is traced back to 
still deeper roots, as it has been by Hofmann, it is really worthy 
of attention; and if the division of the decalogue into two 

pentads, to which we shall refer more particularly presently, can 
be established, the agreement with the number of fingers will 
then be so str iking, that it will hardly be possible to dispute it. 
But when Friedrich (Symbolik d. mos. Stiftshiitte, p. 120) brings 
forward Deut. vi. 8, xi. 18, and Prov. vu. 8, in support of the 
view expressed by Grotius, he is most decidedly in the wrong ; 
for, in the first place, there is no reference to the ten command- 
ments in either of these passages ; and, in the second place, it 1s 
not the fingers that are spoken of, but the hand, the space 
between the eyes and the table of the heart. We may safely 
infer that the ten commandments were divided into two parts 
by the Lawgiver Himself, from the fact that the ten words 
were written upon two tables. No further information is given,
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however, as to the division itself. But we shall return to this 
subject again (Note 1). 

c. In addition to the copy of the decalogue in Ex. xx., 
which is evidently the original and authentic one, we have a 
second, and in many respects a different copy, m Deut. v. (see 
Ranke, Unterss. ii. 399 sqq., and Bawngarten, Comm. i. 2, pp. 
443, 444). The differences are merely formal, and for the 
most part very immaterial. They may be explained on the 
ground that the Deutcronomist took the decalogue, which 
stands in Ex. xx. in its fixed, statutory form, and repeated it to 
the people with a certain amount of freedom, when he made it 
the ground of his exhortations to them. There is only one 
variation to which, on certain suppositions, some importance 
may be attached; but even in this case the difference is simply 
in the form. In the book of Exodus, the list of things which it 
was unlawful to covet is given in the following order: house], 
wife, man-servant, maid-servant, ox, ass, anything that is thy 
neighbour’s ; in the book of Deuteronomy, wifel], house, man- 
servant, maid-servant, ox, ass, anything that is thy neighbow’s. 
See below, under Note h. 

d. The most difficult question which we have to examine 
relates to the DIVISION OF THE DECALOGUE into tis ten words or 
commandments, and the two tables upon which it was written 
(ex. xxxi. 18, etc.). The following divisions have been made 
at different times, and most of them date from a very early 
period (see Geffken, p. 9 sqq. 123 sqq.). (i.) The words, “I 
am Jehovah thy God, which brought thee out of the land of 
Egypt,” have been taken as the first commandment; in which 
case the second includes the prohibition to worslip other gods 
and to make any graven image, and the tenth embraces both 
the clauses which treat of coveting. This is the division which 
has been current among modern Jews from the time of the 
Tahnud. It was adopted by the Emperor Julian, Georgius 
Synecllus, and Cedrenus; and lately Pretswerk has declared in 
favour of it, with this exception, that he does not regard the 
words, “I am Jehovah thy God,” as a commandment in itself, 
but as an introduction to the (ane) commandinents. In support 
of his opinion, he appeals to the fact that the Pentateuch never 
speaks of ten commandments, but simply of ten words.— Fl. Meier, 
who agrees with this to some extent, but who has adopted a
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totally different and new division for the rest, looks upon the 
introductory words as a command to acknowledge the national 
God of the Israelites (p. 14).—(ii.) According to a second 
division, the law against idolatry is the first commandment, that 
against the making of images the second, and that against 
coveting the tenth. This division was unhcesitatingly adopted 
by Philo, Josephus, and Origen; and they were followed by 
nearly all the Greek fathers, and by all the Latin till the time of 
Augustine. In the Greek Church it continued to prevail (the 
law against the worship of images being of course interpreted 
as referring to AaTpefa, not to SovAcia), and the Swiss reformers 
introduced it again in connection with the Reformed Church. It 
has been most warmly and thoroughly defended by Ziillig and 
Geffken, and is almost universally adopted by modern theologians 
(both Lutheran and Reformed).—(iii.) According to a third 
division, the law against worshipping other gods and that against 
serving images form but one commandment, namely, the first ; 
and the law against coveting is divided into two commandments, 
the ninth and tenth. This division cannot be traced to an 
earlier source than Augustine (Questiones in Ex. 71).’ Augus- 
tine takes the edition of the decalogue in Deuteronomy, and 
makes the ninth commandment to consist of the law against 
coveting a neighbonr’s wife, the tenth that against coveting a 
neighbour’s house, man-servant, maid-servant, ox, ass, or any- 
thing that is his. This division became the current one in the 
West, with this unimportant difference, however, that instead of 
the edition in Deuteronomy, the more authentic copy in Exodus 
was taken as the basis; and thus the law against coveting the 
house formed the ninth commandment, and that against coveting 
the wife, man-servant, and others, the tenth. The Catholic and 
Lutheran Church continue to adopt this division to the present 

1 There is a passage of Clemens Alexandrinus (Strom. vi. p. 682, ed. Colon. 
1688) which has frequently been appealed to as an earlier proof of the 
division adopted by Augustine (and Zillig still admits its validity). In 
this passage he connects the prohibition of image-worship with the first 
commandment, calls the command not to take the name of the Lord in vain 
the second, and the command to keep holy the Sabbath day the third; but 
he passes over the fourth, and still calls the command to honour father and 

mother the fifth, and expressly mentions al] the objects referred to in the 
command against coveting as contained in one commandment (déxaros 5¢ 

éoriy 6 epi Exibuupian awacav). See Geffken, pp. 159, 20, 159 sqq.
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day. Sonntag (ll. cc.) returned to the form given in Deuter- 
onomy, and defended the arrangement of the ninth and tenth 
commandments founded upon that form with acuteness and 
learning.—The Parashoth, into which the law is divided in the 
synagogue-rolls and most of the Codices, are in favour of 
uniting the introduction and the prohibition of idolatry and 
image-worship into one commandment, and separating the 
various objects mentioned in the law against coveting into two. 
But this gives rise to the following discrepancy: According to 
the book of Exodus, the ninth commandment 1s, “Thou shalt 
not covet thy neighbour’s wife;” but according to that of 
Deuteronomy it is, “Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour's 
house.” —(iv.) Lastly, /. Meier has very recently discovered 
the “original form of the decalogue.’” It consists of two 
pentads, and the different members of the first series correspond 
exactly to those of the second. The order is as follows :— 
I. 1.) Iam Jehovah thy God! (2.) Thou shalt have no other 
gods beside Me! (3.) Thon shalt not make to thyself any 
graven image! (4.) Thou shalt not take the name of Jehovah 
thy God in vain! (5.) Remember the Sabbath day, to keep it 
holy !—IT. (1.) Honour thy father and thy mother! (2.) Thou 
shalt not commit adultery! (3.) Thou shalt do no murder! 
(4.) Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbour! 
(5.) Thou shalt not steal!—These were the entire contents; 
there was not a single word more or Jess; and this was the way 

m which the commandments were arranged in the two tables !! 
ce. A closer examination of such of the methods referred to 

as are worth noticing, leads to the conclusion that the INTRO- 
pucTory worps, “Iam Jehovah thy God, that brought thee 
out of the land of Egypt,’ cannot be reckoned as the first 
(independent) word or commandment. If we regard this clause 
as the first commandment,—i. e., as announcing the duty to serve 
and acknowledge Jehovah as the one and only God,—it is 
inseparably connected with the next clause, which passes as the 
second commandment, “Thou shalt have no other gods beside 
Me.” But if we take it to be merely the first word, which docs 
not conta any commandment in itself, but simply introduces 
and lays the foundation of the commandments which follow, 
the decalogue contains only nirne commandments. But as both 
of these are equally untenable, the Jewish division and all
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kindred modes of reckoning fall at once away.—Nor does it 
seem to us that the method adopted by Catholics and Lutherans 
can be sustained. For the command not to covet your neigh- 
bour’s house cannot stand by itself as an independent command, 
by the side of the command not to covet your neighbour's wife, 
or his man-servant, or maid-servant, or his ox, or his ass, or 
anything that is his. The solution of the difficulty, adopted by 
early Lutheran controversialists (cf. Geffken, p. 12), that the 
ninth commandment prohibits actual, impure lust, the tenth, 
merely covetousness, need only be mentioned to be at once 
disproved. There remain, then, only the division adopted by 
Philo and Origen (the Graco-Reformed method), and that 
defended by Augustine, and lately by Sonntag. 

f- On both sides the early Jewish and Christian TRADITION 
has been appealed to, and great learning has been displayed, but 
without any decided advantage on either side. The supporters 
of the Reformed division attach excessive importance to the fact, 
that the oldest writers, who give any account of the method 
which prevailed in their day (Philo and Josephus), confirm the 
correctness of the view adopted by them. But who will answer 
for it, that Philo and Josephus have really reported the view 
which prevailed in their time, and not merely their own private 
opinion? Why may there not have been various methods 
current among the Jews of that time, from which Philo and 
Josephus selected the one which pleased them best? At all 
events, we know that Pseudo-Jonathan adopted the opinion 
which still prevails among the Jews. But even granting that 
Philo and Josephus have merely given utterance to the current 
opinion of their day, what guarantee have we that this opinion 
was correct, and had been handed down from the earliest times ? 
It can be proved that in the time of Josephus the views en- 
tertained by the teachers of the law, with reference to in- 
numerable questions connected with the Jewish ritual, were 
doubtful, fluctuating, and contradictory. In the whole of the 
Old Testament we cannot find a single instance in which the 
commandments are referred to by their numerical position in the 
decalogue. This does not appear to have been at all a usual 
thing. And if it was not, the practice in the time of Josephus 
is of no importance at all. The New Testament is also appealed 
to (Matt. v. 27, 28, xix. 18,19; Mark x. 19; Luke xvin. 20;
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1 Tim. i. 9,10; Rom. vii. 7, xiii. 9). But even CGefken admits 
(p. 136) that these passages do not furnish a convincing proof 
of the correctness of his arrangement. For our part, we can- 
not admit that they favour the system of Origen any better 
than that of Augustine.—Again, we attach no importance 
whatever to the real or supposed adoption, of the division current 
in the Reformed Church, by all the fathers anterior to Augustine. 

On the other hand, we cannot admit that there is much 
weight in the evidence adduced on the opposite side. Sonntag 
attaches most importance to the Parashoth-arrangement. In the 
UWebrew MSS. the decalogue is marked off by a Pethuchah in 
both recensions, viz., after Ex. xx. 6, and Deut. v. 10, and is 
divided into its ten sections by nine Sethumoth. “There might 
even be ten Sethumoth; for it depended entirely upon accident, 

namely, upon the size of the open space in a particular line, 
whether the Parashah was a closed oran open one. It inade no 
difference as to the worth and importance of the division itsclf, 
whether it was marked by a Sethumah or a Pethuehah” (Bertheau, 
p- 14). Now, undoubtedly, according to this division, the in- 
troductory clause and the prohibition of idolatry and image- 
worship form one connected whole,—z.e., they constitute one of 
the ten words or commandments; and it is just as indisputable 
that the authors of the Parashoth have divided the law against 
coveting into two commandments, the ninth and tenth. Bertheau 
(p. 17) finds it remarkably easy to solve the enigma of this 
Parashoth-arrangement, which is directly opposed to the Jewish 
division, so far as we have been able to trace the latter up to a 
distant date: “It must” (?!!), he says, “have been introduced 
into the Hebrew MSS. under Christian influence (! !), probably 
since the 14th century, as the history of the division of the 
clecalogue indisputably (?!!) proves. It is only necessary to 
bear in mind the division into chapters, which origmated with 
Christians, but yet has been adopted by Jews.”—Sic !—There 
is nothing surprising in the fact that the Chnistian plan of 
dividing the chapters should have been adopted in the Jewish 
MSS.; the matter was one of perfect indifference, and did not 
in any way bring the Jews into collision with their early tra- 
ditions, or the dicta of their ancient teachers. But with the 
numbering of the commandments it was altogether different. 
From the time of the Talmudists, they have had a fixed and
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inflexible arrangement, which differed entirely from that current 
among the Christians. And this being the case, it is as thought- 
less as it is unhistorical to maintain that in the 14th century the 
Jews introduced the Christian arrangement into their Biblical 
MSS.,, notwithstanding the fact that it was directly opposed to 
that which they had inherited from their fathers. How much 
more, then, does this apply to their synagogue-rolls, into which 
they would not even admit the system of vowels and accents, which 
had been transmitted to them by their own honoured fathers! 
Of all inconceivable things, surely this is the most inconceivable. 
—Cejken appeals in preference to the facts of the case them- 
selves. For instance, Kennicott has collated 694 of the most 
ancient MSS., and has discovered that in the law against 
coveting, the Sethumah is wanting in 234 codices of the book of 
Exodus, and in 184 of that of Dentcronomy (in the Samaritan 
Pentatench he did not find it in a single MS. which he con- 
sulted). Ziillig calculates that the proportion was as follows: 
two-thirds of the MSS. have the Sethumah, and in one-third it 
is wanting. But Sonntag becomes magnanimous from his con- 
fidence of victory, and makes more liberal admissions. In his 
opinion, the proportion may have been just the reverse, since 
the MSS. of Kennicott did not all of them contain the whole of 
the Old Testament. But he was evidently not warranted in 
making so sweeping an assertion. (Geffken, however, accepts it 
without hesitation, and constantly argues as if the Sethumah 
were wanting in two-thirds of the MSS. But even if it were, 
how did it find its way into the other third? How did it get 
into all the synagogue-rolls; and how are we to explain the fact, 
that there is not a single MS. in which the prohibition of image- 
worship is separated by a Sethumah from the prohibition of 
idolatry? It must be admitted that the enigma of the Sethumoth 
of the decalogue is by no means solved ; and it is still possible, 
notwithstanding the ridicule in which Geffken indulges, that 
these Sethumoth may be traced to an authority of more ancient 
date than Philo and Josephus.—Still, in our opinion, it is 
impossible to deduce from this any clear or probable evidence of 
the authenticity of the numbering adopted by Augustine. It is 
also just as impossible to deduce any certain proof from the 
practice of accentuation. See Bertheau pp. 15, 16, and Sonntag 
1837, p. 277 sqq.
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g. If the question is to be decided at all, we can only hope 
that the solution will be obtained from the decaloque itself. The 
first question which arises is this: Are the laws against having 
other gods (idolatry) and making graven images (image-worship) 
so related to each other, that we may asswine that, according to 
the ancient Israclitish notion, they must necessarily have formed 
one commandment, or that they could only be regarded as two 
distinct commandments? In other words, was the early Israclit- 
ish (Mosaic) notion of the worship of images identically the 
same as that of the worship of foreign gods, or were they kept 
apart as two totally distinct notions? In Ix. xx. 3 we read, 
“Thou shalt have no other gods beside Mc;” and in ver. 4, 
“Thou shalt not make to thy self any (idol-) image (2D8), nor 
any likeness ([DF) of that which is in heaven abov e, or on the 
earth beneath, or in the water under the earth; thon shalt not 
worship it, nor suffer thyself to be brought to serve it.” Accord- 
ing to the explanation given by the supporters of Origen’s opi- 
nion, ver. 3 prohibits the worship of other gods (such as Baal, 
Apis, etc.), and ver. 4 the worship of Jehovah under the figure 
or symbol of any creature whatever. As a proof of this inter- 
pretation, they refer to the historical fact, that this untheocrati- 
eal and illegal form of worship was actually resorted to very 
shortly after in the worship of Aaron’s calf, and also to thie 
essential difference which there was between Ahab’s worship of 
Baal and Jeroboam’s worship of the golden bulls. But even 
granting that by Sop and mon we are to understand merely 
images and symbols of Jehovah, borrowed from the created 
world, it does not necessarily follow that the law may not have 
included this in the same commandment with actual idolatry, 
and ranked it as a species under the genus of idolatry. On the 
contrary, the stringency and exclusiveness of the Mosaic mono- 
theism, and the earnestness with which it held fast to the notion 
of the absolute spirituality of God, required that the one should 
be held up as equally reprehensible with the other, that both 
should be punished as rebellion against Jehovah; in fact, that 
both should be represented under exactly the same point of view. 
It is casy enough to distinguish them in theory; but in practice 
the limits drawn by theory are quickly «disregarded and over- 
stepped. Aaron was a theorist of this kind: he said (Ex. xxxil. 
5): “ To-morrow is the feast of Jehovah ;” but the people had 

VOL. ITI. I
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“ asked for a God to go before them” (Ex. xxxii. 1). Hence 
they had rejected the God, who had gone before them in the 
pillar of cloud and fire, and demanded to be led in a different 
way; they wanted a god to go before them in a more tangible 
form, and not enveloped in the pillar of cloud. They probably 
had no intention of rejecting and denying their God Jehovah, 
for they said: This is the God who brought us up out of the 
Jand of Egypt (Ex. xxxii. 8); but they merely retained the 
naine of Jehovah, and substituted a different and totally hetero- 
geneous idea. The Jehovah worshipped by the people in the 
form of the golden calf, was as much an idol as Apis, Moloch, 
and Dagon; and the people acted in violation of the command in 

Ix. xx. 3, quite as much as of that in Ex. xx. 4. In the same way 
may Jeroboam have sect up the bulls at Dan and Bethel as 
images of Jehovah, but in practice the people were not able to 
make so nice a distinction as he. Now, such dangerous distinc- 
tions as these the law would at once cut up by the root, if it 
placed the false worship of Jehovah in precisely the same cate- 
gory as the worship of idols. And this it has done. For it is a 
false idea to suppose that ver. 4 refers to (symbolical) images of 
Ged alone, and not to idolatrous images also. Where can we 
find the least indication that Sop and mn are to be interpreted 
as referring to symbolical representations of Jchovah alone? 
The usage of the language 1s most decidedly opposed to this arbi- 
trary limitation of the word 5p». In Is. xliv. 9-17, for example, 
the word is applied four times to heathen deities; and three times 

in the same connection (ver. 10, 15, 17) the manufacture of a 
Sp is called the preparation of a god. And when we read in 
the Pentateuch of Elohim of wood and stone (Deut. iv. 28), or 

And are not these Elohim to be regarded as the “ other gods” 
prohibited in Ex. xx. 3? Does not this prove, beyond a doubt, 
that Ex. xx. 4 contains a special prohibition of the very same 
thing, which had been prohibited generally in Ex. xx. 32 Or 
rather, strictly speaking, the relation between the two is not that 
of genus and species, but that of the idea and the actual mani- 
festation. Pesel-worship is not a subdivision of idolatry in 
general, but is the very same thing: the two notions entirely 
coincide. For wherever idolatry shows itself, the form which it
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assumes is that of Pesed (image-) worship. Idolatry is the abstract, 
Pesel-worship the concrete smn. 

We may therefore regard it as a safe conclusion from all 
that has been said, that the worship of a Pesel or Themunah (an 
image or likeness) is merely a particular species of the “ worship 
of other gods ;” and hence it necessarily appears to us more than 

probable, that the two verses (Iéx. xx. 3, 4) contain together but 
one single command. This is still further confirmed by ver. 
5, 6; for if we regard the fourth verse as a second independent 
commandment, the striking aud expressive words, with reference 
to the blessing and curse to come upon the children and chil- 
dven’s children, would apply merely to the worship of images, 
and not at all to idolatry, to which confessedly it most strictly 
belongs. 

h. We now turn to the LAW AGAINST COVETING. If we look, 
first of all, at its external form, it cannot be denied that the repe- 
tition of the words, “Thou shalt not covet” Gn Exodus Sonn-N? 
is repeated, in Deuteronomy we find ‘ionn-nd and mynn-nd), seems 
to indicate that they are two distinct commands. But when we 
turn, on the other hand, to the subject-matter, it can just as 
little be denied that the opposite opinion has its strongest support 
here, and that the arguments based on this are unanswerable, if 
we regard the present text of the two recensions as a genuine 
copy of the original. ‘The prohibition “ Thou shalt not covet” 
is essentially one, it is argued, however various the objects coveted 
may be. And this is raised into indisputable certainty by the 
fact, that in Exodus the house stands first, in Deuteronomy the 
wife. If therefore there were éwo commandments, according to 
the book of Exodus the ninth commandment would be, “Thou 
shalt not covet thy neighbour's house,’ wlulst in Deuteronomy 
it would read, “ ‘Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour's wife.” 
Such a difference as this, however, would constitute a complete 
and insoluble discrepancy. But if all the objects mentioned were 
included in the same commandinent, the transposition would be 
perfectly indifferent and unessential, and not more striking than 

the rest of the changes made by the Deuteronomist in his free ver- 
sion of the decalogue. All this we are compelled to admit. But the 
question would assume avery different form, if we were at liberty 
to snppose that the arrangement in Deuteronomy, where the wife 
is placed first, is original and authentic, aud that by some mis-
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take the words have been transposed in our present text of the 
book of Exodus. In that case we should be warranted in assum- 
ing, or rather the recurrence of the words “Thou shalt not 
covet” would force us to assume, that there were two command- 
ments; and this would harmonise completely with the arrangement 
of the decalogue in every other respect. For example, the cdeca- 
logue is divided into two parts: duty towards God, and duty 
towards our neighbour. Both of these are represented under 
a threefold point of view, as they relate to the heart, the mouth, 
and the action. In the first part, the desire for other gods is a 
sin of the heart; the misuse of the name of God is a sin of the 

mouth; the desecration of the Sabbath, an act of sin committed 
against the God-King of Israel. In the second part this order 
is inverted. First of all, after the commandment enjoining love 
to parents, which links the two together, the acts of sin against 
a neighbour are divided into three: injury done to his life, his 
marriage, and his property. This is followed by the command- 
ment against injuring one’s neighbour with a word, attacking 
his honour. And lastly, the neighbour is protected against those 
sinful desires, by which he might be disturbed in the peaceable 
possession and enjoyment of the goods and rights which his 
God had conferred upon him. This sinful desire is parallel to the 
actual violation of a neighbour's rights; but it stands to reason, 
that of the three objects which may lead to actual sin (life, mar- 
riage, and property), only the last two could be cited as objects 
that it was possible to covet. Hence the ninth commandment 
(answering to the sixth) prohibits any desire to invade the married 
rights of another; and the tenth (answering to the seventh) pro- 
hibits every desire to interfere with his rights of property. Hence 
the division of the law against coveting into two commandments, is 
warranted by the parallel thus presented to the corresponding 
division of the law against actual sin. Moreover, it is confirmed 
by the faet, that the desire to obtain possession of another’s wife 
belongs to a totally different department of the moral (or rather 
immoral) life, froin that to which a longing for another’s house 
and property belongs. If lust and coyetousness can, or rather 
must, be regarded as two different genera of sin, there can be no 
doubt that the law against them may also be divided into two 
different commandments. Bertheaws objection to this is quite 
unintelligible. THe says (p. 12): “ There would be just as much
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reason for dividing the six objects named in the law into six 
different commandments.” But house, field, man-servant, maid- 
servant, ox, and everything that is one’s neighbour's, are all 
included in the general notion of property. Wife and pro- 
perty are kept distinct in the sixth and seventh commandments, 
and they could be separated in the same way in the ninth and 
tenth; but if the tenth admits of being divided, then the seventh 
might also be divided into five, or even a hundred conunandments. 

We have been fully convinced, by what we have written 
above, that if the arrangement in Deuteronomy be really the 
oniginal one, the division adopted by Augustine is unquestion- 
ably correct. But are we warranted in coming to this conelu- 
sion? Must we not give the preference to the recension in 
Exodus, which is so evidently both legal and authentic? Un- 
doubtedly ; yet it does not follow that an alteration, which makes 
no <ifference as to the subject-matter, but a considerable differ- 
ence as to the form, may not have crept in at an early date, 
through the oversight, mistake, or carelessness of a copyist. 
Undoubtedly the critical evidence in favour of such a conjecture 
is very weak. Among all the codices of the book of Exodus 
collated by Kennicott, he found only one in which the wife was 
mentioned first; and he also found three codices of Deuteronomy 

in which the house stood first: but both of them had evidently 
arisen from the attempt of a copyist to remove the discrepancy. 
We might attach greater importance to the circunstance, that 
the Septuagint places the wife first, even in the book of Exo- 
dus, if we did not know how little weight it possesses as an 
authority in such questions as these. On the other hand, the 
Samaritan Pentateuch places the house first in Deuteronomy, as 
well as in Exodus. ‘This leads us to the conclusion, at any rate, 
that at the very distant date at which these two versions arose, 
the whole question was a doubtful one.—Let us keep, therefore, 
to the words of the text. Which, we ask, is the more natural, 
the more suitable, and therefore the more probable, that the house 
should stand first, or the wife? There are only two hypotheses 
upon which the former could be defended, namely: either that 
the wife was placed mm the same category with the “ man-servant, 
the maid-servant, the ox, and the ass, and everything that is his,” 
and was thus regarded as an article of property, a mancipium ; or 
that the word house was used in its more gencral sense, as mcelusive
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of the entire family and everything connected with it. Both of 
these hypotheses would be false. With regard to the former, 
we must refer the reader to a future volume (cf. Sonntag 1. c. 
1837, pp. 264, 265). That the word house cannot have been 
employed in this broad and general sense—that it must have been 
used as a species, not as a genus—will be apparent at once, if we 
bear in mind that in this general sense a house not only included, 
but sometimes consisted entirely of such objects as could not be re- 
ferred to in the law against coveting ; e.g., sons, daughters, grand- 
sons, and other descendants. If, however, the word house is used 
here in its literal signification, it is clear that the only natural, suit- 
able, and worthy arrangement, is for the wife to be mentioned first. 

1. There still remains a fact of some importance, which may 
contribute towards the settlement of the dispute, namely, the 
division of the ten commandments into two tables. It has never 
been doubted that the first table contained the duties towards 
God—the second, those towards man. But the question arises, 
how far the former extended. Philo divided the decalogue into 
two pentads. In this case, not only must the law against 
idolatry and image-worship be separated into two command- 
ments, but the command to honour one’s parents must be 
included in the first table. Nearly all the modern writers have 
adopted this arrangement; but we must pronounce the latter 
quite as inadmissible as the former (see above, under Note q). 
On the side of our opponents, it is argued that parents are placed 
upon the first table, because they were regarded as representa- 
tives of God. We have no doubt that the pious feelings of the 
early Israelites led them to look upon parents (and rulers) 
in this light; but when we consider the strict and jealous 
exclusiveness with which the law protected its monotheism, and 
the marked distinction which it made between the creature and 
the Creator—between God and man, we cannot but declare it 
inconceivable, that a commandment having reference to men 
should have been placed’in the first table, when every other 
commandment of the same character was placed in the second. 
If the command to honour one’s parents was written upon the 
first table, the worship of parents was placed upon a level with 
the worship of God. But such co-ordination must have been 
regarded as idolatry in the eye of the law; for the first com- 
mandment says: Thou shalt have no other gods by the side of
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Me. It is said, indeed, that in one’s parents the tnage (the 
representation) of God—in other words, God fimself—was to 
be honoured. Very good! But why, then, does the next com- 
mandment prohibit murder? Undoubtedly for the very same 
reason—that a man bears the image of God; as the law given 
to Noah most clearly and emphatically declares (Gen. ix. 6). 
He who attacks the life of a man, attacks the image of God, 
and therefore God Himself ;—consequently, this commandment 
ought to have been placed upon the first table. In fact, there 
would at last be nothing left for the second table at all. For 
itis God who has bestowed my property upon me; and there- 
fore whoever attacks my property, makes an attack upon God 
Himself. 

The division of the commandments into two tables has been 
arranged upon a very different principle. The first table directs 
the eye of man upwards, to God,—to the Person of the one, 
holy, spiritual God; the second downwards, to the relations of 
earth, which God has instituted, and which he is required to 
maintain. The first commandment on the second table has 
respect to the supremacy of one mam over another, in which 
there is a reflection of God’s absolute supremacy. The other 
commandments refer to those relations in which there is no such 
distinction, and arrange them under the threefold division of 
life, marriage, and property. It also describes the sins to 
which these give rise, under a threefold paint of view: action 
(murder, adultery, theft), word (false witness), and desire (Inst 
and covctousness). 

We are led to the same result by another consideration. If 
it be indisputable, as is generally admitted, that the nwnber ten 
was symbolical, it is at least highly probable that the division 
of the decalogue into two series of commandments was regulated 
by the ordinary laws of the symbolism of numbers. Now, the 
division, which we have just shown to be rendered necessary by 
the subject-matter of the commandinents themselves, gave us thie 
numbers three and seven. And we may very soon see that pre- 
cisely the same division is required by the symbolism of numbers. 
When Augustine says, “Mihi tanen videntur congrnentius 
accipi tria illa ct ista septem, quoniam Trinitatem videntur illa, 
gue ad Deum pertinent, insinuare diligentius intuentibus,” he 
unconsciously disregards the Old Testament stand-point, and 



136 ISRAEL IN THE DESERT OF SINAI. 

anticipates that of the New. Nevertheless it is a settled fact, 
that even in the Old Testament the number three is the symbol 
of God in His essential existence (cf. Bahr Symbolik 1. 115 sqq., 
and my treatise in the Studien und Knitiken 1844, p. 336 sqq.). 
This use of the number three was not first derived from the 
doctrine of the Trinity, but was based upon a speculative con- 
sideration of the number itself. Itis equally certain that seven is 
the symbol of Divine things, so far as they are brought out to 
view in the world, in the creature, and more particularly in the 
kingdom of God. It was the covenant-number, the number 
of the covenant of God with His people; and therefore xar’ 

é£oynv the sacred number. As seven is formed by adding three 
to four, the holiness that is in the world (in the kingdom of 
God) arises from the covenant which God has made with man ; 

and thus seven denotes the life of the creature, so far as it has 
received a divine and holy character from union with God 
Himself. Now, in the theocracy, the relation of parents, 
personal existence, marriage, and the rights of property (as we 
shall show more fully in the second part of this volume), did 
acquire such a character; and the purpose of the seven com- 
mandments on the second table was to guard 7 against actual 
violence, as well as the attacks of calumny and covetousness. 

From this it is apparent that the division of the decalogue 
into three and seven is as natural and fitting as it is sym- 
bolically significant. If it were divided into four and six, it 
would lose all its symbolical meaning, and even five plus jive has 
less significance than three plus seven. Though jive is, no doubt, 
to be reckoned among the symbolical numbers, yet, as the half 
of ten, it can only denote that a thing is half complete; <.e., that 
in the attempt to attain perfection, it is half way towards the 
goal. It would be difficult, however, in the present case, to find 
a fittimg occasion for any such symbolical meaning. At any 
rate, such a division would have no connection whatever with 
the distinctive character of the two tables; whereas, in the other 
division (3 + 7), this is most evidently and strikingly the case. 

k. The RESULT of the whole inquiry is the following. If 
we follow the version of the decalogue which is given in 
Deuteronomy, and assume that, according to the primary and 
colrect arrangement, the wife stood first among the objects 
mentioned in the law against coveting ; the most simple, natural,
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and suitable way in which the entire decalogue can in all 
respects be arranged, is that adopted by Augustine. But this 
incthod is clearly inadmissible if we place the house first, as in 
the book of Exodus. In that case, we are compelled to give the 
preference to the arrangement proposed by Ongen. But the 
Inany inconveniences, incongruities, and difficulties, which it be- 
comes impossible to solve and reconcile, form such obstructions 
to the adoption of this view, that, even withont sufficient 
external critical evidence, we feel warranted in giving the 
preference to the reading in Deuteronomy, and therefore sub- 
scribe without hesitation to the Augustinian arrangement. 

(4.) EE. Bertheau (Die sieben Gruppen mosaischer Gesetze in 
den drei mitilern Bitchern des Pentateuchs, Gottingen 1840) 
maintains that the entire Mosaic legislation GQncluding Deutero- 
nomy) consists of seven groups, of seven decalognes cach; and 
has endeavoured to carry out this hypothesis with great acuteness, 
but not without much that is forced and arbitrary. The hypo- 
thesis itself has much to recommend it. Such an arrangement 
of the contents of the law, according to numerals that were held 
to be sacred, would be thoroughly in keeping with the spirit of 
Israclitish antiquity. The whole law, too, would thus present 
an appearance of unity and plan; it would look at once well 

organised and complete in itself. It was with a strong prejudice 
in its favour, therefore, that I proceeded to examine this hypo- 
thesis, and with a hope that I inight find it based upon solid 
arguments; but I was thoroughly disappointed. Not one of the 
forty-nine decalogues discovered by Bertheau (with the exception 
of the first) has the appearance of being a simple and natural 
division into exactly ten commandments. Of the supposed intro- 
ductory formule, by which the particular commandments are 
distinguished, sometimes there are more than ten, sometiines less. 
Thoroughly heterogeneous elements are mixed together in the 
same commandment; whilst others, which are undoubtedly con- 
nected together, and must have been looked at from the same 
point of view, are kept distinct as separate commandments. And 
sometimes thie very things, which had been combined together in 
one case, have to be torn asunder in another, although the circum- 
stances may be perfectly analogous. or example, the instruc- 
tions to make the curtain of the Holy of holies, ard the pillars 
thereof, are said to constitute one commandment; but imme-
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diately afterwards the directions to make the curtain of the Holy 
Place and the necessary pillars must be divided into two com- 
mandments (simply because the words “and make” happen to 
be written twice). Again, whole series of commandments and 
ordinances, both within and outside the supposed decalogues, are 
passed over on sundry pretexts, and not counted at all. In other 
places the text must be fearfully twisted about, and an entirely 
new arrangement made, before it is possible to divide it mto ten 
at all. In the Pentateuch itself there is no hint whatever at 
any such general division into tens and sevens. It only speaks 
of one decalogue, which would hardly have been so exclusively 
designated “the ten words” if there had been forty-eight other 
“ten words’ besides.—We are therefore obliged to give up 
Bertheau's hypothesis, however it commends itself at first sight, 
however much acuteness the author may have displayed, and 
however successful he may appear to have been in different 
instances in carrying it out. 

The first sevenfold group of decalogues, according to Ber- 
theau (and Baumgarten, who has adopted his hypothesis), is the 
series of laws contained in the so-called Book or THE COVE- 
NANT (chap. xix.-xxiii.); and in this case, though with some slight 
difficulties, his mode of reckoning and arrangement might at 
first be carried out and made to appear intentional. This Book 
of the Covenant (Ex. xxiv. 7) contains the historical and legal 
preliminaries to the conclusion of the covenant. There is, first 
of all, a historical introduction, giving a description of the pre- 
liminary negotiations respecting the intended covenant, and of 
the preparations to be made for the reception of the law (chap. 
xix.). This is followed by the fundamental law of the theocracy, 
of which the covenant was to be the fonndation—in other words, 
by a declaration of the covenant-duties of the nation (chap. xx.— 
xxiii. 19); and lastly, by the promises which Jehovah made to the 
people (chap. xxiii. 20-33). We have first a compendious 
account of the covenant obligations of the people, arranged 
according to their most essential and indispensable characteris- 
tics, as they were directly announced by God to the people; and 
then a further expansion, which was given through Moses (chap. 
xxi.-xxiii.). For, notwithstanding the objections urged by Ber- 
theau, Jtanke’s assertion (i. 87) is perfectly correct, that the 
Jaws in chap. xxi.—xxiii. are merely a more copious expansion of
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those contained in the decalogue. The difference between the 
first group of laws (which is found in the Book of the Covenant) 
and the subsequent groups which were based upon it is this: the 
former laid down the conditions on which the covenant was to 
be concluded, and the basis of the theoeratieal constitution ; the 
latter contained their further development, especially im a litur- 
gical point of view. The first group related to such departments 
of life, as embraced the most general and fundamental features of 
the theocratical commonwealth. It contained laws that equally 
affeeted the whole nation and every individual belonging to it; 

whereas the following groups related to more special departments 
of life and worship, and contained commandments, the observance 
of which depended upon the sanctuary, which was not yet erected, 
and the existenee of a priesthood that had not yet been instituted. 

(5.) The demands of Jehovah, which are imposed upon the 
people in the Book of the Covenant, are followed by the promIsEs 
of Jehovah, or the covenant obligations which Jehovah imposed 
upon Tlimself (chap. xxiii. 20-33). According to Bertheau 
(p. 72 sqq.), these promises also form a decalogue upon the fol- 
lowing plan: 1. The special guidance of Israel by the Angel, in 
whom was Jchovah’s name (ver. 20-22; cf. § 14, 3); 2. the 
entrance of Israel into the land of Canaan, and the extermina- 
tion of the inhabitants (ver. 23, 24); 3. the blessing of bread 
and water; 4. immunity from diseases (ver. 25); 5. freedom 

from premature births and barrenness on the part of the 
Israelitish women; 6. long life (ver. 26); 7. dread of God 
anong all the enemies of Israel (ver. 27); 8. hornets, which 
should drive out the Hivites, Canaanites, and Hittites (ver. 28) ; 
9. a gradual extermination of the inhabitants of Canaan, that 
the country might not become waste, or be overrun by wild 
beasts (ver. 29, 30); 10. the determination of the boundaries of 
the promised land (Israel was to take possession of the country 
between the Red Sea, the sea of the Philistines or Mediterranean, 
the desert of Arabia Petriva, and the river or Euphrates; sec 
vol. 1. § 38, 1).— We cannot persuade ourselves that this division 
is natural and unconstrained, and therefore do not adopt it. 

With regard to the promise in ver. 28, which recurs in Deut. vii. 
20, and is represented in Josh. xxiv. 12 as already fulfilled, Bochart 
has collected the following particulars (Ilieroz. ed. Rosenmiiller, 
lil. 407 sqq.). Several of the Fathers (e.g. Lusebius, Augustine,
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etc.) thought that the passage must be interpreted as figurative 
(representing the dread of God, or something of that kind), 
since we hare no account whatever in the Bible of the Canaanites 
being driven out by hornets. On the other hand, there have 
not been wanting expositors (Theodoret, etc.) who believe that 
it should be interpreted literally; and Bochart acknowledges 
himself to be one of these. In Josh. xxiv. 12, the promise given 
here is mentioned in passing as having been fulfilled. The fact 
that there is no express and detailed account of the occurrence 
itself in the historical narrative, proves nothing; for the sacred 
historians frequently pass over different events, which, as we 
learn from incidental allusions in other passages, must actually 
have occurred. Bochart then cites a number of passages from 
ancient authors, to show that smal! animals, such as frogs, mice, 
snakes, wasps, etc., frequently increased to such an extent, that 
the inhabitants were obliged to leave the country in order to 
escape from the plague. But he lays particular stress upon an 
account given by lian (ii. 28), to the effect that the Phasalians 
were once driven out of their settlement by wasps (o¢jjxes). 
These Phasahians or Solymites were a tribe, whom Strabo (L. 14) 
describes as inhabiting the Solymite mountains on the borders 
of the (Dead) Sea; and, according to other ancient accounts, 
they were of Phoenician (Canaanitish) origin, and spoke the Pho- 
nician language. ochart believes that he has here discovered 
a confirmation of the Biblical account, according to its literal 
interpretation; and Af, Baumgarten is not disinclined to agree 
with him. 0. v. Gerlach, on the other hand, interprets it as 
referring to the different plagues and terrors by which God 
effected the overthrow of those tribes; and with this opinion we 
agree. 

THE SINAITIC COVENANT. 

§ 11. (Ex. xxiv. 1-11.)—After a solemn and unanimous 
declaration, on the part of the people, that they would observe 
all the words which Jehovah had spoken, Moses wrote the words 

themselves in a book (the so-called Book of the Covenant), as 

the recognised conditions of the covenant which was about to be 
established (1). He then built an altar at the foot of the 
mountain with twelve pillars (stones of memorial) (2); and
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sclected twelve young men (3) to offer the covenant-sacrifice. 

Half of the blood he sprinkled upon the altar, and then read the 
Book of the Covenant to the people; and after they had once more 

solemnly promised obedience, he sprinkled them with the other 

half of the blood, which had been kept in a bason, saying, as he 
did so: “Behold, this is the blood of the covenant, which Jehovah 
has concluded with you on all these laws” (4). le then 

ascended the sacred mountain, attended by -laron, and his sons 

Nadab and Abihu, and by seventy of the elders. There they saz 

the God of Israel, and celebrated the covenant-meal as an 

attestation of the covenant-fellowship which they now en- 

joyed (5). 

(1.) THE Book or THE COVENANT is supposed by //éver- 
nick (Introduction) to have been a Mosaic work of considerable 
extent, embracing the whole of the Pentateuch, so far as it was 
then completed; but Hengstenberg has shown that it cannot have 
contained more than Ex. xx.-xxin. (Dissertations on Penta- 
teuch, vol. i. 435, and 11. 125, transl.). 

(2.) In Ex. xx. 24, 25 we find that Jehovah had already 
given directions concerning the erection of the altar, on which 
the covenant-sacrifice was to be offered. When Israel built an 
altar, it was to be constructed of earth, or unhewn stones: “Tf 
thou lift up thy tool upon it, thou hast polluted it.’ The altar 
was the place at which Jehovah would “cause His name to be 
praised, and come down to Israel and bless it.” For this reason 
ITe appointed both the place where the altar was to be erected, 
and the material of which it was to be constructed. But an 
altar was also a stepping-stone by which man ascended to God, 
and on which he offered the gifts which he presented to God. 
It was, therefore, necessary that the altar should be erected by 
man himself. Whien Jchovah came down—not to receive gifts 
and sacrifices from the people, but to give him laws and pro- 
mises—Sinai was the altar on which He revealed Ilimself. The 
people durst not ascend Mount Sinai to offer their gifts to God ; 

it was necessary, therefore, that they should build an altar them- 
selves, which should bear the same relation to Sinai as the work 
of man to the work of Ged. At the same time, its connection 
with Sinai was to be made known by the fact that it was
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constructed of earth and unhewn stones. As the gift itself, 
which man offers upon the altar, is really both the work and 
gift of God, which has been first presented by Him to man; so 
was the material of which man built an altar, for offering his 
gifts to Jehovah, to be the work of God, and not of an impure 
human hand. 

Although these directions were given first of all merely with 
reference to a particular case, the fundamental idea was neces- 
sarily of universal validity. This appears, indeed, to be at 
variance with the directions afterwards given respecting the 
erection of the altar of burnt-offering for the fore-court of the 
tabernacle (Ex. xxvii.) ; since the very thing which had been 
forbidden in the former case was actually required in this, 
namely, that the art of man should be engaged in its con- 
struction. But the difference between the two altars was not so 
great as might be imagined. for, even in the altar in the fore- 
court, the material itself, on which the offering was presented, 
was earth; the wooden case, which was covered with copper, 
merely serving to enclose the earth and keep it together. But 
there was no such enclosure in the case of the altar erected at 
the conclusion of the covenant, nor could there he, since the 
sacred institutions of the Old Testament first received their (an 
some respects artistic) form in consequence of the conclusion of 
the covenant. 

We are not told in Ex. xxiv. whether the altar which Moses 
caused to be built for the covenant-sacrifice was constructed of 
wood, or stone; probably of both. It is, at any rate, a mistake 
to suppose that the clause, “he built an altar and twelve 
Mazeboth (stones of memorial) according to the twelve tribes 
of Israel,’ means that the twelve pillars were intended to 
support the altar. This would have been quite as irreconcileable 
with Ex. xx. 24, 25, as with the meaning of the word Afazebah 
(ef. Gen. xxxi. 45). The Afazeboth were placed round the altar. 
And as the altar is described in chap. xx. 24 as the place where 
Jehovah would mect with Israel and cause His name to be 
praised, the twelve pillars represented the people assembled 
round Jehovah. 

(8.) The sacrifices were offered by routus of the children 
of Israel. Jewish expositors suppose that these were the first- 
born, who had been set apart (chap. xiii. 2), and who were
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therefore the priests at that time (sce our answer to this at vol. 
ii. § 35, 5). Vitringa (observy. ss. 1., p. 281) is of opinion that 
they were the priests mentioned in chap. xix. 22, 24, whom 0. v. 
Gerluch identifies with the elders in chap. xxiv. 9. But it is 
inconceivable that the elders (oupr=the old men) should be 
called youths; and it is just as inconceivable that the priests 
should all at once cither be, or be called, young men. We 
cannot for a moment suppose that the reference is to those 
who had been priests before; for their priesthood was anti- 
quated (this is implied in chap. xix. 24), and no new priesthood 
had as yet been instituted, or even chosen. Moreover, it is not 
true that the “youths” were called upon to exercise priestly 
functions on tlus occasion ; at least, in the ritual of later times 
it was no part of the priest’s office to slay and offer the sacrificial 
animals that were presented in sacrifice. The special work of 
the priest, to receive and sprinkle the blood, was performed by 
Moses, to whom the priestly mediatorship was entrusted until 
the appointment of a new and peculiar order of priests. The 
youths represented the people, by whom the sacrifice was pre- 
sented, and whose attitude as a nation resembled that of a 
youth just ready to enter upon his course. 

(4.) The sacrifices, which were offered to complete the 
covenant and the consecration of the people as a covenant 
nation, were burnt-offerings and thank-offerings. The sin- 
offerings, of which as yet we have found no trace, were also 
wanting on this occasion, probably because they were first intro- 
duced in connection with the more fully organised ritual of a 
later age. The more immediate object of the sacrifice, on this 
as on every other occasion, was expiatory. Before Jehovah 
could enter into a covenant relation to the people, it was 
necessary that expiation should be made for the sin of the 
people. But every point, in which this sacrificial ceremony 
differed from the ordinary practice, was subservient to the 
conclusion of the covenant itself. For example, the division of 
the blood into two halves, one of which was sprinkled upon the 
altar, the other upon the people. This double application of 
the blood corresponded to the twofold manner in which the flesh 
was (lisposed of, part being burnt on the altar, whilst the other 
part was kept for the sacrificial meal. By the sacrifice of the 
animal, both the blood and the flesh became the property of
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Jehovah. The blood was sprinkled upon the altar as a sign 
that God accepted the sacrifice as a vicarious atonement. As 
soon as the blood was sprinkled upon the altar, the people were 
regarded as reconciled, and therefore fit to enter into covenant 
alliance with God.— When the people had thus received a 
negative consecration through the removal of their sin, the 
whole law of the covenant was laid before them; and when 

they had pledged themselves to obedience, they received a 
positive consecration as the covenant people, by being sprinkled 
with the other half of the blood. The exmatory virtue of the 
blood was derived from the fact, that the life of the animal 
sacrificed was im the blood. And it was from this also that it 
derived its virtue as a positive consecration. The hfe was taken 
from the animal that the people might have the advantage of it. 
In the place of the sinful life of the sinful nation, the innocent 
life of the animal was given up to death; and Jehovah accepted 

itasavalid atonement. But when the life that had been sacrificed 
was proved by God’s acceptance of it to have power to expiate 
guilt which merited death, it was also proved as a gift of God to 
have power to effect the restoration of life. The former was 
exhibited in the use that was made of the first half of the blood, 
the latter, in the purpose to which the second was applied. For 
the people stood in need not only of the extermination of sin, 
that they might be negatively prepared for entering into cove- 
nant-fellowship with Jehovah, but also of the restoration of life, 
that they might be positively fitted for that fellowship. By 
being sprinkled with the blood, they received the necessary 
consecration.—The covenant, thus concluded, had a fundamental 
character; it was concluded once for all, and every member of 
the covenant nation had eo ipso a part in the covenant itself. No 
doubt the covenant relation might be disturbed by fresh sins, 
which rendered a fresh expiation necessary; but the covenant 
consecration retained its validity as long as the covenant lasted. 
It was this which constituted the difference between the sacri- 
fices which were offered within an evisting covenant, and the 
sacrifice which accompanied the first establishment of the 
covenant. This will also explain the fact that, whilst the 
subsequent law of sacrifice made provision for the continued 
offering of an expiatory sacrifice by the sprinkling of the 
sacrificial altar, nothing more is said about consecration by
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sprinkling the blood upon the people, or the individual, who 
offered the sacrifice—According to Jewish tradition, which the 
writer of the Epistle to the Ilebrews adopts (chap. ix. 18-20), 
the ceremony of consecration was even more complicated than 
the account in the Pentateuch would lead us to suppose. Not 
only blood, but water, coccus-wool, and hyssop, were used in 
the sprinkling of the people; and the Book of the Covenant 
was sprinkled as well as the people. These supplementary 
details are mostly borrowed from the consecration of the leper 
(Lev. xiv. 4-8), which certainly resembled it in several par- 
ticulars.—For a fuller examination of the covenant-sacrifice, see 
my iMosaisches Opfer, p. 236 sqq. 

(5.) In the fact that Aaron and his sons Nadab and Abihu 
ascended the mountain with Moses, there was already an 
intimation of their future priesthood. The elders were taken 
as representatives of the people. As it was of course impossible 
that al? the elders of the assembled people should go up the 
mountain with Moses, a selection must have been made for the 
purpose. Now, the number seventy was both historically and 
symbolically significant, as well as twelve, the number of the 
tribes (see vol. ii. § 2, 3). The number of Jacob’s sons who 
founded tribes was twelve, and that of his grandsons, who went 
down with him to Egypt and founded families (Afishpachoth), 
was seventy.—It is evident from ver. 14 that Aaron and thie 
elders did not go with Moses to the summit of the sacred moun- 
tain, but only to the lower part of its lofty peak. In any case, 
however, they went beyond the fence.—The purpose of their 
ascent was to celebrate the sacrificial feast, which could only be 
kept in the neighbourhood of what was then the sanctuary, or 
dwelling-place of God, since it was a feast at which God 
was both the Head of the household and the Host. For this 
reason, the guests invited saw the God of Israel, before they pro- 
ceeded to partake of the meal; “and under His feet there was, 
as it were, a work of transparent sapphire, and like the sky 
itself for clearness.” For the rest, we can appropriate J/oj- 
mann’s words (Schriftbewcis i. 336): “They saw in the midst of 
the darkness the God of Isracl. . . . It was not to mark 
the imperfection of their vision, that nothing was said about the 
appearance which God assumed; nor was it as a sign that the God 

of Israel was enthroned above the sky, that under Ilim it was 
« VOL. III. K
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like the brightness of the sky; but what they saw was only so far 
different from what the people had seen all along, that after 
they had entered the darkness in which the mountain, whose 
summit burned as with fire, was enveloped, they saw the fiery 
sign separate itself from the cloud and assume a shape, under 
which everything was light and clear. In this there was a 
representation of undisturbed blessedness, intended to impress 
upon their minds the fact that the holy God is a terror to the 
sinner alone,—that to His own people He is a God of peace.” 

The flesh of the covenant-sacrifices was no doubt disposed of 
in the usual way,—the whole of the burnt-offering being burned, 
but of the thank-offerings only the best portions (the fat parts), 
the remainder being set aside for the sacrificial meal. In the 
offermg which was burned upon the altar for a sweet-smelling 
savour to Jehovah (Gen. viii. 20), the nation consecrated itself, 
with all its members and all its powers, to the God of Israel, 
who had received it into His covenant; and in the sacrificial 

meal Jehovah entertained His covenant-ally at His own table, 
as a seal and attestation of the covenant which had just been 
concluded. 

ORDERS FOR THE ERECTION OF A SANCTUARY. 

§ 12. (Ex. xxiv. 12—xxxi. 18.)—As Jehovah had now entered 

into covenant association with the people of Israel, and in attes- 

tation of the covenant was about to dwell in the midst of the 
people as their God-King, the first thing required was, that they 

should build a sanctuary for Him to reside in (chap. xxv. 8). 

But as it was for a specific purpose that God was about to dwell 
among the Israelites,—namely, for the accomplishment of His 

own predetermined plan of salvation,—it was necessary that both 
the mode in which He dwelt among them, and the style of His 
dwelling-place, should be subservient to this end (1). Neither 

Moses, however, nor the people had any full or distinct idea of 

what the plan of salvation was; it was equally necessary, there- 

fore, that God Himself should issue directions for both the erec- 

tion and the arrangements of the sanctuary. For this purpose 

Jchovah summoned Moses once more to the sacred mountain,
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after the covenant had been fully concluded. During the period 
of his absence, Moses entrusted the superintendence of the con- 

gregation to Aaron and Hur, and then ascended the mountain, 

attended by his servant Joshua (§ 4, 3). On the seventh day 
lic was called into the darkness of the cloud, where the glory of 

Jchoyah was enthroned. There Jehovah showed him (in a 

vision) a representation of the dwelling which He required, and 

of all the articles of furniture (2) which were to be placed in it, 

and gave him the necessary instructions (3) for its erection. When 

He had completed His directions, He gave him two tables of 
stone, on which the ten words of the fundamental law had been 

inscribed by the finger of God (4). These, they were ordered to 

preserve, as a witness (MY) of the covenant, in the sanctuary 

which was about to be erected. 

(1.) We must reserve any more minute description of the 
sanctuary and its furniture, as well as the examination of its 
design and importance, till we enter upon a systematic account 
of the entire legislation.—In the meantime I refer the reader to 
my smaller work, entitled Beitrdge zur Symbolik des alttest. Cultus, 
I. Die Cultusstdtte, Leipzig 1851. 

(2.) We have already pointed out in vol. i. § 22, 3, the great 
significance and peculiar nmportance, in connection with the 
history of salvation, of the fact stated here, that Jehovah showed 
to Moses when on the mount the heavenly original of the sanc- 
tuary, as a model to be copied in the ercction of the earthly 
sanctuary (Ix. xxv. 9, 40, xxvi. 30, xxvii. 8; cf. Heb. viii. 5). 
A. full discussion of these allusions will be found at the proper 
place. 

(3.) The historical narrative is interrupted at chap. xxiv. 18, 
by the account of the Divine instrnetions with reference to the 
erection and furnishing of the sanctuary, and is not continued 
till chap. xxxi. 18. Bertheau (1. c. p. 82) asks: Why this inter- 
ruption? and answers the question in the following way. In 
the course of the narrative (chap. xxxiii. 7-11) there occurred 
the statement that Moses took the tent, pitched it outside the 
camp, and called it the Tent of Assembly (§ 14, 4). But there 
had been no mention made of this tent, cither in the previous
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history or in the law of the covenant. To guard against the 
surprise which such an omission would have excited in the 
reader’s mind, the editor of the Pentateuch (whom Bertheau 
supposes to have lived in the time of Ezra) interpolated this 
second group of laws, containing an account of the tent.—But 
such a view is as arbitrary as it possibly can be. For, as Ber- 
theau himself confesses, it does not give the least explanation of 
the reason why these laws should be interpolated just at this 
particular point; and the actual difficulty is not in the least 
removed, namely, that a tent of assembly is spoken of before the 
erection of the tabernacle, which is first described in chap. xxxv. 
sqq- But the entire question is altogether superfluous. For, the 
simple reason why the group of laws in question is placed between 
Ex. xxiv. 18 and Ex. xxxi. 18, isno other than this, that the laws 
themselves were published between these two historical dates. 
The order of time, and nothing else, determined the order of the 
narrative. Moses was summoned to the mountain (according to 
chap xxiv. 13), to receive the tables of the law that were written 
with the finger of God. The question nnmediately arose, What 
should he do with them, where should he keep them? To this 
question an answer is given in the group of laws contained in 
chap. xxv.-xxxi. The ark of the law was to be placed in the 
ark of the covenant (Ex. xxv. 16, 21); and this again was to 
be placed in the sanctuary, which was destined for the service 
of the priests. But as there was neither ark, nor sanctuary, nor 
priesthood in existence at that time, it was necessary that direc- 
tions should be given for the preparation and appointment of all 
of these; and when they had been given, Jehovah delivered to 
Moses the tables of the law (chap. xxxi. 18). 

Bertheau also objects to the division of the subject-matter 
of this group of laws, as unnatural and not original. By dint 
of various transpositions and arbitrary numberings, he succeeds 
in making a better arrangement, and dividing the whole into 
7 X 10 commandments, which he declares without hesitation to 
have been indisputably the original plan. We cannot follow 
him through these critical operations. We may observe, how- 
ever, that the arrangement adopted in the text is by no means so 
accidental and confused, as a cursory glance might lead one to 
suppose. The difficulty has already been essentially removed by 
Ranke, i. 89 sqq. Bertheaw effectually prevented himself from
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understanding the plan pursued in the text, by detaching the 
passage entirely from the historical basis on which it rests 
(chap. xxiv. 12-18). The actual arrangement is as follows: 
After some general commandments about procuring materials for 
building a sanctuary, there follow first of all directions how to 
make the ark, in which the tables of the law were to be preserved. 
This reference to chap. xxiv. 12 was in itself sufficient to cause 
the ark of the covenant to stand first in the list. The same 
arrangement was also required, by the fact that the ark of the 
covenant was to be the innermost centre of the building, the 
sanctuary of the sanctuary, the depository of the most valuable 
treasure (namely, the record of the covenant), and the throne of 
Jehovah. ‘The directions as to the table of shew-bread and 
the candlestick follow in perfectly natural order: the only thing 
to cause astonishinent is the fact, that the altar of incense, which 
stood in the same category as these, should not be mentioned at 
the same time. The precepts concerning the erection of the 
tent follow quite as naturally (chap. xxvi.); and after these the 

instructions to build the altar of burnt-offering and the court of 
the tabernacle (chap. xxvii. 1-19). The furniture was the prin- 
cipal thing; for the ark of the covenant, the table, and the 
candlestick, were not prepared for the sake of the tent, but vice 
zersa the tent was made for their sake. And this is the reason 
why they are mentioned first. (On the other hand, it 1s quite 
as natural that when the account is given of the actual construc- 
tion of the sanctuary [chap. xxxvi. sqq.], the tent is men- 
tioned first and then the furniture; for the very fact, that the 
latter was the most important, rendered it necessary that the 
tent, in which they were to be placed, should be first made ready 
to receive thein.) This description of the principal furniture of 
the sanctuary, and of the sanctuary itself, is followed by instruc- 
tions as to the kind of oil to be used m the lamp, the lights of 
which were to be kept always burning. It was part of the priests’ 
duty to look after this. But, as the priests had not yet been 
appointed, the text proceeds to describe tle arrangements made 
to supply this want. Aaron and his sons are pointed out as 
priests. But they were not actually priests till their investiture 
and consecration. There follow, therefore, directions as to the 
priests’ robes (chap. xxviii.), and notices of the manner in which 
the priests themselves were to be ordained (chap. xxix.). Up to
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this point, apart from the omission of the altar of incense, every- 
thing is arranged in the most natural and orderly manner. But 
the instructions respecting the altar of incense are not mentioned 
till now (chap. xxx. 1-10). This is certainly a very remark- 
able inversion. The only explanation which we can suggest 
(and it is not satisfactory to my own mind) is, that the altar of 
incense was a higher form of the altar of burnt-offering, and 
presupposed its existence; and also, that the attendance at thie 
altar of mcense was the crowning point of the general duties of 
the priesthood, and therefore presupposed that the priests had 
already been installed. No doubt the latter might be said of 
the lamp, the table of shew-bread, and the altar of burnt-offering ; 
but neither of these was so essentially and exclusively associated 
with the priesthood as the altar of burnt-offering was. Al] the 
rest,—such, for example, as the instructions with regard to the 
erection of the sanctuary, the construction of the laver, the pre- 
paration of the anointing oil and the incense,—were so subor- 
dinate to what had been mentioned before, that there is nothing 
remarkable in their being mentioned Jast—A much greater dif- 
ficulty arises from the introduction of what appears to be an 
incongruous section, describing a more stringent renewal of the 
law of the Sabbath (chap. xxxi. 12-17), into the group of laws 
which treat of the restoration of the sanctuary and priesthood. 
We explain this in the following manner. As soon as thiese 
laws of worship had all been given, Jehovah delivered to Moses 
the two tables of the law. These tables contained the funda- 
mental commandments of the covenant. Among those command- 
ments the law of the Sabbath held a particularly prominent 
place. The consecration of the Sabbath was the sign of the new 
(Mosaic) covenant (nix ver. 13), just as the rainbow was the 
sign of the covenant with Noah, and circumcision the sign of 
the Abrahamic covenant. The violation of this sign was a breach 
of the covenant, and was immediately punished with death (ver. 
14). It was very fitting, therefore, that when Jehovah delivered 
up the tables, which were the memorial of the covenant, he 
should lay stress again upon the sign of the covenant and its 
inviolable character. The words of ver. 13-17, then, we regard 
as the words, with which Jehovah handed over the tables to 
Moses ; and suppose them to have been occasioned by the event, 
and to refer to it alone.
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(4.) As Jehovah had previously declared the fundamental 
law to the people without human intervention, so did He now 
engrave them //imself upon the TWO TABLES, for a memorial of 
the covenant. They were engraven on tables of stone to indi- 
cate their perpetuity, and their indissoluble validity. The fact 
that the tables were written on Loth sides (Sx. xxxn. 15), is 
correctly explained by Bahr (Symbolik i. 385) as being occa- 
sioned by the importance of the document itself, to which the 
words of , Deut. iv. 2, respecting the whole law most peculiarly 
applied, namely, that nothing should be added or taken away 
(compare Rev. xxii. 18, 19). The dimensions of the tables were 
probably the same as those of the ark of the covenant (two 
cubits and a half long and one cubit and a half broad; cf. Ex. 

xxxvit. 1), as the only design of the ark was to hold the tables 
of stone. As the tables of the law were not intended to be exhi- 
bited before the eyes of the people, but to be hidden and shut up 
in a chest (like a costly treasure), both sides could very well be 
written upon. The design of this was not that the letters might 
be large and legible at a distance; and therefore the difficulty 
which has been suggested, as to the possibility of finding room 
on the two tables for the whole of the decalogue, as given in 
Ix. xx. and Deut. v., falls at once to the ground. 

TUE WORSHIP OF THE CALF. 

§ 13. (Ex. xxxii. 1-29; Deut. ix. 7-21.)—At the very time 
when Jehovah was occupied on the top of the mountain, in 

giving directions for the organisation of such a system of wor- 
ship and the erection of such a sanctuary as should be adapted 

to the call of the people to be different from the heathen, the 

people themselves were consulting at the foot of the mountain 

how they should make a god, and organise a system of worship 

after the manner of the heathen. As Moses had remained on 

the mountain for forty days and forty mghts, the people began 

to doubt whether he would ever return. It was soon made evi- 

dent, now, that the groundwork of Nature still remained in the 

nation, seeing that it preferred the worship of Apis to that of 

Jehovah, and would rather have to do with a visible but dumb
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idol than with an invisible God, who had spoken to it from the 

midst of the thunders of Sinai, and required it to be holy as He 
was holy. So long as the powerful influence of Moses had been 
brought to bear upon the people, this unconquered tendency of 
their nature had not dared to show itself. But when weeks and 

weeks passed by without Moses returning (1), the people turned 

to Aaron, who was the interim ruler of the community (chap. 

xxiv. 14) with the stormy demand: “Up, make us gods, which 
shall go before us; for as for this Moses, we know not what is 
become of him.” Aaron perceived the evil of this demand (2); 

but he had not the courage to offer an open resistance. He sought 

refuge in worldly wisdom. “ Break off,” he said, “the golden 
ear-rings which are in the ears of your wives, of your sons, and 
of your daughters, and bring them to me.’ He counted upon 

the vanity of the women and youth, and their love for golden 
ornaments, and he hoped that in this way he would excite such 
opposition in the community itself, as would suffice to save him 

from having to offer a resistance which appeared to be danger- 

ous. But he had entirely miscalculated. He knew but the 
surface of the human heart, the depths of its natural disposition 

were beyond his reach. All the people cheerfully broke off the 

golden ornaments from their ears, for they were about to accom- 
plish an act of pure self-will; and in that case there is no sacri- 

fice which the human heart is not ready to make. Aaron now 
found that he was caught in the trap which his own sagacity 
had laid. He collected the ornaments together, made the image 

of a bull (4), built an altar, and caused proclamation to be made 

to all the people, “To-morrow is the feast of Jehovah.” We 

see from this that he wanted to quiet his own conscience, to per- 
suade the people to regard the image of the bull as no other than 
the God who had brought them out of Egypt, and perhaps to 

convince the Holy One of Israel Himself that they were not 

about to be guilty of an act of rebellion. The people, at any 

rate, did him the pleasure to enter into his theory; for the next 

day, when they celebrated a festival to the new idol, they shouted
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joyfully : “This is thy God, O Isracl, who brought thee out of 

the land of Egypt.” Not so the IIoly One, who had declared 

His will from Sinai. For whilst the people below were shout- 
ing and singing, eating and drinking, dancing and playing around 

the new deities, the living God said to Moses: “ Away, get thee 
down! For thy people, which thow broughtest out of the land 
of Egypt, have corrupted themselves; they have turned aside 

quickly out of the way which J commanded them. Behold, I 

Jook upon this people, and it is a stiffnecked people. Now, 

therefore, let Je alone, that my wrath may wax hot against them, 

and I may consume them ; so will I make of thee a great nation.” 

But Moses knew what his position as mediator required; he 

knew that it was both his right and duty to say, “JZ will not let 

Lhee go.” He boldly repeated the words “Thon” and “Thy 

people,” and applied them in retwn to God. “ Why,” said he, 
“why, O Jehovah, should Thine anger burn against Thy people, 

which Zhou broughtest out of Egypt with great power and with 

a mighty hand? Why should the Egyptians say, For mischief 
did He bring them out, to destroy them in the mountains? Turn 

from Thy fierce wrath, and repent of this evil against Thy people. 
temember Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, Thy servants, to whom 

Thou swarest by Thine own self, I will multiply your seed as 

the stars of heaven, and will give you all this land for an ever- 
lasting possession.” And the voice of the mediator prevailed : 

“ Jehovah repented of the evil which He had spoken against His 
people” (5). 

Thus did the mediator address Jehovah, when he interceded 

for the salvation of the people. But a mediator is not a media- 

tor of one. He had also to defend the holiness of Jehovah in 
the presence of the people; and this he now prepared to do. 

Ife came out of the darkness, in which he had conversed with 

Jehovah for forty days, and hurried with Joshua down the 

mountain. When they were half-way down, the shouting of 

the people reached their cars. Joshua thought it was a war- 

cry. But they soon discerned the golden calf in the camp, and



154 ISRAEL IN THE DESERT OF SINAI. 

the people dancing round it in festive circles. The indignation 
of Moses burned at the sight. He threw down the tables of the 
law, which Jehovah had given him, and broke them in pieces at 

the foot of the mountain. The people had broken the covenant 
itself, and therefore Moses, the messenger of God, broke the 

memorial of it. He then tore down the idolatrous image, burned 

it with fire, and crushed it to powder at the brook of Horeb, 

that the wicked worshippers might be compelled to drink it (6). 
Aaron was then subjected to examination: “ What did the 

people unto thee, that thou hast brought so great a sim upon 

them?” Aaron’s wisdom had been put to shame, when he at- 

tempted to outwit the people; it was now turned into miserable 

folly, when he tried to defend himself in the presence of judicial 
wrath : “They gave me the gold, I threw it into the fire, and 

there came out this calf!” Moses now entered the camp and 
cried out, “Whoever is on the Lord’s side, let him come to me.” 

This would show how many repented of their sin, and were willing 
to return to the service of Jehovah. All the sons of Levi gathered 
round him. They were willing to return and obey. But their 

obedience had to be put to a severe test. ‘They were ordered to go 
sword in hand through the camp, and put all they met to death ; 

not even a brother or a friend was to be spared. It was a stern 

but just judgment which befell the sinners; and it was doubly 

deserved, because they had despised the amnesty offered them (7). 
Lhere fell that day about three thousand men. By this painful and 
willing act of obedience, Levi expiated the curse which had hitherto 

rested upon his house (Gen. xlix. 5-7). It had been incurred by an 
act of ungodly rage and self-willed revenge ; it was now wiped 
away and turned into a blessing by their obedience in executing 

the wrath and vengeance of God. In proof of this, Moses called 

the house of Levi, and consecrated it temporarily to discharge the 

duties of the priesthood which was to be established in Israel (8). 

(1.) We have here another scene of proof and temptation 
unfolding itself before us. The people were tempted, to see how
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they would act as a covenant people; and Moses, to see how he 
would act as the mediator of the covenant. Aaron, the future 
high priest, and Levi, the future priestly tribe, were also put to 
the proof. Aaron, the head of the tribe of Levi, and the people 
did not stand the test; but Moses, the head of the people, and 
the tribe of Levi came out of it unscathed. For the sake of 
the strong the weak were spared (Gen. xviii. 22 sqq.); and the 
unrighteousness of the many was covered on account of the right- 
eousness of the few, which came to hight.—The originating cause 
of the temptation was the fact, that Moses remained so incon- 
ceivably long a time upon the mountain. The people fancied 
that he had either died or disappeared ; and now, when left to 
themselves, they showed how far they were from entering into 
the covenant with all their heart and soul, and how slightly they 
were rooted in it. The forty days had been days of temptation 
for Isracl; and if the number forty did not already possess a syin- 

bolical importance as a period of temptation, it acquired it now, 
and henceforth continucd to retain it.—By the fall of the people 
Moses was exposed to temptation, in which he showed himself 
faithful and conscientious in his mediatorial office (sce Note 5). 
And Aaron, who was destined to be the igh priest of the cove- 
nant nation, was exposed to temptation in consequence of the 
rebellions desire of the people, and proved how unfit he was by 
nature for such an office. But as the people had received their 
call to be the chosen nation, not for any merit of thei own, but 
from the mercy of Him who had called them, so was it with 
Aaron also. It was necessary, however, that his natural weak- 
ness and unfitness should be made apparent before he entered 
upon the office, that he might not be highminded afterwards. 
The strange anomaly, presented by the priesthood im Israel 
(which showed so clearly that it was not the perfect and absolute 
priesthood), was to be brought out at the very first, namely, that 
the man who offered an atonement for sin was himself a sinner 
in need of an atonement. At the same time, if we would be just 
in our estimate and comparison of Moses and Aaron, we must not 
forget that Moses was already in office, and m possession of the 
grace of office, and that Aaron was not ; and also, that the firm- 
ness of Moses when in office had heen preceded by weakness and 
pusillanimity before the office was conferred upon him (Ex. iti. 4). 
—On the temptation of the tribe of Levi, see below, Note 8.
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(2.) Israel had just been chosen above all the nations of the 
earth, and exalted to fellowship with that God who is above all 
gods. But its natural disposition soon broke forth, and it began 
to feel uncomfortable in the possession of such privileges. It 
would rather have been a nation like other nations, possessing 
gods like the heathen. Still, as it was Jehovah who had brought 
it out of Egypt, and fed it with bread from heaven and water 
out of the rock, it did not wish to give Him up, but rather to 
draw Him down to the level to which it had fallen itself,—in 
other words, to shut up the holy, spiritual, and transcendental 
God, with the power He had so richly displayed, in the realm of 
Natwre alone, that He might be nearer and more completely 
within its grasp. Jehovah sought to raise up the Israelites to 
His own holiness; but they were desirous of bringing Him down 

to their own worldliness. Instead of becoming assimilated to 
Jehovah in the way of holiness, they found it more convenient 
to assimilate the supernatural God to their own natural condi- 
tion. They had still but little notion of the spiritual blessings 
of salvation ; and therefore the spirituality of God appeared to 
them to be something altogether superfluous. Their minds were 
still fixed upon temporal blessings; and therefore it was enough 

for them to have a God who had shown Himself mighty in this 
lower sphere.—The gods of the heathen were regarded as con- 
crete embodiments of natural powers. Hence any objects, in 
which the power in question was manifested with peculiar energy, 
were looked upon as the concentration, embodiment, or repre- 
sentation of these powers of Nature. Physical power was re- 
garded much more than mental; and hence it was chiefly the 
various objects of the (vegetable and) animal world to which this 
process of deification extended. The worship of Nature was 
much more direct and outward, where actual (living) specimens 
were selected as the objects of worship. It was more mental 
and ideal, where ideal representations of the same objects were 
eniployed, and when there was not only the idea of the incarna- 
tion of the Deity in the objects of Nature, but where that incar- 
nation was represented in such a manner as to pave the way for 
syinbols. The latter (higher) form of Nature-worship was the 
one which Israel chose. See below, Note 4. 

(3.) The manufacture of the golden calf is thus described in 
ver. 4; “ And he received (the golden ear-rings) at their hand,
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bana ink 34, and he made it a molten calf.’ The middle clause 
has been translated and interpreted in the most various ways. 

The word 039 (from the root b1n = yaparra, to scratch, engrave, 
hollow out) is only found in this passage and Is. vin. 1, and in 
the latter case it denotes undoubtedly a penetl for writing (for 
engraving). From this some have deduced the kindred meau- 
ing “chiscl,’ and have rendered the passage before us: He 
formed (from the root Wy, cf. 1 Kings vii, 15) it (wiz., the calf) 
with a chisel. But this meaning is inadmissible, both gram- 
matically and as a question of fact ;—grammatically, because 
Ins can only refer to something that has gone before (the golden 
ornaments), not to the calf, which is not mentioned till after- 
wards; and as a matter of fact, because the calf is expressly de- 
scribed as molten, and files, not chiscls, are used to polish up 
metal casts.— J. D. Ifichaelis renders it: He formed it with a 
pencil; ae. he made a drawing of it with a pencil. JL Bawmn- 
garten gives a similar rendering: [Ie formed it with the chisel ; 
i.¢., he made a wooden model from which to form the mould.— 
Others are of opinion that the word b7N itself means a model 
(see, fer example, the two Arabic versions, Erpenius, Aben-ezra, 
J. D. Michaelis, and others). But all these renderings, and 
others beside them, which may be seen in Rosenmiiller’s Scholia, 
are so forced, that one can hardly feel satisfied with any of them. 
The most natural of all is that of Jonathan, which has been 
adopted by Bochart (lieroz. ed. Rosenm. i. 334), Schréder, 
Rosenmiiller, and others. IIe takes bn in the sense of 5 
(== something hollow, a pocket, a purse), and derives 18" from 
sis (to bind, or bind together): “ And he bound, ze. collected 
them in a pocket.” In preciscly the same terms is it said of 
Elisha’s servant (2 Kings v. 23): And he tied up (3%) the two 
talents in two purses (O°"N), 

(4.) On the Jsraelitish CALF-worsntP see Bochart (Iicroz. 
i. 339 sqq. ed Rosenm.), Selden (Syntayma i. 4), [Tengstenbera 
(Beitr. 11. 155 sqq.).—In the worship of Nature, the calf (repre- 
sented sometimes as a bull, at other times as a cow) has passed 
from the very earliest times, and with very general agreement, 
as an idol or symbol of the generative (or the receptive and repro- 
ductive) powers of Nature. The fact that Israel derived this 

notion from gypt, and therefore that the Israelitish calf-wor- 
ship was a copy of the Kgyptian, has been first denied in modern
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times by Vatke (Religion des alten Testamentes 1. 393 sqq.), who 
maintains that calf-worship was the primitive Canaanitish sym- 
bolism, the oldest historical form of the national religion of the 
Israelites, which prevailed universally till the division of the 
kingdom under Rehoboam, and was afterwards perpetuated in 
the kingdom of Ephraim until its eventual overthrow (consult 
Hengstenberg s reply to this). The principal argument adduced 
by Vatke is, that only living animals were considered sacred in 
Egypt, figures of animals being only employed as masks or in 
casts. This purely imaginary argument is completely set aside 
by the authority of Afela (i. 9, § 7): colunt effigies multorum 
animalium atque ipsa magis animalia; and of Strabo (xvii. p. 
805), who says, that wherever images were found in the Egyptian 
temples, they were in the form of animals, not of men. (See 
also Herodotus ii. 129 sqq., Plut. de Is. et Osir. 1. p. 366, and 
also Hengstenberg ut sup.)—The derivation of the Israelitish calf- 
worship from the Egyptian is expressly asserted in Josh. xxiv. 14; 
Ezek. xx. 7, 8, xxiii. 3, 8. And Hengstenberg has already called 
attention to the remarkable agreement between Ex. xxxii. and 
the description of an Egyptian festival given by Herodotus 
(ii. 60): ai pév twes TeV yuvaikOv KpoTada Eyovoat KpoTaXri- 
Couct, ai dé avréovar, ai dé Novrrat yuvaixes Kal avdpes aeidovar Kal 
Tas xeipas Kpotéovet. Cf. Herodotus ili. 27. 

Of course the Moloch-hunters scent the worship of Moloch 
even here (cf. Daumer and Ghillany, ll. cc. vol. 1. § 15, 4). The 
three thousand men who were slain by the sword of Levi, were 
victims to the worship of Nature in a very different sense from 
that described in the falsified statements of the Biblical record. 
They were offered by Moses, who was a zealous worshipper of 
Moloch, as Abraham had been before him, to the image of 
Moloch which Aaron had set up, to celebrate the giving of the 
Jaw and the sealing of the covenant with Moloch-Jehovah !! 

It is very characteristic of the historical style of Josephus, 
that he makes no mention at all of the golden calf in his Anti- 
quities, but describes the people as shouting for joy (yvapas & 
évérnoe THY oTpatiay émipaveis), when Moses returned from 
the mountain after an absence of forty days (Ant. iii. 5, 8). 

(5.) In the interview between Jehovah and Moses on the 
mountain, there is something in the part performed by Jehovah 
which may at first sight be regarded as strange. The principal
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point undoubtedly is the temptation of Moses in his vocation of 
mediator, not in order that Jehovah might discover whether 
Moses would stand firm, as though He could not foresee the 
issuc, but in order that Moses might have an opportunity of ex- 
ercising his vocation with perfect freedom. If, however, tlre 
threat to exterminate Israel on account of its sin, and the offer 
to make of Moses a great nation, 2.¢., to transfer all the promises 
made to the fathers to Moses alone, were merely intended to put 
Moses to the proof, and try whether he had courage and gene- 
rosity enough to perform his task as mediator, notwithstanding 
the greatness of the nation’s apostasy, the power of the devouring 
wrath of God, and the plenitude of His offers to him; and if it 
was the will of God that Moses should stand this test : it night 
appear as though neither the threat nor the offer was meant in 
earnest, and both would in that case appear to be illusory, and, 
like everything illusory, unworthy of God. But this appearance 
only lasts so long as we forget that in God justice and mercy are 
not opposed to each other, and cannot possibly clash, since they 
are eternally and essentially one in the One holy and perfect 
Being; and that it is for us only that they are distinguished, 
since we are obliged to isolate the particular sides of the many- 
sided, in order to comprehend them. 

In Jehovah, the wrath, which would have exterminated the 
apostate nation, was just as true and earnest as the power of the 
love, which would see it saved in spite of itsrebellion. But they 
were both united in the eternal counsel of salvation, which was 
the combined product of the two; for in that counsel wrath was 

appeased by love, and love sanctified by wrath. Wrath and love 
were made one in the counsel of salvation; but they were not 
extinguished. Yet as they both equally continued to exist in 
absolute fulness and energy, it was necessary that man should 
have equal evidence and experience of both; and for this end it 
was requisite that, for him, they should be separated, that is, that 
they should operate upon him singly. As the Divine counsel of 
salvation was the product of the union of wrath and love, the human 
consciousness of salvation could only result from his experiencing 
alike the ardour of both the wrath and love of God. Though 
the two are one and eternal in God, yet to man, who lives in time, 
they must be manifested successively according to the laws of time. 
When thus distinguished, wrath is naturally and necessarily ex-
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perienced first; becanse sin furnishes the first occasion to the 
entire movement. It 1s not till man has experienced wrath, that 
he feels the need and longing for mercy ; and the consciousness 
of need first paves the way for the reception of mercy. 

These two, wrath and mercy, were first of all displayed sepa- 
rately to Moses, the mediator between the sinful nation and the 
holy God. The wrath of God on account of the sin of the 
people was made known to him, in order that he might remember 
his vocation of mediator, and, by appeasing the wrath, open the 
way for the proclamation of mercy. “Let Me alone,” says the 
wrath, “that I may destroy them, and I will make of thee a 
great nation.” ‘This was not appearance and pretence, but 
thorough earnestness and truth; on one side only, however, of 
the Divine nature, namely, that of wrath on account of sin. The 
other not less powerful attribute of the one Divine Being, viz., 
love, was still silent, waiting till wrath had produced its due re- 
sults before it appeared at all. But the fact that wrath felt 
itself fettered even in this isolation, betrayed itself in the words, 
“Let Me alone.” It could not work unrestrained; for by its 
union with love, the product of which was the plan of salvation, 
limits were set to its exercise. Thecounsel of salvation, or Moses 
the mediator of it, stood between the wrath of God and the sin 
of man. 

In this instance Moses was the only righteous man among 
the many unrighteous. The wrath, therefore, could not reach 
him. But if free course had been given to the wrath, he alone 
would have been spared, and a new commencement would have 
been made with him, as formerly with Abraham. <A retrograde 
movement would have taken place, and Moses would have stooxl 
upon the same footing as Abraham. ‘This is indicated in the 
words, “And I will make of thee a great nation.” But we can 
only admit the abstract, not the concrete possibility of such a 
result. If Moses had yielded before the wrath of God, which 
it was his duty as mediator to withstand, and which he was 
bound to overcome by intercession and by appealing to the 
counsel of salvation, he would have displayed his unfitness for 
the high office conferred upon him. In that case, however, it 
would have been apparent that Jehovah had made a mistake 
in appointing him mediator—a mistake which would have 
threatened the whole plan of salvation, as Moses was for the



THE WORSILIP OF THE CALF. 161 

time being all in all. But sncli a mistake is inconceivable in 
the case of God; and, consequently, any misapprehension or 
neslect of duty in the case of Moses is also inconceivable; for, 
when God called him to the office He must have foreseen that 
he would discharge its duties faithfully. From this it is evident 
that the words, “let Me alone, and I will make of thee a great 
nation,’ were intended as means, not as the end: that the 
purpose they were designed to serve, according to the will of 
God, and which, from Moses’ state of mind, they must inevitably 
serve, was to furnish Him with an opportunity of making a 
glorious display of His mediatorial vocation. 

The announcement of wrath produced upon Moses the effect 
which was intended. Je did not let God alone; on the contrary, 
he held up before Him His own purpose and promises of sal- 
vation, as well as His own glory. Like Jacob, he fought and 
wrestled with the wrath of Jehovah; with Jacob he said, “T 

will not let Thee go except Thou bless me;” and, like Jacob, 
he also gained the victory and came forth from the conflict 
as a second Israel (cf. vol. i. § 80, 4), for “Jchovah repented 
of the evil which He had said that He would do to His people” 
(ver. 14). 

It looks somewhat at variance with the statement that 
Jehovah ceased at once from His wrath at the intercession of 
Moses, when we afterwards read (chap xxxii. 30 sqq.), that 
Moses still continued anxious and uncertain as to his success in 
appeasing the wrath of Jehovah, and that Jehovah was still 
angry, His purposes of wrath but slowly giving place to those 
of mercy. But this difficulty ceases at once, when we consider 
that ver. 14 docs not contain the words of God but the words of 
the writer, who thereby informs the reader that the intercession 
of Moses was not without effect. Moses himself did not as yet 
receive any answer to his intercession, nor any assurance of 
forgiveness. 

(6.) The burning zeal of Moses, and the firmness which he 
displayed, so powerfully affected the guilty consciences of the 
people that they Ict him do as he pleased, and did not even oppose 
the steps he took for the destruction of the new yod. In what way 
Moses had the GOLDEN CALF BURNED WITII FIRE (Apt) and 
pounded (ground jny) to powder, and then gave it to the people 
to drink along with the water of the brook of Horeb (Ix. xxxil. 

VOL. ITI. L
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20; cf. Deut. ix. 21), is a problem that has never yet becn 
solved. If we are merely to understand that he destroyed the 
form of the calf with the fire and then reduced the material to 
powder (possibly by means of files), and strewed it upon the 
brook of Horeb, the whole process is simple, natural, and intelli- 
gible; but the description is somewhat obscure and wanting in 
precision. Still, we are not prepared for an unconditional rejec- 
tion of this hypothesis. The first thing to be accomplished was to 
destroy the form of the idol, for it was that alone which constituted 
it an idol. And this might be regarded as burning, since it was 
actually destruction by fire. This may at first lave been all that 
Moses intended to do; and possibly it was not till this was accom- 
plished, that he saw the necessity for destroying the material also, 
as the instrument of sin. Of course, as soon as the gold dust 
was strewed upon the water, it would sink to the bottom. But 
even in that case the expression might still be used, “he strewed 
(it) upon the water, and made the children of Israel drink (it).” 
For the object of the whole symbolical transaction undoubtedly 
was, that the curse and uncleanness attaching to the gold, which 
had been abused for the purposes of sin, should be conveyed to 
the water, and pass along with the water into the bowels of 
those who drank it,—not that they should drink the gold itself. 
It must be admitted that this explanation does not remove the 
difficulty altogether. And the question may still be entertained, 
whether it is not preferable to assume that the ancient Egyptians 
were acquainted with some chemical process of calcining gold, 
i.e, of changing it by the application of heat into a friable 
metallic oxyde, or with some other process of a similar kind, 
and that Moses learned it from them. We could not in any 
case have recourse to so unnatural an explanation as that of 
Baumgarten (i. 1, p. 105); “ As there are no natural means of 
calcining gold, we must suppose the elementary fire to have been 
miraculously intensified by the glow of the godly zeal which 
burned in Moses. It presents an analogy to the fire, which will 
melt the elements of the world on the day of the wrath of 
God (see 2 Pet. iii. 10).”— Winer (Reallex. 1 645) is of opinion, 
that the principal difficulty is to be found in the words 
Wa, which are. not applicable to any chemical decomposition, 
nor even to the calcination of gold, and, on the other hand, are 
equally inapplicable to the mere process of melting. “There
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remains, therefore, only the mistaken opinion, or at least mis- 
taken expression, of an editor who was not acquainted with the 
subject.” We cannot take advantage of this escape from the 
difficulty. It is certain, we admit, that the word sy is not the 
proper term to apply to the fusion of metals; but, as we have 
already remarked, it was not the process of melting, but the 
destruction of the form of the calf, which was the main thing 
referred to here. And, if the Egyptians were really acquainted 
with any process of calcining metals, we see no difficulty in the 
assumption that saty was applicd as a technical term to that 
particular process. It is well known how far from appropriate 
the names given to such processes frequently are: e.g., to cite 
only one—our “burning lime” and “slaking lime” are perhaps 
quite as inadequate as the term sriv, when applied to the calcin- 
ation of metals. The word mw is used in Gen. ii. 3 to denote 
the burning of bricks; and, in this case, the notion of consuming 
can no more be preserved than in that of burning the gold. 
The kindred word spy is the term actually applied to the 
melting of metals, but this word is first met with in books of 
a later date. 

(7.) The PUNISHMENT inflicted by the command of Moses 
(ver. 27) has often been described as an act of inhuman cruelty. 
If there is any ground for such a charge, it not only applies to 
this particular case, but to the spirit and essence of the whole 
code of laws, and to the entire course of history of which they 
formed the guiding principle. The law represents every act of 
apostasy from Jehovah, every kind of idolatry, and every specics 
of heathen superstition, as a capital crime. If, then, the law 
itself is not to be condemned for such stringency as_ this, 
the command of Moses, which merely carried the spirit of the 
law, is perfectly justifiable. Such stringency was perfectly 
justifiable on the part of the law; for it was demanded as well 
as dictated by the peculiar position and character of the Old 
Testament theocracy. It was first of all demanded by the fact 
that the God of Israel was also the King of Israel. Every 
sinful disregard or violation of the dignity of Jehovah, tlie one 
God in Isracl, was also a crime against the sole monarchy of 
the King Jchovah; every religious crime was a state crime as 
well. When the worship of God, and loyalty to a sovereign, 
church and state, religion and politics, belong to two different
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and independent spheres, however close the relationship in 
which they stand to each other, the crimes connected with each 
department must also be kept distinct, and be separately judged 
and punished. Crimes against the state, being a violation of 
earthly order, must be followed by earthly punishment; and, in 
the case of a capital crime, which threatens the existence of 
the state itself (high treason), by absolute excision from the 
community, t.e., the punishment of death. Religious crimes, being 
sins against God, must be left to the judgment of God, and 
so far as they threaten the existence of the religious community 
(the Church), be punished by exclusion from that community. 
But when Church and state are identical, as in the theocracy, 
absolute exclusion from the religions community is eo tpso 
absolute exclusion from the state, that is, the punishment of 
death. From this point of view, then, the calf-worship of 
Israel could only be regarded and punished as an act of treason 
against the God-king of Israel; and high treason has always 
been punished by death.—Secondly, the severity and exclusive- 
ness, which are sometimes complained of in the Old Testament 
institutions, were required by the character and design of the 
Qld Testament itself, as the introductory part of the plan of 
salvation. It bore a strictly legal character, and must, therefore, 
be upheld by strict laws; for, as the Apostle says, the law was a 
schoolmaster to bring to Christ (a subject which will be treated 
of more fully in the next volume).— Thirdly, if there was such 
recklessness in the spirit and character of all antiquity, it must 
have been because Christianity,—the only thing which could 
destroy the root of it,—was not yet in existence. If, however, 
there was such recklessness in the spirit of the age, it must also 
have been a necessity of the age. If it appeared to every one 
a natural thing, as being a product of the spirit of the time, and 
if every one therefore expected it, it must have been required 
both as a guiding principle, and also for the maintenance of 
order, The legislation of the Old Testament, which was as 
far as possible from everything unhistorical and purely ideal, 
took the circumstances as it found them, and was obliged to do 
so, since it sought to found and erect its institutions, not in the 
cloudy regions of merely imagimary circumstances, but on the 
firm foundation of a concrete reality. 

If, however, the foregoing considerations are sufficient to
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justify the severe procedure of Moses in general, lus ruthiless- 
ness and severity had also a mild and considerate side, which 
has been entirely overlooked by those who make this charge. 
The course he adopted was of such a nature, as to give to every 
one time and opportunity to escape the sentence before it began 
to be executed. The children of Levi saved themselves before 
the judgment fell; and the harbour of refuge, which was open 
to them, was equally open to all the rest. For, it is nowhere 
stated, and there is no ground for the supposition, that the 
children of Levi opposed the introduction of the worship of the 
calf, or abstained from taking part in the festival. When Moses 
called out, “Who is on the Lord’s side, let him come hither to 
me,” he addressed not merely the Levites, but all the people. 
Ife did not stmmmon to his side those who were innocent of the 
crime of worshipping the calf—for there were no sucli persons in 
the camp—but those who were willing to return to Jehovah, not- 
withstanding their rebellion against him. Hence, by these 
words, he offered an aumesty to all without exception ; and those 
who would not attend to his summons, proved by that fact that 
they still adhered impenitently to their self-chosen worship, and 
that they despised and rejected the amnesty offered. After this 
they doubly deserved death. But there are other things con- 
nected with these proceedings, of a more special character, which 
have also excited surprise. Among these are, first, that although 
all who did not obey his summons were equally (doubly) guilty, 
the pnnishment was not inflicted upon all, but only upon three 
thousand men ; and that the selection of those who were put to 
death was not made in a judicial manner, according to their 
relative guilt, but was left to chance, the first who came in the 
way of the swords of the avengers being immediately slain. 
But this again was necessary. All were equally guilty : “but for 
reasons which lie upon the surface, it was sufficient for a portion 
only to be executed, as the representatives of the whole and the 
bearers of the common guilt. Under such circumstances the 
practice of decimation was very frequent in ancient times. The 
selection was left to chance or to the lot, i.¢., to the gods. Thus 
was it in the present instance ; with this difference, however, that 
Moses knew that the issue was in the hands of the living God. 
The same thing, which was afterwards done at Taberah (Ninn. 
x1. 3), and on the occasion of other similar judgments by the nn-
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mediate interposition of God, was here accomplished by the swords 
of the Levites. In the instance referred to, the pestilence seemed 
to be guided by chance, smiting one here and another there, yet 
there was certainly something more than chance directing it, 
namely, the hand of God, without whose will not a hair of the 
head can fall.—This leads us to the second difficulty presented 
by the conduct of Moses. We find this in the fact that, although 
the Levites who had received an amnesty were as guilty as the 
rest, and had been accomplices with them, Moses intrusted the 
execution of vengeance to the hands of these evil-doers; and, 
apparently losing sight of all considerations of friendship, re- 
lationship, and humanity, made the pardon of the Levites de- 
pendent upon this sanguinary act of obedience, from which their 
natural feelings must instinctively have revolted. Novw, all this 
inight certainly have been avoided, if God Himself had executed 
the judgment by means of His destroying angel. But, as the 
extermination of the Canaanites was afterwards effected, not by 
the hand of God, but by the Israelites, to whom the execution 
of judgment was intrusted by God Himself, in order that a deep 
and lasting impression might be made upon their minds, of the 
severe and unsparing punishment which falls upon a nation 
when the measure of its iniquity is full, and that they might 
acknowledge in the act itself that they would merit and expect 
a similar punishment if they fell into the same sin ;—so was it on 

the present occasion: penitent Israel was called upon to inflict 
punishment upon impenitent Israel, that their own guilt, which 
had been forgiven, and the mercy which had been shown them 
on account of their penitence, might be impressed upon their 
minds in its fullest extent as a warning for future times. Before 
such considerations and designs all considerations of a senti- 
mental character must give way, as, in fact, sentimentality of 
every kind is out of place in matters concerning the judgment 
of God on the impenitent sinner. 

The Vulgate, without any other authority, makes the 3000 
men who fell on one day 23,000. This false emendation may 
probably be traceable to Num. iii. 43, where the children of 
Levi are said to have numbered 23,000 men. The author of 
the emendation probably thought that each of the 22,273 Levites 
must necessarily have found aman to slay. But, if so, in the 
first place, the fact is overlooked, that in Num. ui. 43, all the
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children from a month old and all the old men, who could not 
have engaged in such work as this, are reckoned with the others. 
Morcover, the entire view of the transaction before us, which 
has given rise to such a conjecture, is a mistaken one. The 
text does not say that when Moses called out “come hither to 
me,” only Levites gathered round him. We imay be sure that 
there were many belonging to other tribes who responded to his 
appeal; but the reporter had not the same reason for mentioning 
them by name, as the 29th verse shows him to have had in the 
case of the Levites. Undoubtedly his statement does imply 
that the tribe of Levi distinguished itself above the rest of the 
tribes, that it came in a body to profess repentance and obedience, 
whereas it was more as individuals that members joined them 
from other tribes. But this view only heightens the difficulty 
at which the Latin translator stumbled. It vanishes completely, 
however, when we picture to ourselves the events as they proba- 
bly ocewrred. From first to last it is the men who are spoken 
of, not the women and children,—the representatives of the 
nation, not the entire nation itself. Moses treats with the elders 
and the heads of families, as representing both the families and 
the nation. When Moses called out “come hither to me,” they 
divided themselves into two camps; and when he ordered those 
who had assembled round him to slay any whom they might 
ineet belonging to the opposite party, it is probable that an 
actual conflict took place between the two parties, in which 
individuals of Moses’ party may have fallen, though there was 
no necessity to make a special record of the fact. It was sufhi- 
cient for the Scriptural record to mention, that the men who 
adhered to Moses gained a complete victory, that 3000 of the 
opposite party suffered death in one day for their obstinacy and 
crime, and that this defeat completely deprived them of thie 
power to offer further resistance. 

(8.) According to ver. 29, Moses said to the Levites who 
had executed his commands: “Fill to-day your hands for 
Jchovah, for every one (8) is in his son and in his brother, 
that ye may bring blessings upon yourselves to-day.” These 
words are generally supposed to have been spoken earlier (quite 
contrary to the order of the text), and are interpreted thus: 
bring to-day an acceptable offering of obedience to the Lord, 
each one against his son and his brother, etc. But neither do
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the words admit of such an interpretation, nor 1s there room for 
the assumption that they were spoken before. This has been 
correctly pointed out by Jf Baumgarten (i. 2 p. 107). But 
his own explanation I cannot subscribe to, in fact I am not even 
able to comprehend it.—It is evident enough that ver. 29 con- 
tains an order to the Levites to offer a sacrifice to Jehovah on 
that very day. The necessity for such a sacrifice is explained 

cilation, to ‘the renewal of something that has disturbed the 
relation between God and the worshipper. We might fancy 
that the sacrifice required of the Levites, on the present occasion 
had reference to their participation in the worship of the calf, 
but in that case the words U8 ‘3, etc., would be thoroughly 
superfiuous and unintelligible. These words might be rendered, 
“for every one is in his son and brother,” or, what appears to 
us still more natural and plain: “for every one (of you) was 
against his son and brother.” In either case, however, they 
refer to the fact that the disturbance, which rendered the present 
sacrifice necessary, arose from the unhesitating manner m which 
the Levites had risen against their blood-relations. It is true, 
the act of the Levites was an act of obedience to the will of 
God ; an act intended to vindicate the injured honour of Jehovah. 
But it had also made a rent in the unity of the congregation, and 
had placed those who were united by the tie of blood, in hostility 
one to another. There was in this the disturbance of a natural 
and divinely appointed relation, intended, no doubt, to remove a 
much greater disturbance, and restore an infinitely higher and 
more important relation, but still a disturbance which was very 
likely to leave behind it conscientious scruples on the one hand, 
and bitterness of spirit on the other. And éhis was the disturb- 
ance, for the removal of which, as it appears to us, the Levites 
were ordered to fill their hands, that is, to offer sacrifice. 

We regard it as altogether a misapprehension, to suppose 
that Moses summoned the Levites “to consecrate themselves to 
the priesthood.” Moses undoubtedly had already been informed 
by God (Ex. xxvii. 41, xxix. 9) that Aaron and his sons were 
selected for the priesthood ; but this only related to the family 
of Aaron, and had nothing to do with the whole body of the 
Levites. The Levites, who were not set apart to the priesthood, 

have been m3 ‘on Deby nnd. Every sacrifice points to recon-
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could not be set apart to it on the present occasion, either by 
Moses, or by their own voluntary act. At the same time, this 
act of the tribe of Levi certainly bore some reference to its 
future appointment to be the «AJjpos of Jehovah, as the Song of 
Moses (Deut. xxxiii. 9) clearly shows. By his untimely and 
ungodly zeal for the honour of his own house, the forefather of 
the tribe of Levi had brought a curse upon himself, which still 
rested upon his tribe (Gen. xlix. 5-7, xxxiv. 25 sqq.); by their 
well-timed and holy zeal for the honour of the house of God, 
his descendants had now extinguished the curse and changed it 
into a blessing. If their ancestor had violated truth, fidelity, 
and justice, by the vengeance which he took upon the Sichemites 
from a mistaken regard to blood-relationship, his descendants 
had now rescued truth, justice, and the covenant, by executing 
the vengeance of Jehovah upon their own blood-relations. [lence 
Moses referred to this tribe in the following words (Deut. xxxiii. 
9): “Who says of his father and mother, I saw them not; who 
is ignorant of his brother, and knows nothing of lis own sons.” 
The disposition manifested by Levi on this occasion, and his 
obedience in’ such difficult circumstances, viz., lis readiness to 
esteein father and mother, friend and brother, but lightly in 
comparison with Jehovah, was that which qualified the tribe of 
Levi above every other to serve in the house of Jchovah, and 
rendered it worthy to be chosen as the lot and iheritance of 
Jehovah (cf. Deut. xxxiii. 9, 10)—The command of Moses to 
the Levites, who were assembled round him, to avenge the 
honour of Jchovah on those who persisted in their rebellion, was 
a temptation intended to prove whether they were fit for their 
future vocation, naincly, to devote themselves entirely to the 
service of Jehovah. 

NEGOTIATIONS FOR A RENEWAL OF THE BROKEN COVENANT. 

§14. (ex. xxxii. 30-xxsiii. 11.)—Moses had no sooner re- 

ceived the first tidings of the apostasy of the people (chap. 

xxxil. 7, 8), and heard the first threat of their rejection (ver. 

9, 10), than he put forth all the power of his mediatorial office 

to appease the righteous indignation of Jehovah, and avert 

from his nation the sentence of rejection. Ilis mediation was
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not without effect, though the issue was not revealed to him at 
the time. He was, first of all, to go down and look with his own 

eyes upon the abomination which the people had committed at 

the foot of the mountain. He must first learn the extent of the 

crime, that he might be able to measure the greatness and diffi- 

culty of his demand, and the greatness and depth of the mercy 

of God, which hearkened to his prayer. And, in addition to this, 
since Moses, as mediator, was not merely the representative of the 

people with God, but also the representative of God with the 
people, he must uphold the honour of God in the presence of 
the people, with the same zeal and firmness with which he had 
pleaded for the good of the nation in the presence of Jehovah, 
before his intercession could be crowned with success. The two 

sides of his mediatorial work are closely related, and stand or 

fall together. The earnestness with which he pleaded with 
Jchovah on behalf of the nation, gave him a right, and imposed 

upon him the duty, to avenge the violated honour of the Lord; 

and, on the other hand, the execution of his mediatorial wrath 

upon the people, gave a fresh warrant and new force to his me- 

diatorial intercession with Jehovah. And, lastly, the people 

themselves must give signs of sorrow and repentance, before 
they could be assured of mercy and forgivencss. 

In his anxiety to know whether the sin of the people, the full 

extent of which he had now beheld, admitted of any atonement 

whatever, Moses ascended the mountain the following morning. 

“ Oh! this people,” said he to Jehovah, “ have sinned a great 

sin. But O that Thou wouldest forgive their sin! If not, blot 
me, I pray Thee, out of Thy book which Thou hast written” (1). 

Upon this he received the first reply to his intercession. The 

anger of God was so far subdued, that the first threat, namely, 

that the nation should be immediately and utterly exterminated, 

was withdrawn. The nation, as a nation, was to continue in 

existence and be the bearer of the promises still: Moses was to 

conduct the people to Canaan, as heretofore; and Jehovah 

would send an angel before them, as He had previously promised
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(Ex. xxiii. 20 sqq.), to drive all the Canaanites out of the land. 
But these renewed concessions were couched in very severe 

terms. For, first of all, the nation, as a whole, was to be pre- 

served, but the individuals of whom it was composed were not 

to escape the punishment they deserved: “ Nevertheless, in the 

day when I visit, I will visit their sin upon them” (2). Secondly, 

Jehovah announced that IIe would certainly send an angel before 

them, to prepare the way for them to enter into possession of 

the promised land, but that IIe Himself would not go up in the 

midst of them any more (3), “ for thou art a stiff-necked people, 
lest I consume thee in the way.” “ When the people heard 

these evil tidings they mourned, and no man did put on him his 

ornaments.” This was the first sign of genuine and voluntary 

repentance on the part of the people. And it did not remain 

unnoticed. A fresh ray of hope burst forth from the words of 

Jehovah: “ Put off thy ornaments from thee, that I may know 

what to do unto thee.” 

But the sentence was not revoked, that Jehovah would no 

longer dwell in the midst of the apostate nation. Moses took his 

tent, therefore, pitched it ontside the camp, and called it the tent 

of meeting (TYiD oni, tent, tabernacle). It is true, Moses had 

received instructions, even before the apostasy of the nation, to 

set up a tent of mecting, that God might dwell in the midst of 

the people (Ex. xxv. 9), and to make it according to the pattern 

which had been shown him in the mountain; but the present 

was by no means the time for carrying these mstructions into 

effect. As the negotiations, however, for the restoration of the 

broken covenant had been renewed, and there was a prospect of 

their being crowned with suecess, Moses set up a temporary tent 

of mecting, as a substitute for tlie true sanctuary, until the latter 

should be erected. And Jchovah consented to this arrangement ; 

for, when Moses went out to the tent the pillar of cloud descended 

(from the mountain) and stood at the door of the tent, and 

Jchovah talked with Moses, face to face, as a man talketh with 

his friend (4). ‘The people also gave a fresh sign of the sincerity of
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their repentance by submitting cheerfully to this discipline and 

humiliation. Whoever had to inquire of Jehovah went out to 

the tent, that he might obtain an answer through the mediation 

of Moses. And when Moses went out to the tent, every one 

went to the door of his tent, looked after him with reverence, 

and prostrated himself before the sign of the Divine presence 

(the pillar of cloud), which came down to talk with Moses. 

(1.) In reading the words of Moses, “2f not, blot me out of Thy 
book,” we must, undoubtedly, think of the language of affection, 
which forgets itself and the entire world in the thought of the one 
object by which the soul is moved. Hence they are certainly 
wanting in objective certainty, and in a general and simultaneous 
consideration of all the circumstances of the case; but with all 

the greater life, freshness, and directness, and also with the 
greater boldness and freedom, have the truth, the depth, and the 
strength of this one fecling been embodied in his words. The 
fact that the justice of God would prevent him from acceding to 
the wish and request of Moses (ver. 33), does not change nor 
diminish in the least its objective truth, and depth and force.— 
Moreover, the desire expressed by Moses was founded in his voca- 
tion, and in the post, which he occupied, as the leader and mediator 
of the people. He was so thoroughly absorbed in his vocation, that 
every thought and imagination, all his hopes and ardent desires 
were concentrated there. His life and being were so inter- 
twined and blended with it, that it had actually become his life 
and existence itself. : A life without this vocation, or a life apart 
from it, was to him an inconceivable thought, a contradiction 
which refuted itself. If God were to do what He had threatened, 
to give free course to Ilis righteous indignation, and consequently 
to exterminate the nation at once from the earth, the vocation of 
Moses would also be brought to an end, life would have no more 
value in his esteem, for his vocation was his life. If the wrath 
of Jchovah should slay the people, it would slay Moses as well, 
for it would put an end to his vocation. Bunt, because, on the 
one hand, Moses had continued righteous, when the whole nation 
had fallen into unrighteousness deserving of death, and therefore 
he would necessarily be preserved from the judgment which 
threatened the rest; and, because, on the other hand, Moses had
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not selected his vocation himself, but had been appointed to it 
by Jehovah, and therefore it was in accordance with the will and 
purposes of God that his life should be absorbed in his vocation, 
Jehovah laid Himself under the necessity to execute the judg- 
ment upon the nation in such a way, that whilst the people suf- 
fered the punishment they deserved, the vocation and office of 
Moses, which had respect to the nation, should not be abolished 
or destroyed, since the life and happiness of Moses were bound up 
with his office and vocation. But the only way in which this could 
be effected was, that mstead of the sudden and simultancous infiic- 
tion of punishment on all the guilty, the individnals who had 
sinned should be punished one by one; and thus the nation, so 
far as it embodied the notion of a species, would be preserved, 
and the continuity of its history sustained. ‘This method of 
reconciling the discrepancy would also be supported by the fact, 
that the apostate nation was still the seed of Abraham, to whom 
the promise, which cannot be broken, had been made, and that 
the basis for the continuation of its history was already to be 
found in the children and infants.—Jchovah’s reply, accordingly, 
rejected the conditional request of Moses as inadmissible : “ Who- 
ever hath sinned against Me, him will I blot out of My book.” 
At the same time it contained an assurance that the history of 
Isracl should not be broken off: “ Go, lead the people unto the 
place of which I have spoken unto thee: behold Mine angel 
shall go before thee.’ On the other hand, it adheres to the 
necessity for punishing the sin: “ Nevertheless, in the day of 
My visitation, I will visit (punish) their sin.” 

(2.) “In the day of My visitation I will visit their sin.” Is 
it possible to determine the period of history which constituted 
the day of visitation, and the manner in which the visitation itself 
took place? We believe that it is. It commenced at the time 
when the Israelites were at Kadesh (§ 36. 2), and when the 
judicial sentence was pronounced upon the nation, that the 
bodies of all those who were twenty years old and upwards 
should «dic in the wilderness, and that not one of them should 
enter the land of promise (Num xivy.); and it extended over the 

thirty-eight years, durmg which they wandered about without 
an object in the wilderness. It was at Kadesh that the measure 
of their iniquity was filled up. At Sinai they had rejected 
Jchovah, who led them out of Hgypt, and had desired a god
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such as they formerly possessed in Egypt; at Kadesh they 
rejected the land of Jehovah—the land of promise, and wished 
to return to Egypt (Num. xiv. 3). 

(3.) In consequence of the intercession of Moses, Jehovah 
gave a fresh assurance that the history of Israel should not be 
broken off. Moses was to lead the people to Canaan; and for 

the future Jehovah would send His angel before them, and 
drive out the Amorites. This sounds like the promise in Ex. 
xxiii. 20-23. It might be regarded as simply a repetition of the 
promise, were it not for the stern and momentous words which 
follow: “ For I will not go up in the midst of thee, for thou art 
a stiff-necked people, lest I consume thee in the way.” With 
reference to the angel who was promised to accompany them, 
it was stated in Ex. xxiii. 21: “My name is in him” (‘nv 
1a7p3); in other words, he was to be the medium of the personal 
presence of Jehovah. This angel was to represent Jehovah 
in such a manner that the personal and essential presence of 
Jehovah, which cannot be seen by any creature in its own 
purely divine form of existence, when divested of all material 
clothing (1 Tim. vi. 15, 16), might be brought to view in hin, 
its representative and pledge (see vol i. § 50. 2). But on this 
occasion Jehovah declared that He Himself would not go up in 
the midst of them. The angel, therefore, who was still to lead 
them, could not be any longer the representative of the personal 
presence of Jehovah; he was nothing more than every angel 
naturally is;—a messenger and delegate of God. To punish 
Israel Jehovah declared that He would withdraw from the angel 
the yip2 ‘ww. But the fulfilment of this threat would deprive 
Israel of the very thing which distinguished it above every 
other nation (Ex. xxxiii. 16), for the fact of an angel presiding 
over a nation or kingdom on behalf of God, and guiding its 
affairs, was not so unparalleled a circumstance that it applied to 
the chosen people of God alone. Such a mission as this does 
not belong to the province of the Jehovistic, but rather to that 
of the Elohistic government, and, therefore, not only could be, 
but actually was possessed by heathen nations and kingdoms 
as well (Dan. x. 13-21, xi. 1). The commonwealth of Israel 
ceased to be a theocracy in consequence; for the maintenance 
of the theocracy (§ 9. 1) was dependent upon the personal 
presence of God in the midst of the nation. The announce-
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ment, therefore, that Jehovah would no longer dwell in the 
midst of the nation, was equivalent to an announcement that the 
theocracy would be brought to an end;—whether temporarily or 
for ever, whether in the shape of suspension or of abolition, the 
connection of the words would hardly leave in doubt. Since 
it was not upon the nation, as such, that the judgment was to 
fall, but only upon individuals, and in the meantime the out- 
ward course of events was to continue as before, nothing more 
could be intended than a suspension, which would last until all 
the individuals at present composing the nation had been swept 
away, and a new generation had grown up which had not partici- 
pated in the apostasy of the fathers. This was what Israel had 
to expect if this sentence of God was carried into effect. And 
this was the reason that Israel mourned and complained so 
bitterly on account of the evil tidings. But we shall soon see 
that by his unwearied intercession Moses succeeded in pro- 
curing another, still milder, sentence from the forgiving mercy 
of God. 

We have already shown (vol. i. § 50. 2) that Ex. xxiii. 20 
sqq-, when compared with Ex. xxx. 34, is perfectly irrecon- 
cilable with the hypothesis that the Maleach Jehovah was not 
merely a representative, mediator, and bearer of the personal 
presence of Jehovah, but was that presence itself, namely, the 
Logos, the second person of the Trinity. For in the former 
passage, as well as the latter, Jchovah calls this angel NOD, 
“My angel,” equivalent to 7 INP, and in the former the 
same task is assigned to him as im the latter (chap. xxxiii. 2), 
with the simple exception, which indeed is of great importance 
in other respects, that in the former the name of Jehovah is in 
him, and in the latter this is no longer the case. In opposition 
to this Hengstenberg says: “The threatening of the Lord be- 
comes unintelligible, and the grief of the people incompre- 
hensible, if by the angel im chap. xxii. an ordinary angel be 
understood” (Christology vol. i. p. 119 transl.).—(As if we 
imagined him to be an ordinary angel, and nothing more; an 
ordinary angel he was, but with the unusual circumstance, that 
“the name of Jchovah was in him.”) Hengstenberg proceeds: 
“But everything becomes clear and intelligible if we admit that 
in chap. xxill. there is an allusion to the angel of the Lord, 
kat’ éEoxynv, whio is connected with Him by unity of nature, and
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who, because the name of God is in Him, is as zealous as He is 
Himself in inflicting punishment, as well as in bestowing 
salvation; whilst in chap. xxxii. 34, the allusion is to an inferior 
angel, who is added to the highest revealer of God as His com- 
panion and messenger, and who appears in the book of Daniel 
under the name of Gabriel, while the angel of the Lord appears 
under the name of Atichael.” Thon “e cveryting becomes 
clear and intelhigible?” What even the "DN? (my angel) 3 in 
chap xxxil. 34? LTengstenberg boldly replies, « Yes, even this ;’ 
and notwithstanding Hofmann’s complete answer (Schriftbeweis 
i. 156 seq.), he brings forward again the indescribably weak 
and palpably worthless hypothesis of a Maleach of the Maleach. 
“In Ex. xxxil. 34, after Israel had sinned in worshipping the 
calf, their former leader, Jehovah, 2.¢., the angel of Jehovah, 
told them that He should be their leader no longer.” Then 
for “Jehovah,” the leader of Isracl, we may substitute the 
“Maleach Jehovah?” Very good! But in Ex. xxiii. 20 sqq. 
the former leader Jehovah, ie¢., the angel of Jehovah, says, 
“Behold I send an angel before thy face,” etc, and the angel to 
be sent is one of whom it is affirmed, “the name of Jchovah is 
in him.” Consequently, as we infer from JZengstenberg’s pre- 
mises, this angel, in whom the name of Jehovah dwelt, was the 
Maleach of the Maleach Jehovah ; ergo, we have two Logot in 
the Deity, two uncreated revealers of God, “for the name of 
God can only dwell in him who is originally of the same 
nature ;” ergo, we must expunge the doctrine of the Trinity 
from our system, and insert in its place, “four persons in one 
Godhead.” —The relation of Gabriel to Michael in the book of 
Daniel is also very different from JZengstenberg’s account; but 
we cannot enter into this question at present. 

(4.) The Ohel-Afoéd which Moses pitched outside the camp 
has been regarded by many critics as identical with the sanctuary 
of the same name, which was afterwards constructed by Bezaleel 
and Oholiab, according to the pattern shown to Moses in the 
Mount; and upon this supposition they have based the con- 

clusion that our records contain two different and discordant 
myths respecting the building of the tabernacle. (In reply to 
this sce Ranke, vol. ii. p. 61.) 

§ 15. (Ex. xxxil. 12-xxxv. 3.)—So much, then, had Moses
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obtained by his mtercession, that the covenant was not to be 

abolished, but merely suspended ; and that an angel (not indeed 

an angel in whom the name of Jehovah was, but still an angel), 
that is, at any rate a messenger from the heavenly world, should 

conduct the nation to Canaan, and drive out the Canaanites be- 

fore them. But Moses was not content with this result. He 

persisted in the prayer, that the covenant might be perfectly 

restored, and that the face of God, that is, He Himself, in the 

angel in whom His name was (§ 14, 3), would undertake the 

guidance of the people, and take up his abode in the midst of 

them. And this was also granted. mboldened by these con- 

cessions, Moses desired—as a confirmation of the promise, and a 

proof that he had found mercy with Jehovah, and also to perfect 

his mediatorial character—that he might see the glory of Jehovah, 

that is [lis face as it is, uncovered, without the veil of the eloud, 

or the mediation of an angel. THe asked for what no mortal 

could possibly bear. His petition, therefore, could not be granted ; 

but Jehovah promised that he shouid see and feel all that he 

could bear: “ I will cause all my goodness (HY) to pass before 

thee, and I will proelaim the name of Jehovah before thee.” 

For this purpose Moses was to aseend, the following morning, to 

the top of the mountain, and station himself in a hole in the 

rock. Jeliovali would then cause Ilis glory to pass by, and keep 

His hand upon him till the vision was over. He would then be 

allowed to look after it, that his eye might still cateli a ray of 

the Majesty which had already departed (1). In this unparalleled 

manifestation of God, Moses received a pledge of the success of 

his mediatorial intercession,—a fresh seal and elevation of his 

mediatonial work,—based upon the willingness of Jehovah to 
restore the covenant in all its completeness. With this, there- 

fore, there would be associated the restoration of the covenant- 

records, as a pledge to the people of the restoration of the cove- 
nant; and Moses received instructions to cut two stones like the 

former, and bring them with him up the mountain (2). Moses 

went the following morning, furnished with these, to the place 

VOL. II. M
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appointed. Jehovah came down in the cloud, and stood beside 

him. He had asked to look with his bodily eyes upon the un- 
veiled face of God; but it is only in the mirror of the Word, with 

the inward spiritual eye of faith, that a man can look upon the 
Divine Being, whose features, as manifested outwardly, are called 

His face. In the word, therefore, Jehovah permitted him to 

behold His essence; but it was in a word of such comprehensive- 

ness, such depth and fulness, as had never fallen upon human ears 

before. As He passed by Moses, He proclaimed to him who and 

what He was: “Jehovah, Jehovah, a merciful and gracious God, 
long-suffering, and abundant in goodness and truth, keeping mercy 

for thousands, forgiving iniqnity, and transgression, and sin, and 

that will by no means clear the guilty, visiting the iniquity of 

the fathers upon the children, and upon the children’s children 
unto the third and to the fourth generation.’ Then Moses made 

haste, and bowed his head to the earth, and worshipped (1). 
What was here declared to Moses was a far deeper, fuller, and 

more comprehensive explanation of the name Jehovah, a com- 

mentary on the words “I am that I am” (Ex. ii. 14), by which 

He had previously given to His servant, and through him to 

His people, a deeper insight into the meaning of His name (vol. 

ii. § 20, 6). It was quite in its right place here; for what it 

expressed in words, was immediately afterwards confirmed in a 
gracious deed, viz., in the renewal of the covenant. To this end 

Jehovah repeated the most essential portion of the earlier cove- 
nant promises (Ex. xxiii. 20 sqq.), and covenant demands (Ex. 

xxi. 1, xxiii. 19) in the book of the covenant, and commanded 
Moses to commit these words also to writing as the basis of the 
renewal of the covenant. He also wrote upon the tables, which 

Moses had brought with him, the same ten words which had 

been engraved upon the first tables (2). On this occasion also 

Moses remained with Jehovah on the mountain forty days and 
forty nights; and when he came down the skin of his face shone, 

though he himself was not aware of it. It was the reflection of 
what Moses had seen on the Mount, of the glory of Jehovah.
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Aaron and the princes of the congregation, when they saw it, 

were afraid togo nearhim. But, after he had told them all that 

Jehovah had said and commanded, he put a veil upon his face, 

which he took off whenever he went before Jehovah (into the 

tent of meeting, § 14, 4), and put on again when he returned to 

the camp (3). 

(1.) What did Moses desire to see? And what was it which 
led him to express the desire aé this particular time? So much 
is certain, that he desired to see and to learn what he had never 
seen or learnt before. It must have been something more, then, 
than is expressed in the words of Ex. xxxii. 11, “ Jehovah talked 
with him face to face, as a man talketh with his friend.” And 
however little it was possible to grant of his request, this little 
must have far exceeded all the previous visions of God. More- 
over, if it was something so extraordinary that Moses saw it but 
once in his life, it must have far surpassed what is represented 
in Num. xii. 8 as the constant form of intercourse between Moses 
and Jehovah, “ with Him I speak mouth to mouth, and let him 
see, not in figwres (visions and dreams, ver. 6), but he looks upon 
the form of Jehovah (77 n3n).” Moses calls what he wishes 
to see the glory of Jehovah (MM N33, ver. 18); and Jehovah 
Ilimself also calls it “My glory” (ver. 22), “all my goodness” 
(*310-93, ver 19), and “my face” (*2D, ver. 20). But the glory 
of the Lord dwelt in the pillar of cloud and fire (vol. ii. § 36, 3), 
and the angel of the Lord, who went before Israel in this parti- 
cular syinbol, is also called the bearer of the face of Jchovah 
(Ex. xxxiii. 14, 15); and, therefore, what Moses desired to see, 
can have been nothing else than this same face and this same 
glory, but uncovered and without a cloud, immediately and 
without angelic representation,—that is to say, the very essence 
of God, in its purest form of existence, and in its entire majesty 
and glory. The name 2» Ieads to the same conclusion. ‘The 
corresponding verb and adjective are used to denote the good 
and beautiful in every form which it can possibly assimnc; they 
are applied to the essence and substance, and also to the form 
and manifestation, to the inward power as well as the out- 
ward operation. 2, therefore, is employed here to denote the 
essence and manifestation of God, as the absolutely good and
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beautiful. - But if this mp was to be seen, it must of necessity 
manifest itself in a certain form, and hitherto this had been done 
in the angel who represented it, and who went before Israel in 
the pillar of cloud and fire. This was the “form of Jehovah” 
(AT N07), mentioned in Num. xii. 8. The people looked upon 
it merely from without, and saw the splendour shining through 
the pillar of cloud; the elders, at the time of the giving of the 
law (Ex. xxiv. 10) looked upon it from beneath (“and under 
his feet was as it were a work of transparent sapphire, and as the 
heaven itself in brilliancy”); Jfoses, again, went into the cloud 
itself (ix. xx. 21), and saw the Temunah of God, face to face, 
and spoke with it mouth to mouth (Ex. xxxii. 11; Num. xu. 
6-8). That 73" does not denote the immediate, absolute form 
of God, but merely a form assumed by Him for the purpose of 
intercourse with.man, is evident also from the etymology of the 
word. The verb pd does not occur in Hebrew. In Arabic it 
means mentitus est; the primary meaning was undoubtedly to 
invent. Temunah, therefore, was not a real and essential form, 
but a form invented or assumed, a likeness of the real form, or 
a symbol of the ideal. Hence it is used to denote not merely 
the form in which men picture God to their own mind, or the 
images by which they represent Him (Ex. xx. 4: Deut. v. 8; 

vi. 16, 23, 25), but also the form which God assumed in order 
to manifest Himself to man. 

We proceed now to the second question: What was it that 
led Moses to express such a desire, just at this particular time? 
—Hitherto there had been one limit to the mediatorial work of 
Moses, namely, that he had seen and became acquainted with 
the mim non (the form of Jehovah) alone, and not with 

nin MID-PD (all the goodness of Jehovah). His intercourse had 
been confined to the covered glory, the representative-face of 
Jehovah, he had not conversed directly with Himself. His 
mediatorial office, however, would necessarily be incomplete, so 
long as he had not enjoyed as close and direct intercourse with 
Jehovah, on the one hand, as with the people on the other, and 
so long as he had not seen and known Jehovah in His true 
and essential form. Instead of this, another mediator had 
hitherto stood between him and Jehovah ;—for it was by an angel 
that Jehovah had called him, by an angel He had Jed the people 
out of Egypt, by the medium of angels He had placed the law
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in the hands of Moses (“ ordained by angels in the hand of a 
mediator.” Gal. iii. 19, compare Heb. ii. 2, Acts vil. 53, also 
§ 10, 2). It was evident, then, that a merely human mediator 
did not suffice. Something more was needed to give complete- 
ness to the mediation between Jehovah and the people. Another 
superhuman mediator was still required to carry on the inter- 
course between the human mediator and Jehovah Himself.— 
But, on the present occasion, when Jehovah promised to restore 
the broken covenant, and Moses was therefore recognised again 
in his mediatorial capacity and confirmed in his office, we can 
understand that he shonld be coneerned to know whether the 
hmit was absolutely necessary, or whether it was not possible, if 
only once for all, that he should have a direct sight of God and 
hold immediate intercourse with Him. The answer was in the 
negative. ILence the mediation of the Old Testament was never 
freed from this inevitable limitation; and, it was evident, that 
however exalted the position of Moses might be, he was not, and 
could not be, the perfect mediator, and that if ever the design of 
the covenant was to be secured, it must be by the coming of one 
still more exalted. 

It was quite a correct feeling which led Moses to conclude 
that he was justified in expecting and asking, now that the 
covenant was about to be restored, for a higher and more glorious 
manifestation of Jehovah than had taken place at the conclusion 
of the covenant before the apostasy. In the thunders of Sinai, 
the holiness, justice, and majesty of Jehovah had been displayed ; 
but, it was absolutely necessary now, if the breach was to be 
healed, that His grace, His long-suffering, and Eis mercy should 
be brought into exercise as well.—But Moses went too far in his 
expectations, when he hoped to be able, all at once, to pass the 
limit which divides immediate perception from the faith which 
cometh by hearing. And, the fact that, instead of a glorious 
vision of the goodness and beauty of God, he had still to be 
satisfied with hearing them proclaimed, brought down his ex- 
pectations within the proper bounds. At the same time, faith, 
which is one day to be changed into sight, contains within itself 
already the germ of that which it is eventually to become, an 
instalment and pledge of the future payment, is given even here. 
Faith cannot look upon the cssential nature of God, but it sees 
a reflection of it in the visible traces of His secret action which
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are left behind. This was all that could be granted to Moses 
now; and the promise was made in a manner befitting the pecu- 
liar character of his intercourse with God. “ Iwill make all My 
goodness pass before thee,” said Jchovah to him, “and when 
My glory passes by, I will keep My hand over thee till I have 
passed by, then will I take away My hand, and thou shalt see 
My back (“HSHY, that is, the light which remains when the full 
glory has passed away), but my face (25) cannot be seen.”—In 
the description of the occurrence itself, we are not expressly told 
when this vision of the Mi Tins actually took place; but the 
point of time is indicated, with sufficient clearness, in chap. 
xxxiv. 6, “and Jehovah passed before him.” The fact that it is 
not more particularly described is to be accounted for on the 
ground that it did not admit of any description, that Moses had 
no words with which to describe what he saw with his eyes, as 
there was no analogy in earthly phenomena with which it could 
be compared. 

(2.) Hitzig, in his Ostern und Pyingsten im zweiten Dekalog 
(Heidelberg, 1838, p. 40 sqq.), pretends to have made the dis- 
covery that the second tables of the law did not contain the ordi- 
nary decalogue, that is, the ten words of Ex. xx., but the ten 
commandments contained in Ex. xxxiv. 12-26, and therefore 
that there is an evident discrepancy between this account and 
Deut. x. 4, where it is expressly stated that these two tables con- 
tained the same words as the first. Hengstenberg (Pentateuch, 
vol. ii. p. 319 trans.) is perfectly willing to leave him the honour 
of having been the first to discover this second decalogue. But 
he has no claim even to the honour of this discovery ; for, as 
early as 1770 (and it is a remarkable thing that this has been 
overlooked by all who have ever written on the subject) Goethe 
gave expression to a similar view, in a treatise entitled “zwo 
wichtige, bisher unerdrtete Fragen, zum erstenmal griindlich beant- 
wortet von einem Landgeistlichen in Schwaben.”! Croethe’s leading 
idea is the exclusiveness of Judaism. “ The Jewish nation,’ he 
says, “TI regard as a wild, unfruitful stem, which was surrounded 
by other wild, unfruitful trees. On this stem the Eternal 

1 This youthful work of Goethe was published in the forty volume edition 
of 1840, but some years before this it had been reprinted in Tholuck’s 
literarischer Anzeiger. It will be found in vol. xiv. p. 263-270, of the 
edition referred to.
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Gardener grafted the noble twig, Jesus Christ, that by growing 
thereupon it might ennoble the nature of the stem itself, and 
that grafts might be taken from it to fertilise all the other trees. 
The history and doctrines of this nation are certainly exclusive ; 
and the very little of a universal character which may possibly 
be found in the antictpations of the grand event to occur iu 
the future, is difficult to find and hardly worth the seeking.” 
Croethe passes then to his immediate subject, and says, the Lord 
spake from Sinai, for the most part on general truths, the know- 
ledge of which IIe presupposed in their case as in that of other 
nations. The people were terrified, and entreated Moses to 
speak to the Lord in their stead. Moses then received the laws 
of the book of the covenant, wrote them down, read them to the 
people, and so forth. He was then summoned up to the moun- 
tain to receive the tables of the law. He went; and after the 

Lord had given him instructions for the erection of the taber- 
nacle, He gave the tables into his hands. What was written 
on them no one knows. The sinful affair of the calf ensued, 
and Moses broke them to picces before it was even possible to 
guess at their contents.” After the purification of the penitent 
people, Moses was ordered to cut two new stones, on which the 
same words were to be written which stood upon the first. 
When Moses went up the mountain with these two tables, the 
Lord announced to him these ten words (chap. xxxiv. 12-26), 
and ordered him (ver. 27) to write these words upon the tables, 
for, according to these words, Ie had made a covenant with him 
and with Israel. “It was written here in the plainest terms, 
and the human understanding rejoiced thereat. The tables were 
witnesses of the covenant with which God had bound Himself, 
in a peculiar manner, to Israel. How appropriate, then, that we 
should find laws there, which distinguished Israel from every 
other nation. . . . How gladly do we cast away the 
awkward, old, erroneous idea, that the most exclusive of all 
covenants could be founded upon universal obligations. In 
short; the preamble of the law (chap. xx.) contains doctrines 
with which God pre-supposed that His people were acquainted, 
as men and as Israelites. Asmen . . . this applies to those 
of a generally moral character; as Israclites . . the know- 
ledge of one God and the Sabbath.” But how did this mistake, 
on the part of the Church, originate? Answer: “The author
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of the book of Deuteronomy was the first to fall into the error. 
It is probable, and I believe that I have read it somewhere, that 
this book was compiled from tradition durmg the Babylonian 
captivity. The want of arrangement, by which it is characterised, 
makes this almost certain. Under such circumstances as these 
a mistake was very natural. ‘The tables were lost along with 
the ark, there were very few who possessed genuine copies of 
the sacred books; the ten commandments were dormant and 

forgotten ; the rules of life were written in every one’s heart, or 
at least retained in his memory. And who knows what may 
have given rise to this clumsy combination.” Nearly the same 
line of argument may now be found in Miézig. But with this 
exception, the hypothesis in question has met with no approval. 
Bertheau rejects it as decidedly as Henystenberg (1.c.), and even 
Et. Meier holds fast to the current belief (Dekalog, p. 6-9). 

There is no necessity to enter into an elaborate refutation 
of this hypothesis—(1) “ According to chap xxxiv. 1, the same 
words were to be written upon the second tables which had 
already been contained by the first. Now, it would be a very 
strange thing if these words were not made known till the 
second tables were prepared. They must certainly be contained 
in what goes before, and, therefore, ver. 12-26 cannot contain 
the ten words which were written on the tables’”’ (Tengstenberg). 
—(2) The testimony of the Deuteronomist would still retain 
its force, even if it really belonged to the period of the 
captivity ; for, if the nation of Israel had a distinct recollection 
of anything connected with its early history, it would certainly 
not have forgotten the fundamental law.—(3) The words which 
were to be, not only the most important in the whole law, but 
its very foundation, by the fact that they and they alone were 
spoken by Jehovah Himself must necessarily have been en- 
graven upon the tables as being the “testimony to the 
covenant.” “The speaking and writing on the part of God,’ 
as Hengstenberg says, “answer to each other. The very fact 
that the author does not consider it necessary to state distinctly 
that the decalogue, which was proclaimed by Jehovah Himself, 
was written down, is a proof how completely this was taken for 
granted; not to mention the circumstance, that for thousands 
of years before the time of Hitzig, it never entered any one’s 
mind to question the fact.”—(4) It could only be a thoroughly
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false idea of the law of Moses, a misapprehension of its entire 
character, which could ever lead to the conclusion that the 
fundamental records of the covenant could not possibly coutain, 
in accordance with their original design, moral precepts of a 
universal character, which were recognised by the heathen as 
well, or such commandments as had been binding upon the 
Israelites before the time of Moses. For the fact is hereby 
entirely overlooked, that the Sinaitic covenant was simply 
a repetition, renewal, and extension, of the covenant with 
Abraham, and that even the moral precepts of a universal 
character, which are common to heathenism and the Mosaic 
system, are altogether different in the latter from what they are 
in the former: the principle, the spirit which inspires them, the 
root and the soil from which they severally spring, being not 
only different, but entirely opposed. The one thing which 
constituted the groundwork and fundamental principle of the 
religion of the Old Testament, as distinguished from every 
form of heathenism, namely, the belief in one, personal, holy, 
and spiritual God, and the one thing which was to be main- 
tained as the inviolable sign of the covenant, and to give a 
shape to the whole life, in accordance with it, namely, the com- 
mand to keep the Sabbath holy, must of necessity have been 
incorporated in the fundamental law and original records, 
whether they were absolutely new or received by tradition from 
the fathers. And if, by this means, justice was done to “the 
most important of the distinguishing doctrines of Hebraism,” 
we cannot see why the leading principles of morality generally 
should not, or rather, we can see that they necessarily must be 
included, secing that the fundamental principles of the entire 
law is expressly declared to be contained in the words, “I, 
Jehovah, ain holy, therefore, be thou, My nation, holy also.”— 
(5) It is perfectly obvious that Ex. xxxiv. 11-26, contains an 
abridged repetition, a compendium of the law contained im the 
book of the law, in Ex. xxi.-xxiii. Moses applies the same terms 
to the latter as to the former (chap. xxxiv. 27). And, if the laws 
contained in Ex. xxi—xxiii. cannot be identical with the words 
engraved by Jehovah upon the first tables, this must also be the 
case with the commandments in chap. xxxiv. 11-26. In both 
instanees the writing of Moses presupposes that of God. 

Goethe’s hypothesis derives a certain plausibility from chap.



186 ISRAEL IN THE DESERT OF SINAI. 

xxxiv. 27, 28, and from that alone. Jehovah there says to 
Moses, “ Write thou these words, for after the tenor of these 
words I have made a covenant with thee and with Israel.” It 
is then stated that Moses “was there with Jehovah forty days 
and forty nights; he did neither eat bread nor drink water; 
and he wrote upon the tables the words of the covenant, the ten 
words.” Everything turns in this case upon the question, who 
is the subject of 2A". If it be Moses, then, undoubtedly, the 
expression yeran3 shuts us up to the conclusion that the words 
of ver. 11-26 are those which were written upon the tables. 
But Moses is not the subject of the verb. Not only in 
Deuteronomy (chap. x. 2 3R381), but in Exodus also (chap. 
xxxlv. 1 ‘f3N0)), the writing on the two tables is referred to 

Jehovah Himself. It is true, L. Meier (Dekalog, p. 6) makes 
an emendation here for the purpose of destroying the agree- 
ment between this passage and Deuteronomy, and reads 3n2\ 
(thou hast written); but such arbitrary criticism as this con- 
demns itself. Bertheaw’s criticism (Sieben Gruppen, p. 98) is 
much more correct: “On a careful examination of the contents 
it is impossible to arrive at any other conclusion than that mn’ 
is the subject to ana", since ver. 28 contains a palpable reference 
tover.1. . . . Moreover, it is not stated in ver. 27 that 
Moses was to write ‘these words’ upon the two tables; on the 

contrary, the analogy of chap. xxiv. 4, 7 would lead us to 
expect that he wrote them in a book. The name of Jehovah ts 
mentioned just before an>‘\,—not as subject, it is true, but the 
vav consequ., I might almost say, would lead us to expect the 
subject to be changed. At any rate, no objection can be offered, 
on philological grounds, to the hypothesis that Jehovah is the 
subject; and the context renders such an assumption absolutely 
necessary.” (1) To this we may also add, that even the command 
to Moses in chap. xxxiv. 1, to hew out tables and bring them with 
him up the mountain, forces us, as it were, to expect Jehovah 
to write upon these, as He had previously done upon the first 
tables. . . . With such convincing proofs as these we must 
reject the forced and unnatural interpretation given by Welte 
(Aachmosaisches, p. 126), who refers the verb ans to Moses, but 
thinks that it can be reconciled with ‘nana\ in Ex. xxxiv. 1, and 
anax in Deut. x. 2, by the simple remark, that what a prophet does 
in the name and by the command of God, is done by God Himself.
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The difference, then, between the first and second tables was 
simply this: the latter were hewn by Moses, whereas the former 
were celivered to him (even so far as tlie material was con- 
cerned) by Jehovah Himself; but both were written by the 
finger of Jehovah. engstenberg regards this difference as a 
punishment: “Jt was a sufficient punishment,” he says, “ for 
the nation, that the material had to be provided by Moses.” 
But we question whether we can agree with him in this. We 
might almost as well, and perhaps with still greater point, 
explain it with Baumgarten (i. 2, p. 113) as the mark of a 
higher stage of the covenant, “for the farther the reciprocity 
extends, the firmer the covenant becomes, and, for this reason, 
it could only be completed in a person who was both human 
and divine.” 

(3.) The dazzling splendour of Moses’ face was the reflection 
of the after splendour of the glory of Jehovah which had just 
passed by. As this was an extraordinary and unparalleled 
event, it was also extraordinary in its effects ;—and, as the sight 
enjoyed by Moses was related to the restoration of the covenant, 
the people also received, in the splendour of the face of the 
mediator, a reflection of what he had witnessed. The distinction 
between Moses and the people was thus clearly set forth, and 
he was accredited as the representative of God before the 
people. The true mediator between God and man must bear 
the nature of God as well as that of man, that he may equally 
and perfectly represent the two. Such a mediator as this 
Moses certainly was not: but the splendour upon his face bore 
witness to the fact, that an emanation from the Divine nature 
had passed over to him, and that he had been holding inter- 
course with God Himself. Although the splendour on Moses’ 
face was a doubly reduced reflection of the glory of Jehovah, 
it was still too much for the people to bear; and Moses was 

obliged, at least in private intercourse, to cover his face with a 
veil, The Apostle Paul regards this covering as a symbol of the 
covering in which the truths of salvation had come down to the 
people, who could not grasp or bear them when plainly revealed 
(2 Cor. ni. 11); which covering, however, in proportion as the 
people become better able to grasp the truth, grows more and 
more transparent, until in the fulness of time it can be entirely 
done away. . . In the Septuagint, the words Y25 WW P23 

\
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(ver. 29), are rendered, in accordance with both the grammar 
and the fact, te SeSd£acras dus Tév yYpwpatos Tov Tpocwtrov 
autéu; the Vulgate, on the other hand, renders it, to say the 
least, in an unintelligible manner (quod cornuta esset facies 
sua). Compare Sal Deyling, de vultu Mosis radiante, in his 
Observationes ill. p. 81 sqq. The Rationalists have gone so far 
in the insipidity of their expositors, as to attribute the splendour 
of Moses’ face to the electricity of the mountain. See Eich- 
horn’s Einleitung (Ed. 4 vol. iii. p. 280): “When he came 
back in the evening from the mountain, and those who saw 
him perceived merely the shining of his face, on account of the 
rest of his body being covered with clothes; since neither he 
nor his contemporaries could understand the physical causes, 
was it not natural that Moses should trace it to, what he was 
fully convinced of,—his intercourse with God?” 

ERECTION OF THE SANCTUARY. 

§ 16. (Exod. xxxv.—xl.)—Now that the covenant was re- 

newed, Moses was able to proceed to the fulfilment of the 

instructions which he had received, a long time before, with 

regard to the erection of the sanctuary, a plan of which had been 
shown him on the Mount. He first called for a voluntary offer- 

ing of all the requisite materials; and the whole congregation 
cheerfully contributed golden ornaments, costly cloths and skins, 

jewels, spices, and so forth. The silver was obtained by means 

of a tax of half a shekel, which every adult was required to pay 

(compare tx. xxx. 15). Moses then summoned the master 

workmen, whom Jehovah had mentioned to him by name, and 

who had been specially endowed by the Spirit of God with wisdom 

and understanding for the work in question. The manage- 

ment of the entire building was committed to Bezaleel, of the 

tribe of Judah; and Oholiab, the Danite, was appointed as his 

colleague. In addition to this, all the men of the congregation, 

who were skilful in any department of art or handicraft, as well 

as all the women who could work embroidered cloths and things 

of that description, offered their assistance. The work was com- 

menced with spirit, and the voluntary contributions accumulated
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to such an extent, that Moses was able to restrain the people 

fron giving more. The gold which was used amounted to 
29 talents and 730 shekels, the silver to 100 talents and 1775 

shekels, and the copper to 70 talents and 2400 shekels (1). At 

the end of six or seven months the entire work was complete, 

including the varions utensils and the priests’ garinents; the 

workmen delivered them over to Moses; and on the first day of 
the first month of the second year from the departure out of 

Egypt, the holy place was set up and consecrated by the anoint- 

ing of the dwelling-place itself, and also of the vessels it con- 

tained. The cloud then covered the sanctuary, and the glory of 

God filled the dwelling (2). 

(1.) De Wette, Bohlen, and others, maimtain that the whole 
account of the tabernacle and its erection is proved to be ficti- 
tious, by the fact that it presupposes such an acquaintance with 
the arts, and the possession of such an abundance of costly ma- 
terials, as is perfectly inconceivable in the case of a migrating 
nomad race. See, on the other hand, [Hdvernich’s Kinleitung i. 
2, p. 460 sqq.; Bahrs Symbolik i. 257 sqq., 273 sqq.3 and 
LHengstenbergs Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 133 sqq. 

The wparov yyevdos in this charge is the assumption that the 
Tsraclites were a rude, uncultivated, and uncivilised nomad tribe. 
We have shown the fallacy of this at vol. 2 §15. So far as 
the materials required for the building are concerned, it can be 
proved that the Israclites were either in possession of all that 
was wanted, or, if not, could easily have procured them in the 
desert itself, or from the trading caravans that were passing 
through. The most important article of all, the Shittim (Acacia) 
wood, could be felled in the desert. Gold, silver, and precious 
stones they had brought with them in great abundance from 
Keypt (vol. 2 § 35, 4). The tachash skins were to be found in 
the Arabian Gulf. The raw materials for the cloths, the ueces- 
sary spices, etc., could be purchased from the caravans. There 
is no reason for astonishment at the quantity of gold and silver 
that was used. In comparison with the alwost incredible wealth 
in the precious metals which presents itself on every hand in 
aucient times (see Bahr i. 257 sqq.), the quantity used in con- 
nection with the tabernacle is a mere bagatelle, in which there
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is nothing whatever to surprise. The entire mass of the gold 
employed was 87,730 shekels (a talent, 132, consisting of 3000 
shekels). Now, according to the highest valuation, this was not 
more than 300,000 ducats. Of the silver there were 301,775 
shekels (worth not quite 300,000 Prussian thalers, or L.45,000), 
to which every adult Israelite had contributed half a shekel 
(Bertheau values the silver shekel at twenty-one groschen ; zur 

Geschichte der Israeliten, p. 49). We must bear in mind that 
in this case the tax was the same for every Israelite, and there- 
fore that the rich man did not and was not allowed to give more 
than the poor (Ex. xxx. 15). The free-will offerings, on the 
other hand, were presented according to the circumstances of the 
giver. This was intended to show that all the Israelites, whether 
poor or rich, were under the same obligations in relation to the 
sanctuary. 

It has been thought that there was the stronger ground for 
maintaining the want of the requisite artistic skill on the part of 
the Israelites, from the fact that even Solomon thought it ad- 
visable to intrust the building of the temple to Phcenician work- 
men. But to this we reply, that in the building of the temple 
acquaintance with architecture, as an art, was required; but in 
the erection of the tabernacle, as a simple tent, proficiency in 
the art was not what was wanted, but simply sdzd/ as carpenters, 
founders, gold-beaters, weavers, workers in colours, and stone 
masons. Now Bdhr and Hengstenberg have fully proved that 
this was to be found, in a very high degree, in Egyptian antiquity; 
and, it is evident from 1 Chron. iv. 14, 21, 23, for example, that 
many of the Israelites had made the best use, in this respect, of 
their sojourn in Egypt. 

(2.) When it is stated in chap. xl. 35, that “Moses was not 
able to enter into the tent of the congregation, because the cloud 
abode thereon, and the glory of Jehovah filled the tabernacle,” 
this corresponds entirely to what took place at the dedication of 
tle temple (2 Chron. vii. 2). On this occasion also, the priests, 
were unable to enter into the house of Jehovah, because the glory 
of Jehovah had filled it. In both instances it is merely a tem- 
porary inability that is alluded to; of course, the priests went in 
afterwards, and Moses afterwards went with Aaron into the 
tabernacle (Lev. ix. 22; compare Num. vii. 89). Hence, in 
both instances, the filling of the house with the glory of Jehovah,
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must be regarded as someting altogether extraordinary, and of 
temporary duration. It was in connection with the act of first 
taking possession of the dwelling, that the glory of the Lord 
displayed itself in such unabated splendour, that even Moses 
durst not enter in. At the dedication of the dwelling, Jehovah 
took possession of the whole; but afterwards the cloud, the 
vehicle of Ifis glory, withdrew into the Holy of holics, and 
stationed itself there between the cherubim (Lev. xvi. 2). For 
this reason no one was permitted to enter here, with the sole 
exception of the Iigh priest, who entered once a year, though 
even then not without the enveloping cloud of incense (Lev. 
xvi. 13), and not till he had offered sacrifice for his own sins 
and that of his house (Lev. xvi. 3). Further particulars will be 
given in a subsequent portion of this work. 

TILE LAW OF SACRIFICE AND THE INSTITUTION OF THE 

LEVITICAL PRIESTHOOD. 

§ 17. (Lev. i—vili.)—The sanctuary was erected ; Jehovah 
had made IIis entrance into it; and it was now time for the 

service to commence. The basis and centre of this service was 

sacrifice. For this reason the law of sacrifice (Lev. i1.—vii.) was 

promulgated first, and that not merely from the mountain, but 

also from the sanctuary ; for the latter was now the permanent 

dwelling-place of Jehovah, the place into which His glory had 

entered, and upon which the pillar of cloud and fire had come 
down. Another prerequisite of the service of the sanctuary was 

the institution of a permanent priesthood. The family of Aaron 

had already been singled out for this office (Isx. xxviii. 1); the 

manner of their consecration was determined (Idx. xxix.) ; the 
priestly dress was selected and prepared’ (Idx. xxviii, xxix.) ; and 
now the consecration and ordination of the pricsts themselves 
took place (Lev. viii.). The whole congregation assembled 
before the door of the sanctuary. Moses then brouglit Aaron 
and his sons, Nadab, Abihu, Elcazar, and Ithamar, and after 

washing, clothing, and anointing them, offered for them a sin- 

offering, a burnt-offering, and a thank-offering. After this he 

touched their right cars with the blood of the latter, and also tlic
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thumb of the right hand and right foot. The rest of the blood 
he sprinkled round about the altar. He then filled the hands 

of Aaron and lis sons with the pieces of fat and meat fora 

wave-offering, and brought the whole ceremony to an end by 

appointing a sacrificial meal, of which the newly consecrated 

priests partook. 

(1.) We must reserve, till a future period, any further in- 
vestigation into the law of sacrifice, and also into the dedication 
of the priests (see, however, my Mosaisches Opfer, Mitau, 1842). 

§ 18. (Lev. ix., x.)—The consecration of the priests lasted 

seven days. On the eighth Aaron officiated for the first time as 
priest. He offered the first sacrifices for his own sins and those 
of the people ; and when the blood had been sprinkled, and the 
pieces had been waved and arranged upon the altar, Aaron went 

into the sanctuary by virtue of his priestly character. On this 
the first occasion, however, Moses accompanied or introduced him. 

On their return they both blessed the people. The glory of the 

Lord then appeared to all the people; and fire came out from 
the Lord and consumed the sacrifice upon the altar. When the 
people beheld this gracious manifestation on the part of God, 

they shouted, fell down, and worshipped (1). But this display 

of mercy on the part of Jehovah was very quickly followed by 
a manifestation of wrath, which was called forth by an act of 
the most guilty wilfulness. Nadab and Abthu, the eldest sons of 
Aaron, despised their priestly vocation, and contemptuously 

violated the rules laid down with regard to it, by bringing strange 
fire into the presence of Jehovah, which He had not commanded 

them (2). But fire came forth immediately from the Lord and 

consumed them. As Aaron and his other two sons, Eleazar and 

Ithamar, could not touch the corpses without defiling themselves, 
and thus desecrating and annulling the anointing they had just 
received, Moses ordered the nearest relations, among those who 

were not priests, to carry them out of the sanctuary and bury 
them before the camp. Several new laws were issued im conse- 
quence of this event (8).
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(1.) The Frere FROM HEAVEN, which consumed Aaron’s 
first sacrifice, was a sign that God was pleased with the sacrifice, 
us well as with the priest by whom it was offered (vid. Gen. iv. 
4). The very same thing occurred in connection with the first 
sacrifice which was offered in the temple of Solomon. We shall 
hardly be wrong, therefore, in connecting this event with Lev. 
vi. 9, 12, 13, where instructions are given that the fire on the 
altar is to be kept constantly burning, and never allowed to go 
out.—The fire, therefore, with which the sacrifices of Israel 
were now and ever after consumed, was originally not a com- 
mon earthly fire, but heavenly and divine. According to the 
Jewish legends, this sacred fire was kept up without interruption 
till the time of the Babylonian captivity ; and, according to 2 
Mace. i. 19, till a later period still. The Talnud and most of 
the Rabbins reckon it as one of the five things which were 
wanting in the second temple (/ynis, Arca, Urim et Tummin, 
Oleum unctionis, Spiritus sanctitatis). Compare J. Buctorf, 
hast. de igne sacro, m his Evercitationes, p. 229 sqq., and S. 
Bochart, de igne ceelitus in sacrificia delapso, in his LHieroz., 
Rosenmiiller’s edition, 1. 375 sqq. 

(2.) It is difficult to determine more precisely what was the 
crime of which the two elder sons of Aaron were guilty. Hof- 
mann (Weissagung und Erfillung, 1. 144) is of opinion, that “it 
consisted in the performance of an act of worship completely at 
variance with the law, and entirely distinct from the offering of 
incense upon the golden altar.” But this does not tonch the 
account. We can by no means agree with the same writer 
whien, in a subsequent work (Schriftbeweis, 11. 1, p. 360), he ex- 
plains the crime as consisting in the fact, that without authonity 
they carried their incense into the Tloly of Tolics, instead of the 
Holy Place alone. “When Nadab and Abihu,” he says, “came 
into the Tloly of Holies, without bringing anything with them 
but their incense, and without any further reason than their own 
supposed piety of will, God punished them by a violent death in 
the sanctuary itself.” But in the words, “they offered strange 
fire before Jehovah,” there is not the slightest hint that they 
carried their incense behind the veil (as in Lev. xvi. 12). The 
crime consisted simply and solely in the fact that they offered 
strange fire before the Lord,—fire, that is, “which He had not 
commanded.” There are two ways in which this may be inter- 
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preted. The explanation which most naturally suggests itself, 
after reading the account, which immediately precedes, of the 
sacred fire that came down from heaven, and also when we 
compare Lev. xvi. 12, where the high-priest was directed to 
kindle the incense with this sacred fire when he went into the 
Holy of Holies on the great day of atonement, is, that instead of 
taking the fire from the altar, they kindled their incense with 
other (common) fire. For it is very probable that this precept 
had reference to the daily priestly incense, as well as to the 
yearly incense which the high-priest offered. No doubt, if this 
view be adopted, it is somewhat strange that among the laws 
that have hitherto been issued, there was no command relating 
to this point at all. For this reason it would, perhaps, be better 
to interpret the expression, “strange fire,” as relating to the 
incense which was burned (an interpretation which the context 
will certainly allow), and to regard the crime of Aaron’s sons as 
consisting in the violation of the law already given, which for- 
bade the offering of strange incense upon the altar of incense. 

(3.) The commandments which follow were based upon the 
foregoing event. The command to the priests not to uncover 
their heads or tear their clothes (both signs of mourning) was 
based upon the fact that their clothes and head-dress formed 
part of their official costume, and therefore, by laying aside or 
tearing them, their priestly vocation and character would be 
affected. As the heads of the priests had been anointed with 
holy oil, the uncovering of the head, which was required by 
custom in times of mourning (Lev. xiii. 45), would have been 
an act of profanation. But whilst it cannot be denied, that there 
was a connection between the prohibition to partake of strong 
drink before entering the sanctuary, and the event which had 
just occurred, it would be going too far to infer from this, that 
Nadab and Abihu committed the crime in a state of intoxication. 
There is a connection, however,” as Baumgarten says, “ between 

the state of mind in which Nadab and Abihu forced their way 
into the sanctuary, and a state of intoxication, for it was an act 
of presumptuous audacity, which was altogether at variance with 
calmness and moderation ;” and in the juxtaposition of the pro- 
hibition to drink wine and the command to abstain from the 
signs of mourning, it was distinctly intimated, as O. von Gerlach 
says, that “whilst nothing from without should depress the
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priest, he was not to allow his senses to be taken away by un- 
natural excitement. Tis whole attention was to be fixed upon 

the sacred acts which he was commanded to perform. 

CONTINUATION AND CONCLUSION. OF TILE SINAITIC LEGISLATION, 

§ 19. (Lev. xi—xxvii.)— After the priests had been conse- 
crated and had entered upon their office, the theocratic legis- 

lation was still further continued, and several groups of laws 

were issued respecting Levitical impurity, marriage, festivals, 

etc. (1). In the midst of these laws (Lev. xxiv. 10-23) we find 

an account of the punishment of a blasphemer (2). A man 

whose father was an Egyptian, and whose mother was an 

Israclitish woman, named Shelomith, of the tribe of Dan, 

quarrelled with an Israclite; and wlulst they were contending, 

the former cursed the name of Jehovah. The witnesses of the 

crime brought the guilty man to Moses, who detained him in 

custody till he had learned the will of Jehovah with regard to 

this extraordinary occwrence. Tventually, the blasphemer was 

led out of the camp in accordance with the Divine command ; 
and after the witnesses had laid thei hands upon his head, he 

was stoned by the whole congregation (4). The anniversary of 

the Exodus from Egypt occurred at this period, and was cele- 

brated in the manner already prescribed, namely, by the feast of 

the passover (Iéx. xii.). This was the first passover which was 

kept in commemoration of the redemption of Israel (Num. 

ix. 1-3). 

* (1.) The Sinaitic legislation, regarded as a whole, terminates 
with the promises and threats contained in chap. xxvi., and is 
closed by the formula in chap. xxvi. 46. But as the law, 
throughout, bears unmistakeable proofs of having been delivered 
at successive periods, since it is not arranged systematically, but 
consists of stnaller or larger groups of commandments related to 
one another, and arranged according to the requiremeuts of the 
time or of peculiar circumstances, there is nothing to occasion 
surprise in the fact that, notwithstanding this termination, from
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some cause which it was not thought worth while to mention, a 
further supplement was necessary, even during the stay of the 
Israelites at Sinai. Such, for example, are the legal provisions 
contained in chap. xxvii. with regard to the performance of 
voluntary vows. Hence we find the same formula in ver. 34 of 
this chapter as in chap. xxv). 46: “These are the command- 
ments which the Lord commanded Moses for the children of 
Isracl in Mount Sinai.” There is also a proof of the supple- 
mentary eharacter of the chapter in the contents themselves, 
secing that it merely includes “the free movements of the spirit 
beyond the limits of the law,” in the order of things with which 
God is well pleased. 

(2.) Bertheau (Sieben Gruppen, p. 220 sqq.) has attacked 
the book, on the ground that nothing but misapprehension and 
the want of skill could have led the author to introduce the 
account of the blasphemer, and, m faet, the whole of the 24th 
chapter, in so unsuitable a place. But the absolute impossibility 
of finding even the most remote connection between the laws and 
narrative contained in chap. xxiv. and the context on cither 
side, or of tracing any progress of thought from one to the 
other, is the very thing which compels us to seck the reason for 
this arrangement in the historical order of events alone, and to 
regard the introduction of chap. xxiv. (ver. 1-9: laws relating 
to the candlestick and the table of shew-bread; ver. 10-23: 

account of the blasphemer, and laws to which the occurrence 
gave rise) between chap. xxiii. which contains laws concerning 
the festivals, and chap. xxv., which relates to the Sabbatic year 
and year of jubilee, as occasioned by purely historical cirenm- 
stances. The writer thonght it worth while to notice the in- 
cident which gave rise to the laws in vers. 15-22, but we are not 
informed what it was that occasioned the laws relating to the oil 
of the candlestiek and the shew-bread ;—probably because there 
was nothing in the circumstances that seemed likely to interest 
the future reader. 

(3.) The repetition of the statement, that the blasphemer 
was the son of an Eeyptran father and an Israelitish mother, 
shows clearly the design of the author to direct attention to the 
‘angers incident to such mixed marriages as these. He leaves 
us in ignorance as to the inducement to take the name of God 
in vain. It is probable that the adversary of the half-Israelite
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had charged the latter with his Egyptian descent as a disgrace, 
adding, it may be, that he had no part in the God of Israel and 
the covenant with Ilim; and if this were the case, the latter 
inight easily have been carried away by his passion to speak 
contemptuously of Jehovah, especially if his birth on the 
father’s side had not been without its effect upon the state of 
lus heart in relation to the highest blessings enjoyed by Israel. 
—W'e have already observed (vol. ii. § 20, 6) that it was from 
this passage that the Rabbins derived their prohibition even to 
utter the name of Jehovah. 

(4.) The proper place for treating more minutely of the 
IMPOSITION OF ITANDS will be in connection with the laws of 
sacrifice, which will come under our notice by and by. At 
present, therefore, we shall say no more than is necessary to 
enable us to understand this particular occurrence.—A precisely 
analogous instance of the imposition of hands we find in the 
History of Susannah, ver. 34. From this it is evident that the 
custom was, or became, a very general one in such cases as 
these.—Bahr (Symbolik ii. 342) regards it as, on the one hand, 
“an intimation of the relation in which the hearers stood to the 
blasphemer, and on the other, a sign of his being given up, or 
consecrated to death.” There is truth wndoubtedly in the 
former, though it ought to have been more fully explained 
and demonstrated. But we are at a loss to perceive in what 
way the imposition of hands could have denoted dedication to 
death. J7ofmann has overlooked this passage in his discussion 
of the general meaning of the practice (Schriftbewets un. 1, p. 155 
seq.). At the proper place I intend to show, that his explanation 
of this symbolical act is no more applicable to the case before 
us, than to the custom of laying hands upon the head of the 
sacrificial victim. With referenee to the latter, he says, “The 
meaning of the act is this: he shows that he intends to make 
nse of his power over the life of the animal, and therefore 
puts it to death as a payment to God.” I still hold essentially 
the same opinion as I have expressed m my Alosarsches Opfer, 
with which Baumgarten (i. 2, p. 280) also agrees. I may be 
allowed to quote his successful explanation : “ According to the 
sentence of Jehovah,” he says, “the whole congregation was to 
be regarded as participating in the crime of the individual, 
because every one was a living member of the whole. For this
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reason the punishment was committed to the whole congre- 
gation. By this punishment, for example, the congregation was 
to give back to the criminal its share of the guilt, and, having 
led him out of the camp and put him to death, to wipe off the 
sin from Israel. That this was the light in which the punish- 
ment was viewed is especially apparent, from the fact that the 
witnesses who heard the blasphemy, and therefore were more im- 
mediately concerned than the rest of the congregation (Lev. v. 1), 
were required to lay their hands upon the head of the sinner, and 
thus, by their own act and deed, to cast off the guilt which they 
had involuntarily contracted, and transfer it to the head of the 
sinner. In this way the outward punishment became a moral 
act, performed by the whole congregation, and entered into 
such an inward relation to the crime, that it could really be 
regarded as an extermination of the sin.’ In other cases, the 
elders stood in the breach, as the actual representatives of the 
congregation. But in circumstances such as the present, it is 
easy to see why this representation, which would otherwise be so 
perfectly natural, should be set aside. A sin of this description, 
whose destructive character was such that it violated or set at 
nought the very foundation of the entire theocratical common- 
wealth, involved the whole congregation in the guilt of the 
criminal with whom it was vitally connected; until, indeed, the 
sin itself, which proceeded from within itself and infected the 
whole body, had been rendered nugatory and entirely removed 
by the destruction of the sinner who was the source of the 
infection. For all infection, which from its very nature is 
communicated, and not spontaneous, becomes spontaneous ; in 
other words, asswunes the character of participation in guilt, 
whenever it is tolerated, instead of being most strenuously 
resisted. But the eye and ear-witnesses are the most directly 
and most deeply involved in this mfcction, and the guilt to 
which it leads; and, therefore, the duty of resistance 1s 
primarily and principally binding upon them, and it is they who 
have to stand in the breach on such an occasion as representa- 
tives of the whole congregation. By laying their hands upon 
the head of the sinner, then, they give back the infection which 
they have received, to the man from whom it first proceeded. 
Henceforth he alone has to bear the entire sin, and this is 
expiated by his death.
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The mode of execution which was here employed, namely, 
that of stoning, was one of great importance, seeing that this 
was the only mode of capital punishment, in which the whole 
nation could participate in the execution of the sentence. 

PREPARATIONS FOR LEAVING SINAI. 

§ 20. (Num. i—vi.)—The design of the encampment at 

Sinai was now fulfilled. The covenant was concluded; the law 

had been given; the sanctuary was erected; the priests were 
consecrated ; the worship had been arranged ; and Jehovah dwelt 

in the midst of His chosen people. It was now time to think of 
departing, in order that the purpose to which the Israclites had 
been set apart might be accomplished. The immediate object 

was to take possession of the promised land. But this could not 
be done in a peaceable manner, for Canaan was inhabited by 

powerful and warlike tribes (Ex. xxiii. 23, xxxiv. 11). It must 

be conquered, therefore; and the conquest of the land was to be 

connected with the extermination of the inhabitants, for the 

iniquity of the Amorites was now full (Gen. xv. 16). They 
had become ripe for judgment, and Israel was to execute it in 

the name and by the command of Jehovah. It was necessary, 

therefore, that the Israelites should be organised as an army of 

Jehovah. To this end a census was taken of those who were 

fit for war, viz., all the men of twenty years old and upward. 

The tribe of Levi alone was omitted. For this tribe, which had 

changed the curse of the patriarch Jacob into a blessing, through 
its zeal for the honour of God (§ 13, 8), was to be set apart from 

the rest of the tribes, and spend its life in the service of the 

sanctuary. ‘Through this separation of an entire tribe, the sig- 
nificant number, twelve, which had been disturbed by the adop- 

tion of Joseph’s sons (Gen. xlviii.), was once more restored. As 
the numbering of the tribes was so closely related to the vocation 

of Israel, it was carried out with fittmg pomp and ceremony. 
Moses and Aaron performed the task themselves, attended by 
one of the princes from each of the twelve tribes. The result of
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the census was the following :—Reuben, 46,500; Simeon, 

59,300; Gad, 46,650; Judah, 74,600; Issachar, 54,400; Ze- 

bulon, 57,400; Ephraim, 40,500; Manasseh, 32,200; Benjamin, 

35,400; Dan, 62,700; Asher, 41,500; and Naphtals, 53,400 : 

in all, 603,550 fighting men (1). Judah was the strongest and 

most numerous, therefore, of all the tribes. This was to be re- 

garded as the first-fruits of the blessing which the patriarch had 

pronounced upon the founder of this tribe (Gen. xlix. 8-12) ; and 

in accordance with the prophecy, Judah was placed at the head 

of all the tribes, and the prince of the tribe of Judah, named 

Nahshon (Nacheshon), was the first of all the princes of Israel. 

After this the Levites also were numbered. In this tribe 

there were in all 22,000 males, including the boys of a month 

old and upwards, and 8580 between thirty and fifty years of 
age, the period of service (2). Further arrangements were now 

made, for the purpose of carrying out the instructions already 

given with reference to the sanctification of all the first-born 
(vol. ii. § 35, 5). The Levites were to take the place of the 
first-born of all the tribes,—to be set apart to the service of the 

sanctuary, as the Lord’s own; and their cattle was to be substi- 

tuted for the first-born of the cattle of the whole congregation. 

But when the first-born of the whole congregation had been 

counted, they numbered 22,273. To cqualise the two, it was 

determined that the 273, the number by which the first-born 

exceeded the Levites, should be redeemed at five shekels each, 

and the redemption money paid over to the priests (3). As the 
whole community was to be organised as an army of Jehovah, it 

was necessary that the order of march and of encampment should 
be precisely determined. The tabernacle was to stand in the 
midst of the camp, that the dwelling-place of Jehovah might be 
literally in the midst of the people. Next to the tabernacle stood 

the tents of the tribe of Levi: those of Moses, and Aaron, and 
the priests, the sons of the latter, on the east side, immediately 

before the entrance to the sanctuary; those of the family of the 
Kohathites to the south; those of the Gershonites on the west ;
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and those of the Aferarites on the north. Three tribes were then 

stationed on each of the four sides. The principal tribe of the 

three occupied the centre, and had a banner which was common 

to all the three. Judah was encamped on the front or east side, 

along with Issachar and Zcbulon; Reuben on the south, with 

Simeon and Gad; Jphraim on the west, with Manassel and 

Benjamin ; and Dan on the north, with Asher and Naphtali (4). 
The order of march was to be similar to this (5). Judah’s 
banner led the way; then followed Reuben; after this the 

Levites with the tent; Ephraim came next; and Dan brought 

up the rear (6). These arrangements were accompanied by a 

series of laws (chaps v. and vi.), which principally related to the 

preservation of the holiness of the camp by the removal of ma- 

terial and spiritual impurities (7). 

(1.) There is something striking in the fact, that the census 
which was taken now, gave precisely the same result as the poll- 
tax, which was levied at the commencement of the erection of 
the tabernacle about half-a-year before (Jiéx. xxxviii. 24-28, 
compare §16). J. D. Michaelis, in his Anmerkungen fiir Unge- 
lehrte, solves the difficulty in the followmg manner: In Ex. 
xxxviil., he says, there is no account of an actual numbering, 
but every one who was more than twenty years old paid his tax, 
and was registered accordingly. But on the present occasion 
Moses received instructions to arrange the lists and sum them 
up (chap. i., ii.). The names had been given in before, though 
the actual counting took place now; and therefore Moses did 
not hesitate, when recording the account of the tax, to insert 
what were afterwards found to be the actual numbers.—But 
there is no intimation whatever of the names being registered 
when the tax was levied, and in itself 1t does not appear to be 
at all a probable thing. If the numbers in both instances are 
founded upon one and the same census, which we also regard 
as probably the case, we must look for the census in question, 
not to lux. xxxvii., but to Num. i. We are shut up to this by 
the solemnity and formality with which the census in Nim. t. 
was commanded, organised, and carried ont. In Ex. xxxviti. we 
have simply the raising of a tax, and no numbering at all. And 
as the increase or decrease in the number of the people must
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have been very trifling in the brief space of six or seven months, 
the result might be employed without hesitation in giving the 
amount which the poll-tax yielded. 

We are also struck with the fact, that the amount is given 
in round hundreds in the case of every tribe excepting Gad, and 
that in this instance the fifty is inserted. The thought is hereby 
suggested, that the numbers were taken by tens, if not by fifties. 
The judicial classification proposed by Jethro (Ex. xvii. 21) was 
probably taken as the basis; and if so, it would be only in the 
case of the chiefs that the numbers would be carried beyond 
fifty. In any case, we prefer the conjecture that there was 
some such want of precision as this, to the notion expressed by 
Baumgarten, who regards the fact, that in the case of every tribe 
the result yielded such round numbers as these, as a proof of the 
special providence of God. In his opinion, since the supposition 
of any such inaccuracy as this is incompatible with the care and 
completeness which are apparent throughout, and as it could 
not possibly apply to the case of the Levites, whose numbers 
must of necessity be given with precision, “it must be acknow- 
ledged that in this natural harmony (Concinnitdt) in the numbers 
of the Israelites, we have the evident seal of the care with which 
the increase of the nation was superintended by Jehovah.” 

(2.) The numbers contained in the various families into which 
the Levites were divided were as follows :—In the family of 
Kohath there were, in all, 8600 males, of whom 2750 were fit 
for service; in that of Gershon 7500 males, with 2630 fit for 
service; and in that of Merart 6200 males, of whom 3200 were 
fit for service. If we add these figures together, we shall find 
that they amount to 22,300, whereas, according to chap. iii. 39, 
there were not more than 22,000. The simplest solution of the 
difficulty is to assume that, through the fault of a copyist, an 
error has crept into one of the numbers. J. D. Afichaelis (An- 
merkungen far Ungelehrte) is of opinion that there is an error in 
the number of the JXohathites in ver. 28 ; that the original letters 

were woy instead of wy; and therefore that the Kohathites 

numbered not 8600, but 8300. A still more natural explanation 
is, that the error was caused by some change in the numeral 
letters, such, for example, as the substitution of p = 600 for 
vw = 300, or of 1 = 500 for s = 200, or, again, of } = 6 for 
3 = 3. The careful and valuable investigations of Reinke into
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the statement of numbers in the Old Testament (in his Beitrdagen 
zur Erkldrung des Alten Testamentes, Miinster, 1851), has shown 
still more convincingly that changes of this kind in the numeral 
letters, both in the text of the Old Testament and also in the 
ancient versions, have given rise to a considerable number of 
errors. 

The favourite solution with most of the Rabbins and many 
modern writers, viz., that the three linndred deducted were the 
first-born, and therefore could not be reckoned with the rest, is 
inadmissible. For if the first-born were not to be counted 
along with the rest, the rule would apply to the particular 
amounts as well as to the sum total. Bawmgarten (i. 2, p. 2638) 
endeavours to commend this hypothesis still further, by the re- 
mark that “the silent omission of the 300 first-born was intended 
in this particular instance to conceal the fact, that there were 
limits to the assumed holiness of Levi, which were manifested 
in the inability to redeem Israel, in order that the relation be- 
tween Levi and Israel might not be disturbed.” But such a 
procedure as this would have produced the very opposite result 
from that which was designed ; for the omission of the first-born 

from the sum total, whilst they were included in the smaller 
amounts, would have brought to light the very thing which it 
was desired to conceal.—Moreover, the disproportion is too great 
between 300 first-born and the entire number, 22,300; this 
would give only one first-born to seventy-four males. 

If we compare the number of the tribe of Levi with that of 
the other tribes, we find a very striking disproportion here. In 
Manassch, the smallest of all the tribes, there were 32,200 males 
above twenty years of age. The entire number of the males 
contained in this tribe must have amounted, therefore, to about 
50,000; whereas in Levi there were not more than 22,000. 
We accept this as a simple fact, without looking further for the 
historical causes or design. Baumgarten’s remark, that “the 
importance of this tribe rested upon that which was within, and 
not upon anything outward,” really explains nothmng. We 
should be rather inclined to think of the curse in Gen. xlix., were 
it not that this was altogether precluded by the population of 
Simeon, on which the same curse had been pronounced. 

(3.) It had been already commanded (Ex. xiii.), that all the 
first-born both of men and cattle should be consecrated toJchovah.
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From the night in which the destroying angel of Jehovah had 
passed over the houses of the Israelites, all the first-born of men 
and cattle had been holy to the Lord, and His peculiar property 
(Num. iii. 12, 13). The former could only become sui juris, 
and the latter the disposable property of their possessors, after 
Jehovah had appointed a redemption, and the redemption had 
been paid. This was what took place on the present occasion 
(ver. 45). In the place of the first-born of men, God chose the 
Levites, and in the place of the first-born of cattle, the cattle of 
the Levites. Aaron and his sons did not belong to the Levites ; 
for they had already been separated from their tribe and conse- 
crated to the priesthood. In fact, the Levites were now given 
to them for a possession, to be their servants in the tabernacle 
(Num. iii. 6-9, and viii. 19). It is very evident from this that 
the sanctification of the first-born commanded in Ex. mii. had 
nothing whatever to do with the priesthood (vol. ii, § 35, 5). 
The Levites were not priests, but the property of the priests ; 
and the priests were not appointed in the place of the first-born, 
but in the stead of the whole nation, which was called, according 
to Ex. xix. 6, to be a kingdom of priests, but did not feel itself 
to be ripe and thoronghly qualified (Ex. xx. 19).—In the substi- 
tution of the cattle of the Levites for the first-born cattle of the 
whole congregation, it was not required that the numbers on 
either side should exactly correspond. But this was required in 
the substitution of the Levites for the first-born sons. The 
excess of 273, therefore, on the side of the latter, had to be re- 
deemed by the payment of five shekels each, which were handed 
over to the priests in the sanctuary (ver. 50). But it was not 
merely the first-born then living who were to be holy to the 
Lord; all that should be afterwards born were to be the same. 

Hence the obligation to redeem the first-born continued even 
after the substitution of the Levites. The necessary instructions 
with reference to these are given in Nuun. xvii. 14-18. 

It may appear strange, that in a nation containing 603,550 
fighting men, there should be only 22,273 first-born. For if 
there were 600,000 males of twenty years old and upwards, the 
whole number of males may be estimated at 900,000 at least ; 
in which case there would be only one first-born to forty-two 
males. At the first glance this appears thoroughly incredible ; 
for the conclusion to which it seems to lead is, that the number
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of boys in every family must have been, on an average, forty- 
two. J. D. Michaelis (Mosaisches Recht ii, § 94) adheres 
firmly to this, and endeavours to account for it from the pre- 
valence of polygamy among the Israclites!!! But even if we 
could make up our minds to believe : umything so incredible, the 
difficulty would not be removed ; for it is beyond all question 
that it is not the first-begotten of the fathers, but the first-born 
of the mothers, who are referred to here (chap. i. 12). In this 
case, the existence of polygamy, as may easily be conceived, 
would only serve to render the difficulty perfectly colossal. — 
We must inquire, therefore, whether there are no other means 
of explaining the fact, that on an average there was only one 
first-born to forty-two males. There are plenty. The first is 
the rarity of polygamy, which lessened the proportion of the 
first-born. <A. second, the large number of children to whom the 
Israelitish mothers gave birth. Again, the constantly reeurring 
expression, “ Every, first-born that openeth the womb,” which 
we find even in Num. iii. 12, warrants the conclusion that thie 
first-born of the father was not reckoned, unless it was at the 
same time the first-born of the mother, and also to the still more 
important assumption, that if the first-born was a daughter, any 
son that might be born afterwards would not be reckoned at all. 
Now, statistical tables show that the first-born is more frequently 
a female than a male.—Lusély, such of the first-born, as were 
themselves heads of families, were not reckoned at all as first- 
born who had to be redeemed, but only their first-born sons. If 
we carry ont the last argument, and bear in mind the early age 
at which marriage is usually contracted in the East, we shall 
have to seek the first-born exclusively among tliose who were 
under fifteen or sixteen years of age. In this case, the pro- 
portion is essentially altered. With a population of 600,000 
men above twenty years of age, we may ussume that there 

would be 200,000 under fifteen ; if so, the number of the first- 
born (22,273), in proportion to the whole number of males, 
would be one in nine. But for the reason mentioned under 
No. 3, this ratio must be reduced by a half; and the average 
number of children in a family would be nine, of whom four or 
five would be sons,—by no means an éxtravagant number, when 
we consider how prolific the Hebrew women were.—J/. Bawm- 
garten (i. 2, p. 264) has suggested a totally different and very
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peculiar method of solving the difficulty. In his opinion, we 
are warranted in inferring from Lev. xxvii. 6, that in this 
instance only such of the first-born were counted, as had been 
born within the last six years. The passage referred to deter- 
mines the redemption fee, to be paid by those who have made 
voluntary personal vows ; and the sum to be paid for a boy from 
a month to five years old is the same as that required here in 
the case of all the first-born, viz., five shekels, whereas a man 
between twenty and sixty years old was required to pay fifty 
shekels. But the command in Num. iii. 40 ran thus: “Number 
all the first-born of the males from a month old and upward.” 
If there had been any age, then, beyond which the numbering 
was not to go, it would undoubtedly have been mentioned here. 
But there is nothing of the kind. And on what could an 
arbitrary and unmeaning limitation of this kind possibly be 
founded? The argument adduced by Baumgurten in support 
of his view, namely, that all the first-born of the Israelites who 
partook of the passover in Egypt had been already redeemed 
by so doing, has no foundation in anything contained in the 
Bible. And if this were the case, why should not the boys of 
three or four years old have eaten of the passover, and thus have 
been ahrcady redeemed ? 

The reason why the numbering was to commence with the 
boys of a month old is to be found in the fact that, according to 
the directions contained in the law, the redemption was to take 
place at the end of the second month. 

(4.) In the plan of the camp, care was taken that two things 
should be secured—first, that the dwelling-place of Jehovah 
should be as nearly as possible in the centre of the camp, and 
secondly, that the tribes should form themselves into a square, 
the priests and Levites being nearest to the tabernacle, and the 
others surrounding them. There was evidently a symbolical 
meaning in both cases. The former represented the presence 
of Jehovah in the midst of His people ; the latter, by pointing to 
the four quarters of the heavens, as well as from its quadrate 
form, exhibited the camp as a microcosm. Of cowrse, a 
perfect square could not be secured in every place of en- 
campment; the nature of the ground would frequently render 
this impossible. In such cases, all that could be done was to 
come as near to the plan laid down as the ground would allow.
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It was only upon a broad level that the form enjoined could be 
fully secured. 

(5.) When the camp was broken up, the work of the priests 
was to wrap up the furniture of the sanctuary carefully in 
cloths, and prepare them for being carried away,—a task which 
they alone could perform, secing that no one else was allowed to 
enter the tabernacle, or to look upon the things contained 
therein. The family of the Kohathites, to which Moses and 
Aaron belonged, and of which Eleazar, the son of Aaron, had 
been appointed prince, was the most holy; and to his family, 
therefore, was allotted the duty of bearing upon their shoulders 
the sacred vessels of the sanctuary. The Gershonites attended 
to the furniture, the curtains, the covering, the carpets, and so 
forth; and the Jferarites to the boards, the bolts, and the pillars 
(compare § 24, 1). 

(6.) According to Num. ii. 17 and x. 21, the dwelling-place 
and its furnitwre were carried by the Kohathites in the midst of 
the procession. But it is evident from Num. x. 33 (compare 
Josh. iti. 8-6), that the ark of the covenant was separated from the 
sanctuary, and carried at the head of the entire procession. 
This was occasioned by the connection between the ark of the 
covenant and the pillar of cloud and fire. The lid of the ark, 
the Capporeth, was the throne of Jehovah, who was represented 
by the pillar of cloud. But the latter went in front as the 
leader and guide ; and this determined the place of the ark. 

(7.) On the position of the commands contained in Num. 
v., vi. see Rtanke’s Untersuchungen, 111. 138 sqq. 

§ 21. (Num. vii, viii.)—The princes of the tribes then 
brought their offerings for the sanctuary, viz., every man an ox; 

a carriage for every two, to carry the sanctuary on the march 

that was before them; every man a silver dish worth 130 shekels, 

and a silver bow] worth 70 shekels, for the altar of burnt-offer- 

ing, both full of flour mingled with oil for a meat-offering ; a 

golden cup, weighing ten shekels, full of incense; and, lastly, 

an ox, a ram, and a lamb for a burnt-offering, a goat for a sin- 

offering, also two bullocks, five he-goats, five rams, and five 

lambs for a thank-offering. They all brought their offerings 

on separate days. Nahesson, tlic prince of the tribe of Judah,
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was the first in the series (1). They were free-will offerings, by 

which the princes of the community displayed their zeal for the 

dwelling-place of Jchovah, and also, as the representatives of 
the congregation, consecrated the place, which had already been 

consecrated by Moses and Aaron as the representatives of God. 
With this was connected the appointment of the Levites to the 
service of the sanctuary in place of the whole congregation (§ 

20, 3). To this end the Levites were ordered to shave their 

whole body, to wash thei clothes, and to offer sacrifices as their 

atonement. ‘The elders then laid them hands upon them, as a 
sign that they were given to the sanctuary as substitutes for the 

congregation, and they were “waved” before Jehovah, probably 

in the fore-cowmt of the sanctuary ; that is to say, they were con- 

ducted backwards and forwards to the four quarters of the 
heavens, to show that they belonged to the place, to the service 

of which their life was to be henceforward entirely dedicated (2). 

(1). The word O13 (on the day) in vers. 1 and 10, has led 
critics to the conclusion that the tenth chapter of Numbers is 
not in its proper place, but should stand immediately after the 
account of the erection and dedication of the sanctuary, which 
we find in Ex. xl. 16. On this Ranke observes (ii. 146) : “This 
would be very unfortunate in the case of a section which presents 
so fine a view of the Sinaitic history. After such extraordinary 
acts on the part of Jehovah, which might almost all be immedi- 
ately recognised as acts of mercy, it would naturally be expected 
that there should be some mark of grateful acknowledgment 
and cheerful submission on the part of the people. It had been 
to a very great extent with free-will offerings that the sanctuary 
had been erected. But what progress the revelation of God had 
made since then! It affords a peculiar satisfaction to witness 
in the present section the abundance of the gifts presented to 
the sanctuary by the whole of the princes of the tribes. For 
twelve days in succession the princes brought, each on his own 
appointed day, gifts and sacrifices, and in every case precisely 
the same; as if each tribe was desirous of showing that it had 

the same part in the sanctuary as all the rest. By being re- 
corded in the book of the law, these gifts became at the same
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time an encouragement to subsequent generations, to imitate the 
fathers in rendering voluntary service to the house of Jehovah.” 
—At an carlier period, no doubt, the congregation had brought 
their voluntary offerings in great abundance for erecting and 
furnishing the dwelling-place of Jehovah (§ 16), but they had 
done this in consequence of the appeal of Moses and the com- 
mand of Jehovah (Ex. xxv. 2, xxxv. 5); and even if no one 
was compelled to contribute, the voluntary character of the 
offering was still affected by the appeal. But after such dis- 
plays of mercy on the part of Jchovah, we certainly look for an 
expression of gratitude in the shape of a perfectly voluntary 
offering, for which no appeals or instructions were necessary, 
but which would be the simple impulse of the heart of the 
giver. We are not deeeived in our expectation. This was done 
by the princes of the congregation. That the expression of 
gratitude was in its proper place is a fact which no one ean 
deny. It would never have occurred to them to offer carriages 
and beasts of burden, had it not been for their anticipated de- 
parture. And even the twelve days’ sacrifices, and gifts for the 
consecration of the altar, were in their proper plaee here. On 
any previous occasion such an offering as this would have been 
regarded as an officious and reprehensible work of supereroga- 
tion. So long as Jchovah was issuing instructions and com- 
mands respecting the erection of the sanctuary, and the worship 
to be performed within it, it would have been an act of unseemly 
haste and forwardness for them to anticipate Ilis instruetions by 
any act of their own.—So far as the expression 512 is concerned, 
there is not much force in the argument which has been based 
upon it; for the very fact that twelve entire days were so 

oceupied, is a proof that the expression cannot be taken literally. 
We can subscribe to Baumgarten’s opinion, therefore, when he 
says: “The relation in which ova stands to the account which 
follows is this: in its inner ground the offering originated in the 
day of the dedication (by Moses), inasmuch as the sanctuary, 
when consecrated and filled with the glory of Jehovah, had 
given pleasure to the Israclites, and excited a disposition to do 
it honour.” With regard te the consecration on the part of the 
nation, as well as on the part of God, the same commentator 
writes: “The first consecration which the altar received, when 
it was anointed by Moses, excited a desire on the part of Israel 
* VOL. IIT. O
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to consecrate the place, and the thought was carried into execu- 
tion as soon as the congregation was organised into a camp of 
God.” The laudable self-restraint and modesty, which we 
pointed out in the fact that the princes waited for all the in- 
structions of Jehovah with regard to the sanctuary to be com- 
pleted before they brought their gifts, is apparent also in a 
manner cqually worthy of recognition, in the fact that they 
confined themselves altogether to a consecration of the altar of 
burnt-offering, and did not presume to consecrate the furniture 
of the inner sanctuary, the latter belonging exclusively to the 
priestly worship, whereas the former was the place where every 
member of the congregation could offer his gifts to Jehovah. 

The six carriages with the twelve oxen were naturally 
assigned to the Levites, since they were intended for the convey- 
ance of the sanctuary, and were allotted to them according to 
the service which they had to perform. The Kohathites received 
none, therefore, because the articles which they had to remove 
were required to be carried upon their shoulders, on account of 
their superior holiness. The Gershonites reccived two wagons 
and four oxen; and the Merarites, who had to convey the 
heaviest and most bulky of the articles, received four wagons 
and eight oxen (compare § 20, 5). 

(2.) We shall enter more minutely into the ceremonies that 
were performed in connection with the substitution and dedica- 
tion of the Levites, in our systematic treatment of the general 
question of the worship of God.—On the injunctions contained 
in Num. viii. 1-4, see Ranke, ii. 153 sqq.—Also with regard to 
the apparent discrepancy between Num. viii. 24 sqq. and Num. 
iv. 3, from the one of which the Levitical age of service appears 
to have been between twenty-five and fifty years of age, and 
from the other between thirty and. fifty, I must refer the reader 
to a later portion of this work. In the meantime see Ranke, 
Untersuchungen, ii. 158 sqq.; Hengstenberg, Pentateuch, i. 321 
sqq.; and Keil, Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen Einleitung, p. 
91. 

§ 22. (Num. ix. 1l—x. 10.)—In the midst of these pro- 

ceedings, the anniversary of the departure from Egvpt arrived. 
In accordance with the instructions of Moses, therefore, the 

congregation celebrated, for the first time, the memorial festival
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of the passover, in the manner prescribed by the law (1). But 

there were certain men in the congregation, who, just at this 

time, had been defiled by the dead body of a man, and were, 

therefore, disqualified for partaking of the paschal lamb; and 

they complained bitterly to Moses that they should be excluded 
when they had not been to blame. This circumstance furnished 

the occasion for a legal provision, that any who might be prevented 

from taking part in the regular passover, by causes which left 

them free from blame, should be allowed to keep a supple- 

mentary feast on the fourteenth day of the second month.— 
Lastly, we have an account of the signals which were to re- 

gulate the march through the desert (2). 

(1.) It is by no means an easy matter to picture to one’s 
mind the plan pursued, in the celebration of this the first 
memorial-feast of the passover. The difficulty arises from the 
small number of priests who could be employed. ‘There were 
only three left after the death of Nadab and Abihu, namely, 
Aaron, Eleazar, and Ithamar. Now, if we assume that all the 
lambs were slain at the sanctuary, according to the injunction 
contained in Deut. xvi. 2, 5, 6 (cf. Ex. xxii. 17), and consider 
further that but a very few hours were sect apart for the 
slaughter of the lambs (vol. ii., § 34, 3), whilst, according to the 
laws of sacrifice which were then in force, the sprinkling of the 
blood was, at all events, to be performed by the priests, it might 
be thought that the number of priests whose services could “be 
obtained would hardly suffice for the work to be done. For if 
we suppose the people to have numbered about two million souls, 
and reckon, on an average, one lamb to every fifteen or twenty 
persons (the proportion laid down in Ex. xii. 4), there must 
have been from a hundred thousand to a hundred and forty 
thousand lambs slain, and the blood sprinkled on the altar,—a 
process for which neither the time allowed, nor the number of 
the priests, can by any possibility have sufficed —But are we 
justified in making such an assumption? It is nowhere stated 
that, on the occasion of this first festival in commemoration of 
the Exodus, the lambs were slaughtered at the sanctuary, or 
that their blood either was, or was to be, sprinkled upon the
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altar; nor is there any notice of the services of the priests being 
required. But does this silence give us a right altogether to 
deny that the work in question was performed by the priests ? 
In Ex. xxiii. 17 it is commanded, that at the annual feast of the 
passover, all the men in Israel are to appear before the face of 
Jehovah. In Deut. xvi. 2, 5, 6, it is expressly forbidden to slay 
the paschal lambs anywhere else, than at “the place, which the 
Lord shall choose to place His name there.” And according to 
2 Chr. xxx. 16, and xxxv. 11 (though it is nowhere expressly 
commanded in the Pentateuch), the blood of all the paschal 
lambs was sprinkled on the altar by the priests. At the same 
time, there is certainly good ground for questioning, whether the 
same course was adopted in all respects in connection with the 
passover at Sinai. Ex. xmii. 17, and Deut. xvi. 2, 5, 6, relate 
particularly to the time, when the Israelites would be scattered in 
the various citics of the promised land, and far removed from 
the sanctuary; and the passages in the Chronicles refer to the 
reigns of the last kings, just before the destruction of the king- 
dom of Judah. These facts might lead us to suppose that the 
slaughter of the lambs did not take place at the sanctuary till after 
the Israclites had taken possession of the Holy Land; and the 

sprinkling of the blood on the part of the priests was probably 
first introduced at a still later period. To such a supposition, 
however, there are by no means unimportant objections. For if 
the slaughter of the lambs was to take place at the sanctuary in 
the time of Joshua, it is difficult to see why this should not 
also have been the case in the time of Moses, seeing that the 
tabernacle was already erected, and the services in connection 
with it were regularly performed; and if the slaughter of the 
lamb was necessarily associated with the sanctuary, the sprink- 
ling of the blood appears to have been associated with it as a 
matter of course, for this alone could give significance to all the 
rest (and, according to all analogy, it must be done by priestly 
hands). 

Let us look again, however, and a little more closely, at the 
16th chapter of Deuteronomy. We have been Jed away by 
recent custom, and in what we have already written, have in- 
terpreted it as commanding the paschal lamb to be slain in the 
forecourt of the tabernacle. But there is not a word to that 
effect. The passage is worded thus: “Thou mayest not sacri-
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fice the passover in one of thy cities, which Jehovah will give 
thee; but at the place which Jehovah shall choose to place His 
name in, there thou shalt sacrifice the passover at even.” This 
place is not the tabernacle, nor the forecourt of the tabernacle, 
but the city (or the camp) in the midst of which the tabernacle 
was erected. The pilgrimage to this place, which is here en- 
joined, was required by the distance of the cities of the land in 
which Israel dwelt. By means of this pilgrimage on the part of 
all the Israelitish men to the city of the sanctuary, the same state 
of things, which existed when all Israel lived in the immediate 
neighbourhood of the sanctuary, was to be restored at least 
three times a-year. Hence it was no violation of the precept in 
Deut xvi., if every family killed its own lamb in its own house 
or tent; for, even in this case, the lamb was slain at the 
sanctuary, seeing that the camp, which surrounded the taber- 
nacle on all sides in the same manner as the forecourt (though 
with a much wider circumference), or the city in the midst of 
which the tabernacle was erected, was, as it were, a second and 
larger forecourt, which was also holy, though not in the same 
degree. It was commanded, it must be remembered, that every- 
thing unclean should be removed from the camp.—The large 
number of lambs to be slain, imperatively demanded that this 
second and more extensive forecourt should be provided for the 
slaughter of the paschal lambs; for how could more than a 
hundred thousand lambs by any possibility be killed in a short 
space of time within an area of about 4600 square yards, which 
was the utmost extent of the actual forecourt? We are 
brought to the conclusion, therefore, that the Mosaic law per- 
mitted the lambs to be killed in private houses, provided the 
houses were within the camp or city, in which the tabernacle 
was erected. The circumstance which first led to this ceased 
after the erection of the temple; as the forecourt was then of 
an incomparably greater extent, and the custom of slaying all 
the lambs at the temple, which we meet with in 2 Chr. xxx. 
and xxxv., may have been introduced as soon as the temple was 
built. 

A far greater difficulty presents itself in the supposed 
sprinkling of the blood by the priests. But what were the 
actual facts of the case?—When the tabernacle was first insti- 
tuted, it was commanded that the blood of the lambs should be
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smeared on the door-posts of the respective houses (Ex. xii. 7). 
This command is nowhere expressly revoked or changed. We 
are of opinion, nevertheless, that the altered circumstances led, 
as a matter of course, after the erection of the sanctuary, to the 
sprinkling of the blood on the altar, in the place of smearing it 
upon the door-posts; and the book of Chronicles shows that 
this actually was the custom. But the exceptional character of 
the passover warrants the assumption, that on every occasion, 
just as on the first celebration, the sprinkling of the blood might 
be performed by the head of the household himself. If this had 
not been the case, we should most likely have found some in- 
timation in the passage before us (Num. ix.) of the co-operation 
of the priests. We are warranted, therefore, in adopting the 
conclusion, to which many other circumstances point, that on 
the celebration of the passover the priestly vocation which, 
according to Ex. xix. 6, originally belonged to all the Israelites, 
retained its validity as an exceptional case, for the purpose of 
keeping in mind the calling which they had voluntanly declined 
from a consciousness of their weakness (Ex. xx. 19), the realisa- 
tion of which was merely postponed, and not suspended alto- 
gether, and to the full possession of which they would certainly 
eventually attain. The outward warrrant for the discharge of 
this exceptional priestly function, on the occasion of the pass- 
over, might possibly be found in the fact that the words of Ex. 
xx. 19 had not been spoken,—that is to say, the suspension of 
the priestly calling had not been solicited, or granted, at the 
time when the passover was first instituted.—It is true that the 
passages already quoted from the Chronicles prove that, at a later 
period, it was the custom for the blood to be sprinkled by the 
priests, even on the occasion of the passover; but this may have 
been one of the very numerous modifications which were intro- 
duced into the worship, in consequence of the erection of the 
temple. 

(2.) The signals which regulated the breaking up of the 
camp, and the march itself, were of two kinds—namely, those 
which proceeded from Jehovah, and those which were given by 
Moses or the priests. The former were made by means of the 
different positions assumed by the pillar of cloud and fire. It 
had come down upon the sanctuary on the occasion of its conse- 
cration (Ex. xl. 34 sqq.). When it rose up from the tent, tlus
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was the signal on the part of Jchovah that the camp was to be 
broken up; and whenever it came down upon any spot, the 
Israclites saw in this a sign that they were to encamp upon that 
spot. But as this signal only presented itself to the eye, and 
could therefore be easily overlooked by many, another signal 
was added by Moses or the priests, as the mediators between the 
Shechinah and the nation, which appealed to the car as well. 
For this purpose Moses had provided, at the command of 
Jehovah, two silver trumpets (mys). When both trumpets 
were blown (ypn), this was a sign for the whole congregation 
(i.e, probably all the elders) to assemble at the tabernacle. If 
only one was blown, it was a summons to the (twelve) princes 
of the congregation to come to the tabernacle. When a blast 
was blown with both the trumpets (AYA YPA), this was the 
signal for the whole congregation to break up the encampment. 
At the first blast, the tents on the eastern side were struck ; 
at the second, those on the south side, and so forth (§ 20).





SECTION II. 

ISRAEL IN THE DESERT OF PARAN. 

VivE J. Rowlands appendix to G. Williams’ “ Holy City,” p. 
488 sqq.—Fr. Tuch Bemerkungen zu Gen. xiv., in the “ Zeit- 
schrift der deutsch-morgenliindischen Gesellschaft,” vol. i. Heft. 

ii., p. 160 sqq. (especially p. 169 sqq.)— VV. Fries, “ iiber die Lage 
von Kades und den hiemit zusammenhingenden Theil der 

Geschichte Isracls in der Wiiste:” in the “Theologische Stu- 
dien und Kritiken,” 1854, 1. p. 50-90.— Rabbi J. Schwarz (of 

Jerusalem), “ das heilige Land,” Frankfort 1852, p. 347 sqq.— 

Also the works of K.v. Ruumer, Robinson, Laborde, and K. Ritter, 

mentioned at the commencement of §1. The last-named author 

has also published a small treatise in Piper’s “ Evangelischer 

Kalender,” 1854, p. 41-55, entitled “die Wandrung des Volkes 

Israel durch die Wiiste zum Jordan.” 

GEOGRAPHICAL SURVEY. 

§ 23. The borders of the biblical desert of Paran correspond, 
on the whole, to the boundaries assigned by the modern Bedouins 
to the desert of et-Tih (vol. ii. § 12). It embraces the tract of 

desert between Egypt, Palestine, and the mountains of Seir, 
which is separated from the Sinaitic peninsula (in the strictest 

sense) by the border mountains of et-Tih. This broad, desert 
tract of table-land is completely surrounded by a fringe of desert 
on a lower level. The desert of Jifar (or Shur) divides it on the 
west from the Egyptian territory (§ 2, 5), on the south-west be-
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yond the mountains of er-Rahah, from the Heroopolitan gulf, 
and on the north-west from the Mediterranean. On the north it 

is separated from the mountains of the Amorites, the southern 

slope of the table-land of Palestine, by the broad valley of 
Murreh (or the desert of Sin, § 26, 1). On the east it falls 
abruptly into the Arabah, which divides it from the mountains 

of the Edomites; and on the south, on the other side of the 

mountains of et-Tih, stretches the sandy desert-plain of er- 

Ramleh, out of which the promontories of the mountains of 
Serbal and Sinai immediately rise. The old Testament fur- 

nishes indisputable proofs that the desert of Paran was quite as 

extensive as this. 

(1.) To Tuch belongs the merit of having been the first to 
throw light upon what is meant in the Old Testament by the 
desert of Paran (see his excellent treatise mentioned above).— 
Such was the nature of the desert between Evypt, Palestine, 
and Edom, that it could hardly fail to be regarded as one desert, 
and called by a common name. This was really the case, then, 
in ancient as well as modern times. That it was situated between 
Edom, Midian, and Egypt, is evident from 1 Kings x1.18. A 
number of passages may be brought to show that on the north 
it touched the southern boundary of Palestine (e.g. Gen. xxi. 21, 
compare ver 14; Num. sili. 4, 18, 27, etc.). That it reached as 
far as the Elanitic gulf on the south-east, is evident from Gen. 
xiv. 6, where Chedorlaomer is represented as marching through 
the mountains of Seir on the eastern side from north to south as 
far as El-Paran (MINDY), and then turning round and proceed- 

ing in a northerly direction along the western side of the moun- 
tains of Seir to Kadesh (on the southern borders of Palestine). 
This £/-Paran (= Terebinth-grove of Paran), as Tuch has shown 
(p. 170), cannot be any other than the ancient Elath or Auleh, 
at the northern extremity of the Elanitic gulf to which it 
has given the name. Elath formed the actual gate of 
Arabia Petreea, and as such is distinguished here by the cogno- 
men Paran. It is for this very reason that it is described as 
situated “at the entrance to the desert” (Va TBI-eY). The march 

of the Israclites from Sinai to the southern borders of Palestine, 
which brought them into the desert of Paran at the end of three
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days (Num. x. 12, 33), though they were still in the desert of 
Paran when they had reached their destination (Num. xni. 1, 4, 
27), confirms the statement as to its extent from north to south. 
The mountains of ct-Tih (which commence immediately at the 
western shores of the Elanitic gulf, with the promontory of Ras 
Um Haiyeh, and continue in an uninterrupted curve to the 
vicinity of the gulf of Suez), along with the mountain chain 
Jebel er-Rahah, which joins them here and runs parallel to the 
coast of that gulf, form the southern and south-western bound- 
ary of the desert of Paran; and this is rendered the more indis- 
putable by the fact that the table-land enclosed by this mountain 
cham has just the same character throughout. The desert of 
et-Tih is certainly divided into two halves by the Jebel el-Oejmeh 
and the large Wady of cl-Arish, which run directly across it from 
north to south; but that the western half was formerly regarded 
as belonging to the desert of Paran, just as it does now to that 
of et-Tih, is evident from the relation in which the desert of 
Paran stood to the desert of Shur and to Egypt (Gen. xvi. 14, 
xx. 1, xxi. 21, xxv. 18), as well as to the country of the Amale- 
kites. It is obvious from Gen. xiv. 6, and Deut. i. 1, that the 
Arabah formed its eastern boundary. 

(2.) Notwithstanding the fact that the desert of et-Tih is 
so completely shut in towards the south by the mountains of 
et-Tih, it is still questionable whether the ancient desert of Paran 
did not extend still further southwards, viz., to the promontories 
of Sinai and Serbal, so as to include the present desert of er- 
Ramleh. Two things might be adduced in support of this. 
First, the name of the Wady /eiran, which passes round the 
mountains of Serbal in a northerly direction (§ 5, 3). In this 
exceedingly fertile valley there are still to be seen the ruins of 
a city called Pharan, which was once a place of some import- 
ance. But in spite of the similarity in the names, with so clearly 
defined a natural boundary as the Jebel et-Tih, we are not at 
liberty to place the boundaries of the desert of Paran so far 
south as this; still less can we follow Raumer (Zug der Israel- 
iten, p. 88), who supposes that two deserts of the same name 
occur in Scripture, the one on the one side and the other on the 
other side of the mountains of et-Tih. It should be mentioned, 
however, that he has retracted this opinion in the third cdition 
of his Geography of Palestine.
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(3.) The second argument which might be adduced to prove 
that the desert of Paran extended further towards the south, is 
founded upon Num. x. 12, “the children of Israel took their 
journeys out of the wilderness of Sinai, and the cloud descended 
in the desert of Paran.” According to this, the first halting-place 
after leaving Sinai (the “ place of burning,” or “ graves of lust”’), 
which was reached in three days (Num. x. 33), was in the desert 
of Paran. But if we turn to Num. xii. 16 (“the people removed 
from Hazeroth, and pitched in the wilderness of Paran’’), the third 
station from Sinai appears to have been the first which was 
situated in the desert of Paran. Tuch (p. 177) reconciles the two 
statements in this way. He assigns them to two different authors, 
both of whom had the same point in their mind (namely, the 
northern boundary of the desert of Paran), but “the earlier of 
whom passed over a series of halting-places, whilst the later sup- 
plemented chap. xii. 16, and mentioned the fact that the Israel- 
ites reached Paran from Chazeroth by crossing the ridge of the 
mountain.” Ranke (11. 198 seq.) and Hengstenberg (Balaam) adopt 
the same view, except that they maintain the unity of authorship 
notwithstanding. ‘“ Before entering more minutely into the de- 
tails of the march,” says Ranke, “which he does from chap. x. 33 
onwards, the author mentions at the very outset (chap. x. 12) the 
ultimate destination, viz., Paran on the borders of the promised 
land.” Hengstenberg also writes to the same effect: “ After the 
terminus a quo (Sinai) and the terminus ad quem (Paran) have 
been given, there follow the particulars of the march: the place 
of burning, the graves of lust, Chazeroth, and the desert of 
Paran.’ But this solution appears to us a forced one. The 
natural course of the narrative in chap. x. compels us to refer 
ver. 12 to the first place of encampment. The statement con- 
tained in ver. 12 is repeated in ver. 33, after a few parenthetical 
remarks, and carried out still further. We adhere, therefore, to 
the view already expressed, that, according to Num. x. 12, the 
first station was situated within the limits of the desert of Paran. 
Chapter x. 12 gives us the most southerly, and chap. xiii. 1 the 
most northerly station in that desert. In this case the desert of 
Paran must undoubtedly have extended farther towards the 
south, than the principal chain of the mountains of et-Tih. For, 
according to Deut. i. 2, the entire distance from Sinai to Kadesh 
(to which we are brought in Num. xiii. 1, compare ver. 27) was
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eleven days’ journey; and if we divide the road from Sinai to 
Kadesh (on the southern border of Canaan) into eleven equal 
parts, the end of the third day’s journey (chap. x. 33) will fall 
at any rate to the south of the Jebel ct-Tih. But this need not 
astonish us, for it is well known that, in addition to the principal 
chain of these mountains (whicli runs close up to the sea in the 
vicinity of Ras Um Haiyeh), there is a side branch towards the 
south, which not only bears the same name, et-Tih, but which 
also runs in a south-casterly direction, and approaches the sea- 
coast. The end of the third day’s journey falls within the tri- 
angle formed by the two branches of the Jebel et-Tih and the 
coast (according to the measurement afforded by Deut. i. 2), and 
we have no hesitation in reckoning this triangle as a portion of 
the desert of Paran, on the ground of the passage before us 
(chap. x. 12), for the very same reason that the southern branch 
of the mountain range is still called Jebel et-Tih. 

§ 24, The large tract of desert which, as we have seen, is 
called in the Old Testament by the common name of the Desert 

of Paran, slopes generally downwards in the direction from 

south to north, and rises from west to east, until it falls abruptly 

into the Arabah. In Deut. i. 19 it is most appropriately desig- 

nated a “ great and terrible desert.” In general, it consists of 
table-land, on which bare limestone and sandstone rocks, dazzling 

chalk and red sand-hills, are almost the sole relief from the parched 
and barren tracts of sand, interspersed with gravel and black flint- 

stones. At the same time, so much water falls in the wadys during 

the rainy season, that a scanty supply of grass and herbs may 

be found for the support of passing herds. Therg are also 

a few wells and fountains with a constant supply of water. 
The desert is divided into two halves, an eastern and a western, 

by the Wady el-Arish (called in the Old Testament “ brook of 

Egypt,” by the Greeks, “ Rhinokolura”) which runs completely 
from north to south. Although there are several by no means 

inconsiderable mountains in tle western half, it is distin- 

tinguished from the eastern by a far greater regularity and 
flatness in the soil. We need not enter into any minute de-
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scription of the western half, as the sojourn of the Israelites 

was confined exclusively to the eastern. In the latter a large 

mountain-range, the Jebel el-Oejmeh, branches off from the 

Jebel ct-Tih, near to the mouth of the Wady el-Arish, and runs 
parallel to the latter. The southern portion of this eastern 
half (about two-thirds of the whole) has throughout a similar 

character to the western. It consists of barren, sandy table- 

Jand, the surface of which is broken by but a very small num- 

ber of isolated mountains. Its slope towards the north-east is 

indicated by the large Wady el-Jerdfeh, which commences at 

the foot of the Jebel et-Tih, and runs in a north-easterly direc- 

tion to the Arabah, where it opens into the Wady el-Jib, through 

which it pours the waters of the desert into the Dead Sea.— 

But the last part, the northern third of this eastern half, has a 

totally different character. There suddenly rises from the plain 

a strong mountain fastness, of a rhomboid shape and of the 

same breadth as the Wady el-Jcrafeh, at the point where it 

joins the Arabah; and this mountain covers the whole of the 

northern portion of the eastern half of the desert. At the pre- 

sent day it is called, after its inhabitants, the mountain country 

of the Azdzimeh, or simply the Azdzimat. 

§ 25. The interior of the mountain district of the Azazi- 

meh, which covers an area of about forty square miles, is still 
almost entirely a éerra incognita. The inhospitable character 
of the district and the rapacity of its dreaded inhabitants have 

deterred travellers from penetrating further; and it is only 
quite recently that Rowlands has prepared the way for a more 

thorough investigation of this land, which is so important for 

biblical geography.—The Azdézimat forms a square, or, to speak 

more exactly, a rhomboid mountain fastness, which rises pre- 

cipitously, almost perpendicularly, from the surrounding val- 
leys or plains on the south, the east, and the north; and it 

is only on the western side that it slopes off more gradually 

towards the Wady el-Arish. As it is completely detached on
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every side, and forms a compact mass with its gigantic moun- 

tain groups, it presents the most striking contrast to the desert 

by which it is surrounded, and would be altogether isolated, 

“were it not that, towards the north-west, instead of terminat- 

ing abruptly in a corner coluinn, a line of mountains inter- 

venes, and thus prevents entire separation from the Amorite 

mountains.” The southern boundary wall of this mountain for- 

tress is formed by a range which: rises steeply and in an imposing 

manner from the desert, and runs in a straight line from west 

to east, and which towers up to an immense height at both 

the eastern and western ends. The corner column towards the 

east, quite close to the Arabah, is called Jebel el-Mekrah, and 

that towards the west Jebel*Araif en-Nakah. The eastern wall 

rises with equal abruptness from the Arabah, but is intersected 

by several defiles, which furnish approaches of more or less 

difficulty into our mountain fortress. The northern boundary 

wall, Jebel Halal, which had remained altogether unknown until 

very recently, is cut off almost vertically by a broad defile, the 

Wady Murreh, which runs from east to west, and opens into 

the Arabah. On the other side of this valley, the plateau 

er-Rukmah, the southern rampart of the Palestinian mountains 

of the Amorites, rises perpendicularly. The Wady Murreh is 
as much as ten or fifteen miles broad. At the eastern extremity 

the solitary mountain of Mdadurah (Moddera) rises in the very 

midst of the valley. To the south of this mountain the prin- 

cipal valley bends in a south-easterly direction towards the 

Arabah, still bearing the name of Wady Murreh, and to the 
north of the Madurah a side branch of the valley leads through 

el-Ghor to the Dead Sea, under the name of Wady Fikreh.— 

When passing through the Wady Muwreh, the ascent is 
constant from the lowest level of the Arabah, and therefore the 

relative height of the mountain walls, by which it is enclosed 

on the north and south, is continually diminishing. You pro- 

ceed westwards, and arrive at length at the link, already referred 

to, by which the south-western corner of the Amoritisl pla-
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teau of Rakmah is connected with the north-western corner of 

the Azizimat. This link is formed by an eminence to the east 

of Eboda (el-Abdeh), “from which the Jebel Garrah and 
Jebel Gamar emerge, the former towards the north-west, and 

the latter to the south-west, and encircle Eboda in the form 

of an amphitheatre.” The western wall of the mountain for- 
tress runs in a straight line from its south-eastern corner (Jebel 

Araif en-Nakah) to the north-eastern heights, which unite it 

with the Rakmah, and bears the names of Jebel Yaled and 

Moyleh (or Moilahi). It is a lofty mountain range, from three 
to four hundred feet high, which is intersected by numerous 
wadys, running parallel to one another from north to south, 
and all opening into the Wady'el-Arish. The road from 

Sinai to Hebron passes at the foot of this western wall of the 
Azazimat, and through the undulating tract of desert land which 
lies between it and the Wady el-Arish. 

(1.) The reason why the northern boundary of the mountain 
land of the Azazimeh remained for so long a period unexplored has 
been satisfactorily explained by Fries (p. 66). “So long,” he says, 
“as the plateau of the Amorites was either ascended on the south- 
eastern side, viz., from the Arabah through the passes near es- 
Sufah, or skirted on the western side by the road to Hebron above 
Eboda and Elusa, the whole district from Jebel Maduwrah west- 
wards towards the Hebron road could only be given hypotheti- 
cally in the maps; and it was made to appear that the modern 
mountain-land of Az4zimat was a broad and uninterrupted con- 
tinuation of the Amoritish mountains, extending as far as the 
mountains of Araif and Mekrah. But our views have neces- 
sarily been changed, since G. Willams and J. Rowlands, 
instead of proceeding towards the south-east to the pass of 
es-Sufah, set out from Arar, and, after travelling to the south- 
west along hitherto untrodden roads, and crossing several lofty 
plateaux, at length reached a point on the edge of the table- 
land of Rakmah (the last of the Amoritish mountains towards 
the south-west), which left no room for doubt as to the 
northern slope of the Azizimat, and the fact that the divi- 
sion between this mountain land and the Amoritish mountains
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was carried to a very great distance in the direction from east 
to west.” 

In October 1842 (according to the account given by Willams 
in his “ Woly City,” p. 487 sqq.), the two friends made an excur- 
sion beyond Hebron, for the purpose of putting to the test on 
the very spot, the accounts which still wavered as to the southern 
boundary of Palestine. They went from Arar (Ararah, Aroer) 
towards the south-west, and ascended from the table-land of 
Arar, the first mountain rampart, by which it is bounded on 
the south. They now found themselves upon a still higher 
plateau, which stretches from cast to west, and is called the 
Wady Rakmah. It answers to the district of the Dhullam and 
Saidiyeh on Robinson’s map. After going still farther south, 
they ascended a second mountain-range, from the summit of 
which a scene presented itself to the view of the most magni- 
ficent character. (From statements made by Williams else- 
where, the point at which they now stood was somewhere about 
the longitude of Beersheba, twenty miles to the south of this 
place, near 31° north latitude, 324° longitude.) A gigantic 
mountain towered above them in savage grandeur, with masses 
of naked rock, resembling the bastions of some Cyclopean archi- 
tecture, the end of which it was impossible for the eye to reach 
towards either the west or the east. It extended also a long 
way towards the south; and with its rugged, broken, and 
dazzling masses of chalk, which reflected the burning rays of 
the sun, it looked like an unapproachable furnace, a most fearful 
desert without the slightest trace of vegetation. A broad defile, 
called Wady ALlurreh, ran at the foot of this bulwark towards 
the east, and after a course of several miles, on reaching the 
strangely formed mountain of Moddera (Madurah), it divided 
into two parts, the southern branch still retaining the same 
name and running eastwards to the Arabah, whilst the other 
was called Wady Fikreh, and ran in a north-easterly direction 
to the Dead Sea. “This mountain barrier,” says Williams, 
“ proved to us beyond a doubt, that we were now standing on the 
southern boundary of the promised land.” They were confirmed 
in their opinion by the statement of the guide, that a few hows’ 
journey towards the south-west would bring them to AKadesh. 

§ 26. As you pass along the ordinary road to Hebron, on the 
» VOL. III. r
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western side of the mountainous district of the Azazimeh, the 

whole of the mountain-slopes between Jebel Araif and Jebel 

Khalil (or the heights of Hebron) appear to form a continued 

and unbroken range. But just as the separation of the moun- 

tains of the Amorites from the northern wall of the Azazimat, 

by the Wady Murreh, is concealed by the link which connects 

the two together to the east of Eboda; so do the projecting 

ranges of the western wall of the Azazimat keep out of sight an 

extended desert plain, which runs for many miles into the heart 

of the Azazimat on the other side of the Jebel Moyleh, and 
into which several wadys open from the eastern side of the 
mountain (é@g. the Wady Kesaimeh, the Wady Muweilih 
[Moilahi], and the Wady Retemat). “In the remote back- 

ground, surrounded by the wilderness, there stands in a state of 

remarkable isolation the strong rock with its copious spring, 

—the spot which still bears the ancient name of Kadesh (Ain 

Kudés) (1), and of which Rowlands was the discoverer.” That 

this is the wilderness of Kadesh, which plays so important a 
part in the history of the sojourn of the Israelites, is apparently 
no longer open to dispute (3). From the peculiar configuration 

of the soil, we may easily understand why this plain, which has 

a distinct name of its own (viz., Kadésh), should sometimes be 
regarded as a part of the desert of Paran (et-Tih), and at other 

times as belonging to that of Zin (the plain of Murreh) (2). 

(1.) When Rowlands was standing with Williams on the 
southern slope of the table-land of Rakmah, he learned from 
the Sheikh who acted as their guide, that Kadesh lay towards 
the south-west on the other side of the plain of Murreh. Cir- 
cumstances did not permit the travellers to follow up at the 
time the clue which they had so unexpectedly found to the 
situation of this important place. But on a second excursion 
Rowlands determined to seek out the spot; and not only suc- 
ceeded in his immediate object, but was fortunate enough to 
discover several other important localities. He started from 
Gaza; and following the road to Khalasa, at the end of the first 
three hours’ journey towards the S.S.E. he came upon the site of
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the ancient Gerar, in the present Jurf (Torrent) cl Jerar (vol. 
i. § 63,1). The next point at which he arrived was Ahalasa 
(according to Robinson, the same as Elusa), in which he recog- 
nised the Chesil of the Bible. After a further journey of two 
hours and a half in a southwesterly direction, he found some 
ruins, which the Arabs called Zepdta. (Mobinson also visited 
this spot, but could not discover the name of the ruins.) Row- 
lands could not for a moment doubt that this was the site of the 
ancient Zephath (or Lormah, vid. Josh. xv. 30 and Judg. i. 17). 
A few hours’ journey to the cast of Zepata, the Sheikh informed 
him that there was an ancient place called Asluj or Kasluj, and 
the pronunciation of the word reminded him of Ziklag which 
was somewhere in the neighbourhood, according to Josh. xv. 31). 
They proceeded from Zepita to the south-west, and in a quarter 
of an hour reached the ancient Bir Ruhaibeh (the Rehoboth 
of the Bible; vid. vol. 1. § 71, 3). Ten hours’ journey farther 
south, five hours to the south of Eboda, they reached Moyleh, 
the chief place of encampment for the caravans; from which 
the Moylch, a mountain in the immediate neighbourhood, takes 
its name, and in which there was a spring (§ 25). This 
spring is called Muweilih by Robinson ; but the Arabs called 
it Moilahhi KKadesah, and pointed out at no great distance the 
Beit Hajar (House of Hagar), a rock im which there were 
chambers excavated. In this rock Rowlands discovered Hagay’s 
well (Beer-Luchai), the modern name of which is almost the 
same as the ancient one, since J/oi (water) could very easily 
take the place of Beer (a well).' It is worthy of note, that Rabbi 
Schwarz (das heilige Land, p. 80) also came to the conclusion, 
quite independently of Rowlands, that Moilahhi was Tagar’s 
well. 

The name, Moilahhi Kadesah, and the expression in Gen. xvi. 
14, “between Kadesh and Bered,” both pointed to the fact that 
the JXadesh in question was in the iminediate neighbourhood ; 

and the rock and spring were soon discovered in the plain which 
stretches far to the east, but lad hitherto been concealed by the 
mountain-range of the Jebel Moyle. This plain, which we 
may confidently set down as the ancient desert of Kadesh, en- 
braces a superficial area of about nine or ten English miles in 

1 It will be seen from this, that we retract the observations which we made 

rather hastily in vol. i. § 57, 1.
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length, and five or six in breadth. The rock with the Ain Kades 
is situated at the north-cast of the plain, where it presents the 
appearance of a solitary promontory of the Jebel Halal (§ 25). 
It is a bare rock, at the foot of which there issues a copious 
spring, which falls in beautiful cascades into the bed of a moun- 
tain torrent, and after flowing abont four hundred paces in a 
westerly direction, is lost im the sand. “I have discovered 
Kadesh at last,’ writes Rowlands to Williams. “TI look with 
amazement upon the stream from the rock which Moses smote 
(Num. xx. 11), and the lovely waterfalls in which it descends 
into the bed of the brook below.” According to the data fur- 
nished by Jtowlands (which might, by the by, be more minute), 
the site of Ain Kades is about twelve English miles to the E.S.E. 
of Moilahhi, almost due south of Khalasah, near the point at 
which the longitude of Khalasah intersects the latitude of Ain 
el-Weibeh (in the Arabah). Ritter’s account is decidedly cal- 
culated to mislead. He says at xiv. 1085, “ The site of Kadesh, 
therefore, must be on the western slope of the table-land of er- 
Rakmah, that is to say, near the point at which the names of 
the Saidiyeh and the Azazimeh meet on Robinson’s map;” and 

again at p. 1082, “somewhere near 31° north lat., and 323 
long.” But this was very nearly the spot upon which Rowlands 
and Williams were standing when they discovered the southern 
boundary of Palestine from the slope of the Rakmah (§ 25, 1).— 
There is also an irreconcileable discrepancy between this state- 
ment and another of Ritter’s (xiv. 1088), to the effect that it 
was “in the neighbourhood of the double well of Birein on 
Robinson’s map,” though the latter is also quite erroneous. 
Raumer (Pal. 448), Tuch (186), Winer (Real-lexicon, 1, 642), 
and Fries, all agree with the account given above of Rowlands’ 
Ain Kades. To the west of Kadesh, Rowlands found the two 
wells Adeirat and Aseimeh, which were also called Kadeitrat and 
Kaseimeh (in Robinson's map: Ain el-Kiideirat and Wady el- 
Kiisetmeh). In these he detected the names of the two border 
towns Addar and Azmon (Num. xxxiv. 4). The correctness of 
this conclusion is attested by the fact that Jonathan calls the 
Azmon of Num. xxxiv. 4 and Josh. xv. 4, Kesam.—Even 
Zimmermann s map, which was not published till 1850, does 
not contain a single one of the many important discoveries made 
by Rowlands.
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(2.) It is greatly to be lamented that Rowlands did not carry 
out his extraordinarily successful researches still more minutely, 
and to a greater extent. For, however much hght the results 
already obtained have unexpectedly thrown upon this terra 
incognita, there are many questions that force themselves upon 
us, and which still remain unanswered. For example, he omitted 
to inquire whether there were not, perhaps, some ruins in the 
neighbourhood of the Kadesh rock, which might indicate the 
site of the town mentioned in Num. xx. 14. The country sur- 
rounding the plain of Kadesh is also still involved in great ob- 
security. But what is especially desirable, for the sake of the 
Biblical history, is a more minute investigation of the plain of 
Murrch throughout its whole extent, including both the road 
towards the east, which leads through the Avabah and the 
mountains of Seir to the country beyond the Jordan, and also 
the road towards the north to the table-land of Rakmah. For 
by this means the question might have been definitively settled, 
as to the relation in which the wilderness of Zin stood to that of 
Kadesh, the way taken by the spies (Num. xni.), the road by 
which the Israelites ascended the mountains of the Amorites 
(Num. xiv. 44), and lastly the route referred to in Num. xx. 
17 sqq. 

In general, it is true, there can hardly be any question as to 
the position and extent of tle DESERT OF ZIN (JS). We commend 
especially the remarks of Tuch, who says (p. 181 sqq.) : “ Accord- 
ing to Num. xiii. 26, Kadesh was within the limits of the desert 
of Paran; but according to chap. xx. 1, and xxvu. 14, it was in 
tlic desert of Zin; and in chap. xxxiii. 36 the Israelites are said 

to have pitched in ‘the wilderness of Zin, which is JXadesh.’ 
Irom this it clearly follows, that Zin must have formed a part of 
the still more extensive desert of Paran; and if the spies, who 
were sent from the desert of Paran (Num. xiii. 3), surveyed the 
land ‘from the wilderness of Zin unto Rehob’ (ver. 21), it must 
have lain close to the southern border of Canaan. But the 
relative position of the various localities may be seen still more 
clearly from Num. xxxiv. 3 sqq. and Josh xv. 1 sqq., where the 
southern boundary of Judah from the Dead Sea to the brook of 
Egypt on the Mediterrancan—that is, from east to west—is said 
to have started from the southern extremity of the Dead Sea, 
skirted the Scorpion Steps (Maalech Akrabbim ; that is, as 2obin-
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son correctly observes, the row of cliffs which runs diagonally 
across the el-Ghor in the form of an irregular curve, and con- 
stitutes the boundary between this valley and the more elevated 
Arabah), whence it passed along to Zin (733), and then upwards 
to the south of Kadesh-Barnea. If we take this according to 
the literal signification of the words, it is evident that Zin com- 
prehended the tract of desert which runs from the Ghor in a 
westerly direction, winding round the steep walls of the mountains 
of the Amorites, and is bounded on the sonth by a range which 
runs parallel to the northern mountain rampart.” Hence it 
consisted chiefly of the broad valley of Murreh, including the 
Wady Fikreh and the Delta enclosed within the two. It may 
also have been used in a still wider sense, namely, as including the 
plain of Kadesh also, since the rampart which separated this plain 
from the Wady Murreh cannot have been very high, and the 
desert has very much the same character as the plain. 

In the absence of positive data, Fries has shown, by acute and 
happy combinations, that it is at least probable that the road taken 
by the spies, and also by the Israelites when invading the country 
of the Amorites (Num. xiii. 22 and xiv. 44),—namely, in a 
diagonal direction across the valley of Murreh, and thence pro- 
bably over the connecting link (on thie east of Eboda) to the plateau 
er-Rakmah,—cannot have been one of extraordinary difficulty. 
“If we bear in mind,” he says, “on the one hand, that the Wady 
Murreh, which at its Madurah stage is already considerably higher 
than the Arabah, must reach a very high level as it approaches 
the longitude of IKadesh, and on the other hand, that the plain of 
Kadesh, judging from the analogy of the neighbouring wadys, 
must be one stage higher than Moilahhi, which Russegger found 
by actual measurement to be 1012 feet above the level of the 
sea, and if we add to this, that the mountain-ranges of the 
district in question, when seen from Hebron, do not appear to 
be very lofty; we may certainly assume, without risking very 
much, that even if there was no valley at all which led in a 
diagonal direction from the Wady Murreh into the plain of 
_Kadesh, the passage across the plateau itself, which is lower here 
than it 1s elsewhere, would not be a very arduous one.” But 
even if, contrary to all expectation, the mountain rampart be- 
tween the plain of Kadesh and the Wady Murreh should be 
proved to be too difficult a passage, there is nothing in the way
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of the assumption, that the spies and the Israelites in Niun. xiv. 
44 reached the Hebron road through one of the western ap- 
preaches to the plain of IXadesh, and thus went up to Canaan. 

(3.) The positive arguments which may be adduced in favour 
of the identity of Rowlands’ Ain Kades and the Biblical Kadesh, 
will appear as we proceed further with our researches. They 
are to a great extent so clear and conclusive in their character, 
that even before the discoveries of Rowlands were published, 
several scholars (e.g. Labbi Schwarz, Jéwald, and A. fitter), 
with more or less assurance, placed JXadesh to the west of the 
Arabah, in very nearly the same locality in which Jtowlands 
actually found it. Since then, Mwald, Tuch, Winer, and L'ries 
have taken Rowlands’ side; whilst 2itéer, who could only refer 
to the discoveries of Rowlands in a supplement to his work (xiv. 
1083 sqq.), scems to have been afterwards in perplexity as to the 
side he should take. Robinson, on the contrary, and K. »v. 
Raumer adhere to their former opinion, that Kadesh was 
situated in the Arabah. The former has taken the trouble to 
enter into a very elaborate refutation of Jtowlands’ views, in his 
Notes on Biblical Geography (May 1849, p.377 sqq.),and Rawmer 
repeats [tobinson’s arguments with approval in his Palestina, p. 
447 sqq. But Fries has most conclusively demonstrated the 
weakness of the refutation, in his excellent treatise on the ques- 
tion before us (p. 73 sqq.). See also Rubli Schwarz, p. 380 
sqq. 

Robinson's first argument is cited by Raumer in the following 
words: “The Israclites were to avoid the land of the Philistines 
on their way from Egypt to Canaan ; but if they had taken the 

route which Rowlands thinks they did, they would have arrived 
at Beersheba, which was on the borders of Philistia.”” This 
objection rests upon nothing but the following unfounded as- 
sumptions: (1.) That the reason assigned in Ex. xii. 17 (“ And 
it cune to pass, when Pharaoh had let the people go, that God 
led them not through the way of the land of the Plulistines, 
although that was near; for God said, Lest peradventure the 
people repent when they see war, and they return to Egypt”) 
was still in force, notwithstanding the fact, that since their pas- 
sage through the Red Sea (Ex. xv. 14), the nations liad been 
shaken and the Philistines were seized with fear; that Isracl 

Was now accustomed to war and victory (Ex. xvii. 8 sqq.), and
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had received its highest consecration at Sinai; and that it was 

now being led, in the second year of its journey through the 
desert, to make war upon the tribes of Canaan ;—(2.) That it 
was the Philistines alone who were to be dreaded both then and 
now, and not the Amorites also, who were at least equally strong 
and quite as used to war ;—(8.) That the south-western slope 
of the mountains of the Amorites belonged to the Philistines, 
along with the neighbourhood of Beersheba, which was decidedly 
not the case ;—and (4.) That the Israelites, after leaving Kadesh, 
must of necessity pass by Beersheba, whereas, in fact, if they 
went up from the plain of Murreh (or desert of Zin) they would 
leave it to the west. 

Raumer says still further: “When the Israelites reached 
Kadesh, Moses addressed them thus: ‘Ye are come to the 
mountain of the Amorites. But Rowlands’ Kadesh is about 
fifty miles from the mountains of Southern Judea, which begin 
to rise between Beersheba and Hebron. When Russegger went 
from Sinai to Jerusalem, he caught sight of these mountains for 
the first time when he was in the Wady Ruhaibeh, and they 
were then a considerable distance off, though he was not half so 
far away from them as Rowlands’ Kadesh is.” But there is no 
reference whatever to these “mountains of Southern Judea,” 
that is to say, to the heights of Hebron. We need only look at 
either Raumer’s and Robinson’s own maps, on both of which 
the south-western slope of the mountains of the Amorites reaches 
as far as the Azazimat, and the only fault is, that there is no 
space left for the Wady Murreh, which runs between the two. 
When Russegger was at Ruhaibeh, and saw the mountains 
of Khalil (Hebron) a long way off towards the north, if he 
could have looked to the east he would have seen the south- 
western slope of the mountains of the Amorites (the table-land 
of Rakmah) at no greater distance than an hour and a half’s 
journey. 

The appeal to Jerome (Onomasticon, on En-Afishpat, Gen. 
xiv. 7) is still weaker. Jerome says: “Significat locum apud 
Petram, qui fons judicii nominatur;” “and therefore,” says 
Raumer, “ Kadesh must be looked for somewhere in the neigh- 
bourhood of Petra, whereas Rowlands’ Kadesh is about fifty (?) 
miles away.” But if this passage is to be taken as conclusive, 
it follows that Robinson, who fixes upon Ain el-Weibeh, and
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Raumer, who places Kadesh at Ain el-Hasb, are hoth wrong ; 
for these places are neither of them near enough to Petra for 
the expression apud Petram to be applied tothem. But Jerome’s 
statement is worth nothing. He knew just as little about the 
situation of Kadesh as the learned men who have followed him, 
down to the time of Rowlands. Ile merely adopted, without 
any further examination, the rabbinical notion, that En-Zadekeh 
(En-Zodokatah), four hours’ journey to the south-east of Petra, 
was the same as En-Mishpat. In the next section we shall show 
that this is quite a mistake. 

We have one more argument to answer, which is, apparently 
at least, of some importance. Jtaumer says, that “ Kadesh was 
close upon the borders of the land of Edom, whereas Rowlands’ 
KXadesh was twenty-five or thirty miles away from the border.” 
At first sight this appears to be a conclusive argument ; but when 

we look close, it is nothing but arguing mm a circle. It Is pretty 
generally admitted, that the Arabah, from one end to the other, 
formed the western boundary of the land of Edom. But on 
what is this notion founded? Chiefly upon the very assumption 
which it is now adduced to prove, namely, that Kadesh was 
situated in the Arabah. But as Kadesh has now been dis- 
covered on the west of the Azazimat, it necessarily follows that 
the boundary of Edom was outside these mountains. Even 
before the discovery made by Rowlands, several men of note 
(e.g. Seetzen, Ewald, and Ritter) had emancipated themselves 
from the yoke of this preconceived opinion, that the Arabah 
throughout was the boundary of Edom. Seetzen found the name 
Seir so common on the et-T%th plateau, that he could not resist 
the temptation to apply this name to the whole of the desert 
table-land to the west of the Arabah (itter, xiv. 840) ; and Row- 
lands found that even to the present day the border plateau by 
the Wady Murreh is still called “Serr.” The only ground 
which can be assigned for excluding the mountainous district of 
the Azazimch from the territory of Edom, is the fact that the 
two are so completely separated by the Arabah. But this moun- 
tainons district is quite as completely separated from the country 
of the Amorites by the Wady Murreh. “If we bear in mind 
the remarkable and, politically considered, extremely important 
position which the strong mountain fortress of the Azazimch 
occupied, standing out as it does in sharp contrast with the
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desert of Petraea,' at the northern extremity of which it was 
situated ; and being, therefore, brought into all the closer con- 
nection with Canaan and Edom, it cannot but appear to us an 
inconceivable thing that neither the one nor the other of the 
two opposing powers, which met together there, should have 
taken possession of so important a tract of table-land. Of 
Canaan it certainly never formed a part. In the time of the 
Amoritish supremacy it did not, as we may infer from Judges 
i. 36, and also from Num. xxi. 1; nor during the history of 
Israel, a fact which can only be explained from Deut. ii. 5. 
And if the Israelites did hold it at a later period, it was in con- 
sequence of the splendid victories which they gained, especially 
over Edom. There is no mention anywhere of a third contem- 
poraneous power, which held the country from the southern tract 
of desert to the frontier of Canaan, and therefore had resisted 
the power of Edom; and if we should think of filling up the 

gap with the Ishmaelitish nomads, or, what would be still more 
plausible, the predatory hordes of the Amalekites, the question 
would arise, Why should Edom be always mentioned as the 
neighbouring country, and never Amalek ?” (Fries, p. 79 sqq.). 
The former is the case in every instance in which the southern 
boundary of Canaan is accurately given (Num. xxxiv. 3, 4; 
Josh. xv. 1, 2, and 21). The whole of the data given here are 
absolutely irreconcileable with the supposition that the boundaries 
of Canaan and Edom did not coincide anywhere else, than at 
the single point where the north-west corner of Edom touches 
the south-east corner of Canaan. “More minute details are 
prefaced by a statement,of the common characteristic of the whole 
of the southern boundary line, viz., that 1t extended to the 
borders of Edom (8 aia-5x), or along Edom (‘8 *P"?Y).”—The 
boundary line between Edom and Judah is more precisely de- 
scribed in Josh. xv. 3, where we are told, that after compassing 
the cliffs of the Scorpions (Akrabbim), which cross the Arabah 
in a diagonal direction, it passed along to the desert of Zin: the 

1 ‘Apart altogether from the question before us, Robinson felt obliged 
to separate the mountains of the Azazimeh, which he has left without a 
name, from the Tih plateau; and A. J2itter also, without any reference to 

this question, and before he knew anything of Rowlands’ discovery, de- 
scribed the Jebel Moyle of the Azazimeh as the ‘boundary stone of the 
dispersion of the nations.’” (Fries, p. 81.)
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latter, therefore, which unquestionably corresponds to our Wady 
Murreh, formed a boundary line between Canaan and Icom to 
the west of the Arabah, extending as far as to Kadesh. The 
same conclusion is forced wpon us by Josh. xv. 21 sqy.; “for 
in this case it is stated of all the separate cities of the tribe of 
Judah, that the boundary line of Edom lay towards the south.” 
And when Joshua’s conquests on this side of the Jordan are de- 
scribed in Josh.-xi. 17 and xn. 7, as the whole country “from 
the bald mountain that goeth up towards Scir, even unto Baal- 
Gad in the valley of Lebanon, at the foot of Hermon,’—what 
in the world can “the bald mountain that goeth up to Seir” 
mean, but the northern mountain rampart of the Azazimat ? 
How thoroughly appropriate, too, is the expression “the bald 
mountain” to the “gigantic mountain, with its bare masses of 
rock or chalk,” which Williams and Rowlands saw from the 
Rakmah plateau (§ 25,1)! Hitherto the commentators have 
not known what to do with this “bald mountain.” Keil (on 
Josh. xi. 17) supposes it to be the cliffs of Akrabbim ; but how 

inapplicable would the term 44 be to such cliffs as these, and 
how little are they adapted, from their geographical situation, 
to show the southern limits of the country on this side of the 
Jordan ! 

Raumer observes still further, “ When Edom refused a pas- 
sage to the Israclites, they turned aside and went to Mount Hor. 
But if Kadesh was situated where Rowlands imagines that he 
found it, and was also on the western border of Edom, the 
Israclites, as a single glance at the map will show, must have 
marched for several days i man easterly direction through the 
land of Edom, before they could reach Mount Hor.” This 
argument would have some force, if the whole of the desert of 
et-Tih to the south of the Azazimat, from which it is as completely 
separated as it possibly can be, must of necessity have formed 
part of the territory of Edom. But if the dominion of Edom 
on this side of the Arabah was restricted to the north-eastern 
mountain fortress (and we can hardly imagine it to have been 
otherwise), there is no force whatever in Rawmer’s objection. 
The Israelites retreated through the Wady Retemat, thus leaving 
the country of Edom altogether, and reached Mount Hor by 
going round the south-east of the Azazimat. 

But another objection to Rowlands’ discovery may possibly



236 ISRAEL IN THE DESERT OF PARAN. 

be founded upon Num. xx. 14 sqq. The Israclites request the 
king of Edom to allow them a free passage through his land ; but 
this is at once refused. By what road did the Israelites think 
of passing through? Tuch supposes the Wady Murreh and Wady 
Fikreh ; but this solution is inadmissible, since both these wadys 
merely led by the border of Edom, between Edom and the 
Amorites, and therefore could not possibly have led through the 
land. According to the distinct and unequivocal statement of 
the Bedouins who accompanied Rowlands, there was an easy 
road through broad wadys, which led direct from Kadesh to 
Mount Hor. The point at which this road enters the Arabah 
is probably to be looked for opposite to the broad Wady Ghuweir 
of the es-Sherah mountains, in the neighbourhood of Ain el- 
Weibeh, where the eastern wall of the Azazimat is intersected by 
numerous wadys, and where Robinson went up a very accessible 
pass called Mirzabah. . . . This broad road, which leads 
through the heart of the Azazimat, and is continued on the 
other side of the Arabah in the broad Wady Ghuweir of Eastern 
Edom, passing across Tafileh to Moab, was most probably the 
route which the Israelites wished to take, and for which they 
required the consent of Edom. (Compare § 45, 1.) 

§ 27. In Berghaus’s map, Kadesh is placed in the vicinity of 

Eziongeber, on the Elanitic Gulf, probably on the ground of 
Num. xxxiii. 35, 36. LZ. de Laborde (Comment. p. 127 sqq.) in- 
cludes the mountainous district of the Azazimeh in the territory 

of the Amorites, and transfers Kadesh into the Wady Jerafeh, 

a day’s journey to the north of Eziongeber, and about the same 

distance to the south-east of Hor. Robinson, on the other hand, 

is convinced that Kadesh is to be sought in Ain el-Weibch, in 

the north of the Arabah (1); and K. v. Raumer maintains that 

it must be looked for in a still more northerly part of the Arabah, 

somewhere near Ain El-Hasb (2). But in opposition to all 
these views, it can be demonstrated most conclusively, that 

Kadesh was not situated in the Arabah at all (3). ‘The 

rabbinical tradition, which connects it with Petra, must be at 

once rejected (4). 

(1) Robinson (ii. 582, 610) has employed all his eloquence
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to convince his readers that Ai el-Weibeh and the aneicnt 
Kadesh are one and the same. He says: “We were much 
struek, while at el-Weibelhi, with the entire adaptedness of its 
position to the scriptural aceount of the proceedings of thie 
Israclites on their second arrival at Kadesh (Nun. xx.). 
There was at Kadesh a fountain, called also En-Mishpat (Gen. 
xiv. 7): this was then either partially dried up or exhausted by 
the multitude; so that there was no water for the congregation. 

By a miracle, water was brought forth abundantly out of the 
rock. Moses now sent messengers to the king of Edom, in- 
forming him that they were in Kadesh, a city in the uttermost 
of his border, and asking leave to pass through Inis country, so 
as to continue their course around Moab, and approach Pales- 
tine from the east. This Edom refused; and the Israelites 

accordingly marched to Mount Hor, where Aaron died; and 
then along the Arabah to the Red Sea (Num. xx. 14 sqq.). 
TIere, at el-Weibeh, all these scenes were before our eyes. 
Here was the fountain, even to this day the most frequented 
watering-place in all the Arabal. On the north-west is the 
mountain by which the Israelites had formerly assayed to ascend 
to the land of Palestine, and were driven back. Over against 
us lay the land of Edom; we were in its uttermost border; and 

the great Wady el-Ghuweir, affording a direct and easy passage 
through the mountains to the table-land above, was directly 
before us; while farther in the south Mount Hor formed a pro- 

minent and striking object, at the distanee of two good days’ 
journey for such a host. . . . Yet the surrounding desert 
has long since resumed its rights; and all traces of the city and 

of its very name have disappeared.” 
(2.) K. v. Raumer (Pal. 444), on the contrary, is of opinion 

that “this fact appears to be irreconcileable with Robinson's hy- 
pothesis. The Arabs, who acted as his guides, were not ae- 
quainted with any direet road from Ain el-Weibch to the pass 
of es-Sufah, but were aceustoined to proceed along the Arabah 
as far north as the Wady el-Khurar, and aseend the pass from 
that pomt. Should we not seek Kadesh itself also to the north 
of Ain el-Weibeh—namely, where the road aseends through the 
Wady el-Khurar to the pass of es-Sufah? Must it not have 
been situated at a point at whieh the Israelites would be nearer 
to this pass than at Ain cl-Weibch, and where the pass itself
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would be in sight? Is not Ain Hasb, which is near Ain el- 
Khurar, most likely to have been Kadesh? It is only twelve 
miles from the pass of Sufah, whereas Ain el-Weibeh is more 
than twenty miles off. There are no ruins in the latter; and 
is it not probable that the ruins at Ain Hasb are the remains of 
Kadesh? ‘The water in the pond there evidently indicates the 
existence of a spring.” 

(3.) For a refutation of the hypotheses of Rawmer and 
Robinson (that of Laborde does not stand in need of any), we 
need only appeal to the two admirable treatises of Tuch and Fries 
(especially the latter). There are many passages of the Bible 
which compel us to look for Kadesh a long way to the west of 
the Arabah. (1.) The very first passage in which Kadesh is 
mentioned (Gen. xiv. 7, En-Mishpat, which is Kadesh), is a 
case in point. “For if we assume,” says Fries, “that En- 
Mishpat was situated in the northern part of the Arabah, 
Chedorlaomer must have been close to the very entrance of the 
vale of Siddim, and would not have required first of all to pass 
through the country of the Amorites by Engedi in order to 
reach the territory of the four kings; still less through the whole 

of the plain of the Amalckites, which was far away to the west 
of the Arabah, and to which he is said to have proceeded direct 
from En-Mishpat. If, in addition to this, we bear in mind the 
political motives for this expedition, the leading features of 
which are noticed in Gen. xiv., and which have been discussed 
in a masterly way by Dr Tuch, supposing En-Mishpat to have 
been either Ain Hasb or Ain el-Weibeh, it would not have been 
of sufficient importance to be mentioned as the point which 
Chedor had in view when he left El-Paran (Elath).”—(2.) 
“Such a supposition is not less at variance with Gen. xvi. 14 
(comp. ver. 7), where the situation of the well of Lachai Roi is 
described. For, whilst the western point mentioned is Bared, 
which was certainly close by, and is identical with Shur (ze. 
Jifar), the eastern point selected would be a spot in the Arabah 
lying far away, and separated from the road to Shur by the whole 
of the mountainous district of the Azazimat, which is about 
eighty miles broad.”—(3.) “In Gen. xx. 1 we are either met 
with preciscly the same difficulty, or (considering the distance 
between Gerar and Ain Hasb) a mucli greater one; not to 
mention the fact, that the connection between Gen. xix. and xx. 1
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would lead us to expect Abraham to fix upon a spot considerably 
farther removed from the Dead Sea than Ain Tash, as the 
eastern boundary of his place of sojourn.”—(4.) “If we turn to 
the passages in which Kadesh is given as one of the points 
determining the southern boundary of Canaan (Num. xxxiv. 
2-5, Josh. xv. 2-4, Ezck. xlvii. 19), it is absolutely impos- 
sible, especially in the case of Ezek. xlvii. 19, where only three 
points are given, to suppose that the middle point of the three, 
viz. Kadesh, instead of being in the middle of the line, is to be 
looked for at Ain el-ITasb or Ain el-Weibeh, in the immediate 
neighbourhood of Tamar, the most, easterly point of the three. 
And im the other passages also, the disproportion would be im- 
mense, if three points were named in a small line drawn dia- 
gonally across the Arabah from Akrabbim to Ain Iasb, of not 
more than ten or twelve miles long; whereas in all the rest of 

the southern boundary to the opening of the Wady el-Arish, 
which is about 120 miles, only three, or at the most five points 
are named.”—(5.) “Judg. i. 36 is also a case in point. yon 
(viz. the rock, which had acquired importance from the cireum- 
stance recorded in Num. xx. 8 ;—Petra, which bore the same name, 
2 Kings xiv. 7, cannot for a moment be thought of here) answers 
to our Kacdesh, and must of necessity have been situated at a great 
distance to the west of Akrabhim; since otherwise the boundary 
line of the Amorites, which is given in this passage, would not 
be really indicated at all”’—(6.) In Num. xx. 23 and xxxiii. 37, 
where the Israelites start from Kadesh and pass ronnd the ter- 
ritory of the Edomites, Mount Hor is called the border of Tidom. 
But if the whole line from Ain el-Hasb (or Ain cl-Weibel) to 
Eziongeber formed the western boundary of Edom, it would be 
an inexplicable, and in fact an unmeaning thing, that this one 
point should be singled out, when every point in the whole line 
had just the same claim, and that this alone should be called the 
boundary of Edom. But if Kadesh was situated to the west of the 
Arabah, so that the whole of the mountainous district to the 
north-east was included in the territory of Edom, Monnt Tor, 
which stood just at the point where the Arabah first began to 
form part of the territory of Edom, and where two of the bonn- 
dary lines of the Edomitish territory met in a right angle, would 
undoubtedly be a marked and distinguished point in the boun- 
dary of the country, forming as it were a strong rocky watcli-
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tower, which commanded these two boundary lines. —(7.) If the 
mountainous district of the Azazimeh belonged to the territory 
of Edom—and this can be proved independently of the Kadesh 
question (§ 26, 3)—it follows, as a matter of course, that Kadesh 
could not be situated in the northern Arabah.—(8.) “If, in ad- 
dition to this, we take into consideration the form of the valley 
of the Arabah, which runs between lofty mountain walls, and in 
the northern half especially is hedged in by high and perpendi- 
cular walls of rock, and at the north-western extremity leads to 
the wildest precipice and most inaccessible passes of the Amor- 
itish mountains, it is perfectly incredible that Moses should have 
contemplated making his attack upon Canaan from this point, 
and we cannot imagine it possible that the myriads of Israel 
should have maintained themselves for a whole generation 
crowded together in such a contracted space, between the 
elevated desert of Paran and the rocky walls of Eastern Edom, 
and wandering backwards and forwards between the Dead and 
Red Seas.” (Fries, 62 seq.) Since the time of Robinson, 
indeed, it has become a very common custom to fix upon the pass 
of es-Safah, the very name of which is supposed to be a relic 
of the ancient name Zephath (i.e. Lormah, Judg. i. 17 and 
Num. xiv. 45, xxi. 3), as the point at which Moses intended to 
enter Canaan, and where the people afterwards made the attempt 
(Num. xiv. 40 sqq.). But if we consider the unamimons testi- 
mony of travellers with regard to this narrow, steep, and most 
dificult pass, we cannot but pronounce this an impossibility. 
It was with the greatest toil that Robinson himself ascended it 
(ii. 588). Schubert looks upon it as one of the most painful 
tasks he ever performed (ii. 447), and says, “The pass was so 
steep, that I frequently felt as if I was gasping for breath in the 
midst of a furnace.” Tuch adds to this (p. 184), “ Robinson 
(ii. 590) had a similar description given to him of the more 
easterly pass of es-Sufei; and the steep and dangerous ascents 
from the Dead Sea to the land of Canaan are still better known. 
And even if these difficult passes do not present insuperable 
obstacles in the way of peaceful commerce (the Romans not 
only placed garrisons in the pass of es-Safah, the direct road to 
Petra, for the purpose of defence, but made steps which rendered 
it both easier and safer), we have still good ground for askmg 
whether they were also adapted for a warlike expedition, as
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points from which to enter upon the conquest of the land ;—these 
passes, I say, which were not only inaccessible even with thie 
utmost exertions, but which the smallest force would have been 
sufficient to defend. On this side, Canaan was naturally im- 
pregnable; and if Moses had conducted the people hither, and 
then urged them to commence the conquest of the land from 
this pomt, he would have deserved the charges which pusillanimity 
unjustly brought against him.”—Lastly, (9.) With the Arabah 
so well known as it is, it does at least appear extremely strange, 
that if a town of such celebrity, as Kadesh has had from the very 
earliest times, was really situated there, and if the Israelites 
wandered abont in it for thirty-eight years, there should not be 
the slightest trace left of either the name Kadesh, or the names 
of the other stations mentioned in Nun. xxxiii., with the single 
exception of Mount Tor. 

(4.) The mere fact of the Rabbinical tradition with regard to 
the situation of Kadesh, which Robinson has involved m greater 
obscurity, instead of clearing it up, and which Rabbi Schiearz 
(p. 376 seq., cf. § 30, 2) has entirely misunderstood, has been 
fully explained by Teh (p. 179 seq. note). In the Targus, 
the Peshito, and the Talmud, Kadesh is always rendered Rekam ; 
and Kadesh-Barnea (Deut. i. 2, 19, etc.) Rekam Geia (82 O79). 
This Geta, which is placed in apposition (answering to Barnea), 
is undoubtedly the same as el-Ji, in the neighbourhood of Petra, 
in the Wady Musa, which is still an important village. Jerome 
refers to this in the Onomasticon as follows: “ Gai in soli- 
tudine usque hodie Guia urbs juxta civitatem Petra.” From 
this it is evident that Jeekam was nnderstood to be Petra, as 
Josephus states in his Antiquities iv. 4, 7; vil. 1; and in con- 
sequence of this, the Jewish tradition identified Kadesh with 
Petra. All the reasons which we have adduced to show that 
KXadesh cannot have heen situated in the Arabah, apply with ten- 
fold force to the notion that it was situated in the Wady Musa. 

§ 28. There were three ways open to the Israelites from 

Sinai to the southern boundary of Canaan, so far as the nature 

of the ground was concerned; and from these they had to choose. 

The most easterly led them along the western shore of thie 

Elanitic Gulf to the Arabah, and then through the Arabah to 
VOL. III. Q
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the south-eastern border of Canaan. This road is regarded by 
Robinson as the most probable. But, however well adapted the road 

through the broad valley of the Arabah may appear, the narrow 
way along the shore of the Elanitic Gulf appears to be quite as 
little adapted for a mass of people, comprising no less than two 

million souls. And, in addition to this, as Raumer has correctly 

observed (Palestine, 446), such a supposition is inconsistent with 
Deut. i. 19, where the Israelites are said to have traversed “the 

whole of the great and terrible desert,” by which we can only 

understand the desert of et-Tih; and this they would never have 

touched at all if they had taken the road indicated by Robinson. 
Raumer himself, who is obliged to bring them to the pass of 
es-Safah, as Lobinson has done, supposes them to have crossed the 

border mountain of et-Tih, and then to have passed through the 

Wady el-Jerafeh, at the mouth of which they first entered the 

Arabah. But, according to our previous investigations, this road 

cannot possibly have been the one selected by Moses. The fact 

that Canaan was so inaccessible from this side (through the pass 
of es-Safah), is sufficient to stamp both these views as inadmissible 

(§ 27, 3). And if Kadesh, the immediate object of their journey, 

was situated where Rowlands discovered its well-preserved names 
(§ 26), the Israclites will not have gone near the Arabah on this 
march. It is true that the procession might have turned round 

from the most northerly part of the Arabah into the Wady 

Murreh, and so have reached the plain of Kadesh; but, apart 
altogether from the fact that this would have been a very round- 

about way, it would have led them through the heart of the ter- 

ritory of the Edomites (i. e., through the northern part of the 
Arabah, § 26, 3), and, according to Num. xx. 14 sqq., this was 

shut against them. There is left, therefore, only the third (the 
most westerly) road, which leads from Horeb to Hebron across 
the mountains of ct-Tih and the large tract of table-land of the 
same name, by the western foot of the Jebel el-Araif, and 

which is taken by most of the travellers to Sinai even at the 
present day. Lwald, Tuch, Winer, R. Schwarz, and Fries are 

all agreed in this.
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§ 29. A tolerably complete catalogne of the resting-places of 
Israel in the desert is given in Num. xxxiii. The first two, rec- 

koning from Sinai, are the graves of lust (IMibroth-Taavah) (1), 
and Chazeroth (2). The former of these was reached after a 

three days’ march (Num. x. 33); and, according to Num. x. 12, 

it was situated in the desert of Paran, probably on the other side 
of the south-eastern arm of the mountains of et-Tih (vide § 23, 3). 

The passing remark in Deut. i. 2, where the journey from Horeb 

to Kadesh-Barnea is said to take eleven days, is of great impor- 

tance when taken in connection with Num. x. 33; for the ronte 

(to Kadesh) taken by the Israelites being known, and the char- 
acter of the ground being taken into consideration, we are able 

to determine the sitnation of Kibroth-Taavah with tolerable cer- 

tainty. There can be no doubt that the road ran from the plain 

of er-Rahah (§ 6, 2), throngh the Wady es-Sheikh (§ 5, 5), to 
the most northerly point of the are which it describes, and then 

turned towards the north-cast through the Wady ez-Zalazah, 

which enters it at that point. The latter wady intersects the 

south-eastern arm of the Jebel et-Tih, and so leads within the 

limits of the desert of Paran. The end of the first three days’ 

journey, and therefore the site of the graves of lust, must be 

sought on the other side of this range of mountains, somewhere 

in the neighbourhood of el-Ain. From this point the Hebron 

road runs almost in a straight line, from south to north, across 

the principal arm of the Jebel et-Tih, and the table-land of the 

same name. And, judging from the analogy of the three days’ 

march to the first station, Chazeroth which was the second rest- 

ing-place from Sinai) would be somewhere in the neighbourhood 
of Bir et-Themed. 

(1.) Even Raumer admits (Pal. 442) that, according to Dent. 
1, 2, the most natural supposition is, that the Israelites took the 
nearest road to Kadesh, which leads through Wady Zalazah to 
el-Ain, and takes cleven days. “ There are objections, however,” 
he says, “to this supposition. Jor example, the Israclites left 
Sinai, and journeyed three days to the resting-place at the graves
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of lust. When there, the wind brought them quails from the 
sea (Num. xi. 81). Does not this seem to indicate a place of 
encampment by the sea-shore? And so again, when Jehovah 
promised to give the people flesh in superfluous abundance, 
Moses exclaimed, ‘Shall all the fish of the sea be gathered to- 
gether for them, to suffice them ?’—a question which would have 
sounded very strange in the midst of the desert, at a great dis- 
tance from the sea, but would be natural enough by the sea- 
shore.” Now, in Deut. i. 1, Di Zahab is mentioned along with 
Chazeroth, as one of the places where Moses spoke to the people ; 
and therefore it must have been one of the resting-places of 
the Israelites. But Di Zahab is probably the modern Dahab, 
ou the western shore of the Elanitic Gulf, in pretty nearly the 
same latitude as Sinai; consequently, v. Rawmer thinks himself 
warranted in fixing upon this place on the sea-coast as identical 
with “the graves of lust,” and Lengerke (i. 558) agrees with 
him. But this is certainly by no means a happy combination. 
What in the world could induce the Israelites to go directly east, 
instead of directly north? aumer replies: Possibly to avoid a 
second conflict with the Amalckites, who might have attacked 
them on their road through the Wady es-Sheikh. But it is not 
only by no means certain, but extremely improbable, that the 
Amalekites had their seat in the Sheikh valley; and we cannot 
help thinking, that after the complete victory which the Israel- 
ites gained over Amalek (Ex. xvii. 13), they would not have 
much to fear from that quarter. But even assuming the cor- 
rectness of both suppositions, the problem is still not solved ; for 
there would have been no occasion to go so far out of the road 
as the sea-coast.—The fact that the quails came “from the sea,” 
however, is certainly no proof that the Israelites must neces- 
sarily have encamped on the sea-shore; and the question put by 

Moses (Shall all the fish of the sea be gathered together for them, 
to suffice them?) would not be so very much out of place, if the 
graves of lust were in the neighbourhood of el-Ain, 2.¢., not more 
than twenty miles from the sea, especially if we bear in mind 
that, according to Num. xi. 5, the lusting of the people was 
directly and expressly for fish. But lastly, the basis upon which 
this hypothesis rests is purely imaginary, and therefore the 
hypothesis itself vanishes altogether. However we may intcr- 
pret Deut. i. 1, which is certainly difficult and obscure (see
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[engstenberg, Dissertation on Balaam, p. 515 sqq. translation, 
and /ries, p. 87 sqq.), in any case, it is not affirmed that Moses 
addressed the people in Di Zahab, and therefore it is not stated 
that he encamped there with the people. On the contrary, cer- 
tain prominent points are selected, between which the Israclites 
were encamped, for the purpose of indicating the locality of 
either the first or second giving of the law. 

(2.) The majority of commentators regard it as indisputable 
that the second resting-place, Chazeroth, was the modern Ain 
el-[Tadherah, about ten miles from the Gulf. But notwith- 
standing the great similarity between the two naimes, we must 
nevertheless reject the conclusion as inadmissible. We repeat 
our former question: Why go so far round? The road by 
Hadherah would lead them direct to the Arabah, but not to the 
Wady el-Jerafeh, and still less to the Hebron road. And what 
becomes of the eleven days’ journey of Dent.i.2? When the 
Israclites reached the graves of lust, they had travelled three of 
these, and at Chazeroth possibly three more; hence Chazeroth 
would be about half-way from Sinai to Kadesh. But Ain el- 
Hadherah is about forty miles from Sinai in a north-easterly 
direction ; whereas Ranmer’s Kadesh (Ain el-Hasb) is about 165 

miles from Hadherah, and Rowlands’ about 150.—The next 
halting-place was Ltitmah. Now there is a wady called Retemat 
close in the vicinity of Rowlands’ Kadesh: and certainly there 
is as clase a resemblance between the two names, if not a much 
closer one, than between the names Chazeroth and Tadherah. 
But reckoning the distance, it is absolutely certain that Rete- 
mat cannot be Ritmah, if Chazeroth is Iladherah, and vice 
versa. One of the two resemblances must be given up as decep- 
tive; and the question is simply, which? We reply: Undoubtedly 
the latter. For, whatever force there may be in the similarity 
between the names Chazeroth and Hadherah, it is weakened by 
the fact that there are no other circumstances to support it; 
whereas in the case of Retemath and Ritmah, all the cireum- 
stances lead to the same conclusion.—Rabbi Schwarz was led so 
far astray by a perfectly analogous resemblance between Chaze- 
roth and Azn el-Chuteiroth (called Ain cl-Kadeirat by Robinson), 
that lie set them down as one and the same. The supposition 
was confirmed in his opinion by the fact, that rather more than 
twenty miles to the 8.8.1. of this spring, there was another called
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Ain el-Shahawah, the name of which was evidently identical 
with Kibroth-Hataavah (the graves of lust). But the fountain 
of Kadeirat is in the immediate neighbourhood of Wady Rete- 
mat (or Ritmsh), and therefore cannot possibly be the same as 
Chazeroth, which must have been several days’ journey from 
Ritmah. 

§ 30. In the list of stations given in Num. xxxiii., Kadesh is 

the twenty-first name from Sinai, and therefore there were 

seventeen stations between Chazeroth and Kadesh. Yet the 

very next station after Chazeroth, the Wady Retemat or Rit- 
mah, is in the immediate neighbourhood of Kadesh; and in the 

historical account of the march in Num. xiii, Kadesh is the very 

next station after Chazeroth (vid. ver. 27). This apparent discre- 
pancy has long ago been reconciled by nearly every writer in a very 
simple manner,—namely, by appealing to the fact, which is clear 
enough from other passages, that Israel encamped at Kadesh 

twice—the first time on the way from Sinai to the southern 
border of Canaan (Num. xiii.), the second time after wandering 
about for thirty-seven years in the desert of Tih (Num. xx.). 

This renders the supposition that there were two places called 
Kadesh, as unnecessary as it 1s inadmissible (2). It is equally 
erroneous to suppose that the Kadesh, mentioned in the list of 
stations in Num. xxxiil. 36, refers to the first sojourn at Kadesh 

(Num. xni.) (3): the reference is rather to the second encamp- 
ment there, of which we have an account in Num. xx. But 

the question arises, Which of the stations named in Num. xxxiii. 

are we to connect with the first encampment at Kadesh, and 
what can have given rise to the substitution of another name, 

in this particular instance, for so current and celebrated a name 

as Kadesh? K.v. Raumer fixes upon Tachath (Num. xxxiii. 

26), and Hengstenberg speaks of Bne-Jaakan (Num. xxxiii. 
31), as absolutely certain; but both conjectures are equally 

arbitrary and untenable (4). The correct view undoubtedly is 

that of Fries, that Rithmah denotes the first halt at Kadesh. 

For the Wady Retemat, which answers exactly to the ancient 

Rithmah, forms the entrance to the plain of Kadesh, which
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Rowlands has so recently discovered. The spies probably set 

out from this wady (Num. xiii. 2), whilst the rest of the people, 
who awaited their return, spread themselves out in the plain of 

KXadesh, where they were both protected and concealed (5). 

(1.) The assertion that Israel encamped twice in Kadesh, is 
pronounced by Lwald (ii. 207) “a perfectly arbitrary assump- 
tion, which cannot be defended by a single argument of any 
worth.” —This may be easily explained, when, first of all, with the 
usual caprice of the critics when dealing with Biblical accounts, 
everything has been turned upside down, and every argument 
of any worth has been swept away (car tel est mon bon plaisir). 

The fact that the Israclites encamped twice at Kadesh, has 
been proved by K. v. Rawmer (Zug der Israeliten, p. 39, and 
Palestina, p. 446), Robinson (ii. 611), and Lries (pp. 53-60). 
The following are the proofs: —(1.) On the twentieth day 
of the second month (early in May), in the second year of the 
Exodus, the people departed from Sinai (Num. x. 11). On 
their arrival at the desert of Paran, they sent ont spies to 
Palestine (from Kadesh-Barnea, Num. xxxii. 8; Deut. 1. 19 
sqq-; Josh. xiv. 7) at the time of the first grapes (Num. xiii. 21), 
that is, in August. Forty days afterwards, tle spies returned 
to the camp at Audesh (Num. xiii. 27). The people murmured 
at the report of the spies; and Jehovah pronounced the sentence 
upon them, that not they, but their children only, should enter 
the promised land, and that only after wandering about for 
forty years in the desert (Num. xiv. 29 sqq.). At the same 
time they were ordered to turn back, and go into the desert to 
the Red Sca (Num. xiv. 25; Deut. i. 40). A departure from 
Kadesh, therefore, evidently did take place. Thirty-seven years 
and a half elapsed after this, which are passed over by the 
historian in perfect silence. But in the first month (of the 
fortieth year, compare Num. xx. 28 with Num. xxxiii. 38) the 
whole congregation cuame—evidently the second time therefore— 
to Kadesh (Num. xx. 1).— (2.) That there were two arrivals at 
the southern border of Palestine (@. e., at Kadesh), is apparent 
from a comparison of the list of stations in Num. xxxiil. with 
Deut. x. 6, 7. In the latter we have an account of a march of 
the Israelites, in which the stations Bne-Jaakan, Moserah, Gud-
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godah, Jothbatah, follow in succession. The object of this list 
is simply to show the spot where Aaron died, viz., at Aloserah. 
But, according to Num. xx. 22 sqq., and Nunn. xxxiii. 88, Aaron 
died upon Mount Hor. This Moserah, therefore, must have 
been situated somewhere in the neighbourhood of Mount Hor. 
Now, if we turn to Num. xxwiii., we find that the third station 
from Sinaiwas Athmah, or Retemath, at the northern extremity 
of the desert. The twelfth station from this is Moseroth, 
which is evidently the same as Moserah; and then follow Bne- 

Jaakan, Gidgad, Jotbathah, Abronah, Eziongeber (at the ex- 
treme end of the Elanitic Gulf), Kadesh, and Hor, where Aaron 
died. This is the place, therefore, at which the stations men- 
tioned in Deut. x. 6, 7 must be inserted. But as we have 
already found the same stations, Bne-Jaakan, Moserah, Gud- 
god, Jothbathah, in Num. xxxiii., it follows that the Israelites 
must have traversed the whole desert from north to south twice, 
an’ must have come on two separate occasions to the southern 
boundary of Palestine. 

But what does Ewald do to banish these weighty reasons 
from the sphere of reality into that of non-existence? ‘ No- 
thing further,” he says, “is required, than to remove the encamp- 
ment at Kadesh and the following one by Mount Hor, recorded 
in Num. xxxiii. 36-39, a little further back, and place them 
after vers. 30, 31, because they do not harmonize with Ezion- 
geber.” ! ! — Moreover, he looks upon the coming to Kadesh, of 
which an account is given in Num. xx. 1, as a repetition of the 
previous account in Nwn. xii. of the first and only arrival at 
Kadesh, - - - in spite of all the express and unanswerable tes- 
timonies to the contrary! (Comp. § 41, 1.) 

(2.) The hypothesis, that there were two different places with 
the same name, may be proved on every ground to be unten- 
able. Some, for example, suppose the Kadesh in the desert of 
Paran (Num. xiii. 27) to be the same as the Kadesh-Barnea 
in Num. xxxi. 8, and Deut. i. 2, 19; and that in the desert of 
Zin (Num. xx. 1) to be equivalent to the Afe-Meribah, or waters 
of strife (Num. xx. 13),—of which the former was situated in 
the south of Canaan, the latter in the south of Edom. But 
“there is one passage in Ezekiel (chap. xlvii. 19) which so com- 
pletely overthrows this hypothesis, when compared with Nun. 
xxxiv. 4, that it would be quite superfluous to refer to Num.
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xili, 22 compared with chap. xx. 1, or to Deut. x. 6, 7 compared 
with Num. xxxiii. 30-35, or, lastly, to Num. xxi. 4 compared 
with Dent. ii. 8, from which passages it evidently follows that 
the deserts of Zin and Paran were connected, and that on their 
last departure from Kadesh the Israelites went towards the south, 
to Eziongeber” (Fries, p. 54). Nevertheless, this obsolete view 
has been reproduced quite lately by Rabi Schwarz (p. 170 seq. 
375 sqq.); who secks to strengthen it by adducing Gen. xiv. 7 
and the Rabbinical tradition (vid. §27, 4). In his opimon “ En- 
Mishpat, that is Kadesh,” in Gen. xiv. 7, is the same as the 
waters of Meribah (Num. xx. 13), and the two are identical 
with Kadesh in the desert of Zin (Num. xx. 1), and with the 
modern Ain el-Sedakah (called by Robinson, Ain el-Usdakah 
or Zodokatha), which is about ten or twelve miles to the south 
of Petra. Ue finds a proof of this in the fact that the names 
many, opwo and Api are synonymous. The second Kudesh, 
or Kadesh-Barnea, which was situated in the desert of Paran, 
he removes, on the authority of the Rabbinical tradition, which 
connects Kadesh-Barnea with Rekam Gaia, into the Wady 
el-Abyad (to the north-west of the mountainous district of the 
Azazimeh), to which it is said to have given the name Wady 
Gaian. But there is not the slighest foundation for any of 
these combinations. They are at variance with Ezek. xlvii. 19. 
hey are irreconcileable with Gen. xiv. 6, 7; for it was not till 
the whole of the mountains ef Seir had been conquered that 
Chedorlaomer proceeded from E]-Paran (I¢lath, Ailah) to En- 
Mishpat, for the purpose of invading the country of the Amor- 
ites and Amalekites, whereas the modern Ain el-Zedakah 
was in the heart of the mountains of Scir. Again, the Rabbi- 
nical tradition with regard to Rekam-Gaia has been entirely 
misunderstood (§ 27, 4); and, lastly, Kithmah, which even 
Schwarz identifies with Retemath, and which he regards as the 
corresponding station to Kadesh-Barnea in the list of stations in 
Num, xxxiii., is too far from Wady Abyad to be used inter- 
changeably with it as the name of one and the same station. 

(3.) O. v. Gerlach, who differs from Laborde and agrees with 
Robinson, with reference to the situation of Kadesh, follows 
Laborde in this, that in his rkldrung der heiligen Schrift (i. 
509) he speaks of it as the most natural supposition, “that the 
stations in the desert, which are given in Num. xxxiii. 16-36,



250 ISRAEL IN THE DESERT OF PARAN. 

all belong to the period, anterior to the return of the spies and 
the events which occurred at Kadesh-Barnea. Like the modern 
Arabs, the people passed quickly (!!) from one fountain and 
oasis to another, and halted at twenty-one places, before they 
reached Kadesh on the southern border of Canaan, where they 
met the spies. From this time forth the sacred history is com- 
pletely silent with regard to the wanderings in the desert, not 
even the halting-places being given; and after thirty-eight years 

we find the people at Kadesh again.” It is really inexplicable 
that a commentator, who is generally so very circumspect, should 
have been able to adhere to so unfortunate a supposition, which 
is expressly contradicted on all hands by the Biblical narrative, 
and even in itself is inconceivable. But our astonishment in- 
creases, when we find that K. Ritter has also adopted it. In 
the Lvangelischer Kalender, 1854, p. 49 seq., he says: “In the 
meantime (after the spies had been sent out) the people left 
their camp at Hazeroth (z.e., Ain el-Hadherah), and proceeded 
northward towards Canaan.” They went first of all past seven- 
teen intermediate stations to Eziongeber, at the northern ex- 
tremity of the Elanitic Gulf, and proceeded thence to Kadesh, 
“the border station at the northern edge of the desert.” The 
Jatter portion of the journey “is particularly referred to in Num. 
xxx. 36, but no intermediate encampments are mentioned.” 
- - « “That it cannot have been accomplished in a short 
space of time, is evident from the fact, that the spies who were 
sent to Canaan had completed their journey throughout the 
whole length of Canaan, even beyond the Lebanon to Hamath. 
on the river Orontes, when they met with the Israelites in the 
eventful camp at Kadesh or Kadesh-Barnea.” 

We have met with nothing for a long time which has caused 
us so much astonishment as this hypothesis. (1.) Why should 
the list in Num. xxxiii. contain the names of so many stations in 
the short space between Chazeroth (¢.¢., Ain el-Hadherah) and 
Eziongeber, and only one single station between Eziongeber and 
Kadesh, which was twice as far, whether Kadesh was situated 
on the eastern or western side of the Azazimch?—(2.) The 
spies returned in forty days. And are we to understand that 
these forty days embrace not merely the eighteen stations be- 
tween Chazeroth and Iziongeber, but the stations whose names 
are not given in the far longer journey from Eziongeber to
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Kadesh?! As the Israelites were waiting for the return of the 
spies, and therefore there was no necessity for their hastening 
to reach the southern border of Canaan, we should not be sur- 
prised to find the eighteen stages between el-[Yadherah and 
Eziongeber (a distance of about seventy miles) reduced to the 
very minimum, What we really find is a want of tine. The 
people pitched their tents eighteen times before they reached 
Eziongeber ; and even if they passed much more quickly over 
the longer picce of ground between Eziongeber and Kadesh 
(though we are not acquainted with any good ground for such 
a supposition), there must have been in all thirty or forty stages 
between el-Fladherali and Kadesh—and consequently the number 
of encampments would be almost as great as the number of days 
which were occupied in the jowney. Now, consider for a 
moment how much time must have been required to pitcli all 
the tents, erect the tabernacle, and perform the numerous other 
things connected with an encampment. Neither Gerlach nor 
Ritter would call a halt for the night a station. We believe that 
at every station at least three days’ rest must have been required. 
—(3.) A comparison of Num. xxxi. with Deut. x. 6, 7, proves 
incontrovertibly (vid. note 1) that the procession was at Mount 
TTor (2.e., Moseroth) before it reached Eziongeber ; and it is well 
known that Mount Ilor is not situated between el-Hadherah 
and Eziongeber. . . . Juastly, (4.) /é ts stated expressly and 
repeatedly in the Scriptures themselves (Num. xxx. 8; Deut. i. 
19 sqq.; Josh. xiv. 7), that Moses did not send out the spies till 
AFTER the arrival of the Israelites at Kadesh-Barnea!!! 

(4.) AL v. Raumer (Zug der Israeliten, p. 41) conjectures 
that the first halt at Kadesh coincided with the station marked 
Tachath, m the list of stations in Num. xxxili. In his opinion, 
this is rendered probable by the fact that Tachath signifies a 
lower place (and this would answer to the situation of el-Hasb) ; 
and still more so by Deut. i. 2 (“there are eleven days’ journey 
from Iforeb to Kadesh-Barnea”), since Tachath is exactly the 
eleventh station from Sinai. But is it necessary to remind the 
learned author, with what zeal, and certainly with what justice, 
he opposed the favourite hypothiesis that the days’ marches and 
the stations correspond? Jlowever, Raumer laid no stress upon 
this conjecture, and, so far as we know, never brought it for- 
ward again.—ZHengstenbery claims a great deal more credit
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for his discovery that Bne-Jaakan is the station in question. 
This is said to be no mere conjecture or hypothesis, but a well 
established and unanswerable result of close investigation, which 
may be held up with triumph, instar omnium, in the face of any 
who take pleasure in foisting contradictions upon the Pentateuch. 
But on what is this confidence based? On a comparison of 
Deut. x. 6, 7, and Num. xxxiii. 30-33. In Deut., where there 
is not the slightest room to doubt that the direction taken by the 
procession is from north to south, the order in which the names 
occur is, Bne-Jaakan, Moseroth, Gudgod, and Jotbathah. In 
the second passage the order is changed into Moseroth, Bne- 
Jaakan, Gidgad, Jotbathah. This apparent discrepancy can 
only be explained on the supposition, that on the occasion re- 
ferred to in Num. xxxiii. 21, the procession turned round ; and 
this completely removes the difficulty. The people, on startihg 
from Sinai, travelled from south to north till they came to 
Moseroth, and thence to Bne-Jaakan, at which point they turned 
from north to south again, and naturally arrived first of all at 
Moseroth (which is omitted on principle, as it had been men- 
tioned before), and then passed on to Gidgad, Jotbathah, etc. 
Now, we find from the historical account in Num. xiv. 25, 
that the place at which the procession turned was Kadesh ; con- 
sequently Bne-Jaakan and Kadesh are one and the same.—This 
is Hengstenberg’s account. But he does not touch upon the 
main difficulty, namely, the reason why the author in Num. 
xxxill. should speak of the very samc station, first of all (ver. 
31), as Bne-Jaakan, and then immediately afterwards (ver. 36) 
as Kadesh, and why the author of Deuteronomy, who so con- 
stantly uses the name Kadesh-Barnea, should employ another 
name in chap. x. 6. And so long as this is not explained, we 
can attach no weight whatever to the argument as a whole. 
The transposition of the names Moseroth and Bne-Jaakan, 
which is certainly striking, by no means compels us to regard 
the latter as another name, employed to denote the first halt at 
KXadesh (ef. § 31, 2). 

(5.) We append a few remarks in relation to the names of 
the most northerly station. Beside the simple name Kadésh, we 
find in Num. xxxn. 8, and constantly throughout Deuteronomy, 
as well as in other parts of the Old Testament, the compound 
name Kadésh-Barnea. According to Num. xx. 13, the place
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also reccived the name Afle-Meribah (Strife-water), and in Gen. 
xiv. 7, it occurs under the name of /n-Afishpat (fountain of 
judgment or decision). From the last-mentioned name, Mwald 
concludes that in olden time there was an oracle here—a sup- 
position which we have no clesire cither to contest or defend. 
The explanatorv words, “thut is Kadesh,” which oceur in Gen. 
xiv. 7, are of more importance to us. They seem to imply that 
“n-Mishpat was the original name, and Kadesh a more recent 
one, which was not in existence in the time of Abraham. 
[Lengerke, on the other hand, explains the names, En-Mshpat 
and Me-Meribah (erroneously we believe) as synonymous, and 
therefore regards the use of the former, in Gen. xiv. 7, as a pro- 
lepsis.] But if the Aadesh in Gen. xiv. 7 is a prolepsis, the 
conjecture is a very natural one, that the place referred to re- 
ceived the name for the first time when the Israchites were 
sojourning there, as being the place where the holiness of 
Jehovali was manifested to the people (Num. xviii. 22 sqq.), or 
to Moses and Aaron (Num. xx. 13 02 YI—4), by an act of 
judgment. Possibly this may furnish another explanation of 
the fact, that in Num. xxxiii. 18 the place is called Ritmah, and 
not Kadesh ; whereas in Num. xxxiii. 36, after the infliction of 
the judgment, it is not called Ritmah, but Kadesh. The name 
Kadesh-Barnea we regard as a more precise definition of the 
situation, by the addition of the name of the Edomitish town 
alluded to in the message sent to the Edomites (Num. xx. 16): 
“We have come to Kadesh, to the town in thy uttermost 
border.” 

§ 31. The stations, whose names occur between Ritmah and 

Kadesh (Nun. xxxiii. 19-36), undoubtedly refer to the principal 

quarters occupied by the Israclites (with the tabernacle, the ark 

of the covenant, and the pillar of cloud) during their thirty-seven 

years’ wandering in the desert. But of all these places, Lzion- 

geber (at the northern end of the Elanitic Gulf) and Mount //or 
(or Mount Seir, to the west of Petra) are the only two which 

can be set down upon the map with any degrce of certainty (1). 

The apparent discrepancy between Deut. x. 6, 7, and Num. 

xxxill, 80-83—in the former of which the Israelites are said to 

have come first of all to Beeroth-Bue-Jaakan, and after this to
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Moserah, Gudgod, and Jotbathah; whereas, according to the 

other, they came first of all to Moseroth, and thence to Bne- 

Jaakan, Chor-Gidgad, and Jotbathah,—can be very easily ex- 
plained, if we simply bear in mind the fact that the journeys de- 

scribed in the two passages are very different in their character (2). 

(1.) It is true, there are two other names to be met with in 
the modern geography of the desert, which strikingly remind us 
of names which occur in the Bible. Fifteen miles to the south 
of Wady Retemat, we find a wady Afuzeirah marked upon the 
maps, and thirty miles to the south of the latter a Wady el- 
Gudhagidh. But, however wnmistakeable the correspondence 
between these names and the Biblical stations Afoserah and Chor- 
ha-Gidgad (Gudgod) may be, yet, so far as the situation of these 
wadys is at present determined, it is impossible that they should 
coincide with the names in the Bible. When we compare Deut. 
x. 6 with Num. xx. 22 sqq. and xxxii. 38, it is evident that 
Moserah must have been situated in the immediate neighbour- 
hood of Mount Hor, probably in the Arabah, at the foot of the 
mountain.—In that case, the stations between Moserah and 
Eziongeber would have to be sought for in the Ayabah also. 
Hengstenberg is undoubtedly correct in calling attention, in con- 
nection with the name Bne-Jaakan, to the fact, that we find an 
Akan (Gen. xxxvi. 27), or Jaakan (1 Chr. i. 42), mentioned 
among the descendants of Seir the Horite, whose Jand was taken 
by the Edomites. The station called Bne-Jaakan, therefore, 
probably denotes the former possessions of this branch of the 
Horites, but it does not follow that it must of necessity have 
heen situated in the Arabah. If we bear in mind (§ 26, 8) that 
the territory of the Edomites extended far away beyond the 
Arabah towards the west, it is very conceivable that the “well 
of the sons of Jaakan” (Beeroth Bne-Jaakan) may have been 
on this side of the Arabah. 

(2.) If we look at the difference between the journey described 
in Num. xxxiii. 30-33, and the one referred to in Deut. x. 6, 7, 
there is no difficulty in untying the knot, which seems to be 
formed by a comparison of these two passages. The journey 
mentioned in Deut. x. 6, 7, was undertaken with a definite 
object, namely, to pass round Mount Seir, for the purpose of
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entering the promised land. On this occasion, therefore, an 
unnecessarily circuitous route will have been avoided, and the 
shortest possible way selected. The order in which the stations 
occur, therefore, in Deut. x. 6, 7, is to be regarded as answering 
to their geographical situation, so that Bne-Jaakan must be 
sought for on the north, or west, or north-west of Moserah. 
The journey described in Num. xxxui. 80-83 was of a totally 
different character. At this time—that is, during the thirty-seven 
years’ rejection—the Israclites had dispersed themselves in larger 
or smaller parties over the entire desert, and settled down by any 
meadows and springs which they could find (we shall enter more 
fully into this question, and prove our assertion, at § 41). On the 
other hand, the stations whose names occur in Num. xxxni. 19-836, 
are the head-quarters, where Moses encamped with the tabernacle, 
which made a circuit of the whole desert, to visit the various 
sections of the nation which were scattered over it, and reinained 
some time with each of them. There was no end to be served 
by always going in a straiyht line; but when circumstances 
rendered it advisable, the course might be turned towards the 
east or west, the north or south, without the slightest hesitation. 
There is nothing surprising, therefore, in the fact, that on one 
occasion a zigzag course was taken, viz., from Kadesh to Mose- 
roth, and thence to Bne-Jaakan, and that on another occasion, 
when it was a matter of importance to take the most direct route 
to a certain point, Bne-Jaakan should come before Moseroth. 
There is even less difficulty in adopting this explanation, if we 
assume, as we are certainly warranted in doing, that one or 
other of the names in question may have been used to denote a 
wady in its entire length, and that the pomt at which the pro- 
eession touched tlie wady may not have been the same on both 

occasions. y 

THE PLACE OF BURNING, AND THE GRAVES OF LUST. 

§ 32. (Num. x. 11-xi. 3.)\—On the twentieth day of thic 

second month, in the second year after the departure of the 
chiidren of Israel from Egypt, the cloud ascended (§ 22, 2), 

and the Israelites left Sinai, where they had been encamped for 

almost an entire year (a year all but ten days, cf. § 4, 5). They 

set out in tlie order (1) already prescribed (vid. § 20). The pillar
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of cloud was really the guide of the people, as a whole; but this 
by no means precluded the employment of human counsel and 

assistance, or even rendered them unnecessary. Hence Moses 
invited Hobab, his brother-m-law (vol. 11. § 19, 7), to accompany 

them and give his advice, which could not fail to be of great 

advantage, on account of his accurate acquaintance with the 

country through which they were about to pass (2).—After a 
three days’ journey, the Israelites reached the desert of Paran, 

and pitched their tents there, with the prospect of a longer halt. 

The people, who had been spoiled by their long and compara- 
tively agreeable sojourn at Sinai, no sooner entered the inhospit- 

able desert than they lost all patience, and gave utterance to 

their discontent. But the fire of the wrath of Jchovah broke 

forth and consumed the uttermost parts of the camp. Moses 

immediately interceded with God, and the fire (3) was stayed. 
In consequence of this circumstance, the place was called 

Tabeérah (yan), or place of burning (A). 

(1.) According to Num. ii. 17, when the camp broke up, 
Judah was to lead the van, Reuben was to follow, and after 
him the Levites with the tent of assembly (§ 20). This was a 
general and temporary arrangement. Nothing further could be 
said at that tine with reference to the precise manner in which 
the Levites were to be linked into the procession, since it is only 
in the chapters which follow (chap. iii. and iv.) that an account 
is given of the numbering and organisation of the tribe of Levi. 
But now, on tle breaking up of the camp for the first time, the 
general notice is more fully explained in the account of the 
arrangements actually made. The ark of the covenant led the 
way, carried by the Kohathites (§ 20, 6), and the tribe of Judah 
followed. After Judah came the Gershonites and Merarites, 
with the external portions of the tabernacle; then the tribe of 

Reuben; and behind them the rest of the Kohathites, with the 
sacred vessels (as the real sanctuary; cf. § 20, 5). This order 
of march may possibly at first sight appear strange ; but, on a 
closer inspection, we find it to be very simple and natural. The 
ark of the covenant, as the abode of the Shechinah, which had 
undertaken the guidance of the whole procession, necessarily led
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the way. But in all other respects, on the march as well 
as in the camp, the place for the tabernacle was in the midst 
of the people. The reason why the bearers of the various 
portions of the building were separated from the bearers of the 
furniture by the tribe of Reiwhen, is explained in Nun. x. 21 to 
have been in order that, when they arrived at a new place of 
encampment, the tabernacle might be erected before the sacred 
vessels arrived, so that the latter might be put into their places 
without further delay. 

(2.) How Honan (vol. i. §19, 7) came to meet with Moses 
here, we are not informed. The assumption, that when his 
father Reguel (Jethro) visited Moses at Rephidim (Iéx. xviii.) 
Hobab was with him, and had since that time remained with 
Moses, is certainly by no means a probable one. It is a much 
more likely supposition, that at the close of their three days’ 
journey, the Israelites came near to the spot where the friendly 
Midianitish tribe was feeding its flocks (vol. i. § 19, 6), and 
that Hobab, whose father Lequel had probably died in the mean 
tiie, paid a visit to Moses, his brother-in-law, or vice versa. At 
first, Hobab declined the mvitation of Moses, to join company 
with the Israelites ; and, so far as prudential considerations were 
concerned, he had certainly good grounds for his refusal. He 
would have to give up his free, unfettered, nomad life, by which 
he secured an ample provision for himself and his flocks, and 
join an immense multitude in a journey through the barren and 
inhospitable desert, where he would have to endure all sorts of 
hardships and privations. There can be no donbt, however, 
that eventually he yielded to the solicitations of Moses. The 
scriptural account leaves very little room to doubt of this; for, 
otherwise, the renewed and earnest entreaty on the part of 
Moses (in vers. 31, 32) would certainly be followed by a second 
refusal. In fact, it is fully proved by Judg. i. 16, iv. 11, and 
1 Sam. xv. 6, where the descendants of [fobab, who are called 
children of the Kenite, the name by which they were distinguished 
from the rest of the Midianites, are said to have gone up with 
the Israclites mto Canaan, and to have settled among them 
there, probably without relinqnishing their nomadic mode of 
life—We may see what it was which ultimately prevailed upon 
IIobab to vield to the persuasion of Moses, from the words of 
the latter in vers. 29, 32: “ We are journeying to the place of 

VOL. III. R 
*
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which Jehovah said, I will give it you: come thou with us, and 
we will do thee good; for Jehovah hath spoken good concerning 
Israel.” It was faith in the God of Israel which induced him 
to consent, and a hope of participating in the blessings which had 
been promised to Israel_—The advantage which Moses hoped to 
derive from the company of Hobab is explained by himself in 
ver. 31: “ Leave us not, I pray thee; for thou knowest where 
we should encamp in the desert, and therefore be our eye!” 
That an accurate knowledge of the country to be traversed, 
with its mountains, valleys, and wadys, its pasturage, springs, 
etc., might be very advantageous, and was by no means ren- 
dered superfluous by the pillar of cloud, is at once apparent. 
The pillar of cloud would undoubtedly determine the route to 
be taken, and the place of encampment (§ 22, 2); but both on 
the march and when encamping, many difficulties would anise, 
which could be set at rest at once by one who was well 
acquainted with the ground. 

(3.) At Sinai the Israelites had been sealed as the nation of 
God, and the covenant of their fathers with Jehovah had been 
renewed and confirmed. In the law, the nation had received a 
fresh armament and defence against everything of an ungodly 
and heathenish character, which might threaten to interfere 
with its vocation either from without or within ; but in spite of 

this defence, the ungodly elements of their nature very soon 
broke forth again in the national life. The people had hardly 
entered the “great and terrible desert,” Deut. i. 19, which it 
had to cross before it could reach the land of promise, the land 
flowing with milk and honey, when they broke out again with 
unbelieving complaints. “The fact that no cause or occasion is 
mentioned, undoubtedly indicates that that state of general in- 
ward discontent is intended, which secretly quarrels with every- 

thing that occws. But whilst the murmuring proceeded from 
the nature of Israel, and therefore was merely the repetition of 
similar complaints into which the people had broken out before, 
Jehovah now presented Himself in a totally different light. On 
the journey from the Red Sea to Sinai, He had borne with great 
long-suffering and patience the frequent manifestations of the 
weakness of Isracl: now, however, not merely did He hear the 
first slight whisperings of complaint, but the fire of His wrath 
broke out immediately, and destroyed the people who thus in-
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wardly rebelled. The reason for this difference is evidently to 
be found in the fact, that the Israelites had now been placed 
under the law of Jehovah, and had the dwelling-place of 
Jehovah in the midst of them. It was Moses again who re- 
mained faithful and firm; and the stiffnecked nation came so 

far to its senses, that when the punishment came upon it, it 
turned to him as the mediator. And the result of the inter- 
cession of Moses proved that he still retained his mediatorial 
character. The fact that the first place in the desert of Paran, 
at which Israel halted on its journey from Sinai to Canaan, 
received its name from the destructive burning of the wrath of 
God, was certainly a very bad omen of the future.’—(Baum- 
garten.) 

As the “fire of Jehovah,” which burned among the people, 
destroyed their outermost tents, we have not to think of the fire 
as issuingé from Jehovah—that 1s to say, from the dwelling- 
place of His holiness—in the same sense as in Lev. x. 2. We 
adopt, on the contrary, the interpretation given by Rosenmiiller : 
“The simple meaning appears to be, that the fire commenced 
among the tents on the outside, no doubt to the terror of the 
rest. But the flame seems to have burned up the shrubs and 
bushes, which are very abundant in this part of the desert, and 
in the midst of which the Israelites had encamped. Such a fire 
would he difficult to extinguish; and spreading, as it quickly 
would, in all directions, many tents might be destroyed m a 
short space of time.” This was the first commencement of 
the fulfilment of the threat contained in Ex. xxxn. 34 (§ 14, 
2), which had heen hanging over the heads of the people ever 
since the apostasy at Sinai: “ In the time of My visitation I will 
Visit their sin.” 

(4.) On the probable site of Tabeérah, compare § 29, and 
§ 33, 5. 

§ 33. (Num. xi. 4-35.)—Notwithstanding the consecration 

which the people had received at Sinai, the extent to which the 

ungodly elements of nature still retained their hold was soon 

apparent, and that in a most fearful manner. The fire, which 

had destroyed their outermost tents as a punishment for their 

discontent, was no sooner extinguished at the intercession of
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Moses, than the discontent of .the people, which was repressed 
but not overcome, broke forth again in bitter and reckless mur- 

muring. The lead was taken this time by the multitude of 

foreigners, who had joined the Israclites when they set out from 
Egypt (vol. ii. § 35, 7). They no sooner entered the barren 

desert, than they began to lust after the enjoyments of Egypt, 
which they had missed so long; and with loud murmurings and 
lamentations they began to complain of the impossibility of 

satisfying their wants. The Israelites were influenced by their 
example, and carried away by the same desires ; so that in a very 

short time there were no bounds to the weeping and lamentation 

throughout all the tents (1). The anger of Jehovah was 

kindled once more. Afoses, with the wrath of God pressing on 

the one side, and the violence of the people on thesother, and 
called by his mediatorial office to appease them both, was utterly 

at a loss to know what to do. He was to conduct the Israelites 

through the desert to the promised land. But it was only as the 

people of God, only by remaining faithful to their God and the 

covenant with Him, that they could eyer obtain possession. 

Hence Moses had to uphold the fidelity and obedience of the 

whole nation to Jehovah; and his experience of the nation, thus 

far, was enough to convince him that he was unequal to the 
task. Here, at the very commencement of the great and terrible 

desert which they had to cross, the whole nation was refractory 

and in utter confusion. What, then, was the future likely to 

produce, seeing that the difficulty would be sure to increase? 

Where could he find flesh enough to satisfy so great a multi- 
tude, and appease, if only for a time, the violent longings of the 
people? How could he alone sustain the burden of such a 

nation as this? He poured out all these complaints to his God ; 
and such was his despondency, that he would gladly have been 

relieved, by an early death, of the burden he could not sustain 
(2).—For the twofold complaint of His servant, Jehovah had 
also a twofold consolation and aid. Moses was directed to 

select seventy men from the elders and Shoterim (vol. ii. § 16),
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and to bring them to the tabernacle. Jehovah would then take 

of the Spirit which was in Moses, and put it upon them, that 

they might help him to bear the burden of the people (3). As 
the desires of the people were the source of trouble and auxiety 

to Moses, they were also to be satisfied. The people were 

directed to sanctify themselves by the morrow; for Jeliovah 

would then give them flesh, not for one day, nor for two, nor 

for five, nor for ten, nor for twenty, but for a whole month, 

until they became disgusted with it (4). Moses, who thought 

more of the two million caters than of the omnipotence of God, 

exclanmed: “Shall the flocks and the herds be slain for them, 

to suffice them? Or shall all the fish of the sea be gathered 
together for them, to suffice them?” But Jehovah replied : 

“Ys the hand of Jehovah too short, then? Thon shalt see now 

whether My word shall come to pass or not.” 

When Moses brought the clders whom he had chosen to the 

tabernacle, Jehovah came down in the cloud, and took of the 

Spirit which was upon Moses and gave it also to them; and 

when the Spirit came upon them they prophesied. But 

two of the seventy who had been selected, Hldad and Medad, 

had by some accident or other remained in the camp. Never- 

theless the Spirit came npon them, and they also prophesied in 

the camp. This striking phenomenon was at once made known 

to Moses; and Joshua, in his zeal for the honour of Moses, 

thought that it ought to be forbidden. But Moses was of a 
different opinion. “ Art thou zealous for my sake?” hie said : 
“Would God that all people of Jehovah prophesied, and that 
Jehovah had put Tis Spirit upon them!” (3). 

As soon as Moses returned with the elders into the camp, 

the second promise was fulfilled. A wind came forth from 

Jehovah, and brought quails from the sea, and let them 

fall by the camp, a day’s journey on every side, and lying two 

cubits deep upon the ground. The people immediately set to 

work to collect them, and continued gathering quails all that day, 

and throughout the night, and the whole of the following day.
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The people had complied but badly with the mjunction to 
sanctify themselves for this gift of God. Greedy and unsancti- 

fied as they were, they rushed upon them at once. And the 

flesh was still between their teeth, when the wrath of Jehovah 

was kindled against them, and smote the people with very great 

destruction (4). In consequence of this occurrence, the place 

was called Kibroth-Taavah (MSAI NIP, i.e, graves of lust), for 

there they buried the people that Insted (5). 

(1.) The LUSTING OF THE PEOPLE was more especially for 
animal food. This may appear somewhat surprising, as they 
had brought their flocks with them from Egypt. But it must 
be borne in mind, that their flocks were very unequally divided. 
According to Num. xxxil., it appears to have been only the 
tribes of Reuben and Gad, and the half tribe of Manasseh, which 
possessed any considerable quantity. The other tribes may 
possibly have exchanged their nomad mode of life for agricul- 
tural pursuits, even before Jeaving Egypt (vol. 11. § 15), and 
therefore have scarcely possessed any flocks at all. Moreover, 
the consumption of animal food in the desert may have exceeded 
the supply; and therefore there may have been reason enough 
for confining it within the narrowest possible limits.—Again, in 
their desire for animal food, they thought chiefly of the excellent 
fish which they had formerly obtained in such abundance from 
the Nile. They complained to Moses: “Who gives us jlesh to 
eat? Kor we remember the fish which we did eat in Egypt 
freely, the cucumbers and the melons, and the leeks (grass), and 
the onions, and the garlic ; but now our palate is dry; there is 
nothing at all, and our eyes fall upon this manna alone.”—The 
articles of produce here mentioned are suggestive of horticulture 
and agriculture, rather than of the rearmg of cattle. It is well 
known that they are of superior quality in Egypt, and may be 
obtained even by the poorest in great abundance (vid. Hengsten- 
berg: Egypt and the Books of Moses, p. 208 sqq., and Laborde, 
Comment., p. 116 sqq.). The only thing at all surprising is the 
fact that grass (yn) should be mentioned as an object of desire. 
As reference is made to the food of man alone, and not to that 
of cattle, of course it cannot be common grass that is meant. In 
the Septuagint and Aquila’s version, the word is rendered paca
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(leek); in the Vulgate porri, and the latter is the rendering 
adopted by Onkelos and Saadias, and in the Syriac version. 
Rosenmiiller (on this passage), Gesenius (Thesaurus), and most 
of the modern expositors, ahide by this rendering; but J/eng- 
stenberg and Laborde have departed from it. ‘The former says : 
“yn has etymologically the meaning of food for cattle: its 

primary signification is not grass, but pasturage, fodder. ‘The 
first criterion of the correctness of any interpretation, therefore, 
is that the article of food with which V0 is identified, be, from 
its very nature, a food of beasts; so that man, as it were, sits 
down to dinner with them. Now, one of tlic curiosities of 
natural history in connection with Egypt, of which travellers 
make mention, is this, that the common people eat with peculiar 
relish a kind of fodder resembling clover. This is the so-called 
Helbeh (Trigonella fenum Greeum, Linneus), of which the 
modern Egyptians of the lower classes are very fond, and which 
they regard as a specific for strengthening the stomach, and as 
a preservative from many diseases.’ . . . But as the grass- 
like form of the Ieck would very naturally lead to its being 
called yn, and as it is quite in place by the side of the garlic 
and the onions, as being a vegetable of a similarly piquant 
character, and as all the ancient translators, who were so well 
acquainted with the customs of the country, have, without ex- 
ception, fixed upon the leck, it certainly appears advisable to 
vive the preference to so strongly attested a rendering, rather 
than to that of Llengstenberg. 

The longing for the juicy and pungent vegetables of Egypt, 
is connected with a contemptuous allusion to the heavenly food 
of the manna, which God had bestowed upon the nation. On 
this Baumgarten has forcibly remarked (. 2, p. 297): “It was 
the gift of Jehovah from heaven, with which the Israelites were 
satiated, and which they treated with contempt, preferring the 
meat and spices of Kgypt. Such is the perversity of human 
nature, which cannot be content with the quict enjoyment of 
what is pure and unmixed, but, from its disorganised state 
within, longs for the additional charin of something pungent or 
sour.’ He then points out the analogy which we find, when we 
turn to the spirit’s food. The sinful nature of man is soon 
satiated with the pure food of the word of God, and turns with 
longing <(esires to the more exciting pleasures of the world.
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(2.) “Moses heard the people weep, every one in the door 
of his tent. And the anger of Jehovah was kindled greatly, 
and it was evil in the eyes of Moses.’ It appears to us that 
those who refer the displeasure of Moses exclusively to the mur- 
muring of the people, and those who refer it to the wrath of 
Jehovah alone, are equally in the wrong. The whole attitude 
of Moscs shows that his displeasure was excited, not merely by the 
unrestrained rebellion of the people against Jehovah, but also by 
the unrestrained wrath of Jehovah against the nation. For the 
wrath of Jehovah appeared to him to be too regardless of the 
weakness of the people, and too regardless of himself, the mediator 
of the people. “ Whicrefore dost Thou afilict Thy servant,” he ex- 
claims, “that Thou layest the burden of all this people upon me? 
Have I conceived this whole nation, have I brought it forth, 
that Thou sayest to me, Carry it in thy bosom, as the nurse 
carries the sucking child, into the land which Thou swearest 
unto their fathers?” We cannot agree with Baumgarten, 
therefore, who thinks that it was only a spirit of love, and not a 
spirit of discontent or ill-will, which dictated the words of 
Moses. Discontent is unmistakeably indicated by his words, 
and discontent is the offspring of evil. But the wrath of 
Jehovah did not burn against the evil, which prompted the words 
of Moses, as it burned against the evil apparent in the words of 
the people; the discontent of the people being essentially differ- 
ent from that of Moses, and not merely differing in degree. 
The ground of his complaint was a just one; for the shoulders of 
one man were really not sufficient to bear the burden of the 
whole nation. Jehovah acknowledged this, by giving him 
seventy assistants to help him to sustain the burden. The 
ampulse was also a laudable one; for it proceeded from his voca- 
tion of mediator: Moses had not merely the right, it was also 
his duty, to make such representations to Jehovah. Nor was 
there anything essentially evil in the substance and form of his 
complaint. He had a right to appeal from the wrath to the 
mercy of Jehovah. He had also a right to represent to Jehovah 
that the people had claims upon His mercy, since it was He 
Himself who had given them such claims. It was not Moses 
but Jehovah who had conceived and brought forth, and not 
Moses but Jchovah who had sworn to carry the people as upon 
eagles’ wings to the land of their fathers. At the same time,
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Moses neither could, nor wished to dispute the justice of the 
wrath of God: on the contrary, his whole complaint rested upon 
an admission of its justice. It was preciscly because the wrath 
of God was just and well-deserved, that he felt himself nnequal 
to the claims of an office which required of him that he should 
watch over the people, and take care that they did not excite 

the anger of Jehovah hy their obstinacy and rebellion. Still, 
he did not wish to be entirely released from the office. He 
merely desired to have the bnrden lightened, and to be assisted 
in sustaining it. For his own part, he felt that Ins office had 
become so munch a part of himself, that office and hfe were 
identical. Ience he entreated of Jehovah that Fle would rather 
take him away by a sudden death, than suffer him to sink and 
perish beneath the heavy and undivided burden of lis office. 
“Tam not able,” he said, “to bear all this people alone, because 
it is too heavy for me. And if Thou deal thus with me, kill me, 
I pray thee, out of hand, if I have found favour in Thy sight, 
that I ay not see my wretchedness!’’ His language was bold, 
as we perceive, but not wanting in the humility which scts forth 
the boldness of prayer, as a golden setting a costly jewel. At 
the same time, his language was enveloped in the nust of dis- 
content; it was characterised by impatience, which had not yet 
learned to be still and quietly wait, and by self-will, which 
would determine the time and method of the help required 
according to its own ideas. 

That Moses was a real mediator and leader of the people, 
was evident from all he said. The burden of the people was 
lus burden. The wrath which was kindled against the people 
was felt by him. Tis office was identical with his life. But it 
was also evident that the true Mediator and perfect Head of the 
people of God had not yet come. The burden of the people 
was too heavy for him: he was unable to bear it, and sank 
beneath the weight. Ile was not the man who gave utterance 
to no murmuring under the weight of the mediatorial office, in 
whose mouth there was no complaint, but who was like a sheep 
dumb before its shearers. 

(3.) Most incredible things have been done by the critics 
(e.9., Vater, De Wette, [fartmann), in connection with the ac- 
count of the incorporation of a body of seventy elders. In the 
first place, the institution alluded to here, is said to be identical
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with the judicial organisation which was introduced by the ad- 
vice of Jethro (Ex. xvill.; vid. § 4, 5); and, consequently, the 
accounts are both set aside as incredible, on account of the dlis- 
crepancies which they contain. A second discovery, on the 
other hand, is, that the company of seventy elders, which the 
account before us states to have been organised for the first 
time now, is proved by Ex. xxiv. 1, 9 to have been really in 
existence from time immemorial. With reference to the first 
discovery of the critics, Ranke has written as follows, and much 
more forcibly than we are able:—“ This is excellent! Moses 
was overwhelmed with business when Jethro came forward with 
his advice. From morning till evening he was surrounded by a 
crowd, waiting for him to settle their legal disputes. To hghten 
this pressure of business, six hundred chiliarchs, six thousand 
heptakontarchs, twelve thousand pentekontarchs, and sixty thou- 
sand dekadarchs were chosen. [But of what use was this army 
of overseers and judges at the graves of lust? In this case, it 
was lo question of petty disputes among the people. The whole 
of them, not excepting the leaders, were in a state of rebellion 
against Jehovah and against Moses ; and when tlie latter, in the 
bitterness of his disappointment, desired to cie, it was not the 
pressure of business which overwhelmed him, but the unfaith- 
fulness of the redeemed and chosen people. He anticipated the 
disastrous issue. He felt unable to preserve the people in a 
state of fidelity towards Jehovah, and therefore, unable to lead 
them into the promised land. Jehovah now came to his help 
with the institution, consisting of seventy elders filled with the 
spirit of prophecy, who could stand side by side with Moses as 
the chosen servants of Jehovah,—a Divine institution, which 
confirmed afresh both the election of Moses and the law com- 
municated through him. It was another attempt on the part 
of Jehovah, to lead His people to thew destination, notwith- 
standing their present display of unbelief; and consequently 
there is nothing to support the hypothesis, that there is some 
connection between the account before us and the one narrated 
before. There is also another question: Whom did the seventy 
elders represent ?—-the six hundred chiliarchs?—the sixty 
thousand dekadarchs? —or the whole of the seventy-eight 
thousand six hundred leaders? There would certainly be 
differences enough between these two forms of the same tradi-
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tion, and differences of such magnitude, that we should be 
overwhelmed with astonishment at the sagacity of the critics 
who discovered the secret identity beneath so thick a covering 
of complete diversity.” 

According to Ex. xxiv. 1, 9, Moses chose seventy of the 
elders of Israel, as he had been directed by God, and conducted 
them, along with Aaron, Nadab, and Abihu, to the mountain of 
the law, where they saw the God of Israel, and partook of the 
sacrificial meal connected with the covenant-sacrifice. A year 
later, Moses again selected seventy men from the elders and 
Shoterim, according to instructions received from God, and 
brought them to the tabernacle, that the Spirit which was in 
Moses might be communicated to them also, and that they 
might be qualified for assisting him in the task of leading, 
watching, and admonishing the people. Are we warranted (not 
to say compelled) in regarding tlie two as identical? Certainly 
not. In the first instance, a temporary representation was all 
that was required, under circumstances in which it was impos- 
sible that the whole of the elders should be brought together, 
amounting as they did to several thousands. On the occasion 
referred to here, a permanent institution was to be organised, 
and that for a totally different purpose. But, we are told in 
reply, seventy elders were appointed then, and there are seventy 
elders here. No doubt. But is it inconceivable that a certain 
number of elders should have been chosen as a committee for 
merely temporary purposes, and that a permanent committee 
should afterwards have been formed, consisting of the same 
number? Can anything further be reasonably inferred from 
this, than that in both instances the munber seventy possessed 
either a real or a symbolical importance ? 

Our first inquiry, therefore, is, why was the number of elders 
to be chosen fixed at seventy, and that on both occasions? In 
the eyes of the ancient Tcebrews, the number undoubtedly 
possessed a symbolical worth. Ten was the number which 
denoted perfection ; seven, the seal of the covenant with Jcho- 

vah. Seventy, therefore, was the number which combined the 
two ideas. Ilow suitable, then, was this number on both 
occasions, if, as we have not the slightest doubt, the symbolical 
meaning helped to determine the selection! But in addition to 
the syimbolical importance of the number itself, the circum-
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stances may have also determined the selection—just as the 
number of the tribes was determined by the number of the sons 
of Jacob—and yet retained its symbolical importance (as the 
arrangement of the camp clearly showed, vid. § 38, 5). Jahn 
(Archdologie, i. 1, p. 59) calculates, from Num. xxvi., that the 
number of Jfishpachoth was seventy-one, and infers that one 
elder was chosen for every Afishpachah. His calculation, it is 
true, is not correct; for, in cases where a Mishpachah was so 
strong that several subdivisions were formed, each possessing 
the rights of an independent Alishpachah, he has also reckoned 
the original Afishpachah, which is certainly inadmissible. But 
notwithstanding this, the numbers very nearly agree, and 
nothing further was required (vid. vol. ii. § 1, 3). 

The purpose of this college of elders was to support Moses 
in his office, as the chief and leader of Israel. We may there- 
fore safely assume, that it continued in existence till the 
conquest of the promised land, but hardly longer. There is, at 
any rate, no foundation whatever for the boast of the later Jews, 
that their Sanhedrim (which was certainly an imitation of the 
college of elders) was founded by Moses, and continued with- 
out interruption, with the sole exception of the time of the 
Captivity. 

We are not informed in what way the communication of the 
Spirit to the seventy elders took place,—possibly in a manner 
somewhat analogous to that described in Acts. When it is 
stated that Jehovah took of the Spirit, which was upon Moses, 
and put it upon the seventy, it is not meant that the fulness of 
the Spirit in Moses was diminished thereby. As one candle 
can kindle many others without losing any of its own light in 
consequence, so did the Spirit pass from Moses to those who 
were destined to be his helpers, without involving the slightest 
loss to Moses himself. 

Whether Lidad and Medad remained in the camp from 
feelings of modesty, because they did not think themselves 
worthy of so great an honour, as Jonathan and Jerome suppose, 
or whether there was some other reason for their absence, it is 

impossible to determine. Their names were contained in the 

list of those who had been selected (ver. 26: D'ND2 WN) ; and 
as a proof that the selection which Moses had made was the 
right one, the same gift was bestowed upon them as upon all
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the rest. Joshua, who thought there was something very dis- 
orderly in their prophesying, and imagined that the anthority 
of Moses would be weakened in consequence—probably because 
they had received the gift without any visible intervention on 
the part of Moses—wanted to prohibit them from exercising it, 
like the Apostle John im Mark ix. 38. But Moses made just 
the same reply to Joshua, as Christ to John: “Forbid them 
not.” 

The prophesying of the elders is not to be regarded as 
merely a prediction of future events (this by no means exhausts 
the idea of 82207), but asa divinely-inspired utterance in the 

widest sense of the term, in which a more elevated tone in the 
language itself, as well as the ontward demeanour of the speaker, 
proved that he forgot himself, was raised above himself, and 
spoke words of Divine and not merely of human wisdom. It 
is worthy of remark, that it is expressly stated, that this 
prophesying only ocenrred once, and was never repeated again 
(ver. 25: 38D No, which is eroneously rendered in the Vulgate 
nec ultra cessaverunt; also by Luther, “ Sie hdrten nicht auf?) 
but which is correctly given in the Septuagint, cal ov« ére 
ampocéGevro). We see at once that their speaking was of an 
ecstatic character,—like the speaking with tongues, which gene- 
rally followed immediately npon the communication of the 
Spirit in the apostolic times, and in most instances probably 
occurred only once, as in the case before us—Of conrse, it can- 
not be inferred from the expression 32D" N?, that the Spirit de- 
parted from them after this first striking proof of His presence. 

(4.) On the quails, see § 3, 1, and Bochart, Lieroz. ed. 
Roseniniiller, i. 648-676. There is nothing surprising in the 
fact, that the critics should have pronounced this gift of quails 
as identical with that described in Itx. xvi, and only separated 
in consequence of the want of critical acnmen on the part of 
the compiler of the Pentateuch records. On the first occasion 
it was an act of mercy alone: here, it met the heightened 
murmuring of the people in thirtyfold greater abundance, but 
was the instrument of judicial punishment as well. So greatly, 
however, did merey preponderate even here, that if the people 
had but sanctified themselves beforehand, as they were ex- 
pressly instructed to do (ver. 18), they might have averted the 

1 They did not cease.” Our English Version gives the same rendering.
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judgment.—The quails fell in such abundance, that those who 
gathered only a few had ten omers full. According to Bertheau 
(lbhandlung zur Geschichte der Israeliten, p. 73), an omer was 
not less than two cubic feet,—a quantity which might certainly 
be made to suffice for a whole month. The birds were spread 
out in the camp to dry, for the purpose of preserving them,—of 
course, after having undergone some previous preparation to pre- 
vent decomposition. 

In the paragraph above, we have described the fall of quails 
in the words of the Biblical account. It is difficult, however, 
to determine what the author meant by the expression “two 
cubits above the ground” (fISA EnbY ones). The verb is 
vo: the wind strewed, cast them (Sept.: éréBarev) upon the 
camp two cubits high. This may be understood as meaning 
that the quails, which were brought by the force of the wind 
and wearied with flight, fell upon the ground in such immense 
nuinbers, that for a whole day’s jowney round the camp they 
were lying two cubits deep upon the ground. But it may also 
mean, that the wind compelled them to fly two cubits above the 
ground. ‘This meaning inay certainly be implied in the Septu- 
agint rendering, do tis ys; but, to prevent any misunder- 
standing, the Vulgate supplies volabantque ; and Jonathan, Philo, 
and others have done the same. The Psalmist, however, ap- 
pears to have understood the passage in the former sense (and 
this certainly is the most natural interpretation); for he describes 
the miracle in these terms: “ He caused an east wind to blow 
in the heaven, and by His power He brought in the south wind ; 
He rained flesh also upon them as dust, and feathered fowls 
like as the sand of the sea, and He let it fall in the midst of 
their camp, round about their habitations.” If we give the 
preference to this explanation, of course the words are not to be 
interpreted with strict literality, as meaning that a circle, the 
diameter of which was two days’ journey, was covered with 
quails, to a uniform depth of two cubits. Such a colossal 
absurdity as this, none but the most ignorant could think of 
attributing to owr author. The 2 in O°NN3 is in itself a suffi- 
cient proof that this is not his meaning. We have simply to 
imagine the quails lying about in such quantities, that in many 
places they were two cubits deep. 

(5.) As only one halting-place is mentioned between the
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desert of Sinai and Chazcroth, in the exact list of stations con- 
tained in Num. xxuiii., viz., the graves of lust, and as no allusion 
is made in the account before us to any removal from the place 
of burning to the graves of lust, there can be no doubt that they 
are different names of the same station. The name Tabeéral 
applies to one particular part of the place of encampment, 
Kibroth-Taavah to the whole locality. 

OCCURRENCES AT CHAZEROTII. 

§ 34. (Num. xii.)—The Israchites departed from the graves 
of lust, and proceeded to Chazeroth (§ 29, 2). A new trial 
awaited Moses here, and one in which Is patience and meek- 

ness (1) were once more displayed in a most distinguished 
manner. Even those who were most closely related to him, and 

who were connected with him not only by the ties of nature, but 

also by their appoimtment as lis colleagues in office,—even his 

sister Miriam, and, through her persuasion, his brother Aaron (2), 

turned against him. They despised him on account of his mar- 
riage with a Cushite woman, and maintained that he was not 

superior to them, since Jehovali spoke through them as well as 

through him. Moses endured in silence. But Jehovah was not 

silent ; and Miriam and Aaron were summoned to the tabernacle. 

The pillar of cloud entered into the door of the tabernacle, and 

Jehovah declared from within that His servant Moses was en- 

trusted with all His house, and that not one of all the prophets 

was equal to him (4). The cloud then left the tent, and Miriam 

became leprous, as snow. Aaron, who was greatly alarmed at 

this judgment of God, and deeply repented of the sin which had 

occasioned it, entreated Moses to mtercede for their sister. Moses 

eried to the Lord, “ O God, heal her!” lis prayer was heard ; 

but Miriam was to be shut out for seven days from all intercourse 

with the people as one unclean, and to pass the time im a solitary 

place outside the camp. The people remained at Chazeroth till 

Miriam was restored (5).
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(1.) The historian, when relating the glorions manner in 
which Moses sustained this fresh trial of his patience, breaks out 
into the laudatory words: “The man Moses was very meek, 
above all the men which were upon the face of the earth.” As 
the se/f-praise mvolved in these words presents considerable dif- 
ficulties,—on the assumption, that is, that Moses was the author 
of the entire Pentateuch in its present form,—critics have not 
been backward in founding an argument upon it against the 
authenticity of the Pentateuch ; and Hengstenberg has attempted 
an elaborate refutation of the argument on psychological grounds 
(vid. Dissertations on the Pentateuch, vol. ii. p. 141 sqq.). His 
argument amounts essentially to this, that it is only within thie 
limits of Phariseeism or Pelagianism that a man looks upon his 
actions as implying something meritorious on his own part, and 
that self-praise is a result of sinful vanity ; but where there is a 

lively consciousness of the grace of God, which enables a man 
to accomplish great things, an expression of this kind is rather a 
proof of genuine humility and thorough sincerity. We fully 
acdinit the soundness of this argument, and maintain, with JT/eng- 
stenberg, that a humility which, of necessity, durst not gratefully 
and joyfully acknowledge and make known whatever of a great 
and remarkable character it may have been enabled by God to 
perform, through peculiar gifts, whether of nature or of grace, 
is at the best not sure of itself, and in most cases is nothing but 
vanity in disguise. At the same time, we must confess that 
Hengstenberg s arguments have not set all our difficulties and 
doubts at rest in this particular imstance. We have still the 
impression, after all, that the words were not written by Moses 
himself. 

Hengstenberg says (vol. i. p. 141): “It is remarkable, at the 
outset, that in the whole work (namely, the Pentateuch) there is 
only this one passage which can by any possibility be interpreted 
as self-praise ; for the other passage which is cited, Deut. xxxiv. 
10, belongs to the author of the supplement, and not to Moses. 
The proof, therefore, is changed into the very opposite. It is 
inconceivable, that in the case of a later author, there should not 
have been more striking indications of the influence of the reve- 
rential love of the nation to its lawgiver. We may see from the 
supplement, what the entire work would have been under such 
circumstances as these.”——But just because, on the one hand, the
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passage in the supplement (Deut. xxxiv. 10 sqq.) was evideutly 
and indisputably not written by Moses, and, on the other hand, 
the passage before us (Num. xii. 3 sqq.) is perfectly analogous 
in the style of its praise, we are warrauted in conjecturing that 
it was also the production of some other pen. The rarity of 
such laudatory passages cannot be adduced, as fHengstenberg 
supposes, as a proof that the Pentateuch was not partially written 
by another hand. This absence of praise, which is certainly 
characteristic, is to be accounted for on totally different grounds, 
which no one has explained so thoroughly and satisfactorily 
as Jlengstenbery himself. This is m fact, throughout, the dis- 
tinctive feature of sacred history, especially of that of the Old 
Testament, that it never goes out of its way to praise, extol, or 
clonfy the most celebrated of the fathers, the greatest benefac- 
tors, or the most splendid heroes. It has continually but one 
object in view, namely, to praise God, in the record of the sins 
and transgressions, as well as im that of the more renowned per- 
formances, of the men of God. But when we meet with direct 
commendation, as in the passage before us, and Deut. xxxiv. 10 
sqq., It is simply an exception from the rule; the writer having 
been so completely overpowered by the impression made upon 
him by the grandeur and rarity of the events recorded, that he 
was unable to suppress his admiration. This was the case here 
(Num. xii.), where the meekness of Moses was more strikingly 
displayed than on any other occasion; and also in Deut. xxxiv., 
where the historian was taking one more look at the entire and 
now finished course of this wonderful man. In our opinion, 
both expressions (the one in Num. xii, as well as that in Deut. 
xxxiv.) would come well from the mouth of a contemporary of 
Moses, who survived the great man of God, and still retained 
the impression made upon him by actions which he himself 
had witnessed.—That the authorship of every portion of the 
Pentateuch must be assigned either to Moses himself, or to 
(younger) contemporarics, has been already maintained (vid. vol. 
i. § 20, 1). 

The examples cited by [engstenberg, of analogies to this sup- 
posed self-praise, appear to us to bear no resemblance. The pas- 
sages from tlie book of Daniel, which are adduced in a similar man- 
ner as proofs that it was not the work of Daniel himself (e.g. ch. i. 
19, 20, v. 11, 12, ix. 23, x. 11), we could very well conceive to have 
» VOL. III. S
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been written by Daniel himself; just as we believe that Num. xii. 
6-8 (considered as the objective testimony of Jehovah with regard 
to him) might very well have proceeded from the pen of Moses.— 
The words of Christ, “I am meek and lowly in heart,” which are 
cited as analogous, are not to the point, as every one must admit. 
Christ could say, “ Which of you convinceth Me of sin?” with- 
out the slightest symptom of vanity or pride, of excitement or 
passion, being apparent in His heart. But Moses was a sinful 
son of man, like every other; and his patience and meckness, 
which were certainly wonderful, were not entirely and under 
all circumstances free from the rust of sinful impatience, excite- 
ment, and passion. I will not refer to the incident narrated in 
Ex. 11. 11 sqq.; but a few days before, he had manifested some- 
thing like impatience or discontent (§ 26, 2), and on a subse- 
quent occasion his dissatisfaction broke out into evident passion 
(Num. xx. 11-13, and Ps. evi. 32, cf. § 44, 4). Notwithstand- 
ing all this, it is still true, that the man Moses was meck above 
all the men that were upon the face of the earth; but what I 

mean is, that he would hardly have thought or said this of him- 
self, smce he could not blind his eyes to the fact, that even his 
meekness was imperfect. I should have thought it a very proper 
thing, if he had met the presumptuous conduct of Miriam and 
Aaron, by asserting in the strongest terms that he had accom- 
plished infinitely more than they, through the mercy and call of 
God; for that would have been something purely objective: 
just as I regard it as a very natural thing, that Paul should have 
declared, in reply to those who impeached his apostolic call, “ I 
have laboured more than all the other apostles.” But to exalt 
his own mceekness, as unparalleled in the history of the world, 
would be a totally different matter, and would at least be so 
lable to misinterpretation on his own part and that of his readers, 
that some precaution would be needed to prevent it. Paul would 
hardly have said of himself, even when provoked to do so by 
unjust accusations, that he exceeded all other Christian men on 
the face of the earth in the holiness of his heart. But in the 
case before us there was nothing at all to provoke Moses to 
appeal to his meekness ; for it was not his meekness that Miriam 
had disputed, but his claim to superiority over them on the 

ground of his prophetic call. 
(2.) That Mrrtam is to be regarded as the leader in the
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opposition, is evident from the fact, that her name stands first 
(before that of Aaron) in ver. 1, as well as from the feminine 
form of the common predicate 137M) (and she said) ; and it is still 

further confirmed by the subsequent punishment. Miriam and. 
‘Aaron do not appear here exclusively, or even primarily, as the 
brother and sister of Moses, but as his assistants in the guidance 
of Isracl. Aaron, at the very outset, was called the “ mouth” 
and “prophet” of Moses, who was to be Aaron’s “god” im 
return (vol. ii. § 20, 8). Afiriam’s part in the duty assigned to 
Moses is not so clearly stated. That she had some share is evi- 
dent from Ex. xv. 20, where she stands at the head of the 
women, and is expressly described as a prophetess. In Micah vi. 
4, also, Moses, Aaron, and Miriam are classed together as the 
leaders of Israel through the desert. 

(3.) The occasion, or rather the excuse for the opposition, 
offered by the brother and sister, to their brother who was placed 
above them, was furnished by his marriage with a Cushite woman. 
As we haye no account of any such marriage, the most probable 
conjecture is, that Zipporah, the Midianite, is referred to (vol. ii. 
§ 19,7). Cush, when used as a geographical name, was a very 
comprehensive term. According to Gen. x., it embraced the 
countries of the southern zone; that is, all the lands to the south, 
which fell within the horizon of the Israelites, and which were 
bounded towards the east by the Euphrates and the Persian 
Gulf, and towards the west by the Nile and the almost unex- 
plored deserts to the west of the Nile. The land of Cush had 
no boundary towards the south (Bertheau, Puradis, p. 17). 
These being the limits within which the use of the name was 
confined, Miriam and .Aaron might have intentionally confounded 
together the genealogical and geographical application of the 
word, and so have called their sister-in-law a Cushite or Lainite, 
for the purpose of giving the strongest possible expression to 
their contempt. But this view is at variance with the fact, that 
it is expressly stated in the Biblical account that “he had taken 
a Cushite woman.” This statement compels us to understand 
the name Cushite in the strict sense of the word. In this case, 
two things are conceivable,—cither that Moses had married the 
Cushite woman previous to his flight from Egypt (this appears 
to he the idea embodied in the legend of his marriage with an 
Ethiopian princess: cf. vol. it. § 19, 4), or, that he lad marrie
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her but a short time before, namely, during the sojourn in the wil- 
derness. As the contemptuous speech of Miriam and Aaron 
seel more in accordance with the latter view, we are inclined to 
give it the preference. We are consequently disposed to proceed, 
with the majority of commentators, to the further assumption, 
that Zipporah had died m the meantime,—for, though the Mosaic 
Jaw tolerated polygamy, it by no means favoured it. Among 
the mixed population collected together from foreign nations, 
which accompanied the Israelites on their departure from Egypt, 
there might possibly have been some Cushites; or, if this hypo- 
thesis be thought objectionable, there is still another left open, 
viz., that there was a Cushite tribe leading a nomad life in the 
desert, with which Moses came into contact. 

Many interpreters give to this marriage with a Cushite 
woman a symbolical or typical signification. Baumgarten, for 
example, says (i. 2, p. 303): “ Since the marriage of Joseph with 
the Egyptian woman, and the first marriage of Moses with the 
Midianitish woman, were not without a meaning, so far as the 
relation of Isracl to the Gentiles was concerned; there is the 

more reason to believe that the second marriage of Moses with a 
foreign woman, especially one contracted by him as lawgiver, 
and under the law, must have had some important design. By 
his marriage with the Hamite, Moses set forth the fellowship 
between Israel and the Gentiles, so far as it could possibly take 
place under the law, and thus actually exemplified in his own 
person that equality of foreigners with Israel, which the law so 
constantly demands. But this was a liberty of the spirit which 
Miriam and Aaron could not comprehend, not to mention the 
inability of the people to understand it.” O.v. Gerlach also 
regards the marriage as typical. He says: “ Moses had probably 
taken a wife from a Cushite tribe, for the purpose of setting 
forth, by this example, the union of Israel with the most distant 
heathen at some future day.” The latter view, if it be held at 
all, must at least be differently expressed; for, im its present 
shape, it is liable to the charge of arbitrary and unhistorical 
spiritualizing. 

At any rate, we see in the reproaches of the brother and 
sister, a striking example of that carnal exaggeration of the worth 
of the Israelitish nationality, by which the people have so univer- 
sally been characterised, and which is the more reprehensible, on
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account of its resting simply upon a natural basis, and not upon 
the spiritual callof Isracl. Miriam and Aaron fancied that their 
family was disgraced by the marriage; and the circumstance 
also furnished an opportunity for the display of the envy and 
discontent at their subordinate position, which had probably for 
a very long time been secretly cherished within their hearts. 
Jealous as they were for the honour of their family, and attach- 
ing so much importance as they did to its purity of blood, they 
imagined that, now that their brother, of whom they were already 
envious, had so thoronghly forgotten himself, they had a perfect 
right to refuse any longer to be subordinate to him. 

(4.) In explanation of the proofs which are given by God 
Himself, of the superiority and unique character of the prophetic 
gift possessed by Moses (ver. 6-8 compared with Deut. xxxiv. 
10, 11), we have but little to add to what has already been stated 
in § 15,1. The words of Jehovah are as follows: “ If there is 
a prophet among you, I make Myself known to him in vision 
(ANW2); Tspeak to him in adream. Not so My servant Moses : 
he is entrusted with My whole house; with him I speak mouth 
to mouth; I cause him to see, and that not in pictures (MINNA, lit. 
in riddles ; it is very well paraphrased by Luther, “through dark 
words or parables”); he sees the form of Jehovah (™ TDR), 
Why then are ye not afraid to speak against My servant Moses ?” 
Thus Jehovah makes a difference hetween the prophetic charac- 
ter of Moses, and that of all the rest of the Israelitish prophets. 
With the latter, the reception of Divine revelations was something 
extraordinary. Before they were in a condition to reccive them, 

it was necessary that they should Pass out of the sphere of the 
senses, and that of intelligent consciousness, into a state of super- 
sensual perception. It was only in dreams and (ecstatic) visions 
that a revelation was made to them; and for that very reason, 
whatever was revealed—being in the form of imagery, symbols, 
and parables, and not brought within the range of ordinary per- 
ception and thought—uneeded to be translated into different lan- 
guage before it could be submitted to the senses aud the under- 
standing. It was different with Moses. Ie was in constant 
communication with Jehovah ; he saw the Temunah of Jchovah 

(§ 15, 1); Jehovah spoke to him mouth to mouth (“as a man to 
his friend,” Ex. xxxiii. 11); he received the Divine revelations 
in clear, intelligent consciousness; and they were made, not in
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the imagery of dreams or visions,—not in parables, symbols, and 
riddles,—but in direct, clear, and intelligible words. 

However great, therefore, the difference may have been, 
between Moses and the other prophets of his nation ; it was not 

an essential difference, but simply one of degree. For even 
Moses did not see the unveiled glory of Jehovah: he did not 
look upon “ face as it is in itself; he merely saw Nin non 
and not 133075 > (§ 15,1). The revelation in the Temunah was 
indeed a far higher manifestation of God, than the revelation im 
dreams and visions, through obscure words and parables; but 
even the former was very far from being the absolute glory of 
God,—was merely a personal representation of the absolute glory. 
Hence even this was not the thing itself, but merely a resem- 
blance. The Temunah bore the same relation to the actual and 
absolute form of God, as the iW to clear and intelligible words. 

The further distinction between Moses and all the other pro- 
phets of his nation was, that he was entrusted with Jehovah's 
whole house; 2.e., he was the sole head of the Israelitish com- 
monwealth, and therefore the visible representative, mediator, 
and interpreter of the imvisible God-King; and all others, 
whatever the part they performed, and whatever the powers with 
which they were endowed by God, were subordinate to him. 
This is the essential point in the Divine declaration, for it was 
this which had been disputed by Miriam and Aaron; and all 

that is said respecting the superiority of Moses as a prophet, merely 
served to establish this conclusion. 

The passage before us is usually understood as contrasting 
Moses, not only with contemporaneous prophets, but with those 
of future ages as well, at least under the Old Testament. This 
view, however, is not absolutely correct. The occasion, and the 
form of the expression, simply warrant us in thinking of con- 
temporancous prophets. They do not expressly affirm that it 
could never by any possibility happen, that prophets should arise 
in the subsequent stages of the covenant-history, equal, or per- 
haps even superior, to Moses in the points alluded to. When 
the editor of the Pentatench states, in chap. xxxiv. 10, that 
“there arose not a prophet since in Israel like unto Moses,” 
etc., his words apply simply to the period which had already 
elapsed, and not at all to the future. So far as it had already 
been made apparent, or so far at least as subsequent events 
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proved, that the one thing which distinguished Moses above 
all his contemporaries (namely, that he was entrusted with 
the whole house of Jehovah), was never to be met with in any 
single individual again, throughout the whole course of the 
covenant-history until its completion and close; but that in all its 
subsequent stages, the govermment of the theocracy was to be 
distributed among several co-ordinate offices and classes (judges, 
kings, prophets, and priests) :—so far, we say, as this had already 
been made apparent, it was perfectly justifiable to extend the 
declaration to the future also. But even if the ancient Israelite 
was well assured, that previous to the fulfilment of all prophecy 
no second Moses would arise, who would be one and all in 
the house of Jehovah; it was nowhere stated that the particular 
functions, which were combined in Moses, but which were after- 
wards separated, would never be manifested again in so exalted 
a form, or even im one more exalted still. If Divine revelation, 
instead of remaining stationary, was to continue to progress after 
the time of Moses, the latter was absolutely necessary. A David 
was superior to Moses, as the political head of Israel, and an 
Isaiah, as the herald of the word of God to Israel; but both 
David and Isaiah were inferior to Moses, inasmuch as neither 
of them cither did or could combine the two. 

We cannot infer froin this passage, therefore, that what is 
stated here of contemporaneous prophets is equally applicable to 
all the prophets of subsequent ages. At this particular time 
Moses was the only prophet who saw Jehovah in I[is 7212", the 
only one to whom Jehovah did not reveal [limself nivna ; but 
after his death there may have been others upon whom the. same 
gift was conferred. 

(5.) As the laws relating to the purification of lepers (Lev. 
xiv.) had already been promulgated, there can be no doubt that 
Miriam submitted to the rites of purification which are there 
prescribed. This will explain the seven days, during which she 
was to be excluded from associating with her people (vid. Lev. 
xiv. 9, 10). 

Vv 

TYE SPIES SENT INTO TIIE PROMISED LAND. 

§ 35. (Num. xii. ; Deut. i. 19-25.) —From Chazerothi the 
people proceeded to Litmah (m the Wady Reteméth, which
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leads into the plain of Kadésh; vid. § 26), and encamped 

there. They were now at the very gates of the promised 

land. Another step taken in faith, and the end of all their 
wanderings would be attained. Moses called upon the people 

to take the final step (Deut. i. 20). They did not positively 
refuse; but they desired that spies should first of all be sent, 

to obtain more definite information respecting the land and its 

inhabitants. Moses had no objection to offer to this (Deut. 

i. 23); and by the command of Jehovah (Num. xiii. 2 sqq.), he 

chose twelve distinguished men, one from each tribe, to carry 

out this measure of prudence (1). The spies went through the 

whole land, and returned, after forty days, to the camp at 

Kadesh. From a valley named Lshcol, in the neighbourhood of 
Hebron, they brought a bunch of grapes, and some specimens 
of pomegranates and figs, to show the fertility of the country. 

In the account which they brought back, they spoke highly of 

the fruitfulness of the land they had explored, and described it 

as a land flowing with milk and honey; but they laid far greater 

stress upon the strong fortifications, the warlike inhabitants, the 

gigantic children of Anak, by the side of whom they felt like 
grasshoppers. Moreover, it was a land which ate up its inhabit- 
ants. Thus they brought back an evil report of the land which 

they had explored, and declared, “ We cannot go up against the 
people of the land, for they are stronger than we” (2). ‘Two only 

of the spies—namely, Joshua, the son of Nun, of the tribe of Eph- 

raim,and Caleb, the Kenizzite, of the tribe of Judah (3)—were of a 

different opinion. They did all they could to keep up the cowrage of 
the people, and advised that they should proceed at once to take 

possession of the land, trusting in the promises of Jehovah, which 

were stronger than the children of Anak, with all their fortresses. 

(1.) Even v. Lengerke admits that there is no discrepancy 
between the account in Numbers, where the sending of the spies 
is attributed to a command of God, and that in Denteronomy, 
in which it is said to have originated in the wish of the people.— 
We cannot trace this desire immediately and without reserve, as
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is too frequently done, to unbelief, or weakness of faith in the 
promises of God, with regard to the possession of thic land, and 
in IJis assurance of its excellence. We have here a perfectly 
analogous case to the request of Moses to Hobab (§ 32, 2). As 
in that case, notwithstanding the guidance of God afforded 
through the pillar of cloud and fire, important service could be 
rendered by a man acquainted with the different localities in the 
desert, and the wish to secure that assistance was not weakness 
of faith, much less unbelief ;—so here, a survey of the land to be 
conquered would afford advantages, from the worth of which the 
Divine promise did not detract, and of which, in fact, 1t was their 
duty to avail themselves; inasmuch as the help of God demands, 
rather than excludes, the thoughtful, circumspect, and zealous 
employment of all human resources and powers. In itself, there- 
fore, the sending of the spies might have been a proof of strong, 
quite as well as of weak, faith; but the issue undoubtedly laid 
bare the feelings which generally prevailed. Since the wish of 
the people, therefore, was certainly justifiable in itself, it “ pleased” 
Moses (Deut. i. 23); and Jehovah also adopted it into his own 
plans, for which reason it is represented in Numbers as the com- 
mand of Jehovah. But the pleasure which Moses took in the 
request was human and short-sighted; and therefore his expec- 
tations were disappointed. On the other hand, Jehovah, the 
Searcher of hearts, detected the hidden motive, of which the 
people themselves were possibly still unconscious, and approved 
of their desire, as calculated to bring to light this hidden motive, 
that it might be overcome or judged. If we consider of whiat 
importance it was, that the people should not proceed to take 
possession of the land, in such a state of mind as was brouglit 
out in a most fearful degree by the report of the spies; that 
such a work, to be successful, must be one of cheerful faith ; 
and that the disgrace of failure would fall upon Jehovah and His 
covenant in the eyes of the licathen: we shill understand at 
once how it is that the act of Jchovah is described in Num ¥ 2 
seq., not as an indifferent consent to the wishes of the people, but 
as a command, in the strictest sense of the word. 

The reason why the tribe of Jevi did not send a spy, was, 
evidently, that the duties and prospects of this tribe were totally 
different from those of all the rest. Levi was not to reccive a 
share of the promised land in the same manner as the other 

Ki,
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tribes, and therefore had not to take part in the conquest. The 
inheritance of Levi was Jehovah (Num. xviii. 20; Deut. x. 9, 
xu. 12, xiv. 27, 29), and the sanctuary of Jehovah was the sphere 
of his labours. We may see, from the incident narrated here, 
that the reorganisation of the tribes had already been fully 
effected, so as to restore the significant number twelve, which 
the separation of the tribe of Levi had interfered with, but 
which was restored through the division of the tribe of Joseph 
into two separate tribes, Ephraim and Manasseh (vid. Gen. xlviii.). 

(2.) Robinson (i. 316) passed through the valley which is 
commonly, and with very good reason, regarded as the EsHcoL 
of the Old Testament, on his road from Hebron to Jerusalem. 
“ The road passes between the walls of vineyards and olive-yards, 
the former chiefly in the valley, and the latter on the slopes of 
the hills, which are in many parts built up in terraces. These 
vineyards are very fine, and produce the largest and best grapes 
wn all the country. The character of the fruit still corresponds 
to its ancient celebrity ; and pomegranates and figs, as well as 
apricots, quinces, and the like, still grow there in abundance.” 

The situation of the valley of Eshcol is not minutely de- 
scribed in the passage before us, but the context evidently 
points to the neighbourhood of Hebron; and in Gen. xiv. 24 

we read, that when Abraham started from Hebron in pursuit 
of the four kings, he was accompanied by his friends Aner, 
Eshcol, and Mamre. Now, dfamre gave the name to the Tere- 
binth-grove at Hebron (Gen. xiii. 18), and it is not improbable 
that the name of the valley is to be traced in the same way to 
Eshcol. 

The BUNCH OF GRAPES, which the spies brought as a specimen 
of the fruit, was carried by two of them upon a pole. This is 
generally supposed to have been in consequence of the enormous 
size of the bunch, which was too large and heavy for one to 
carry; and this idea has given rise to most absurd exaggerations. 
The peculiar mode of transport was evidently adopted, not 
because the bunch of grapes was more than one man could 
calry on account of its size and weight, but from a wish to 
bring it to the camp without receiving any injury from pressure. 

When the spies reported that the land was flowing with MILK 
AND HONEY, this was evidently an Oriental and poctical form of 
expression, meaning nothing more than that the fertility of the
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Jand was such, as to present a most promising field for agricul- 
ture, and the rearing of cattle. 

The warlike nations by whom the spies reported that the 
Israclites would be opposed im their efforts to conquer the country, 
were the Amalehites, who dwelt towards the south,—that is, on the 
southern slope of the highlands of Judea; the Lfitiites, Jebusites, 
and lmorites, who lived on the mountains of Judah themselves ; 
the Cunuanites (a collective name), who dwelt in the low country 
by the sea, and in the plain of the Jordan; and also the Anakin, 
the last remains of the aboriginal mhabitants of the land (ed. 
vol. i. § 45, 1). The unbelieving spics were especially terrified 
by the aspect of the last named, on account of their gigantic 
stature. 

It is not easy to determine exactly what the spies meant by 
saying, “The land eateth up the inhabitants thereof.” 0. v. 
Gerlach paraphyrases it in this way: “ All the inhabitants of the 
land are obliged to go constantly armed, on account of their 
being exposed to incessant attacks from their neighbours, whom 
they are, nevertheless, unable to resist.” Laumgarten explains 
it in a similar manner: “ Allusion,” he says, “is probably made 
to the self-exhaustive conflicts of the different tribes by whom 
the land was inhabited, viz., the aborigines, the Canaanites, and 
the Philistines ; but it is also possible that they had in view the 
destruction of the beautiful valley of Siddim (Gen. xix.).” The 
latter event, however, which took place more than 600 years 
before, can hardly have been intended; and the former does not 
suit the words. We should be more inclined to think of some 
general plague, which had pressed heavily upon the country a 
short time before, and was still fresh in the memory of the people. 

(3.) The fact that Lfosea (yen), who now, for the first tinie, 

received from Moses the name Josnua (Yt) (according to 
ver. 16 (17) ), is called by the latter name im Ex. xvii. 9, 
xxiv, 13, and Num. xt. 28, has presented great difficulties to 
the critics. //engstenberg (Pentateuch, vol. ii., p. 323  sqq. 
transl.) mentions three ways in which the difficulty may be 
solved: (1) By supposing a prolepsis, of which we have so many 
examples m the Pentateuch; (2) by assuming that Moses 
merely renewed the name Joshua on this occasion, on which 
he was once more to attest his fidelity ; and (3) by the hypothesis, 
that we have something narrated here which occurred a long
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time hefore, cither when Hosea first entered the service of 
Moses, or before the engagement with the Amalekites (Ex. 
xvii.). Jdengstenberg himself decides in favour of the third, and 
Ranke (ii. 202) agrees with him. In our opinion, the first is 
correct. Jor even if, according to the rules of grammar, the 
Vav consec. in wip" (ver. 17), may be referred to the order of 
thought (instead of the order of time), it is more natural, 
looking to both the grammatical construction and the circum- 
stances of the case, to refer it to the order of time. In 
LHengstenberg s opinion, on the other hand, it is an objection to 
our explanation, that there was nothing in the occasion before us, 
to lead even to a renewal of the sacred name of Joshna, much 
less, then, to lead to its being given him for the first time. And 
it can hardly be thought probable, he says, that Moses should 
have waited (?) till now, before changing the name; when the 
victory gained by Joshua over the Amalekites had already 
furnished so good an opportunity. . . . That Moses should 
have “waited” so long, would certainly have been strange 
enough. But he did not wait; for it was only now that he first 
thought of giving Joshua another name. The appointment of 
the spies, of whom Joshua undoubtedly stood at the head (vid. 
Ex. xvii. 9, xxiv. 13), both as being the most distinguished of 
the whole, and also as the servant of Moses (his alter ego), 
furnished just the occasion required. The alteration in Joshua’s 
name was a God speed! which he gave to the spies on their 
departure. There was something apparently significant in the 
fact that they had a Hosea among them: Moses not only 
brought this to mind, but strengthened it, by connecting the 
name of Jehovah, which brings salvation, with that of Hosea, 
which promised salvation, whilst his previous life was a pledge 
that “ Jehovah is salvation.” 

CaxEB, of the tribe of Judah, is called the Kentzz1TE (329) 

both here and in Josh. xiv. 6, 14. Bertheau (zur Gesch. p. 16, and 
Comm. on Judges, i. 13), Ewald (i. 298), and v. Lengerke (i. 204), 
are of opinion that we have here one of the Kenizzites, who are 
spoken of in Gen. xv. 19 as belonging to the original inhabitants 
of Palestine. Mwald says: “Of these Kenizzaans (Qenizziiern), 
one portion was scattered over the southern districts of the land 
at the time of the conquest of Canaan by Israel, most probably 
in a few leading families. When, for example, ’Othnicl, the
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younger brother of Kenaz, who was also his daughter's husband, is 
called a son of Kenaz (Josh. xv. 17; Judg. i. 13, ii. 9), whilst 
Caleb himself, the son of Jephunneli, bears the cognomen of 
the Kenizzean, this evidently means nothing more than that 
Caleb with his retinue had entered into alliance with the Keniz- 
zeans, who were settled in the southern part of Canaan, and was 
recognised as amember of the tribe, possessing equal rights with 
the rest. But if these Kenizzeans were subsequently obliged to 
enter into a dependent relation to his descendants, Kenaz might 
also be called his grandson (1 Chir. iv. 15). But another part 
dwelt in Edom, and is introduced there as one of the srandsons of 
Esau through Eliphaz (Gen. xxxvi. 11, 15, 42). It must have 
sacrificed its independence, therefore, and entered into con- 
nection with the kingdom of the Idumeans, just as these Caleb- 
allies had united with that of the Israclites.’—Sie/ This is 
the way, then, in which all traditional history is to be turned 
upside down, and history may be constructed at pleasure. In 
reply to this, see etl on Joshua, p. 356 transl. The name 
Kenizzite in Gen. xv. 19, is the name of a tribe; in the other 
passages it is a patronymic; and the similanty in the names is 
simply an accident. The name 13? was a frequently recurring 
one m the family of Caleb (on the frequent recurrence of the 
saine names among the Arabs, see Kosegarten in the Zeitschrift 
fir die Kunde des Morgenlandes i. 8, p. 212). Caleb’s younger 
brother, the father of Othnicl, was called by this name, and so 
was also the grandson of Caleb. Judging from appearance, 
the name, which was peculiarly appropriate in the case of such 
a family of heroes, had been a very common one even before 
this time. And the name (from a verb signifying to hunt) was 
equally suitable to the family of Edom, which was well known 
as arace of hunters. It cannot surprise us, therefore, that we 
find it among them. 

REBELLION OF THE PEOPLE AND JUDGMENT OF GOD AT 

KADESH. 

§ 36. (Num. xiv. 1-38; Deut. 1. 26-39.)—The report of 
the spics threw the people into a state of utter despair. They 

wept the whole night, complained, murmured, and were on the
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point of breaking out into open mutiny, and choosing another 

leader to conduct them back to Egypt. The cheering words of 
Joshua and Calcb only tended to excite them still further. 
The prospect of death was all that awaited these heroic men, 

along with Moses and Aaron; for the people talked of stoning 

them all. But at this moment the glory of Jehovah appeared 

in the tabernacle before all the people. Jehovah declared to 

Moses that He would smite the people with pestilence, and 

destroy them as one man, and make of him a great nation. 

But even in this hour of distress, Moses did not forget the 

duties and privileges of his office. Ile reminded the Lord of 
all His promises; appealed to His former manifestations of 
mercy; called to mind what Jehovah Himself had formerly 

declared concerning the name of Jehovah (Ex. xxxiv. 6, ef. 

§ 15), that He was long-suffering, of great mercy, forgiving 

iniquity and transgression. He spoke of the rejoicing of Egypt 

and heathen Canaan, when it should come to their cars; and 

prayed for mercy and forgiveness for the nation. His request 

was granted, but only within such limits as the unbelief of the 

people, which had thus come to a head, imperatively required 

(vid. § 14, 2). The nation, as a nation, was to be preserved ; 

but the individuals were all to suffer the punishment they 

deserved. The time had now arrived of which Jehovah had 

spoken, when He said (Hix. xxxii. 34), “ At the time of My 
visitation I will visit their sin.” Hence the sentence of rejec- 

tion on the part of Jehovah did not reach the nation, did not 
fall upon the seed of Abraham, with which the covenant and 

the promise still remained ; but it embraced all the mdividuals 

who had despised and rejected Jehovah and His promises. The 

sentence ran thus: “ All those men, of twenty years old and 

upwards, who have seen My glory and My miracles which I did 

in Kgypt and in the wilderness, and who have tempted Me now 

ten times (1), not one of them shall see the land, which I sware 

wito their fathers: their bodies shall fall in the desert, except 

Caleb and Joshua, who have followed Me faithfully. After the
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number of the days in which ye searched the land, shall ye bear 

your iniquities, even forty years. But your children, which ye 

said should be a prey, shall enter in and know the land which 

ye have despised. ‘Therefore, to-morrow turn you, and get you 

into the desert by the way of the Red Sea.” And as a proof 
how earnestly the threat was meant, the ten spies, whose 

unbelief had been the primary canse of the unbelief of the 

people, were smitten with sudden death. 

(1.) When it is stated in ver. 22 that the people had tempted 
Jehovah “now TEN TIMES,” the most natural supposition is, that 
ten is merely a round and symbolical number, intended to intimate 
that the measure of iniquity was now full,—ten being the num- 
ber of completion and termination. We adhere to this opinion; 

for the various attempts that have been made to reckon up 
exactly ten temptations in the course of their history, have never 
attained their object without force. Ranke cites the following 
passages: 1. Ex. v. 20, 21 (for even then Jehovah had already 
given signs: vid. Ex. iv. 29-31); 2. Ex. xiv. 11,12; 3. Ex. xv. 
22-27; 4. Ex. xvi. 2,3; 5. Lx. xvi. 20; 6. Ex. xvii. 1-7; 

7. Ex. xxxii.; 8. Num. xi. 1-4; 9. Num. xi. 435; 10. Num. 

xiv. But Ex. v. 20, 21 can hardly be thought suitable. 0. ». 
Gerlach, therefore, omits this passage. But he substitutes Ex. 
xvi. 27, a passage which creates even greatcr difficulties than 
the one which he has erased. 

(2.) The decision, that of those who were twenty years old 
and upwards at the time of the departure from Egypt, not one 
should enter the promised land, was evidently founded upon the 
fact, that they had not only been witnesses of all the wonders 
of God in Egypt and the desert, but were so at a time when 
they had fully arrived at years of discretion, and there- 
fore their unbelief was the less excusable. Whien the census 
was taken in the last year of the wanderings in the desert, it was 
found, according to Num. xxvi. 64, that with the exception of 
Caleb and Joshua, every member of this generation was already 
dead. It appears doubtful, however, whether this was literally 
the case, both because /leazar and lihumar, the sons of Aaron, 
were invested with the priesthood at the commencement of the 
second year after the Lvodus (Lev. x. 6, 7, vid. chap. viii.), and
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yet Eleazar retained the priesthood, at all events till after the 
conquest of the Holy Land (Josh. xiv. 1, xvii. 4, 5, etc.); and 
also from Josh. xxiv. 7, where a great number of eye-witnesses 
of the works of God in Egypt are said to have been still alive. 
But this exception in the case of the sons of Aaron, if such an 
exception was really made, might possibly be explained on the 
supposition that the tribe of Levi was not included at all in this 
sentence of rejection (Num. xiv.). Since the time when this 
tribe was sct apart to the service of the sanctuary, it had ceased 
to be on an equality with the rest. Levi was no longer one of 
the twelve tribes; and, as we have seen, there was no represen- 
tative of the house of Levi among the twelve spies. Levi, again, 
was noé included in tlie census mentioned in Num. i.; and it 

was precisely thts census which was to determine on whom the 
sentence of rejection should fall; for it is stated expressly in 
Num. xiv. 29: “ All of you, who have been numbered accord- 
ing to your whole number, from twenty years old and upward.” 
Now we may very well suppose that to this exceptional position, 
which was purely objective, one of a subjective character cor- 
responded. For we may safely assume, that since the worship 
of the golden calf, when the tribe of Levi distinguished itself 
so remarkably by its zeal for the glory of Jehovah (§ 13, 8), 
this tribe, regarded as a whole, had always been found on the 
side of Jehovah and Moses.—At the same time, we are under 
no necessity to rely upon the correctness of these remarks. The 
thing admits of a much more simple explanation. It is true 
that the period of service prescribed for the Levites was from 
thirty years old to fifty, according to Num. iv. 3, 23, 30, 47; 
from twenty-five to fifty, according to Deut. viti. 32-36; but 
there is no rule laid down in any single passage in the Penta- 
teuch with reference to the age of the priests (the first definite 
rule which we meet with is in 2 Chr. xxxi. 17; and according to 

this, they were not to be under twenty years of age). Now, we 
have certainly no right to apply the laws relating to the age of 
service of the Levites, without reserve, to that of the priests. 
For the service of the Levites, which included all the laborious 
work connected with the tabernacle, it was absolutely necessary 
that they should be full-grown men: this was not so requisite 
for the infinitely lighter work of the priests. Eleazar therefore 
may have been only twenty or twenty-two years of age, when



2EBELLION AND JUDGMENT AT KADESII. 289 

he received his priestly consecration, and not quite twenty when 
he left Egypt. This assumption is also favoured by Ex. xxiv. 1, 
where Nadab and <Abilin alone are said to have gone up the 
holy mountain, and not Eleazar and Ithamar. For otherwise 
the latter would have had equal rights, and would in all respects 
have been on an equality, with the former. 

The second passage, viz., Josh. xxiv. 7, proves nothing at 
all. To show this, it would probably be sufficient to point to 
the unity of the nation, regarded as a species; but since we find 
in Num, xiv. all who were under twenty years of age at the 
time of the Exodus, expressly exempted from the sentence of 
rejection, and since these had certainly eyes to sce, there may 
have been many eye-witnesses of the miracles in Egypt still alive 
at the period referred to in Josh. xxiv. 7. 

d.) That the number of years of their compulsory sojourn 
in the desert should have been made to correspond to the num- 
ber of days, during which’ the spies remained in the promised 
land, can only appear strange or trifling to one who has lost 
all that susceptibility which would enable lim to comprehend 
and appreciate the history of the kingdom of God, as a history, 
the most minute and ontward details of which have all a mean- 
ing and are all according to plan; and who forgets that one 

who has the education of children, must act as a child himself. 
The Oriental nations of antiquity, including the Israelites, stood 
upon a very childlike, concrete stand-point in this respect. 
They looked upon the outward events of life with very different 

eyes from those with which we, abstract moderns of the West, 
regard them, and attached an importance to any harmony or clis- 
cord in their arrangement, for which we have no sense whatever. 
In the present instance, however, the connection between the 
forty years’ wanderings and the forty days spent by the spies 
in the land, was important and instructive from varions points 
of view. How vividly must it have presented to their minds 
the contrast between the life in the promised land, which they 
had despised, and the life in the desert which was inflicted as a 
pmnishment!—how forcibly must it have impressed npon them 
the connection hetween cause and effect, sin and punishment ! 
Every year that passed, and was deducted from the years of 
punishment, was a new and solemn appeal to repentance, call 
ing to mind, as it did, the original cause of rejection. 
» VOL, Il. T
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§ 37. (Num. xiv. 39-45; Deut. i. 40-46.)—The announce- 

ment of the sentence made a deep impression upon the people. 

The magnitude of the loss, which they had sustained through 

their unbelieving obduracy, now flashed upon them for the first 

time. So close to the goal, and yet for ever excluded from the 

possession of the dear and promised land! Sent back, and con- 

demned to pass their whole life in the barren and inhospitable 

wilderness—their only prospect a grave in the sand! Gladly 

would they have retrieved their error. In fact, they declared 
themselves ready to advance, and even persisted in doing so, 
notwithstanding the earnest prohibition of Moses. “ You will 
not succeed,” he said. “Go not up, for Jehovah is not among 

you” (1). The pillar of cloud did not move, and Moses re- 

mained in the camp. But they went up, notwithstanding ; and 
the Amalekites and Amorites (2) came down from the mountains, 

and drove them back to [formah (3). 

(1.) In their unbelief in the force of the Divine promises, 
the Israelites had refused to enter upon a war with the inhabi- 
tants of Canaan, and attack their impregnable fortresses; and in 
their unbelief in the seriousness of the Divine sentence, which 
had been pronounced upon them in consequence, they now 
resolved to make up for their neglect, and recover what they 
had lost by their folly. In the one case, they had too little 
confidence in God; in the other, too much confidence in 
themselves. In both instances, they despised and overlooked 
the truth, that everything depended upon the blessing of God. 
In the first instance, they contemned God; in the second, they 
tempted Him. They said, it is true, “ We have sinned: behold, 
here we are!” But this change of mind was no improvement 
of mind. Their remorse was no repentance. Their hearts re- 
mained the same: the only difference being, that instead of 
showing the one ungodly side, vzz., that of unbelieving obstinacy, 
they showed the other, of proud and insolent self-exaltation. 
“ Such is the superficial character of the old man, that when his 
sin is pointed out, instead of looking deeply into it and finding 
out its dark ground, he regards it as an accidental phenomenon; 
and therefore, although he remains in precisely the same
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condition, he immediately sects about reforming his sins.” — 
(AL. Baumgarten.) 

(2.) The critics have hghted upon another discrepancy here: 
“In Deut. i. 44 the Amorites are mentioned, and in Num. xiv. 
45, in the very same connection, the s\malekites.’ But there is 
no necessity to expose the deception practised here, in order to 
bring out the futility of the objection. In Num. xiv., Amalekites 
and Canaanites are mentioned; in Deut. i., Amorites alone. 
Now, it is well known that the Amorites were the most powerful 
of the Canaanitish tribes; and for this reason the two names are 

used promiscuously in Innumerable passages of the Old Testa- 
ment. The whole difference resolves itself into this, that in the 
passage in which the historical facts are narrated with greater 
precision, Amalekites are spoken of along with the Amorites or 
Canaanites, whereas in Deuteronomy the Amorites (7.e., Canaan- 
ites), who were incomparably the more important, are mentioned 
alone. 

(3.) On Hormah, see § 26, 1, and § 27, 8; but more espe- 
cially § 45, 2. 

§ 38. (Num. xv.)—The sentence of rejection was pronounced 
on the existing generation of the people; but the covenant was 

not dissolved, nor was the history of the nation at an end. For, 

even if the history remained precisely at the same point, so far 

as the present generation was concerned, yet, for the rising 

generation, the first step in its onward progress was guaranteed, 

namely, the possession of the promised land.—That the sentence 

pronounced upon the existing gencration was an irrevocable one, 

had been made apparent by the futile attempt to penetrate, in 

spite of it, into the land. And even the promise associated with 

this rejection was not left without Divine attestation, though it 

applied to the rising generation. An assurance was given to 

those who had been rejected, that the rejection was not an 

absolute one, but was restricted to their exclusion from the 

promised land, of which they had themselves refused to take 
possession. This was also implied in the fact, that immediately 
after the announcement of the sentence, the giving of the law was 

continued, just as if no further disturbance had arisen from what
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had just occurred (1). And whilst, by thus continuing the 
course of legislation, Jehovah gave to the people a proof that 

His relation to them was still the same as before, a circumstance 

which occurred just at this time (2) was sufficient to prove, not 

only that He was not disposed to relax the severity of His 
demands, although the course of the nation’s history had been 
interrupted, but also that the people perceived and acknowledged 
the obligation. 

(1.) The fact that Jehovah contmued to give the people 
laws, was a sufficient proof that the rejection was not an absolute 
one. This becomes still more apparent, if we look at the form 
and substance of the laws which were issued now. The two prin- 
cipal groups are introduced by the words: “ When ye be come 
into the land of your habitations, which I give unto you” 
(ver. 2); and, “When ye come into the land, whither I bring 
you” (ver. 18). It is also not without significance, that these 
laws have reference to the sacrificial worship. The theocratic 
worship was so far from being abolished by the sentence of 
rejection, that additions were made to it at this very time. The 
third group, on the other hand (ver. 37 sqq.), contained injunc- 
tions which were to be carried out immediately, and not merely 
after they had taken possession of the land. Every Israelite 
was to wear tassels on his clothes, the object of which is said to 
have been, to remind him of his duty in relation to the command- 
ments of God. The tassels, with their various shades of blue, 
hanging from a smgle knob, by which they were bound together 
and made one, were to be a symbol of the Divine law, which 
consisted of many members, but was essentially one. The solemn 
words with which this group concludes are full of meaning: “T 
am Jehovah, your God, who brought you out of the land of 
Egypt, to be your God: I am Jehovah, your God.” 

(2.) The incident mentioned is the stoning of the Sabbath- 
breaker. An Israclitish man was found gathering sticks on the 
Sabbath. The persons who had seen him informed Moses, who 
received a command from Jehovah to have the culprit stoned by 
the whole congregation. In the circumstance itself, and the 
punishment inflicted, there is an analogy between this occurrence 
and the history of the blasphemer (§ 19).
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REBELLION OF THE KRORAM FACTION, AND CONFIRMATION OF 

THE AARONIC PRIESTHOOD. 

§ 39. (Num. xvi.)—Whilst the Israclites were still at Kadesh, 
a new rebellion broke out. Acrah the Levite, of the tribe of 

the Kohathites, combined with the Reubenites, Dathan, Abiram, 

and On, to overthrow the existing order of things. On the 

ground that the whole congregation of Jehovah was holy, and 

therefore Moses and Aaron had no right to assume any superiority 

over the others, they wanted to set up a new constitution, and 

restore the rights of the people, which, they pretended, had been 

suppressed by the supremacy of Moses. The especial object 

was, no doubt, to place Korah at the head of a priesthood chosen 

by a popular election from the various tribes; and possibly also 

to restore the tribe of Reuben to the rights of the firstborn, of 

which it had been deprived. The rebels, first of all, succeeded 

In gaining over two hundred and fifty of the most distinguished 

men of the congregation to their views. Moses summoned thi 

conspirators to appear the next day at the sanctuary, with 

censers in their hands, that they might put the common priest- 

hood, to which they laid claim, to an immediate proof, by dis- 

charging the priestly function of offering incense. Jehovah 

conld then decide for Fimself, who was henceforth to come 

before Him with priestly authority. It was in vain that he 

urged upon Korah and the Levites of his party the distimction 

which had been conferred upon them, thei ingratitude, and 

consequently the magnitude of their guilt. When Dathan and 

Abiram received the summons, they positively refused to obey, 

and sent back contemptuous answers and insolent accusations. 

“Ts it not enough,” they said, “that thon hast brought us out 

of the Jand that floweth with milk and honey, to kill us in the 

wilderness, that thou makest thyself a ruler over ns? Is this 

bringing us into a land flowing with milk and honey, and giving 

us fruitful fields and vineyards for a possession ?” 

The day of decision arrived. Korah came, with his attendants, 

to the sanctuary to offer incense. The whole congregation,
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which was already beginning to take his side, also assembled 

there. And the glory of Jehovah appeared before the eyes of 
all; but, through the intercession of Moses and Aaron, the wrath 

and judgment were confined to the leaders and most determined 

of the rebels. The whole congregation went away to a distance 

from the tents of Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, in accordance 

with the instructions of Moses. “ Hereby,” said he, “ye shall 
know whether Jehovah hath sent me: If these men die as every 

man dieth, Jehovah hath not sent me. But if Jehovah perform 

a miracle, and the earth open her month and swallow them up, 

with all that appertain unto them, ye shall understand that they 

have rejected, not me, but Jehovah.” He had hardly finished 

speaking when his words were fulfilled. The earth swallowed 
up the ringleaders, with everything belonging to them (2); and 

at the same moment fire issued from Jehovah and consumed the 

two hundred and fifty men, who had taken upon themselves to 

offer incense in the sanctuary (3). As a warning for future 

generations, the copper censers of the simners were beaten out, 

and the altar (of burnt-offering) covered with the plates. 

(1.) That all this occurred at Kadesh may be inferred with 
tolerable certainty, not only from the fact that there is no 
account of their removing first, but still more from the character 
of the entire narrative. There can be no donbt that, according 
to the author's plan, all the events which occurred during the 
thirty-seven years, which intervened between the first and second 
visits to Kadesh, were to be passed over in silence. When the 
congregation arrived at Kadesh, it was at the very gate of the 
promised land, the point to which it was journeying; and when 
it assembled once more at Kadesh, thirty-seven years afterwards, 
neither the congregation itself nor the course of its history had 
made the slightest progress. In the view of the author, there- 
fore, there was no history at all between Kadesh and Kadesh 
(vid. § 42).—No doubt Jehovah had commanded in Num. xiv. 
25: “To-morrow turn you,‘and get yon into the wilderness, to 
the Red Sea.” But instead of obeying this command, they had 
gone up of their own accord, and made an attempt to invade the
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jand from which they were now excluded (Num. xiv. 40 sqq.). 
And we are expressly told in Deut. i. 46, that they remained at 
Kadesh a long time. 

(2.) To picture the scene clearly to our minds, it is essential 
that we should bear m mind, that the family of the Kohathites, 
to which Korah belonged, liad its place in the camp immediately 
in front of the entrance to the sanctuary, and that the tents of 
the tribe of Reuben, to which the rest of the ringleaders belonged, 
were just behind those of the Kohathites. The tents of Korah 
the Levite, therefore, and of Dathan and Abiram the Reubenites, 
may have been close togetlicr, and neither of them at any great 
distance from the sanctuary.—Nothing further is said about the 
third Reubenite, On; possibly, we may infer from this that he 
repented in time, and so was saved.—In Num. xxvi. 11, we are 
expressly told that the sons of Aorah were not smitten by the 
judgment which fell upon their father. Their descendants 
(among whom were Samuel, and his grandson Leman the singer) 
are mentioned in 1 Chr. vi. 22-28. This exemption cannot be 
regarded as inexplicable, after what is stated in ver. 27. 

(3.) Stithelin (Avitische Untersuchungen aber den Pentateuch, 
Berlin 1843, p. 83 sqq.) has made the discovery, that the com- 
piler has mixed up two different legends here in a most unskilful 
manner. In the original document there was simply an account 
of the rebellion of the Korahites; but the compiler had also 

heard of a rebellion of the Reubenites, and here hie has con- 
founded the two together. Stéhelin is not a little proud that he 
has “succeeded in restoring the original account ;” and believes 
that by so doing he has rendered it “very easy to explain the 
contradictions, which we find in the account as we have received 
it: fur example, in ver. 19, Korah is at the tabernacle with 
incense, whereas, according to ver. 27, he was in his own tent 
along with the rebels at the very same time; and in ver. 12, 
they are said to have refused to come to Moses, and to have been 
swallowed up by the carth in consequence, whereas i vers. 35, 
39, 40, they are said to have been destroyed by fire.” Whether 
the “original document” contained merely an account of Korah’s 
mutiny, aud said nothing about Dathan and Abirain participating 
in it, we shall not stop to ingdire. But that the “compiler” 
introduced contradictions into the account in consequence of his 
“compilations,” and that it was any good fortune which enabled
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our critic to make the discovery, we most firmly deny. It is 
not stated in ver. 19 that Korah had come to the tabernacle with 
incense. Moreover, it is not true that, according to ver. 27, he 
was in his own home at the same time. And still less is it true 
that, in ver. 32, he is said to have been swallowed up by the 
earth, and in ver. 35, to have been consumed by fire. In ver. 
85, Korah is not named at all. It is merely stated that the two 
hundred and fifty men that offered incense were consumed by fire. 
In ver. 27, it is simply the tent of Korah that is alluded to; and 
not only is it not stated that he was in the tent at the time, but, 
from what follows, it is pretty evident that this was not the case. 
Norah is certainly to be distinguished from the two hundred and 
fifty men who formed his party. It was the latter alone who 
came with censers to the sanctuary. JKorah himself was the 
soul of the entire rebellion, and therefore had to be present 
wherever there was anything of a decisive character to be done. 
When Moses and Aaron came to the tabernacle, he was there, 
and excited the whole congregation against them (ver. 19). 
When Moses went away from the tabernacle to the tents of 
Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, Korah will certainly have followed 
him thither; and as he would be the last to pay any heed 
to the summons of Moses to the congregation to keep away 
from their tents, there is good reason to suppose that he was 
involved in the fatal catastrophe. This supposition is expressly 
confirmed by Num. xxvi. 10 (a passage to which Stdhelin has 
never once referred). We wonder, too, how any man could 
make so reckless an assertion, as that vers. 19 and 27 are con- 
temporaneous, when ver. 25 comes between. 

§ 40. (Num. xvii.)—The judgment on the rebels had filled 
the people, who were looking on, with horror and alarm. But it 

had not produced horror and alarm at the sin which had led to 

the punishment. This explains the fact, that discontent and 

murmuring soon took possession of the hearts of the people, on 

account of the stroke which had fallen upon the congregation. 

Moses and Aaron were looked upon as the sole authors of the 

calamity. “Ye have killed the people of Jehovah,” they 

exclaim. The whole nation was on the point of rising in a fresh 
and general mutiny; and Moses and Aaron took refuge in the
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sanctuary. The glory of Jehovah appeared once more, threat- 
ening destruction. “Get you up from among this congrega- 

tion,” said Jchovah to Moses, “that I may consume them as in 

moment.” The plague immediately broke out. Moses now 

urged upon Aaron that he should perform as quickly as possible 
the duties of his office. Aaron ran into the midst of the con- 
gregation, and, standing between the living and the dead, offered 

incense and made an atonement for the people. The plague 

was stayed iminediately ; but fourteen thousand seven hundred 
men had already been carried off. 

The true priesthood had thus heen attested, not only by the 
fidelity, but also by the power, of the office. The priesthood, 

which the Korah faction had assumed i so ungodly a manner, 

had brought death and destruction upon itself by offering 

incense ; but the divinely ordained priesthood of Aaron averted 

death and destruction from the congregation by offering incense, 

and stayed the well-merited judgment which had broken out 

upon them. But Jehovah did something more than this, for the 
purpose of attesting the genuineness of the priesthood which He 

had chosen in the eyes of future generations also. As the 

censers of the Korah faction were covered by those of the altar 

of hurnt-offering, in the forecourt of the tabernacle (a negative 

proof of the legitimacy of the Aaronic priesthood), so was 

there now to be placed a positive and permanent proof in the 
sanctuary itself. ‘To this end, every one of the twelve tribes 

brought a rod of almond-wood, with the name of the prince 
of the tribe inscribed upon it (1). These rods were deposited 

in the IIoly of Iolies, before the ark of the covenant, that 
Jehovah might show, by a miracle, which of the twelve tribes 

IIe had called and fitted for the priesthood. When the rods 

were taken out on the following day, behold, the rod of the 

tribe of Levi, on which the name of Aaron was inscribed, had 

“brought forth buds, and bloomed blossoms, and yielded 
3 alinonds ;” whilst the rest of the eleven rods, on the contrary, 

had continued barren as before (2). Aaron’s rod was then
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taken into the Holy of Holies, to remain there before the ark of 
the covenant, as a permanent memorial of the event (3). 

After this occurrence, the supplementary legislation was still 
further continued (Num. xviii. xix.) ; in fact, we have first of 

all a group of laws in chap. six. respecting the rights and duties 

of the priesthood, which come in very appropriately in con- 
nection with the renewal and confirmation of the previous 

appointment. The group which follows in chap. xix., with 

regard to defilement caused by contact with a corpse, is also 

closely connected with these events; for the plague, which carried 

off in so sudden a manner no less than fourteen thousand 

persons, had caused a large number of the living to defile them- 

selves by contact with the corpses. 

(1.) The question has frequently been asked, whether twelve 
or thirteen rods were placed in the Holy of Flolies (vid. Budder 
hist. eccl. V. T. i., p. 508 seq., Ed. iv.). It is true that twelve 
rods are expressly and repeatedly mentioned, but in a connection 
which leaves room to suppose that Aaron’s rod was not reckoned 
as one of the twelve. But we must call in question the correct- 
ness of such a supposition ; for the words, “twelve rods, and the 
rod of Aaron was among them” (ver. 6), are certainly more 
naturally interpreted as meaning that Aaron’s was the twelfth 
rod. No one would ever have thought of inferring from the 
words of Scripture that there were thirteen rods, if the existing 
division of the tribe of Joseph into two tribes (phraim and 
Manasseh) had not suggested the idea. But this point of view is 
not acorrect one. The fact of Levi being reckoned as one of the 
tribes, and the division of Joseph into two tribes, exclude each 
other. Whenever Levi was numbered with the rest, Joseph was 
taken as one tribe. The importance of retaining the number 
twelve, under all circumstances, rendered thus absolutely necessary. 

(2.) That the miracle of the budding and blooming rod was 
a onpeiov, 2.¢., a miracle representing symbolically the things it 
was to prove, is at once apparent. The vod, severed from the 
root of the tree, and therefore prevented from deriving a fresh 
supply of sap from its natural source, could not possibly blossom 
and bear fruit in a natural way. But this result was produced,
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notwithstanding, by means of an extraordinary and supernatural 
supply of sap. In this there was a clear and expressive symbol 
of the position and essential character of the priesthood in Israel; 
both of the priesthood to which the whole nation was called 
(§ 9), but for which it had declared itself as yet unqualified 
(§ 10, 1), and also of the special (Levitical) priesthood, which 
took the place of the hitherto undeveloped universal priesthood. 
That which took place in the priestly rod was the very thmg to 
which Israel had been set apart, and still continued to be set 
apart. Israel was naturally a nation like all the rest,—cut off 
along with all the rest of the liuman family, from the Eternal 
Fountain of life by the universality of sin,—torn out by 
the roots from the soil, in which alone a true national hfe can 
blossom and bear fruit. But from the saving counsel of God, 
who chose it out of all nations to be a holy people and a 
kingdom of pricsts, and from a fostering revelation by which it 
was nourished and matured, it constantly received fresh sap of 
a supernatural kind, by virtue of which it sprouted, flourished, 
and bore fruit. The relation in which the family of Aaron 
stood to the other families of Israel, and the priestly character 
of Aaron to the unpriestly character of the priestly nation, was 
the same as that in which the nation of Israel stood to the other 
nations of the earth. Aaron and his sons were no more 
qualified by nature for the true priesthood than the rest of the 
nation; but, from the call and election of Jchovah, they received 
those streams of life by which they were fully qualified. <As 
Isracl, through the full enjoyment of Divine revelation, was (or 
at least could and ought to have been) the fruitful nation among 
the barren nations of the earth ;—so was the family of Aaron 
the one fruitful family among the comparatively barren fainilics 
of Isracl,—not, however, by any merit of its own, but by the call 
and grace of Jehovah.—It was not without significance that the 
rods were of almond-wood. W. Neumann has the following 
excellent remarks on the subject: “apy is the almond-tree ; so 
called as being the waking tree (Iuzra vii. 29; Prov. vill. 34; 

Is. xxix. 20), which blossoms in January, and the fruit of 
which is ripe by March (2liny Nat. hist. 46, 25); the tree which 
ts awake when the rest of nature is still deeply sunk in the sleep 
of death, and which: scems to shout to all the rest the call of God, 
‘Awake’” (Jeremias v. Anathoth, i. 134 sqq., Leipzig 1854).
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(3.) It is nowhere affirmed that Aaron’s rod, which was 
carried back mto the Holy of Holies, budding and blossoming, to 
be preserved there as a memorial of the election of Jehovah, con- 
tinued henceforth to bud and blossom; and we are not warranted 
in looking for miracles in the Scriptures, where they themselves 
do not expressly furnish either the warrant or obligation. 

THE THIRTY-SEVEN YEARS BAN. 

§ 41. (Num. xxxiii. 19-36.)—We left the Israelites at 

Kadesh towards the end of the second year; and at Kadesh we 
> find them in the first month of the fortieth year (Num. xx. 1). 

As Rithmah (Num. xxxii. 18) coincides geographically with 
IXadesh (vid. § 30), the seventeen stations whose names occur in 

Num. xxxiii. 19-36, must have lain between the first and second 

visits to Kadesh. And as these seventeen stations, the last of 

which, Eziongeber, is situated at the northern extremity of the 

Elanitic Gulf, intersect the desert from north to south, we may 

reckon pretty nearly the same number of intermediate stations, 

consisting for the most part of the very same places, on the road 
back from Eziongeber to Kadesh, although no stations at all are 

named between the two; and the silence of the author mnst be 

attributed to the fact that, as the circumstances continued pre- 

cisely the same, it was not in accordance with his plan to repeat 
the names of stations which had been visited before. In this 

case, the number of stations would correspond very nearly to the 

number of years spent in the cesert, and the average stay at 

‘each station would be a year. Now, if we call to mind the ne- 
cessities and circumstances of the people during the period of 

the thirty-seven years’ ban, which rested npon them, we shall 

soon see that it must have been utterly impossible, even during 
this period, for a close connection to be maintained throughout 
the whole congregation. It was only here and there that the 

general barrenness of the desert was broken by fertile and watered 

oases, and nowhere did it present a sufficiently extensive tract 

of meadow-land to meet the wants of the cattle of the whole 

congregation. We are therefore forced to the conclusion (to
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which many allusions throughout the Bible would otherwise have 

brought us), that shortly after the sentence of rejection was pro- 

nounced, the congregation dispersed, in larger or smaller parties, 

over the entire desert, and settled down in the oases which pre- 

sented themsclves, until the time arrived when Moses summoned 

them, at the end of the thirty-seven years of punishment, to mect 

again at Kadesh. The stations nentioned in Num. xxxin. 19-36 

would in this case be merely the places selected in succession as 

the head-quarters, in the midst of which were Moses and the 

sanctuary. It is not difficult to understand the reason, why the 

head-quarters did not remain in the same place throughout ; for 

it was absolutely necessary that the scattered parties should be 

visited by Moses and the sanctuary, to prevent thei connection 

with one another, and more especially thei connection with 

Moses and the sanctuary, from being entirely dissolved during 

so Jong a period as thirty-seven years. Hence the stations named 

in Num. xxxiii. 19-36 must be regarded in the light of a circuit, 

which was made through the desert by Moses and the tabernacle. 

(1.) It will be sufficient simply to record L/itzig’s opinion, 
that the sojourn of Israel in the desert did not last longer than 
four years (Urgeschichte und Mythologie der Philister, p. 172 
sqq.). ILe arrives at this result by observing, that forty is a 
round number, and that the length of their stay at the eighteen 
stations mentioned in the catalogue (Nwn. xxsili. 19-35), which 
are passed over in the history, must be measured by the stay 
made at the other twenty-five stations. This gives a period of 
not less than one year, and not more than two. But the stay in 
the desert closed altogether before chap. xx. 1, and terminated 
with the year itself; it embraced the whole of this ycar, there- 
fore, and what yet remained of the second year, when the Isracl- 
ites left Hazcroth, that is, not quite ten months. We should 
thus have four years in all. But in a popular legend four could 
easily become forty. That the myth has “violently” exagee- 
rated, is confirmed by the fact, that “ in this desert the amount 
of space is inconsiderable (?!), and that it was to some extent 
already occupied, so that it could not possibly afford nourishment 
to a tenth part of the number” (in answer to this, see § i. 3) ;
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“ consequently the natural impulse to self-support would very 
early have excited a desire, and even made it a necessity, to 
escape from the desert at any cost.” Another proof of the 
exaggerated character of the myth is the fact, that the giants, 
“ who lived at Hebron in the second year of the journey (Num. 
xiii. 22), are said to have been all three found there (Josh. xv. 
14; Judg. i. 10) no less than forty-five years afterwards (Josh. 
xiv. 7, 10).’ Such empty arguments as these are truly not 
worth refuting. 

Gorn, however, has acted more foolishly still (West-dstlicher 
Divan: “ Israel in der Wiste”). The compilation of the Pen- 
tateuch is “ extremely sad, confused, and incomprehensible,” 
“ aiming, as it evidently does, in so trivial a manner to multiply 
the quantity of religious ceremonies.” The journey through the 
desert, he says, did not occupy quite so long as two years; the 
eighteen stations in Num. xxsxiii. 19-35 are pure inventions, 
intended to give some colour to the fable, which is served up, of 
a forty years’ sojourn in the desert.—The reader would probably 
like to see a brief sketch of the leading ideas of this remarkable 
treatise. Any further criticism we must beg to be spared.— 
According to Géthe, Moses was of a wild character, shut up in 
himself, muddy in his brains, extremely contracted, quite unable 
to think; and the careful training which he received at the 

Egyptian court was entirely thrown away upon him. Under all 
circumstances, he continued just what he was—boorish, power- 
ful, reserved, incapable of sympathy, not born for thought and 
nieditation, unable to project a sensible plan, unskilful in every- 
thing he took in hand, etc., etc. When Pharaoh had refused 
the application of Moses that he would let the people go, some 
land plagues accidentally came in to favour his enterprise, and 
he and his people immediately broke through all their obliga- 
tions. “ Under the pretence of celebrating a general festival, 
they obtained vessels of gold and silver from their neighbours ; 
and at the very moment, when the Egyptians believed the Is- 
raelites to be partaking of a harmless meal, an inverted Sicilian 
vesper was in hand. The foreigner murdered the native, the 
guest the host; and, under the influence of a cruel policy, they 
slew none but the first-born, in order that, in a country where 
primogeniture has so many privileges, the selfish feelings of the 
younger might be excited, and their immediate revenge avoided



THE THIRTY-SEVEN YEARS’ BAN. 303 

by a rapid flight. The scheme was successful; the murderers 

were thrust out instead of being punished. It was not till some 
time afterwards that the king collected an army; but his horse- 
men and scythe-chariots fought at a great disadvantage on a 
marshy soil with the light-armed rear.’ Under the difficulties 
of a journey through the desert, \[oses was always at a loss how 
to satisfy his discontented followers. Ile felt that he was “ born 
to act and govern, but nature had refused him the necessary 
materials for so dangerous an occupation.” He imagined that, 
as ruler, he ought to trouble himself about the smallest trifles. 
“ It was Jethro who first suggested the plan, which he ought to 
have thought of himself, of classifying the people and appoint- 
ing inferior officers.’ The only road that any reasonable man 
would have thought of taking from Sinai to Palestine, was the one 
which goes along the east of the land of the Edomites, and passes 
through the cultivated country of the Midianites and Moabites to 
the Jordan. But Moses was blockhead enough to listen to the 
crafty Midianite, who persuaded him to lead the people right 
across the desert, from one corner to the other. “ Unfortunately, 
Moses possessed even less military than administrative talent.” 
Ifence he was altogether at a loss what to do, when there was a 
division of opinion at Kadesh. Fle first of all gave orders for 
the attack; and then afterwards, even he discovered that there 
were dangers in an attack from this side. Ile then applied for 
a free passage through the Edomites’ country ; but the Edomites 

were too wise for this, and gave him a direct refusal. The Is- 
raelites were now compelled to turn back, and take the route 
which a very little reflection would have induced their leader to 
decide upon when first they set out from Sinat. Henceforth 
everything went well. “In the meantime Miriam had died, and 
Aaron had disappeared, shortly after their opposition to Moses.” 
The Midianites were exterminated, and the country to the cast of 
the Jordan conquered, But instead of hurrying forwards in their 
course of victory, laws were given and fresh arrangements made, 
in precisely the old style. “ In the midst of all this work, Moses 
himself disappeared, just in the same way in which Aaron had 
disappeared before; and we are ~ery much mistaken if Joshua 
and Caleb were not glad to sec the government of a man of con- 
tracted mind, which they had borne for so many years, brought 
to_an end, and to send him after the many whom he had been
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the means of sending before him, in order that they might put 
an end to the whole matter, and go seriously to work to take 
possession of the whole of the right bank of the Jordan, and the 
country which it bounded.” ‘Two years are amply sufficient for 
everything that the historical account contains. And the arti- 
ficial chronology of the Old Testament is sufficient to explain 
how it was that, in the hands of a confused compiler, the two 
grew into forty. It was necessary that the whole should admit 
of being divided into definite periods of forty-nine years each 
(or jubilee periods); and, in order to bring out these mystical 
epochs, many historical numbers had to be altered. “ And 
where would it be possible to find a better opportunity for inter- 
polating the thirty-cight years, which were wanting in one of the 
cycles, than in an epoch involved in such deep obscurity?” 
“ Moreover, forty is a round and sacred number, for which the 
editor had, no donbt, a peculiar liking. But, in order that the 
interpolated years might not appear to be altogether visionary, 
he drew from his own resources a whole series of stations, as the 
last of which he gave Eziongeber, on the Red Sea, from a mis- 
interpretation of Num. xiv. 25 (‘To-morrow turn you, and get 
you into the wilderness, by the way of the Red Sea’).” 

In Josh. v. 6 the forty years are altered into two-and-forty 
in the Vatican codex of the Septuagint, evidently from an idea 
that the forty years were to be reckoned from the sentence pro- 
nounced at Kadesh, and not from the exodus from Egypt. 

(2.) We have already proved, in opposition to Lwald, that 
there were éwo separate encampments at Kadesh (vid. § 30, 1). 
—As we observed before, he will not admit that the Israelites 
came more than once to Kadesh. Yet even he acknowledges 
that the places, which are mentioned in the catalogue, between 
Rithmah (ie, Kadesh) and Kadesh, have reference to the 
thirty-seven years during which the ban rested upon Israel. 
But, according to his explanation, these seventeen stations merely 
point out the southern line of the space over which the people 
scattered themselves, whilst Moses remained at Kadesh with the 
sanctuary and a small portion of the people. But this explana- 
tion is as wide of the mark as it possibly can be. It was not by 
the separate parties which were scattered over the desert in 
search of pasture, that the Israel who was condenmed to wander 
in the desert was represented, but by Moses and the sanctuary ;
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and “the constantly recurring expressions, ‘they broke up,’ and 
‘they encamped, are inseparably connected with the pillar of 
cloud and the tabernacle.” 

This question has been most fully discussed in all its bearings 
by Tuch (in the treatise already referred to at § 23). He says: 
“There is doubtless some diffiicultv connected with the statement, 
that in the last year of the wanderings of the Israclites, when 
they had made up their minds to cross the Jordan and enter 
Canaan from the cast, they were summoned back from Eziongeber 
to the southern border of Canaan, which they had left thirty- 
seven years before; especially as the only result was, that after 
the failure of negotiations with the king of Edom, which might 
have been carried on from a point much farther to the south, 
they were led southwards once more, into the neighbourhood of 
feiongeber, and eventually started thence on their jonrney to 

the land on the east of the Jordan, But we shall not find any- 
thing to astonish us, if we consider, in the first place, that Israel 
did not come twice from the south to IXadesh in full marching 
order—that, in fact, in a certain sense it had never left Kadesh, 
and during the thirty-seven years this place had formed the 
northern boundary, and principal point in that portion of the 
desert over which it was scattered, the southern boundary being 
on the Elanitic Gulf; and, secondly, that it was a matter cf 
great importance, m connection with the general training of the 
Israclites, that at the close of the period of the curse inflicted by 
God, they should assemble together in the very same spot in 
which the sentence was first pronounced.” 

We shall reserve any further discussion of this second reason 
till § 44, 1; but, in the meantime, we may add, that when the 
Israclites resolved to pass through the land of the Idomites, 
they could not have had any ground for doubting the success of 
their negotiations, seeing that they could hardly have expected 
from a brother-nation so unbrotherly a refusal as they actnally 
received. If they had had any reason to fear, that they might 
possibly receive a negative reply to their modest request ; then, 
and then only, it might have been advisable to earry on the 
negotiations from Isziongeber, when they would have been in a 
position, in case of refusal, to skirt the country of the Edomites 
without going very far round, or even with very little difficulty 
to force a passage throng: the country on the eastern side of the 
» VOL, II. U
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mountains ; whereas from Kadesh it would be impossible to 

force a passage, and to skirt the country would take them an 
enormous way round. If, on the other hand, the Israelites had 
every reason to anticipate an affirmative reply from the Edomites; 

then, from a regard to the Edomites themselves, they would 
prefer to commence the march from Kadesh rather than from 
Eziongeber, as a line drawn through the country from the 
former (from west to east) would be much shorter than from 
the latter (from south to north). 

There is nothing irreconcileable in the two statements, that, 
on the one hand, Israel had never left Kadesh, and on the other, 
came to Kadesh a second time. ‘The great mass of the people 
scattered themselves in smaller or larger groups about the penin- 
sula, for the purpose of seeking sustenance; but if any con- 
siderable portion of the nation remained at Kadesh, after the 
dispersion of the others, then Kadesh would still be to a certain 
extent the place of encampment and rendezvous. At the same 
time, repeated departures and encampments might be spoken of, 
as in Num. xxxiii. 19-36, if the head-quarters, with Moses at the 
head and the sanctuary in the midst, made the circuit of the 
desert in the thirty-seven years, for the purpose of visiting the 
different, parties which were dispersed about in search of food, 
and making with each a certain stay. 

With this explanation, all the separate notices, which are 
scattered throughout the Pentateuch, become clear and intelli- 
gible. And there is also no difficulty in explaining how it is, 
that in the historical account in Num. xiii.—xx., there is no notice 
of any formal departure from Kadesh, as in the case of all the 
previous stations, for no departure ever took place in the same 
sense as before.—This will also explain the otherwise singular 
expression in Deut. i. 46, “So ye abode in Kadesh many days, 
according unto the days that ye abode there,” as well as the 
words which immediately follow in Deut. i. 1, “ Then we turned, 
and took our journey into the wilderness by the way of the Red 
Sea.” The change of subject does not appear to be merely 
accidental and unmeaning. In Deut. i. 46, the second person 
(“ye”) is employed, because only a portion of the congregation 
continued the whole time in Kadesh, and Moses and the taber- 
nacle did not remain constantly there. In chap. ii. 1, the first 
person (“we”) is used, on account of the whole congregation
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being now assembled once more at Kadesh, and departing thence 
as a body to the Red Sea, for the purpose of proceeding round 
the mountains of Scir.—Moreover, “the commencement and 
close of this intermediate period are brought into connection 
with cach other, by the characteristic expression mayn-p3 (“all 
the congregation,” Num. xin. 26, and xx. 1). This express 
reference, which we meet with nowhere else, to the fact that the 
whole congregation was at Kadesh on these two occasions, ap- 
pears to lead to the conclusion, that tle congregation was dis- 
persed during the intermediate period. “In precisely the same 
manner we find the same expression mtyn~53 (all the congrega- 
tion) employed in Num. xx. 22, for the purpose of distinguishing 
the later visit to Mount Hor from the earher one mentioned in 
Num. xxxili. 30 (Moseroth, ae, Hor; vid. § 30, 1), and of 
showing that the hole nation had now for the first time taken 
its departure from Kadesh” (Fries, p. 53).—Lastly, no other 
view than this—namely, that the people were scattered over the 
whole desert, and therefore did not continue in uninterrupted 
communication with Moses and the sanctnary—will explain the 
statement made in Ex. xx. 25, 26, where the description given 
of the idolatrous practices of the Israclites cannot possibly be 
understood as referring to any other period than to these thirty- 
seven years (vid. § 43, 2). 

We close these remarks with a passing quotation of the 
words of the excellent author, whose thorough investigation has 
so essentially, and in so many respects, facilitated the solution of 
the difficult question respecting Kadesh. “As the Israclites 
knew that they were to remain in the desert for the period of an 
entire generation, the thought forces itself npon us, that a nation 
containing three (? two) millions of nen, possessing considerable 
flocks and herds, and limited to an area of about 130 iniles long 
and 50 iniles broad, would not be likely to prepare for perpetu- 
ally travelling about, but would rather distribute itself about 
the district assigned it, and make arrangements for temporary 
settlements, in which to wait for the period when it would again 
asseinble as a body in one spot, and proceed to its final destina- 
tion. Dut we can easily understand why, at this point of time, 
when there was no reason for anticipating a refusal on the part 
of dom, instead of that portion of the nation, which was in 
Kadesh and the northern district, proceeding to Eziongeber, thie
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other portion which was in Eziongeber and the southern dis- 
trict, should proceed to Kadesh, in which, as K. Ritter says, 
all the desert roads meet together” (vid. Fries, p. 56). 

§ 49.—The period of the thirty-seven years’ ban, which lies 

between the first and second encampments at Kadesh, has not 

been included in the formal history of the theocracy (Num. 
18 sqq.). The cause of this omission is hardly to be sought in 

the fact, that nothing occurred, during the whole of these thirty- 

seven years, either worth recording, or that would have been 

recorded under other circumstances. Nor is it to be discovered 
merely in the fact, that the existing generation was under the 

ban of rejection ; for the rejection was not an absolute one, but 

merely relative: even the rejected generation was only excluded 

from the possession of the land, and not from the covenant with 

Jehovah, and the blessings of His salvation. How far the re- 

jection was from being the sole ground of the silence, is evident 

from the fact, that the history does not break off immediately 

after the rejection, but embraces several events, as well as several 

groups of laws, which belong to the period subsequent to the 

rejection. Moreover, the period of rejection was not completed, 

when the whole congregation assembled once more at Kadesh, 

in the first month of the fortieth year; and yet the thread of 

the history is resumed at this point (Num. xx.1). It is apparent, 

therefore, that there must have been other considerations, which 

determined what should be omitted from the sacred records, and 

how much they should preserve. So far as the sacred records 

were concerned, there was no history between the first and second 

encampments at Kadesh. But, whatever happened while the 

first encampment lasted, and whatever occurred after the second 
encampment had taken place, was regarded as forming part of 
the history to be recorded. If we endeavour to ascertain the 

causes, of what appears at first sight to be a somewhat strange 

and arbitrary limitation of the history, there are two points of 

view from which it admits of explanation. In the first place, 

so far as the wanderings in the desert are concerned, nothing of
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a stationary (or retrograde) character was regarded as forming 

part of the history to be recorded, but only that which was pro- 

gressive. (Allusion has already been inade to this in § 39, 1.) 
From Sinai to Kadesh the Israelites were moving forwards. At 

KXadesh they were on the very borders of Canaan : only one step 

further, and their feet would stand upon the holy land of the 

pilgrimage of their fathers, which was destined to be their own 

inheritance. But during the thirty-seven years, about which the 

scriptural records are silent, the history of Israel did not ad- 

vance a single step towards its immediate object, the conquest of 

the promised land. On the contrary, for thirty-seven years it 

remained perfectly still. It was very different in the fortieth 

year, when they were journeying from IXadesh to the plains of 

Moab. The events which took place during this year were not 

of a stationary character, but steadily progressive, and brought 

them nearer and nearer to the end in wew. Under the un- 

favourable circumstances of the times, their nearest way from 

Kadesh to Canaan was round Mount Seir, through the plains 

of Moab, and across the Jordan. Even the jowney from 

KXadesh to the Red Sea, which was a retrograde movement 

geographically considered, was a progressive movement so far as 
the history was concerned.—Jn the second place, the thirty-seven 

years were not only stationary in their character—years of deten- 

tion, and therefore without a history,—but they were also years 

of dispersion. The congregation had lost its unity, had ceased 

to be one compact body ; its organisation was broken up, and 

its members were isolated the one from the other. In order to 

procure its daily sustenance, Israel had been obliged to scatter 

itself far and wide in the desert, one family settling here, and 
another there. But it was only Israel as a whole, the com- 

bination of all the component parts, the whole congregation, 

with the ark of the covenant and the pillar of cloud in the midst, 

which came within the scope of the sacred records ;—not the 

scattered and isolated fragments, the solitary and disconnected 

members.
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§ 43. (Deut. viii. 2-6; Josh. v. 4-9; Ezek. xx. 10-26 ; 

Amos v. 25, 26.)—But even if the direct history is silent re- 

specting these thirty-seven years, there are occasional allusions 

in other portions of the Holy Scriptures, which throw a few 

rays of light upon the obscurity of this period. In the exhorta- 

tions of the Deuteronomist, for example (particularly in Deut. 

vili.), reference is repeatedly made to it; and even the later 
prophets make very instructive remarks with regard to it. The 

Deuteronomist addresses the Israelites, who are now arrived in 

the plains of Moab, in such words as these: “ Remember all the 

way which Jchovah, thy God, hath led you these forty years in 

tle desert ; to humble thee, to prove thee, to know what was in 

thy heart, whether thou wouldest keep His commandment, or 
no. And so He humbled thee, and suffered thee to hunger, 

and fed thee with manna. . . . Thy raiment waxed not old 

upon thee, ncither did thy foot swell, these forty years (1). See, 

therefore, that as a man traincth up his son, so Jchovah traineth 

thee.” According to this, the whole forty years, including the 

thirty-seven years of detention, may be regarded in the same 

light, as years of training and temptation, of, humiliation and 

blessing, of natural wants and supernatural assistance. And 

here again we also see, that we are not warranted in making so 

broad a distinction throughout, as is commonly made, between 

the three years of progress and the thirty-seven years of dcten- 

tion. ‘The relation in which Jehovah stood to the nation was 

not altered by the sentence of detention; and the people con- 

tinned essentially the same in their relation to Jehovah, always 

ready to despair, constantly murmuring, easily excited to re- 

bellion ; but always rising again after their fall, and penitent after 

their sin. And the prophet Jeremiah could just as truly say, 

with reference to one side of the national character at this time, 

“ Thus saith Jehoval:: I remember the kindness of thy youth, 

the love of thine espousals, how thou wentest after Me in the 

wilderness, in a land that was not sown ; Israel was holiness unto 

Jehovah, the first-fruits of [is increase” (chap. ii. 2, 3), as the
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prophet Lzekiel, with regard to the other side, “ But the house of 
{sracl rebelled against Me in the wilderness. . . . Then I 

said that I would ponr out My fury upon them in the wilder- 

ness to consume them ; nevertheless I withdrew My hand, and 

wrought for My name’s sake, that it should not be polluted in 

the sivht of the heathen, in whose sight I brought them forth. 

[ lifted up my Mine hand unto them also in the wilderness, that 

I would not bring them into the land which I had given them ; 

. because they despised My judgments, and walked not 
in My statutes, but polluted My Sabbaths, for their eyes were 
after their fathers’ idols” (chap. xx.).—This is how the prophet 
speaks of the whole forty years in the desert, and therefore of 

the generation of the fathers as well as of that of the sons (2). 

—On the other hand, what the prophet lmos says with reference 

to star-worship, on the part of the Israclites, does not relate to 

Israel in the desert. It is true the passage In question ap- 

pears to say, that the sacrificial rites prescribed by the law were 

not maintained in their full extent—and, in fact, they could hardly 

have been carried ont under the peculiar circumstances of the 

life in the desert, especially during the period of the thirty-seven 

years’ dispersion. But Amos does not charge Israel with any 

sin. On the contrary, he simply calls attention to the fact, that 

notwithstanding all this, the time of their sojourn in the desert 

was richer than any other in glorious manifestations of the grace 

of Jehovah (3).—That the circumcision of those who were born 

in the desert was frequently neglected, is evident from Josh. v. 
4-9; and it stands to reason that the annual celebration of the 

Passover cannot have taken place (4). 

(1.) The history of the exposition of Deut. vili. 4 and xxix. 5 
(cf. Neh. ix. 21) furnishes one of the most striking examples, of 
the extent to which a merely literal exegesis of the Scriptures 
may go astray. <A while series of both Jewish and Christian 
commentators interpret these passages, without the least hesita- 
tion, as meaning that the clothes and shoes of the Israclitish 
children grew with their growth, and remained for the whole of
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the forty years not in the least the worse for wear. Thus, for 
example, Justin says (Dial. c. Tryph. c. 131): “The strings of 
whose sandals never broke; nor did the sandals themselves get 

old, nor their clothes wear out, but those of the children grew with 
their growth (cuvnvéave).” In A. Pfeiffer (dub. vexata, p. 305) 
the Decisio runs as follows: “By a remarkable miracle, not 
only did the clothes of the Israelites in desert never get old, but 
they grew with the growth of the Israelites themselves, so as to 
fit both boys and men in succession.” Pfeifer also quotes a 
Rabbinical saying with approbation: “Go and learn from the 
snail, whose shell grows with its body.” Other Rabbins suppose 
the angels of God to have acted as tailors to the Israclites, while 

they were in the desert; and interpret Ezek. xvi. 10-13 as 

containing a literal allusion to the fact.— Without going to 
such an absurd length as this, Augustine, Chrysostom, Theo- 

doret, Grotius, and even Deyling (De miraculosa vestium Israel. 
conservatione in deserto; Obss. 11. 242 sqq.), abide by the literal 
explanation, that through the blessing of God, the clothes and 
shoes never wore out; so that those who grew to manhood were 
able to hand them over, as good as new, to the rising generation. 
By thus assuming a succession of wearers, these commentators, 
at least, escaped the fatal notion that the clothes and shoes grew 
with the bodies of the wearers.— When first Js. Peyrerius, 
the “infelicissimus fabulae Preeadamitice auctor,” denied that 
the clothes and shoes of the Israelites were miraculously pre- 
served for forty years, and maintained, that “the meaning of 
the Mosaic account was nothing more than this, that the Jews 
were never in want of anything during the whole of the forty 
years that they were in the desert, but had so abundant a 
supply of everything, especially of wool from their flocks, of 
cloth, of skins, and of leather, that they were never without 
materials from which to make their clothes,’—Deyling, who is 
usually so very temperate, protested most vehemently against 
such “netulantia et impietas.” Nevertheless, the opinion ex- 
pressed by Peyrerius became gradually the prevailing one. We 
find it advocated, for example, by Clericus, Buddeus, and Litl- 
enthal (ix. 260 sqq.). The last of the three, however, thinks 
it necessary to point, not only to the flocks possessed by the 
Israelites, from which they could obtain both wool and leather 
in great abundance, but also to the fact, that every Israelite
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must certainly have brought some clothes and shoes with him 
out of Egypt; that they asked the Ieyptians for clothes, and 
obtained them (Isx. iii. 22, xii. 35); that they would no doubt 
take off the clothes of the Egyptians who were drowned in the 
Ned Sea, and afterwards washed on shore (ex. xiv. 80); and 
lastly, that they took the booty of the conquered Amalckites, 
including, according to Josephus, a quantity of clothes. 

(2.) Ezekiel (chap. xx. 10-26) makes a distinction between 
the two generations in the desert, the fathers and the children, 
though only so far as the time is concerned; for all that he 
says in vers. 10-17 of the generation of the fathers, lic repeats 
almost word for word, in vers. 18-26, of the generation of the 
children. ‘The prophet makes no allusion whatever to the fact, 
that in the children there had grown up a race, of strong and 
hving faith, and differing essentially from the generation of 
their fathers. And even the Pentateuch does not say that this 
was the case. According to the Pentateuch, the Israel of the 
fortieth year, as Num. xx. 2 sqq. and xxi. 5 plainly show, was 
in general the same discontented, murmuring, God-tempting 
race, as the Israel of the first and second years. 

The greatest difficulty arises from the words of the prophet 
in vers. 23-26. After saying of the fathers in ver. 15, “I 
lifted up My hand unto them in the wilderness” (because they 
walked not in My statutes, and polluted My Sabbaths, and 
their heart went after their idols), “that I might not bring 
them into the land which I had given them, flowing with milk 
and honey ;” He speaks of the sons in such terms as these: “I 

lifted up Mine hand unto them in the wilderness, to scatter 
them among the nations, and disperse them among the lands ; 
because they had not executed My judgments, but had de- 
spised My statutes, and had polluted My Sabbaths, and their 
eyes were after their fathers’ idols. . . . Amd J also gave 
them statutes that were not good, and judgments, whereby they 
(should) not live; and I polluted them through their gifts, in that 

they offered all the first-born, that I might destroy them, that 
they might know that I am Jehovah.” 

The majority of commentators understand ver. 23 to be 
a prediction and threat of their future banishment from the 
promised land (in the Assyrian and Babylonian captivities). I 
must however regard this explanation as inadmissible. If ver.
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15, with its threatening to the fathers, undoubtedly relates to 
their exclusion from possessing the promised land, which took 
effect immediately, the threatening contained in ver. 23 must 
also be understood as relating to the immediate future, that is, 
to the years of their sojourn in the desert. This is placed be- 
yond all doubt by the words of Jehovah: “TI lifted up My hand 
unto them in the wilderness,” etc. And this explanation is in 
perfect harmony with the history given in the Pentateuch, 
which, as we have shown above, presupposes the splitting up of 
the congregation into a number of smaller parties, and their dis- 
persion over the great desert. Undoubtedly there is something 
striking in the expression which the prophet employs: “T will 
scatter them among the nations, and disperse them among the 
lands,”—an expression which immediately suggests the thought 
of the Assyrian and Babylonian captivities, to which it is much 
more applicable than to the sojourn in the desert. But un- 
doubtedly the prophet wishes to recall the latter to mind. It is 
evidently his intention, to represent the thirty-seven years’ dis- 
persion in the desert, as a type of the Assyrian and Babylonian 
dispersion. And, in fact, they may both be looked at from pre- 
cisely the same point of view. In both we have punishment for 
the unbelief and disobedience of the nation; in both, exclusion 
from the land of promise; and in both, division and dispersion. 
The expressions, “among the Jands,” and “among the nations,” 
are more applicable to the Assyrio-Babylonian exile, and it 
was from this that the prophet borrowed them; but in order 

that he might show how unmistakeable a parallel existed be- 
tween the two periods, he transferred them to the exile in the 
desert. And they may be appropriately used, even with refer- 
ence to this, though possibly in not quite so natural a way; 
for the large and wide-spread desert, to the uttermost ends of 
which the people dispersed themselves, was not altogether unin- 
habited. There were certain Amalckitish, Midianitish, and 
possibly other tribes, who led a nomad life in the desert itself ; 
and it was surrounded by the most diverse nations—Egyptians, 
Philistines, Amalckites, Amorites, Edomites, and Midianites. 

But confessedly the most difficult passage of all is vers. 25, 

26: “But I also gave them statutes that were not good, and 
judgments, whereby they (should) not live; and I polluted them 
through their own gifts,” etc. (See the commentaries on this 
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passage; also S. Deyling, De statutis non bonis, in his Obss. ss. it. 
300 sqq.; Vitringa, Obss. ss. i. 261 sqq.; Lacspan, Note philol., 
n. 837 sqq.; Lilienthal, yute Suche, in. § 111-119; and others.) 
—The Manicheans made use of this passage to justify their re- 
jection of the Old Testament. The following explanations have 
been given of the “statutes that were not good.” (i.) Lfuman 
traditions, to which God gave them up. Jerome, for example, 
says there were “the commentaries of men; a large mass of 
errors and superstitions, in which there was no light, no life, and 
no salvation : possibly the constitutions of the Talmud and other 
sinilar trifles, which prevailed among the later Jews, and by 
which they were blinded and led astray.” JZaespan, Crrotius, 
J. I. Michaelis, Alaurer, and others, give a similar explana- 
tion. But there is not the slightest indication of anything of 
this kind previous to the captivity. —(il.) Zhe laws, which they 
were to receive from their enemies, into whose hands God sub- 
sequently gave them up. This is D. Kimchi’s explanation.—(iii.) 
The threats and denunciations of punishment, which were an- 
nounced to them by Moses in the name of God, and which took 
effect immediately. Glassius, Lilienthal, Rosenmiiller, and 
others, adopt this interpretation. But threats are one thing; 
statutes and judgments are something very different.—(iv.) The 
luw generally,as coutrasted with the Gospel; or else the ceremonial 
law, as contrasted with the moral law. Ambrosius, luygustine, 
and others, adopt the former view; Jlarsham, Spencer, and 
others, the latter. Spencer's interpretation is the following : 
“T gave laws to the Israclites, who had recently been delivered 
from their bondage in Egypt—laws adapted not for slaves, but for 
freeborn men; such as were commended by their own native 

goodness, and would promote the well-being of those who obeyed 
them. But because they transeressed these laws, ou account of 
their being new, and not in harmony with their previous habits, 
and were perpetually turning to idolatry; at length I gave them 
other laws, which, though not essentially good, acted as a yoke 
to break the stiffneckedness of the people, and take away from 
them every opportunity and all possibility of returning to the 
manners and customs of Keypt.’? But both of these explanations 
inust be most decidedly rejected. The prophet, im this case, 
would not only be at variance with the Pentateuch (eid. Deut. 
xxai. 47, “ For it is not a vain word for you, but it is your life”),
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but he would most thoroughly contradict himself; for in vers. 
11, 13, and 21, he speaks distinctly of the statutes and judg- 
ments of the Mosaic law, as being of such a character that the 
man who did them would live by them. And to think of only the 
moral law in this connection, would be perfectly absurd, apart 
from all other considerations, for the simple reason, that in every 
instance the desecration of the Sabbath is distinctly mentioned. 
And it shows just as grievous a misapprehension to appeal, as 
some do, in confirmation of this opinion, to the remarks made 
by the Apostle Paul as to the obligation to observe the ceremonial 
law.—(v.) Teathen, or idolatrous customs, to which Jehovah 
gave them up as a punishment for their sins,—in the sense of 
Rom. 1. 24, 25. This is the view entertained by Calvin, Vitringa, 
favernick, and others.—(vi1.) The laws of worship, which were 
given by Jehovah, but misinterpreted and perverted by the people 
in a godless and heathen manner. This is Umbreit’s explanation. 
The last two are essentially one, seeing that they both of them 
bring against the Israelites the charge of carrying on heathen 
worship in the desert, and both perceive in this a proof of the 
judicial will of God. Hdvernick traces an analogy between the 
expression, “I gave them statutes,” and two expressions in the 
New Testament, viz., Acts vii. 42, “God gave them up to wor- 
ship the host of heaven,” and Rom. i. 26, “God also gave them 
up unto vile affections.’ But Hitzig has very properly objected 
to this, that the passages would be parallel, if the words of 
Ezekiel were, “I gave them up to such statutes,” and not other- 
wise ; for in that case some other than Jehovah might have 
given them the statutes. But the same objection does not apply 
to the third passage adduced by Hérernick as analogous, viz., 2 
Thess. ii. 11, “ For this cause God shall send them strong de- 
lusion, that they should believe a lie;” to which we might add 
Ps. cix. 17, “ As he loved cursing, so let it come unto him; as 
he delighted not in blessing, so let it be far from him.” But 
these analogies may be appealed to, as favouring Umbreit’s ex- 
planation quite as much as Havernick’s. And we prefer Um- 
breit’s ; in the first place, because the analogy of the calf-worship 
at Sinai shows, that at this time the idolatrous tendencies of the 
Israelites did not lead them to give themselves up directly to 
heathenism, but rather to retain the name and forms of thie 
worship of Jehovah, whilst they gave it a heathenish nature ;
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and, in the second place, because the prophet himself explains 
what he says by citing an example, which evidently points to a 
law of the theocracy (Ex. xiii. 12, 13), namely, the unthcocratical 
offering of the first-born. The offering of all the first-born of 
man and beast was commanded by Jehovah Himself. It was 
good in itself, and subservient to the well-being of the citizen of 
the theocracy, whenever he carried it out in the sense and 
inanner required by God. Lut it was not good, and instead of 
promoting life and salvation, it polluted and corrupted him, 
when it was practised in a heathen sense and in a heathen 
manner, Now the prophet distinctly tells us that the latter was 
the case in the desert. But even when abused in this ungodly 
manner, the statute itself still continued to be one given by 
Jehovah; and, still more than this, even the fact that it was 
misinterpreted and abused, and that it afterwards polluted and 
corrupted, was to be traced to Jehovah, so far as it was a realisa- , 
tion of Iis determination to punish Israel. 

The information which we obtain from the prophet’s words, 
respecting the religious condition of Israel in the desert, is in 
general this, that they either despised the statutes of Jehovah, 
or else abused them, so as to render them heathenish in their 
character. ‘Two special examples are given: viz., jirst, the 
desecration of the Sabbatlis of Jehovah—a neglect of the times 
appointed for the Sabbath and for religious worship, which could 
hardly take place without the whole of the worship of the 
theocracy being neglected ; and secondly, a false and ungodly, 
that is, heathenish observance, of the command to sanctify all 
the first-born. With regard to the latter, it is still questionable, 
how far this abuse to heathenish ends proceeded. The prophet 
says that Israel was polluted, through offering add the first-born. 
The law, in Ix. xiii. 12, 13, did not command that add the first- 
born should be sacrificed, but only the first-born of clean beasts : 
those of men were to be redeemed, and those of unclean beasts 
either put to death (without sacrificing) or redeemed. The 
crime of the Israelites probably consisted in the fact, that they 
actually sacrificed the first-born, as wis the case in connection 
with heathen worship. In fact, the dedication of the first-born, in 
the manner practised in connection with the worship of Moloch, 
is as good as expressly mentioned, secing that the word employed 
by the prophet (7229, z.¢., to cause to pass through, sc. the fire ; 
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cf. ver. 31) was a techmical term peculiar to the Moloch wor- 
ship." 

It is by no means incredible, or improbable, that during the 
time when the Israelites were scattered about in the desert, and 
isolated from the sanctuary, particular instances may have oc- 
curred of human sacrifices (the offering of the first-born). If we 

only consider the magic power of the Nature-worship of that 
time, the tendency of the Israelites to give way to it, the deep 
religious element which pervaded a worship characterised by 
human sacrifices, notwithstanding the fearful cruelty connected 
with it (vol. 1. § 65, 1), the force of temptation, and the example 
of the heathen round about (think of Serbal, for instance, § 5, 4) 
—we shall not think it incomprehensible, that there should have 
been so thorough a perversion of the religious feeling on the part 
of the Israelites ; especially if we bear in mind, that the greater 
part of the nation was scattered about and left to itself, and not 
only isolated from the tabernacle, bnt deprived, in consequence, 
of the instructions, warnings, and exhortations of Moses, the re- 
velations and chastisements of Jehovah, and, in fact, of the 
whole spiritual support furnished by the worship of the sanc- 
tuary. 

But the words of the prophet are not to be strained unrea- 
sonably, so as to be made to mean that the evils referred to were 
usually, and in fact imvariably, associated with the religious 
worship of this period. Ample justice will be done to the words 
of the prophet, if we merely suppose him to mean that there 
were cases of this kind, of more or less frequent occurrence, not 
that they were by any means universal, or even the general rule. 
The tone of the prophet’s address is that of denunciation; and, 
under such circumstances, it is neither expected nor required that 
the state of things on all sides should be fully described, and that 
if there was anything good, anything noble, any fidelity or truth 
at all, it should be carefully recorded side by side with the moral 

1 This is certainly incorrect. The term “227 is no doubt employed on many 
occasions in connection with the dedication of children to Moloch, and in 
two or three instances &y2 is added, to show that children so dedicated rassed 
through the fire. But the word 7722" occurs as early as Ex. xiii. 12, in 
connection, not with the worship of Moloch, but the worship of Jehovah 
(‘‘ And thou shalt set apart—>7227, cause to pass over—to the Lord all that 
opencth the matrix, etc.”).—77r.
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and religions transgressions and sins. From an address, the 
purport of which is to administer only a severe rebuke, we 
naturally expect to obtain merely a one-sided, faulty picture of 
the period to which it refers. And we repeat what we have 
already said, that the love-song of Jeremiah, with reference to 
the bridal condition of Israel in the desert (Jer. ii. 2, 3), may 
stand side by side with the denunciations of Ezekiel (vid. $1, 2). 

(3.) For the interpretation of the very difficult passage, 
Amos Vv. 25-27, of which the excellent and learned Selden was 
obliged to admit, “in loco isto Amos prophet obscuro me tam 

of coecutire sentio, ut nilil omnino videam,” consult not only the 
commentators, such as Jtosenmiiller, Litziy, Maurer, Ewald, 
Umbreit, and G. Baur, but also Braun (Selecta ss., p. 477 sqq.), 
Mitringa (Observy. ss., 1, 241 sqq.), Weétsius (Miscellanea ss., 1, 
608 sqq-), Deyling (Observy. ss., ii. 444 sqq.), Lilienthal (Gute 
Sache, iii. 327 sqq.), Spencer (de legg. Hebr., iii. ce. 3, 1), WV. 
G. Schréder (de tabernaculo Mosis et stella: Dei Rempha, Marp. 
1745), Jablonsky (Remphan /Egyptiorum Deus, Opuse. ii. p. 1 
sqq:), J. D. Michaelis (Supplem. ad Lex. p. 1226 sqq.), Gese- 
nius (Thesaurus, p. 669), Vutke (bibl. Theol. i. 190 sqq.), 
Hengstenberg (Beitr. ii. 108 sqq.), Afovers (Phonizier, i. 289 
sqq-), Winer (Reallex. s. v. Saturn), 4. Afecer (Studien und 
Kritiken, 1843, p. 1030 sqq.), &7r. Disterdieck (Studien und 
Kritiken, 1849, p. 908 sqq.). 

This passage lias recently acquired even greater importance 
than it possessed before, from the fact that Vatke and others 
have taken it as the basis of an entirely new religious history of 
the Israelitish nation. Vatke, for example, seeks to prove that the 
Pentateuch contains the priests’ legend, in which the carly 
history is altered to suit private ends. In the prophets, on the 

other hand, there is another stream of tradition, which has pre- 
served the early history of the nation in a pure and unadulterated 
form, and to which we must therefore look for means to rectify 
the myth of the priests. From the passage in Amos (in con- 
nection with that in Hzekiel xx.) Vatke then proceeds to deinon- 
strate, that the Israelitish uation was at first addicted to the 
worship of Nature, which prevailed among the Canaanites and 
Phoenicians; and that it was only at a later period, and very 
slowly, that, under the influence of the prophets, the worship of 
Jehovah prevailed over that of Nature. Dawmer calls the passage
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in Amos “a monstrous assertion, which destroys the whole of 
our traditional theology with one blow” (Jeuer-und Molochs- 
dienst der alten Isr., p. 47). 

In vers. 21-24, the prophet declares to the people that 
Jehovah takes no pleasure in the outward, hypocritical observance 
of feasts, sacrifices, and prayers, without the corresponding feel- 
ing, without purity of heart and uprightness of life. He then 
proceeds to say in ver. 25: “ Have ye offered unto Me sacrifices 
and offerings in the wilderness forty years, O house of Israel ? 
(Ver. 26.) And now ye carry (? then ye carried) the tabernacle 
of your King, and the stand of your images (TN D330) PADD Ns 
DI De¥ "D), the star of your god, which ye made to yourselves. 
(Ver. 27.) Therefore I lead you captive beyond Damascus, saith 
Jehovah, whose name is the God of hosts.” 

That the 7 in O29 (ver. 25) is neither the article, nor the 

demonstrative pronoun, as Afaurer and others suppose, but the 
interrogative particle, is admitted by nearly all modern commen- 
tators. But if the verse is to read as a question, which it certainly 
is, it still remains doubtful whether an affirmative or a negative 
reply is expected; in other words, whether the prophet intended 
to affirm that the Israelites had, or that they had not, offered 
sacrifices and offerings during the forty years spent in the desert. 
Umbreit supports the former view, the majority of commentators 
the latter. It is equally difficult to decide whether ver. 26 
(M2D NN ONNwI) is to be understood as referring to the past, z.e., 
to the forty years’ sojourn in the desert, as Hitzig, Baur, and the 
majority of commentators of both ancient and modern times 
suppose, or to the prophet’s own days, as Rickert, Umbreit, and 
Diisterdieck think, or whether Hwald is right in regarding it as 
a prediction of the future. And whichever we select, a still 
further question arises: In what relation does ver. 25 stand to 
ver. 26?—-There can be no doubt whatever that ver. 27 refers 
to the future. 

Umbreit gives this exposition : “ What a miserable inconsis- 
tency you children of Israel are guilty of ! You first sacrifice 
for forty years to the one holy God, and then carry about the 
images of strange and false gods.’ But, assuming that an 
affirmative answer is implied in ver. 25, it would perhaps be 
more in harmony with the context, both before and afterwards, 
to interpret it thus: “During your forty years’ sojourn im the
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desert you offered sacrifices to Me; yet (ver. 26) at the same 
time you practised idolatry.”—The connection between ver. 25 
and the preceding and following verses is variously explained, 
by those who are of opinion that the answer should be in the 
negative. Jerome, for example, laid the emphasis upon the , 
“not to fe, but to idols ye offered sacrifices.” Lwald interprets 
the passage in this way: “At one time the Israelites offered no 
sacrifices to Jehovah for forty years” (for in the wretched, 
barren desert, they could not offer them; at least, as individuals, 
they had no ineans of doing so, even if it were the case that at 
times there was offered in the name of the congregation a 
miserable sacrifice, not worthy to be named by the side of the 
fat beasts which were afterwards sacriticed even hy private 
individuals; cf. ELos. ii. 5-16; Jer. vii. 22, 23); “and yet this 
was the golden age of Israel, with which Jehovah was so well 
pleased. So little does it depend upon such sacrifices as these !” 
Ife then connects vers. 26, 27 with vers. 21-24, in the following 
manner: “If they (viz., the Israelites of the prophct’s own days) 
are such infatuated traitors to the true religion, they will be 
suddenly overpowered and pnt to flight by the enemy, as a 
proper punishment; and, taking upon their backs the wretched 
idols of every kind, which their own hands have made, to see if 
they might possibly help them, they will be carried far away to 
the north into captivity by the true God whom they despise.” 

In our opinion, there can be no doubt that the question in 
ver. 26 should receive a negative reply. This is more in harmony, 
not only with the Pentateuch, but also with the context of the 
passage itself. It is true that, according to the account contained 
in the Pentatench, the period spent in the desert was by no 
means altogether without sacrifices. In fact, it was to this 
period that the fundamental sacrifices connected with the cou- 
clusion of the covenant, the first consecration of the priesthood, 
the dedication of the sanctuary, and other things, belonged. 
But notwithstanding this, the prophet could very well say: “ Did 
ye then offer Me sacrifices 3 in the desert ?”—for he was ‘thinking 
of the number, the universality, and the variety of the sacrifices 
offered in his own day. In the context of the passage, especially 
in vers. 21-24, he refers not to an absolute, but merely to a 
relative want of sacrifices in the desert. In contrast with the 
requirements of the fully developed laws of the Pentateuch, as 

VOL. ITI. x
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well as with the practice of the prophct’s own times, the period 
spent in the desert was apparently without sacrifice. The rare, 
and comparatively insignificant sacrifices which were offered in 
the desert, were lost in the general barrenness of the period. It 
was just as if there were no offerings presented at all. To give 
effect to all the laws of sacrifice which were laid down by the 
great lawgiver, and actually carried out by a later age, was an 
absolute impossibility under the unfavourable circumstances in 
which they were placed. From the very nature of the case, and 
therefore according to the expectation and intention of Moses 
himself, the ceremonial law could not be carried out in its full 
extent, till after the settlement of the nation in the promised 
land. Hence the omission of sacrifice in the desert would not 
of itsclf preclude the favour of God from resting upon the 
youthful community. And this is just the point of the 
prophet’s argument. The fact that feasts and sacrifices are 
not sufficient of themselves, apart from the proper state of 
mind, and merely regarded as an opus operatum, to ensure the 
favour and good pleasure of Jehovah, is established by a refer- 
ence to this period, in which the feasts and sacrifices were inter- 
rupted to such an extent, and were so meagre and imperfect, 
that they might be regarded as having no existence at all, though 
it was nevertheless a period more highly cistinguished for mani- 
festations of the grace of God than any succeeding age (cf. 
chap. ii. 10). 

Moreover, with regard to ver. 26 itself, we are thoroughly 
convinced that the only admissible explanation 1s that which 
refers it to the prophet’s own times. If the idolatry alluded to 
in ver. 26 belonged to a past age, then ver. 27, with its threats 
of punishment, has nothing whatever to rest upon. The captivity 
predicted can only be regarded as a direct punishment for the 
sins of the existing generation, certainly not for the idolatry 
practised in the earliest period of the nation’s history; yet it is 
upon the statement made in ver. 26 that the threat in ver. 27 
apparently rests. It is quite as much out of the question to 
refer ver. 26 to the future, as Ewald has done. The close con- 
nection between ver. 25 and ver. 26, and the progress of thought 
from the one to the other, prohibit this. Nov is it only the want 
of a basis for ver. 27, which compels us to interpret ver. 26 as 
alluding to the prophet’s own times. We are equally shut up
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to this by the connection between the latter and ver. 25, as well 
as by its relation to vers. 21-24. The three verses set before us 
the past, the present, and the future. In the period of its youth, 
which was so rich in manifestations of the grace of Jehovah, 
the Israelites offered hardly any sacrifices at all. In the prophet’s 
day they offered sacrifices in rich abundance, and fancied that 
by so doing they had fully satisfied Jchovah. But it was all 
vain hypocrisy, a religion of works; for, whilst outwardly sacri- 
ficing to Jehovah with all conceivable pomp, they tolerated and 
practised at the same time every possible abomination of idolatry. 
But the judgment of Jehovah was already hanging over it for 
such hypocrisy and doublefacedness. 

G. Bauer objects to the supposition that ver. 26 relates to 
the prophet’s own times, on the ground that there is no evidence 
of the existence of any sucli idolatry as 1s here depicted, in the 
time of Amos. But we know far too little of the idolatrons 
tendencies of the Israelites in the time of Amos, for such an 
objection to have any force. That the star-worship alluded to 
is only conceivable in the desert, and then again in the Assyrian 
age, is a thoroughly groundless assumption. There is much 
more weight in the argument based upon the words of the 
protomartyr Stephen, in Acts vil. 42, 43; but these words are 
merely quoted from the Septuagint, the renderings of which are 
not to be unconditionally adopted. 

Having arrived at this result, that ver. 26 relates to the 
proplict’s own times, we may, in fact must, clecline entering into 
any more minute examination of the special difficulties connected 
with the verse in question. We simply content ourselves with 
the remark, that we agree with Gesenius, Lengstenbery, Movers, 
Liwald, HHitzig, Umbreit, Diisterdieck, and others, in regarding 
3 as a common noun, meaning pedestal (Gestell, stand), and 
reject the notion supported hy Winer, Baur, . Meier, and 
others, that it is to Suéurn that the prophet refers. In this case 
the word is pointed 3 or 3, and regarded as identical with 
the Perso-Arabic name of Saturn—viz. « Kaiwan, which the 
kuvyptians are said to have called Meiphan or Remphan, the 
rendering adopted by the Septuagint. 

(4.) InJ OSHUA V. 4-9, we are told, that when tlie Israelites 
left Egypt, all the men and male children were circumcised, but 
that the rite had been omitted in the case of those who were
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born in the desert, and was not performed till after their entrance 
into the holy land, when Joshua commanded it, preparatory to 
the celebration of the second Passover. It is not merely from 
the period of the rejection, but from the Exodus itself, that the 
book of Joshua dates the suspension of circumcision. Thus in 
ver. 5 we read: “ All the people that were born in the wilder- 
ness by the way as they came forth out of Egypt, they had not 
circumcised.” ‘The reason assigned for the omission in ver. 7 is 
this: “Because they had not circumcised them by the way 
(auf dem Wege, on the road). It is evident from this, that the 
ordinary opinion is incorrect, namely, that it was not till after 
the rejection at Kadesh—in fact, in consequence of the rejection, 
which is regarded as a suspension of the covenant—that circum- 
cision was omitted. We have already shown (§ 42) that the 
rejection was limited to the postponement for forty years of their 
possession of the land, and did not involve a suspension of the 
covenant. And there is all the less reason for the supposition, 
that the presumed suspension of the covenant was the cause of 
the omission of circumcision, from the fact that the rising gene- 
ration was expressly exempted from the sentence of rejection. 
According to the representation contained in the book of Joshua, 
the following is the correct view :—The circumcision of the new- 
born was omitted from the time of the departure from Egypt,— 
at first, no doubt, on account of the difficulty of the journey ; 
for when the camp was broken up, and the orders were given to 
advance, it was impossible to make any allowance for any of the 
families which might require longer rest, on account of the 
new-born infants bemg ill at the time with the fever which 
followed circumcision. On the other hand, they could not be 
left behind; and therefore nothing remained but to suspend the 

circumcision altogether. The whole period of the journey through 
the desert was one of affliction, which fully warranted the omission. 
It was undoubtedly their intention at the time to repair the 
omission on reaching the holy land. And this continued to be 
the case even after the sentence of rejection, by which the 
entrance into the promised land was postponed for thirty-eight 
years.
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THE SECOND HALT AT KADESIFE. 

§ 44. (Num. xx. 1-13.)—At the beginning of the fortieth 
vear from the time of the Exodus, we find the whole of the people 

assembled once more at Kadesh (1). There Afiriam died. The 

want of water caused the people to murmur; and though the 

old generation had now for the most part passed away, the 

same presumptuous speeches against Moses and Aaron were 

heard again: “ Why have ye brought up the congregation of 
the Lord into this wilderness, that we and our cattle should die 

there? Why have ye brought us out of the fruitful and well- 

watered land of Egypt into the waste and barren desert ? 

Wonld that we had perished when our brethren perished before 

Jehovah ?’? (Nun. xiv. 36).—Moses and Aaron received from 

God the same command, as formerly at Rephidim (§ 4, 1), to 

bring water out of the rock with their staff (3). But Moses 

was so excited by the hard-hearted, impenitent, and rebellious 

disposition of the nation, which proved to be as little subdued, 

after all the punishment, as it was before, that he lost the calm, 

temperate, and firm bearing which had hitherto been sustaimed 

by the self-reliance of his faith. In the height of his passion, 

and overpowered by his ill-will, he abused the people, and smote 

the rock twice in an angry and impatient manner (4). The 

firmness of his faith, and his fidelity as a mediator, which had 

been maintained thus far, had given way at last; and as it is 

right that judgment should begin at the honse of God (1 Pet. 

iv. 17), the Divine sentence was pronounced upon him, that he 

should not bring the congregation into the promised land. The 

sentence also inclnded his brother Aaron, who stood by his side, 

and was involved in the wavering of his faith. On account of 

what occurred here, the well was called Me-Meribah (strife- 
waters) (5); vid. § 30, 5. 

(1.) “That it was of great importance, that at the close of 
the thirty-seven years Israel should assemble once more in the
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very same Aadesh in which the sentence had been first pro- 
nounced, must be intuitively evident, from the simple fact that 
this would be the most impressive mode in which the termina- 
tion of the period of curse could be pointed out. But it was a 
matter of intense significance, that Isracl should a second time 
turn what was meant for a blessing into a curse, and, through 
its sin against God, should make Kadesh once more what it had 
formerly been, the scene of a tragical catastrophe. That the 
Israelites, though remembering what had taken place on this 
very spot thirty-seven years before, instead of earnestly repent 
ing, should only commit fresh sin, is a sufficient explanation of the 
extreme indignation of Moses and Aaron. The first and last 
sojourn at Kadesh came wnder precisely the same category, as 
distinguished by a tragical catastrophe, and under this charac- 
ter they were both deeply impressed upon the minds of the 
Israelites” (Fries, pp. 58, 59). 

(2.) As it is stated in ver. 9 that Moses took the rod "B51 
nin, t.é. out of the sanctuary, some commentators have sup- 

posed that the rod intended must have been Aaron’s rod of 
almond-wood which budded, since this rod was laid up in the 
sanctuary. But in ver. 11 it is expressly called “his (i.e. 
Moses’) rod.” The same rod undoubtedly is meant, with which 
Moses performed all the miracles in Egypt, and brought water 
out of the rock at Rephidim ; and we learn from the passage 
before us, that this rod was also laid up in the sanctuary (pro- 
bably immediately after the erection of the tabernacle). 

(3.) As the article in 3287 in ver. 8 points to some well- 
known rock, that has been already mentioned, several Rabbins 
have imagined that the rock alluded to must be the rock at 
Rephidim (§ 4, 1), which had constantly followed Israel through 
the desert, and hitherto had provided it with water. Others, to 
whom such a miracle appeared to be something by far too 
monstrous, were of opinion that the stream which flowed from 
the rock at Rephidim continued to follow the camp; and in 
Deut. ix. 21, and Ps. lxxviii. 16-20 and ev. 41, they found this 
view confirmed, But the most that could possibly be inferred 
from these passages would he, that the fountain, which was 
opened by Moses’ rod, still continued to flow. In 1 Cor. x. 4 
(“ And did all drink the same spiritual drink: for they drank 
of that spiritual Rock that followed them; and that Rock was
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Christ ’) the Apostle Pau] evidently alludes to the Rabbinical 
fable, with which he was well acquainted, and shows that what 
Was fictitious in the Rabbinical traditions, was really true in a 
spiritual sense. Abarbanel, however, was also acute enough to 
give a spiritual interpretation to the Rabbinical legend. lis 
words are: “ But the true meaning of the passage is this, that 
the waters which issned in Ioreb were a gift of God, be- 
stowed upon thie Israelites, and continued throughout the desert, 
like the manna. For, wherever they went, sources of living 
water were opened to them according to their need. And for 
this reason the rock in Kadesh was the same rock as that in 
Hforeb ; that is to say, the water of the rock in Kadesh was the 
same water as that which issued from the rock in Horeh, inas- 
much as it came from a miraculous source, which followed them 
through all the desert” (cf. J. Buxtorf ; Tist. Petra in deserto, 
in his Hvercitt. p. 422 seq.). 

(4.) The question is not altogether without difficulty, what 
was the sin of Moses, which drew down so severe a sentence? 
And a great variety of answers have been given (vid. Buxtorf, 
p- 426 sqq.). It is very obvious that we must seek for it in the 
want of harmony between the instructions given by God and 
the execution of these instructions on the part of Moses. At 
the very outset, however, we must express our agreement with 

Hengstenberg (Pentateuch, vol. ii., pp. 349, 350), and pronounce 
the opinion entertained by the majority of commentators alto- 
gether erroneous, viz., that Moses’ sin consisted in the fact, that 
instead of speaking to the rock, as Jehovah expressly com- 
manded, he smote it. Why should he have taken the rod, if he 
was not to use it? The command, “ Take the rod,” involved a 
command to use it; and the manner in which it was to be used, 
did not require to be more fully explained, but followed as a 
matter of course, from the similar miracle that had been per- 
formed at Rephidim (Ex. xvii. 5, 6). On the other hand, we 
do regard the fact that he smote the rock impetuously, and 
smote it twice, as a part of the sin, inasmuch as this was tlic 
uninistakeable effect of excitement caused by impatience and 
ill-will, At the same time, it is evident from Ps. evi. 32, 33, 
“They angered him also at the waters of strife, so that it went 
ill with Moses for their sakes: because they provoked his spirit, 
so that he spake unadvisedly with his lips,”—that the sin was not
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confined to the two passionate strokes, but embraced also his 
passionate words. According to the account before us, Moses 
said to the people: “ Hear now, ye rebels; must we fetch you 
water out of this rock?’ And in the Divine sentence pro- 
nounced on both Moses and Aaron, the fact is distinctly ex- 
pressed, that the actions and words of the former evinced a 
temporary wavering of his faith: “ Because, said Jehovah, ye 
believed Me not (or did not place confidence in Me, DAIONTTN? 
3), to sanctify Me in the eyes of the children of Isracl, there- 
fore ye shall not,” etc. According to these words, the sin of 
Moses is to be found in the fact, that although he had no doubt 
as to the power of God, he had not in this instance the true and 
absolute confidence which, as mediator, he should have had in the 
mercy of God; that he was overpowered by the manifestation 
of discontent on the part of the Israelites, which led them, now 
that they had been brought a second time to the borders of the 
promised land, a land flowing with milk and honey, to declare ~ 
that it would have been better to remain in Ingypt, the slaves 
of a heathen king, than to endure, as the people of God, a brief 
and by no means intolerable inconvenience in the desert. The 
discovery of this sin, on the part of the Israelites, produced such 
an effect upon his mind, that he lost sight of the mercy of Je- 
hovah; whereas it was his duty, and his special vocation as the 
mediator between the two, to keep both before his eyes with 
equal distinctness, and not to suffer the one in any way to inter- 
cept his view of the other. The sin of Moses bears more the 
aspect of an official, than of a personal sin; and this would 
explain the severity of the punishment by which it was followed. 
—As Hengstenberg has aptly said (p. 349), we have here a 
proof of exhaustion, such as is only conceivable after the tempta- 
tions of many long years. Moses had never forgotten himself 
before the people until now. 

(5.) On the relation in which the account before us stands 
to the similar account in Ex. xvii., of the miraculous gift of 
water at Rephidim, see Kanne, Untersuchungen, ii. 103 sqq.3; 
Haevernich, Finleitung, i. 2, pp. 438, 495; and Ranke, ii. 225 sqq.; 
but especially Lengstenberg, Pentateuch, vol. ii., p. 310 sqq.— 
Rationalistic critics maintain that the two accounts are based 
upon one and the same event, which has been dressed up in the 
legends in two different ways. -In both cases there is the same
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want of water; in both, discontent and murmuring on the part 
of the people; in both, relief is afforded in precisely the same 
manner; and the names of the two places are very nearly the 

same (We-Veribah is the name of the one, Massah and Meribah 
that of the other). But is it absolutely impossible that the con- 
gregation should have suffered twice from want of water in the 
thirsty desert? And if tlris is not impossible, it cannot certainly 
appear strange that the discontent of the people should be ex- 
pressed, and the help of Jehovah afforded, in precisely the same 
way on two separate occasions. So far as the names are con- 
cerned, they are not the same, but simply related. Identity was 
avoided, that the two names might be kept distinct. A connec- 
tion between the two was intended, that the two events might 
thus be brought together under the same point of view.—And 
when we look at the essential character of the two occurrences, 
what a radical difference we find between them! In the former 
case, the murmuring of the people and the help of Jehovah are 
placed most decidedly in the foreground ; in the latter, although 
they are both present in precisely the same form, they are placed 
completely in the background. And such prominence is given 
to the sin committed by the two leaders of the nation, and to the 
judicial sentence prononnced by Jehovah, that the interest of 
the reader not only is absorbed, but is intended to be absorbed 
by these alone. In fact, it is upon this that all the rest (viz., 
the death of Aaron, the consecration of a new high priest, 
the parting words of Moses, the election of Joshua to be his 
successor, and so fortl:) is based.—(Consult L/engstenberg, ut 
supra. 

§ 45. (Num. xx. 14-21, xxi. 1-3.)—Notwithstanding the 
sentence passed upon Afoses, that he was not to enter into the 

promised land, there was no diminution of the zeal and energy 

with which he sought, at any rate, to prepare the way for the 
nation to enter. It is probable that ever since that unfortunate 

attempt, which was made thirty-seven years before, in opposi- 

tion to lis own directions and the will of God (§ 37), he had 

given up the idea of effecting the conquest of Canaan from the 

south, on account of the nature of the ground. At any rate, his 

present plan was to cross the Jordan, and enter the country from
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the east. The most direct road from Kadesh lay through the 

heart of the territory of the Edomites and Moabites. He sent 
delegates to both nations, to request a free passage. The delegates 
related the manner in which the strong arm of Jehovah, their 

God, had rescued them from Egypt, and led them thus far 

through the wilderness; they pleaded the close relationship 
which existed between the two nations; and promised that they 
would neither trample upon their fields and vineyards, nor 
drink the water out of their wells, but would purchase of the 

inhabitants whatever water they might drink, and whatever 

other necessaries they might require. But, contrary to expecta- 

tion, both nations gave a most decided refusal ; and, to make the 

refusal still more emphatic, the Edomites placed strong forces 
to guard all the approaches to the country (1). Thus the 
main body of the Edomites placed themselves in the same 

position of heathen hostility to Israel, which the Edomitish 
branch of the Amalekites had displayed twice before (§ 4, 2; 
75, 2). But the Israelites were prohibited from engaging 

in hostilities with the kindred tribe of Edom (Deut. ii. 4, 

xxii. 7), so long as the latter did not carry out their hostile 
disposition into an actual attack. For the present, Edom did 
not allow its hatred to Israel to carry it so far as this. But an 
Amoritish tribe, which inhabited the southern slope of the 
Canaanitish highlands, did so. The king of Arad made an 
unexpected attack upon the Israelites, and took some of them 

prisoners. The Israelites were stirred up by this. Mindful 

of the duty imposed upon them, to put all the Canaanites under 
the ban, they vowed a vow to Jehovah that they would make 
an attack upon the territory of the king of Arad, and put all the 
cities which they might be able to conquer under the ban. The 
attempt was successful. Several cities on the southern slope of 
the mountains were taken and destroyed. In commemoration 

of this event, the place was henceforth called Lormah (2). 

(1.) On the NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE EpomITEs we have 
a few further explanations to add. We have already spoken
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about the road which Moses thought of taking through the 
Ixdomitish territory (vid. § 26, 3). It was undoubtedly the 
broad road leading to the Arabah, throngh the heart of the 
highlands of Azazimat, of which Rowlands was told by his 
Bedouin attendants. This road, as we have already seen, is 
supposed to enter the Arabah at Ain-el-Weibch, and is con- 
tinued on the other side of the Arabah in the Wady Ghuweir 
(Ghoeir). According to the invariable testimony of travellers, 
this large and broad wady furnishes a good road, suited even 
for large bodies of troops, through the heart of the Edomitish 
territory, which is otherwise inaccessible from the Arabah, on 
account of its steep mountain ranges (wide Leake’s preface to 
Burckhardt, pp. 21, 22, and Robinson, iii. 140). ‘The messengers 
sent by Moses describe this road as yen WV, the king's road. 
“ Movers,” says v. Lengerke (i. 570), “is wrong in supposing that 
the road referred to is the Moloch’s road (vid. Phénizien i. 155). 
Highways, of which there were not so many, and which were not 
so well maintained, before the times of the Persians and Grecks, 
as in the Roman Empire and in modern Europe, were chiefly 
made by kings and princes for their own convenience. Solomon, 
for example, made roads to Jerusalem (Josephus, Antiquities 8, 
7,1). Hence the name, king’s road.” Baumgarten (i. 2, p. 340) 
cites examples from Grimnm’s deutsch. Reichsalterthum, p. 552, 
and LHaltaws Gloss. p. 1115, to prove that even among the 
Germans the public highway was called the king’s road; and 

Ewald (i. 77) shows from Isenberg’s Dictionary, pp. 33, 102, 
that the same expression is met with in Amharic. 

In Numbers, there is simply an account of a message to the 
Edomites. But according to Judg. x1. 17, messengers were 
despatched at the same time to present a similar request to the 
Moubites. “The refusal of the Moabitish king, however, was of 
ho importance; and therefore the whole account of the embassy 
might very properly be passed over im silence in the passage 
before us. For if the Israelites could not pass through Edom, 
the permission of the Moabites would have been of no use 
whatever. The request was only made conditionally. And no 
allusion is made to it till the book of Judges, where other 
circumstances are recorded which gave it an importance that 
did not originally belong to it.’ (Llengstenberg, Pentateuch, 
vol. ii., p. 233.) °
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There is more plausibility, at any rate, in another difference 
which has been adduced as a discrepancy by rationalistic critics. 
In Num. xx., the Edomites (and, according to Judg. xi. the 
Moabites also) are said to have refused the petition of the 
Israelites for a free passage, and their offer to pay for bread 
and water; but in Deut. ii. 29, on occasion of a message seut 
to Sihon, king of the Amorites, the Edomites and Moabites 
are praised for having provided the Israelites with food and 
water for money, when they passed through the land. But a 
very simple solution of this apparent discrepancy is furnished 
by the old rule, “ distingue tempora et concordabit Scriptura.” 
This has been pointed out by Leake in his preface to Burck- 
hardt (vol. i, p. 23). “The same people,’ he says, “ who 
successfully resisted the attempt of the Israelites to cross the 
strongly fortified western frontier, were terrified when they saw 
that they had gone completely round, and reached the weakly 
clefended (eastern) border.’ On the western side, the moun- 
tains of Edom rise abruptly from the Arabah. There are only 
a few passes which are at all accessible from this side, and these 
can easily be occnpied. But on the east, the mountains slope 
gently off into a desert tract of table-land, which: is still at least 
a hundred feet higher than the desert of et-Tih. On this side, 
therefore, the land was open; and they were not very likely to 
assume a. hostile attitude towards the 600,000 fighting men of 
Israel. And the very fact that they had offended the Israelites, 
by opposing them on the western border, would make them the 
more cager to avoid everything that could give occasion for 
anger or revenge, now that they had come round to the eastern 
side. Vide Hengstenberg, Pentateuch, vol. ii., pp. 231, 232; 
Ranke, 11.278 ; Welte, Nachmosaisches, pp. 130, 181; Raumer, 
Lug der Israeliten, pp. 44, 45. 

(2.) With reference to the BATTLE BETWEEN THE ISRAEL- 
ITES AND THE PEOPLE OF ARAD, the time of tts occurrence has 
furnished occasion for dispute. If the Biblical arrangement is 
to be regarded as exactly true to the order in which the events 
occurred, the attack made by the king of Arad, and the m- 
vasion of his territory by the Israclites, cannot have taken place 
till after Aaron’s death. In this case, the Israelites would have 
left Kadesh, and gone at least as far as Mount Hor before the 
battle was fougift. But in itself it is a very improbable thing,
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that the king of Arad should have waited till the Israclites 
had left his borders and inarched so far away, before he made 
his attack; and it is still more improbable, that the Israelites 
should have turned back from Mount Hor (or possibly from a 
point still farther south), and gone northwards beyond Kadesh, 
for the purpose of avenging the wrong, when they would very 
soon have been engaged in the conqnest of the whole land, and 
the king of Arad would have been attacked in his turn. More- 
over, this view is expressly excluded by the passage itsclf, in 
which it is stated that “the king of Arad heard that Israel 
CAME by the road to Atarim (? by the road of the spies), and 
he fought against Israel,” etc. The time is given clearly enough 
here: Israel came, and the king fought. It was when the 
Israelites approached his borders, therefore, not when they went 
away, that he made the attack.’ Consequently, the event 
occurred before the departwe from Kadesh, probably during 
the period in which the Israclites were awaiting the return of 
their messengers from Edom and Moab.—The arrangement, 
therefore, is not strictly chronological, but determined by a 
train of thought which it is by no means difficult to under- 
stand. The historian mentions the departure of the messengers 
to Edom, and very naturally proceeds at once to the reply 
with which they returned. But if the war with the Aradites 

1 TIengstenberg (Pentateuch, vol. ii., p. 179) gives a different explanation 
‘of the 82 °D in Num. xxi. 1 (ef Num. xxxiii. 40). The king of Arad, he says, 
looked upon the marching away from Kadesh as an actual coming ; because the 
intention of this departure (viz., to enter Canaan from the east) was not 

concealed from him. In this case, undoubtedly, Num. xxi. 1-3 may be in 
its right place, from a chronological point of view; and it must be admitted, 
that with this explanation, Num. xxxiii. 40, 41 accords much better with 
the context. At the saine tine, I cannot make up my mind to give the 
preference to this explanation. For the supposition, that the king of Arad 
guessed what were the intentions of the Israelites in departing from Kadesh 
is not very probable, if we consider that they had already been wandering 
about in the desert for thirty-nine ycars, without either purpose or plan. 
Morcover, such a use of the word ‘‘ come” would be too artificial, I might 
say, too much in the modern style of thought, for the simple, straight- 
forward character of the narrative before us: and 1 should still see the same 
improbahility in what would be a necessary conclusion, viz., that Israel 
went all this way back after reaching Mount Wor. There is only one 
thing that could lead me to the determination to adopt Hengstenberg’s view, 
viz., if the unexpected discovery should be made, that the enigmatical 577 

aren, in Num. xxi. 1, meant the road round Mount Seir. |
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(or only the first half of it, namely, the attack made by the 
king of Arad) occurred, as it probably did, between the de- 
parture of the messengers and their return, the strict chrono- 
logical order would be interrupted already. How much more 
reason would there be for his relating the departure from 
Kadesh, which was most closely connected with Edom’s reply— 
in fact, determined by it—before he felt called upon to resume 
the chronological thread of his narrative !— Fries (pp. 53, 54, 
note) goes still further back. He says: “ Two occurrences, 
which were most intimately connected with the sin of Moses 
and Aaron, and Edom’s refusal,—namely, the retreat from 
Kadesh, and Aaron’s death upon Mount Hor,—were placed by 
the sacred historian in immediate juxtaposition with these 
events; and when once the twentieth chapter had been com- 

menced with an account of these tragical occurrences, there was 
no opportunity for introducing the conflict with Arad. By the 
side of this combimation of memorable events, which filled up 
the interval between the death of Miriam and that of Aaron, the 
conflict with Arad properly falls into the second rank. As 
examples of this arrangement, which regards the subject-matter 
alone at the cost of chronology, the first which suggest them- 
selves are Deut. x. 6, 7, and Deut. i. 37.” ’.A perfectly analogous 
example we have already pointed out in § 4, 4 

It is also a disputed point, what we are to understand by the 
oNNA TI, by which the Israelites are said to have come to thé 

borders of the king of Arad. Onkelos, the Syriac and Vulgate 
translators, and also Luther, regard pnx as equivalent to 
Onn (with Aleph prosthetic) in Nu um. xiv. 6; and render it “ by 
the way of the spies,” t.e., by the same road by which the twelve 
Israelitish spics had travelled thirty-seven years before. But this 
is at variance with the history; for the way of the spies could 
only be the road which led northwards from Kadesh, whereas 
Israel was not to the north of Kadesh now. We feel bound, 
therefore, to follow the Septuagint and Arabic, and regard Atarim 
as the name of a town or district, whence the road to Kadesh, 
by which Israel travelled, derived its name. 

ARaD, which was afterwards allotted to the tribe of Judah 
(Josh. xii. 14), and which, according to Judg. i. 16, is to be 
sought for at the north of the desert of Judah, is said by Luse- 
bius (s.v. 'Apayd) and Jerome (s. v. Arath) to have been situ-
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ated about twenty miles to the south of Hebron. On his road 
from IIebron to the Wady Musa (near Petra), after travelling 
on a camel for cight hours, Mobinson saw a hill towards the west, 
which his guides called Yell-Ardéd. They knew nothing of ruins 
in the neighbourhood, however, but simply of a cave. Yet, not- 
withstanding this, the fact that the distance from Hebron is the 
same, renders it very probable that this was the site of the ancient 
Arad, especially as the absence of ruins is not fully established 
by the simple assertion of the Bedouins. 

HorMau was already mentioned in connection with the first 
sojourn at Kadesh (viz. § 37). Accordmg to Josh. xii. 14, 
Joshua defeated the king of JZormah and the king of Arad. 
But, according to Jndg. i. 17, it was not till after the death of 
Joshua that the tribe of Judah, along with that of Simeon, con- 
quered the city of Zephath, laid it under the ban, and gave it 
the name of Z/ormah. In these different accounts a mass of 
contradictions has been found. The discrepancy between Josh. 
xii. 14 and Judg. i. 17 is easily removed, if we bear in mind 
that in Josh. xii. 14 the Ainy of Hormah is said to have been 
defeated, whilst there is no mention of the conquest of his city, 
and therefore the city might have been left standing, notwith- 
standing the defeat of the king. It is possible also that Hormah 
may have been conquered by Joshua, and recovered by the 
Canaanites, and only definitively conquered and placed under 
the ban at the time alluded to in Judg. 1. 17.—That the city is 
called ZZormauh in Num. xiv. 45 Gn connection with the first 
encampment at IXadesh), whereas, according to Num. xxi. 3, it 
was during the second encampment that the name was given to 
it for the first time, is nothing more than a simple prolepsis, of 
which we have a hundred examples in the Old Testament. 
“ But it is an intentional and most significant prolepsis, pointing 
to the fact, that the two events involved the very same idea, that 
the place was sanctified by the judgment on the house of God, 
long before it derived its name from the judgment on the world. 
The nominal prolepsis was indicative of a real one” (Llengsten- 
berg, Pentatench, vol. ii. p. 191).—On comparing Num. xxi. 3 
with Josh. xi. 14, fteland (Palast. p. 721) has detected a dis- 
crepancy, which, in his opinion, can only be solved on the sup- 
position that “the victory appears to have taken place at thie 
time when, with Joshua as their leader, and after crossing the
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Jordan, they celebrated their trimmph over king Arad (Josh. xii. 
14), and to have been narrated per prolepsin in Num. xxi. 3. 
For why should they have gone out of the land in which they were 
already triumphant?” Bertheau (on Judg. i. 17) adopts this 
solution, except that he refers the prolepsis to Judg. i. 17 instead 
of Josh. xii. 14. But there is one thing which is necessarily 
required, namely, that we should admit that the Pentateuch was 
either written after the period of the Judges, or at all events 
that Num. xxi. 1-3 (and xiv. 45) was interpolated by a later 
hand.—Hengstenberg has shown that such a solution is not only 
unnecessary, but inadmissible (Pentateuch, vol. nu. p. 180 sqq. 
See also Keil on Joshua, p. 312, English translation). No proof 
whatever is required, that in Num. xxi. 3 the proscription of the 
Aradite towns is represented as taking place immediately, and 
not as being reserved for some future time.—But Reland’s ques- 
tion, “ Why did they ever leave the country if they gained such 
a triumph as this?” still demands a satisfactory reply. And it 
is by no means difficult to find one. It is not stated in Num. xxi. 
that Israel conquered the whole of the country of the king of 
Arad, and laid it under the ban, at so early a period as this. 
And even if several proscribed cities are mentioned, it is beyond 
all donbt that Arad, the capital, was not among them; for in 
ver. 3 we are told that “they called the name of the place L/or- 
mah.” But, from Judg. i. 17, we find that the former name of 
this place was Zephath; and if Arad had been taken and de- 
stroyed, they would no doubt have given the name Hormah to it, 
and not to a subordinate place like Zephath. Zephath was, no 
doubt, by far the most important of the cities that were laid 
under the ban. That it was not situated on the mountains 
themselves, but on the southern slope, is evident from Num. xiv. 
45: “The Amalckites and Canaanites who dwelt in the moun- 
tains came down and smote them, and discomfited them, even 
unto Hlormah.” Robinson thought that he had discovered a 
relic of the ancient Zephath in the pass of es-Safah. This would 
suit our present purpose very well; at the same time there are 

other reasons for rejecting his conclusion (vid. § 27, 3). We 
would refer, on the other hand, to Rowlands, who discovered 
the ruins of Zepéta at a distance of about seven miles to the 
south-west of Khalasa (Chesil) ; for we have no more doubt than 
he has, that this is the site of the ancient Zephath (§ 26, 1). In
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any case Elormah was on this side of the mountains; and even 
if Zephath was conquered, along with the rest of the cities on 
this side, during the second sojourn in Kadesh, nothing would 
be gained in consequence towards the conquest of Canaan. The 
mountains, which were impassable to such a procession as that 
of the Israelites, were still before them; and the strongholds of 
the king of Arad on the mountains themselves were not yet 
taken. “ And if this were the case, it would follow as a matter 
of course, that when the Israelites left the neighbourhood, Hor- 
mah would soon become Zephath again, and at a later period 
they would have to perform the task of turning it into Hormah 
once more” (LTengstenbery). 

THE MARCIE ROUND THE COUNTRY OF THE EDOMITES. 

§ 46. (Num. xx. 22-29.)—The Israclites were prevented 

from attempting to force a passage, not only by the nature of 

the soil, but also by their relation to the Edomites themselves (1). 

Hence there was no other alternative left, than to yicld to ne- 
cessity, and, notwithstanding the enormons circuit they would 

have to make, to go round the land of the Edomites. ‘The road 

led them round the Azazimat and through the Arabah to the 

Red Sea, after which they turned to the north, and passed along 

the eastern side of the mountains of Seir, and thus eventually 

reached the Jordan. When they arrived at the Arabah, they 

encamped at the foot of the Edomitish mountain //or (2). The 

hour had now arrived when Aaron, the high priest, was to die 

on account of his sin at tle Waters of Strife. But the office, 

which he had held for the good of Israel, was not to terminate 

with his life, but to be transferred to his eldest son, /leazar. 

To this end, it was necessary that Aaron should be divested of 

his high-priestly dress, and that it should be put upon Eleazar. 
But neither the investiture of Eleazar, nor the death of Aaron, 

was to take place amidst the bustle of the crowd in the camp 

below. Moses went up with both of them to the suminit of the 

mountain ; and there Aaron died, after the office of high priest 

had been transferred to his son in the manner prescribed. The 
VOL. III. Y
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whole congregation mourned for him thirty days,—and mourned 
at the same time for its own sin, which had been the occasion of 

Aaron’s fall, and of the consequent punishment which had just 

been inflicted upon him. The death of Aaron was also a pledge 
and foreboding of a still more bitter loss, because an irreparable 
one, which the Israelites were soon to be called to suffer (§ 44). 

1. Of all the Terahite nations, there were none that were so 
closely allied to the Israelites as the EpomireEs were; for the 

progenitors of the two nations, Esau and Jacob, were not only 
full brothers, the sons of one mother, but were born at one birth. 
It is true that the hostile relation in which the two nations stood 
to each other, both from their nature and history, not only had 
its foundation, but was typically exhibited, in the lives of the 
founders; and consequently, even at that early age, prophecy 
had cast a glance forward to the hostile relation in which the 
descendants would stand to each other (vol. i. § 69 sqq.), and espe- 
cially to the fact, that the elder would serve the younger. This 
was Edom’s appointed destiny ; but Israel was not to originate or 
accelerate this destiny in a forcible manner. On the contrary, 
it was to discharge all the duties of relationship in an honour- 
able and faithful manner, until Edom, by its increasing hostility, 
should bring its fate upon itself. At this very time, therefore, 
when the hostile disposition of Edom had begun to manifest it- 
self, but was not yet fully ripe, Jehovah commanded His people, 
“Meddle not with them, for I will not give you of their land, no, 
not so much as a foot’s breadth, because [have given Mount Seir 
unto Esau for a possession” (Deut. ii. 5); and, “ Thon shalt not 
abhor the Edomite, for he is thy brother” (Deut. xxim. 7). 

On the carly HISTORY OF THE EpouirEs, see B. Afichaelis 
de antiquissima Idumeorum historia, Hal. 1733 (also in Pott, 
Sylloge vi. 203 sqq.), and LTengstenberg, Pentateuch, 222 sqq.— 
JGsau, who is introduced in Gen. xxiii. 6 with a warlike retinue 
of fowr hundred men, was estranged from his family, and founded 
a new home for himself on the mountains of Seir. He con- 
quered and expelled the Horttes, who had dwelt there from time 
immemorial (Deut. ii. 22); and his descendants, mixing with 
those that were left behind, grew into a powerful royal state, 
which was now apparently at the height of its glory and power.—
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Even as carly as Gen. xxxvi. (cf. 1 Chi. i, 35-54) it was possible 
to give a long list of Edomitish princes (BEADS) and kings. But 

the Pentateuch claims to have been written in the time of Moses, 
and therefore the history of Hdom cannot be brought lower than 
that in Gen. xxxvi. The last of the eight kings, as eald 
has correctly observed, is described as minutely as if the writer 
was personally acquainted with him (Gen. xxxvi. 39). But 
critics have disputed the possibility of his being a contemporary 
of Moses, chiefly on the ground that there was not a sufficient 
length of time between Esan and Moses for fourteen princes, 
and eight kings, and then cleven princes more. This objection 
is said to he confirmed and raised into a certainty, both by the 
expression employed in Gen. xxxvi. 31, “ These are the kings that 
reigned in the land of Edom, before there rergned any king over 
the children of Israel;” and also by the fact, that according to 
1 Kings xi. 14, Hadad, the fourth king of Edom (in Gen. xxxvi. 
35), was a contemporary of Solomon (wd. v. Bohlen, Genesis, 
p- 342).—So far as Gen. xxxvi. 14 is concerned, Lwald is of 
opinion, that,“ at the time when the author of the book of 
Genesis wrote, there was a king in Israel; and we cannot read 
the historian’s words without feeling that he was inclined to envy 
Edom, for having enjoyed the advantages of an organised king- 
dom at so much earlicr a period than Israel.” But it has been 
long and frequently shown, that such a feeling is altogether a 
deceptive one. Delitzsch, who is the last that has written on 
the subject, observes (Gen., ed. i1., vol. ii, p. 63), “The historian 
writes from the stand-point of the patriarchal promise ; for he 

(the compiler) is careful to observe that kings are to spring 
from Abraham and from Jacob (Gen. xvii. 4-6, 16, and xxxv. 
11). Unless, then, any one is daring cnough to pronounce this 
promise a vaticinium post eventum, which has been introduced 
without foundation into the patriarchal history, such a remark 
on the part of a writer of the time of Moses is hy no means dif- 
ficnit to explain. That Isracl was destined eventually to become 
a kingdom, governed by native sovereigns, was a hope inherited 
from the fathers, which the sojourn in Egypt was thoroughly 
adapted to sustain. .And how strange a thing would it appear, 
that Kdom should have become a kingdom so much earlier 
than Israel,—that the rejected shoot should have attained to 
such maturity, independence, and consolidation, before the seed
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of the promise! The world appears in this instance, as in so many 
others, to have outstripped the Church of the Lord; but eventually 
it was overtaken, and, according to the promise, the elder served 
the younger (Gen. xxv. 13). If we would find the indication of 
any particular feeling in the words of the historian, it is such 
thoughts as these that arise in his mind.” 

There is incomparably less force in the argument founded 
upon 1 Kings xi. 14. Hengstenberg has most conclusively de- 
monstrated, that the Hadad mentioned there cannot be the same 
as the Hadad whose name occurs in Gen. xxxvi. 35 (vid. Dis- 
sertation on the Pentateuch, vol. i, p. 235). The Hadad of 
the book of Kings was a king’s son, the other Hadad was not; 
but the latter was actually king, whilst the former was only pre- 
tender. The Hadad of the Pentateuch smote the Midianites 
in the fields of Moab; but the Midianites had vanished from 

history ever since the time of Gideon. Moreover, the Edomites 
had kings in the days of Moses (Num. xx. 14). How then could 
the fourth by any possibility be a contemporary of Solomon ? 
According to ver. 31, the Edomitish kings mentioned in Gen. 
xxxvi. all reigned before Israel had kings; the eighth of the line, 
therefore, must have reigned before the time of Saul ;—and yet 
the fourth was a contemporary of Solomon ! 

So far as the number of the kings and princes 1s concerned, 
this difficulty has no force at all, except on the supposition that 
the whole of the 14 + 8 + 11 persons, whose names are given, 
ruled one after another over the whole Jand; and even then the 

difficulty is but a small one, for we could certainly find room 
for thirty-three princes in nearly five hundred years. But the 
supposition itself may be shown to be erroneons. Jt is perfectly 
obvious from Gen. xxxvi., that the Edomitish sovereignty was 
not hereditary, but elective; for not one of the kings mentioned 
here is the son of his predecessor, and even the birth-places 
mentioned are all different. But if the kings were elective 
sovereigns, there must have been electors ; and we are warranted 
in sceking the latter in the princes (D'EAPN) whose names are 
given here. Along with the kings, therefore, but subordinate to 
them, there were always Alluphim or princes of the tribe. This 
association of Phylarchi and kings is also obvious from a com- 
parison of the song of Moses, in Ex. xv. 15, with Num. xx. 14. 
In the former the dukes of Edom (Allufe-Edom) are said to
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tremble with fear, yet in the latter the king of Edom is intro- 
duced. In Ezek. xxxii. 29, also, princes of Edom are mentioned 
along with its king. 

The mere arrangement of the thirty-sixth chapter of Genesis 
is a sufficient proof that this must have been the relation in 
which they stood. In vers. 1-8 we have an account of Esan’s 
family before his removal to Seir; in vers. 9-14, an account of 
his family after his removal. In vers. 15-19 the tribes of the 
Kdomites are given,—the names being taken, like those of the 
Israelites, from the immediate descendants of Esau, and cach 
tribe possessing its own Alluph or prmee. In vers. 20-30 we 
have the gencalogy of Seir the Horite, whose descendants had 
to give way to the Edomites. Vers. 31-39 contain a list of 
Edomitish kings; and in vers. 40-43 the dwelling-places of the 
princes of the tribes are given, as we are expressly told in ver. 
40. This solution is supported by [engstenberg (Pentateuch) ; 

but he does not touch upon the difficulty, that im vers. 15-19 
there are fourteen Alluphim mentioned, and in vers. 40-43 only 
eleven. In our opinion, the solution of the difficulty is probably 
the following: In vers. 15-19 the original number of the leaders 
of the tribes is given,—possibly at the time when the princes 
created for themselves a centre by the election of a kng,— 
whereas vers. 40-43 refer to the time of the historian himself, 
2.¢., under the last king, J/adar. By some circumstance or 
other, with which we are not acquainted, the number of the 
leaders of the tribes may easily have been reduced, during the 
reigns of the cight kings, from fourteen (or thirteen’) to eleven, 
or (if the king was chosen from the leaders, which 1s most 
probable) to twelve. 

The Edomites, who were a warlike people, had a strong 
bulwark in their mountains, which had all the character of 
natural fortresses. Their occupations embraced hunting, agri- 
culture, the rearing of cattle, the cultivation of the vine, and trade. 
The last was greatly facilitated by the situation of the country, 
which constituted them the carriers between the harbours on 
the Persian and Arabian Gulf on the one hand, and the sea- 

1 Delitzsch is of opinion that the Alluph-Korah, in ver. 16, ‘has un- 
doubtedly passed over from ver. 18, and should therefore be erased, as it is 
in the Samaritan version.” And, in fact, it is hardly conecivable that in 
one nation there should have been two tribes of the same name.
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port towns of Philistia and Pheenicia on the other (vid. Heeren’s 
Ideen, i. 2, p. 107). “The capital of the Edomites,” says Baur 
(Amos, p. 100), “which was equally important in a mercantile 
and a military point of view, the impregnable rock-city of Sela 
or Petra, in which two caravan roads intersected each other,’ is 
a very exact representation of the peculiar life of the Edomites 
themselves.” The next in importance to Petra was Bozrah 
(Sept. Boodp, now called Besseyra—vid. Robinson, ii. 570, 571— 
which must not be confounded with Bostra, the capital of 
Auranitis, so frequently referred to in the time of the Romans), 
whose rocky situation rendered it a strong military support to 
the Edomitish power. The two sea-port towns, Mlath and Ezion- 
geber, were the leading commercial cities. 

On the religion of the Edomites we have no precise informa- 
tion. In 2 Chr. xxv. 18, allusion is made to polygamy ; and in 
1 Kings x1. 1, Edomitish women are mentioned among the 
foreign wives of Solomon. But even here there is no reference 
made to any peculiar form of Edomitish worship, at least not 
apart from the rest (ver. 8). From the frequent recurrence of 
the name Lfadad, which belonged to me oan in the Aramzan 
mythology, v. Lengerke infers that the su& was also worshipped 
by the Edomites (vid. Kenaan, i. 298). 

(2.) On Mount Hor, see K. Ritter, xiv. p. 1127 sqq. 
“Above the mounds of the ruined city of the living, and the 
rocky burial-place of the dead (Petra), there towers high towards 
the north-west the lofty double horn of Mount Hor, which rises 
in majesty and solitude into the blue air, with cliffs, steep preci- 
pices, jagged edges, and naked peaks of various kinds, and 
stands there like a strong, monster castle in ruins.” Robinson 
(vol. ii. 508) describes the shape of the mountain as that of “a 
cone, irregularly truncated, having three ragged points or peaks, 
of which that on the north-east is the highest, and has upon it 
the Mohammedan Wely or tomb of Aaron (Wely Harin).” 
The Arabs still offer animal sacrifices upon the mountain, and 
call upon Harun. 

§ 47. (Num. xxi. 4-9.)—When the Israelites departed from 

Mount Hor, and marched towards the Red Sea, for the purpose 

1 “ Flue convenit utrumque bivium, eorum qui Syriz Palmyram petiere, et 
eorum, qui ab Gaza venerunt” (Pliny Hist. Nat., p. 28; vid. Robinson, it. 573).



MARCII ROUND THE COUNTRY OF THE EDOMITES. 343 

of passing round the country of the domites (1), the thought 
of the enormous circuit that they had to make, and the difficulty 

of the march through the sandy desert of the Arabah, made the 
people so discontented and impatient, that, forgetting all the 

mercy and discipline of their God, they gave utterance to the 

wicked exclamations, “ Wherefore have ye brought us up ont of 

Egypt to die in the wilderness? for there is no bread, neither is 

there any water; and our soul loatheth this light bread.” To 

punish such wickedness, Jchovah sent Saraph-snakes (2), whose 
fatal bite caused many of the people to die. The people then 

confessed their sin with penitence, and said to Moses, “ We have 

sinned, for we have spoken against Jehovah and against thie : 

pray unto the Lord, that He may take away the serpents from 

us.” At the command of Jehovah, Moses made a copper Saraph, 

and set it up in the camp as the standard of salvation. And 

when any one was bitten by a snake, he looked up at the copper 

snake andl lived (3). 

(1.) It is evident, from ver. 4, that this occurrence took place 
on this side of the Edomitish mountains (in the Arabah there- 
fore), though probably somewhere in the neighbourhood of the 
sea. The precise LOCALITY is not given. But Liyhtfoot's con- 

jecture (Opp. 1, 37) is at least worth mentioning: “ Sneus hic 
scrpeus videtur loco nomen Zalmone indidisse, t.e., locus 1ma- 
ginis.’ According to Num. xxxili. 41, Zalmonah was the station 
immediately following Mount Hor.—Burckhardt states that the 
snakes in the neighbourhood of the Gulf are still very numerous 
(vol. ii., p. 814): “The sand on the shore showed traces of 
snakes on every hand. They had crawled there in yarious di- 
rections. Some of the marks appeared to have been made by 
animals which could not have been less than two inches in dia- 
ineter. My guide tokl me that snakes were very common in these 
regions, and that the fishermen were very much afraid of them, 
and put out their fires at night before going to sleep, because the 
hight was known to attract them.” Schubert also states, in his 
Journey from Akabah to the Hor (ii. 406), that “in the after- 
noon 2 large and very mottled snake was brought to us, marked 

oo) 

with fiery spots and spiral lines, which evidently belonged, from



344 ISRAEL IN THE DESERT OF PARAN. 

the formation of its teeth, to one of the most poisonous species. 
It was dead, and, on account of the heat, decomposition had 
already commenced. The Bedouins say that these snakes, of 
which they have great dread, are very numerous in this loca- 
lity”, —That Zalmonah was on the eastern side of the moun- 
tains, as Raumer conjectures (Zug der Israeliten, p. 45: “I 
imagine that this is the same as Maan, which Seetzen calls 
Alaim-Maan’”), is very improbable. The distance of Maan from 
Mount Hor is so great, that it could not possibly lave been the 
first place at which the Israelites encamped. 

(2.) In the scriptural account the snakes are called Dvn} 
nO, SARAPH-SNAKES, 7.¢, fire-snakes. The name Saraph is 
given to this species of snake, either because of its fiery, that 
is, inflammatory bite, or, as seems probable, from the passage 
just quoted from Schubert, on account of the spots of fiery red 
upon its head.—Isaiah speaks of flying Saraphs (Is. xiv. 29, 
xxx. 6). Snakes of this description are frequently referred to 
by ancient writers (vid. Herod. 2, 75; 3, 109; Aelian. anim. 
2, 38; Pomp. Mel. 3, 8, and others); and even modern travel- 
lers profess to have seen or heard of them in the East (vid. 
Oedmann, Sammlungen aus der Naturkunde zur Erkléruny der 
heiligen Schrift, vi. 71 sqq.). But Wener has observed (Reallew. 
ii. 413), and on good ground, that these statements are very 
uncertain; and as the most trustworthy of those who have 

written on the subject expressly mention feet, there is reason 
to conjecture that they confounded snakes with lizards, some 
species of which have really a kind of wing-skin between the 
feet (vid. Aken Zoologie, ii. 310 sqq.). In Isaiah we may as- 
sume that we have merely a poetical representation, and not the 
literal account of a natural historian. Vid. Link, die Urwelt 
und das Alterthnum, ii. 197 sqq. 

Bochart (iii. 211 sqq., ed. Rosenmiiller) supposes the Saraph 
to have been the //ydra or poisonous water-snake, which lives 
in the brooks of the desert, and on the land when these are dry. 
In the latter case it is called yépavdpos. Its bite is very inflam- 
matory, and causes a most burning pain, especially during the 
time that it lives on land. 

(3.) A large collection might be made of works that have 
been written on the BRAZEN SERPENT. See especially Buztorf, 
hist. serp. zen., in his Exercitt., p. 458 sqq.; Deyling, in his Ob-
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servy. ss. li, 207 sqq.; Vitringa, Obss. ss. i. 403 sqq.; LMuth, 
serpens exaltatus non contritoris sed conterendi imago, Erlangen 
1758; G. Menken, iiber die eherne Schlange, Ed. 2, Bremen 
1829; G. C. Kern, dic eherne Schlange, in Bengels theol. 
Archiv. v. Parts 1-3; B. Jacobi, iiber die Erhéhung des Men- 
schensohnes, Studien und Kritiken 1835, i.; Sack, Apologetik, 
Ed. 2, p. 355 sqq.; Lofmann, Weissagung und Erfiillung, n. 
140, 142, 143; Séter, Words of the Lord Jesus, vol. iv., p. 444 
sqq., translation ; Liicke, Olshausen, Tholuch, Baumgarten-Cru- 
sins, Meyer, De Wette-Brickner on John ii. 14, 15; Winer, 
Reallex. ii. 414 seq. 

A collection of natural interpretations is given by Winer: 
“ The lovers of natural interpretations of Biblical miracles either 
pronounced the healing, which resulted from looking at the ser- 
pent, a merely psychical process, and extolled the power of faith, 
that is, of fancy, to remove bodily ailments,—though Moses is 
said, after all, to have contributed to the result by administering 
appropriate reinedies ;—or else they came to the conclusion, that 
the brazen serpent was set up to represent the poisonous snakes, 
in order that every Israclite might be put upon his guard; and 
that even in the case of those who had already been bitten, when 
they came from the fields round about to look at the image, the 
exercise itself cnred them (as is said to be the case with the bite 
of the tarantula). ‘There were others, who set down the image 
of the serpent at once as being merely the sign of the military 
hospital, where all who came found physicians, and remedhes, 
and therefore healing (especially by sucking out the poison).” 
Winer is certainly right in saying that these explanations are all 
of them more or less ridiculous. We may add another inter- 
pretation to those given by Winer, viz., that of Aarsham (Canon. 
Chron., p. 149), who traces the whole to the art of snake- 
charming, which Moses had brought with hin out of egypt. 
It is quite as unnecessary to stop to refute this explanation, as 
any of the other natural interpretations. 

Winer liunself supposes the brazen serpent to have been sct 
up as a symbol of the healing power of God. The miraculous 
cures, which are said to have been effected by merely looking at 
the serpent, he probably places in the class of myths, since he 
looks upon the idea of a psychical process as something ridicu- 
lous. But the recourse to a myth here is a very questionable
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procedure. The fact of the erection of the brazen serpent in 
the desert is fully confirmed by 2 Kings xviii. 4. We are there 
told that the brazen serpent, which Moses had made, was pre- 
served till the time of Hezekiah, and called Nehushtan (nYMI = 
brass, copper) ; that it had become an object of divine worship 
(through the offering of incense) ; and that it was destroyed by 
Hezekiah himself, who broke it to pieces. But if it is fully 
established as a historical fact, that Moses did erect the serpent; 
it can hardly be doubted that he set it up, not as a (mere) symbol 
only, but also as a means of healing. And if the Israelites pre- 
served it, and subsequently paid it divine honours, this is only 
conceivable on the supposition that they associated with it the 
historical recollection of the cure that had been wrought, whether 
it was effected by the psychical power of faith (7.¢. imagination), 
or the objective miraculous power of God. 

There can be no doubt that the serpent did partake of the 
character of a symbol; but what the precise character may have 
been is doubtful.—Hengstenberg is the only modern theologian 
who denies this (vid. Dissertation on the Pentateuch, Daniel, p. 
133): m his opinion, the single point of importance was to se- 
lect some outward sign, it did not matter what, that the idea of 
a natural cure might be entirely precluded.—The views which 
have prevailed on this subject divide themselves at the outset 
into two distinct classes. In the first place, there are some who 
suppose the snake to have beeu a symbol or representative of the 
healing power :—either with a typical reference to Chnist, who 
came in the likeness of sinful flesh, was made man for us, and 
hung upon the accursed tree (vid. Deyling, Olshausen, Stier, and 
most of the fathers and early theologians); or with simply a 
symbolical reference to the notion prevalent in antiquity, that 
the snake was the Agatho-demon, the symbol of health and 
healing (vid. Winer, etc.). In the second place, others regard the 
suspended serpentas an image and representation of the poisonous 
snake, which was rendered harmless by the grace of God,—a sign 
of its subjugation, dmago non contritoris sed conterendi vel con- 
triti. Of the latter, some refer to Gen. iii. 15. As the hving 
poisonous snakes called to mind the seed of the serpent which 
was to pierce the heel of the seed of the woman, so the sus- 
pended serpent called to mind the seed of the serpent whose 
head should be crushed by the seed of the woman (vid. Huth,
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Vitringa, Afenken, Bengel, Kern, Sack, Mf. Baumgarten, etc.). 
Others, again, deny that there was any allusion to Gen. 1it., and 
suppose the reference to have been solely and exclusively to thie 
plague, from which the Israclites were suffering. Thus Lwald 
(it. 177) explains it as being “a sign, that just as this snake was 
bound by the command of Jehovah, and hung harmless in the 
air, so every one who looked upon it with faith in the redeeming 
power of Jehovah, would be secure from evil.” 

Against the second explanation (especially if it be assumed 
that there was a conscious and intentional reference to Satan), 
the following are conclusive argunents. rst, a believing look 
at this c¥pBorov cwrnpias (Wisdom xvi. 6) was to save those 
who had been bitten by the snakes from the effects of the bite, 
which would otherwise have been irremediable. The symbol 
was therefore an image and representation of the power from 
which healing proceeded; of the source of deliverance, not of 
the source of death.—Secondly, the lifting up (exaltation, sus- 
pension) of the serpent did not serve to exhibit it as bound and 
conquered, as slain and crushed, but merely to display it before 
the eyes of all.— Thirdly, looked at in this light, the brazen 
serpent might be a very suitable memorial of the plague and 
wonderful deliverance, but could not be an appropriate symbol 
and means of the deliverance to be sought and expected.— 
Lourthly, the idolatrous worship, which was afterwards paid to 
the brazen serpent, furnishes sufficient evidence that the healing 
power was supposed to have proceeded from it, that 1s to say, 
that it was regarded as representing the possessor of the healing 
power. 

If now we are shut up to the first explanation, we must at 
once reject the old typical view, according to which, the fact 
that Christ was afterwards to be lifted up upon the cross 
furnished the sole reason for the selection of tlis particular 
symbol. Undoubtedly, the crucifixion of Clirist was present to 
the mind of Tlim who appointed the symbol (viz., Jehovah), 
but it was not present to the minds of those to whom the symbol 
was to be a onpetoy cwrnpias. Moses did not say to the people 
then, “ As the serpent is lifted up now, so shall the Messiah be 
one day lifted up ;” but Christ first said, in the fulness of time, 
“ As Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must 
the Son of Man be lifted up” (Jolin iii. 14). The oceurrence
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which took place in the desert was intended as a sign which 
Israel itself might understand, and not as a riddle which should 
remain insoluble for thousands of years, and be first rendered 
intelligible by the words of Jesus Christ. 

Let us look first of all, then, altogether away from any 
typical allusion in the lifting up of the snake, that we may 
gather from the views entertained at the time, what Moses him- 
self and the intelligent portion of the Israelites probably thought 
of the transaction. | 

In heathen as well as Israelitish antiquity, the snake was 
regarded as tlie bearer and representative of poison. ‘To both, 
therefore, the snake was an object of fear and terror, of abomi- 
nation and horror; and to both the emnity was well known 

which urges man to crush the serpent’s head, and the serpent to 
inflict upon the heel a mortal wound. But notwithstanding 
this, in the symbolico-religious view of all heathen antiquity, the 
shake came to be regarded as a beneficent power, promoting 
health, and healing disease; and, as such, it was an object of 
religious adoration. “In Egyptian theology, it was regarded 
from the highest antiquity as a symbol of the healing power. 
It was worshipped in Thebais (Herodotus ii. 74) ; and it is 
found upon the monuments in very many connections, some- 
times along with the mild beneficent Isis, and at other times 
with the head of Serapis, as the good Deity” (vid. Creuzer’s 
Symbolik, i. 504, 505; i. 393). Throughout, it is introduced 
as Agatho-demon, as a representation of Ich-nuphi (Kneph, 
Knuph)—that is, the good spirit, the anthor of all beneficent 
and propitious events (Jablonsky, Panth. Egypt. 1. 4, p. 81 
sqq.). Among the Greeks and Romans, the snake was the 
constant attendant or representative of the gods of healing, and 
the regular symbol of the medical art (vid. Panofka, Askleptos 
und die Asklepiaden, in the Abhandlungen der Berliner Akad. 
of the year 1845, philologische und historische Abhandlungen, p. 
271 sqq.—C. A. Béttiger, die heilbringenden Gétter, Kleine 
Schriften collected by J. Sillig, 1. 93 sqq.), and there can be no 
doubt that the worship was introduced from the East. 

What can have given rise to this striking dualism in the 
ancient opinion respecting the snake? Whence this strange 
contradiction, that an animal, which actually causes only death 
and destruction, and is therefore justly an object of feat and
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abomination, should have been so generally selected in the 
religious symbolism of antiquity to represent the vis medicatrix ? 
Of the earlier theologians, some attribute tis to the cunning and 
deceit of the devil. They say that it is a proof of the victory which 
he achieved in heathenism, that he succeeded in overcoming 
the innate horror, with which this his type and instrument was 
regarded by man, and in it secured for himself veneration and 
relivious homage. Others trace it to the caxofm da of heathenism, 
heathen mythology being in gencral merely a mendacious per- 
version and distortion of the Biblical history, with fantastic 
additions and embellishments ; and, in the case before us, they 
suppose Asclepins with the snake to have been simply a mytho- 
logical caricature of Moses and the brazen serpeut (eid. Luet, 
Demonstr. evang. Propos. iv. c. 7, § 6). We shall hardly be 
expected to enter into a refutation of these views.—There are 
other explanations, but we shall pass them by (vid. A. Sprengel, 
Geschichte der Medicin, Ed. 3, 1. 190 sqq.). 

It is generally supposed that the worship of the snake, as the 
representative of the healing power, commenced with snakes 
which had no poison, and were tlierefore harmless. There can 
be no doubt that snake-worship originated in Egypt, where it 
was probably connected with the magical art of snake-charming, 
which formed the heart of Egyptian magic. But it hardly 
admits of dispute, that it was to the power of charming poisonous 
snakes, that the magic of Egypt owed its worth and renown. 
Moreover, on the assumption that the snakes were harmless, it is 
(ifticult to see in what way it can have suggested the idea of 
the licaling power, whereas, if they were podsonous, it is easy to 
imagine such a connection. We should be disposed, in fact, to 
look for the solution of the problem to the fact, which was 
obvious cven to the medical science of the very carliest times, 
that the most efficacious remedies in nature are to be found in 
poisons; that discase, therefore, is cured and eradicated by 
what would otherwise produce disease,—poison conquered by 
poison, «A very significant clue to this we may find in the 
Greek word ddppaxov, which is used for poison as well as 
medicine, healing remedies as well as charms. From this we 
learn, on the one hand, that magic and medicine sprang from 
the same source; and, on the other hand, that the carlicst 
inedical art must have gone chiefly to poisons for the remedies
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it employed ; and even in the present state of medical science, 
the connection between poison and medicine is very apparent. 
The fatal effects of poison are generally produced, not by its 
suspending the vital functions, but by its accelerating their 
action to so great an extent, that the organism of the body 
cannot sustain it, and becomes so thoroughly worn out and 
exhausted that it eventually succumbs. If, however, science be- 
comes so perfectly acquainted with the nature and operation of 
poison, as well as of its relation to the general organism of the 
body, that it can administer it with actual certainty of the result, 
in cases where it is needed and just, to the extent to which the 
organism of the body at any particular time can sustain and 
really requires it, the death-bringing poison is changed into 
medicine, the elixir of life. To a sick man, the very same 
food is often poison, which gives to a healthy man renewed 
powers of life and health. The notion of poison is therefore 
a relative one. If we were to become possessed of absolute 
health, there would no longer be any poisons in existence ; on 
the contrary, what we now call poison would probably be the 
highest and most effectual means of promoting growth, and sus- 
taining vital energy. 

But to return to the snake. It is, so to speak, the personifi- 
cation of poison. And as poison is medicine in the hands of an 
intelligent physician who knows how to use it, the snake was a 
very appropriate symbol of the healing power, and of the gods 
of health,—especially when we consider that by means of snake- 
charming, magic, which originally coincided with the science 
of medicine, succeeded in taming and subduing the most 
poisonous snakes, and making them subservient to the will of 
the magician. 

By some such method as this, we might explain and justify 
the enigmatical contrariety, which we find in the hght in which 
the snake was regarded in ancient times. But whether we are 
correct in this or not, it is an indisputable fact, that in all 
antiquity the snake was a symbol of the healing power. And 
this, we maintain, is the explanation to be given of the brazen 
serpent, which was set up in the desert. 

There are two things which appear to be irreconcileable with 
this view. Jirst, that everywhere else in the Bible the snake is 
introduced as a symbol, not of health and the healing power, but
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of evil and calamity, as the imstrument and representative of the 
devil ; and secondly, that by setting up the serpent as the symbol of 
the healing power of God, Moses would have acted at variance 
with the command of the decalogue in Ex. xx. 4. 

Tor the reasons just assigned, Afenken, Kern, and Sack re- 
gard it as impossible that the serpent was set up to represent the 
healing power. “Suclhi an opinion appears untenable,’ says Sack, 
‘af we bear in mind, that not only in the Bible, but throughout 
nearly the whole of the religious world (?!), the serpent is a 
symbol of Satan. And in the case before us, this view would 
the more readily suggest itself, from the fact that it was in the 
form of serpents, that the hand of God had just caused the de- 
structive powers of nature to appear. If, then, the serpent 
which Moses sect up at the command of God was to be looked 
at, of course with believing confidence in Jehovah, who was 
ready to save on this condition, the serpent cannot have ceased 
to be a symbol of evil; but the fixing up (2) of the serpent was 
just a symbol of its subjugation, taming, and crucifixion. The 
brazen serpent represented the destructive snakes, along with 
sin and Satan, in whose train they had come by permission of 
Jehovah. Its erection, whether accompanied with the pierc- 
ing of the head or not, served to represent its conquest ; and the 
promise implied that Jehovah cither was or would be the con- 
queror.” 

First of all, I must most decidedly oppose the theory, that in 
the brazen serpent there was an allusion to the serpent of para- 
dise (Gen. iii.). The sole allusion was to the existing plague. 
There is nothing whatever to warrant us in connecting this 
occurrence with the serpent, or the seed of the serpent, men- 
tioned in Gen. i. 15. There is quite as much, that is quite as 
little, ground to think of the devil in this connection, as to asso- 
ciate the fire which consumed the uttermost parts of the camp 
at Tabecrah (§ 33) with the fire of hell.—It is trne that through- 
out the whole of the Old Testament we find no further con- 
firmation of the opinion, that the Israelites employed the serpent 
as asymbol of the healing power; but, on the other hand, we also 
find no further confirmation of the opinion, that they regarded 
it asa symbol of the devil. The account of the temptation of the 
first man had been handed down as a historical tradition from the 
primeval age, genuine and unadulterated, but at the same time
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unfathomed and obscure. The serpent of paradise was, as it 
were, a hieroglyphic upon the portal of the sacred history, which 
the speculative mind of man had to spend thousands of years in 
the attempt to interpret, and which even to the present day is 
far from being fully and satisfactorily explained. That this 
mysterium iniguitatis was but little understood in the Old Tes- 
tament times, is evident enough from the meagre and elemen- 
tary character of its Satanology. It was not till after the 
Captivity that any considerable progress was made in its further 
development, or towards establishing it upon a firmer basis. 
Another proof is to be found in the fact, that throughout the 
whole of the Old Testament, there is not one certain allusion to 
the temptation of the first man by the serpent. The earliest 
instance of this is to be found in the apocryphal Book of Wis- 
dom (chap. ii. 24). How little, therefore, must the Israelites in 
the desert have understood of this mystery of iniquity, even 
supposing that the fact itself was gencrally known to them and 
constantly before their minds,—a supposition which we may 
certainly be allowed to call in question! The Egyptian view 
of the snake, as a symbol of the healing power, must certainly 
have been more vividly and more immediately present to their 
minds. If the image of a snake was set up as cvpPorov cwrnpias, 
with the promise that whoever looked upon it should recover, it 
would certainly not be regarded by the people as anything more 
than a symbol of the healing power, which it was designed to 
sect before them for their immediate appropriation. The thought 
which occupied their minds, when they looked upon the serpent, 
could hardly have been any other than this: poison to poison, 
death to death, through the mercy of Jehovah, who had said, 
“Iam Jehovah, thy physician” (x. xv. 26); or, as Hosea ex- 
presses it, “O death, I will be a poison to thee; O hell, I will 
be a pestilence unto thee” (Hos. xiii. 14). That such antitheses 
were not alien to the spirit of the law, is evident from the name 
and institution of the sin-offering. It was called nxon, 2.¢. sin, 
because it was made sin ;—sin versus sin, made sin versus real 
sin, as in the case before us an image of a serpent versus the live 
serpents. Sin was destroyed by sin, just as here the serpent 
was rendered harmless by a serpent. 

The second objection to our view is founded upon the deca- 
logue. If Moses set up an image of the healing power of God,
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would he not, it is asked, have been guilty of the very same sin, 
which he condemned so severely, and punished so remorselessly 
in the case of Aaron and the Israelites generally (§ 13)? Could 
Moses have forgotten so quickly the command which was uttered 
amidst the thunders of Sinai: “ Thou shalt not make to thyself 
any graven image, nor the likeness of anything?” And would 
not Jehovah, in fact, be made to contradict Himself, if He were 
represented as commanding to-day the very thing which He 
prohibited yesterday ? 

If the command in the decalogue is to be interpreted in so 
contracted a manner, as this objection presupposes; the various 
symbolical representations in and about the tabernacle would 
fall under the same sentence of condemnation. In fact, the 
setting up of the image of a serpent at all, whatever meaning 
we might attach to it, would then apparently become a repre- 
hensible procedure. But thisis by no means the character of 
the command in the decalogne. (1.) In the first place, stress is 
certainly to be laid wpon the fact, that the command runs thus: 
¢ Trou shalt not make to thyself any graven image, nor the 
likeness of anything.” This does not preclude the possibility 
of Jchovah Himself prescribing some image or likeness, and 
causing it to be set up for Israel. On the contrary, He had 
actually done so already. In the pillar of cloud and fire, in 
the angel of the Lord, He had given them a visible Zemunah 
of Ilimself; and in the tabernacle, as well as in its vessels and 
imagery, [Ie had appointed symbolical Zemunoth of the thoughts 
and things of God. But in this case it was done by Himself. 
The Israelites, on the other hand, were prohibited from making 
images and syinbols of God and of the things of God, accord- 
ing to their own conceptions, just because such conceptions 
would be carnal, heathenish, and false. And even the images 
and likenesses, which had been approved by Jehovah (e.g. the 
vessels and symbols of the tabernacle), were not to be made by 
the Israelites for themselves ; because there was only one place in 

which Jehovah would cause [Tis name to dwell, and in which Ie 
would beworshipped; and inasmuch as privateand hole-and-corner 

worship was sure to degenerate into idolatry, it was an abomina- 
tion in Iiis esteem. The setting up of the brazen serpent, there- 
fore, was not a violation of this command; for Jehovah Ilimself 
directed and enjoined it.—(2.) Secondly, the rendering, “ image 

VOL. IIT. Z
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and likeness,” does not give the exact meaning of the Hebrew 
words. °DB is a false deity or idol (§ 10, 3, g.), and it was to 
this that the command immediately referred. OF is any form, 
in which God Himself or some attribute of God is embodied 
and presented to the eye (§ 15,1). A Temunah becomes a 
Pesel, whether it is a symbol or mere human invention, when 
worship is paid to it, which is due to the personal Deity alone. 
For this reason the Zemunah was prohibited as well as the Pesel. 
The brazen serpent was a symbol appointed by God; and, so far, 
it was not within the range of this command of the decalogue. 
But when the brazen serpent was perverted to some other use 
than that which Jchovah designed,—when worship was paid to 
it, such as was due to the personal, spiritual God alone (which 
we find, from 2 Kings xviii. 4, to have been actually the case in 
after ages), it became at once a Pesel, and was condemned by 
this command.—(3.) The last and most important design of the 
command is to be gathered from the words: “ Thou shalt not 
bow down thyself to them, nor worship them.’ To make an 
image or symbol of God, or of any attribute of God, is not a 
wrong thing in itself, provided the image is worthy of God and 
really in harmony with His nature. It becomes sinful when 
there is an intention to set it up as an object of Divine worship. 
But from educational and precautionary considerations, this rule, 
however correct, could not be maintained under the Old Testa- 
ment. Visible representations of the person of God, even when 
they were appropriate and worthy in themselves, were not to be 
allowed under any circumstances ; for the simple reason, that tlie 
jewel of the Israelitish consciousness of God, the idea of a spiri- 
tual, holy, transcendent Deity, would thereby be threatened and 
impaired. Symbols, on the other hand, of Divine thoughts, 
attributes, and operations were tolerated ; but only in the mode 
and measure prescribed by Jehovah Himself, whether for the 
regular worship of the tabernacle, or, as in the case of the brazen 
serpent, under extraordinary circumstances, and therefore for 
inerely passing objects, outside the tabernacle also. But sym- 
bols of Divine things were prohibited from being employed in 
any other way, because such was the liking of the people for 
Nature-worship and idolatry, that they would be inevitably in 
danger of being misinterpreted and abused. 

It is obvious, therefore, that the prohibition of images con-
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tained in the decalogue, was not violated by the setting up of 
the brazen serpent, in accordance with the command of Jchovah 
Himself, as a symbol of the healing power that proceeded from 
Tlim.—<Aaron’s golden calf does not bear the slightest compari- 
son in any respect; for the three essential elements of the com- 

mand in the decalogue, which we have pointed out above, were 
all violated by the making of the calf, whereas not one of them 
was touched by the setting up of the brazen serpent. For, in 
the first place, it was not Jehovah but Aaron, who made the 
image of the calf to gratify the wishes of the people. Secondly, 
the golden calf was a Pesel (a graven image), in the strictest 
sense of the term,—a representation of the person of God, and 
that entirely according to heathen ideas. And thirdly, this was 
done with the intention and for the purpose of bowing down to 
it and worshipping it. 

We have a proof of the manner in which the pious and 
intelligent Israelite understood and explained the history of the 
brazen serpent in the Book of Wisdom xvi. 5-8. The writer 
of this book regarded the image of the serpent as a ovpPorov 
awtnpias. Hie was persuaded that “he that turned himself 
toward it was not saved by the thing that he saw, but by God 
the Saviour of all;” and in this he found a positive proof of the 
faith, “that it is God who delivers froin all evil.” 

We have still to notice, in conclusion, the typical meaning of 
the occurrence. Such a meaning we admit that it possessed, 
not uierely from the stand-point of the New Testament, but 
from that of the Old Testament also. We cannot, indeed, per- 
snade onrselves that Moses, and the Israel of his own or of any 
subsequent period, could possibly have learned, or were intended 
to learn, from the setting up of the brazen serpent, that as the 
serpent was here lifted up as a symbol for the salvation of Israel, 
so the Messiah would one day be lifted up for the salvation of 
the whole world. But we find a typical intention and fitness in 
the Divine appointment, in the fact, that an opportunity was 
thereby afforded to the believing Israclite to become familiar 
with the idea, that an image of what was repulsive to the 
natural man, might become in the hand of God a cipBorov 
awTnpias, a sign of salvation, to the spiritual and believing man ; 
in order that when at some future day the Man who was made 
a curse, and hung as a malefactor upon the cross, was set before
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him and proclaimed to be the Redeemer from all curse and the 
Saviour of the world, he might not.be offended :—that is to say, 
that in the case of the spiritually-minded Israelite, the evil might 
be prevented, which took place notwithstanding all precautions 
in the case of those whose minds were carnal (1 Cor. 1. 23, “We 
preach Christ crucified, to the Jews a stumbling-block’’). 

Now, when Christ said to Nicodemus, “As Moses lifted up 
the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of Man be 
lifted up: that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, 
but have eternal life” (John in. 14, 15), we cannot suppose that 
at first this master in Israel had any fuller or cleeper insight into 
the meaning of the type referred to, than the author of the Book 
of Wisdom in the passage quoted above. If so, he can only have 
understood Christ at the time as intending to say, that as the 
serpent was lifted up in the desert, before the eyes of all, asa 
cvpPorov cwrnpias for the faith of the fathers of his nation, so 
Jesus would be lifted up in the sight of the whole world as the 
promised Messiah, the Saviour and Redeemer of all who should 
believe. But it was just the same with Nicodemus here as with 
the disciples of Jesus, in connection with so many of the words 
of Jesus—namely, that it was not till after His sufferings, death, 
and resurrection, that their true meaning was fully understood. 
When he saw Christ afterwards suspended on the cross, a 
type of the curse and transgression, and when the ascension of 
Christ had taught him that the hfting up on the cross was the 
condition and first step of His ascension to the throne of glory, 
wu far different and deeper meaning must have unfolded itself in 
this saying of Christ to his thoughtful and inquiring mind. 

Most certainly all those commentators who regard the brazen 
serpent as a representation of the plague of serpents, to the 
injurious effects of which it was lifted up as an antidote, or as 
an image of Satan who was to be overcome, are bound to protest 
against anv parallel being drawn between Christ and the brazen 
serpent, for it is self-evident that an image of Satan coud not 
be a type of Christ. Hence, according to their interpretation, 
the comparison instituted by Christ had reference, not to the 
serpent, but simply to the lifting up, so far as this was a sign of 
suffering and conquest in the case of the serpent (the image of 
Satan), and also in the case of Christ. There is the same 
double entendre, according to this explanation, in the expression
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inpwOjvae (lifted up), when applied to the two different subjects, 
as in the say (Angi. bruise) in Gen. iii. 15, and in the TD Nk 
WgNvns (Pharaoh shall lift up thine head) in Gen. xl. 13 and 
19. It is indeed quite correct, that, graminatically, ca@ws and 
ovrws can only refer to inpeobiivau. But no one can maintain 
that this precludes any reference in the comparison to the dds 
as well; and the notion that npwofjvat is used in two different 
senses, is shown to be unfounded by the rest of the passage, 
where the design of the lifting up is referred to, as being in both 
instances to bring salvation, and where saving effects are attri- 
buted to both the serpent and the Son of Man.—ZJJofmann (p. 
143) makes two objections to this. He says: “A comparison 
cannot be instituted between the Son of Man and the brazen 
serpent, for the simple reason, that the former bore the hkeness 
of the persons who were to obtain deliverance, the latter, on the 
contrary, the likeness of the animals which had inflicted the evil; 
and whilst the former was capable of enduring suffering, as 
possessing the same life with those whom He came to deliver, the 
latter was altogether incapable of suffering, for it possessed no 
life at all.” The last objection is a striking failure; for, in any 
case, the worth of the brazen serpent depended entirely upon its 
being a symbol, whether we regard it as a representation of the 
poisonous snakes then present, or as a type of the Son of Man, 
who was afterwards to come and to be lifted up upon the cross. 
But it belongs to the very nature and essence of a symbol, that 
it is without hfe. The first objection certainly appears to be a 
forcible one. But it is merely in appearance. The question is, 
Where does the comparison lic? ‘The point of resemblance 
between tle brazen serpent and the Son of Man was this, that 
both alike were media of salvation—the former symbolically, the 
latter actually. To the harmless brass there was given the form 
of the poisonous serpent, by whose bite the Israclites had been 
mortally wounded, in order that when the Israelite looked with 
faith, the bite might be rendered harmless, and the death averted. 
If we pass to the New Testament, we find the same, mutatis 
mutandis, in the crucified Christ. The analogy is expressed most 
clearly in 2 Cor. v. 21: “Yor fe hath made [lim to be sin for us 
who knew no sin, that we might be made the righteousness of God 
in Hin.” The serpent, by whose poisonous bite we have been 
mortally wounded, is siz; and Christ, the sinless, has been made
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sin for us, that we may be delivered from sin and death through 
faith in Him. The resemblance, therefore, which is borne by 
the crucified Christ, as such, is not to those who are to obtain 
deliverance, but, precisely as in the case of the brazen serpent, to 
the inflictor of the evil, namely, sin. If any one is disposed to 
regard this comparison as forced, unnatural, and artificial, let 
him throw the first stone at the Apostle Paul, from whom we 
have borrowed it. But even the Apostle did not invent it. It 
was taken by him from the typical worship of the Old Testament, 
where, as is well known, the sacrifice by which sin was to be 
removed from the congregation of the people of God, is expressly 
denominated sin, nxon. The sacrificial animal was made sin, 
when it was brought to the altar as the means of saving from 
sin; just as Christ was made sin, according to 2 Cor. v. 21, 
when He offered Himself upon the cross as a sacrifice for our 
sin.— We refer the reader to Gen. iv. 7, however, as a proof 
that, according to the Biblical view, sin undoubtedly does bear 
some resemblance to a serpent, which attacks men with its 
fatal bite; or to a wild beast, which lies in wait to tear him 
In pieces. 

§ 48. (Deut. ii. 1-8.)—The road taken by the Israelites, 
with the design of skirting the territory of the Edomites, led 
them into the immediate neighbourhood of the Gulf, where the 

Wady el-lthm (Getum) afforded a good opening through the 

mountains, by which they could cross without interruption to the 

eastern side. When the Edomites, who had hitherto assumed 

such an attitude of defiance, saw that the Israelites were really 

on the eastern side, which was so completely exposed to any 

hostile attack, they were scized with alarm. But the Israelites 

were not allowed to attack this brother-tribe; and, in fact, had no 

reason for doing so, as the Edomites met them now in a most 

obliging manner (§ 45, 1). The road of the Israelites now 

turned, without doubt, to the north, and led to the caravan road, 

which is still in existence, “on a ridge which forms the western 

boundary of the desert of Arabia, and the eastern boundary of 
the cultivated country, and leads from the land of Edom to the 

sources of the Jordan on the eastern side of the Ghor.”
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ISRAEL IN THE ARBOTH MOAB. 

GEOGRAPHICAL INTRODUCTION. 

§ 49. The deep rocky valley of the Wady el-Ahsy (Ahsa), 
the lower end of which is called el-Kurahy, divides the land of 

the Edomites from the Afoabitish mountains. In the time of 
Moses, and also in later periods of the Old Testament history, 

the country of the Moabites extended northwards as far as the 
Wady el-Mojeb, through whose deep rocky bed, the sides of 
which are almost perpendicular, the river Arnon flows to the 

Dead Sea. At present, the whole country is called Kerek 
(Kerak, Karak), from the name of the capital (vid. vol. ii. § 13). 

A little to the south of this city the Wady Kerek, which is most 
probably identical with the Brook Zered (M4) of the Bible 
(1), intersects Moabitis, and divides it into two nearly equal 
halves. Both before and during the Roman occupation—in 

“fact, as long as it received a certain amount of cultivation— 

Moabitis was an extraordinarily fertile country; but now that 

all cultivation has been suspended for many centuries, it is 
barren and waste.—The ancient capital was Ar OY equivalent 

to TY, the city car’ éEoyjv), or- Ar-Afoab, on the Ieft bank of the 

Arnon. Jtabba, or Rabbath-Moab, which was the second capital, 

was situated in the heart of the country. The fortified city of 

Kir (“?, te. a wall or fortification), or Kir-Moab, the modern 

Kerek (2), was in the south, and stood upon a rocky height, not 

far from the northern declivity of the Wady Kerek. 

(1.) We follow A. v. Rawmer in the identification of the
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Brook ZERED with the Wady Kerek.—Robinson, Ewald, and 
Ritter (xv. 689), on the other hand, are of opinion that the 
Zered is the same as the Wady el-Ahsy, the boundary between 
Moabitis and Edomitis. The principal argument adduced in 
support of this view is, that according to Nun. xxi. 12 (¢f. Deut. 
ii. 13, 14, 18), it was at the brook Zered that the Israelites ap- 
proached the territory of the Moabites. But this is a mistake, as 
may easily be proved. It is an unquestionable fact, that the 
Israelites had reached the borders of Moab before this time, and 
therefore, in any case, at a more southerly point (vid. Num. 
xxi, 11 and xxii. 44). Jje-Abarim, the station mentioned 
here, the last station before Sared, is expressly described in chap. 
xxxi. 44 as “the border of the land of Moab ;” and in chap. 
xxi. 1] it is said to have been “in the wilderness which is before 
Moab, toward the sunrising.” Jje-Abarim must, therefore, have 
been a whole stage to the south of the brook Zered. Conse- 
quently, if the latter was the Wady el-Ahsy, it must be looked 
for in the mountams of Jebal; and, apart from every other 
consideration, the name Abarim is sufficient to prove that it 
could not have been situated there (vid. § 51, 2).—There is far 
more probability in the opinion expressed by Gresenius (on 
Burckhardt, ii. 1067), that the Wady el-Ahsy is identical with 
the “ brook of the willows” of Is. xv. 7. 

(2.) From a barbarous attempt to turn the Semitic name 
AR into Greek, there arose the later name Areopolis. Gesenius, 
Raumer, Robinson, Rabbi Schwarz, and others, identify the 
Biblical Ar-Moab with the modern ruins of Rabba or Rabbath- 
Moab. This name is not met with in the Bible; but ‘PaBdé- 
pwPa is mentioned in Ptolemzus as the chief city of the Moab- 
ites (and also by Stephanus Byz.); and in Christian times this 
Rabbath-Moab is constantly called Areopolis. As Rabba (21= 
magna, multa ; 1.e., metropolis, caput regni, the capital) has just 
the same meaning as Ar (Y, i.¢., the city, nar’ éEoynv), the as- 
sumption of Gesenius and the others appears to be thoroughly 
warranted, both grammatically and historically. But geographi- 
cally this is not the case; on the contrary, the statements of the 
Bible with reference to the situation of Ar-Moab, are altogether 
unsuitable to the position of the ruins of Rabbath-Moab. To 
ITengstenberg belongs the credit of having been the first to de- 
monstrate this conclusively (vid. his Balaam, p. 525 sqq., trans-
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lation; also A. Jtitter, xiv. 117, 118; xv. 1210, 1211, 1221, 
1222). abba is in the heart of the land, six hours’ journey to 
the south of the Wady Mojeb, and about the same distance to 
the north of the Wady Kerek; Av, on the contrary, is always 
described in the Bible as a city on the northern border of Moab, 
and situated in the valley of the Arnon (Wady Mojeb; vid. 
Num. xxi. 15, xxi. 836; Deut. i. 36). It is particularly to be 
noticed, that in descriptions of the northern border of Moab, Ar 
is frequently connected with Avoer (Deut. 1. 36; Josh. xiii. 9, 
16) :—the latter, which stood on an eminence near the right 
bank of the Arnon, being given as a point within the boundary 
hne; the former, which was in the valley on the left bank of 
the Arnon, as a point on the outside (see Keil on Joshua, p. 
329, translation). A distinct clue to the exact site of Ar in the 
valley of the Arnon is to be found in Num. xxi. 15. We read 
there of “the stream of the brooks, that gocth down to the 
dwelling of Ar.” These words can only be understood as re- 
ferring to a spot at which tributary streams unite with the prin- 
cipal river (the Arnon). And such a spot is fonnd, as Burek- 
hardt (11. 636) conjectured, and Hengstenberg (Balaam, p. 526) 
has conclusively shown, at the point where the Wady Lejum from 
the north-east pours its waters into the Arnon, after they have been 
swollen in their course by several tributary streams. Burckhardt 
makes the following allusion to the spot : “ At the confluence of 
the Lejum and Mojeb there is a beautiful tract of meadow land, 
in the centre of which is a hill with ruins.” These ruins he calls 
Mehatet el-Ilaj. Not far from these ruins he found the remains 
of a castle, and of a reservou.—sSome difficulty, however, is 
created by the fact, that the name Areopolis, which was borne 
by Ar in the time of the Romans, was undoubtedly applied to 
Rabbath-Moab m the Christian era. But since it is impossible, 
as we have already shown, to regard the two cities as identical, 
we are shut up to the conclusion, that for some cause or other, 
with which we are not acquainted, the name Arcopolis was trans- 
ferred from the older capital in the north to the more modern 
capital in the south. In the absence of distinct and reliable in- 
formation, A. [titter (xv. 1214) has formded upon the statement 
of Jerome (on Is. xv.)\—“ Audivi quendam Arcopoliten, sed et 
omnis Civitas testis est, motu terre magna in mea infantia, 
quando totius orbis littus transgressa sunt maria, cadem nocte
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muros urbis istius corruisse,’—the sensible and admissible con- 
clusion, that after the destruction of the northern capital, its 
(Roman) name was transferred along with its rank to the 
capital in the south, which had hitherto occupied the second 
place. titter (xv. 1221-2) also seeks to prove that Rabba was 
not originally called Areopolis, but received the name in Chris- 
tian times, from the inscriptions on several ancient coins be- 
longing to Rabbath-Moab, which have come down to us from 
the second and third centuries of the Christian era. “ Not one 
of these coins,” he says, “bears the name of Ar or Areopolis, 
which had not been transferred to the city therefore at so early 
a date as this. They simply bear the inscription, Bathmoba, 
Rabatmona, or, for the most part, the more correct name Ra- 
bathmoba. ... If the exchange of names with the ancient 
capital Ar-Moab had already taken place, the Greek name Are- 
opolis would certainly have been found upon the coins, rather 
than the barbarian name Rabathmoba.” 

On the city of Kerek, the present capital of Moabitis, in 
which there is a castle, see Ritter, xv. 662 sqq. There can be 
no question as to its identity with Kir-Moad (Is. xv. 7). 

§ 50. The country beyond the Arnon (vid. vol. i. § 42) as far 
as the river Jabbok, now Wady Zerka, bears the name of el-Belka. 

The name most frequently given to it in the Old Testament 
is the land of Gilead. In the Roman period it was called Perea. 
The Belka is intersected throughout its entire extent, and di- 

vided into two nearly equal parts, by the Wady Hesban, which 

pours its waters into the Jordan (not far from its mouth). The 
southern half, between Wady Mojeb (Arnon) and Wady 

Hesban, is again divided in the middle by the Wady Zerka 

Maein (Meon), which flows into the Dead Sea. In the time of 

Moses the Belka was inhabited and governed by the Amorites ; 

but it had previously been in the possession of the Moabites and 

Ammonites. The former had been driven southwards across the 

Arnon, the latter more in an easterly direction (§ 52). This 

serves to explain the fact, that the broad plain on the left 

bank of the Jordan is constantly designated in the Pentateuch 
the Arboth Moab (anion niny) (1). These Arboth Moab, the
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sitnation of which is more particularly described as “ across 
the Jordau over against Jericho” (ny ry? 12y), were the head- 

quarters of the Israelitish camp during the last period of its 
sojourn beyond the Jordan. The chief city of the Amoritish 

government was J/eshbon ; that of the Ammonitish, Rabbath- 

Ammon (2).—The country to the north of the Jabbok, as far as 

Mount Hermon, is called in the Bible the land of Bashan ({¥2) ; 
in later times it was called Flauran. A little to the south of the 

Lake of Tiberias, the Jordan is jomed by the river /Tieromaa, 

now called Sheriat el-Mandhur or Yarmuk, the deep and narrow 

rocky bed of which intersects the mountainous district through- 

out its entire breadth. The ancient metropolis of Bashan, and the 

seat of the Amoritish government there, was Ashtaroth. Ldret 

was the next city in importance (2).—The high land on the east 

of the Jordan bears for the most part the character of table-land, 

with the evenness of its surface broken here and there by lofty 

hills. From its rich wooded scenery and good pasture land, it is 
better adapted for grazing than for agriculture.—To the east of 
this plateau there is a desert, which stretches as far as the 

Euphrates. The caravan road from the harbours of the Elanitie 

Gulf to Damascus runs along a ridge, which forms the western 

boundary of this desert, and the eastern boundary of the culti- 

vated land. 

(1.) The townanns (Arboth) or Moan, Isracl’s last place 
of encampment to the east of the Jordan, must not be con- 
founded, as is often the case, with the FIELD oF Moan (asin my) 

in Num. xxi. 20. Hengstenberg (Balaam, 522 sqq. and 530 
$44: translation) has thrown great light upon this subject also, 
im his lucid and careful exposition of the passages In question. 
Arboth Moab is the name given to that portion of the Ghor which 
stretches along the castern : bank of the Jordan, from the Jabbok 
or thereabout to the Dead Sea. It answers to the lowlands of 
Jericho (Arboth Jericho, vid. Josh. iv. 13, v. 10), on the other 
side of the Jordan; and for this reason it is frequently described . 
as being “over against Jericho.” The Field of Afoab, on the 
other hand, was undoubtedly the large tract of table-land to the
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east of the Jordan, which stretched pretty uniformly from the 
southern foot of the mountains of Gilead to the Kerek, and was 
frequently calledthe plain kar’ eEoyjy (ON) ; vid. Deut. iii. 10; 
Josh. xi. 9, 16,21). This is evident, first, from the fact, that 
according to Num. xxi..20, the Israelites encamped in a valley 
of the field of Moab,. before they reached the Arboth Moab 
(Num. xxii. 1) ; secondly, from Num. xxi. 20, where Bamoth, or 
more properly Bamoth-Baal, the heights of Baal (Num. xxii. 41), 
which was situated between Dibon and Beth-Baal-Meon (vid. 
§ 51, 1), is also described as being in the field of Moab; and 
thirdly, from the fact that the cities of Heshbon, Dibon, Medeba, 
and others, were in the plain (180; vid. Deut. iii. 10; Josh. 
xin. 9, 16, 21). 

(2.) The Amoritish capital HesHBon (fiaU0, Sept. "EceBar), 
which had previously belonged to the Moabites (Num. xxi. 26), 
was situated upon a hill by the Wady Hesban, where extensive 
and imposmg ruins, which bear the name Hesban, still give 
testimony to its former glory (vid. Ritter, xv. 1169 sqq.).—Of the 
other cities within the territory of the Amorites, the following are: 
also mentioned in the course of our history. MEp’BAu (S31), 
about four miles to the south of Heshbon, situated upon a hill 
which is still covered with ruins. Jerome calls it Medaba; the 

present name is Madeba(vid. Ritter, xv. 1182)—Drson (fi), 
now called Dhiban, an hour’s journey to the north of Arnon. 
—AROER, on the rocky edge of the right bank of the Arnon 
(Dent. 1. 36), the ruins of which were discovered by Burck- 
hardt, under the name of Araayr.—Beside these we have a long 
list of cities within the same territory in Num. xxxii. 34 sqq.— 
The Ammonitish capital was named RabBaHn (Rabbath-Ammon), 
afterwards called Philadelphia, and at present Amman, on the 
two banks of Nahr Amman, a small river which flows into the: 
Jabbok. On the magnificent ruins of this city, which belong 
for the most part to the Roman age, see Ritter, xv. 1145 sqq.— 
The residence of the king of Bashan was at Ashtaroth-Karnaim 
(Bpninne’y Deut. i. 4). Not far from this there was another, 
and probably still more ancient capital of Bashan, viz., EDREI 
CITW), afterwards called Adraa, Adratum, now Draa, on a 
tributary stream of the Sheriat-el-Mandhur (vid. K. Ritter, xv. 
834 sqq.).—According to the Onomasticon (s. v. Astaroth), the 
two places were six miles apart. About an hour and three
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quarters’ journey to the west of Adraaa hill has been discovered 
called Tel wAshtereh. Both the name and distance answer to Ash- 

taroth. At the foot of the hill there are old foundation-walls 

and copious sprigs. 

§ 51. The mountainous district to the east of the Dead 

Sea was first explored, to some extent, by Seetzen and DBurck- 

hardt. But very little has been done since to confirm or ex- 

tend the information they obtamed. It is particularly to be 

lamented, that not one of the modern travellers has taken the 

road leading from Jericho to [eshbon; for several of the most 

important places in connection with this section of our history 

must be looked for there, especially the three points from which 

Balaam delivered his prophecies (Bamoth-Baal, Num. xxii. 41; 

the Field of the Watchers, Num. xxi. 143; and Jlount Peon, 

Nun. xxiii. 28), and the scene of Moses’ death (Jount Nebo, 

Deut. xxxii. 50, xxxiv. 5) (1).—It is difficult to determine 

exactly the situation of the cllarim mountains. As we meet 

with the name first of all in the extreme south of the Moabitish 

territory (Num. xxi. 11, xxxui. 44), and then again much far- 

ther to the north, in the neighbourhood of the Arboth Moab 

(Nin. xxx. 47; Deut. xxxii. 48), and the name itself (equiva- 

lent to regiones ulteriores) seems to point toa tract upon the 

coast, we shall hardly be wrong if we regard the name -37 or 

pay “a as a general appellation of the Moabitish mountains 

in-the widest sense, that is to say, of the whole of the moun- 

tainous district on the eastern side of the Dead Sea (2). 

(1.) LHengstenberg (Balaam, p. 525 sqq. translation) has 
attempted with great exactness and care to determine the various 
localities named, according to the Biblical data. IIis results 
have all been adopted by A. Jtitter (xv. 1185 sqq.).—Since the 
time of Seetzen and Burckhardt, Mount Nexo (333) has gene- 
rally been supposed to have been found in the Jebel Attar US, 
the loftiest mountain of the land of the Moabites. But Heng 

stenberg (p. 533 sqq.) has most conclusively demonstrated the 
inadmissibility of such an assumption. The Jebel Attarus is on
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the southern side of the Wady Zerka Macin, whereas the Nebo 
must be sought considerably more to the north. According to 
Deut. xxxii. 49 and xxxiv. 1, it was in the neighbourliood of the 
head-quarters of the Israclites (in the Arboth Moab therefore), 
and “over against Jericho,” a description which does not at all 
apply to the Attarus. The name Attarus also points to a locality 
both very different and at some distance from the Nebo. It 
was no doubt originally derived from the city of Ataroth (Ninny, 
Num. xxx. 3, 34), which must therefore have been situated 
either near or upon the mountain. But in Num. xxxii. 3, there 
are six other names which intervene between Ataroth and Nebo ; 
and, according to ver. 84, Ataroth was allotted to the tribe of 
Gad, whereas Nebo was assigned to that of Reuben (ver. 38). 
Both these statements shut us up to the conclusion, that Ataroth 
and Nebo were separated from each other by a distance by no 
means inconsiderable. The true position of Nebo has been 
determined by Hengstenberg (p. 534 sqq.)—approximatively, it is 
true, but with certainty and great actmen—from Num. xxxii. 3 
and Num. xxxii. 34-38. In both passages Nebo occurs along 
with the names Heshbon, Elealeh, Shebam, Karjathaim (= el- 
Teym), and Beon or Baal-Meon, the whole of which are grouped 
within a circuit of five English miles around Heshbon, which 
opens the list as being the capital (vid. K. v. Raumer, Paliistina, 
p- 229 sqq.). Nebo, therefore, must also be looked for some- 
where in the neighbourhood of the same capital. This is con- 
firmed by the statements of Eusebius (s. v. 'ABapeiw), who gives 
the following account of the situation of Mount Nebo (Nafab) : 
avrixpv lepiye vrrép tov Lopddyny, éri xopudnv Paoyw (Pisgah): 
xa Seixvutat avivtwov até ArBidbos (Livias) émi *"EceBoty 
(Hesbon), tots attots dvopace xadovpevov, trAnalov tod Poywp 
(Peor) dpous, oftw Kal eis Sedpo ypnpariforres, EvOa Kai 7% yopa 
eis ére viv dvouaterar Paoyw.—See Reland (Pal. 49 6), and the 
more minute researches of Iengstenberg, who closes with the 
following words: “The evidence we have adduced, not merely 
serves to upset the notion of the identity of Nebo and Attarus, 
but also to fix the true position of Nebo. It has shown us that 
it must be sought for between Heshbon and the Jordan near 
Jericho, somewhere about an hour’s journey to the west of the 
former city. A more exact determination of the locality 1s not 
at present attainable, from the circumstance that no traveller
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has recently taken the route from Jericho to Heshbon. But 
this much is certain, that, in general, the locality just described 
admirably suits what is said in Iloly Scripture respecting Nebo” 
(vid. Deut. xxxii. 49, and xxxiv. 1, where Moses is said to have 
seen the whole land of Canaan from the top of Nebo). “ The 
neighbourhood of Heshbon commands extensive views, such as 
are scarcely to be obtained elsewhere, of the country conquered 
by the Israelites in the time of Moses. ‘The town of Ihuzbhan,’ 
says Buckingham (ii. 106 seq.), ‘stands in so commanding a 
situation, that the view from it extends to at least thirty miles on 
every side.” ” The Dead Sea, the Ghor, Jerusalem, Bethlehem, 
etc., can be distinetly seen. 

BaMOTH-BAAL, in Num. xxii. 41, is evidently identical with 
the Israclitish encampment, which is called Bamoth in Num. 
xxi. 19, 20. The latter was between Nahaliel and “the valley 
in the field (that is, upon the table-land, § 50, 1) of Moab, upon 
the top of Pisgah, which rises above the desert” (2.e., the Ar- 
both Moab). Nahaliel is the modern Wady Lejum (see below, 
§ 53, 2), which enters the Wady Mojeb (Arnon) near Mchatet 
el-Haj (§ 49, 2). Bamoth, therefore, must have been situated 
to the north, or rather to the north-west, of this point. The 
position of Bamoth can be more precisely determined from 
Josh. xiii. 17. In the list of the cities of Reuben, Bamoth-Baal 
is placed between Dibon (the modern Dhiban, in the neighbour- 
hood of the Arnon) and Beth-Baal-AMeon (about two miles and 
a half to the south of Heshbon). In exact accordance with 
this, we find Bamoth,’ in Is. xv. 2 (for with [hitziy, [Hengsten- 
berg, and others, we regard it as indisputable that nwoan is not 
to be taken as an appellative, but as the name of the well- 
known city), between Dibon and Bajith (an abbreviated name 
of Beth-Baal-Meon). But Bamoth is omitted from the catalogue 
of stations in Num. xxxiii., and Dibon inserted (wid. § 53, 2); 
and from this Hengstenberg infers, that Bamoth is unquestion- 
ably to be looked for somewhere near to Dibon. Now there is 
a mountain at about half-an-hour’s journey to the north of 
Dibon, on the south of the Wady el-Wahleh, npon the summit 
of which Burckhardt found a very beautiful plain. In J/eng- 
stenberg s opinion, there is every probability that this table-land 
is identical with the Bamoth-Baal. We should be perfectly 

1 Rendered ‘ the high places” in our version.
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satisfied with this result, if it were not that there is another cir- 
cwnstance which diminishes the probability. According to Num. 
xxii. 41 (vid. § 56, 1), the whole camp of Israel in the Arboth 
Moab, to the utmost part, could be seen from the Bamoth-Baal. 
But this would hardly have been possible from the mountain 
near Dibon. The distance, both to the east and to the south, 
would apparently be far too great, and the mountains between 
would certainly hide the Arboth Moab from the view. More- 
over, this mountain near Dibon, to judge from the manner inwhich 
Burckhardt speaks of it—for he merely alludes to it in passing, 
—cannot have been of any very considerable height; and he 

says nothing whatever about its conmmanding an extensive pro- 
spect.—On the other hand, very much might be said in favour 
of the conjecture, that the heights of Baal are identical with the 
Jebel Attarus. This is probably the highest point in the whole 
(istrict, and commands avery extensive view across the Dead 
Sea and the plain of the Jordan. Its position agrees very well 
with the account that Bamoth was between Dibon and Beth- 
Baal-Meon (it stands exactly in the middle between the two 
places, with but a very slight deviation from the straight line in 
a westerly direction), and also with the other statement, that 
Bamoth formed an intermediate station between Nahaliel and 
the field of Moab npon the Pisgah. 

The FieLp or tHE Watcuers, on the top of Piscam 
(Num. xxiii. 14, MDB UNOS DBI nw), evidently corresponds 
(we quote Hengstenberg’s words with approbation) in the main 
to the “valley which is in the field of Moab, upon the top of 
Pisgah, and looks towards the desert” (that is, the Arboth 
Moab), which is given in Num. xxi. 20 as the last halting-place 
of the Israelites before they entered the Arboth Moab, and also 
to the place of encampment “in the mountains of Abarim before 
Nebo,” which is also given in Num. xxxui. 47 as the last station 
before the Arboth Moab. Mount Nebo, which is referred to 
here as one of the peaks of the mountains of Abarim (see below, 
note 2), is represented in Deut. xxxiv. 1 as being “upon the top 
of Pisgah.’ We have already seen that the Nebo is to be 
looked for in the neighbourhood of the city of Heshbon ; and 
upon the heights in the immediate vicinity, if not upon Nebo 
itself, we must look for the Field of the Watchers. 

The situation of Mounr Pror may be determined with
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precision from the description given in Num. xxii. 27, 28. 
Hirst of all (like the place just alluded to in Num. xxi. 20), it is 
said to have “looked over the desert” (jaw BOY), That we 

are to understand by the desert in both passages simply the 
Arboth Moab, where Isracl encamped, is placed beyond all 
question by chap. xxiv. 1, 2, where Balaam is said to have “set 
his face (from Peor) toward the wilderness,” and there to have 
scen Israc] “ abiding in his tents according to their tribes.” But 
whereas he could only see “the end” of the camp of Israel] from 
the Field of the Watchers (Zophim), and not the whole (Num. 
xxii, 13), on account of a large portion of the camp being 
hidden from the view by Mount Peor, which intervened ; from 
Mount Peor itself he could see the whole camp, and broke out 
in the words, “IIow goodly are thy tents, O Jacob, and thy 
dwelling-places, O Israel !”—Peor, therefore, must have been a 
peak in the immediate neighbourhood of the Arboth Moab ; 

whereas the lield of the Watchers, or Pisgah, and Jlount Nebo 
were both at some considerable distance to the east, and the 
Bamoth Baal far away to the south-east. This conclusion is 
supported, as Llengsienberg (p. 537) has shown, by all the state- 
ments in the Onomasticon of Eusebius. 

(2.) According to Num. xxii. 47, Mount Nebo was in the 
Mountains oF Abarim. In Deut. xxxiv. 1, on the other hand, it 
is sail to have been upon the top of Pisgah, over against Jericho. 
The two statements may easily be reconciled, on the supposition 
that the Nebo was a peak of the Pisgah, and that this again was 
one portion of the larger range of mountains called Abarim. 
But whilst these two accounts refer us to the geographical lati- 
tude of Jericho and the Arboth Moab, we read in Num. xxi. 10 
sqq., that the Israelites had already encamped by the mountains 
of Abarin (Jje-Abarim, ie. the hills of Abarim), when they 
were to the south of the river Zared, and therefore to the ex- 
treme south of the country of the Moabites. Consequently, 
there must have been the whole length of the Dead Sea between 
the one point and the other. Compare Nun. xywxiii, 45-47 
also, where we are told that the Israclites departed from Jin 
(in the mountains of Adarim) and went to Dibon, and thence 
to Alnon. From Ahnon they proceeded to the mountains of 
Abarim, and pitched before (2.e., on the eastern side of) Nebo. 
Thus they started from Abarim, and, after halting at two 

VOL. III. 2A
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different stations, they arrived at Abarim again. K. v. Raumer 
attempts to solve the difficulty in a peculiar, and certainly by 
no means successful manner. He says in his Paliistina, p. 62, 
Anm. 166: “ May not the mountains of Abarim have formed 
a continuous line, the southern extremity of which was first 
touched by the Israelites, who then turned away from it, and 
after halting at two stations, touched the line again? This view 
appears to receive the strongest confirmation from a remark of 
Burckhardt’s (p. 638). There is a chain of low mountains, com- 
mencing at the southern side of the Wady Kerek (or Zared, § 49, 
1), which first of all forms a curve towards the east, and then 
bends towards the north. This chain bears different names (Oro- 
karaye, Tarfuye, Goweythe). The last may be connected with 
the Attarus at the sources of the Wady Wale. Now, this range 
of mountains seems to tally perfectly with the mountains of 
Abarim. The Israelites touched the south-western extremity of 
these mountains to the south of the Wady Kerek, then left 
them, and crossed the Zared to the east near Ar (Deut. 11. 18), 
and after this the Arnon (Deut. ii. 24). During all this time 
the chain of mountains and the land of the Moabites were on 
their left (Judg. xi, 18). It was not till they reached the 
eastern side of the Nebo that they touched the chain again. 
Mount Nebo was apparently the extreme point of the mountains 
of Abarim towards the north.”—We confess that we cannot 
comprehend this argument. <A single glance at the map will 
show that the Israelites, when marching with the country of the 
Moabites on their left hand (that is, to the west), cannot possibly 
have touched the south-western extremity of the range in ques- 
tion to the south of Zared (Jebel Orokaraye); and Raumer 
himself has set down the line of their journey upon his own map 
five geographical miles to the east of this point. It is equally 
impossible to comprehend how they can have touched the 
northern extremity of the range referred to. (It is only con- 
ceivable on the supposition that the Attarus and the Nebo 
are identical; but Jtawmer himself has given this up a long 
time ago.) For, although it is certainly possible, though far 
from being probable, that the range may be connected with the 
Attarus at the sources of the Wady Wale; yet it cannot for 
a moment be imagined that the chain stretches as far as Nebo, 
2.€., into the neighbourhood of Heshbon. Such a fact would
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eertainly not have escaped the notice of Seetzen and Burek- 
hardt. 

But what do all these forced assumptions and conjectures 
lead to? Why should not the name “ Jfountains of Abarim” 
have been common to the whole of the Moabitish range of 
mountains along the entire eastern coast of the Dead Sea, from 
the Wady Ahsy to the latitude of Heshbon? This is just as 
likely as that the name “ JAfountains of Seir” should be given to 
the whole of the mountainous district of Edom, which covers 
twice as much ground.—The Jje-Abarim (i.e, the hills of Aba- 
rim) are probably some promontories on the south-eastern border 
of the Kerek, or the ridge between the cultivated country and 
the steppe of the Euphrates, along which the caravan road runs 

(§ 48). 

ETHNOGRAPHICAL INTRODUCTION. 
Cy 

§ 52. Before the land whieh was destined for the Israelites 

came into their possession, the tribes which were most closely 

related to them—namnely, the Amalekites (§ 4, 2), the Edomites 

(§ 46, 1), the AMoabites (1), the Ammonites (2), and the ALidian- 

ites (3)—had fixed their settlements to the south, the south-east, 

and the east of the country. In the sacred Seriptures the terri- 

tory oceupied by the nations generally is represented as deter- 

mined by the supermtending providence of God, with especial 

reference to the sacred history (Dent. xxxii. 8; Acts xvii. 26) ; 

nud the Terahite nations, in particular, are expressly stated to 

have had their country given to them for a possession by Jelo- 

vah Limself (Deut. 11. 5, 9,19). Israel was to be the heart 
of the nations, and Canaan the hearth of the countries (vol. 1. 

§ 43, 44). Sinee, then, the providence of God, which has 

determined for all the families of the earth where they shall 

dwell and for how long a time, appointed the settlements of 

these affiliated nations, immediately around the country which 

was destined to become the dwelling-place of the Israelites ; it 

provided thereby the conditions, opportunities, and materials for 

a historical reciprocity, which might, and (ve believe we may 
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add) should, have been equally advantageous to both, and of 

great importance to the sacred history. For whilst, on the one 

hand, this circle of closcly-related nations, by which the Israelites 

were surrounded, might and should have formed a wall of 

defence, behind which Israel could devote itself uninterruptedly 

to the working out of its high vocation; these nations, on the 

other hand, might have enjoyed, through their pre-eminently 

favoured situation, the first and largest share in the blessings of 

that salvation which was coming to maturity in Israel, and with 

which all the families of the earth were to be blessed. It is 

true that, as a question of historical fact, the relation in which 

Israel and the surrounding Terahite nations stood to each other 

was very different from this, and one of decided hostility; but 

this was the fault, not of the arrangement, but of the nations 

themselves, who misunderstood and despised it, and neglected 

and opposed alike its obligations and blessings. Whole centuries 
before, whilst the Israelites were growing into a great nation in 

Egypt, these nations had fixed themselves in the settlements 

appointed for them. But not very long before the return of the 
Israclites to the land of their fathers’ pilgrimage, the Moabites 

and Ammonites, who had previously spread themselves as far as 

the Jabbok and the Jordan, were driven back by the Amorites 
(4) towards the south and east, and an Amoritish kingdom was 

established in Gilead. This rendered it possible for the Israel- 

ites to take possession of the country to the east of the Jordan, 
without being obliged to engage in hostilities with any nations 
that were related to them by birth. 

(1.) The MoanitEs were descended from Jfoab, the son of 
Lot (sce vol. i. § 62). It is narrated, that after the catastrophe 
by which the vale of Siddim was overwhelmed, Lot settled first 
of all in Zoar, on the eastern shore of the Dead Sea; but not 
thinking himself safe in this city, he afterwards took refuge in 
the mountainous district to the east. This district, the modern 
Kerek, was inhabited by the giant race of Eimim (wid. vol. 1. 
§ 45, 1). The descendants of Moab succeeded in expelling
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these aborigines of the land, or at all events in effecting their 
subjugation and maintaining themselves as the rulers ‘of the 
country (Deut. ii. 10). They even extended their ocenpation 
and rule as far as the Jabbok towards the north, and thus be- 
came possessed of all the conutry on the east of the sea and the 
Jordan, between the Jabbok and the E:domitish frontier (the 
Wady el-Ahsy). At the same time their rule was probably not 
so firmly established to the north as to the south of the Arnon. 
At all events, not long before the approach of the Israelites, an 
Amoritish tribe from the west, under King Sihon, succeeded in 
wresting from them the whole country between the Jabbok and 
the Arnon (see below, note 4), so that heneeforth the latter was 
their northern boundary (Num. xsi. 13, 26; Judges xi. 18). 
That the recollection of the period, when the Moabites spread 
beyond the Arnon, must have been very vivid at the date of the 
composition of the Pentateuch, is evident from the fact that the 
plain of the Jordan and the mountainous district are both called 
by their name (¢.g., Arboth Moab, S’dech Moab, vid. § 50, 1).— 
Lhe national god of the Moabites was called ‘Chemosh (ving), 
aid therefore the Moahites themselves are sometimes called “the 
people of Chemosh” (Num. xxi. 29; Jer. xlviii. 46). On the 

nature of this idol and the mode of its worship, we can gather 
nothing certain either from the Old Testament or any other 
source. ven the etymology of the name is doubtful. Jerome 
(on Isa. xv. 2) compares it to the Priapian deity DBaal-Peor. 

Ilyde (de rel. vett. Pers. c. 5) refers to the Arabic | sss = 
euler, which might suggest a resemblance to Baal-Zebub (Zevs 
amoputos). Movers (Phonizier i. 334 sqq.) recognises in Che- 
mosh the Semitic fire-god, the same deity which the Ammonites 
worshipped under the name of Afoloch. He bases his conclusion 
upon the etymology of wos (which means to tread to pieces, to 
devastate), and appeals to the Onomasticon of usebius (s. v. 
"Apwa, kal *Apinr), where the idol of the inhabitants of Arco- 
polis is said to have been called Ariel (the Fire of God). This 
view is apparently supported by the fact that, on the one hand, 
Chemosh is introduced in Judges xi. 24 as an Ammonitish 
deity, whilst, on the other hand, in 2 Kings iii. 27 the king of 
the Moabites is said to have offered up children as a sacrifice to 
his god in a time of great distress (though the name of the god 
is not given).—There can be no doubt that the Moabites also
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went to the opposite pole of Nature-worship, by connecting’ 
sexual orgies with the worship of Baal-Peor. This is not only 
confirmed by the name Peor, which was given to one of the 
mountains in their land (§ 51, 1), but is most decidedly and ex- 
pressly stated in Num. xxv. 1-3. 

(2.) The origin of the AMMONITEs is traced to Ben-Ammi, 
the second son of Lot. They dwelt (along with the Moabites, 
though to the east of them) in the country between the Arnon 
and the Jabbok, from which they had previously expelled the 
Zamzummim, whe are also represented as a race of giants (Deut. 
ii. 19 sqq.). The establishment of the Amoritish kingdom in 
the country to the east of the Jordan, by which the Moabites 
were compelled to retreat to the other side of the Arnon, also 
forced the Ammonites still farther to the east, where their capi- 
tal Rabbath-Ammon was situated (§ 50, 2). What their former 
relation to the Moabites on the east of the Jordan was, whether 
they were intermingled with them, or separated from them by 
some distinct boundary, it is not easy to determine. From the 
Pentateuch it appears as though all the land of which the 
Amorites took possession, between the Jabbok and the Arnon, 
belonged exclusively to the Moabites (vid. Num. xxi. 29). On 
the other hand, at a later period (Judges xi. 12, 13) the Am- 
monites appealed to their former possession of the country as _ 
giving them a claim to it still—At all events the Israelites did 
not touch the existing territory of the Ammonites (which had 
been diminished by the Amorites); and in fact, according to 
Deut. ii. 19, they were strictly prohibited by Jehovah from in- 
flicting any injury upon the Ammonites, as they had already 
been from interfering with Edom and Moab. 

(3.) We have already spoken of that branch of the Mirpr1an- 
ITeEs which dwelt on the Elanitic Gulf (sce vol. ii. § 19, 6, 7). 
The principal tribe inhabited the more northerly regions on the 
eastern border of Moab and the southern border of Ammon. 
There were five Midianitish chieftains, however, bearing the 
name of kings, who had settled down with their tribes on the 
Moabitish table-lands (Wiv99 Josh. xiii. 21, aNvo TIY Gen. xxxvi. 
35, ef. § 50, 1). They had already been ‘defeated once by the 
Edomites (Gen. xxxvi. 35); and when Sihon conquered the 
country between the Jabbok and the Arnon, they became tn- 
butary to him, and on that account are represented in Josh.
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xiii. 21 as vassals of Sihon? (jiM'D ‘2'D2), They seduced Isracl 

to idolatry, on which account Moses carried on a war of ven- 
geance against them, destroyed their cities, and put all their 
men to death (§ 58, 5). The main body of the Midianites, 
which dwelt to tle cast, was not affected by this war of exter- 
mination; and at a later period it maintained a long-continued 
and fearfully oppressive tyranny over Isracl (Judg. vi.—viii.). 
Lhe Midianites worshipped Baal-Peor, and connected sexual 
excesses with the worship (Num. xxv. 17, 18). 

(4.) On the Amonires see vol. i. § 45,1. At the time of 
Moses we find taco Amoritish kingdoms on the other side of the 
Jordan. The most southerly of the two, between the Jabbok 
and the Arnon, we have already met with. It was founded by 
King Sthon (TD; vid. Num. xxi. 26-30), who still resided at 

IIeshbon (Num. xxi. 34; Josh. xiii. 10). The northern king- 
dom, which covered the whole land of Bashan, was governed by 
King Og (ay). His palace was at Ashtaroth (Deut. i. 4; Josh. 
xiii. 12). The territory of Og is expressly described in Deut. 
xxxi. 4 as an Amoritish kingdom. According to Deut. iii. 11 
and Josh. xiii. 12, Og alone “remained of the remnant of the 
Rephaim,” a race of giants, which had formed part of the 
aborigines of Canaan. But after the immigration of the Amor- 
ites, they soon gained the upper hand over the early inhabitants. 
It is the more remarkable, therefore, that a descendant of the 
latter should now be recognised as king of the Amorites. Og 
himself, who descended from a race of giants, was a man of 
enormous stature. His iron bed, which was kept at Rabbath 
Ammon, was nine cubits long and four cubits broad (Deut. in. 
11). 

We must look a little more closely at the passage just re- 
ferred to, which has been attacked on various sides (see Leng- 
stenberg’s admirable vindication in his Dissertation on the Pen- 
tateuch, vol. 2, p. 198). Spinoza and Peyrerius were of opinion 
that Og’s bed is spoken of here, as something belonging to a 
very remote antiquity, and that the Israelites cannot have known 
anything about the bed until the time of David, when he cap- 
tured Rabbath Ammon (2 Sam. xii. 30). Following out the 
saine idea, there have been several even of the supporters of the 
authenticity of the Pentateuch (eg., Calmet, Dathe, Jahn, and 

1 English Version, ‘* dukes of Sihon.”
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Rosenmiiller), who have pronounced the passage a gloss by a later 
hand. But there is really no ground for this. For the remark 
that one cannot comprehend why the bed of the conquered king, 
instead of being taken to the camp of the conquerors (the 
Israelites), should have been carried to the capital of the Am- 
monites (and that immediately, for Moses died shortly after the 
defeat of Og), is itself incomprehensible. We are not told that 
the bed was not taken into the city of the Ammonites till after 
the death of its owner; and if we were, we could imagine many 
things which would show the possibility of this having been the 
case. The most probable supposition, however, appears to us to 
be, that the bed of Og was at Rabbah, before the Israelites came 
into the neighbourhood at all, that is, during the lifetime of Og. 
It may be assumed as certain, that the Terahite nations lived in 
a state of constant hostility to the Amorites. ‘This being the 
case, it is not improbable that in a war with Og, or after an m- 
vasion of the country and an attack upon Ashtaroth, the Am- 
monites may have carried off the celebrated bed of Og, and set 
it up in their capital as a trophy of the victory.—At the same 
time, even Hengstenberg admits that “remarks like these may 
have been appended by Moses himself at a later period, when he 
committed his address to writing; and therefore it is right to 

enclose the verse in brackets, as De Wette has done.” In op- 
position to the notion that the verse has somewhat of a mythical 
character, Hengstenberg observes, that “families of giants, from 
which kings are chosen, are still to be met with among many 
savage tribes—in Australia, for example. Calmet gives a nwn- 
ber of instances of iron beds in use in ancient times.” There is 
certainly no necessity for assuming, as Clericus has done, that Og 
had his bed made of iron because of the bugs.—“ The size of 
the bed need not astonish us, for the Hebrew cubit was not 
more than a foot-and-a-half (see Gesenius, s. v. M28). The bed- 
stead is always larger than the man; and in the case before us 
Clericus has conjectured that Og designedly had it made larger 
than was necessary, in order that posterity might form a more 
magnificent idea of the stature of the man, from the size of the 
bed in which he was accustomed to sleep. It is often the case 
that very tall people have a wish to be thought taller than they 
really are.” A perfectly analogous account is given by Diodorus 
Siculus (xvii. 95) of Alexander the Great, namely, that whenever
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he was obliged to halt on his expedition into India, he left 
colossal works behind him, “ representing a camp of heroes, and 
furnishing the inhabitants with striking proofs of the gigantic 
stature of the invaders and their supernatural strength.” Thus, 

wnongst other things, he ordered “two apartments to be pro- 
vided for every foot soldier, each five cubits long; and, in addi- 
tion to this, two stalls for every cavalry soldier, twice as large as 
those ordinarily made.” ‘There is not the slightest foundation 
for Lengerke’s supposition, that Og’s enormous bed “ nust cer- 
tainly have been a sarcophagus; a conclusion which is confirmed 
by the fact that modern travellers have discovered specimens of 
sarcophayi of basalt in this very locality.” Basalt, he says (of 
which Pliny states that “ferrei coloris atque duritie inde nomen 
ei dedit”’), is probably called iron in Deuteronomy and other 
places. ‘To this we reply that iron zs iron, and is called iron and 
not basalt; and that the basaltic sarcophagi, which modern 
travellers have discovered in this locality, all belong to thie 
Noman age, which was fifteen centuries later than the period 
here referred to. 

CONQUEST OF THE LAND ON THE EAST OF THE JORDAN. 

§ 53. (Num. xxi. 10-xxii. 1, ef Deut. ii. i.)—The Israelites 

had passed along the eastern border of the Edomites without 

any hindrance on their part, and were now arrived at Ije- 
Abarim, the south-eastern border of the Moabites. As they 

had formerly received a positive refusal from the Moabites, 

when they sent from Kadesh (Jud. xi. 17, ef. Num. xx. 14 sqq.) 

to request a friendly passage through their Jand, and as they 

were prohibited from applying force to the Moabites (Deut. ni. 

9), they were obliged to take a circuitous route to the cast of 

their land also, and continued to follow the caravan road to 

Damascus (§ 50). But the restriction ceased as soou as they 

crossed the Arnon, and stood on the border of the Amoritish 

kingdom (1). As they knew nothing at present (Deut. 1i. 29) 

of the fact, that the country to the cast of the Jordau was 

also destined to become their possession, they endeavoured first 

of all, by means of an embassage to Sihon, the king of the
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Amorites, to obtain a friendly passage through his country to 

the Jordan. Sihon, however, not only refused their request, 

but led a powerful army against them to Jahaz, for the purpose 
of chasing them away from his borders. The Israelites were no 
longer bound by, any of the restrictions, which had hitherto 

regulated their conduct towards the Edomites, the Moabites, 

and the Ammonites. They prepared, therefore, immediately to 

give Sihon battle; and, having thoroughly defeated him at 

Jahaz, they conquered the whole of his land, and either de- 
stroyed or banished the inhabitants (2). As Og, the king of 
Bashan, saw at once that his own country was endangered by 
this successful campaign, he also prepared for war. And he 

met with precisely the same fate. A decisive battle was fought 
at Edrei, in which the army of Og was utterly annihilated. As 
the whole of Bashan now came into the possession of the Israel- 

ites, they established their head-quarters in the Arboth Moab, 

within sight of the Jordan, opposite to Jericho, between Bethi- 

Hajeshimoth and Abel-Shittim (2). (Vid. § 59, 2.) 

(1.) On Isu-ABarim, the first station on the Moabitish 
frontier, see § 51, 2, and § 49,1. It is described as “in the 
wilderness which is to the east of Moab, toward the sunrising.” 
From Ije-Abarim the Israclites proceeded to the Brook ZARED 
(§ 49,1). The next station was on the other side of the ARNon, 
on the right bank of this river, by which the territory of Moab 
was then bounded on the north (§ 49). Ritter observes (xv. 
1207): “So wild a production of nature as the Arnon fissure, 
was undoubtedly well adapted in ancient times to form a power- 
ful fronticr, before the art of war had succeeded in making 
roads amongst the most savage rocks, and crossing impetuous 
streams by bridges instead of fords. . . . It may be difficult to 
determine how the people of Israel in the time of Moses were 
able to overcome so powerful a natural and political barrier. It 
cannot be supposed that a whole nation, migrating with all its 
possessions, including numerous flocks and herds, would expose 
itself without necessity to the dangers and enormous difficulties 
of crossing se fearfully wild and deep a valley, for the purpose 
of penetrating into an enemy’s country. For this reason, XK. vt.
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Raumer (Zug der Israeliten, pp. 52, 53) has already shown that 
the Israclites would most probably take the road higher up,— 
that is, farther to the east,—which is adopted by modern pilgrim- 
caravans, who keep to the higher ground of the plateau, and 
thus avoid the deep precipices of the Arnon, and merely have to 
traverse the level wadys of the desert districts, which distinguish 
the upper portion of the Arnon, though even these are not with- 
out their difficulties.” 

(2.) The place from which Moses sent the messengers to 
King Sihon is called KepEMOTH in Deut. i. 26. It will, no 
doubt, be the same as the station mentioned in Num. xxi. 13 as 
“on the other side of the Arnon.” This supposition is con- 
firmed by the name, which designates its position as eastwards, 
bordering on the desert. The introduction of a strophe from a 
war-song in vers. 14, 15, also shows that this is the place in 
which, according to the strict chronology, the warlike events 
recorded in ver. 24 sqq. ought properly to be inserted. The 
stations which follow (vers. 16, 19, 20) can also be proved to 
have been within the territory of Silion. Hence it is evident 
that first of all the list of stations is given consecutively, to the 
very last before the Arboth Moab, and then follows a detailed 
account of the events of which they were the scene. 

a. The war-song mentioned in ver. 14 1s said to have been 
found in the Book or THE Wars oF Jevovau. The destruc- 
tive critics, from the time of Spinoza, have not failed to turn 
this passage to account; and the apologetic critics (Rosenmiiller, 
for example) have had recourse to the assumption of a gloss. 
(In answer to both, see [Tengstenberg on the Pentateuch, vol. ii., 
p- 182 sqqy.) A book, it is argued, describing the wars of 
Jehovah, cannot have been in existence in the time of Moses; 
for the wars of the people of God had then only just com- 
menced. Llengstenbery replies, that at the time when Moses 
wrote this, the Amalekites, the king of Arad, King Sihon, Og 
the king of Bashan, and the Midianites (Num. xxxi.), were 
already conquered. But, according to the usage of the Penta- 
tench, the expression, “wars of Jehovah,” is much more com- 
prehensive than this (see Ex. xii. 41, 51, xiv. 14, 25, xv. 3; 
and Num. xxxili. 1). All the signs and wonders in Egypt are 
regarded as a war, on the part of Jehovah, against the Egyptians 
and their gods. The journey through the desert was the march
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of an army, with Jehovah as commander at the head. And 
all the successes by which Jehovah prepared the way for His 
army to conquer Canaan, are included in the wars of Jehovah. 
“Tf, then,’ he says, “the wars of Jehovah included all this, 
instead of there being a dearth of materials for the Book of the 
Wars, there was the greatest abundance. And if there was 

such a superabundance of materials, there can be no question 
that it would be employed. The triumph of the idea over the 
reality will always call forth poetry. It is quite in accordance 
with what we learn elsewhere, as to the general culture of the 
nation, and especially as to the use of writing among them, that 
poetical productions should not only be committed to writing, 
but should also be formed into a collection. Hence, by the side 
of the objective accounts in the Pentatench, there was the sub- 
jective description in the Book of the Wars of the Lord. ‘The 
relation in which they stood to cach other we may gather from 
the passages already quoted (for vers. 16-18 and 27-30 un- 
doubtedly belong to the book in. question), and also from Icx. 
xy., as compared with the foregoing history.”—There 1s a second 
argument, upon which still greater stress is laidj—namely, that 
it is inconceivable, that a book which had only just been written 
could be cited as confirming the geographical statement con- 
tained in the preceding verse. But Hengstenberg has shown 
that the argument rests upon a misapprehension. The passage 
is not quoted for the purpose of verifying the geographical 
statement. That the object was a totally different one from 
this, is sufficiently obvious from the other two poetical quota- 
tions in vers. 17, 18, and 27-30. In both these passages, the 
impression made upon the people by the conduct of Jehovah 
is reproduced. And this is just the case with vers. 14, 15: 
“ Therefore (namely, because the Israelites had conquered the 
country on the Arnon, by the help of Jehovah) it 1s. written in 
the wars of Jehovah : 

Vaheb (He took) in the storm, 
And the streams of Arnon, 
And the lowland of the streams, 
Which turneth to the dwelling of Ar, 
And leaneth upon the border of Moab.” 

(Vid. § 49, 2.) 
This is [engstenberg’s translation, and he defends it in the
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following manner: “The words, ‘ Jehovah took,’ which are 
supplied to complete the sentence, are taken froin mn nian 
(the wars of Jehovah). We are warranted in rendering 
VAUEB as a proper name, if only on account of the form of 
the word (it is very rarely that a word begins with 1). There 
isan analogy to 75:03 (‘in the storm’) in Nahumi. 3. Ac- 
cording to this explanation, the passage is to be regarded as a 
voice from the congregation, acknowledging what Jehovah had 
done on its behalf. Under LIlis command it presses uninter- 
ruptedly forwards. Whatever opposes it, [le immediately over- 
throws. The quotation stands in just the same relation to the 
historical narrative, as the verses of Adrner to an account of 
the war of Liberty, into which they might be introduced by a 
historian who had taken part in the war himself. Whio would 
suppose, for a single moment, that when an Arabian historian 
introduces verses uttered by the heroes in the heat of the 
battle, he does this for the purpose of supporting his own ques- 
tionable credibility ?” 

b. The second place of encampment after crossing the 
Arnon was called BrER (a well). It must have been between 
these two stations that Jahzah (Jaliaz, ver. 23), the field of 
battle, was situated, and the town of Vahel mentioned in the 
war-song in ver. 14 ;—chronoloyically considered, I mean, hardly 
eos yraphicall y, for according to ver. 18, Beer was in the desert. 
It is probable that the army r of Israel adv anced from the Arnon 
as far as Juhaz, to mect the forces of Sihon which were coming 
against them; and, having defeated them, took the town of 
Vaheb, which was in the immediate neighbourhood. In the 
meantime, the head-quarters of the Israelites, with the rest of 
the people and their flocks, either remaimed upon the Arnon or 
moved forward to Beer.—Leer is also met with in Judg. ix. 21, 
and is undoubtedly the same as Beer-Klim in Is. xv. 8. The 
people suffered here for want of water; but Moses gathered the 

people together at the command of Jehovah, who gave them 
water again,—not, however, by a miracle m the ordinary sense, 
but by means of their own exertions in first digging a well. 

DoD 

This gave rise to the beautiful WELL-Sona (vers. 17, 18) : 

Spring up, O well! 
Sing to answer it! 
Well, which the princes dug,
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Which the nobles of the nation bored, 
With the sceptre and their staves. 

The good-will and activity of the people, which are manifest 
here, present a glorious contrast to the bitter spirit and mur- 
muring of the ancient Israelites. 

c. The direction which the Israclites followed from Beer 
through the heart of the land of the Amorites, is indicated by 
the situation of Bamoth (§ 51, 1), which was the third station 
from Beer. The course had hitherto been in a nor therly direc- 
tion, but at this point it made a curve towards the west. The 
next station, MarraNnan, is supposed by Hengstenberg (Balaam, 
p- 527, translation) to have been the same as the Zedun men- 
tioned by Burckhardt (p. 635), as situated at the sources of the 
Wady Lejum, which runs into the Arnon. NanALiEL (stream 
of God) is no doubt the Wady Lejum itself (vid. Hengstenberg, 
Balaam, p. 257), the lower portion of which is still called the 
Wady Enkheileh (vid. Burckhardt, p 635).—From Nahaliel the 
Israelites proceeded to Bamotu (§ 51,1), and thence to “ the 
VALLEY, WHICH 1S IN THE FIELD OF Moas, upon the top of 
Pisgah.” We have already shown that this station is the same 
as the “field of the watchers on the top of Pisgah” (Num. xxii. 
14), and that it was situated to the west of Heshbon (§ 51, 
1).—After the whole land of Sihon had been conquered by 

various detachments sent out from the stations already men- 
tioned, the expedition against Og, the king of Bashan, was 
undertaken, and the whole camp was moved forward into the 
Arboth Moab.—It was here, after the complete conquest of the 
land of the Amorites, that the Sone oF V1ICTORY was com- 
posed, in which the subjects of Sihon and the people of Moab 
are classed together, and spoken of with equal contempt : 

Ver. 27. Come home to Heshbon ! 
Let the city of Sihon be built up and restored ! 

Ver. 28. For fire went out of Heshbon, 
A flame from the fortress of Sihon : 

It consumed Ar-Moab, the lords of the Arnon-heights. 

Ver. 29. Woe to thee, Moab! 
Thou art undone, O people of Chemosh ! 
He made his sons fugitives, 
And his daughters prisoners 
Of Sihon, king of the Amorites.
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Ver. 30. But we burned them up—Heshbon is gone !—even to Dibon, 
And we laid them waste even to Nophah, 

With fire even to Medebah. 

We cannot refrain from giving Lwald’s admirable exposition 
of this very beautiful ode, instead of one of our own (vid. 
Geschichte der Israeliten, 1. 212 sqq.). “On closer inspection 
it becomes more and more obvious, that this song of victory is 
altogether of a sarcastic character, and is not a song of thanks- 
giving, like the song of Deborah, for example. Come home to 
Heshbon—to the city, that is, which can now no longer furnish 
either house or shelter ;—restore (if you can) the city, which is 
now laid for ever in ruins! In such terms of nndisguised con- 
tempt do the victors address the vanquished, whom they had 
driven from their homes, and certainly would not mvite to return 
so soon. But in order that the guilt of the vanquished may be 
the more loudly proclaimed, a second voice is heard recalling their 
earlier history. This Heshbon is the very same city from which 
the fire of war once issued forth im its most destructive form 
against Moab, unfortunate Moab, for whose fall, and the 
impotence of its god Chemosh (the god who had suffered its 
sons and daughters—that is, all his worshippers—to be expelled 
and led captive by Sihon), the most piteous lamentations had 
been uttered! But at the very moment when these Amorites, 
who had devastated Moab with fire and sword, were imagining 
themselves to be in perfect security (the clear voice of the victors 
now returns to the opening of tlie song), our fire of war burst 
forth from [eshbon, as the leading and central place, and burned 
and devastated the country to its utmost borders. Thus was Moab 
avenged by Isracl. . . . That this ode dates immediately from 
the period of the conquest, is ulso obvious from the fact, that 
shortly afterwards (Num. xxxii. 37) [Ieshbon was restored by the 
tribe of Reuben, and that henceforward it was always a place of 
importance.” 

d. There is a marked difference between the two lists of 
halting-places, which we find in Num. xxi. and Num. xxxiii. 
According to the former, the last places of encampment were 
Ije-Abarim, Sared, Arnon, Beer, Mattanah, Nahaliel, Bamoth, 
tlie valley npon the top of Pisgah, and Arboth Moab; whereas 
the following is the series as given in the latter :—Jje-Abarim, 
Dibon Gad, Alnon Diblathaim, Mount Nebo, and Arboth Moab.
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It must be observed, however, at the outset, that we are now in 
a cultivated country, where places with distinct and separate 
names would be crowded together in far greater number and 
in greater proximity to one another than had hitherto been the 
case; and consequently the camping-ground of two million men 
would be very likely to embrace, or at all events to touch, two 
or more of such places. This circumstance alone would be a 
sufficient explanation of the fact, if the same station should be 
called by various names. Let us proceed, however, to compare 
the places mentioned in the two lists; and, in doing so, let it be 
borne in mind, that we have already found (§ 51, 1) that the 
valley on the top of Pisgah (also called the field of the watchers 
upon Pisgah) must have been situated in the immediate neigh- 
bourhood of Mount Nebo, which was also upon the top of 
Pisgah. We have, then, two names in Num. xxxiil., which are 
not to be met with in Num. xxi., namely, Dibon Gad, and Almon 
Diblathaim, and six names in the latter which are not found in 
the former, viz., Sared, Arnon, Beer, Mattanah, Nahaliel, and 
Bamoth. But for the reason already assigned, the two names 
which occur in Num. xxi. alone (Dibon Gad, and Almon Dibla- 
thaim), may very probably have coincided with two of the six 
last named. If so, the twenty-first chapter would contain four 
more names than the thirty-third. This is all the more striking 
from the fact, that apparently it is quite at variance with all 
previous analogy; for hitherto, as a rule, the list in Num. xxxiii. 
has been fuller and more precise than the various notices in the 
historical account. In this case the order seems to be entirely 
reversed. Nevertheless, in this apparent irregularity and incon- 
sistency, there may probably be, after all, a consistent observance 
of the rule hitherto adopted. The list in Num. xxxui. is purely 
statistical. The purpose of the author was to give a full and 
particular account of the actual stations—that is, of the places 
of encampment in which the Israelites prepared for a lengthened 
stay,—not merely forming a regular encampment, but also erect- 
ing the sanctuary. The writer of Num. x.-xxil. does not pretend 
to give anything like a complete account of the various places of 
encampment, and therefore many names are wanting in the 
latter which are to be found in the former. His purpose is 
purely historical, and not in any sense statistical. And this is 
to ow mind an explanation of the fact, that he mentions more
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places of encampment between Ije-Abarim and Arboth Moab, 
than we find in Num. xxxiii.; places, that is, in which there was 
not a complete camp formed, including the erection of the 
sanctuary. They are all of historical importance, partly as 
showing that the Israelites intentionally avoided the Moabitish 
territory, and partly, also, for the reason already mentioned (note 
ce), viz., because it was from the places mentioned that the 
various expeditions set out, by which the conquest of the whole 
land of the Amorites was effected. 

e. The place of encampment in the wide-spread Arboth 
Moab is more particularly described in Num. xxxiii. 49, as being 
“from Beth-Jeshimoth to Abel-Shittim.’” The name Jeshimoth 
(from ow=ony) shows it to have been a barren and desolate 
place (“ Gidenhausen,”’ Ewald; “domum solitudinis significat,” 
Onomasticon). In Ezek. xxv. 9 it is called a city of Moab. In 
the time of the Romans it was a fortified city (Josephus, Wars 
of the Jews 4, 7, 5). Abel-Shittim, or Shittim merely (DBY ; 
Num. xxv. 1; Josh. ii. 1, iti. 1), is described in the Onomasticon 
as being situated by Mount Peor. Josephus calls it Abila (Wars 
of the Jews 2, 13, 2; 4, 7, 5). 

(3.) On the supposed DIscREPANCY between Deut. ii. 29 and 
Deut. xsiii. 4, 5 (i). 4), see Wengstenberg on the Pentateuch, vol. 
ii., p. 283 sqq. In the one passagc it is said to be affirmed that the 
Edomites and Jfoabites furnished bread and water to the Israclites, 
whereas in the other it is stated that the Ammonites and Afoabites 
refused them both. But Deut. ii. 29 merely relates to a request 
to sell bread and water to the Israelites. In Deut. xxiii. 5, on 
the other hand, allusion is made to the justifiable but disappointed 
expectation, that tribes so nearly related as they were would “meet 
them” (03?) with bread and water. The meaning is evidently 

the same as in Is. xxi. 14 (“They prevented with their bread 
him that fled’), where the same word n1p is employed; and 
Gen. xiv. 18, where Melchizedek is said to have come to meet 
Abraham with bread and wine. That the Moabites failed to do 
this, was a proof of their indifference, if not of their hostile 
feelings towards the Israclites; that they did the former, was 
siniply a manifestation of their selfish and grasping disposition. 
—Qn the discrepancy which is thought to exist between Deut. ii. 
24 and ver. 26 (compared with Num. xxi. 21 sqq.), see L/ens- 
stenberg on the Pentateuch, vol. 11., pp. 847, 348; vid. also § 45, 1. 
» VOU. I. 2 23
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LBALAAM AND HIS PROPHECIES. 

[On the history and prophecies of Balaam, see Liderwald 
(die Geschichte Bileams deutlich und begreiflich erklirt); Herder 

(Bricfe iiber das Studium der Theologie, zweiter Brief); B. R. 

de Geer (dissertatio de Bileamo, ejus hist. et vatic. 1816) ; Steudel 

(Tiibinger Zeitschrift fiir Theologie 1831, ii. 66 sqq.) ; Tholuck 
(literarischer Anzeiger 1832, No. 78-80, also in his vermischte 

Schriften, i. 406 sqq.); Hofmann (Hall. Encyclopiidie, x. 184 

sqq-); and Hengstenberg (die Geschichte Bileams und seine 

Weissagungen, Berlin 1842). ] 

§ 54. (Num. xxii. 2-21.)—The Israelites, encamped in the 
Arboth Moab, opposite to Jericho, had now nothing but the 

Jordan between them and the land of their fathers’ pilgrimage. 

But the conquest of the country to the cast of the Jordan ren- 
dered it necessary, that this should be the head-quarters for some 

time to come ; and thus the crossing of the Jordan was postponed 

till a future period. If the conquered country was to be held, 

fortifications must be erected and garrisoned, and such other steps 
taken, as were necessary to guard against the encroachments of 
surrounding nations, who might be actuated by a desire to re- 

conquer the country. In the meantime, these nations were also 

thinking of the best way to rid themselves of their dangerous 

neighbours. Moasg in particular, which had the most to fear 

from the revenge of the Israelites, on account of the hostile 

manner in which they had met them at first, would have been 

very glad to extend its territory to the Jabbok, which had been 

its original boundary. alak, the son of Zippor, who was then 

king of Moab, allied himself with the neighbouring ALidianites. 

But he had learned from past experience, that nothing could 

be effected by the power of the sword alone, against & nation 

so strongly defended by its God. Hence his first wish and 

endeavour was to deprive it of this protection, and if possible to 
turn the blessing, wlich had hitherto borne it as upon eagles’
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Wings, into a curse. And a prospect presented itself of attain- 

ing this end. Far away to the east, at Pethor on the banks of 

the Ikuphrates, there dwelt a magician, named Balaam the son 

of Beor, who was renowned far and wide for the irresistible 

power of blessing and cursing which he possessed. The fact 

that this magician practised iis magical arts in the name of 

Jehovah, the very same God who had made Israel strong, was 

most welcome intelligence under the circumstances; for, if he 

succecded in inducing him to curse the Israelites, their power, 
he thought, would be effectually broken. In connection with 

his allies, therefore, he sent messengers to Pethor with the fol- 

lowing message: “Come, and curse me this people; for they 

are too mighty for me: for I know that le whom thon blessest 

is blessed, and he whom thou cursest is cursed.” The reward, 

which was promised him, at once excited the covetous mind of 

the magician. Yet he did not dare to promise, without first 

asking God; and the answer of God ran thus: “Thou shialt 

not go with them; thou shalt not curse the people, for they are 
99 blessed.” He sent the messengers home, therefore, and said to 

them, “Get you into your land, for Jehovah refuseth to give 

me leave to go with you.” But in all probability it did not 

escape the messengers, that it was with a very reluctant heart 

that Balaam sent them away,—that in reality ambition and 

avarice were the rnling passions of his soul. Lalak therefore 

sent a second embassy, consisting of still nobler princes, and 

with still ore magnificent promises. It is true that the magi- 

cian replied to them again this time: “If Balak would give me 

his house full of silver and gold, I cannot go beyond the word 

of the Lord my God, to do Jittle or much.” But instead of 

sending them away at once, he was so dazzled by the splendid 

offers of glory aud gold, that he determined to try once more 

whether he could not suceced in obtaining the consent of Jcho- 

vah. And, behold! areply now came from Jehovah to this effect : 

¢ Nise up, and go with them; but thon shalt only do what I shall 

tell thee.” In the blindness of his passion, Balaam did not cb-



388 ISRAEL IN THE ARBOTH MOAB. 

serve, that such a condition as this, instead of securing to him 
the permission he desired, defeated the very object he had in 
view, viz., to obtain possession of Balak’s honours and gold. He 

eagerly availed himself of the permission granted, and set out 
with the messengers of Balak. 

(1.) Gesenius derives the NamwE BALAAM (Dyea ; Sept. Ba- 

Aadw) from 52 and ny (non populus, z.e., peregrinus). Hena- 
stenberg gives the preference to the ancient derivation from yb3 
(to swallow up, destroy, vanquish) and py (people), to which we 
find many analogies in other languages; e¢.g., Nicolaus, Nicode- 
mus, Leonicus, Andronicus (and many others, even in German, 
vid. Simonis Onomast., p. 459, note e). First (m his smaller 
dictionary) regards the termination 0— as a terminal syllable; in 

which case, Balaam means simply the destroyer, or conqueror.— 
All three derivations are admissible, according to the rules of 
the language. The one adopted by Hengstenberg most pro- 
bably gave rise to the name Nicolaitans, which we mect with in 
the Apocalypse (Rev. ii. 6, cf. ver. 14); for this name can 
hardly be traced to a an named Nicolaus, who was the founder 
of asect, but is to be regarded rather as a mystic name applied to 
the apostolical Gnostics (as being seducers of the people), with 
distinct allusion to Balaam, their Old Testament type. Even in 
the case of Balaam himself, the name may very probably have 
been a significant one ;—that is to say, “ he may have borne the 
name as a dreaded conjurer and wizard :—whether it was that 
he sprang from a family in which the calling was hereditary, 
and therefore received it at his birth, and merely became, in the 
course of time and in public opinion, what those, who first gave 
him the name, anticipated and desired ;—or that the name was 
given him, according to Oriental custom, at a later period of his 
life, when the thing itself became conspicuous ” (Hengstenberg). 
In Hengstenberg’s opinion, there is a perfectly analogous signi- 
ficance in the father’s name Beor (W2—Sept. Bewp, 2 Pet. ii. 15, 
Booop—from ry3, to burn up, to graze off, to destroy). He 
says: “This name was given to the father, on account of the 
destructive power attributed to his curses.” Thus he supposes 
that Balaain belonged to a family, in which the prophetic or 
magical disposition was hereditary; and there is great proba-
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hility in such an assumption, if we bear in mind how carefully 
and emphatically he speaks of himself in his blessings, as Balaan 
the son of Beor (Num. xxiv. 3, 15), as though he meant to say 
in other words, “the celebrated son of a celebrated father.’— 
Hengstenberg even goes so far, as to assume that there is some 
connection between the name of.his native town Jethor, and the 
profession which he carried on. “np occurs in Gen. xli. 8 (ef. 
xl. 8, 11, xli. 11) in connection with the interpretation of 
dreams ; and therefore we are possibly warranted in assuming, 
that “the dwelling-place of Balaam received its name in con- 
nection with the possessors of secret arts, of which it was one of 
the principal seats, That the Babylonian magicians in later 
times were in the habit of assembling together in particular 
towns, somewhat after the manner of the Egyptian and Israel- 
itish cities of the priests, is very evident from Pliny, Hist. Nat. 
6, 25, and Strabo, 16, 1 (vid. Afinter, Religion der Babylonier, 
p- 86).” 

(2.) Various answers have been given to the question, how 
did Balaam come to know and serve Jehovah, the God of Israel? 
According to the generally received opinion, which even Tho- 
luck has defended, in the Jehovah-worship of Balaam there 
was a relic of the primeval and purer knowledge of God, which 
had been preserved in the midst of heathenism, and Balaam 
presented, to a certain extent, an analogy to Melchizedek. In 
support of this view, appeal is made to the fact that Balaam’s 
native country was Mesopotamia, the original seat of the family 
of Abraham, where a considerable branch of the family (the 
descendants of Bethuel) still remained.—According to another 
view, which [Zengstenbery (p. 12 sqq.) has thoroughly established, 
the knowledge of Jehovah possessed by Balaam is to be traced 
to the events of his own day : namely, to the fame of the God of 
Israel, which had spread in the time of Moses over all the hea- 
then nations round about, and to the overpowering effect pro- 
duced upon all these nations, according to the express testimony 
of the Sacred Scriptures, by the mighty deeds which God did in 
the midst of [fis people. We have already met with an analo- 
gous example in the case of Jethro (Ex. xviii. 1 sqq.). There 
is another in the history of Rahab (Josh. 11. 9 sqq.). The fraud 
practised by the Gibeonites (Josh. ix.) was based, according to 
ver. 9, upon the assumption that the fame of the mighty works
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of Jehovali must necessarily have spread far and wide through- 
out all lands, and confirmed the announcement which had 
already been made with prophetic foresight in the Song of 
Moses (Ex. xv. 143 vol. ii. § 28, 6). At all events, a mere echo 
of the earlier knowledge of Jehovah which had existed in the 
country of Mesopotamia, would not suffice to explain the pecu- 
liar position of Balaam and the nature of his prophecies; for the 
latter indicate a much greater distimctness im his religious con- 
sciousness, and a much clearer insight into the position of Israel 
in relation to both the past and future history of the world, than 
could possibly have been derived from the period referred to. 
At the same time, we cannot go so far as LTengstenberg, who 
denies that there was any connection whatever between the 
knowledge of God possessed by Balaam, and the reminiscences 
of the purer light which was formerly enjoyed by his ancestors. 
However deeply the descendants of Bethuel and Laban may 
have been by this time immersed in heathenism, it is neverthe- 
less possible that religious reminiscences of earlier times may have 
been stillin existence, and may have been revivified in Balaam’s 
mind by the tidings of the mighty works which Jehovah had 
done in Egypt and the desert. 

(3.) The question as to the precise nature of BaLsam’s 
CALLING AND PROPHETIC GIFT, is one of far greater difficulty. 
From the very earliest times the most contradictory opinions 
have been entertained. On the one hand, he has been regarded 
as a thoroughly godless and idolatrous wizard and false prophet, 

a prophet of the devil, whom the Lord God compelled to bless 
instead of cursing, for the glory of His name and the good of 
Ilis people Israel (vid. Philo, Ambrose, Augustine, etc.). On 
the other hand, it has also been maintained, that he was a true 
prophet of God, who fell through covetousness and ambition 
(vid. Tertullian, Jerome, Deyling, Budde, and others). In both 
views there are certain elements of truth; but in their par- 
tiality and exclusiveness, they are both erroneous. The truth 
is to be found between the two. The position of Balaam at 
this particular time was that of both a heathen magician and a 
Jehovistic seer. He was still standing upon the boundary line 
between two spheres, which touch each other, but from their 
very nature are thoroughly opposed, and cannot co-exist. He 
stood, as it were, with one foot upon the soil of heathen magic 
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and soothsaying, and with the other wpon tle soil of Jehovistic 
religion and prophecy. J/engstenberg (Balaam, p. 340 trans- 
lation) was the first to perceive this clearly and explain it 
fully. 

On the one hand, we find Balaam still unquestionably in- 
volved in the ungodliness and absurdities of heathen witchcraft. 
He is called 00590, the soothsayer car’ éEoynv (Josh. xiii. 22) ; 
aud in connection with his prophecies, he resorted to ways and 
means which constitute the characteristic difference between 
nngodly, heathen soothsaying, and godly, theocratic prophecy. 
Kesem (O90?) or soothsaying was unconditionally prohibited by 
the law in Israel. In Deut. xviii. 10 it is commanded, “There 
shall not be found among you a Aosem;” for “all that do these 

things are an ahomination to the Lord” (ver. 12). Aesem is 
represented as a grievous sin in 1 Sam. xv. 23; Ezek. xiii. 23; 
and 2 Kings xvii. 17; and as a characteristic of false prophets 

in Ezek. xiii. 9, xxii. 285 and Jer. xiv. 14.  Soothsaying is 
placed in the same opposition to true prophecy in Is. ili. 2, 3; for 
when it is stated there, that Jchovah will take away from Jeru- 
salem and Judah all their supports, and among others the pro- 
phets (#29) and the soothsayers (noyp),—the meaning evidently 
is, that the state is to he deprived both of its real and imaginary 
oracles,—of those that have been appointed by God, as well 
as of those that have been chosen by itself in opposition to the 
will of God. In perfect accordance with .the character and 
practice of heathen magic and prophecy (Afantik), Balaain re- 
sorts to augury, aud hopes in this way to be able to find mate- 
rials and a basis for a prophecy after Balak’s own mind (Num. 
xxiv. 1, xxiii. 8, 15). Angury appears to have been the pecu- 
liar and ordinary means employed by him in his prophetic 
operations. That he availed himself of such extremely un- 
certain means as augury, the inefficacy of which even hea- 
thenism adinitted (Vdgelsbach homerische Thieol., p. 154 sqq.), 
and which was never employed by a true prophet in Isracl, 
is a proof that his religious and prophetic stand-point was 
a low one, and can only be explained from the insufficiency 
of the excitement which he received from the Spirit of God. 
Where the Spirit of God works with power, a man has no 
need to look ronnd about for signs in nature, in order to 
arrive at certainty respecting the will of God” (//engstenbera,
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p- 345).—To this we have also to add the character of his 
prophetic inspiration, into which we shall enter more particu- 
larly below. 

On the other hand, it cannot be denied that he possessed a 
certain amount of the true knowledge of God, of genuine pro- 
phetic inspiration, of subjective fear of God, and of objective 
Theopneustia ; but in his case there was no depth in all this, 
it was neither well-founded nor tried. He knew and sought 
Jehovah ; confessed Him openly and freely before men, inquired 
of Him as to His counsel and will, and was ready to yield to them, 
though possibly not without resistance, and with only half a 
heart. So also there was a real connection between him and 
Jehovah; though probably this also was weak and fluctuating. 
Jehovah allowed him to find Him, came to meet him, answered 
him, and made known to him His purpose and His will. His 
prophecies, too, were really uttered in a state of mind produced 
and controlled by the Spirit of God. 

We must hold both together then. He was a heathen sooth- 
sayer and a prophet of Jehovah at the same time; 4 syncretist, 
who thought and hoped that he might be able to combine the 
two upon his peculiar stand-point, and hold them both with equal 
firmness. He was in a transition state from one to the other ; 

and in this transition state, and this alone, was it possible for him 
to unite together two different stand-points, which from their 
very nature were entirely opposed, and thoroughly irrecon- 
cileable. He knew and confessed Jehovah; he sought and 
found Him; and Jehovah granted him an answer, and made 
him the bearer of His revelations. On the other hand, he was not 
sufficiently advanced in the knowledge and service of Jehovah, 
to throw overboard with disgust every kind of heathen augury 
and soothsaying, which had helped him hitherto to his magic and 
prophecy. And the course of his history shows us clearly enough, 
where it was that the obstacle lay ; in other words, how it was, 
that after Balaam had once recognised Jehovah as the true and 
Supreme God, and notwithstanding the fact that Jehovah did 
not fail to make Himself known in word and power, he did not 
entirely lay aside his heathen incantations, and give himself up 
to the worship of Jehovah. The cause was not primarily an in- 
tellectual one; nor did it arise from any disqualification for the 

calling of a genuine prophet of Jehovah. It was altogether
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moral, and lay entirely in the will. Hitherto Balaam had prac- 
tised magic as a trade ; for the simple purpose of procuring gold, 
honour, and renown. When he made the discovery that Jchovah, 
the God of Israel, was stronger than the gods of all the other 
nations; he twned to Him, probably in the hope that by this 
means he would be able to secure more striking results and still 
larger gains. Thus he carried into the new phase of his life an 
unpure and heathen state of mind, which inevitably prevented 
him from being more firmly established, or making further pro- 
gress in his fellowship with Jchovah, so long as it remained un-, 
conquered. We must not imagine, however, that his aims and 
endeavours were entirely divested of nobler and loftier motives ; 

for had this been the case, Jehovah would hardly have suffered 
Himself to be found of him, or have replied to his inquiries. 
And the manner in which he was met by Jehovah was not with- 
out effect upon the spixit and heart, the mind and will, of the 
magician. This is proved by his reply to the messengers of 
Balak: “If Balak would give me his house full of silver and gold, 
ete.” (Num. xxii. 18). But his whole conduct, wavering, un- 
certain, and ambiguous as it was, also proves that lis heathen dis- 
position was not subdued, and therefore that he was not yet in a 
condition to lay the magical practices of his previons heathen 
state entirely aside. Snch oscillation as this, such half-hearted- 
ness in connection with either side, and such an attempt to glue 
together things utterly incompatible the one with the other, 
could not last long. It was only possible for a certain period, 
and that the period of transition. In the further course of his life 
he was sure to give up either the one or the other unconditionally, 
and without reserve,—to let the one entirely go, that he might 
hold the other fast. Balaam had just now reached thie fork in his 
road. Ile was placed by cireumstances i such a situation, that 
he must of necessity decide whether the ancient heathen or the 
new Jehovistic principles should gain the upper hand ; whether 
he should press forward so as to become a true and genuine 
prophet, or whether he should revert to his old stand-point, and 
eventually reach tlic most determined hostility to Jehovah, to the 
theocracy, and to the people of God’s election. The existing 
complication of circwnstances, which was to promote the glory of 
Jehovah, to rouse the cowage of the Israelites, and to alarm the 
enemy of Israel, was also of great and decisive iunportance to 

f
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Balaam. And he fell. ( Covetousness and ambition were stronger 
within him than all the attractions of salvation. 

Analogous circumstances to those, in which Balaam now 
found himself, occur in all the decisive transition stages of our 
moral and religious life. Even in the history of modern missions 
there are abundant illustrations (Hengstenberg, Balaam, p. 349). 
Three examples from the gospel and apostolical histories are par- 
ticularly cleserving of notice. The first we find in the words of 
Christ in Matt. xii. 47, “If I by Beelzebub cast out devils, by 
whomdo your children cast them out?”—an explanation of which 
is afforded by Mark ix. 88 and Luke ix. 49 (“ Master, we saw 
one casting out devils in Thy name, and he followeth not us’). 
The second is to be found in Acts xix. 13, where we read that 
seven Jewish exorcists, sons of the high-priest Sceva, invoked 
the name of the Lord Jesus upon those who had evil spirits, 
saying, “ We adjure you by Jesus, whom Paul preacheth.” But 

‘the most striking and most thoroughly to the point is the example 
of the New Testament Balaam, Simon Magus, in Acts Viil. 
“ The new powers” (we are quoting Hengstenberg s words, p. 348), 
“which were conferred by Christianity upon mankind, attracted 
him also; and, discontented with the previous results of his art, he 
hoped to participate in these powers. Vid. Acts vii. 13: he 
‘wondered, beholding the signs and great miracles which were 
done.’ Observe also the opinion which he formed of the 
apostles. What the latter said of him, ‘Thou hast neither part 
nor lot in this matter; for thy heart is not right in the sight 
God, was applicable to Balaam also. At the same time, even 
Simon’s heart was not altogether without a part or lot. This is 
evident from ver. 138, where we are told that ‘Simon himself 
believed also; and when he was baptized, he continued with 
Philip.” 

Steudel would set down the prophecies of Balaam respecting 
Israel’s future, as being simply the product of the natural fore- 
thought of a keen-sighted man. He says: “ An observant man 
will not fail to perceive, that the prophetic declarations of Balaam 
are all couched in the most general terms. They contained, in 
reality, nothing but what might fairly be inferred from ex- 
isting circumstances, set forth in a striking and poetical form.’ 
For an answer to this, we refer to Hengstenberg, p. 350 sqq. At 
the same time, we would draw especial attention to Num. xxiii.
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5 and xxiv. 2, where it is distinctly stated that “the Spint of 
God came upon him” when he prophesied, and that “ Jehovah 
put a word into his mouth ;” and also to the specialities of the 
concluding prophecy in Nun. xxiv. We have there an announce- 
ment of the captivityof Israel by the Assyrians, implying, of course, 
that the latter would appear as conquerors in Western Asia; an 

intimation that another nation, or other nations, from beyond the 
Enphrates, would follow Assyria in the government of Western 
Asia (ver. 24); and the declaration that a power would come 

in ships from Cyprus, which would subjugate Assyria and the 
country beyond the Knphrates. Beside this, it is clearly pre- 
dicted that a kingdom will be established in Isracl (vid. Num. 
xxiv. 7, 17-19). But what attests the supernatural character of 
Balaam’s prophecy, even more strongly than the special an- 
nouncements themselves, is. the decided contrast which they pre- 
sent to Balaam’s wishes, hopes, and intentions. Le certainly! 
desired to answer the expectations of Balak, and hoped, at Icast 
so far as the first and second prophecies were concerned, that he 
should be able to gratify him: it was not till the third prophecy 
that he found it impossible to give himself up to any such illu- 
sions (vid. chap. xxiv. 1). All this would be inexplicable, if 
his prophecies were simply the result of natural foresight. It 
can only be understood on the assumption that (as it is expressly 
declared in Deut. xxii. 5, 6) Jehovah turned the intended curse 
into a blessing by the exertion of supernatural power.—Steudel’ s 
view cannot be maintained, apart from the rationalistic dictum 
which he sets himself te overthrow, that the prophecies of Balaam | 
were composed at a nich later period, as vaticinia post eventum, 
and consisted simply of the embellishment of an ancient myth. 

There is one more peculiar characteristic of Balaam’s pro- 
phesying, of which we have still to speak. In the introductory 
words to lis last prophecy (Num. xxiv. 3), he deseribes hinself 
as “the man with closed eyes” (ty ONY 1337). The majority of 
translators and commentators have rendered ony open ; and sup- 

pose Balaam to represent himself as the man with the open cye 
(of the mind). This explanation is based upon the fact, that any 

occurs once in the Mishnah (see Burtorf, Lex. Rabbin. s.v.) 
with the meaning perforarit. But most of the modern commmen- 
tators have very properly abandoned this rendering, as being in 
all respects untenable (vid. Tholuck, Ewald, Lengerke, Hengsten-
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berg, Rédiyer, etc.). In Arabic ,'., is the word currently 

employed in the sense of to shut,'and even in Hebrew pny 
(for which we find pny in Lam. iii. 8) is frequently used with 
the same signification. JZengstenberg has shown (p. 448) that the 
interchange of p, , and yi, does not present any difficulty here 
(sec also Ewald, ausfiihrliches Lehrbuch, § 91). From the 
construction of the prophecy, also, this rendering is apparently 
inadmissible. For Dy "303 in the second member would then 

be perfectly synonymous with [Yo on’ in the first, and there 
would be simply an intolerable tautology ; whereas, according 
to our translation, it forms the antithesis required to complete 
the picture (with the bodily eyes closed, but with the eye of the 
mind open; the former being, in fact, the condition of the latter). 
There is the more reason to expect such an antithesis in the two 
predicates, from the fact that the repetition of O83 in the second 
member indicates a progress in the thought. But to such of 
the carlier commentators as felt constrained, on exegetical 
grounds, to render ;y pnw “ with closed eye,” the expression was 
always an enigma, which they tried in vain to solve. Cilericus, 
for example, supposes Balaam to refer to the fact that he did 
not see the angel in the road; and de Geer is of opinion that he 

meant to say that his (mental) eye had hitherto been closed, so 
far as future events were concerned. But light has been thrown 
upon the subject, by recent acquaintance with analogous condi- 
tions in the mysterious departments of somnambulism and 
heathen augury. Balaam describes himself as the man with 
closed (bodily) eye, because a state of ecstasy, the essential 
characteristic of which was the closing of the outward senses 
previous to the opening of the inward, was the condition, means, 
and basis of his prophetic visions and utterances. That this 
explanation is the only admissible one, is placed beyond all doubt 
by the fact, that in Balaam’s description of his state of prophetic 
ecstasy, he constantly represents himself as DBs (falling down). 
Allusion is here made to the convulsions and fits of unconscious- 
ness which have generally charactcrised the lower forms of 
prophecy, from the Delphic Pythia to the modern Shamanen.— 
An admirable explanation of these conditions has been given by 
iTengstenberg (p. 449), founded upon Steinbeck’s “The Poet a 
Seer” (Leipzig 1836, p. 121 sqq.). We shall take the liberty 
of quoting what is most essential. Steinbeck says: “It is natural
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that in the noisy whirlpool of the outward world, the soul should 
be too much distracted and held back from the contemplation 
uf higher objects. The soul, when actively employed im the life 
of sense, stands in direct opposition to the spirit, which is obscured 
and forced back by the activity of the senses, and only enters 
into a state of unfettered action when the senses are asleep or 
unemployed. For when we are desirous of meditating closely 
upon anything, we withdraw into perfect solitude, and close both 
eyes and ears. . . . As the stars disappear when the sum rises, 
but reappear when it sets; so does the waking spirit obscure the 

perceptions of the senses, whilst its sleep or withdrawal, on the 
other hand, brings them out again, and all the sensations, which 
were utterly powerless during the supremacy of the spirit, recover 
and assert their full strength and activity.”' On this FZengsten- 
bery observes (p. 149, English translation) : “In those who have 
reached the highest stage of inward advancement, inspiration 
may undoubtedly take place without the outward closing of the 
senses; the sensitive faculty is in them so refined, and the spirit 
so powerful, that no disturbing impression is to be apprehended 
from the former. But in men like Balaam, who stood upon a 
lower stage of the inner life, and who was only raised above it 
for the moment by the inward working of the Spirit, the closing 
of the eyes formed the necessary condition of the opening of the 
spirit. The spirit could only open by closing, that is, by forcibly 
tearing him away from the impressions of the lower world, and 
its corrupting influences upon one who was already corrupt, and 
introducing him into the higher world. According to this pas- 
sage, we have to represent Balaam to ourselves as uttering all 
his prophecies with his eyes closed; but we are not warranted 

' This beautiful figure is capable of being applied in a somewhat different 
manner, and one which appears to me to be still more adapted to the end in 
view : namely, by regarding the sight of the stars by night as analogous to 
the sight of supersensual objects with closed eyes. The stars are in the 
heavens throughout the day, but the eye must be equipped before it can sec 
then. But as soon as the night comes on, which is the enemy of the day, 
and obscures the sight, the eye needs no equipment in order to see them. 
Thus is it with supersensnal objects: in the clear self-consciousness of a 
waking state, they can only be discerned by the vision of the true prophet, 
who is supernaturally equipped with a Divine keenness and length of vision ; 
whereas ordinary (heathen) soothsayers are able to see them only with the 
unnatural vision of a state of somnambulism, which is the image or correlative 
of night and of death.
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in drawing the conclusion that Isaiah’s must have been uttered 
in precisely the same condition.” 

On the falling down in connection with the prophecy, Heng- 
stenberg says (p. 451): “It shows the force of the inspiration, 
which came upon the seer like an armed man, and threw him to 
the ground. There is a parallel in 1 Sam. xix. 24, where it is 
said of Saul: ‘And he stripped off his clothes also, and fell 
down naked (D°y $54) all that day and all that night. Where- 
fore they say, Is Saul also among the prophets?’ sin pi (is 
Saul also) shows that the falling down was common to Saul and 
the scholars of the prophets. It was only in cases where there 
was iminaturity in the individual inspired, that the inspiration 
assumed so violent a character, prostrating both soul and body. 
In the case of a SAMUEL, we can hardly imagine such violent 
phenomena. The more the ordinary consciousness is pervaded 
by the Spirit, the less necessity is there for the Spirit to assume 
a hostile attitude to the former, on the occasion of its extraordi- 
nary manifestations. It is then only coming to its own.” This 
analogy between true prophecy in a state of immaturity, and 
heathen soothsaying, in the external form of their manifestations, 
is of great importance to the present question. It shows us, for 
example, that notwithstanding the contrast between prophecy 
and soothsaying, in every other respect they have still the same 
natural basis, and both equally presuppose a natural faculty for 
supersensual vision. And this will serve to render it more in- 
telligible, how Balaam’s qualification for heathen magic and 
soothsaying was in some measure a preparation for his subsequent 
change into a prophet of Jehovah. But when Balaam, at the 
commencement of his prophecy, mentioned this falling down in 
convulsions and closing of the eyes, evidently as establishing the 
supernatural character and trustworthiness of his predictions,—in 
other words, when he was proud, and boasted of what was simply 
a proof of the low, immature, and undeveloped state of his pro- 
phetic gift and character,—he proved, most unquestionably, to 
how shght an extent he had penetrated into the sanctuary of 
genuine prophecy, and how thoroughly his inmost spiritual life 
was still imbued with his former heathenism. 

(4.) The point of view from which we may explain Balak’s 
application to Balaam, notwithstanding the fact that he knew 
him to be a prophet of Jehovah, the God of Israel, has been
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correctly described by Hengstenberg, namely, that he despaired of 
the power of his own deities to help him, and applied to Balaam 
just because he was a prophet of Jehovah. Balak, who was 
under the power of the heathen delusion, that the will of the 
gods could be directed and determmed by the magical incanta- 
tions of those who stood in close relation to them, hoped that 
Balaam’s curse might deprive the Israclites of the protection and 
aid of Jehovah. Sédhelin, on the other hand (rit. Unterss. 
p- 37), is of opinion that such a supposition is at variance with 
all analogy, and that it is ineredible that any one should have 
imagined it possible that Isracl’s God would allow Israel to 
be cursed. But so far as the supposed ineredibility is concerned, 
it must be borne in mind that in remote antiquity many things 
uppeared to be perfectly credible to the people, which would be 
very incredible now. The enlightened Pliny says on this subject 
(Llist. nat. 28, 3): “ Maxime queestionis et semper incerta est, 
valeantne aliquid verba et incantamenta carminum. . . . Sed 
Viritim: sapientissimi cujusque respuit fides. In universum vero 
omnibus horis credit vita, nec sentit” (that is to say, in the actual 
practice of life, men have universally given themselves up to this 
belief, without paying any attention to the opinions of the wise). 
But when Stdhelin proceeds to observe, that it is thoroughly atvari- 
ance with all analogy, he merely betrays his own ignorance of the 
customs of heathen antiquity. Lengstenberg cites a number of 
analogous cases, which might, no doubt, be multiplied to a very 
creat extent. It will suffice at present to quote a single passage 
from Pliny (28, 4): “Verrius Flaccus auctores ponit, quibus 
credat, in oppugnationibus ante omnia solitum a omanis 
sacerdotibus evocari deum, cujus im tutcla id oppidum esset, 
promittique ifli cundem, aut ampliorem apud Romanos cultun. 
Et durat in pontificum disciplina id sacrum; constatque ideo 

occultatum, in cujus tutela Roma esset, ne qui hostium simili 
modo agerent.” 

(5.) Balak attributed mRESISTIBLE POWER to the incantations 
of Balaam. IIe said, “I know that he whom thon blessest is 
blessed, and he whom thou cursest is cursed.” On this Heng- 
stenberg observes p. (866): “Several have thought that this was 
nota mere delusion, but that if Balaam had uttered a curse upon 
Tsracl it would really have taken effect; and they argue that 
otherwise there would have been no reason for speaking of it as
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a great boon conferred upon Israel, that this curse had been 
averted, as is the case in Deut. xuii. 5; Josh. xxiv. 10; Micah 

vi. 5; and Neh. xin. 2. But this argument is of no force. 
Even to avert a curse, which might be powerless in itself, would 
still be to bestow a blessing; since the superstition of those who 

heard it, of the Israelites themselves, as well as of their foes, 
would give it an importance which it did not possess in itself, 
and cause it to dispirit the Israelites, and give strength to their 
foes.” Nevertheless Af, Baumgarten maintains, and, we believe, 
not altogether without reason, that “the scriptural narrative 
cannot be correctly understood, unless it be admitted that the 
power of Balaam to bless and to curse is fully acknowledged 
there.’—The argument just referred to, that the Scriptures re- 
peatedly refer to it, as a peculiarly memorable and praiseworthy 
act of grace on the part of Jehovah, that He would not suffer 
Balaam to curse, but turned the curse into a blessing, cannot be 
so easily disposed of as Hengstenberg imagines. If the effectual 
power, which the superstition of Moab and Israel attributed to 
Balaam’s curse, was mere fancy and delusion, so also un- 
doubtedly was that which was ascribed to his blessing. But it 
is very obvious, that the latter cannot possibly have been the 
author’s opinion. And even Hengstenberg, we believe, will not 
deny, that not only the superstitious in Israel, but the divinely 
illuminated author himself, was fully convinced, that of all the 
blessings to which Balaam gave utterance, not one was spoken in 
vain, not one would fail to be fulfilled. If the conviction of the 
efficacy of his blessing or curse had been merely delusion and 
superstition, it would have been a superstition of a most dangerous 
kind, and one which the law would have expressly and decidedly 
condemned. That magical incantations possessed a power to 
injure or to bless, was a conviction common to all antiquity; and 
even Hengstenberg admits that this conviction had undoubtedly 
taken root in Israel. And what a powerful temptation to apostasy 
to heathenism, if only of a temporary duration, was to be found in 
this conviction! But incantations of this description durst not 
take place in Israel. How strong must have been the induce- 
ment, therefore, when occasion served, to apply to heathen magi- 
cians for that which the priests and prophets of the theocracy re- 
fused! The law contents itself with condemning in the strongest 
terms every form of magic and soothsaying, without giving the
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slightest hint, that all such things are mere superstition, delusion, 
and fraud. Must not this silence have appeared, to an Israelite, 
tantamount to an acknowledgment, that the powers and effects 
were something more than imaginary? Considering the sinfulness 
of human nature, in whieh the Nitimur in vetitum 1s so deeply 
rooted, and the tendeney to spiritual adultery even stronger 
than to carnal, and the fact, that under certain eircumstances a 
prohibition aets as a spur to evil; would not the danger have 
been more thoroughly and successfully averted hy simply de- 
claring the vanity, impotence, and nonentity of sueh things, than 
by a prohibition which took the reality for granted? And, 
looking simply at the ease before us, would not the enemies of 
Israel have been more thoroughly dispirited and eonfounded,— 
would not the eonviction of the nothingness and impotence of 
their gods and idolatrous mites, of their incantations and witch- 
crafts, have forced itself still more powerfully and irresistibly 
upon their minds, and those of the Israelites, if Jehovah had 
actually permitted Balaam to curse to his heart’s desire, and the 
immediate result had demonstrated the impotence of the curse he 
uttered ? 

Undoubtedly, with the thoroughly mistaken, unscriptural, and 
unhistorical views which Hengstenberg has formed (vid. § 1, 2) of 
the gods of heathenism, as bemg merely empty names, without 
any sphere of existence or operation, without activity of any 
kind,—with such views as these, lie must believe that there was 
no effect whatever produced by either the curse or blessing, which 
was pronouneed in the power of such dcities as these. But if, 
as we have already proved that the Scriptures affirm (vol. 1. 
§ 23, 1), the heathen deities do possess a real and personal ex- 
istenec, and a sphere of activity and operations answering to 
their spiritual power, the conclusion to which we may and must 
come with regard to such blessings and curses will be a very 
different one. 

All that we have said above (vol. ii. § 23, 2), respecting 
magic in general (whether natural, demoniacal, or godly), ap- 
plies to this particular form (viz., by the utterance of cither a 
blessing or a eurse). But no one will find it ineonceivalble, that 
a spoken word should serve as the medium and vehicle of a 
power, which either assists by blessing or clogs by cursing 
(whether the power itself proceeds from a hidden, natural power 
« VOL. III. 2C
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within a man’s own mind, or from a supernatural source); if he 
properly estimate the meaning, worth, and power of human lan- 
guage, as the most direct and immediate utterance of the human 
mind, the royal imsignia and sceptre of the power which he pos- 
sesses over all terrestrial nature. 

It is thought indeed by some, that it would be irreconcileable 
with the wisdom, goodness, and righteousness of God,—irre- 
concileable with the providence of God, without whose will not 
a hair falls from our head, if it were possible for the favour or 
malice of man to assist and advance, or to injure and destroy, in 
an ungodly and unjust manner, by purely human (ze., ungodly) 
caprice, and if God Himself permitted the possibility to become 
afact. To this we reply, however, by simply asking, whether it 
is not equally irreconcileable with the wisdom, goodness, and 
righteousness of God, for human cunning and malice to be able 
to produce unforeseen and irresistible injury in a thousand other 
ways? If God permits the power of the human arm to be 
abused by the murderer, and an acqnaintance with the powers 
of nature by the poisoner, and if this does not interfere with or 
militate against the providence of God, why should not the same 
rule apply to an abuse of the secret and mysterious power of 
the word? Undoubtedly it is still the case, that the provi- 
dence of God can oppose the evil, either before or after its per- 
formance, can prevent it altogether, or neutralise its effects. 
But whether He will do this, and if so when and how, is His 
own affair, and short-sighted man can have nothing to say in 
the matter. As the arm can be restrained, when lifted up for 
purposes of murder, and as poison can be rendered harmless by 
an antidote, so can the providence of God either prevent the un- 
godly blessing and curse from being uttered at all, or render 
them harmless, twn them into the very opposite, even when 
they have been pronounced. 

In heathen antiquity a power was attributed to the incan- 
tations of the magicians, which the gods themselves could not 
resist. And this was evidently Balak’s opinion. He looked 
upon Jehovah as nothing more than the national God of the 
Israelites, just as Chemosh was the national god of his own 
people. His conviction therefore was, that Balaam, as a pro- 
phet of Jehovah, could direct and alter the will of Jehovah, 
could decide as to His favour or ill-will, just as the heathen
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magicians were in the habit of doing, with the deities whom 
they served. He was no doubt greatly mistaken in this, as 
Balaam repeatedly and distinctly assured him (Num. xxi. 13, 
18, 38, xxiii, 8, 12, 19, 26, xxiv. 12); but his mistake arose 
simply from the fact, that he placed Jehovah on a level with 
the heathen deities, and the prophets of Jehovah with the 
heathen magicians. In the sphere of purely heathen magic his 
opinion would possibly have been correct.—J/engstenberg has 
made a remark, which is both true and, in relation to our view, 
important (though, in connection with what he has written on 
the subject, it can only be understood figuratively, and therefore 
is almost wumeaning), and which we gladly appropriate. He 
says: “Gods of human invention can never deny their origin, 
and never withdraw themselves altogether from dependence on 
those by whom they have heen begotten.” We take the words 
in their literal sense. Heathen worship is ¢@ed08pnoxeia. The 
heathen has chosen bis own gods, and therefore in a certain 
sense they are dependent upon him. Ile has forsaken the ser- 
vice of the only true God, the God with whom there is no 
respect of persons, whose power and will are ever absolute, 
whether He is served or not. But the gods to whom the 
heathen have devoted themselves, though they may be real, 
personal, and relatively powerful, are still but finite and created, 
and as such are necessarily subject to the laws of the creature. 
The priests and wizards, hy whom they are served, are m a 
certain sense their masters ; they are indebted to them for their 
position and the hononr paid to them as gods ; and, on the other 
hand, the priests and magicians are indebted for their position 
and honour to the supernatural powers which these deities con- 
fer. Thus the deities and their worshippers are mutually de- 
pendent the one upon the other; and for their own interests 

the demoniacal powers, which were associated with heathenism, 
would show themselves as subservient as possible to the incanta- 
tions of the magicians. At the same time, it is possible that 
magical incantations, on the part of those with whom they had 
entered into a biotical relation, may have exerted w constraining 
influence even upon them, and one which they were not in a 
condition to resist, even if they had desired it. 

It was very different in the case before us; for Balaam 

wanted to curse, not in the naine of a heathen deity, but in the
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name of Jehovah, the absolute God. Hengstenberg is perfectly 
right when he says, “ In the service of Jehovah there can be no 
thought of force and constraint; the servants of Jehovah are 

unconditionally dependent upon Him, whether engaged in bless- 
ing or cursing ; ‘their utterances have no worth at all, except as 
they are faithful interpreters of His will, the distinct perception 
of which constitutes their sole prerogative. It was in this sense 
alone that Noah cursed Ham, and Isaac blessed Jacob.”—But 
the truth of these words does not extend sufficiently far, to prove 
that the warding off of the curse was merely an imaginary 
benefit, in other words, that it was not in reality a benefit at all, 
though it was erroneonsly thought to be so by those who were 
superstitious. As the blessing of Balaam, as a prophet of Jeho- 
vah, was not merely efficacious in the imagination of the super- 
stitious and credulous Israelites and Moabites, but, through the 
power of Jehovah, which dwelt within him, was also objectively 
and actually sufficient to bring to pass whatever he had spoken, 
—so, on the other hand, would a curse pronounced by Balaain 
upon Israel, in the same character and with the same authority, 
have been followed with the same effect. And it was in this 
way that Balaam wished to be allowed to curse; but Jehovah 

would not permit it, although there was ground, and cause, and 
occasion enough for a curse in Israel’s past history and present 
condition, and this was the great blessing celebrated by Moses, 
Joshua, and Micah. The curse of Balaam, uttered in the name 
and power of Jehovah, would have been just as effectual as his 
blessing ; but, as a prophet of Jehovah, Balaam could neither 
bless nor cwr'se, except according to the will and céunsel of 
Jehovah.—But it may perhaps be asked, What would have 
been the consequence, if Balaam had had sufficient control over 
himself to curse instead of blessing, notwithstanding the influ- 
ence of the Spirit of God, which was restraining him from 
cursing and impelling him to bless? Is it not a prerogative of 
human freedom to be able to resist the will of God and do that 
which is ungodly ?—Undoubtedly it would have been in the 
power of Balaam, notwithstanding the declaration of Jehovah's 
will, to follow the devices and desires of his wicked heart, and 
so to harden himself against the influence of the Spirit of God 
as to give utterance to a curse,—but he could not have done 
this without going entirely away from the sphere of a prophet
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of Jehovah, and falling back into that of a mere heathen magi- 
cian. As long as he was i the service of Jehovah, and wished 
to bless and to curse in the name and power of Jehovah, as the 
servant of his Lord, his blessing and cursing would be uncondi- 
tionally dependent upon the will of Jehovah. If he broke 
away from Jehovah, the constraint would cease ; he would then 
be able to curse, but only in his own name, or that of a heathen 
deity. This, however, would have been of but little service to 
Balak, for he could have secured all this without fetching a 
magician from the Euphrates. There were certainly magicians 
enough in lis own nation to perform this service for him (see 
note 4). 

§ 55. (Num. xxii. 22-35.)—Balaam set out, attended by two 

servants and the messengers of Balak. An event occurred 

upon the road, which was calculated and well adapted to con- 

vince him of the error of his way, and, if he was open to cor- 

rection, to turn him from it. It is true that Jehovah had given 

him permission, at last, to obey the summons of Balak; but He 

had given him distinctly enough to understand, that he would 

only be allowed to speak and act according to the will of 

Jehovah, and therefore must not reckon upon Balak’s honour 

arrative neces- and gold. But notwithstanding 

sarily presupposes—the corrupt mind of the magician was so 

thoroughly overpowered by avarice and ambition, that he still 

flattered himself with the hope that, as Jehovah had yielded 

so much already, IIe would comply with his wishes to a still , 

greater extent; and the nearer he came to his journey’s end 

the stronger became his desire, and the more did he think about 

the promised reward. For this reason the wrath of God was 

kindled at his departure, and the angel of Jehovah placed 

himself in the road with a drawn sword to withstand him. 

But the eyes of the seer were dazzled by the desire for earthly 

eood, and therefore he perceived nothing of the threatening 

apparition from the higher world, which was standing in his 

road. But the ass upon which he was riding saw it, and turned 

in terror from the path; and, in a narrow pass among the vine-
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yards, where there was no possibility of getting out of the way, 

it pressed against the rocky wall and injured Balaam’s foot. In 

the blindness of his wrath he smote the poor beast, which had 

fallen under him. Then Jehovah opened the mouth of the ass; 

and, as Balaam had been unable to comprehend the meaning of 

what she had done, she poured out her complaints of the un- 

merited blows she had received, in intelligible words and human 

language (1). Jehovah now opened the eyes of the startled 
seer. When Balaam saw the heavenly apparition in its threat- 
ening attitude, and heard its severe reproof of the perversencss 

of his way, he confessed, “I have sinned,” and added, com- 

plying half-heartedly with the will of God, “ Now, if my way 

displeascth Thee, I will turn back again.” But this was not 
what Jehovah wanted. Balaam was to go on his way now; at 

the same time he was distinctly told, “Only the word that I 

shall speak unto thee, that shalt thou speak.” 

(1.) There is no other narrative in the Bible which has 
given rise to so much dispute, ridicule, and false exposition, as 
the history of BALAaM’s SPEAKING Ass. Since the time of the 
Deists, no scoffer at the Bible has been able to resist the cheap 
gratification of a ride upon Balaam’s ass. The ridicule is un- 
doubtedly rendered all the more piquant by the general estima- 
tion in which Master Long-ear is held m the West, where he is 
regarded as the ideal of absur dity and stupidity, and the target 
for popular wit to shoot at. The serpent’s conversation in the 
history of the temptation has not been a subject of ridicule to 
anything like the same extent, has not been regarded as by any 
means so ludicrous, as the speaking of Balaam’s ass. “ The 
Lord opened the mouth of the ass!—“ The dumb beast of 
burden spoke with the voice of a man!” How naturally the 
scoffer (who cannot be prevented from jesting by the conscious- 
ness of being on holy ground, where he ought first to take off his 
shoes from off his feet) begins immediately to think of the harsh 
and unmusical voice of the beast of burden, upon which such 
unbounded contempt has been heaped in fables and allegories ! 
And by such wutimely notions as these,—untimely because they 
are founded upon the customs of a totally different age, and thic
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characteristics of an entirely different animal,—the simple im- 
pression which the narrative is calculated to produce is alto- 
gether distorted, and the narrative itself is turned into ridicule. 
And it makes no difference, whether it is regarded as a fact 
which actually oceurred, or as a vision or inyth. What is 
ludicrous, is not the fact that an animal should speak, but that 
such an animal should be the speaker. Now, every natural 
history, and every book of travels assure us, that in the East the 
ass 1s not the same lazy and submissive animal as in the West. 
According to Eastern notions, therefore, especially in antiquity, 
there is no trace whatever of the ill odour which we associate 
with the very name of an ass. 

But we will leave the scoffers alone. The lovers of myths 
we shall also pass by, so long as they adhere to their assumption 
that miracles are cither impossible or improper, and that the 
Biblical tales are on a par with the ancient legends of other 
nations. We have quite cnough to do to rescue the narrative 
from the misinterpretations of many of those who believe as 
firmly as we do ourselves in its historical character. Nearly all 
the more modern believing theologians, for exainple, have en- 
devoured to remove the difficulties connected with the fact that 
the ass should be said to have spoken, by explaining the whole 
affair as something merely inward,—a vision, in fact, and not 
an external, objective occurrence. The ass, they say, did not 
really speak, but Balaam was thrown into a state of ecstasy by 
the operation of God; and in this state the same impression was 
produced upon his mind, as if the words had really been spoken 
by the ass herself. This opinion has been defended most 
warmly and thoronghly by Zholuck and Jfengstenbery. De 
Greer, Baumgarten, and O. v. Gerlach alone, still adhere to the 
interpretation of the narrative as recording a literal fact. 

The following are the arguments adduced by /Zengstenberg : 
a. IIe prepares the way for the general line of argument, 

by asserting that in the Scriptures it is a thing of very frequent 
occurrence, for inward processes to be narrated in the gencral 
course of history, without any express statement to the effect 
that they belong to the sphere of the inner life; a rule which 
may he explained on the simple ground, that the sacred writers 
took but little notice of the merely formal distinction between 
mward and outward experiences,—starting, as they did, with the
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assumption that “appearances in visions and dreams were just 
as real (2?!) as those in a waking condition.” But how utterly 
weak and futile is the evidence which Hengstenberg brings to 
support his assertion! For example, from the fact, that in Gen. 
xxl. 8 Abraham is said to have set out “ early in the morning” 
on the road to Mount Moriah, which was three days’ journey 
distant, it necessarily follows, that he must have received the 
command to offer his son as a burnt-offering in a vision (?) of 
the night!!! But how is it possible to overlook the fact, that 
if there was any imstance in the whole course of the sacred 
history, of a message from God coming to the man to whom it 
was addressed, when he had the clear consciousness of his waking 
moments, this certainly was and necessarily must have been the 
case with the command which was given here—a command of 
such a nature, that even in a state of the clearest self-conscious- 
ness, a man might well have been puzzled to determine whether 
what he saw with open eyes, heard with open ears, and un- 
derstood with an unclouded mind, was not after all a delusion 
and a dream !—The other proofs are not much better; ¢.9., the 
appearance of the angel at Mahanaim (Gen. xxxii. 2; see vol. 

1. § 80, 1), Jacob’s wrestling at the ford of Jabbok (Gen. xxxii. ; 
see vol. i. § 80, 4). With such proofs as these before us, we 
can certainly content ourselves with what is a rule of exegesis, 
to acknowledge no dreams, visions, or trances in the Biblical 
history, when they are not mentioned clearly, and without the 
least ambiguity, in the sacred records themselves. 

But Hengstenberg has not done justice to the essential differ- 
ence between the outward facts of the waking condition, and 
the appearances which characterise a dream. Jt zs not true that, 
according to the Biblical view, the “ appearances in visions and 
dreams were just as real as those in a waking condition.” When 
Paul saw in a vision a man named Ananias coming in, and put- 
ting his hand on him that he might receive his sight (Acts ix. 
12), this visionary appearance had by no means the same reality 
as the event itself, recorded in vers. 17, 18, of which this was 
merely a representation. No effect whatever was produced bythe 
touch with the hand in the vision. Paul continned just as blind 
as he was before. But by what appeared to him in his waking 
condition his blindness was entirely removed, and “there fell 
from his eyes as it had been scales.” Again, when Peter was 

"A
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in prison, and an angel waked him out of his sleep, loosed him 
from his chains, and Ied him out (Acts xii), Peter “ wist not 
that it was true which was done by the angel, but éhought he saw 
a vision; and it was not till he was outside and came to him- 

self, that he discovered that it was not @ vision, but a reality. 
{Te then said, “ Now I know of a surety, that the Lord hath 
sent His angel, and hath delivered me.” It is indisputably evi- 
dent from these examples, that, according to the scriptural 
view, the appearances in a vision are not real, but only “imag 
nation.” ‘There is no doubt a great difference between one kind 
of imagination and another,—for example, between purely sub- 
jective imagination, when I picture something to myself, or 
when phantastic images present tlemsclves to the mind in con- 
sequence of fever or delirimmn,—and objective imagiation, when 
the images are presented to the mind by the special operation of 
God. In neither case is there anything real in the appearance 
itself ; but in the former case, all that the appearance may do 
or say is nothing but delusion and phantastic show; whereas, in 
the latter, what is symbolised, represented, or revealed by the 
appearance is perfectly real, though not the appearance itself. 

When we read, however, the correct remark which Ileng- 
stenberg makes immediately before, viz., that the distinction be- 
tween the appearances of a vision and those of a man’s waking 
condition (of conrse assuming that both are equally produced 
by God) is merely a formal one; it seems probable that, after 
all, when he says that “appearances in visions and dreams are 
just as real as those in a waking condition,” he means nothing 
more than what we are quite ready to admit, that the Divine 
revelations communicated in visions and dreams are substantially 
as true and trustworthy as those received in a waking condition. 
In this case, the error in his statement would be limited entirely 
to his want of skilfulness in selecting his expression. Why should 
we enter upon this discussion, then, if our opponent is correct in 
his opinion, and has simply made nse of a wrong expression ? 
For various reasons. First, becanse errors in expression soon lead 
to errors in opinion. Secondly, because the argument is con- 
stantly carried on, just as if the words were trne in their literal 
sense (which we have shown that they are not). Thirdly, be- 
cause, on the ground of this guid pro quo, Divine visions (2.¢., 
the power of God operating immediately upon the soul of the
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seer or hearer without the mediation of the eye or ear, or ap- 
pearances produced by God) are continually confounded with 
actual Divine manifestations, with the visible appearance of 
God and of the things of God, before the outward, waking 
senses. And lastly, because what is true of the one is assumed, 
without anything further, to be equally true of the other. 
Visions are merely images of what is real; they are simply in- 
tended for the imagination ; they presuppose an ecstatic condi- 
tion, a momentary closing of the outward senses, a temporary 
suppression of the intelligent, reflecting self-consciousness, and 
consciousness of the surrounding world. But Divine appear- 
ances in a waking condition are visible representations to the ex- 
ternal senses of that which is divine. In visions, the instruction 
conveyed is of an abstract character; here, on the contrary, it 
is concrete. When Ananias laid his hand upon Paul in a vision, 
there was no reality in this, and it produced no effect. But 
when Nebuchadnezzar looked into the fiery furnace, and saw 
not only the three friends of Daniel, but a fourth as well, this 
was no vision ; for Nebuchadnezzar was not in a state of ecstasy, 
and the Divine protection, which was manifested to Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s cye in the form of an angel, was at that very moment 
really there. The power of an angel, who had been sent by 
God, prevented the devouring flame from coming near to their 
bodies (Dan. iti. 25). When God opened the eyes of His ser- 
vant at the prayer of Elisha, and he saw the mountain full of 
fiery chanots and horsemen, this was the way in which there 
was manifested to his bodily eyes the protection of God, which 
was actually and actively (wirklich und wirksam) present; there 
is no intimation of his being in a state of ecstasy (2 Kings vi. 
16 sqq.). Again, Ehjah was actually carried up from the earth, 
when Elisha saw him ascend towards heaven in a chariot of fire 
(2 Kings i. 11). But if Peter had merely seen a vision, as he 
at first supposed, when he was in the prison, he would still have 
remained in prison and in chains; and the vision itself would 
have been nothing more than a Divine assurance of coming de- 
liverance. See Hofmann's Schriftbeweis, i. 340 seq. 

b. Hengstenberg affirms at p. 382, that “in Num. xii. 6 visions 
and dreams are referred to as the ordinary means of communi- 
cation from God to the prophets; and as Balaam was one of 

the prophets, and the speaking of the ass was a communication
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from God, of whom it is expressly stated, that He opened the 
mouth of the ass, we must assume from this general ground, if 
there is no reason to the contrary, that the affair was purely an 
inward one.”—But, as we shall presently see, there are many 
reasons to the contrary. Even granting, however, that this was 
not the case, how thoroughly inconclusive such reasoning is! 
Balaam was ecrtainly a prophet; and, according to Num. xii, 
prophets as a rule received the revelations, which they were to 
make known to others, in visions and dreams, and in an ecstatic 
state. This was the case with Balaam, when he was discharging 
the functions of a prophet in the presence of Balak. Is eyes 

were closed; he fell upon the ground, and the use of lis exter- 
nal senses was entirely suspended. But was Balaam discharg- 
ing the functions of a prophet on the present occasion, with 
regard either to his ass or to the angel of the Lord? Was he 
engaged in receiving Divine revelations, which he was after- 
wards to make known to either the one or the other? Besides, 
how thoroughly mistaken is the notion, that the speaking of the 
ass was a communication from God to the prophet (!), or that in 
substance its words were a Divine revelation! ‘The ass said, 
“ What have I done unto thee, that thou hast smitten me these 
three times? Am not I thine ass, upon which thou hast ridden 
ever since I was thine unto this day? Was I ever wont to do 
so unto thee?” We ask, Are these the words of God? Are 
these Divine instructions and revelations? Are they not much 
‘ather the simple utterances of the feelings of an ill-used animal, 
complaints of unmerited chastisement and ill-treatment, such as 
every domestic animal is constantly uttering, in similar sitna- 
tions, if not in “the words of human speech,” yet by perfectly 
intelligible signs? It is true that we are told, that “ Jehovah 
opened the mouth of the ass, and she spoke.” But does this re- 
fer to the substance of what she said, and not rather to the form 
in which she said it,—to the fact, that is, that instead of giving 
utterance to her feelings and sensations in her own natural way, 
as the blindness of Balaam would have prevented lim from un- 
derstanding her, she spoke to him, through the power of God, 
in the words of human speech ? 

ce. He still further argues (p. 383) that “ Balaam, in the in- 
troduction to his third and fourth prophecies (chap. xxiv. 3, 4, 
15, 16), designates himself as the man with closed (bodily) eyes,
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who hears the words of God, and sees the visions of the Almighty, 
and whose eyes are opened when he falls down in a state of pro- 
phetic ecstasy. What such a man, a seer by profession, sees and 
hears in his own peculiar province, decidedly presupposes that 
the process 1s an internal one; and consequently those who hold 

an opposite view ought to bring forward the most unanswerable 
arguments.’—No doubt this is true, WHEN he falls down in a 
state of prophetic ecstasy. But, we ask, did Balaam fall down on 
the present occasion in a state of prophetic ecstasy, before he was 
able to comprehend the words of the ass, which could only be 
heard by the inward ear? By all means, what “ such” a man 
experiences “in his own peculiar province,’ that is, in connection 
with his own profession, when engaged in the duties of his avo- 
cation, decidedly presupposes that the process is an internal one. 
But, we inquire again, was Balaam performing the duties of his 
avocation? Was he not doing the very opposite? And does it 
follow, that because he was a seer by profession, the fact of his 
seeing and hearing what the messengers of Balak, and after- 
wards Balak himself said to him, when engaged in the duties of 
his vocation, decidedly presupposes that the process was an 
internal one ? 

d. “ Finally,” he proceeds to observe on the same page, 
“there can be no doubt, that the appearance of the angel, which 
immediately preceded the speaking of the ass, was of an internal 
character, though it is u0 more stated in the one case than im the 
other.” The arguments by which this is established are, first, 
that Balaam did not see the angel,—a fact which would be in- 
conceivable if the phenomenon had belonged tothe gross, material 
world ; and secondly, that the narrative states that “God opened 
the eyes of Balaam,’—a statement which cannot possibly be 
understood of anything but the inward eye.—Seeing the angel, 
then, and hearing the words of the ass were precisely analogous 
processes,—both internal, both simply perceptions of the im- 
ward sense, the one a seeing with the mental eye, the other a 
hearing with the mental ear? On looking more closely, how- 
ever, we find that the two things were by no means analogous, 
even in the opinion of Hengstenberg himself. There was, in 

fact, a very essential difference between them (if the views of 
our opponent be correct), and one which he himself cannot deny, 
namely, that the words which Balaam heard with his inward ear, 
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as spoken by the ass, must have been heard by him alone, and 
not by his two servants, or the Moabitish princes who were with 
him, and, as Hengstenberg admits, must certainly have been 
close by. But, on the other hand, what Balaam save with his 
inward eve as the angel of the Lord, was seen by another, as 
the scriptural record expressly declares, viz., by the ass, who 
actually saw it before Balaam himself. The words which he 
heard, then, were purely subjective—the vision which he saw 
was objective? But what 1s objective is outward; and there- 
fore the appearance of the angel must also have been outward, 
notwithstanding the fact, that Balaam did not immediately per- 
ceive it. The fact that the ass saw the angel, is somewhat per- 
plexing to FHengstenberg (p. 885); but he imagines that he has 
succeeded in removing the difficulty. In the first place, he asserts, 
that the ass did not see the angel clearly and distinctly—(hut it 
is stated in ver. 23, that “the ass saw the angel of the Lord 
standing in the way, and his sword drawn in his hand)—* for if 
she had, she would necessarily have told Balaam precisely what 
she had seen” (?!); and as she did not do this, she had “ evidently 
nothing but the obscure fecling of the presence of something 
fornidable and terrible.” —There was something present then, ob- 
jectively present,—present, that is, not merely to Balaam’s inward, 
spiritual sense, but the outward, bodily senses of the ass as well ! 
Llengstenberg, it is true, assures us, on the strength of Pussavant’ s 
Animal Magnetism (p. 316 sqq.), that animals are gifted with the 
so-called second sight ; they start, become uneasy, slry, and refuse 
to advance, at times when a susceptible man can perccive some- 
thing by means of second sight. He could have cited from 
Kerner’s Magikon, and (if we are not mistaken) from his Seherin 
von Prevorst, a number of instances,in which animals, particularly 
domestic animals, have seen ghosts or spectres quite as distinctly 
as men have done. But does this affect the question? If the 
facts really did occnr—and we need not enter into this subject 
now—they merely prove that in cases of second sight, and when 
chosts really have appeared, there has been some external object, 
hy which the senses in some way or other have been affected. 

No doubt there must be something peculiar in such appear- 
ances, that one man should sce them and another not. And this 
applies to the appearance of the Juleach Jehovah here, who was 
secn by the ass, but was not scen by Balaam till God opened his
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eyes. Hengstenberg is right in quoting, as explanatory analogies, 
the New Testament occurrences mentioned in John xii. 28, 29; 
Acts ix. 7, and xxil. 9; but we must dissent from the application 
which he has made of these passages.—According to John xii., in 
reply to the prayer of Christ, “ Father, glorify Thy name,” there 
came a voice from heaven. ‘The people who stood by heard this 
voice, and thought it thundered. Others thought an angel had 
spoken to Jesus. But the Evangelist himself knew that the voice 
had said, “I have both glorified it, and will also glorify it again.” 
At the conversion of Paul, as described in Acts ix. and xxii., Paul 
himself is said to have seen the risen and exalted Lord, in His 
bodily form, and with the majesty of His heavenly glory, and 
to have understood the words which He addressed to him; 
whereas his attendants merely saw a brilliant light, without 
discerning the outlines of a bodily form, and heard a voice, but 
no articulate words. In both these cases, as Hengstenberg sup- 
poses, it is obvious that “in the main the appearances belonged 
to the province of the inner sense, whilst to the outer senses there 
was nothing but a hollowsound (or a flash of ight withoutshape or 
form). . . . It was merelythe outermost part of the phenomenon 
which came within the range of the outward senses.” In reply 
to this, we have only to ask two very modest questions. If the 
whole affair took place within the souls of Christ and Paul, how 
could the bystanders have seen or heard even “the outermost 
part?” Or are we to suppose, that the brilliant light which the 
latter saw, and the sound of thunder which they heard, passed 
outwards from the souls of Christ and Paul into their eyes and 
ears? And if the outermost part only of the appearance came 
within the range of the senses, whilst in the main it belonged to 
the province of the inner sense, we should like to know what 
was the main. Was it not the self-conscious, discriminating 
perception of what was seen and heard? But even in the case 
of simple hearing and seeing, perception is never an affair 
of the bodily eye and ear, but always of the inward eye and 
ear of the mind. Therefore such inward experience is not 
essentially different from that which is outward. If this be 
clearly understood, it will not be so difficult to explain the matter. 
ITengstenberg is quite right in saying, that “ only those who have 
received a certain amount of spiritual development perceive 
distinct words. Those who are less advanced may certainly ob-
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serve the fact, that something is said, but cannot tell what. Tlie 
great mass hear nothing but a noise, . . . sec nothingbut a light.” 
Just as the words spoken in a forcign language are understood by 
none but those who understand the language, and it is to them 
alone that they convey intelligent thoughts ; or just as the lan- 
guage of a philosopher is mteligible to none but those who have 
received a philosophical training: so is it with appearances from 
the heavenly world. To understand them fully and clearly, it 
is absolutely necessary that there should be a meutal fitness, a 
heavenly mind, an abstraction from earthly pursuits, and a sus- 
ceptibility of soul for Divine operations. Whoever is destitute of 
all this, and is bound up in low, worldly pursuits, the slave of 
covetousness, ambition, love of pleasure, and other such things, 
either perccives nothing at all of the heavenly vision, or receives 
nothing but an indistinct impression. The former was the case 
with Balaam. He was thinking of Balak's treasures, consider- 
ing how he could make sure of them. At the moment, therefore, 
he had no mind for anything higher than this, and with his eyes 
wide open was dreaming of Balak’s glory and gold. It was not 
till he was drawn away by force from this dreamy state, and his 
thoughts and reflections were violently torn away from the 
earthly objects in which they were fettered, and turned to higher 
and heavenly things, not till “ God opened his eyes,” that he per- 
eeived the heavenly appearance, which was already there. Ie 
saw it with the outward eye, but he perceived it with the eye of 
his mind; for the eye of the mind is reached through that of the 

body. 

Sucli are the arguments with which MZengstenberg supports his 
own opinion. We will now proceed to the objections which: he 
offers to our opinion, and the arguments by which it may be de- 
fended. 

e. “ There would be no meaning whatever,” he says, “in the 
fact of an ass speaking. The point of real importance was 
what was said,—not the mere fact of its being said by the ass. 
Tt was not the latter, but the former, which put Balaam to shame. 
And the substance of the address remains the same, even if the 
affair is regarded as purely inward.’—/engstenbery looks upon 
the speech of the ass as a message from God to Balaam. This 
is athoroughly mistaken notion, as we have already shown under 
letter 6. Ler words were simply an utterance of animal feelings
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and emotions. We should be glad if Hengstenberg would tell us, 
where the divine elements of the speech are to be found. If he 
cannot do this,—and he certainly cannot,—he must then admit, 
that the point of chief and primary importance was the fact of 
its speaking, and not what it said. The ass had already by its 
actions given cxpression to just the same feclings as it now 
uttered in words; and it had done this in so unmistakeable a 

manner, that any thoughtful rider, unless absorbed like Balaam 
in other thoughts, might and would have gathered quite as much 
from her actions, as she afterwards expressed in words, when 
God had opened her mouth.—Hengstenberg saw that the design of 
he whole occurrence was to put Balaam to shame. “ The affair 
with the ass,” he says, “ was necessary to startle him, put lnm to 
shame, scatter the mists of passion, and open his mind to Divine 
impressions.” If his thoughts and meditations had not been 
engrossed to so great an extent by discordant and ungodly ob- 
jects, if his heart had not been enslaved and blinded by avarice 
and ambition, he would have seen the angel as soon as he stood 
in the way, and the occurrence with the ass would never have 
taken place. But Balaam® did not see the majestic, threatening 
appearance, though it was visible enough to the ass. Yet the 
conduct of the ass, which backed, shied, and eventually fell to 
the ground, might and ought to have led him to the conclusion, 
that there was some outward cause for its acting in a refractory 

od 

manner, such as he had never seen before. And as a scer, 
travelling by such a road, engaged in such a calling, and after 
such antecedents, he might well have swmised, or rather have 
assumed with certainty, that there was some unearthly power or 
apparition in the way. The fact that the ass saw what he, a 
secr, could not see,—this was the source of shame, which was to 
scatter the mists of his passion, and open his mind to Divine im- 
pressions. If he had paid attention to her whole conduct (turn- 
ing aside, then backing, and ultimately falling to the ground), 
and had reflected upon it till he could understand it; this would 
have been quite sufficient, and there would have been no ne- 
cessity at all for the ass to speak. But he was too deeply sunk 
in thoughts at variance with his calling, too beclouded by passion, 
for this. It was necessary, therefore, that he should receive a 
more powerful shock, before his gift as aseer could be awakened 
out of sleep, and his consciousness aroused from the dreamy state
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into which it had fallen. And when natural resources failed, the 
effect of miracles must be tried. By the power of God, there- 
fore, the complaint of the ass, which had hitherto found utterance 
in its actions alone, was now expressed in the complaining tones 
of a hnman voice. And a phenomenon, so unnatural and un- 
heard-of as this, eventually roused the scer from his Icthargy, 
startled him, recalled him to self-consciousness, scattered the 
mists of passion, and opened his mind to impressions from the 
divine objects by which he was surrounded. 

f. “What rider,” says Tholuck, p. 410, “would sit quiet, if 
his beast should really utter such a complaint, and would not 
leap off and cry for help, rather than stop to give it an intelli- 
gent answer?” JLfengstenberg also says (p. 386), “The advo- 
cates of the external view have always been greatly perplexed 
by the fact, that Balaam expressed no astonishment at the 
circumstance of an ass speaking.’—We cannot admit, however, 
that this has caused us any very great perplexity. For, as 
LHengstenberg himself acknowledges, there is not much force in 
an argumentum e silentio. Tlus may all have taken place, and 
vet there may have been no necessity for expressly mentioning 
it in the Biblical account. Lengstenberg, however, is of opinion, 
that the supposition that he was at all astonished is precluded by 
Balaam’s first reply m ver. 29 (to the question, What have I 
done unto tlice, that thou hast smitten me these three times ? 
Balaam replies, “‘ Because thou hast mocked me: I would there 
were a sword im mine hand, for now would I kill thee”). We 
certainly cannot see that the supposition that he had been 
astonished before, or was astonished at the time, 1s absolutely 
precluded by this reply. Moreover, we would call attention 
to the fact, that the reply was an utterance of passionate and 
inconsiderate wrath and excitement, which may have restrained 
his astonishment within narrower bounds. 

g. Another argument of J/engstenbery’s is this :—“ There 
were two servants with Balaam (ver. 22), as well as the 
Moabitish inessengers (vers. 20, 21, 35). Now, if the events 
which occurred had been really of an outward character, they 
would certainly have heen eye-witnesses of the whole. .  .. 
But it is remarkable that the feeling of the advocates of the 
external view is decidedly opposed to such a supposition, though 
they have failed to discover the reason why it is actually im- 
« VOU. III. 2D
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possible (?!), namely, because the Moabitish messengers could 
not have the least idea of what was taking place.”—To this we 
reply: (1.) That it by no means so clearly proved, as IZengsten- 
berg supposes, that the Moabitish messengers were present at the 
time. It is true, the idea which immediately suggests itself,— 
viz., that as soon as they approached the Moabitish territory, 
the messengers hastened forward to inform Balak that the ex- 
pected inagician was on the way,—is apparently precluded by 
ver. 35, where we read, “ The angel said unto Balaam, Go with 
the men; . . so Balaam went with the princes of Balak;” although 
it is evidently favoured by ver. 36, which states, that “ Balak 
went out to mect him unto a city of Moab.” But ver. 22 
renders it probable that, from some cause or other, they were 
not present. For the express statement, that Balaain’s two 
servants were with him, is apparently equivalent to saying that 
no one else was with him at the time. And it is certainly not an 
unlikely thing, that Balaam and his two servants may have gone 
a little way ahead of the main body, or may have remained a 
little behind; and, in such a road as this (in the midst of the vine- 
yards), with its windings, corners, and passes, the distance would 
not require to be very great, for all that occurred to be hidden from 
the messengers of Balak.—(2.) Even supposing that the mes- 
sengers were present, as well as Balaam’s servants, though they 
would no doubt hear what the ass said, yet there was not any- 
thing in what she said “of which it was necessary that they 
should not have the least suspicion ;” and, so far as seeing the 
angel and hearing his words were concerned, it may possibly 
have been the same with them as it was with the persons re- 
ferred to in John xii. 28, 29; Acts ix. 7, and xxii. 9 (see above, 
under letter d).—(3.) And lastly, granting that Balak’s messen- 
gers were not only present, and heard the ass speak, but saw the 
form of the angel, and heard what he said, even this would not 
disconcert us in the least. On the receipt of the very first 
message, Balaam said to the messengers (ver. 13), “Get you 
into your own land, for Jehovah refuseth to give me leave to 
go with you ;” but notwithstanding this, Balak persisted in his 
desire, and in the hope of seeing it fulfilled. If there were any 
force in the argument, that his ambassadors ought not to have 
had the least suspicion of what took place upon the road, Balaam 
ought not to have said to the first messengers, “Get you into
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vour own land, for Jehovah refuscth to give me leave to go 
with you ;” and after his arrival in the country of the Moabites, 
he ought not to have spoken to Balak in a doubting tone, as he is 
said to have done in ver. 38, where the very words are repeated, 
which the angel had addressed to hin by the way: “The word 
that God putteth into my month, that shall I speak.” It had 
not been expressly and unconditionally declared to him, that he 
would only be permitted to bless, and not to curse. He was 
merely told that he would have to speak the words that Jehovah 
commanded him. Upon this ambiguity in the words of Jehovah, 
the heathen minds of Balaam and Balak could always found the 
hope, that after all they might possibly succeed in their designs. 
And they could easily construe the gradual change in the 
answers received from Jehovah, from the first absolute prohilt- 
tion (ver. 12) to a conditional permission to go (ver. 20), and 
then again to a command to go (a conditional one, no doubt, 
but with the conditions expressed in a very ambiguous form), 
into a constantly increasing connivance on the part of Jehovah, 
from which more might still be expected. It mmght, indeed, be 
thought that it was a necessary thing for Balak’s nessengers to 
be cye-witnesses of these occurrences, that it was important and 
essential] to the further development of the drama—essential for 
Balak—to convince him more strongly of the futility of his 
undertaking, and, if he was still open to instruction, to induce 
him to desist from lis perverse attempt. 

h. Lastly, Hengstenbery argues (p. 387), that “the speaking 
of the ass, when transferred into the province of external reality, 
appears to disturb the eternal laws which are laid down in Gen. 
1, and which establish the boundary between the human and 
the brute creation.” We will not cite the example of the 
serpent’s speaking in Paradise; for that would no doubt be ex- 
plained away by our author as an internal process, or something 
of the kind. Nor will we adopt /tawngarten’s reply (p. 359) : 

“This is the argument employed by those who deny the possi- 
bility of a miracle; for if there are eternal boundaries fixed in 

creation which cannot possibly be passed, no miracle can ever 
take place.” J/engstenbery certainly did not mean anything so 
bad as this; and we regard it as ungenerous to twist the words 
of an opponent, which were no doubt spoken incautiously, in 
such a way as this, just because they were not sufficiently ex-
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plained and defended. There are limits laid down in Gen. i. 
(in this we agree with Hengstenberg and not with Baumgarten), 
which no miracle ever will or can set aside. We should imagine 
that Baumgarten himself would admit that Ovid's Metamorphoses 
are inconceivable, even with the firmest belief in miracles, within 
the range of sacred history—There must be limits, therefore, 
which miracles cannot break through, just because God, from 
whom the power of working miracles comes, and who has 
determined these limits, never will allow them to be broken 
down. The limit, it appears to us, may be easily pointed out. 
It is the line, which is drawn between nature and spirit, be- 
tween the free, personal creature, and the impersonal, which has 
not been endowed with freedom. This line God will not, and 
cannot disturb. For example, He can never will to change a 
beast into a man, or a man into a beast. In the province of 
nature His interference is absolute ; but where a created spirit 

is concerned, it is regulated by certain conditions: for He has 
created man in His own image,—has endowed him with frec- 
dom and personality, which have been denied to all other earthly 
creatures. And because He has willed that man should be free, 
He has regard to the liberty, though in a fallen, rebellious, and 
even hardened man. And because God has willed that the 
beast should be a beast, and the plant a plant, He will and 
must also will that they should remain what He made them, for 
otherwise He would contradict Himself. A miracle, therefore, 
of which any creature is the medium, will of necessity be kept 
within the limits that circumscribe the creature itself ; in other 

words, it will never take a creature out of its own sphere, and 
transfer it to the sphere of another, essentially different from 
itself. And if the ass’s speaking broke through these limits, we 
should certainly give our support to Hengstenberg. But this is 
just what we deny. We shall be told, perhaps, that the gift of 
speech is one of the most essential characteristics of hwnanity. 
But not speech as a mere form, not the ability to give utterance to 
certain articulate tones by means of the organs of speech ; but 

the material elements of speech—viz., that the words are utter- 
ances of the mind, vehicles of thowght,—this is the essential cha- 
racteristic of humanity. Experience has proved that many 
animals—for example, parrots, magpies, etc., and even some 
quadrupeds—may be trained to utter words of human language.
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But the gift of speech, so far as it distinguishes man from beast, 
is as remote and foreign as it was before. If, then, when lan- 
guage is referred to, as one of the features which distinguish 
man from the rest of the animal creation, it is not the mere words, 
but the entire substance of speech; then a miracle, which puts 
the words of human speech into the mouth of an animal, docs 
not transgress the limits which separate the two, provided the 
meaning of the words is still beyond the comprehension of the 
animal that utters them. If Balaam’s ass, to come back to the 
case before us, had received the commission which was entrusted 
to the angel of the Lord; if it had been the ass which heaped 
reproaches upon Balaam, for resisting the will of God from ava- 
rice and ambition, and for setting out with the desire to curse, 
where he should only bless, it might, indeed, have been justly 
said that the limits set by Gen. i. had been overstept. But 
there is not the least trace of this in the words of the ass (see 
above, under Ietter J). All that it said, was nothing more 
than an expression of feelings, in accordance with the nature 
given to it at the first. Even an animal has a soul; even an 
animal has sensations and emotions, and (at least in the higher 
stages of animal existence) has a sense of right and wrong 
within its proper sphere. It can also give utterance to these 
sensations and emotions, though only imperfectly, by pecuhar 
actions, and by certain modulations of its animal voice. What 
the ass said in the case before us, was not a revelation of God to 
Balaam, but a declaration made by the animal itself. There 
was nothing pneumatical in what it said, it was purely psychical. 
When the ass, urged forwards on the one hand by Balaam, who 
continued to strike it in a most irrational manner, and kept back 
on the other hand by the drawn sword of the angel, gave utter- 
imce to its emotions, to its terror and pain, and to the feeling of 
injustice, both by its actions and voice; this was undoubtedly 
the result of a purely animal impulse. But when snelt modu- 
lations were given to this animal voice, that they fell upon 
Balaam’s ears as words of human speech; this was the result 

of an immediate interposition on the part of God,—in other 
words, it was a miracle. 

In attempting to demonstrate the necessity for regarding the 
occurrence as an outward one, we may be somewhat more brief 
after what has already been said.
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In the first place, there is not the slightest indication of 
Balaam having fallen into a state of ecstasy. We have already 
shown (under letter d) that this interpretation cannot be given 
to the words, “ God opened the eyes of Balaam.” And even if 
such an interpretation were the correct one, and the words 
really did denote, as [Tengstenberg supposes, an opening of the 
inward eye, and a consequent closing of the outward, we should 
be compelled to regard the affair with the ass as an outward 
one; for we should then have an express statement in the narra- 

tive itself, to the effect that the ass spoke before the ecstasy com- 
menced. Or will any one suggest, perhaps, that although Balaam 
was thrown into a state of ecstasy, in order that he might hear 
the ass speak, it was nevertheless also necessary that he should 
be thrown again into a peculiar condition, to enable him to see 
and hear the angel? The outward senses are five in number, 
they are distinct the one from the other, and may therefore be 
opened separaicly. But the inward sense is so purely one, that 
if it be opened for hearing, it is also eo ipso opened for sceing 
as well. And why does not the narrative state that God opened 
his ears, as it afterwards mentions that God opened his eyes? 

Secondly. The words of ver. 28, “ Then Jehovah opened the 
mouth of the ass,” rresistibly compel us to the conclusion, that 
it was the ass which was the object of the Divine operations ; 
whereas, according to Hengstenberg, God did not operate upon 
the ass at all, but simply and solely upon the mind of Balaam. 
It manifests extraordinary self-delusion on the part of Hengsten- 
berg, that he should imagine that this arguinent can be set aside 
by simply replying that, “although the words represent the 
result as produced by the power of God, they do not inform us 
how it was produced, and whether it affected the inward or the 
ontward sense.”’—But the passage does not contain a single 
allusion to any effect produced upon the ear of Balaam (either 
inward or outward), it refers exclusively to the mouTH of the 
ass.— The words of 2 Pet. ii. 15, 16, are still more precise and 
conclusive. “ Balaam, the son of Bosor,” he says, “loved the 
wages of unrighteousness, but was rebuked for his miquity; the 
dumb ass, speaking with man’s voice, forbade the madness of the 
prophet.”—The prophet, it is true, was rebuked (put to shame), 
not so much by the ass’s speaking, as by the fact that an irra- 
tional animal should see what was hidden from so gifted a secr,
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just because he was degraded by his passion below the level of 
the brute. But it was from the fact of its speaking, that 
Balaam first became conscious that it had actnally seen; and 
therefore it was really its speaking which put him to shame. 

Thirdly, as the ass itself was visible as an outward and 
corporeal object, its words must have been audible as something 
also external.! 

' Balaam’s speaking ass is a convincing proof, according to Dawmer (der 

Feuer- und Molochsdienst der alten Iebréer. Brunswick 1842, p. 186 
sqq.), that Balaam was a priest of the Baccho-Priapian ass-worship of Baal- 
Peor. It was of course a falsification of a later date, which led to his being 

introduced in the passage before us as a prophet of the Moloch-Jchovah. That 
this ass-worship, which enlists Daumer’s undivided sympathy, prevailed in 

Isracl along with the old orthodox cannibal form of Moloch-worship, may he 
proved, in Daumer’s opinion, from the statements of classical writers, who 

affirm that when the Jews were in the desert, andl were on the point of 
perishing from exhaustion, they were led by a troop of wild asses to some 
copious springs of water; in commemoration of which event, the image of 
an ass was set up in the temple as an object of worship (vid. Tacitus, Hist. 

5,5; Plut. Symp. 4, 5). It is apparent, however, he maintains, from the 
account before us, that it was Balaam who introduced this ass-worship into 
Israel (particularly from chap. xxv., as compared with chap. xxxi. 16). 

Though constantly persecuted by the supporters of the Moloch-Jehovah wor- 
ship, and suppressed by the most crue] means (vid. Num. xxiv. 7 sqq., Xxxi. 1 

sqy.), this form of worship was maintained till the time of Christ, with whose 
history the legends have interwoven clements taken from both forms, though 

with a most decided preponderance of the Moloch-worship with its limman sacri- 
fices. In the Feast of Tabernacles especially, which was a primitive Canaan- 

itish festival of the ass, associated with Bacchic and Phallian pleasures, we 
find a rclic of this ancient worship. Daumer has a great deal to say in 
favour of this Priapian ass-worship. According to his account (p. 144), it 
was of an intensely speculative character, pervaded by a spirit of mildness 
and humanity, which did it the greatest honour, so that even Christianity 
itself would not be disgraced hy a comparison with it.‘ It was perfectly 
harmless, very gentle, and free from cruelty. . . . Its god was a god of 

light, of water, of wine, of Bacchie and Phallian pleasures, of whatever would 
support and excite the most unbridled hilarity. Christianity, unhappily, has 
taken most from the gloomy, unfriendly, and cruel form of Moloch-worship. 
The unnatural elements of Moloch-worship predominate, and the necessity 
for human sacrifice lias been made the very centre of the Christian religion ; 
whereas the beautiful, intelligent, deeply speculative and humane ass-worship, 

with its apotheosis of fleshly desires, has been thrust into the background, and 
appears at the most not more than once, riz., in the truly Bacchic conduct 
of Christ at the marriage-feast at Cana (John i1.)’—We congratulate Young 

Germany on the antiquity of its family.
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(2.) The behaviour of Jehovah towards Balaam has been 
sometimes regarded as extremely surprising. “The unchange- 
able God,” says Hartmann (p. 499), “one day forbids Balaam 
to go with the people (ver. 12), and the next day alters His mind, 
and commands him to undertake the journey in their company 
(ver. 20). And then, when Balaam has set out upon the road, 
the anger of Jehovali is kindled against him (ver. 22). But 
directly Balaam, who is overpowered by so inexplicable a phe- 
nomenon, offers to return, he is met by the answer, ‘No, thou 
shalt go with the people.’ ” 

To this Hengstenberg very properly replies: “It is apparent, 
at the very outset, that the argument is based upon a misunder- 
standing. The very name Jehovah (‘1 am that I am,’ Ex. in. 
14) is a sufficient pledge, that it could never have entered into 
the mind of an Israelite, to attribute such childish fickleness to 
God. And Balaam himself says immediately afterwards (chap. 
xxii. 19), ‘ God is not a man, that He should lie; neither the son 
of man, that He should repent. Hath He said, and shall He 
not do it? or hath Ile spoken, and shall He not make it 
good?” 

On the receipt of the first message, the only question was, 
should he go for the express purpose of cursing? This was 
forbidden; and the prohibition was never recalled. When the 
second message came, he received permission to go, but only on 
condition that he went to say what God commanded. This was 
a step m advance in the conduct of Jehovah towards Balaam, 
which was regulated according to the conduct of Balaam him- 
self, but it was not an inconsistency. From the very beginning 

it was the will of God, that Balaam should either not go at all, 
or that he should go to discourage Moab and inspnit Israel by 
what he said, and by both to glorify Israel’s God. But as such 
going as this would necessarily bring Balaam loss and disgrace, 
instead of glory and gain, God did not demand it of him, He 
merely prohibited his going as he desired, namely, unfettered by 
any conditions, to do whatever Balak might require. When 
the second message came, if Balaam’s heart had not been cor- 
rupt, he would not have asked permission again, before giving a 
reply. This was what he did, however ; for he would have been 
only too glad to obtain the reward. This time God permitted 
him to go, but conditionally: he was to say whatever God com-
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manded him; and, on unbiassed reflection, he might at once 
have concluded that the words put into his mouth would be 
words of blessing and not of cursing. Balaam’s sinful desires 
were certainly not satisfied by a conditional permission of this 
kind; but he thought that if he could once obtain permission to 

go, the rest would follow in due time. And he set out with the 
wish and intention to curse and not to bless. It was on this 
account that the wrath of God was kindled against him, and He 
met him with reproof. Balaam now replied, yielding with half 
uv heart, that he would go back again; but God commanded him 
to go forward, and bless the Israclites. Balaam wanted to use 
God merely as the means of furthering his own designs; and, as 
a punishment, he was now to be compelled to further the designs 
of God. Though even now his position was not altogether a 
hopeless one. IIe was obliged to submit, it is true, to further the 
designs of God; but he might still have done this of his own free 

will, Ile was obliged to do what would bring him nothing but 
unger and scorn from the Moabites, instead of gold and renown; 
but he mighé still have done it in such a manner, that it would 
bring him honour and favour from God. Bless he must; but 

everything depended upon whether he did this with willingness 
and pleasure, with a ready mind and cheerful obedience, or 
merely with reluctance and of constraint (vid. Hengstenberg, Pen- 
tateuch, vol. il, pp. 885-487, and Balaam, p. 373 sqq.). 

BALAAMS PROPHECIES. 

§ 56. (Num. xxii. 36-xxiii. 24.)—To do all honour to the 

seer, Balak went to the very borders of his kingdom to meet 
him. But Balaam somewhat damped the pleasure caused by 

his arrival, by distinctly telling him that he could only speak the 

word which Jehovah put into his mouth. LHe knew that it was 

possible, or rather probable, that the issue might be altogether 

at variance with the expectations of the king, and he thought it 

advisable to prepare his mind. The next morning they both 

proceeded to the work in hand. Balak conducted the seer to 

the Heights of Baal (Bamoth Baal), from which he could see 

the whole camp of Isracl to its utmost extremity (1). By
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Balaam’s direction seven altars were erected, and upon every 
one of them there were offered, not only by Balaam himself, but 

by Balak also, a bullock and a ram, to secure the favour of Je- 
hovah and incline Him to prosper their undertaking. Balaam 

then went aside to a hill, that he might prepare himself for 

prophesying, in heathen fashion, by means of auguries (2). 

On his return, he gave utterance to the following words, which 

Jehovah had put into his mouth : 

(Ver. 7.) Balak sent for me from Aram, 
The king of Moab from the mountains of the east : 

‘* Come, curse me Jacob, 
And come, defy Israel !” 

(Ver. 8.) But how shall 1 curse, whom God hath not cursed, 
And how defy, whom Jehovah hath not defied ? 

(Ver. 9.) For from the top of the rocks I see him, 
And from the hills I behold him: 
Behold, it is a people, dwelling apart, 
Not reckoning itself among the heathen. 

(Ver. 10.) Who tells the dust of Jacob, 
And the fourth part of Israel by number ? 
Let me die the death of the rightcous, 

And let my last end be like his! (3). 

Balak was highly incensed, that his enemies should be blessed 

instead of cursed, but comforted himsclf with the hope, that 

possibly the unfavourable nature of the place itself might be to 

blame. He took the seer therefore to the field of the watchers, 

upon the top of Pisgah, from which only a small portion of the 

camp could be seen (1). The same preparations were made as 

upon the heights of Baal, after which Balaam spoke as follows : 

(Ver. 18.) Rise np, Balak, and hear! 
Hearken to me, O son of Zippor ! 

(Ver. 19.) God is not a man, that He should lie; 
Neither the son of man, that He should repent : 

Should He say, and not clo it? 
Should He speak, and not carry it out? 

(Ver. 20.) Behold, I have received words of blessing : 
He hath blessed, and I cannot reverse it. 

(Ver. 21.) He beholdeth not iniquity in Jacob, 
And seeth no wrong in Israel : 
Jehovah, his God, is with him, 
And the shout of a king is in the midst of him (3). +
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(Ver. 22.) God brought them out of Egypt: 
Their strength is like that of a buffalo. 

(Ver. 23.) For there is no angury in Jacob, 

And no divination in Israel: 
At the time is told to Jacob, 
And to Isracl, what God performeth. 

(Ver. 24.) Behold, the people riseth, like the lioness, 
And raiseth himself like the lion : 

He lieth not down till he eat of the prey, 
And driuk the blood of the slain. 

(1.) On the heights of Baal, and the field of the watchers 
upon the top of Pisgah, see § 51, 1.—If we compare Num. xxn. 
41 with xxiii. 13, a difficulty presents itself, which /Tengstenbery 
has not only by no means satisfactorily solved, but, on the con- 
trary, appears to have rather increased (Balaam, p. 421). In 
the former passage we read, that from the heights of Baal Balaam 
could see the end of the people (2Y1 AYP). But when thi oracle, 
as uttered by Balaam from this spot, proved to be so thoroughly 
opposed to the wishes and expectation of Balak, it was attributed 
by the latter to the unpropitions character of the locality, and 
he said to the seer, “Come, I pray thee, with me unto another 
place, from whence thou mayest see it (the people); but only the 
outermost of its end (NYP DBS) wilt thou see, and the whole of it 
thou wilt not see” (chap. xxiii. 13). It is obvious at once, 
that there must have been a certain difference, in the views ob- 
tained from the two points of the camp of the Israelites. This 
even Hengstenberg adinits. But he starts with the assumption, 
that in both passages the meaning is the same, namely, that only 
the end (7.e., a small portion) of the people could be seen; and 
consequently, in his opinion, nothing remains, but to regard “the 
end” in the second passage as embracing more than im the first, 
where only the ougermosét end is intended. But such an explana- 
tion is as much at variance with the words themselves, as with 
the context. Tor it is not in the first of the two passages, but in 
the second, that the outermost end is spoken of ; and since there is 
unquestionably a contrast between the two places, the words, “only 
the end of the people wilt thou see, but the whole thou wilt not see,” 
necessarily lead to the conclusion, that the distinction consisted 
in this, that from the first point the whole of the people could 
be seen, and that they could xo be all seen from the second. 
Lhe aparov pedbos in ILengstenberg’s explanation is this, that



429 ISRAEL IN TIIE ARBOTH MOAB. 

in both passages he puts “only” into the text. In the second 
passage the context unquestionably warrants this, or rather ren- 
ders it imperative; but in the first passage there is not the 
slightest warrant for it, to say nothing of necessity. And if we 
remove the “only,” which inevitably misleads, and abide by the 
simple words of the text, “and he saw from thence the end of 
the people,” there is nothing (at least so it appears to us) to 
hinder us from understanding this expression as meaning, that 
“he surveyed the whole people, even to the very extremity.” 
Gesenius adopts this explanation : “ Vidit extremum populum, 2.e., 
universum populum usque ad extremitates ejus” (Thesaurus, 
p- 1227). There can be no doubt that myp is used im this sense. 

Compare, for example, Gen. xlvii. 2, where Joseph is said to 
have taken YON TYP (2.e., from the whole number, from the 
entire body of his brethren) five men, to present them unto 
Pharaoh. The word is used in precisely the same sense in 
Iozek. xxxiii. 2. And just because O97 3) in the verse before 
us denotes the sum-total of the people, it was necessary that in 
Num. xxiii. 13, where only a fragment of the whole is alluded 
to, the limiting word pax should be introduced as nomen regens. 
The real meaning of pps is vanishing, ceasing, coming to an 
end. DYt NYP DES, therefore, can only mean the outermost ex- 
tremity of the whole people, the end of the entire body of the 
people. What an intolerable tautology would it be, to say here 
also, the end of the end of the people ; and how thoroughly un- 
ineaning would such an expression be, if the “end of the end” 
was applied to a larger portion, and the “end” denoted a 
sinaller part of the whole! Hengstenberg falls back, it is true, 
upon his conclusions with regard to the geographical situation 
of the two places, according to which the heights of Baal were 
at a very much greater distance from the camp of Israel than 
the Pisgah was. But so long as the rule holds good, that what 
is uncertain and questionable must be determined from what is 
certain and unquestionable, and not vice versa, his conclusions, 
with regard to the situation of the Bamoth Baal, which rest 
upon such uncertain, vague, and questionable conjectures and 
combinations, must be pronounced entirely false, if they are not 
in harmony with what we have proved above to be the actual 
meaning of Num. xxii. 41. 

Balak took for granted, as Hengstenberg correctly observes,
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that Balaam must necessarily have Israel in sight, if his curse 
was to have any effect. Ie therefore selected, as the first stand- 
ing-place, a spot from which the seer could overlook the whole 
of the people. But when the result was the very opposite of 
what he had expected, he thought that the sight of the whole of 
the vast camp, with its inyriads of tents, was too overpowering 
for the mind of the seer. To prevent the recurrence of this, 
when the second attempt was made, he selected a spot from 
which only a very small fragment of the camp could he seen.— 
This is the only explanation which renders his words in chap. 
xxiii. 13 at all intelligible ; on every other supposition they are 
perfectly unmeaning. 

There is only one thing which might appear to throw some 
difficulty in the way of our explanation, namely, that Balak se- 
lected Mount Peor as the third spot, and thence, according to the 
prophecy itself (chap. xxiv. 5), and the express statement of the 
writer (chap. xxiii. 28, xxiv. 2), Balaam could see the whole of 
Israel according to their tribes, and the orderly arrangement of 
the camp and its tents, both distinctly (from no great distance) 
and at one glance. But we need not be greatly surprised at this. 
For the failure of the second attempt must have convinced Balak, 
that the supposed cause of the first failure was not the real one; 

and he would naturally be induced to try again, from some spot 
which commanded quite as complete a view, and one much clearer 
and more distinct, than the spot from which the first attempt had 
been made. 

(2.) After the sacrifice had been offered, Balaam went out 
for AUGURIES (D'V', Num. xxiv. 1). “I will go,” he said to 
Balak in chap. xxii. 3; “ peradventnre Jehovah will come to 

meet me; and whatsoever Ele causes me to see, I will report to 
thee.’ And Jehovah “came to mect him (ver. 4), and put a 
word into his mouth.” Then he returned to Balak filled with 
the Spirit, and uttered his saying (20%). This was also the case 
with the second propheey (chap. xxii. 15,16). But the third 
and fourth times he did not go (“ And when Balaam saw that 
it pleased Jehovah to bless Isracl, he went not, as at other times, 
for auguries’). It was a custom with heathen svothsayers, if 
the augnries were unfavourable at first, to repeat them in still 
greater number, in the hope that the gods might be influenced 
by their nnportunity, and more favourable signs might be ob-
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tained. This was Balaam’s notion also; but when he was 

disappointed a second time, he left off seeking for anguries 
altogether, and gave himself up entirely to the immediate in- 
spiration of Jehovah. 

(3.) In both prophecies Balaam speaks of Israel as an up- 
RIGHT and RIGUTEOUS NATION, a nation in which Jehovah 
could find no spot or blemish, and which was therefore free 
from suffering and oppression. Of course this did not apply to 
the Israelites as individuals, to their personal sins and sufferings, 
but to Israel as a whole, and its character as a nation. Still, 
even then, there is something in such a description which cannot 
fail to astonish us, so vivid is the recollection of their constant 
rebellion, disobedience, and ingratitude, of the trouble they 
caused their God, and of the numerous punishnnents and plagues 
with which He had to visit them. It 1s evidently not sufficient 
to appeal to the fact, that the generation which had been re- 
jected was now perfectly extinct, and that a new race had 
grown up, of better and more obedient hearts ;—for the existing 
gencration had taken part in the perversities of the former one, 
which had continued to the very last year, and the next chapter 
shows that enough of the perverseness of the old generation was 
still left in the young one. We must look deeper for an ex- 
planation. Balaam’s prophetic glance and saying, just because 
they were truly prophetic, pierced through the merely outward 
shell to the very heart and essence of things. This discourse 
was not concerned with what Israel might be at any one parti- 
cular time, in its outward and variable appearance, but with its 
calling and election in every age. In this sinful world, there is 
always a contrast, of less or greater strength, between the idea 
and the outward manifestation. We find it in Israel; and on 

many occasions it became most terribly glaring. But the im- 
perishable seed of the promise, which had been deposited in the 
outward Israel by Him who had begotten the spiritual Israel, 
was still there. A genuine Isracl, to whom the predicate of 
honourable and righteous might justly be applied, still continued 
to exist, in the most deeply degraded periods, as a counteracting 
leaven, though it might be confined to the seven thousand who 
had not bowed the knee to Baal. And even at such periods as 
these, according to its callmg and election, which must eventn- 
ally be realised, Israel was a nation of just and nghteous men
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(one*), So essential a characteristic was this of Isracl, so inse- 
parable was the inward call from the outward manifestation, 
that the Deuteronomist, whom no one could charge with un- 
duly glorifying and idealising his nation, has incorporated this 
idea in the word Jeshurun (me), which he adopts as a proper 
name for Israel’ (vid. Deut. xxxii. 15, xxviii. 5, 26; Is. xliv. 2). 
Balaam looked upon Israel in its separation from the heathen 
(ver. 9); and in this respect, notwithstanding all its wanderings, 
it was, and remained, a people of Jesharim, a Jeshurun ; since 
its wanderings were only for a time. Under the guidance, and 
teaching, and chastisement of Jehovah, it always returned from 
its wanderings and rose up from its fall, whereas the way of the 
heathen was from first to last a false way. 

It is very striking, that in ver. 10 Balaam should pour out the 
longings of his mind (his hetter self) for fellowship with Israel, 
not in a wish to be united to Israel in life, and to participate in 
the privileges it enjoyed, but in a desire that he aniyht die such 
a death as the riyhteous Israelite died. We cannot subscribe 
to [fengstenbery's opinion, that he gave utterance to this desire 
from a foreboding of the death which he really died (Num. 
xxxi. 8), viz. by the avenging sword of Israel. The wish to die 
the death of the Israelite involved something more and some- 
thing loftier, than the wish to hve Ins life. The former includes 
the latter, but goes very far beyond it. For death is the end of 
life; and such a death as Israel died, presupposes the life that 
Israel lives. Balaam wished to enjoy the full, complete, inde- 
structible, and inalienable blessedness of the Israclite, of which 
death is the conclusion and completion, the attestation and seal. 
Only he who remains an Israclite until death, preserving the 
disposition of an Israclite, amidst all the trials and temptations 
of this life, till the hour of his departure, can be pronounced an 
Israclite indeed. 

* According to the current interpretation, the word Jeshurun is an ap- 
pellatio poetica eaque blanda et caritativa, and denotes the beloved, righteous 
nation, the righteous one. But Hengstenberg has proved that the termina- 
tion un in Hebrew generally, and particularly in this word, is not a diminu- 

tive of affection, but simply serves to form a proper name. Kimchi admits 
that the name Jeshuren is applied to Israel, in contradistinction to the 
heathen, as being the righteous nation, ‘ita appellatur Israel, quoniam est 
justus inter populos.”
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The question arises, however, What did Balaam, with the 
light which he possessed, suppose to be included in the peculiar 
happiness of an Israelite’s death, that he should wish to die such 
a death himself? The earlier commentators were unanimous 
in regarding this as a clear proof, that belief in the retribution 
of the life to come was the source of consolation and hope to 
believers, even under the Old Testament. But the words of 
Balaam express nothing more, than that the death of a pious 
Israelite was happier than the death of a heathen. In what the 
greater happiness consisted, they do not say. This must be sup- 
plied, therefore, from what are known to have been the eschato- 
logical views of that particular age. Now, the conclusion to 
which we are brought by an impartial exegesis, and which is 
hardly ever disputed in the present day, is this: that up to the 
time of the Captivity, the doctrine of eternal retribution beyond 
the grave fell into the background, behind that of retribution in 
the present life; and that a full, clear, and well-defined deve- 
lopment of eschatology was reserved for subsequent stages in 
the history of revelation (vol. ii. § 8,1). And, altogether apart 
from a clear conception and expectation of retribution in the 
life to come, there was quite enough in the views which then 
prevailed, to excite the wish in Balaam’s mind to die a true 
Israelite’s death. The pious Israelite conld look back with 
calm satisfaction, in the hour of his death, upon a life rich in 
“ proofs of the blessing, forgiving, protecting, delivering, saving 
mercy of God.” With the same calm satisfaction would he 
look upon his children, and children’s children, im whom he 
lived again, and in whom also he would still take part, in the 
high calling of his nation and the ultimate fulfilment of the 
glorious promises which it had received from God. “ The more 
an individual lived in the whole nation, and the father regarded 
his posterity as the continuation of his own existence, the more 
would his mind be occupied in the hour of his death by the 
future which God had promised to his race, and thus the bitter- 
ness of death be taken away” (Hengstenberg). And for himself, 
the man who died in the consciousness of possessing the mercy 
and love of God, knew also that he would carry them with him 
as an inalienable possession, a light m the darkness of Sheol. 
He knew that he would be “ gathered to his fathers,’—a thought 
which must have been a very plenteous source of consolation, of
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hope, and of joy, to an Israclite wlio looked upon his fathers 
with the greatest reverence and love. 

The “ shout of a king,” of which Balaam speaks in ver. 21, 
was evidently a shout of joy cansed by the fact, that Jehovah 
Himself was King in Isracl, as the parallelism clearly proves. 
There is no ground whatever for Baumgarten’s supposition, 
that the Messiah is specially alluded to,—the future King in 
Israel. 

§ 57. (Num. xxiii. 25-xxiv. 25.)—When the second attempt 
had also failed, Balak was at first inclined to have nothing 

further to do with the seer, who had so thoroughly failed to 

answer his expectations. But he soon altered lus mind, and 

requested him to make a third attempt in another place. It 

was now doubly important that he should attain his end; since 

the double blessing had injured his cause. He led Balaam this 

time to the top of Afounét Peor, which rose immediately above 

the plain in which Israel was encamped, and where the whole 

camp lay spread out before the eyes of the seer, like the con- 

tents of an open book (§ 56, 1). Altars were erected, and 

sacrifices offered, as before; but Balaam did not go and seek 

for augurics. As soon as he lifted up his eyes and saw Israel 

encamped according to its tribes, the Spirit of God came upon 
him, and he prophesied : 

(Ver. 3.) “ Thus saith Balaam, the son of Beor, 
And thus saith the man with closel eye, 

(Ver. 4.) Thus saith the hearer of the words of Gor, 
Who seeth visions of the Almighty, 
Falling down, and with open eye. 

(Ver. 5.) How fine are thy tents, O Jacob ! 

And thy dwellings, O Israel! 
(Ver. 6.) Like valleys are they spread out, 

Like gardens by the river’s side, 

Like aloes, which Jehovah planted, 
Like cedars by the waters. 

(Ver. 7.) Water will flow from his buckets, 
And his seed dwelleth by many waters ; 
And higher than Agag, be his King! 
And let his kingdom be exalted ! (2). 

x VOL. Ul. 2E
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(Ver. 8.) God leadeth him out of Egypt ; 
His strength is like that of a buffalo ; 

He will eat up the heathen, his enemies, 
And crush their bones, 
And break their arrows in pieces. 

(Ver. 9.) He stretcheth himself out, he lieth down like a lion, 
And like a lioness, who can rouse him up? 
Blessed be he who blesseth thee ! 
And cursed he who curseth thee!” 

Balak’s wrath was kindled at this; and he drove the seer from 

his presence, with violent words of reproach and threatening. 
Balaam was ready enough to go. But the Spirit constrained 
him to finish his prophecy; and before his departure he an- 

nounced to the Moabitish king what glory awaited Israel, and 

what destruction was in reserve for their heathen foes: 

(Ver. 15.) ‘' Thus saith Balaam, the son of Beor, 
And thus saith the man with closed eye, 

(Ver. 16.) Thus saith the hearer of the words of God, 
And he who knoweth the knowledge of the Most High ; 
Who secth visions of the Almighty, 
Falling down, and with open eye. 

(Ver. 17.) I see him, but not now ; 
I behold him, but not nigh. 
Out of Jacob goeth forth a Star, 

And out of Israel riseth up a Sceptre (1), 
And shattereth Moab right and left, 
And destroyeth all the sons of tumult. 

(Ver. 18.) And Edom becometh his possession, 
And Seir becometh his possession, his enemies, 
And Israel doeth mighty things. 

(Ver. 19.) A ruler riseth out of Jacob, 
And he destroyeth, what remaineth, out of the cities.” 

And he saw Amalek, and took up his saying, and said : 

(Ver. 20.) ‘‘ The beginning of the heathen is Amalek, 
But his end is destruction.” 

And he saw the Kenites, and took up his saying, and said: 

(Ver. 21.) ‘‘ Durable is thy dwelling, 
And placed on a rock thy rest. 

(Ver. 22.) Nevertheless Kain is for a desolation, 
How long, till Asshur carries thee captive.”
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And he took up his saying, and said : 

(Ver. 23.) ‘‘ Woe! who will live, when God does that, 
(Ver. 24.) And ships come from the side of the Chittim, 

And press Asshur, and press Eber, 
And he also hastens to destruction !” (2). 

(1.) Balaam introduced Ins fourth prophecy with this ad- 
dress to Balak: “And now, behold, I will counsel thee what 
this people will do to thy people at the end of the days (ANN 
oi), As this prophecy represented the victory of Isracl 
over all the heathen, as the ultimate issue of the world’s history, 
it was well adapted to convince Balak of the absolute hopeless- 
ness and perversity of his attempts, and to lead him to reflec- 
tion and conversion ; and consequently it could justly be de- 
scribed as a well-intentioned and thankworthy counsel. 

The period when the events announced by Balaam were to 
take place, is called the “END OF THE DAYS;” and this expression 
denotes, not only here but in every other place, the time when 
the promises and hopes of salvation, indulged by any age, 
should all be fulfilled. As [dvernick has aptly observed, they 
always denote the horizon of a prophetic announcement (vid. vol. 
li. § 4,1). For any particular age, the end of days commences 
when such anticipations of salvation, as are not yet fulfilled, 
but occupy the forefront of hope, patient waiting, and ardent 
longing, first begin to pass, by means of their fulfilment, into 
the sphere of reality. The commencement, therefore, was not 
the same for every period and stage of sacred history. On the 
contrary, the more the actual fulfilment advanced, the further 
the end of days receded into the distant future. For Jacob, the 
horizon of whose hopes and prophecies was bounded by the 
settlement of his descendants in the promised land, the “ end of 
the days” commenced with the time when these hopes were 
fulfilled, in other words, with the time of Joshua (vol. ii. § 4). 
For Moses and Balaam, who lived immediately before the fulfil- 
ment of all that Jacob had desired and predicted,—or rather in 
whose days the fulfilment had already begun, but who could 
also sec, from the hostile attitude of surrounding nations, that 
the possession of the promised land would not be followed by 
perfect rest, and that the struggle for its possession would even 
then not be entirely over,—the “end of the days” had already
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receded into a more remote future. The commencement would 
consequently be looked for at a period when these obstacles 
should all be removed, and when the hostile nations, whose 
friendly accession could no longer be hoped for, would be de- 
feated, subjugated, and destroyed. It was with David that this 
period actually commenced. Consequently it was in David’s time 
that the Acharith-hajamim (the “end of the days”) of Balaam 
began. But just as the hope of rest, which Jacob cherished, 
was only provisionally and imperfectly fulfilled with the con- 
quest of the promised land, and therefore the fact of its non- 
fulfilment became a prophecy of a subsequent fulfilment of a 
more perfect and decisive character ;—so did it also become 

apparent in David's time, that although his victories were, in 
their own way—that is to say, relatively—perfect, they by no 
means effected the complete subjugation of hostile heathenism 
in every form. So that, even after this first and provisional fulfil- 
ment of Balaam’s prophecy, there still remained a considerable 
ingredient, the fulfilment of which could only be anticipated in 
a future still more remote. 

If we look more closely at the prophecy itself, it is very soon 
apparent that the centre and heart are to be found in ver. 17, 
namely, in the announcement of the StaR ouT oF Jacos, and 
the ScePTRE ovuT oF IsraEL. Even if the whole substance 
and context of the prophecy did not lead to this conclusion, 
the parallel between the sceptre and the star would convince us, 
at the very first glance, that we have here the description of a 
royal, renowned, and victorious ruler. “The star is so natural 
an image and symbol of the greatness and splendour of a ruler, 
that nearly all nations have employed it. And the fact that 
it is so natural an image and symbol, may explain the general 
belief of the ancient world, that the birth or accession of great 
kings was announced by the appearance of stars” (Hengsten- 
berg). There is greater difficulty in the question, whether by 
this king, we are to understand one, single, personal king of 
Israel, or merely an ideal person, namely, the personified Israel- 
itish monarchy ; and if the former, whether David or Christ is 
intended. Hengstenberg, who denied, in the first volume of his 
Christology, that there was any allusion whatever to the Mes- 
siah, has since altered his opinion, and now maintains the possi- 
bility, or rather necessity, of such an allusion; in this sense,
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however, that the star and seeptre do not denote any one par- 
ticnlar king, either David or the Messiah exclusively, but the 
whole Israelitish monarchy, and that they represent its two 
culminating points—David the type, and Christ the antitype. 
TTofmann, on the other hand, appears to refer them exelusively 
to David (vid. Wetssayung und Erfiillung i. 153 sqq.); Baum- 
yarten and Delitzsch, exclusively to Christ. 

All that has been said against the adinissibility of any allu- 
sion (either exclusively or jointly) to the Messiah, we feel eon- 
strained to pronounce utterly insignificant. We are told that 
Balaam’s prophecy is completely exhausted, if we refer it to 
David alone, since David really conquered and subjugated the 
Moabites and Edomites, and all the other neighbouring nations 
that were hostile to the theoeracy (2 Sam. viii. 2, 11, 12, 14). 
But this does not exhaust the propheey. Sueh a total extinc- 
tion of the Moabites, for example, as is here predieted, did not 
take place under David. For, not only did they recover their 
freedom (2 Kings i. 1) and maintain it (2 Kings im. 4 sqq. 
13, 20), but in many prophetie passages (e.g., Is. xv. 16, xxv. 
10; Jer. xviii; Amos ii.; Zeph. i.) they are still classed 
among the enemies of the theocracy, and their complete de- 
struction is still spoken of as a future event. But tls is not 
only not the sole point, but not even the principal point in hand. 
Henystenberg has very properly said (Balaam, p. 479), “ Even 
supposing that the Moabites had been completely destroyed by 
David, the propheey could not be said to have been completely 
fulfilled by him. What is said ere of the Moabites, is only one 
particular application of the idea. The Moabites are merely to 
be regarded as a part of the great body of enemies of the king- 
dom of God. To imagine, therefore, that the disappearance of 
the Moabites in their historical individuality would suffice for the 
fulfilment of the propheey,—that it would be a matter of indif- 
ference, whether their essential characteristies were perpetuated 
in other powerful foes,—is to overlook the difference between 
prophecy, which never has to do with the drapery alone, and in 
which the mztato nomine is always valid, and mere soothsayiny. 
Nothing less than the entire and permanent conquest of all the 
enemics of the kingdom of God could be regarded as consun- 
viating the fulfilment of the prophecy. Where there are enemies, 
there are .Voabites, and the words spoken by Balaam arc still in
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process of fulfilment. This remark will serve to answer another 
objection, which has been brought against the Messianic applica- 
tion; namely, that at the time when the Messiah appeared, the 
Moabites had entircly disappeared from the stage of history. 
This is certainly true of the Moabites with reference to the body, 
but not with reference to the soul, which alone is the point im 
consideration here,—their quality as enemies of the Church of 
God. If the prophecy was fulfilled upon the Moabites, when 
they existed as a nation, not as Aloabites, but as enemies of the 
people of God, the limit of their existence cannot be the limit of 
the fulfilment of the prophecy. The Messianic allusion could 
only be denied, if it could be proved that, at the time when the 
Messiah appeared, the Moabites in the wider sense, namely, as 
enemies of the kingdom of God, had been already destroyed ; 
and this no one will maintain.” 

When Tholuck (. 417) argues, in opposition to the Messianic 
character of the prophecy, that “we could not expect the vision 
of such a secr as Balaam to extend beyond the horizon of earthly 
events ;’’ it is sufficient to reply, that, so far as the position as- 
sumed in this argument is tenable (7.¢., without losing sight of the 
statement in chap. xxiv. 2, “the Spirit of God came upon him”), 
it does not invalidate the Messianic interpretation. Balaam’s in- 
sight into the mode and effects of the Messiah’s operations, as we 
should not only expect from his character as a seer, but as the 
prophecy itself actually proves, was certainly one-sided, very one- 
sided. He saw nothing but the outward effects of the Messiah’s 
work; and these were restricted, in the most partial manner, to 
the heathen nations, who persevered in their hostility to the king- 
dom of God, and were therefore doomed to destruction. He 
neither described nor discerned the spiritual and material bless- 
ings, which the Messiah would bestow not upon Israel only, but 
also upon such of the heathen as should willingly submit to His 
sway; for he had neither the inward qualification, nor the out- 
ward occasion andimpulse. That his prophecy, however, merely 
leaves this out, and does not shut it out, is evident from chap. 
xxiv. 9, “ Blessed be he who blesseth thee, and cursed be he who 
curseth thee.’ Another argument upon which Hengstenberg 
formerly relied, and which merely forms the opposite pole to the 
one just considered, must also fall along with it; namely, that ac- 
cording to this interpretation, the Messiah, who had hitherto been
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described as a blessing for all people, the bringer of rest and of 
peace, to whom the nations would cheerfully submit themselves, 
would all at once be introduced as causing the overthrow and 
destruction of the heathen, without the slightest intimation of 
Ilis benefits and blessings, which are mentioned in every other 
case in which He is represented as a conqueror and judge (cf. 
Ps, ii. ex.). 

So far as the positive arguments that may be adduced in 
favour of the Messianic allusion are concerned, we must give up 
the one which, until the time of Verschuir, was universally based 
upon NY 23 in ver. 17. This was generally rendered, “ He will 
destroy all the sons of Seth;” and, as allusion was supposed to be 
made to Seth, the son of Adam, the passage was understood as 
celebrating the victory of the Messiah over the whole human 
race,—an interpretation which entirely precluded any reference 
to David. But, apart from the fact that the passage speaks of the 
utter destruction and annihilation of the Bne Sheth, which would 
be diametrically opposed to the Messianic idea; according to 

the standing view and mode of expression throughout the entire 
Scriptures, we should expect Adam or Noah. Seth is uever in- 
troduced as the progenitor of the whole human race; and he, 
who took the place of the pious Abel, and was the ancestor of 
Noah who was to be saved, would have been the last to serve as 
the representative and progenitor of the human race that was to 
be destroyed. The only admissible interpretation was first of all 
given by Verschuir, and is now generally adopted, namely, that nY 
is an abbreviated form of MNY, which is found again in Lam. 
iii. 47 in parallelism with 12 (= breaking in pieces), and which 
is derived from axy, and synonymous “with ney (= tumult). 
“ Designantur tumultuosi,” says Verschuir, “irrequieti, quorum 
consuctudo est, continuis incursionibus, certaminibus et vexa- 
tionibus aliis creare molestiam. Qui titulus optime convenit in 
Moabitas Israelitis semper molestos.”* 

This explanation is confirmed by the fact, that in Jer. 

' Lengerke gives a somewhat different explanation. ‘‘ The 7¥ 23 (sons of 
tunult),” he says, “ are the bragying Moabites, who prided themselves upon 
their bravery (Jer. xlviii. 4), and were therefore regarded as haughty and 

boasters (Is. xvi. 16, xxv. 13 Zeph.ii. 8; Jer. xiviii. 2, xxix. 30; Ezek. 

xvi. 49).”—J:wald reads, without the slightest reason, PY for psd 7.e., sons 
of loftiness, or pride.
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xlviii. 45, where the: prophet imitates this passage, he places *23 
}i8t in parallelism with Moab; and also by the allusion to the 
passage before us in Amos ii. 9 -—On the other hand, the argu- 
ment based upon the expression, “in the latter days,” retains its 
full force ; for this expression always denotes the period of the 
ultimate completion of the kingdom of God, in other words, the 
Messianicage. The “star out of Jacob” evidently denotes the 
Israelitish monarchy in its highest personal culmination, which 
was in the person of the Messiah. If Balaam’s prophecy centred 
in David, as fulfilling its announcements, it centred im the Mes- 
siah also. But the later fulfilment of the prophecy must not 
divert our thoughts from David ; for not only did the overthrow 

of the heathen enemies of the kingdom of God commence with 
him, but in a certain sense it was completed by him, inasmuch as 
David really subjugated all the nations whose names are specially 
mentioned here. 
; The result to which we are thus brought y—namely, that 
Balam’ s prophecy was fulfilled on the one hand in David 
{though only provisionally, and therefore not exhaustively) ; and 
that on the other hand the Messiah must not be left out (in whom 
it was perfectly, finally, and exhaustively fulfilled),—appears so 
evident to //engstenberg (Balaam, p. 476), that he interprets the 
star out of Jacob, and the sceptre out of Israel, as relating equally 
to the ideal King of Israel (2.¢., to the Israelitish monarchy per- 
sonified). In this I cannot agree with him. It is true that he 
has a number of arguments ready; but when looked at closely, 
we see at once that they all prove nothing. (1.) He says, “ The 
reference to one particular Israelitish king is contrary to the 
analogy of the other prophecies of the Pentateuch. The Messiah 
alone is ever foretold as a single person (Gen. xlix. 10). The 
rise of kings is predicted, it is true, but only in the plural (Gen. 
xvi. 6,16, xxxv.11); and, according to this analogy, the star 
from Jacob must be regarded as marking a plurality of kings, 
m other words, the kingdom in general.” To this I reply, that if 
a single individual, apart from the Messiah, can ever be the sub- 
ject of prophecy (and this Hengstenberg will not dispute), we 
cannot possibly see why this should be denied of the Pentateuch 
prophecies alone. If the Messiah is foretold in the Pentateuch as 
a single person, analogy requires that we should interpret the star 
out of Jacob in the same way, especiallyif, as Hengstenberg main-
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tains, Balaam was undoubtedly acquainted with such a prediction 
(Gen. xlix. 10), and based his own upon it. And lastly, what 
presumption it is to say, that because kings are spoken of in the 
pleral in Gen. xvii. 6, 16, and xxxv. 11, therefore the prophecies 
of the Pentateuch can none of them speak of a single king !— 
(2.) “ A reference to one particular king would not be in harmony 
with the rest of the prophecies of Balaam, which never relate to 
one particular individual.” This reason may add to the number, 
but it does not add to the weiyht, of the arguments adduced.— 
(3.) “The word 02 does not necessarily point to any particular 
individual; and in Gen. xlix. 10 it is not of an individual that it 
is actually employed.” But the Star does point all the more de- 
cisively to a concrete and individual personality. And the state 
of the case is really this: vav may be understood as relating 
tu one particular king, 2319 must.—(4.) “ The words of ver. 19, 
IPy'D IW, i.e., out of J acob will one rule, or dominion will go 
forth from J acob,—serve as a commentary to the “ sceptre 
from Israel.” But should not the same words be employed if 
the meaning were, “out of Jacob will a ruler proceed ?”— 
(5.) “ Look, again, at ver 7, “Let his king be higher than 
Agag,—where the king of Israel is an ideal person, the per- 
sonification of royalty.” But the king mentioned here is not 
an zdeal person, but a veal one, viz., the reigning sovereign at 
any particular tune. In ver. 17, on the other hand, where dis- 
tinct and individual actions are attributed to the Star out of 
Jacob, we must of necessity think of them as performed by one 
particular individual. When Balaam exclaimed, “T see a star 
proceed out of Jacob, and a sceptre out of Israel, there can be 
no doubt that the nmnage of a concrete appearance presented 
itself to his prophetic eye, and that we have no right to dissipate 
it into an abstraction, a pure and unsubstantial idea. 

But what follows from this? The star is said to point 
to David, and also to Christ; not to David or Clirist exclu- 
sively; and yet it dees not relate to the monarchy, as_ the 
thing common to both! Ilow do these harmonise ?—What 
remains, then, as a third or fourth supposition? We have no 
difficulty as to the reply. In the interpretation of every pro- 
phecy there are two points of view, to be kept distinct,—that of 
the period from which the prophecy dates, and in which, there- 
fore, the fulfilment was expected as still in the future, and that
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of the period of its actual fulfilment. With regard to this par- 
ticular case, then, we have to distinguish, on the one hand, in 
what sense Balaam himself and Balak understood the words, 
and what Moses and the Israelites of his age understood them 
to mean; and, on the other hand, what prediction they would _ 
be supposed to contain by the believing Israelite after the time 
of David, and the believing Christian after Christ. Did Ba- 
laam, when he ‘saw the star from Jacob, which was also a 
sceptre, and therefore necessarily denoted royal splendour, see 
one, two, or a still larger number, a whole series of kings? We 
reply, he saw only one king. Whether he would be called 
David or Jesus, neither Balaam nor Moses knew. From the 
fulfilment, however, we know, that what Balaam predicted of 
this one king was certainly fulfilled im David, but only in a 
provisional, imperfect, and not exhaustive manner. It was not 
till the coming of Christ that the fulfilment was complete and 
final. The conclusion to which we are brought, therefore, is, 
that the prophecy refers first of all to David, and that it really 
was fulfilled in David, who as king was a type of Christ, the 
everlasting King. But it also refers to Christ; and the fulness 

of the completion in Christ exceeded that in David, to the same 
extent to which the sovereignty of Christ, the antitype, exceeded 
that of David, the type. Now, the stand-point upon which 
Balaam stood was one from which the type and the antitype 
could not yet be distinguished. The type covered the antitype, 
and David passed for the Christ. Nor was there any error in 
this; for David was the Christ, according to the standard of his 
age. And when David had appeared, and had accomplished all 
that was given him to do, the believing Israelite could perceive 
that David was the star of which Balaam had prophesied. But 
when, upon closer examination, he found that, notwithstanding 
the relative completeness of the victories of David, the heathen 
foes of the kingdom of God were not absolutely defeated and 
destroyed, and therefore that Balaam’s prophecy was only pro- 
visionally and not finally fulfilled in David,—the examination 
might have led him to false conclusions as to the prophecy itself, 
if this had not been prevented by a continued course of pro- 
phecy. But just at the time, when the want of harmony be- 
tween Balaam’s prophecy and the fulfilment forced itself upon 
the mind, the course of prophecy entered upon a fresh stage of
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its historical development, and the annonncement was made, 
that a second David would arise from David’s seed, in whom 
the typical attitude of David to the heathen would find its most 
complete and antitypical realisation. 

We agrce with [lengstenberg, therefore, so far as the inter- 
pretation which Balaam’s prophecy has received from the fulfil- 
meut is concerned; but we do not agree with him in regarding 

this as the interpretation given to it in the time of Balaam and 
Moses. 

In conclusion, we must return to the star, which shone above 
the manger at Bethlehem, and showed the wise men of the East 
the way to the new-born King of the Jews. From time imme- 
morial Balaam’s star out of Jacob has been placed in direct and 
immediate connection with the star of the wise men, of which it 
has been regarded as a direct prediction. We cannot admit, 
however, that there was any such connection as this. The star 
above the manger merely announced the coming of Christ ; it 

served as a guide to the place of His birth. But the star which 
was secn in the future by Balaam’s prophetic eye was Christ 
Ilimself. Balaam’s star, therefore, was not a prediction of the 
star of the wise men, but they were both witnesses of the coming 
of Christ,—the former as a prophecy of the future, the latter as 
a symbol for the time then present. 

(2.) On the PROPHECIES OF BALAAM AGAINST ALL IIOS- 
TILE HEATILEN NATIONS, the last branch of which reaches into 
i. point in the future more distant, so far as this particular 
feature is concerned, than any which came within the range of 
vision of any subsequent Israelitish prophet until the time of 
Daniel, Baumgarten has aptly observed (G. 2, 377): “Since 
Balaam, as a heathen, whose home was on the Euphrates, the 
great river of Assyria, saw all these events in spirit from the 
stand-point of the movements among heathen nations, we can 
easily understand how it was, that in thes respect his view cx- 
tended far beyond the range of cither earlicr or later prophecy 
unong the Israclites ; and that Daniel, who, thongh an Israelite 
by Ins place of residence, his training, and his official standing, 
was led to look at things from the same point of view as Balaam, 
was the first to resume the thread and carry it further still.” 
This does not affect what Deliézsch has observed in connection 
with this subject, in opposition to the idea that prophecy ts ab-
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solutely tied down by personal and historical circumstances, oc- 
casions, and motives. Let it be fully admitted, that the Spirit 
of God in the prophets both could and frequently did look 
further than the historical occasions, necessities, and tendencies, 
or the personal disposition, training, and bent of mind of the 
organ of prophecy would have led one to expect ;—but let it 
also be admitted, that prophecy was no Deus ex machina, taking 
no account whatever of historical circumstances and require- 
ments, and entirely ignoring the disposition and mental charac- 
teristics of the prophets themselves. As surely as the prophecy 
which issued from the mouth of an Isaiah bore a totally different 
character, and took a totally different course, from that of Eze- 
kiel, whilst this agam took a different direction from that of 
Daniel ; so certain is it that this obvious difference is to be at- 

tributed to the peculiar circumstances and personal character- 
istics of Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Daniel. Prophecy, again, is always 
and withont exception connected with the historical circum- 
stances of the age. The form and direction which it takes have 
some regard to the necessities of the age.—But, it not merely 
unfolds itself according to the extent to which the germs of the 
future exist in the present, and have been brought into existence 
by the ordinary course of history; it also impregnates it with 
new germs, which it is afterwards the task of history to unfold. 
For prophecy, history is certainly not the generative principle, 
but siinply the receptive womb; at the same time, it is not every 
age that is adapted to its purposes, but only one sufficiently ma- 
tured, just as the mature womb alone can conceive and foster a 
fruitful germ. 

If we look now at the details of Balaam’s prophecy with re- 
gard to the future history of the heathen, there is no difficulty 
at all in his announcement respecting Afoab and Edom. In 
ver. 20 A3IALEK is called the beginning of the heathen, Wes) 
O23, The explanation adopted by Hwald, Lengerke, and others, 
viz., that the Amalekites are called the beginning as being the 
oldest of the nations, as having already become a powerful and 
independent people, when the rest of the nations mentioned here 
were but just in process of formation, is opposed to historical 
tradition (§ 4, 2), and, to say the least, is not supported by the 
usage of the language ; for in Amos vi. 1 Israel is also called nv 
on, by which the prophet certainly did not intend to say that
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Israel was the oldest of the nations.—In his Dissertation on the 
Pentatench, Hengstenberg interpreted the expression as mean- 
ing, that Amalek was the first of all the heathen nations which 
rose up in hostility to Israel (§ 4, 3). But he has given up this 
explanation since then, because, although ony does not merely 
mean nations, but nations in contradistinction to Israel, and 
therefore Gentile nations, yet it does not imply hostility to Israel, 
which the former explanation presupposed. The view which he 
now supports is this: Amalek is called the beginning of the na- 
tions, as being the foremost in glory and power ; just as in 
Amos vi. 1 Israel is called the beginning of the nations in just the 
same sense, and in Amos vi. 6 DY nex] means the first, “e., 
the best, the most excellent of salves. There can be no doubt 
whatever that mys may be used in this sense. At the same time, 
Ilengstenberg’s first explanation appears to me the most in har- 
mony with the context and the general tenor of the prophecy. 
pit mews stands in unmistakeable antithesis to oxo nin (the 
end of the days) in ver. 14, on which the whole prophecy de- 
pends. If, then, “ the end,” so far as the range of this prophecy 
is concerned, was the period when all heathen hostility to Israel 
should cease, “the beginning” wonld be the period when this 
heathen hostility first commenced. And the commencement 
was actually made by Amalek; for the enmity of Egypt does 
not enter into consideration here, seeing that when Israel was 
in Keypt it was not a nation by the side of other nations. ‘The 
Exodus first gave it this character. It is true cnough that the 
word o%3 does not necessarily denote a hostile attitnde to Israel ; 
bnt it acquires the meaning here, from the fact that the nations 
mentioned were all hostile to Israel. J'ull justice is not done by 
Hengstenberg’s last explanation, even to the antithesis between 
mans and nws iin ver. 20, “the beginning of the heathen is 
Amalek, his end hastens to destruction ;” that is to say, Amalek, 
which was the first to engage in hostilities with Israel, shall be 
the first to suffer the overthrow which awaits all the enemies of 
Israc] (1 Sam. xv.).—Even in Amos vi. 1 the expression myx 
pain, as applied to Israel, may denote not the most eminent of 
the nations, but literally and historically the first of the nations. 
I am also of opinion, that in this passage Amos makes some al- 
lusion to Nin. xxiv. 20, but with [engstenberg’s interpretation 
I cannot perceive for what purpose the allusion is made. But
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if we take the expression in both instances as denoting historical 
priority, the similarity, yet contrast, in the use of the words gives 
a peculiar significance to the allusion. Amalek and Israel are 
both “ first-fruits of the nations ;’’ but whereas Amalek was the 

first nation to oppose the kingdom of God, Israel was the first 
to enter it. In the same sense Israel is called “the first-born 
son of Jehovah” in Ex. iv. 22, and the “ first-fruits of His in- 
crease” in Jer. ii. 3— What pre-eminent importance must have 
belonged to the position of Amalek at the time of Balaam’s pro- 
phecy is apparent from ver. 7, where the power and glory of the 
future monarchy in Israel are described in these words : “ Higher 
than Agag be thy king.” (Agag was not the name of one parti- 
cular king of Amalek, as in 1 Sam. xv. 8, but the official name 
of all the kings; according to the Arabic, 31 meant the fiery 
one, valde ardens, rutilans, splendens.) Hence, as this prophecy 
proves (and history strengthens the proof), Amalek was the 
strongest and most warlike of all the nations with whom Israel 
came into conflict in the time of Moses, more powerful even 
than Edom ; for otherwise the latter would have been selected 
as the standard of comparison. 

In connection with vers. 21, 22, the question arises, What 
nation are we to understand by the KeniTEs mentioned here ? 
We meet with the name first of all in Gen. xv. 19, in the list of 
nations, who are to be regarded as the (pre-Canaanitish) abori- 
gines of the land of Canaan (vid. vol. i. § 45, 1). Hengstenberg, 
however, supposes them to have been a Canaanitish people, 
who were still in existence in the time of Moses, and whom 
Balaam singled out as the representatives of the Canaanites 
generally. But there are two objections to this. In the first 
place, they are omitted from the list of nations in Gen. x., 
which is equivalent to a positive proof, that in the time of 
Moses they were not in existence as an independent nation of 
any importance (vol. i. § 29, 5); and in the second place, they 
are not mentioned in any of the numerous lists of the Canaan- 
itish nations whom Israel overthrew.—Again, we find the name 
of the Kenites in the Terahite nation of the Midianites. At 
all events, at a later period that branch of the Midianites to 
which Moses was related by marriage, and which had separated 
itself from the main body of the tribe, and maintained an al- 
liance with the Israelites, appears to have becn distinguished by
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this particular name’ (Judg. i. 16, iv. 11; 1 Sam. xv. 6, xxvii. 
10, xxx. 29: vid. vol. ii. § 19, 6, 7, and § 52, 3). Since, then, 
for the reasons assigned, we cannot possibly think of the Kenites 
mentioned in Gen. xv. 19; and since the name of the Kenites 

unquestionably occurs among the Midiamtes, and a curse di- 
rected against this nation, which was now allied with the Moab- 
ites for the purpose of compassing the destruction of Israel, 
would be perfectly in place here, we have no hesitation in re- 
garding the curse directed against the Kenites as intended for 
the Midianites. The reason why Balaam preferred the more un- 
common name, is evident from ver. 21. The appearance of their 
homes in the rocks rendered the similarity in sound between 1}? 
and ‘3? peculiarly welcome. How the name of Kenites? came 
to be applied to the Midianites,—whether it arose spontane- 
ously and independently among themselves, or whether it is to 
be traced to an admixture of the Midianites with the Kenites 
mentioned in Gen. xv. 19, who may perhaps have been subju- 
gated by them (as was the case with the Avvites, whose name 
occurs among the Philistines, Josh. xii. 3),—must be left unde- 
cided.—The arguments adduced in support of his opmnion (which 
we have shown above to be inadmissible), and against our own, 
have no weight whatever; and, when cxamined more closely, 
tell somewhat against the former. It would be a strange thing, 
he says, if Balaam had never mentioned the Canaanites among 
the enemies of Israel; and all the more strange (? !), from the 
fact that the conflict with the Canaanites was by no means 
simply a future one, but already the Canaanitish king of Arad, 

1 Ewald’s conjecture, that the Kenites in Gen. xv. 19, and also in Num. 
xxiv. 21, 22, were a smaller branch of the Amalekites (the aborigines, in his 
opinion)—a conjecture which he bases upon 1 Sam. xv. 6—is perfectly 
unfounded and imaginary. ll that this passage proves, is that the branch 

of the Midianites which was friendly to the Israelites, who bore the name 

of Kenites in the later books, dwelt in Saul’s time near to (possibly in) the 
territory of the Amalckites. From what is stated in 1 Sam. xv. 6,—viz., 
that Saul said to the Kenites, ‘‘Go, depart, get you down from among the 
Amalekites, lest I destroy you among them ; for ye showed kindness to all 
the children of Israe] when they came up out of Egypt,’—the more natural] 
conclusion would certainly be, that there cannot have been any blood- 
relationship between these Kenites and the Amalekites.—Compare chap. 
xxx. 29, where David is said to have shared the spoil, which he took from 
the Amalekites, with the allied cities of the Kenites. 

2 Tt denotes a lancer, an armed man, a warrior.
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in the country to the west of the Jordan, had been defeated, 
and the Canaanitish kings, Sihon and Og, in the country to the 
east of the Jordan, had been both defeated and placed under 
the ban. To this I reply, that it would have been incomparably 
more strange if Balaam had not mentioned the Af:dianites among 
the enemies of Israel; and the more so, because at this very time 
the Midianites were in league with the Moabites, to effect the 
overthrow of Israel. And if the king of Arad, with his people, 
and the Canaanites on the east of the Jordan, were already 
conquered and placed under the ban, and therefore removed 
from the list of the enemies of Israel, of what use would it have 
been for Balaam to curse them? No doubt, there were still 
Canaanites enough remaining in the country to the west of the 
Jordan ; and, with the evident intention of the Israelites to con- 
quer their land, they would probably not be very friendly to- 
wards them. But Balaam could not include them in his pro- 
phecy; for the simple reason that, as he himself distinctly 
stated, he did not intend to predict what would take place in 
the time then coming, but what would take place in the far 
distant future (ver. 17), the “end of the days” (ver. 14). 

We take for granted, then, that the prophecy before us is 
directed against the Midianites, who were opposed to Israel. 
But by whom was Kain to be wasted? Hengstenberg replies, 
“By Israel.” But Balaam himself says, “ How long, and 
Asshur will carry thee away.” For it is as clear as daylight 
that the suffix can only relate to Kain, of whom he is speaking, 
and cannot possibly refer to Israel, to whom there is not the 
slightest allusion in the entire strophe.— Hengstenberg brings 
forward three arguments in support of his opinion, which we 
will now proceed to examine. The first is, that “ Kain is 
mentioned just before in the third person.” ‘This is quite cor- 
rect; but is it so unwonted a thing for the second person to be 
changed into the third, and vice versa, in a poetic discourse ? 
The poet first addresses Kain in the second person, and then 
speaks of him in the third person, and then speaks fo him in the 
second again. What life does this interchange throw into the 
discourse! And what meaning there is in the change! The 
seer begins with the direct address, “ Lasting is thy dwelling, 
O Kain!” he then turns to the hearer, “ And yet Kain will 
not escape destruction ;” and he concludes by addressing thie
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exclamation to Kain, “ How long, and Asshur will carry thee 
away.’— By the side of this highly poetical liveliness, what 
avails an objection which destroys all the spirit of poetry by 
the introduction of the most sober reflection ; such as this, for 
example : “That the words are addressed to Isracl (? !), is indi- 
cated by the prophet himself by the very fact (?!), that in the 
first half of the verse he drops the address to the Kenites, which 
he had carried through ver. 21, and which he would otherwise 
have continued (?!).” And now listen a little further: “ Israel 
is also addressed by Balaam clsewhere, namely, at the beginning 
and end of the second (it should be third) prophecy.”— Yes, 
truly, he there exclaims (ver. 5), ‘“ How goodly are thy tents, 
O Jacon! and thy dwellings, O IsraEL!” And so, because 
the poet addresses Israel here in the second person, and expressly 
mentions its name; in another prophecy, where there is also an 
address in the second person, Isracl must be intended, though 
its name is not mentioned, and the name of Kain has been 
mentioned immediately before !—(2.) “The carrying away, there- 
fore, can hardly relate to the Kenites, because the stress lies 
upon the destruction. A nation that has already been destroyed, 
cannot be afterwards carried away.” Certainly not! But no- 
thing has been said about Kain having been already destroyed ; 

and Jlengstenberg himself renders the clause, “Kain becomes 
for a desolation.” This it became simply through the fact of 
its being carried away. Strictly speaking, however, it does not 
mean “for a desolation,” but “for a burning” (1y2). The 
home of the Kenites is burned, but they themselves are carried 
away. Does not this harmonise perfectly ?—(3.) “If we refer 
the clause, ‘Asshur shall carry thee away,’ to the Kenites, we 
are at a loss what to do with the sequel. There will then be 
nothing to indicate the relation in which it stands to the leading 
thought of the prophecy. The overthrow of Asshur comes into 
consideration here, only so far as he is the enemy of Isracl. 
But if the words in question do not apply to Isracl, he is never 
pointed out in this light at all”? Was it necessary, then, that 
he should be expressly so pointed out? If the leading idea of the 
prophecy is precisely this, that the heathen nations must perish 
on account of their hostility to Isracl, it follows, as a matter of 
course, that it must be on this account that Asshur is doomed to 
perish. But what renders Hengstenberg’s explanation inadmis- 
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sible, is the character of the prophecy itself. Balaam was to 
pronounce on Israel blessings, and not curses; whereas the 
captivity of Israel by Asshur would be a curse, and not a 
blessing. ‘The seer has already solemnly declared that there is 
no fault or calamity in Israel; and yet to the very same Israel 
he announces a calamity no less grievous, than the captivity of 
the entire nation!—I am fully convinced that Hengstenberg 
would have opposed with all his might an interpretation, so 
obviously opposed to the character of the whole prophecy, and 
so destructive of the impression it was intended to produce, if 
he had not been shut up to it by the mp@rov yeddos in his ex- 
position, viz., the identification of the Kenites with the Canaan- 
ites: for of course the Canaanites, who had been entirely de- 
stroyed by Joshna, could not be carried away by Asshur.—lt 
is true, there is no historical account of the Midianites being 
carried away captive by Asshur. But they are only mentioned 
once, subsequently to their overthrow by Gideon, viz., in Is. 
Ix. 6. There is no improbability, therefore, in the supposition, 
that they were carricd into captivity by the Assyrians. 

The last heathen nation, whose overthrow Balaain predicted, 
was AssHuR. In the parallel clause, the name of Ler is 
placed by its side. That the Israelites cannot be intended 
(Balaam never speaks of them under any other name than 
Jacob or Israel), is evident from a single glance at the character 
and drift of the prophecy. ber denotes those who live beyond 
the Euphrates (wid. vol. i. § 46, 4), and therefore is essentially 
synonymous with Asshur, though not so definite. It was the 
great imperial power of Asia, which was as yet too far off for 
the Assyrian and Babylonian empires to be distinguished. The 
exclamation of woe with which Balaam commenced this last 
section of his prophecy, is supposed by Hengstenberg to have 
arisen from the fact, that he took this judgment more to heart 
than any of the others, on account of its affecting the children 
of his own people. 

The destruction of Asshur was to be effected by a power, 
coming in ships from the west to the lands of the Euphrates. 
It comes from the side of Chittim (O'N3 1). It is now generally 
admitted that Cuirrim originally meant Cyprus (vid. Gesentus, 
Thesaurus s. v.); and Hengstenberg has shown that it was origi- 
nally restricted to Cyprus, and did not embrace all the islands
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and countries of the west. Cyprus is introduced here as the 
principal mart of commerce in the Mediterranean, the medium 
of communication between the cast and the west; and only im 
this capacity was it the representative of the countries of the 
west in general. It is not stated that destruction 1s to be 
brought upon Asshur by ships of Chittim; but only by ships 

which come from the side of Chittim, that is to say, from the 
west. The fact, that the event which the seer here belolds, an 
event which shakes the world, and fills him with the greater terror 
aud dismay, froin the fact that it touches the children of his own 
nation, is mighty and irresistible in its character, is expressed 
without ambiguity in the words, “ Woe, who will live, when God 
doeth this !”’ 

To an expositor who retains the least impartiality, and is not 
altogether enslaved by dogmatic prejudices, it cannot for a 
inoment be doubtful, that the destruction of the imperial power 
of Asia by Greeks and Romans is predicted here (like the Assy- 
rian and Babylonian empires, they are still classed together as 
one); and therefore (horribile dictu !) that we have here a pro- 
phecy in the strictest sense of the word, the prediction of an 
event which no human wisdom or acuteness could lave foreseen 
or calculated upon, either in the time of Moses, or David, or 
Malachi. But in this case all the foregone conclusions of our 
‘ationalistic critics, who consider themselves so free from every- 
thing of the kind, and all the dogmatic prejudices of those who 
hoast that they have no prejudices at all, would be overthrown 
in a moment. “No,” they reply, “prophecy and miracles are 
impossible. That is a priom certain, and therefore it cannot 
be admitted that there is any prophecy here’? Bnt what can 
he done to bring the dogma of the impossibility of prophecies, 
in the strict sense of the word, from so fatal a situation ? 
Just look, and perhaps you may find in some small corner of 
history an account of some Greek ships arriving in Asia, upon 
which the prophecy might be fastened, as a vaticinium post 
eventum, whether it be suitable or not. True enough! The 
hope is realised. When the Chrontcon of Eusebius bec:ime 
known, the thing desired was actually found, and the happy 
discoverer was //itzig (Begriff der Critik, p. 54 sqq.). Von 
Bohlen now began to huzzah at the admirable explanation; and 
v. Lengerke could not imagine anything that could stand against
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it. Jfitzig himself also thought that “no other allusion could 
possibly be imagined.” 

The account referred to has respect to “an invasion of Asia 
by the Greeks in the time of Sennacherib, about which Alexander 
Polyhistor, probably from Berosus, writes as follows (Euseb. 
Chron. ed. Ven., p. 21) :—Quum autem ille fama accepisset, 
Grecos in Cilieiam belli movendi causa pervenisse, ad eos con- 
tendit; aciem contra aciem instruxit, ac plurimis quidem de suo 
exercitu casis, hostes tamen debellat, atque in victoriz monu- 
mentum imaginem suam in eo loco ereetam reliquit, Chaldaicis- 
que literis fortitudinem ac virtutem suam ad futuri temporis 
memoriam incidi jussit—Compare the shorter account given by 
Abydenus of the same event, “ad litus mans Ciliciz Grecorum 
classem profligatam depressit.” 

It really requires a very strong power of imagination to find 
it quite “ conceivable,” that the prophecy before us was written 
some years after this event, and is to be traced to the impression 
which it left upon the minds of the Israelites. The landing of 
a few Greek ships upon the shores of Cilicia (although the 
attack was repulsed, if not entirely without loss, yet immediately 
and with complete success, and therefore was followed by no 
results whatever), produced such an impression upon the minds 
of the Israelites, that three or four years afterwards an Israel- 
itish poet proceeded to describe it in such terms as these! An 
attack upon the shores of Cilicia he describes as an oppression 
of Asshur and Eber! The defeat of the Grecks, who were 
compelled to return immediately and altogether without success, 
is a striking judgment of God upon Asshur and Eber! Anda 
victory of Sennacherib, which this monarch himself caused to be 
recorded upon a monument as one of his glorious achievements, 
is represented as the overthrow of Asshur and IXber! Can we 
believe it possible, that so insignificant an event as this, of which 
not the slightest mention is made, either in the historical or pro- 
phetical books of the Bible, or in the whole of the literature of 
Greece, and which had passed away, without leaving any traces 
behind, long before the time of the poet, should be introduced 
in such terms as these, “ Alas! who shall live when God doeth 
this?” 

To complete what we have already written, we subjoin the 
following extracts from JZengstenberg’s reply to Hitzig’s theory
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(Balaam, p. 502) :—(i.) Had this event been of such importance 
as //itzig assumes, and had it made such an impression upon the 
Israelites as to call forth this prophecy, we should expect to find 
some reference made to it in other parts of the Old Testament. 
But nothing of the kind is to be found; the supposition that 

there is such a reference, has been given up (and very properly) 
even by //itzig himself, in his Die Psalmen historisch krit. unters. 
1836, p. 42 sqq.—(ii.) Even admitting that the account of Alex- 
ander Polyhistor is perfectly trustworthy, and not too highly 
coloured in the Oriental style, in which the enemies are usu- 
ally made more terrible, that the victory over them may appear 
the more splendid; yet it hy no means suggests the idea of a 
hostile invasion of such a character, that even the most timid 
could have expected it to be followed by the ruin of Asia. The 
Greeks never advanced farther than the coast; and a single 

battle sufficed for their complete expulsion.—(iii.) The idea of an 
expedition from Greece against Asia, on anything like a large 
scale, in the time of Sennacherih, is completely at variance with 
all the historical circumstances of the age. All that they will 
allow us to think of, is a dash at the coast (Streifzuy), a preda- 
tory incursion, or an attempt to found acolony. This remark 
was made by Niebuhr himself, who was the first to call atten- 
tion to the notice, and who received it with some prepossession 
in its favour. He says: “The state of Greece at this time for- 
bids our thinking of a combined expedition, at all resembling 
the Trojan war” (p. 205). Plass (Vor-, und Uryeschichte der 
ffellenen, it. 5, 6) says of the condition of Greece during the 
whole period 1100-500 B.C.: “In these six centuries, the 
Grecks were not attacked by a single foreign enemy; nor 
did they all, or even a considerable number of the separate 
parts, combine together to engage in any splendid expedition 
abroad. We do not even need the express testimony of the 
well-informed Thucydides (i. 15) to convince us of this. The 
complete silence of every writer as to any such enterprise is amply 
sufficient. . . . The Ilellenic tribes enjoyed a peculiarly good 
fortune during all this period; for, just at the time when they 
were occupied with their internal culture, they continned en- 
tirely free from outward attacks. Nor could they take in hand 
an expedition against any foreign nation; for they were so 
thoronghly oceupied with themselves and their own organisation,
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and so broken up into tribes and again into smaller states, that 
a combination of the whole, or even of any considerable number, 
for a common purpose, conld never take place without external 
pressure.” 

Although Lhézig has declared that “no other allusion is con- 
ceivable,” Ewald has nevertheless set up a still more wretched 
solution, not only as “conceivable,” but, like all his discoveries, 
as absolutely certain, and not leaving the smallest room for 
doubt. IIe says: “The words of the poet, who has taken the 
name of Balaam to hide his own, from their position, certainly 
allude to an event which must have been the most recent oc- 
currence in history, and the mention of which would bring to 
mind the actually existing circumstances. A piratical fleet from 
the Kittzeans, ze. from the Phoenician Cyprians, must (?!), a 
short time before this, have visited the Hebrew, that is to say 
the Canaanitish or Pheenician shores, and also the Assyrian, 
which were still farther to the north, m other words, the coast 
of Syria. Of this event, the consequences of which cannot have 
been very lasting, no other distinct record las been preserved. 
But, as we learn from the Tyrian Annals of Menander (in Jose- 
phus, Antiquities, 9, 14, 2) that Elulacus, the king of Tyre, 
conquered the Isittzeans, who had revolted, and then (evidently 
because the revolt was of sufficient importance) Salmanassar, 
who was at war with Tyre, endeavoured to turn it to account ; 
we may justly assume that the revolt of the Kittzeans lasted for 
a long time, before Elulaeus put it down.”—Nearly everything 
that can be said against Hitzig’s hypothesis, applies with even 
ereater force to this miserable attempt at an explanation. Even 
Lengerke, who is gencrally ready enough to follow Ewald, is 
obliged to reject it. “On the one hand, it is quite inconceiv- 
able,” he says, “ that Eber should stand for Pheenicia or Canaan; 
for Canaan was a Hamite by descent. On the other hand, how- 
ever, it was only the modern Jews who applied the name of 
Asshur to Syria; and it was first of all applied to the succeed- 
ing monarchies” (i. 597). 

If Balaaim’s prophecies are set down as free poetical produc- 
tions, vaticinia post eventum, their composition must necessarily 
be placed im the time of David, or the age immediately follow- 
ing; for the achievements of David are too evidently the heart, 
the centre, and the occasion of the prophecies. But there are
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two things at variance with such a supposition. In the jirst 

place, the words respecting Asshur, which critics who reject all 
prophecy never can assign to this period, and on the strength of 
which Lenyerke regards it as “a priori certain that vers. 23, 24 
are later interpolations.” But ver. 22 also presupposes the im- 
portance of Asshur as an imperial power,—an importance which 
it did not possess till the time of Isaiah and Micah,—and there- 
fore it is to this period that the majority of critics assign the 
composition of the prophecies.—In the second place, the words 
of the third prophecy in ver. 7, “Let his king be higher than 
Agag,” irresistibly compel us to assign the composition of the 
prophecy at least to a period anterior to Saul; for, after the 
total defeat of the Amalekites under Saul (1 Sam. xv.), which 
broke their power and destroyed their importance for ever, it 
would have been an unparalleled absurdity for a poet to sup- 
pose that he could find no more glowing terms in which to 
describe the glory and might of the Israelitish monarchy, than 
by saying that the king of Israel was more glorious than even 
the king of Amalck.—There are allusions and distinct references 
to Balaam’s prophecies even in the ancient prophets; compare, 
for example, chap. xxiv. 21 with Obadiah ver. 3; chap. xxiv. 
18, 19 with Obadiah ver. 17; and chap. xxi. 28 with Jer. 
xlvili. 45. The prophecies of Balaam are also mentioned 
in Micah vi. 5, though without any verbal reference to their 
contents. 

CONFLICT WITH THE MIDIANITES. 

§ 58. (Num. xxv.-xxxi.)—When Balaam parted from Balak 

to return to his home, he stopped by the way among the Afedian- 

ites, Who dwelt upon the table-land of the Moabitish tervitory (1) 

(§ 52, 3). No sooner had the avaricious scer come down from 

the height of the inspiration, which raised him above himself, 

than he was unable to bear the thonght, that he had been com- 

pelled to turn his back so completely upon the “wages of un- 

righteousness.” I]is heart was filled with hatred and malice 

towards the Israclites, for whose sake he had been obhged to 

give up the rich reward. This was the actual moment of deci-
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sion, the hour of the hardening of his heart. The Maidianites 

followed his advice (Num. xxxi. 16), and, pretending friendship 
and good-will to the Israelites, endeavoured to tempt them to 

participate in the unbridled licentiouspess of the worship of their 
god Baal-Peor. The plan was successful. The Israelites ac- 

cepted the invitation to the festival; and, forgetting their God 

Jehovah and their own calling, rushed into idolatrous adultery 

with the daughters of Midian and Moab (2). Moses, incensed 

at this abominable apostasy, commanded the judges of Israel to 

proceed with unsparing rigour and put the guilty to death. 

The vengeance of Jehovah now broke forth in a plague, by 

which many thousands were destroyed. But in spite of all this, 
an Israelite named Zimri, a chief of the tribe of Simeon, had 

the unparalleled audacity to take Kosbi, a daughter of one of 

the Midianitish chiefs, whom he had chosen as his mistress, and 

bring her into his tent, before the eyes of Moses and the whole 

congregation, for the purpose of performing the idolatrous and 

abominable act in the very midst of the camp of Israel, in which 
the holiness of Jehovah dwelt. Plhinehas, the son of Eleazar 

and grandson of Aaron, stirred with holy indignation at so un- 

paralleled a crime, seized a spear, rushed after them into the 

tent, and pierced them through whilst indulging their idolatrous 

lusts (3). For this act of priestly zeal, Phinehas and his seed 
were promised the priesthood in perpetuity, as a covenant of 

peace with Jehovah. And the zeal for the honour of Jehovah, 

which had arisen spontaneously in the midst of the congregation, 
brought its reward to the whole congregation, just as the plague 

of Jehovah had come upon the whole congregation as a ban, on 

account of the sinners in the midst. From this moment the 

plague was stayed; but twenty-four thousand had already fallen. 

Upon this the Israelites received a command to repay the hypo- 

critical and crafty friendship of the Midianites with open and 

avenging enmity, “that the zeal of Phinehas, by which the 
guilt had been expiated, might be appropriated by the whole 
congregation.” But before this command was executed, a fresh
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numbering was ordered and completed. The people were now 

about to be led against the Midianites, to engage in the holy 

battle for Jehovah, and therefore (since the first numbering at 

Sinai [§ 20] was no longer valid, in consequence of the rejection 

of that generation and the death of all who composed it) it was 

necessary that they should first of all be recognised as the army 

of Jehovali; and this was accomplished by means of the new 

census, which was taken by Moses and Eleazar (4). But as 

this census was to serve, not merely to raise an army against 

Midian, but also to prepare for the immediately approaching 

conquest of the promised land on the other side of the Jordan, 

there was very appropriately connected with it the command to 

sct apart Joshua as the successor of Moses, since Moses himself 
was not to tread the land of promise, on account of his sin at 

the waters of strife (§ 44). And lastly, in order that the fresh 
recognition of Israel, as the congregation of the Lord, might 

also be sealed on the part of the Lord Himself; the giving of 

the law, which had been suspended for thirty-eight years, was re- 
sumed; and sundry commands were issued, respecting offerings 

and vows. Twelve thousand picked warriors were then collected 
tovether, to wage the avenging war of extermination against the 

Midianites. So little resistance was offered by the latter, that 
not asingle man of the Israclites perished. The five Midianitish 

chiefs (kings) were put under the ban, along with all the males. 

Ainong these was Balaam, who now received the proper “wages 
of unrighteousness.” The Israclitish soldiers had preserved all 

the Midianitish women alive; but, as it was really with them 

that the temptation originated, Moses issued a command that 

they should also be slain, and that none should be preserved 

except the virgins who had never known a man (5). 

(1.) In chap. xxiv. 25 it is stated that “Balaam went away, 
and turned to his place (inp? av), and Balak also went his 
way.” But, although it would appear from these words that 
Balaam returned home, we find him afterwards among the Midi- 
anites, to whom he gave advice which proved destructive to
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Israel, and among whom he found his death. Early commenta- 
tors explained pn), according to the analogy of Acts i. 25 (“to 
his own place’’), as meaning hell. Others were of opinion that 
the place referred to was not Balaam’s home beyond the Eu- 
phrates, but the place where he had becn staying immediately 
before. (Steudel still adopts this interpretation.) Others, again, 
either gave the verb an inchoative meaning, “ he began to return, 
or supposed that Balaam actually returned to his native town, 
and then came back to the Midianites again. Hengstenberg (p. 
508) has very correctly stated, that all these assumptions arc set 
aside, by the simple remark that ow literally means to turn 
away, and then to turn back. The attainment of the object 
forms no part of the word.” pnd aw, therefore, is strictly 
speaking equivalent to “he set out upon the journey home.” 
At the same time, it is evident from what follows, that he never 
actually reached his home. 

But Hengstenberg proceeds to observe, at p. 512: “ Balaam’s 
ambition and avarice sought among the Jsraelites, upon whose 
gratitude he considered that he had just claims, the satisfaction 
which the interposition of God put beyond his reach among 
the Moabites. He betook himself first of all to the Israelitish 
camp, which was not far from the spot where he had taken leave 
of Balak. But he did not meet with such a reception as he an- 
ticipated. Moses, who saw through his heart, which was not 
right before the Lord, perceived that the thanks were not due 
to him, who had done all he could to gratify the wishes of the 
Moabitish king, but to the Lord. He therefore treated him 
coldly ; and it was but natural that his ruling passion, which 
was continually recalling to his memory the words of Balak, ‘I 
will promote thee unto very great honour, and I will do what- 
soever thou sayest unto me,’ impelled him to seek out a new 
way of gratifying it.’—We inquire with amazement, Where 
has the author learned all this? There is nothing about it in 
the Biblical record, and not the slightest hint from which we 
could infer that it was at all a probable thing. Still //engsten- 
berg is quite certain that he is right. He says: “It is scarcely 
conceivable, that Balaam should have allowed so excellent an 
opportunity for gratifying his passion to pass by unimproved ;— 
and we have almost as strong a proof as we should have in an 
express assertion, in the circumstance, that the contents of Num.
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xxlL—-xxly. could only be obtained from communications made 
by himself to the elders of Isracl.” We must observe, in the 
first place, however, that this hypothesis is perfectly irrecon- 
cileable with the statement in ver. 25 Gapnd ae), he turned to 

his place), even according to Iengstenberg’s own (correct) in- 
terpretation of the words. or if ax% means to turn back ; when 
Balaam parted from Balak, he cannot have gone from the 
heights of Peor into the Arboth Moab, for this would have been 
goiny forwards, instead of turning back. And beside this, we 
very much doubt whether the “ psychological probability” is so 
unquestionable, as J/engstenbery thinks that he has shown it to be. 
In my opinion, it would be a far more correct conclusion, from 
a psychological point of view, that it is by no means a probable 
thing that Balaam turned to the Israclites, after the frustration 
of his hopes and desires. The only circumstances under which 
we can imagine his doing this, would have been, if what had 
already transpired had altered his mind and changed his heart, 
and if faith had led him to seck the camp of the Israclites. But 
there is no necessity to prove that this was not the case. And 
if his avarice and ambition were not destroyed, but increased, 
by the frustration of his hopes; his feelings towards Isracl, who 
was the cause of his failure, would be turned into hatred, and 
his relation to Jehovah for ever disturbed. In such a state of 
mind as this, he would take good care not to venture into the 
camp of Israel, where the holiness of Jehovah dwelt. Of this 
holiness he had already experienced too much that was adverse, 
to have the least hope of finding gold and honour there. 

But what more especially surprises us, is to find Hengstenberg 
maintaining, that it is only on this supposition that Isracel’s 
acquaintance with the contents of Num. xxii.—xxiv. is at all con- 
ceivable. This is a concession to the destructive critics, which 
we should have expected Hengstenberg to be one of the last to 
make. Yor if his psychological argument breaks down (and he 
can hardly hide its weakness even from himself), he must give 
himself entirely into their hands——We are by no means inclined 
to take refuge in the uléima ratio of perplexity, namely, that the 
historian learned all that is recorded in chap. xxii.—xxiv. by direct 
inspiration of God. But are there not many other ways in 
which the Israelites night have obtained the information? Ba- 
laam himself fell into their lands at a Jater period. If, then,
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what appears to us to be a very unimportant and unessential 
question is to be answered by possibilities; is it not much safer and 

more advisable to point to the probability, that when Balaam was 
a prisoner and threatened with death, he told the Israelites 
what had occurred, and what was so flattering to them, in the 
hope of thereby securing their favour, and saving his own life?— 
Not to mention a hundred other possibilities of their obtaining 
the information through the medium of Moabitish or Midianitish 
men or women! An occurrence which rushed like wildfire over 
the whole of Midian and Moab, could not be permanently con- 
cealed from the Israelites. . 

(2.) The unprejudiced or inconsiderate manner in which the 
Israelites listened to the cunning invitation of the Midianites, 
renders it very probable, that as yet nothing was known in the 
congregation of what had transpired between Balak and Balaam 
(and this would be a fresh argument against Hengstenberg’s 
hypothesis, which we have just refuted). For if the Israelites 
had known anything of the hostile dispositions and intentions 
of the Moabites and Midianites, who were allied together for 
this very purpose, and whose hostility was manifested in the 
invitation sent to Balaam, they would hardly have fallen so 
heedlessly into the snare. Not to mention anything else, they 
would certainly have suspected that some stratagem or hostile 
attack was hidden behind the friendly invitation which they re- 
ceived; and they would therefore have been upon their guard 
against accepting it. And even if there were individuals who 
were imprudent enough to yield, or sufficiently tempted to do so 
by the prospect of the indulgence of their fleshly lusts; Moses, 
and Eleazar, and such of the princes and judges of Israel as 
continued firm in their adherence to Jehovah, would certainly 
do everything in their power, and in this case would hardly fail, 
to restrain them from the road to destruction. For this same 
reason, it is probable that the invitation given by the Midianites 
was not at first a direct invitation to join in a feast of Baal- 
Peor, but merely to certain festivals of which no precise descrip- 
tion was given. When once the Israclites were there, as the 
Midianites may possibly have thought, the power of sensuality 
would do the rest. 

(3.) On the example of Phinehas, the later Jews founded 
their so-called right (jus zelotarum), according to which even
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persons who were not qualified to do so by any official posi- 
tion, had the right, where the honour of Jehovah was con- 
cerned, to obey the impulses of holy zeal, and proceed of their 
own accord to the infliction of vengeance, in cases in which the 
theocratic institutions and interests were endangered by an act 
of presumptuous denial and contempt. Next to the act of Phine- 
has, the jus zelotarum derived its chief support from the similar 
examples of Samuel (1 Sam. xv. 33) and Mattathias (1 Mace. 
li, 24). A similar occurrence in the New Testament was the 
stoning of Stephen (sce Budde, de jure zelotarum in Oelrich’s 
Collectio, vol. i., Diss. 5, and Salden otia theol., p. 609 sqq.).— 
With reference to the moral character of this act of Phincehas, 
and the unqualified approbation expressed in thie sacred records, 
we point first of all to the words of Christ in Luke ix. 55, which 
determine the rule for every case in which there is a desire to 
give effect to zeal, which would have been justifiable and praise- 
worthy under the Old Testament, without the “ mutatis mutandis” 
required by the different stand-point of the Gospel. Holy zeal is 
to be cherished at all times, even under the New ‘Testament, and 
however the circumstances may change; but the form in which 
it is expressed is not to be the same under the Gospel as under 
the law. Even in zeal, the new commandment of love is to rule 
and regulate the whole. But, above all, is care to be taken 
(and this applied to the Old Testament as well as the New) 
that, where love necessarily assumes the form of vengeance, it 
does not of its own accord interfere with the authority appointed 
by God, to which He has entrusted the sword for the purpose of 
inflicting vengeance on evil-doers. And in this light many 
might regard the act of Phinchas as questionable. But, apart 
from the fact that, as a priest and the appointed successor of 
the high priest, Phinchas really did hold an official position, 
and that the command of Moses (ver. 5) to slay the guilty had 
been already issued, there are extraordinary circumstances, of a 
dissolute and abnormal character, when the audacity of crime, 
the danger to which the highest blessings of life are exposed, 
and the necessity for immediate action, entrust every one who 
takes the cause to heart with the temporary right of authority, 
and the consecration of an actnal call to check and avert the 
evil, even by the employment of force. 

(4.) The result of the census is expressly stated to have
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shown, that among all who were numbered, not a single one was 
left of those who had previously been numbered at Sinai. The 
whole number was now 601,730. It was very litle less, there- 
fore, than the number obtained from the former census, viz., 
603,550. The difference, however, in the case of particular 
tribes is very striking. The numbers were as follows :— 

At Sinai. Now. 

Reuben, 46,500 43,730 
Simeon, 59,300 22,000 
Gad, 45,600 40,500 
Naphtali, 53,400 45,400 
Ephraim, 40,500 32,5900 
Judah, 74,600 76,500 
Issachar, 54,400 64,600 
Zebulun, . 54,490 60,500 
Manasseh, . 32,200 52,700 
Benjamin, . 35,400 45,600 
Dan, 62,700 64,400 
Asher 41,500 53,400 
Levi, 22,000 23,000 

The most remarkable difference is in the case of Simeon. This 
has been accounted for from the last plague; and the 24,000 
who fell in this plague have been supposed to have been for the 
most part taken from Simeon. The reason for this conjecture 
is the probability that the example of Zimri, a prince of this 
tribe, was both the proof and the occasion of a more general 
participation of this tribe in the idolatrous crime. 

The claim put in by the daughters of Zelophehad (Num. 
xvii. 1-11; compare chap. xxxvi.) will be more particularly dis- 
cussed in connection with the laws of inheritance. 

(5.) That this account of the attack and extermination of 
the Midianites has reference to the Midianitish tribes upon the 
table-land of Moab, the chiefs of which are spoken of in Josh. 
xiii, 21 as having been formerly the vassals of Sihon (ved. 
§ 52, 3), is placed beyond all doubt by the express statement to 
that effect in Num. xxxi. 8. The main body of the Midianites 
does not appear to have taken part at all, and therefore there is 
nothing surprising in their subsequent hostile and powerful at- 
tacks upon the Israelites (Judg. vi—viii.) Moreover, the fact
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that only twelve thousand Israelites (a thousand from every 
tribe) were engaged in the battle, is a proof that the foe was 
neither numerous nor strong.—To those who regard it as some- 
thing improbable, if not impossible, that not a single Israclite 
Was inissing, as was proved by the numbering of the victors on 
their return, we would simply beg to say, that there is nothing 
impossible in such a victory, when the attack was so unexpected. 
It is also apparent, from the data mentioned in § 52, 3, that 
these particular Midianites were anything but a conraycous and 
warlike race. (For siinilar exainples from profane history, see 
ftosenmiiller on thus passage, and LMdvernick, Emlcitung, i. 2, 
p. 513.)—The command of Moses to slay all the women who 
had already known a man, was issued in consequence of the 

idolatrous interconrse of the Israelites with the Midianitish 
women. The booty brought home by the conquerors was ex- 
traordinarily rich, especially in cattle; from which we may 
infer that the rearing of cattle was the occupation of the tribe. 
For the Israclites, whose cattle must have diminished very con- 
siderably during the journey through the wilderness, such booty 
as this must have been doubly valuable. The quantity of 
golden ornaments and jewels is quite in harmony with the un- 
warlike and luxurious character which evidently distinguished 
the Micianites—There was something very peculiar in the 
manner in which Moses and Eleazar distributed the booty. 
The whole of it, consisting of 675,000 sheep, 72,000 oxen, 61,000 
asses, aid 32,000 persons, was divided into two equal parts, 
one of which was allotted to the victors, the other to those who 
had taken no part in the battle. As the 12,000 men who were 
selected to fight did not go to war on their own responsibility, 
but as representatives of the whole congregation, it was but 
right that the whole congregation should share in the booty ; 
but as the twelve thousand had had all the trouble and fatigue, 
it was just as proper that they should receive an incomparably 
larger share. And since the war was also a war of Jehovah, 
whose presence and aid had given the victory to the Israclitcs, 
and therefore the booty, strictly speaking, belonged to Jehovah, 
a certam quota was to be allotted to the priests and Levites as 
His servants and representatives. The priests were to receive two 
parts ina thousand from the share of the warriors ; the Levites, 
two in a hundred from that of the congregation. “The propor-
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tion which the share of the priests bore to that of the Levites, 
therefore, was one to ten; and thus was very nearly the same as 
the proportion maintained in the distribution of the customary 
tithes (vid. Num. xxvi.).” (Baumgarten.)—The fact which was 
brought out by the numbering of the warriors after their return, 
namely, that not a single man was missing, led the superior off- 
cers to present a further (free-will) offering, as an expression of 
their gratitude to Jehovah. They therefore brought the jewels 
which they had taken, “to make,” as they said, “an atonement 
for their souls.” On this Baumgarten has aptly remarked : “The 
evident and miraculous protection of Jehovah brought them to 
a consciousness of their unworthiness, and led them to confess 
before Jehovah that they were more deserving of death than of 
such protection as this.’—To mark the whole affair as a holy 
war, a war of Jehovah, Phinehas, the son of the high priest, ac- 
companied the army, and took the holy vessels with him (ver. 6). 
The participation of Phinchas in the present war was all the 
more significant, from the fact, that it was he who stopped the 
plague, through his holy zeal to take vengeance upon the Israel- 
itish sinners. “ The Israelites were to follow this resplendent 
example, by which the wrath of Jehovah had been appeased. .. . 
The fact that a priest accompanied them to the field, showed at 
once the relation of the war to Jehovah. And in this case it 
was the very priest whose simple presence immediately called to 
mind the close connection between Israel and Midian” (Baum- 
garten). It is also worthy of note, that the law relating to such 
as should be defiled by touching a corpse (Num. xix.) was here 
applied in its full extent to those who returned from the battle, 
in consequence of their being all defiled by the Midianites that 
had been slain (vers. 19-24). 

DIVISION OF THE LAND ON THE EAST OF THE JORDAN. RE- 

GULATIONS WITH REGARD TO CONQUEST OF THE COUN- 

TRY TO THE WEST OF THE JORDAN. 

§ 59. (Num. xxxii.-xxxvi.)—The tribes of Reuben and Gad, 

which were peculiarly wealthy in cattle, presented a petition to 

Moses and Eleazar, that the land on the east of the Jordan, which 

had already been conquered, and was particularly adapted for
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grazing, might be allotted to them (1). Moses was indignant at 
what appeared to be so selfish a request, and one which, if 

granted, would not only disturb the pleasure with which the 

rest of the tribes would proceed to fight for the country to the 

west of the river, but would bring down the wrath of Jehovah 
once more upon the congregation. Ile therefore reproached 
them in the most serious manner, for the want of national 

feeling, and the indifference towards their brethren, which 

such a request apparently indicated. But when the two tribes 

solemnly declared that they were ready to send them fighting 

men across the Jordan, and that they should remain there till 

the country to the west of the river had been conquered by the 
combined efforts of the Israelites, he no longer hesitated to accede 
to their request, with this modification only, that part of the 

land should be given for an inheritance to the half-tribe of 

Manasseh, which had been peculiarly zealous and active in 
effecting its conquest (2). The precise limits of their posses- 

sions were left to be determined when the general distribution 

should take place. But they immediately settled down in their 

relative positions, namely, euben in the south, Afanasseh in the 

north, and Gad in the centre of the land. Their first care was 

to rebuild and fortify a number of the cities that had been de- 
stroyed, for the safer protection of their families and flocks, 

which they were about to leave behind (8). 

As Moses had received repeated intimations that his end 
was approaching, he issued the requisite orders, under the 

special direction of Jehovah, for the approaching conquest 
and division of the country to the west of the Jordan. All 
the inhabitants were to be driven out; and their idols and high 

places were to be destroyed. Jvushua and Eleazar, with the co- 

operation of the heads of the twelve tribes, were to distribute 

the land by lot; and forty-cight cities, including six cities of 
refuge, were to be allotted to the tribe of Levi, throughout the 

whole land on both sides of the Jordan (4). 

(1.) The rEQqUEST OF THE REUBENITES AND GADITES is 
% VOL. Ill. 2G
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generally supposed to have been made with the intention of 
leaving merely their families and flocks on the east of the 
Jordan; in which case, the stern rebuke which thew request 
elicited from Moses was founded upon a mistake. But it is 
certainly very improbable, that so prudent,” circumspect, and 
experienced a leader as Moses was, would have jumped to so 
rash and hasty a conclusion. Moreover, his interpretation of 
their request was actually and expressly supported by their own 
words: “Give us this land,” they said, “and bring us not over 
Jordan.” At any rate, it must be admitted that no one, on first 
hearing these words, would put any other construction upon 
them than Moses did. Undoubtedly, the issue showed that 
their hearts were better than their words would have led one to 
suppose ; for, as soon as the reproof administered by Moses had 
made them conscious of the unseemly and inadmissible cha- 
racter of their request, they at once declared themselves ready 
and willing, with all their hearts, to carry out to the fullest 
extent the just demands of the other tribes. 

(2.) The HALF-TRIBE OF MANASSEH had not presented a 
petition for the land which Moses assigned it. On the contrary, 
he gave it to them of his own accord, and to satisfy the claims 
of justice. To render this procedure on the part of Moses intel- 
ligible, it was necessary that the fact upon which it was based, 
and which had been passed over in the previous history (Num. 
xxi. 33 sqq.), should be recorded here; and this is done in Num. 
xxxiil. 39-42. The supposed discrepancies between this account 
and other passages (Deut. ii. 4, 13-15; Judg. x. 3-5; 1 Chr. 
li. 21 sqq.), which critics have brought forward as discrediting 
the testimony of the Pentateuch, have been examined by Kanne 
(Untersuchung ii. 109 sqq.), Rosenmiiller (Alterth. 11. 1, p. 282 
sqq.), and LHivernick (Einlettung i. 2, p. 514 sqq.), who have sug- 
gested various ways of solving the difficulty. But they have been 
most thoroughly and conclusively discussed by L/engstenberg 
(Pentateuch, vol. ii., p. 221 sqq.). The expositions of Welte, 
Keil, and ». Lengerke, are founded upon that of Hengstenberg. 

In Num. xxxii. 39 sqq. it is stated that “the children of 
Machir, the son of Manassch, went to Gilead, and took it, and 
dispossessed the Amorites who were in it (the subjects of Silion 
therefore); and Moses gave Gilead unto Machir, the son of 
Manasseh, and he dwelt therein. And Jair, the son of Ma-
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nassch, went and took their (2.e., the Amorites’) dwelling-places 
(nia), and called theny Chavvoth-Jair. And Nobah went and 
took Aenath and its daugliters, and called them Nobah, after his 
own name.”—Still further light is thrown upon this passage by 
Dent. iii. 12-15: “Talf Mount Gilead gave I unto the Reuben- 
ites and the Gadites. And the rest of Gilead, and all Bashan, 
being the kingdom of Og, gave I unto the half-tribe of Ma- 
nasseh ; all the region of lrgob, with all Bashan, which was 
called the land of the Rephaim. Juir, the son of Manasseh, 
took all the country of Argob unto the coasts of the Geshnurites 
and Maachathites, and called them, that is Tashan, after his 
own name, Chayvoth-Jair. And I gave Gilead unto Alachir.” 
From this it clearly follows: (1.) That Reuben and Gad re- 
ceived southern Gilead ;—(2.) that the half-tribe of Manassch 
received northern Gilead, with all Bashan (or Argob), and for 
this reason, that it was solely or chiefly to this tribe that the 
conqnest of the land was due ;—(3.) that the share of half- 
Manasseh was in the hands of two leading proprietors, Alachir 
and Jair. Machir received the most northerly part of Gilead ; 
Jair, all Bashan or Argob.—So far everything is clear. But 
this difficulty remains, that in Deut. iii, 14 Jui alone is men- 
tioned as the conqueror and possessor of Bashan, whereas 
according to Num. xxxii. 41, 42, Nobuh shared it with hin. 
In addition to this, the number of Chavvoth-Jair is said to have 
been sixty in Deut. iii. 4; but in 1 Chr, ii. 22, 2%, it is stated, 
that “Jair had three and twenty cities in the land of Gilead (ac- 
cording to the later usage, the name Gilead embraced the land 
of Bashan also). And Geshur and Aram took the Chavvoth- 
Jair from them (the descendants of Jair), and (in addition to 
these) Kenath and her daughters, sixty cities (in all).” Z7eng- 
stenberg very properly observes, that the passage means either 
this or nothing. The whole number, therefore, was sixty, of 
which twenty-three were Charvoth-Juir in the stricter sense of 
the term. ‘The other thirty-seven, nainely, Kenath and her 
daughters, belonged to the same category, it is true, though in 
certain respects they differed from the rest. The twenty-three 

1 Kanne, speaking of the word Chavrvoth (from = fo live), which ap- 

pears at first sight rather a singular name to apply to a settlement, points 
out the fact, that precisely the same idiom is found in many cases among the 
Germans, in the names of towns and villages.
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cities of Jair, mentioned in 1 Chr. 11. 22, were those which had 
been taken by Jair himself. The sixty referred to in Dent. iii. 
4 and 1 Chr. ii. 23, on the contrary, were all that were under the 
supremacy of Jair, including the thirty-seven that were held by 
Nobah as his vassal. Instead, therefore, of 1 Chr. ii. 22, 23, 
being irreconcileable with Deut. mi. 4, it serves rather to explain 
the difference between Deut. iti. 14 and Num. xxxii. 41, 42, 
and to produce the most complete harmony between all the 
four passages in question. 

There are other respects, also, im which this passage in the 
Chronicles is of very great importance. It solves what would 
otherwise be an insoluble enigma in Josh. xix. 34, and at the 
same time enables us to determine in what part of Bashan the 
three and twenty cities were situated, which were called Chavr- 
voth-Jair in the strieter sense of the term. In the description 
of the boundary of the tribe of Naphtali, given in this passage, 
it is stated that it reached “to Judah on the Jordan” (72 
TTY) towards the east. From time immemorial, commentators 

have wondered whereabouts on the Jordan there can have been 
a Judah, which was at the same time exactly opposite to 
Naphtali in the extreme north of Palestine, seeing that Judah 
dwelt in the extreme south. It was reserved for the acuteness 
of K. v. Raumer (im Tholuck’s Anzeiger 1836, and also in his 
own Palistina, Ed. 3, p. 405 sqq.) to untie this knot in the most 
satisfactory manner, by means of 1 Chr. n. 21, 22, after other 
commentators had all attempted it in vain. We learn from this 
passage that Hezron, the Judahite, went in to a daughter of 
Machir, the son of Manassch, and the illegitimate offspring 
resulting from this connection was Segub, the father of Jair. 
Jair, therefore, by his father’s side, was a Judahite—by his 
mother’s, a Manassite. The maternal descent determined his 
place in the family registers, contrary to the usual custom 
(Num. xxxvi. 7), on account of his father, who was a bastard, 
remaining in his mother’s house. But his paternal descent was 
still recognised in the name given to his family imheritanee, 
which was designated “ Judah on the Jordan.” From this we 

1 We cannot enter further into this question till we come to the history 

of Joshua. We shall then discuss Ewald’s objection to Raumer’s hypothesis 
(Geschichte der Israeliten ii. 294, and Jahrbiicher der biblischen Wissen- 

schaft i. 183, 18+).
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see that Jair’s territory, z.¢., the twenty-three Chavvoth-Jair, em- 
braced the most northerly portion of Bashan (from the sources 
of the Jordan along the left bank, to the Lake of Gennesaret). 
Southern Bashan would then remain for the territory of Nobah. 
This is confirmed by the situation of Nobah (= Kenath), the 
town that was called by his name, which Burckhardt discovered 
in the modern Jolan (Ganlonitis), in nearly the same latitude as 
the northern extremity of the lake. 

There are some who have brought forward Judg. x. 3-5, 
where Jair the Gileadite is said to have judged Israel twenty- 
two years, and to have had thirty sons, and the same number of 
Chavvoth-Jair, as giving ground for the charge, that the writer 
of the Pentateuch has transferred events and circumstances 
from the times of the Judges to those of Moses. ‘This is done 
by Vaéer and others. Studer, on the other hand (ad h. |.), ex- 
culpates the author of the Pentateuch, but brings a similar 
charge against the writer of the Book of Judges. Lenyerke and 
Bertheau admit that it is possible that there may have been a 
Jair in the time of Moses, as well as in that of the Judges. 
The former is proved by the passage already referred to, viz., 
1 Chr. ni. 21 sqq., from which it is evident that Zelophehad, 
who died in the wilderness (Num. xxvii. 3), was a contemporary 
of Jair (cf. Josh. xiii. 30, 31). The latter may be explained 
from the custom, which may be shown to have prevailed among 
the Israelites, of frequently repeating the names of celebrated 
ancestors. Nevertheless, Winer still persists mm maintaining 
that either the author of the Pentateuch or the writer of the 
Book of Judges must be guilty of an anachronism (Reallex i. 
534), seeing that the former speaks of the name Chavvoth-Jair 
as already in existence in the time of Moses, whereas the other 
refers to it as originating in the time of the Judges; for this 1s 
unquestionably implied in Judg. x. 4, where it is stated that the 
thirty sons of Jair “ had thirty cities, which are called Chavvoth- 
Juir unto this day.” It may be conceded, however, that in this 
passage the name is connected with the second Jair, without 
our being also obliged to concede, that if this be the case, it 
cannot have been in existence before. The very fact that in 
Judg. x. 3 sqq. we read, not of sixty, but of thirty Chavvoth-Jair, 
renders it probable that the entire district may have been lost by 
the family in the confusions of the time of the Judges, whilst at
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least a half of it may have been recovered by the second Jair. 
And if so, it is very conceivable that the ancient name, which 
had been previously lost, may have been restored either by him- 
self or to commemorate lis fame.—This supposition is expressly 
confirmed by 1 Chr. ii. 23, where the Geshurites and Aramites 
are said to have taken the whole district, with its sixty cities, 
from the descendants of Jair. 

(3.) It might excite astonishment, that flocks, women, and 
children should have been left with so little anxiety m the 
country to the east of the Jordan, seeing that it was surrounded 
on all sides by such tribes as the Geshurites, the Aramites, the 
Ammonites, the Moabites, the Midianites, the Edomites, and the 
Amalekites, who were all of them, to say the least, unfavourably 
disposed, if not positively hostile. But the words of Moses, 
“ Whoso is equipped (7N) among you, let him go with the rest 
across the Jordan,” are certainly not to be understood as mean- 
ing that the whole body of fighting men was to go, but only those 
who were in the prime of life. The very young and those of 
advanced age, who were very well able to undertake the defence 
of fortified cities, no doubt remained belind. 

REPETITION AND ENFORCEMENT OF THE LAW. 

§ 60. (Deut. i—xxx.)—Moses had now finished his work, 

and the hour was close at hand in which he was to be gathered 
to the fathers of his people. Isracl was standing upon the banks 

of the Jordan, and was ready to cross over into the land of its 

fathers’ pilgrimage, which was promised it as an everlasting 

possession. But Moses knew that his own feet would never 

tread its soil, and but a little while before (Num. xxvii. 12) 

Vchovah had reminded him of the fact. But as he was per- 

mitted, from the summit of the mountains of Abarim, to sur- 

vey with his bodily eye the land into which his nation was about 
to enter; so did he also, by prophetic inspiration, behold with 

the eye of his mind the future which awaited the nation there, 

and survey the temptations, dangers, and transgressions which 

would mark their future career. He knew that the true pro- 

sperity of Israc]l was inseparably connected with a faithful and 

unwavering adherence to the law of God, of which he had been
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the mediator and herald; and he also knew that in the unre- 

newed nature of Israel there still remained a great distaste for 

this law, and a strong inclination for heathenism, from which it 

had been severed by the grace of its high vocation. This 

tronbled his soul, and impelled him to place once more before 

the new generation, which had now grown to maturity, the 

gracious dealings of Jchovah with their fathers, the fruit of 

which they were now to reap, and to repeat and impress His 

Jaw upon their minds. With all the emotions with which a 

dying father gathers his children round him for the very last 

time, that he may give them his fatherly counsel and warning, 

did Moses, in the prospect of his speedy end, gather around him 
the people, whom he had hitherto Ied and trained with a father’s 

faithfulness, and watched and fostered with all the tenderness 

of a mother, and who were henceforth to go forward, without 

his faithful guidance and discipline, to a great and glorious, but 

at the same time a dangcrous future. IIe commenced his last ad- 

dresses to the people with a historical survey of the forty years’ 

wanderings in the desert, during which the mercy and faithful- 

ness of Jchovah had been all the more gloriously displayed, im 

proportion to the perverseness of the people upon whioin they 

were bestowed (chap. i-iv. 43). He then recapitulated the 

entire law, bringing out the most salient points, passing over 

such of the details as related to the priests and Levites rather 
than to the nation as a whole (1), interspersing carnest appeals, 

and expanding or modifying as the clearness of his prophetic 

insight into the necessities of the future showed to be desirable. 

Ie then added a command, that when they arrived at the promised 

land they should write this law upon large stones covered with 

plaster on Mount Ebal, and at the same time solemnly proclaim 

the blessing and the curse which it contained (2). He held up 

before the people streams of blessings on wife and children, house 

and home, garden and field, if they would faithfully walk in the 

law of the Lord. IIe threatened fearful terrors from the curse 

which would follow apostasy and transgression ; but he also pro-
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mised mercy and a gracious reception, if they repented of their 

ungodly ways (chaps. xxvii—xxx.)—Moses knew what he had 
been to his people through the mercy of God; how much the 

people owed, not to him indeed, but to his calling and office; 
what they would have become, had it not been for the media- 
torial office with which he had been invested; and how quickly 

they would have become the prey of heathen magic and theurgy. 

But when he was gone, the office itself would disappear from 

the stage of history, or at all events would no longer possess the 

same force and comprehensive character; for to no other pro- 
phet did Jehovah draw so near as He had done to him, no other 
was entrusted, as he-was, with the whole house of Jehovah 

(Num. mi. 6-8). Hence it is stated in Deut. xxxiv. 10, that 

“there arose not a prophet since in Israel like unto Moses.” The 

thought of this might have troubled his mind in his dying hour; 

but Jehovah had comforted him with the promise, “I will raise 

them up a Prophet from among their brethren like unto thee” (3). 
This announcement he repeated to the people; and upon it he 
founded his warning against the abominations of heathen magic 
and soothsaying. 

This repetition and renewed enforcement of the law in the 
Arboth Moab, accompanied by fresh promises and threats, and 

the summons to choose between a blessing and a curse, was a 
renewal of the giving of the law, and consequently also of the 
conclusion of the covenant at Sinai. It is therefore called the 

covenant with the children of Israel in the land of Moab (Deut. 

xxix. 1 (4). “See,” said Moses at the ‘close of his emphatic 

address,— see, I have set before thee this day life and good, and 

death and evil; in that I command thee this day to love Jehovah 
thy God, to walk in His ways, and to keep His commandments, 

and His statutes, and His judgments, that thou mayest live and 

multiply; and Jehovah thy God shall bless thee in the land, 

whither thou goest to possess it. But if thine heart be drawn 
away, so that thou wilt not hear, . . I denounce unto you 

this day; that ye shall surely perish, and that ye shall not pro-
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long your days upon the land, whither thou passest over Jor- 

dan, to go to possess it. I call heaven and carth to record this 

day against you, that I have set before you life and death, bless- 

ing and cursing : therefore choose life, etc.” 

(1.) We must reserve any further remarks upon the pecu- 
liar and distinctive character of this repetition of the law.—The 
name Deuteronomy is derived from the Septuagint, which ren- 
ders NI] MIND AW in Deut. xvii. 18, and Josh. viii. 32, ro 
Seutepovoov TovTo (and also from the Vulgate). Delitzsch 
(on Gen. i. 25) and others accordingly render the expression 
“The repeated of this law,’ and interpret it as meaning “ this 
repeated law.’ But this interpretation is apparently by no 
means indisputably certain. In the Chaldee and Syriac ver- 
sions, whose authority in such cases is at least as great, if not 
greater, than that of the Septuagint and Vulgate, 730% is ren- 
dered }2¢'NB, i.e. copy (vid. Esther iv. 8 and iii. 14). As the 
two meanings may be deduced with equal facility from the 
primary signification of the word, the decision of the question 
in dispute depends upon which of the two had become fixed in 
the usage of the language at the time when the Pentateuch was 
written ; and we have not the necessary data, to determine this 
with certainty. But the Chaldee rendering is favoured, not 
only by the fact that the translator may be presumed to have 
possessed a more accurate acquaintance with the peculiarities of 
the Hebrew language, but also, and as it seems to me even more, 
by the circumstance that the expression ishneh hattorah only 
occurs twice, and that only where there is an undoubted refer- 
ence to a copy of this law; whereas in other passages, in which 
the same law in the original is spoken of, the word Afishneh is 
wanting (¢g., Deut. iv. 44 and xxxi. 9). 

(2.) We shall enter more fully into the mamner in which the 
comman< to write this law upon stones could be, and was to be 
carried out, in connection with Josh. viii. 30 sqq. But there is 
another question which we must not postpone, namely, What are 
we to understand by “this law?” The law of Deuteronomy 
alone ? or the whole law of the Pentateuch ? or the whole of the 
Pentateuch itself, including the historical portions? Vater, 
fengstenberg, Keil (Joshua, p. 222 translation; and /inleituny,
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p- 129), and Delitzsch (Genesis i. 26) answer unanimously, and 
certainly correctly: “Deuteronomy only, or rather the legal 
sum and substance of it.” We cannot follow Delitzsch, who 
adduces the Adishneh hattorah in Josh. viii. 32 as a certain proof 
of this; but it may be demonstrated with certainty from the 
context of Deuteronomy. It is evident from the words, “ this 
law,” in Deut. xxvu. 3; for the expression, “this law,” from 
Deut. iv. 44 onwards, throughout all the addresses of Moses in 
Deuteronomy, can only be understood as relating to that par- 
ticular law of which he was speaking at the time, namely, to the 
law in Deuteronomy; and in the case before us, this is still 
further attested by Deut. xxvii. 1: “Keep all these command- 
ments which 1 command you this day.” This is so very ob- 
vious, that there is no necessity to dwell upon other arguments 
which may be derived from the subject-matter itself. Compare 
§ 62, 5. 

(3.) The promise of the PROPHET LIKE UNTO MOSES is given 
in Deut. xviii. 13-19 in the following terms: “Thou shalt hold 
entirely to Jehovah thy God. For these nations, whom thon 
drivest out, hearken unto conjurers and soothsayers: but as for 
thee, Jehovah thy God hath not suffered thee soto do. Jehovah 
thy God will raise up unto thee a Prophet from the midst of thee, 
of thy brethren, like unto me; unto him ye shall hearken. Ac- 
cording to all that thou desiredst of Jehovah thy God in Horeb 
in the day of the assembly, saying, Let me not hear again the 
voice of Jehovah my God, neither let me see this great fire any 
more, that I die not. And Jehovah said unto me, They have 
well spoken. J will raise them up a Prophet from among their 
brethren, like unto thee, and will put Aly words in his mouth, and 
he shall speak unto them all that I shall command him. And it 
shall come to pass, that whosoever will not hearken unto My words 
which he shall speak in My name, I will require it of him.”—The 
first question which arises here, is whether the word §"22 is to be 
regarded as individual or collective, as personal or ideal ; whether 
it relates to one particular prophet, that is, to the Messiah alone, 
or to the Israelitish order of prophets in general, either inclusive 
or exclusive of its completion in the Messiah.— Hofmann (Weissa- 
gung und Erfiillung i. 253, 254, and Schriftbeweis ii. 1, pp. 83, 
84) defends the collective view, and is not “ able to see the per- 
son of Christ the one Mediator glimmering through.” He can
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only sce “that Moses did not know whether many or few medi- 
ators of the word of Divine revelation would be required, or 
whether only one single one would be sent, before Jehovah 
Ilimself would come to His people, to take up ILis abode with 
them in the glory of Ilis everlasting kingdom.” J /dvernick and 
ITengstenberg, on the other hand, oppose the collective view; but 
they still maintain that allusion is made to a plurality of pro- 
phets. /dvernick (Einleitung ii. 2, p. 9 seq.) is of opinion, that 
“the writer had in mind the various occasions on which the 
people would stand in need of a prophet ; and announces, accord- 
ingly, that on every such occasion a prophet would be raised up. 
A prophet will I raise up, namely, whenever circumstances re- 
quire it.” Jlengstenberg (Christology, vol. 1., p. 107 translation) 
finds here again that something or nothing, which he calls an 
ideal person: “The prophet here is an ideal person, compre- 
hending all the true prophets, who appeared between Moses and 
Christ, inclusive of the latter. But Moses did not here speak 
of the prophets as a collective body, to which, at the close, Christ 
also belonged, as it were incidentally, and as one among thie 
many; but rather, the plurality of prophets was comprehended 

by Moses in an ideal unity, for this simple reason, that on the 
authority of Gen. xlix. 10, and by the illumination of the Holy 
Spirit, he knew that the prophetical order would at some future 
time centre in a real person—in Christ.” In this explanation 
Hévernick also (alttestamentliche Theologic, p. 131) has even- 
tually found rest. Wherever we have looked among the theo- 
logians of the present day, we have nowhere found the opinion 
reproduced, which prevailed both in the Synagogue and the 
Church down to modern times, namely, that we have here a pure 
aid express prophecy of Christ. 7. Baumgarten (1. 2., p. 483) 
alone veers round towards it, but without breaking away from 
the collective idea. Ile says: “ Moses speaks of the prophet 
in such a way, that he may very well have had a plurality of 
prophets in his mind, namely, as many as Israel might need for 
its suidance. But when we consider that Moses foresaw a state 
of utter disobedience and universal confusion in Israel, he must 
have had his mind fixed especially upon oxe prophet, who would 
be like himself in the strictest sense of the word, that is to say, 
who like himself would establish by the power of the Word an en- 
tirely new order of things in Israel. But as the history of Isracl,
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when looked at in the spirit, appears throughout its entire course 
to be progressing towards its final goal, and as Moses himself 
foresaw and foretold the future conversion of Israel from its 
approaching general apostasy (chap. iv. 24), he must also have 
set this prophet above himself.” 

I must declare myself unconditionally in favour of the ex- 
clusive reference to one distinct individual, viz., to the Messiah; 
and congratulate myself on being able to adopt for the most part 
Hengstenberg’s arguments against the collective view and the 
exclusion of the Messiah, especially as I am obliged to dissent 
from the view which he has advocated and the reasons which he 
assigns. 

“ That Moses,” says Hengstenberg in his Christology (vol. i. 
p- 101 transl.), “did not intend by the word yy29, ‘ prophet,’ to 
designate a collective body merely, but that he had at least some 
special individual in view, appears, partly from the word itself 
being constantly in the singular, and partly from the constant 
use of the singular suffixes in reference to it; while in the case 

of collective nouns it is usual for the singular to be used inter- 
changeably with the plural. The force of this argument is 
abundantly evident from the fact, that not a few of even non- 
Messianic interpreters have been thereby compelled to make 
some single individual the subject of this prophecy. But we 
must hesitate to adopt the opinion that y’23 stands here simply in 
the singular instead of the plural, because neither does this word 
occur anywhere else as a collective noun, nor is the prophetic 
order ever spoken of in the manner alleged.” The word x1) is, 
in fact, neither in form nor in signification, in the least adapted 
to be used collectively. Why should not Moses have used the 
ordinary plural of the word, if he really wanted to speak of a 
plurality of prophets? I, at least, can find no answer to the 
question.— Hofmann should have been the last to bring forward 
so fallacious an argument as the following in support of his 
view: “ There is not the slightest difference between the use of 
the singular sa), and that ‘of the singular 329 in Deut. xvii. 
14-20.” Hengstenberg has already met him with this reply : 
“The king mentioned there is no collective noun. An indivi- 
dual, who in future times should first attain to royal dignity, 
forms there the subject throughout. This appears especially 
in ver. 20, where he and his sons ate spoken of. The first king
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is held up as an example; and what is declared of him was ap- 

plicable to the whole line of kings. But it is in favour of 
our view, that in the verses immediately preceding, thie priests 
are at first spoken of only in the plural, although the priestly 
order had much more of the character of a collective body than 
the prophetic order had” (Christology, i. 101 transl.). 

Again, °33 and 7323 are at variance with the collective view. 
It is undoubtedly true, that the resemblance to Moses docs not 
primarily relate to “the substance of the words spoken by God 
through Moses or the future mediator, nor even to the essential 
identity in the substance of the words,” as ITiivernick maintains 
(alttest. Theol., p. 90); at least not in any such sense as this, 
that the promised prophet would proclaim nothing but what 
Moses had proclaimed already. For this would not only pre- 
clude a direct allusion to Christ, but any allusion to the pro- 
phetic order of the Old Testament, since all the prophets, or at 
any rate those whose writings have come down to us, went far 
beyond Moses in this respect. But the expression, “ A prophet 
like unto thee, like unto me,’ cannot possibly have been employed 
without some further meaning, than that the promised prophet 
would possess whatever belonged to the prophetic character in 
general, and all that would necessarily be found in every pro- 
phet; such, for example, as “the human mediation of Divine 
revelation, in contrast with the manifestation of the power of 
God Himself” (4lofmann). If Jehovah or Moses represents it 
as something peculiar, that a prophet, or several prophets, would 
he raised up dike unto Moses; it is evidently implied that there 

might be prophets who were not like Moses, and yet were pro- 
phets notwithstanding ; and consequently there must have been 
something peculiar in the prophetic character of Moses, some- 
thing that it would be in vain to look for in all the prophets. 
And the Pentatench itself gives us distinct and authentic infor- 
mation as to the nature of this distinctive peculiarity (vid. Num. 
xii. 6-8). In the first place, it consisted in the mode in which 
the Divine communications were made. Jchovah spake with 
Afoses mouth to mouth, and Moses saw the Jemunah of Jehovah ; 
whereas the other prophets only saw Jehovah in Chidoth, and 
received the revelations of Jchovah in a vision or a dream (wid. 
§ 34, 4). But secondly, it consisted chiefly in the fact, that 
Moses was entrusted with the whole house of Jehovah. While
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Moses lived, he was one and all in the house of Jehovah, the 
mediator between Jehovah and the people in all respects. He 
was commander-in-chief, deliverer, lawgiver, priest, teacher, 
chastiser, and judge. There was no function in connection 
with the representation of God, or the mediation of the words 
and acts of God, which he had not discharged, or was not war- 
ranted in discharging in the highest (human) form. And he 
was a prophet im all this, and for all this; that is to say, his 
prophetic gift controlled, pervaded, inspired, and regulated all 
these functions. [le was a prophet when leading Israel, a pro- 
phet when reconcilmg Israel, a prophet when teaching Israel. 
A David wanted a Nathan at his side, to help him to fulfil bis 
royal duties in a proper way. But Moses, the leader of Israel, 
had his Nathan within himself: he was both; in a word, was 
everything in himself. If, then, the Pentateuch itself repre- 
sents this clearly and without ambiguity, as the distinctive pe- 
culiarity of the prophetic character of Moses, and does this with 
such emphasis as in Num. xii. ;—we can come to no other con- 

clusion than that, when the Pentateuch promises prophets like 
unto Moses, whatever it scts before us as constituting the dis- 
tinctive peculiarity of Moses, we are warranted in looking for in 
the prophets referred to. But we would simply ask, whether, 
in the whole line of prophets from Moses to Malachi, there is a 
single one to be found who comes half-way towards answering 
this description, not to say whether they all of them do so. And 
we are brouglit to the following dilemma: either the prediction 
in Deut. xviii. promised something, which was not fulfilled in 
the case of the persons referred to; or the prediction did not re- 
late to the whole series of prophets between Moses and Malachi, 
but to one prophet, who is not to be found among these, but 
must be looked for outside their ranks, and after them. 

We have also another express and authentic proof of what is 
meant in the Pentateuch by a prophet like unto Moses. The 
account of the life and labours of this great man of God is 
brought to a close in Deut. xxxiv. 10 by the words, “ And there 
arose not a prophet since in Israel like unto Moses,” etc. The 
last editor of the Pentateuch (for there can be no doubt that he 
is the author of the last chapter) understood the expressions, 
‘like unto me” and “ like unto thee,” very differently from [o/- 
mann, as even the most prejudiced must admit. Otherwise he
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would have placed himself in the most direct and irreconcileable 
opposition to Deut. xviii. It makes no essential <ifference, 
whether this editor is supposed to have lived in the time of Ezra, 
or in that of Josiah, or Joshua. In any case, he had been ac- 
quainted with prophets after Moses. And when he says that 
“there arose not a prophet like unto Afoses,” he means, not that 
no prophet at all had risen up, but that, although prophets had 
risen up, not one of them was lite unto Afoses. 

But even apart from everything else, the Pentateuch itself 
bears express and unmistakeable testimony against the collective, 
and in favour of the personal-individual view,—in favour of a 
reference to the Messiah, and against any reference to the entire 
prophetic order of the Old Testament. Before proceeding fur- 
ther with our proofs, let us look at the historical soil from which 
our prophecy sprang, or rather zxéo which it was planted by the 
hand of the spirit of prophecy, as into a susceptible soil pre- 
pared by the hand of the spirit of prophecy, like fruitful seed 
in fruitful ground. 

We must attach our present remarks to what has already 
been said in vol. 1. § 4, 3 on the course of Messianic prophecy, 
and its historical foundation in the patriarchal age. If we omit 
Balaam’s prophecy of the Star out of Jacob (vol. i. § 4, 1), 
which belongs to the same epoch as our own, this announcement 
of a prophit like unto Moses is the first express Messianic pro- 
phecy since the blessing of Jacob on his sons, and especially on 
Judah (Gen. xlix. 8-12). Lfengstenberg, who has not given a 
correct interpretation of cither prophecy, turns everything upside 
down, and obstinately persists in maintaining that this must be 
and is the order :—first, perfect clearness, sharp definition, con- 
erete personality; then, with further progress, mistiness, inde- 
finiteness, and obscurity ;—first of all, the prophecy appears like 
a full-grown man, and then during the long period of history 
which intervenes, it grows up to the stature of—a child (!).— 
Jucob beholds the Messiah as one single, concrete person, with 
such clearness and certainty as was only attained by the latest 
prophets ; to Moses, on the other hand, who was not only ac- 
quainted with Jacol’s prophecy, but whose Messianic conscious- 
ness was based upon it, it was like a dissolving view, which 
changed as soon as the cye was fixed upon it, at one time into x 
host. of proplicts, at another again into a single individual._—
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Jacob knew that the one personal Messiah would spring from 
the tribe of Judah; the progress made by Afoses was back to 

the indistinctness and generality which Jacob had already suc- 
ceeded in overcoming: for, as before the time of Jacob the pro- 
phecy ran thus, “from thy seed,” so does Moses now say again, 
“ from thy brethren, out of the midst of thee.”—This view is 
certainly not naturalism ; it is rather unnatural. I can perceive 
in the prophecy something more than nature, but something 
above nature and not opposed to it; and if this is naturalism, I 
have no objection to be called a naturalist (Christology, vol. 1. 
§ 70). 

Jacob’s prophecy in Gen. xlix. looks to the “end of the days,” 
and sees the hopes and expectations of the patriarchal age, of 
which there was already a distinct consciousness, perfectly ful- 
filled, its necessities satisfied, its defects supplied, the object of 
its endeavours reached, its labour at an end. There were only 
two things, with which the patriarchal age was acquainted, as 
preliminary conditions to the manifestation of salvation, and to 
which all the earlier promises of God had pointed, namely, the 
development of the family into a great nation, and the peaceable 
and undisturbed possession of the promised land. It was igno- 
rant, therefore, that there were any other impediments in the 
way than the defects of the time being; namely, the fact that 
the chosen seed was confined within the limits of a single family, 
and that this family was leading a restless nomad life in a foreign 
land. But at the period to which our prophecy belongs, these 
conditions were fulfilled, and these impediments removed ; or, at 
all events, the accomplishment of both was so near at hand, that 
it belonged to the immediate present, instead of the distant future. 
In the meantime, however, other wants and defects had come to 
light with the onward course of history; and these had given 
rise to fresh hopes and expectations. The unity of the family 
had expanded into a plurality of populous tribes; but it had also 
become apparent that this plurality, which had proceeded from 
unity, would converge into a central unity again ; that the broad 
base would run up into one apex, and the members of the body 
be organically united under a single head. What would have 
become of the nation, in spite of its strength and numbers, if it 
had not possessed in Moses a common head, a common leader, 
aud instructor? And how far was even Moses from attaining,
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exhibiting, and performing all that was included in the idea of 
the head of Israel ?—So, on the other hand, the promised land 
was already, to some extent, actually in possession, and the cap- 
ture of the rest was guaranteed as immediately at hand. But 
we have already shown, that the possession already secured, or 
to be secured immediately, was not the quict, undisturbed, and 
undisputed possession, which Jacob had foreseen and predicted. 
For now the promised land was entirely surrounded by hostile 
tribes, who thought of nothing else than the destruction of Israel. 
How far, therefore, was this provisional fulfilment from the final 
and absolute accomplishment! ‘To what a distance in the future 
was the period removed, when all nations should willingly bend 
beneath the sceptre of Judah, and participate in its blessings, 
and when all nations should be blessed in the seed of Abrahain, 
Isaac, and Jacob! It had by this time become fully apparent, 
that the victory of Israel over the nations could not be achieved 
without a previous conflict ; that active hostility would precede 
and accompany willing obedience on the part of the nations; and 
that the streams of blessing which were to flow from Isracl to the 
nations would have a dark side, in fearful manifestations of rage, 
revenge, and destruction. 

Into this soil the spirit of prophecy dropped some new seeds, 
which promised the ultimate fulfilment of present wants and 
desires, and gave to present liopes a divine approval, a definite 
direction, a firm hold, a clear prospect, and a substantial reality. 
This was effected by Balaam’s prophecy of the Star out of Jacob, 
and Moses’ prophecy of the Prophet like unto himself. In both 
the limits were broken through, which had hitherto confined the 
Messianic expectations to the sphere of generality ; in both, the 
prospect of salvation, which had hitherto been associated simplv 
with the entire seed of Abraham, was condensed into the distinet 
consciousness of one single, personal author of salvation, of the 
seed of Jacob, and out of the midst of Israel. Palaam an- 
nounced him as a king, avenging hostility and overcoming 
opposition ; ilfoses as a prophet, who would continue and com- 
plete the work which he himself had begun. Whether the 
Israel of that day was aware, or even surmised, that the Star out 
of Jacob and the Prophiet like unto Moses were one and the same 
person, simply described according to two different departments 
of His work, we must leave for the present undecided. I cer- 
g VOL. III. 2 I
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tainly cannot admit that this is impossible; for even in Moses, the 
commander-in-chief (the type of the King) and the prophet 
(the type of the Prophet) were associated in one individual. 

Again, the correctness of the interpretation, which refers 
this prophecy to a personal Messiah, is unanimously attested by 
the very earliest tradition. The testimony of this tradition in 
the present instance 1s of all the greater importance, and is even 
decisive in its character, from the fact that it issued in a confir- 
mation of the view in question by Christ and His apostles. As the 
first and oldest link in the chain, we have already mentioned 
Deut. xxxiv. 10. The later prophets even “disclaimed the 
honour of being the Prophet like unto Moses. ‘The predictions 
in Is. xlii. xlix. and 1. 1si.,in which the Messiah is distinctly im- 
troduced as the Prophet, are based upon the passage before us. 
To Him is assigned the mission to restore Jacob, and to be the 
salvation of the Lord to the end of the world” (Hengstenberg). 
The testimonies in favour of our view crowd together in the 
period subsequent to the Captivity. Wecannot, indeed, adduce 
1 Macc. xiv. 41, as is frequently done, where Simon is appointed 
“ governor and high priest for ever, until there should arise a 
credible prophet.” lengstenberg is certainly right when he 
says, “That by the ‘credible prophet,’ z.e., one sufficiently at- 
tested by miracles or the fulfilment of prophecies, we are not to 
understand the Prophet promised by Moses, is shown, partly by 
the absence of the article, and partly by the circumstance, that 
a credible prophet is spoken of. The sense is rather this: Simon 
and his family should continue to hold the highest dignity until 
God Himself should make another arrangement by a future 
prophet, as there was none at that time, and thus put an end to 
a state of things which, on the one hand, was contradictory to 
the law, and on the other, to the promise ;—a state of things 
into which they had been led by the force of circumstances, and 
which could, at all events, be only a provisional one. It is not 
on the passage under review that the expectation of a prophet 
there rests, but rather on Mal. iii. 1, 23, where a prophet is pro- 
mised as the precursor of the Messiah” (Christology, vol. 1, p. 
97 translation). 

Nevertheless, we can confidently maintain, that the opinion, 
that the passage before us related to the Messiah, was de- 
cidedly the prevailing one, and probably the only one, in the
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period subsequent to the Captivity (for in John 1. 21 and vii. 40, 
allision is made to Mal. iv. 5), for the simple reason, that the 
words with which the book of Deuteronomy closes, “There 
arose uot a propliet since in Israel like unto Moses’ (chap. 
xxxiv. 10), certainly expressed the conviction of all the writers 
after the Captivity. And even down to our own day, in which 
it is considered advisable on polemical grounds to depart from 
the traditional explanation, it has held almost exclusive sway in 
the Synagogue. That the Samaritans had adopted it, may un- 
questionably be proved from the New Testament. “ The woman 
of Samaria says to Jesus, ‘1 know that Messias cometh, which 
is called Christ ; when Ile is come, He will tell us all things.’ 
As the Samaritans accepted the Pentateuch alone, the notion 
here expressed, that the Messiah would be a divinely enlightened 
teacher, cannot have been derived from any other source than 
the passage before us. The words of the woman bear a striking 
resemblance to ver. 18, ‘He shall speak unto them all that I 
shall command Hinr’” (Lengstenberg). Again, when Philip says 
to Nathanael, “We have found Him, of whom Moses in the 
law did write,” he can only have thought of this prophecy ; for 
throughout the entire Pentateuch there is only one other Mes- 
sianic prophecy of a personal character, namely, that of the 
Star and Sceptre out of Jacob, the predicates of which were but 
little adapted to lead Philip to the opinion which he here ex- 
pressed. This is also true of the Shiloh passage in Gen. wlix. 
10, if we suppose that Philip gave to this a personal application. 
Moreover, the words of Philip compel us to think of a prophecy 
of which Moses himself was the anthor.—There is also an allu- 
sion to this passage in John vi. 14, where the people say, after 
the feeding of the five thousand, “This is of a truth that Pro- 
phet that should come into the world.” And Christ undoubtedly 
had it in Ilis mind when He said, “ Do not think that I will 
accuse you to the lather ; there is one that accuseth you, even 
Moses, in whom ye trust. For had ye believed Moses, ye would 
have believed Me, for he wrote of Me” (John v. 45, 46). “It 
is evident that the Lord must here have had in view a distinct 
passage of the Pentateuch,—a clear and definite declaration of 
Moses. But if a single declaration (a direct Messianic pro- 
phecy) forms the question at issue, this is the only passage that 
can possibly be meant; for it is the only prophecy of Christ
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which Moses, on whose person such stress is laid, uttered in his 
own name,—the only one in which Divine judgments are threat- 
ened to the despisers of the Messiah” ({Jengstenberg, pp. 99, 100). 
When Liicke states, that Jesus referred this passage to Himself, 
according to the exposition which was current at the time, he 
is certainly correct ; but we also see from this, that he recog- 
nised and sanctioned the exposition as perfectly correct.—Nor 
is the allusion to Deut. xviii. 18, 19 less unmistakeable in the 
words of Christ in John xu. 48-50.—Again, it is impossible to 
overlook the connection between the words, “This is My be- 
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased: hear ye Him,” and the 
expression in ver. 15, “ Unto Him ye shall hearken,’ or to deny 
that 1t was the intention of the voice from heaven to point out 
Jesus as the Prophet of whom Moses had spoken here.—Both 
Péter and Stephen regarded the prophecy respecting the ‘ Pro- 
phet like unto Moses” as fulfilled in Christ (Acts iii. 22, 23 and 
vi. 387). Hofmann argues that “ Peter did not say that Jesus 
was a prophet, to whom Israel ought to have hearkened, but left 
the Jews to infer from the fact, that, on the one hand, Moses 
had enjoined it as a duty to yield the obedience of faith to the 
words of the prophets, and, on the other hand, that the words of 
all the prophets had pointed to what had been fulfilled in Christ, 
what their conduct ought to have been, and ought still to be, to- 
wards Christ and the preaching of the apostles.” But this is a 
subterfuge, rather than an argument. The collective interpre- 
tation of the word prophet, as descriptive of “ all the prophets,” is 
inadinissible in itself, and is rendered absolutely impossible by 
the expression, “ Flear that prophet,” in ver. 23, which places 
it beyond the possibility of a doubt, that Peter supposed the 
“Prophet like unto Moses,” of whom Moses had prophesied, 
to be one distinct person, and in fact, as the context shows, to be 
that one Person of whom God had spoken by the mouth of all 
His holy prophets since the world began. 

At the same time, the unanimity and confidence with which 
modern theologians adhere to the collective interpretation of the 
word “prophet,” and the fact that even a theologian like Heng- 
stenberg, who had seen so clearly and proved so conclusively 
that the collective view is inadmissible, should at last have felt 
obliged to bring in the whole line of Old Testament prophets 
(and that in a manner still more objectionable than the collec-
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tive view itself)—we say all this would lead us to expect that 
there must be some elements in the passage, which make it 
natural to understand it as referring to a plurality of prophets. 
Hengstenbery crowds together a mass of arguinents for the pur- 
pose of proving that the prophets must also be referred to.— 
We will commence with the weakest. “There is not wanting,” 
he says, “a slight hint in the New Testament that the reference 
to Christ is not an exclusive one. It is found in Luke ni, 
00, 51.” The passage runs thus: “That the blood of all the 
prophets, which was shed from the foundation of the world, may 
be required of this generation ; from the blood of Abel unto the 
blood of Zacharias, . . . verily, I say unto you, dé shall be 
required of this generation.” It must be apparent to every one, 
that notwithstanding the resemblance between éxfyrety (“it 
shall be required”) and the word wt (“1 will require it of him”) 
in Deut. xviii. 19, the passage rests upon Gen. iv. 9 sqq., rather 
than upon the words of Deuteronomy (see especially Gen. iv. 
10, and compare also Heb. xi. 5). Unwilligness to hear, which 
is the chief point in Deut. xviii., is not noticed here; and the 
blood crying for revenge, which is the chief pomt in the words 
of Christ, is not alluded to in Deut. xviii., though it is so dis- 
tinctly mentioned in Gen. iv., that there is hardly any necessity 
to bring forward the striking expressions employed by Christ, 
“from the foundation of the world,’ and “from the blood of 
Abel.” —Again, Hengstenberg argues, that “if the passage were 
referred to Christ exclusively, the prophetic institution would 
then be without any legitimate authority ; and from the whole 
character of the Mosaic legislation, as laying the foundation for 
the future progress and development of the theocracy, we could 
not well conceive that so important an institution should be defi- 
cient in this point. Moreover, the whole historical existence of 
the prophetic order necessarily presupposes such a foundation.” 
—We reply, No; on the contrary, the law presupposes prophecy. 
It is prophecy which must give its credentials to the law, not 
the law to prophecy. Prophecy was in existence before the law, 
from the days of Abraham (Gen. xx. 7), or rather, according to 
the words of Christ which have just been quoted, from the time 
of Abel, and from the foundation of the world. Afarriage is 
iso left without any formal appointinent or legal authority. It 
did not need it, for it was instituted and invested with legal
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authority long before the law. The same may be said of cir- 
cumcision, and the same applies to prophecy. But the law did 
require to be accredited by prophecy. It was the fact that Moses 
possessed authority as a prophet of God, which gave authority to 
the laws he issued.—The following arguments are undoubtedly 
of still greater importance: “The wider context,” he says, 
“shows that the prophets of the Old Testament are not to be 
excluded. In Deuteronomy provision was made for the period 
immediately succeeding the approaching death of Moses. In chap. 
XViL, xvHl., the magistrates and powers, the superiors to whose 
authority in secular and spiritual affairs the people shall submit, 
are introduced. First, the civil magistrates are brought before 
them (chap. xvii. 8-20), and then the ecclesiastical superiors, 
the priests and prophets (chap. xviil.). In such a connection, 
it is not probable that the prophet is one particular individual. 
—Again, an exclusive reference to Christ is precluded by the 
more immediate context (vzz., within the section relating to the 
prophet). Moses prolubits Israel from employing the means 
by which the heathen seek to pass beyond the boundaries of 
human knowledge (such as soothsaying, augury, conjuring, ne- 
cromancy, etc.). ‘Thou shalt not do so, is his language; for 
that which these are seeking after to no purpose, and in this sin- 
ful manner (?!! Where do we find all this? Compare vol. ii. 
§ 23, 1, 2, and § 54, 5), thy God shall actually (? this must mean 
in a truly Divine manner) grant to thee. And this was done 
through the prophets. Aforeover, as Moses himself attests, he 
had received the prophecy on Sinai, on that very occasion on 
which the people were seized with terror at the dreadful majesty 
of God, and prayed that God would no longer speak to them 
directly, but through a mediator. Accordingly, we should ex- 
pect to find an allusion to the contmuation of the revelations of 
God through the medium of the Old Testament prophets.” 
Another argument still remains, namely, that “the exclusive 
reference to the Messiah is inconsistent with vers. 20-22. The 
marks of a false prophet are given there. But if there is no 
allusion at all to the true prophets of Israel in what precedes, it 
would be alinost impossible to trace any suitable connection in 
the thoughts.” 

This is Hengstenberg’s case. He willingly admits, that not- 
withstanding all these points in the context, if Moses knew any-
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thing at all about a Messiah, not only would some allusion to 
Ilis coming be most fitting, but we should necessarily expect to 
find it. We accept the acknowledgment; and for our parts 
we willingly adinit, that if the expression, “ A prophet like unto 
Moses,” could properly be interpreted as relating to a plurality 
of prophets, and if the substance of the passage were really ap- 
plicable to the prophets before Christ (neither of which is the 
case, as we have already shown), such a view would be very 
appropriate and in perfect harmony with the context ;—we go 
even further, and admit that, if we look at the context from thie 
stand-point of the fulfilment, instead of that of the prophecy 
itself, it certainly appears to be faulty, seeing that there 1s a 
long interval between Moses and “the prophet like unto 
Moses,” which is left entirely vacant; whereas from the three 
points alluded to by JJengstenberg, we should be led to expect 
some reference to the fact, that the mediatorial work would be 
carried on by a constant series of proplicts. 

Is this, however, to force us to have recourse, as [Tengstenberg 
has done, to the mere phantasm of an ideal person? Certainly not. 
For to our mind there is something utterly inconceivable in the 
thought of a single person, who resolves himself into a plurality 
of persons; in a concrete notion, which is an abstract at the 
same time; in a person, which is nothing more than an idea; 
and an idea, which is a person as well ! 

We have already hinted at the solution of the enigma. The 
difficulty vanishes at once, if we take as our stand-point the pro- 
phecy and not the fulfilment. When the necessity for Moses 
to act as a mediator between Jehovah and the people became so 
obvious at Sinai, and Jchovah not only approved and accepted 
his mediation, but promised that the same thing should be re- 
newed in the future, Moses might easily be led to suppose that 
this promise would be fulfilled immediately after his departure. 
And when he wanted to turn away his people from heathen 
soothsayers and augwrs, and also from false prophets, to the 
genuine revelations of God, the image of this Great Prophet, 
who had been already announced to him, and who, as Jeliovali 
had told him, would be like unto him, stood so distinctly in the 
foreground, as the eye of his mind was directed to the future, 
that he pointed the people to Him alone. And if he really 
thought that the appearance of this Prophet was much nearer at
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hand than was actually the case, the apostles did just the same, 
when they saw the day of the Lord in spirit, and spoke of it as 
close at hand. 

But there is undoubtedly a certain amount of truth in Heng- 
stenbery’s representation ; arising from the fact, that all the pro- 
phets subsequent to Moses were precursors and heralds of the Great 
Prophet, in the same manner as Moses was; that they declared 
themselves to be so, and were regarded as such by the believing 
portion of the nation; and that the same Spirit (the Spirit of 
Christ, 1 Pet. i. 11) spoke in them, which afterwards dwelt in 
Christ. So long, therefore, as He Himself had not appeared, 
the faith of the people necessarily rested upon His forerunners ; 
and the warning of Moses, directing the people to tum from 
heathen soothsaying and false prophecy to the future Messiah, 
the sole medium of Divine revelation, was not uttered in vain. 
For, however inferior the prophets of the Old Testament may 
have been to the Messiah, they presented the same contrast to 
heathen soothsaying and the false prophets of Israel, as He did 
Himself. 

There is only one more point to which we have to direct 
attention m conclusion. There is this peculiarity in the descrip- 
tion, “a prophet like unto Moses,’—and it is one deserving of 
close attention,—that whilst on the one hand the words themselves 
seem to indicate the most complete resemblance between Moses 
and the promised prophet, on the other hand there is a contrast 
involved, and in fact a marked opposition, like the parallel be- 
tween the first and second Adam. If we look at the parallel in 
the case before us merely on the outward or formal side (and it 
is this undoubtedly which is the primary and chief point m con- 
sideration here, as the context and a comparison with Num. xi. 
6-8 clearly shows), the resemblance is complete. Like Moses, 
He was entrusted with the whole house of Jehovah ; like Moses, 
He communed with the Lord face to face. But if we look at 
the more inward and essential features, the resemblance quickly 
gives place to a coutrast. A prophet who converses with God 
in a manner as perfectly unique as Moses had previously done, 
and who is entrusted with the whole house of Jchovah as Moses 
alone had been before, must receive this extraordinary gift and 
pecuhar position for purposes as extraordinary and peculiar as 
those for which Moses received them. Like Moses, He must
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be a redeemer of the nation, a founder and author of a new 
covenant with Jehovah; and because a new covenant must be 

better than the last, the “ Prophet like unto Moses” must on 
that very account be greater than Moses. It belongs, however, to 
the idea and essence of prophecy, which is the Divine knowledge 
of the future brought down into the heart of history, that the 
human understanding of it must become clearer, deeper, and 
more comprehensive in proportion as it approaches fulfilment. 
So long as the covenant which Jehovah had established through 
the mediation of Moses was still new, so long as the faith of the 
people found satisfaction in this covenant, and the consciousness 
of the necessity of one still better and higher was not yet felt, 
the prophecy before us would continue to be understood only 
on its formal side. But as soon as the historical development, 
aided by later prophecy, had demonstrated the insufficiency of 
this covenant to secure the manifestation of complete salvation, 
the view entertained of this prophecy passed from the form to 
the substance, from the shell to the kernel ; and the interpreta- 
tion given to our prophecy in the Jewish theology of the period 
subsequent to the Captivity is a proof that this really was the 
case. What the later prophets proclaimed respecting a new 
covenant, which Jehovah would conclude with His people, and 
respecting the Mediator of this covenant (the “Angel of the 
covenant,’ Mal. ii. 1), rested upon this prophecy, and was but 
a further expansion of its interpretation. 

(4.) The COVENANT IN THE LAND OF Moas was based upon, 
and presupposed the covenant at Sinai. The renewal of the cove- 
nant in the Arboth Moab arose from the fact, that the whole of 
the generation, which had taken part in the covenant at Sinai, 
had cut itself off from that covenant at Kadesh, and had conse- 
quently been rejected and had died in the wilderness. But if the 
family of the desert was rejected, the covenant of the desert was 
not rejected in consequence. On the contrary, the covenant 
had been in existence even during the thirty-eight years of re- 
jection. The Israclites in the Arboth Moab were a new genera- 
tion, a renewed Isracl, and hence the renewal of the covenant. 
But as they were also the children and heirs of those who had 
entered at Sinai into the duties and privileges of the covenant 
with Jehovah, and as this covenant was for children and child- 
ren’s children, even for all the future generations of Israel,
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nothing more was needed than a verbal renewal of it, without 
either a covenant sacrifice or a covenant meal. The ceremony 
which Moses now performed with Israel in the Arboth Moab, 
was a renewal of the covenant, just in the same sense in which 
that at Mizpah in the time of Samuel (1 Sam. vii.), and every 
other renewal after a period of general apostasy, may be called 
a renewal of the covenant.—There is a certain progress ap- 
parent, however, if we compare this covenant with that at Sinai, 
partly in the greater adaptation of the law in Deuteronomy to 
the necessities consequent upon the possession of the Holy Land, 
and partly in the prophecies relating to their future history 
there. In this respect, especially, the blessing and curse which 
Moses set before the people for their choice, was the new ele- 
ment of progress. 

DEATH OF MOSES. 

§ 61. (Deut. xxxi.—xxxiv.)—After Moses had written out 

the Deuteronomical law, with its blessings and curses, he gave 
it to the priests with a charge to place it by the side of the 

ark of the covenant in the Holy of Holies, that it might remain 

there, as the original record of the renewed covenant, a testi- 

mony against Israel. He also commanded them to read it to 

the assembled people every seven years, at the Feast of Taber- 

nacles.—At an earlier period (Num. xxvii. 22, 23) Moses had 

laid his hands upon Joshtia, and ordained him to be his suc- 

cessor in the command of Israel, and had presented him to the 

whole congregation in this capacity. And now, having finished 

his charge to the people, he turned once more to Joshima, and 

said to him in the name of Jehovah, “ Be strong and of a good 

courage; for thou shalt bring the children of Israel, into the land, 

which I sware unto them, and I] will be with thee.” This warn- 

ing and promise were given to his successor by the departing 

leader in the tabernacle, whither he had summoned him for this 

very purpose, and in the sight of Jchovah, whose presence was 

attested by the fact that the pillar of cloud came and stood at. 

the door of the tabernacle. Jehovah now announced most dis-
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tinctly to Moses, what he had already dimly suspected and feared, 
—namely, the future apostasy of the Israelites. He also com- 

manded him to write a song with this as the subject, and to im- 

press it upon the memory of the people, in order that when the 

curse denounced should come upon them, this song might testify 
against them as a witness (chap. xxxi. 21). On the same day, 

therefore, Moses went, according to the command, and wrote, 

from the fulness of the Spirit which dwelt within him, a song, 

as najestic in form, as it was terribly earnest and electrifying in 

its substance (chap. xxxii.) (1). Being warned once more of his 

approaching end, he pronounced his blessing upon the tribes of 

Isracl (2), as Jacob had formerly done upon his death-bed, and 
then betook himself to Mount Nebo, where he was permitted to 

enjoy an extensive view of the promised land (8). There Moses, 
the servant of Jehovah, died, being 120 years old; and Jehovah 

Itimself buried him, so that no man has ever been able to dis- 

cover his tomb (4). 

(1.) Commentaries have been written upon the Sonc oF 
Moses by Camp. Vitringa (Opus posth., ed. H. Venema, Iarling 
1734), J. A. Dathe (Leipzig 1768; also Opuscula ad crisin 
et Interpret. Vet. Test. spectantibus, Lps. 1796), and C. W’ 
Justi (National-gesinge der LHebrder, 11. 100 sqq.). See also 
Lowtl’s Hebrew Poetry. The assurance of De Wette, that “ the 
spurious character of this song has long been acknowledged” 
(ixrit. d. isr. Geschichte, p. 393), is met by Rosenmiiller, in the 
most decided manner. “TI should like this most learned man,” 
he says, “to point ont any one of the erudite scholars before his 
time, who denied that Moses was the author of this song, or any 
one who has brought forward sound arguments to prove that it 
is not his.” On the poetic worth of the song Rosenmiiller says : 
“Cui adhortationnm vi et gravitate, sententiarum prestantia 
lmaginumque sublimitate hand facile simile inveneris.” 

(2.) On the Biessixne or Moses, see J. F. Gaab (Explic. 
nova c. 33 Denteron. in the Theological Commentary published 
by Velthuisen, Kuinoel and Ruperti, iv. 374 sqq.); Herder's 
Briefe iiber dus Studium der Theologie; Justis National-gesdnge, 
lit, 1 sqq.; A. ZA. Lloffmann, Observationes in difticiliora Vet.
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Test. loca, Part I., Jena 1823; Bleck in Rosenmiiller’s bibl. Re- 
pert., i. 25 sqq.; and L. Diestel, der Segen Jakobs, Brunswick 
1853, p. 114 sqq. 

The first thing which strikes us, on examining this blessing, 
is the omission of the tribe of Simeon. AL. Baumgarten observes, 
that “we are not to imagine, from the fact that Simeon is passed 
over, that he is to be regarded as left without a blessing. In 
any case he was included in the general blessing in vers. 1 
and 29, just as even the sons of Jacob, to whom threatening 
words were addressed by their father, were still called blessed. 
But the fact that Simeon is not mentioned by name, and that 
the harsh words addressed by the patriarch to him, as well as to 
Reuben and Levi, are not softened down in his case, has been 
correctly explained by Ephraim as denoting that the sentence of 
dispersion pronounced on Simeon, according to which he was 
not to have an independent possession, but to live within the 
boundaries of the rest, had not been repealed or mitigated, as in 
the case of Levi, in consequence of any act of obedience and 
faith, but on the contrary had been greatly strengthened by the 
wickedness of his prince Zimri (Num. xxv. 14). A striking 
proof of this, we believe, is to be found in the remarkably dimi- 
nutive number of Simeon (Num. xxvi. 14).” This is probably 
the best solution of the difficulty, provided we are unable to adopt 
Diestel's conclusion, that the blessing has not come down to us in 
its fullest integrity Again, we cannot fail to be struck with the 
fact, that the blessing of Moses does not contain the slightest trace 
of any special Messianic allusion ; whereas they are so very pro- 
minent in that of Jacob, and since his time the Messianic expec- 
tations had been so greatly enlarged by the prophecy of the Star 
out of Jacob, and the Prophet like unto Moses. But this may 
perhaps sufficiently account for the omission here. Since the 
time of Jacob the Messianic expectation had advanced so far, 
that it now assumed the form of a belief in one single personal 
Messiah; but from which of the families or tribes the personal 

Messiah would spring was not yet known. The prophecy of 
Balaam, like that of Moses, had simply intimated that He would 
spring out of the midst of Isracl, and from the posterity of 
Jacob. It is true that even in Gen. xlix. the tribe of Judah is 
distinguished above all the rest, as the one to which belonged the 
supremacy among the tribes. Bunt there was something too in-
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definite in the description, for the belief to take root in Israci, 
that from this particular tribe a personal Messiah would spring. 
This did not take place till the time of David. It might even 
be said, that the clistinction conferred by Jacob’s blessing upon 
the tribe of Judah had fallen since then into the shade ; for 

neither Moses, nor Aaron, nor Joshua belonged to this tritbe.— 
The authenticity of Moses’ blessing has been most conclusively 
demonstrated by Diestel. In fact, there is nothing in the parti- 
cular blessings, which could give the least warrant for regarding 
it as a vaticinium post eventum. The introductory and conclud- 
ing clauses, however, the critic just named feels obliged to set 
down as the additions of a later hand. But so far as the concliid- 
ing words are concerned, I do not see on what ground the author- 
ship of Moses can possibly he disputed. It is somewhat different 
with the introduction, seeing that there is at least one clause here, 
viz. ver. 4 (“Moses commanded us a law’), which seems to 
favour Diestel’s view. It must be admitted that these words 
sonnd somewhat strange from the lips of Moses. Baumgarten 
has offered a plausible solution of the difficulty. “ With these 
words,” he says, “ Moses threw himself into the very heart of the 
people ; and Moses, the mediator of the law and man of God, 
was to him an objective person, just as David appropriates the 
common sentiment of the nation, and speaks of the king of 
Tsracl in Ps. xx. and xxi.” But the two expressions are not per- 
yectly analogous. If the passage before us had read, “ Moses 
gave you the law,” there would be nothing strange about it. But 
when we bear in mind that Moses did not write down this bless- 
ing, as he had the song and the Deuteronomical law; that, on the 
contrary, he uttered them verbally to the people a short time, 
perhaps immediately, before his departure to Mount Nebo; and 
that they were probably first appended to the book Jy the last 
editor of the Pentateuch; there cannot be anything very dan- 

gerous in the assumption, that the introductory, and possibly also 
the concluding words, which were the production of some other 
divinely inspired psalmist, were also added by him. 

(3.) That J/oses’ view of the promised lund from the heights 
of Nebo was a view with the bodily and not with the taieurd eye, 
that he saw it in a state of perfect consciousness, and not in an 
eestatic vision, is evident from the circumstances, as well as from 
the expression. There is not a word about cestasy here. The
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antithesis contained in the announcement, that he should not 
tread with his feet the land of promise, but should see it with 
his eyes, compels us to think of the bodily eye. We have only 
to read the words of Jehovah in chap. xxxiv. 4, “ I have caused 
thee to see it with thine eyes, but thou shalt not go over thither,” 
and the statement, which follows almost directly afterwards, that 
though Moses was 120 years old when he died, yet his eye was 
not dim. At the same time, the distinct and emphatic account 
of what he saw (vers. 1-3), and the expression, “ Jehovah showed 
him the land,” force us to the conclusion, that his natural power 
of vision was in some way or other miraculously increased.— 
The very unnecessary question,—where did the author of Deut. 
xxxiv. learn all this?—may be very simply answered. He was 
acquainted with the commands and promises of Jehovah in 
Nun. xxvii. 12, 13, and Deut. xxxii. 49 sqq., and the Spirit of 
God, under whose teaching the whole was written, assured him 
that the announcements contained im these words were actually 
fulfilled. 

(4.) “ Moses died there,” says the scriptural record, “ accord- 
ing to the mouth (.e., according to the word) of God.”’—The 
Rabbins render this “ aé the mouth of God,” and call the death 
of Moses “a death by a kiss” (cf. Lisenmenger, Entdeckt. Juden- 
thum, i. 857 sqq.).—Immediately afterwards it is stated that 
“ He buried him in the valley in the land of Afoab.” Even if it 
were grammatically admissible to render the verb impersonally 
(“ they [man] buried him ;” Sept. €@axpav avrov), or to take the 
subject from the verb itself, “ he buried him,” viz., whoever did 
bury him (this is Rosenmiiller’s rendering: et sepelivit eum, scil. 
sepeliens), the context would not allow it, but would still force 
us to the conclusion that Jehovah is the subject. The clause, 
‘ and no man knoweth of his sepulchre unto this day,’”’ unques- 
tionably implies a peculiar mode of burial. The valley, in which 
Moses was buried, must have been a depression at the top of the 
mountains of Pisgah; at least we cannot possibly think of the 
Arboth Moab. 

From the time of the Fathers, the answer given to the ques- 
tion, Why should Jehovah Himself have buried Moses? has 
almost invariably been this, To prevent a superstitious or idola- 
trous veneration of his sepulchre, or of his remains. But notwith- 
standing all the pious feelings of the nation, and their veneration of
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the greatest of all the prophets of the Old Testament, such a result 
as this was certainly not to be apprehended at the time in question. 
The notions which prevailed, with reference to the defiling in- 
fluence of graves and of the bodies of the dead,—notions which 
the law had certainly only adopted, sanctioned, and regulated, 
and had not been the first to introduce,—were sufficiently power- 
ful to guard against any such danger as this. Abraham’s 
sepnichre was known to everybody ; but it never entered the mind 
of any Israelite under the Old Testament to pay idolatrous, or 
even superstitious, veneration to the sepulchre ; however nearly 
the reverence of later Jews for the person of Abraham might 
border upon superstition and idolatry. The remains of Jacob 
und Joseph were carried to Palestine and buried there; but we 

cannot find the slightest ground for supposing that they were 
the objects of superstitious adoration.—If Moses, therefore, was 
buried by Jehovah Himself, the reason must certainly have been, 
that such a burial was intended for him, as no other man could 
possibly have given. That there was something very peculiar 
in the burial of Moses, is sufficiently evident from the passage 
before us; and this is confirmed in a very remarkable manner 

by the New Testament history of the transfiguration of Jesus 
(Matt. xvii.), where Moses and [has appeared with the Re- 
deemer, when He was shining with the glory of His transfigura- 
tion. We may sce here very clearly that the Old Testament 
account may justly be understood as implying that the design of 
the burial of Moses by the hand of Jehovah was to place him in 
the same category with Enoch and Elijah, to deliver him from 
going down into the grave like the rest of Adam’s children, and 
to prepare for him a condition, both of body and soul, resembling 
that of these two men of God. It is true that Moses was not 
saved from death itself in the same manner as Enoch and Elijah ; 

he really died, and his body was really buried—this is expressly 
stated in the Biblical history ;—but we may assume, with the 
greatest probability, that, like them, he was saved from corrup- 
tion. Men bury the corpse that it may pass into corruption. If 
Jehovah, therefore, would not suffer the body of Moses to be buried 
by men, itis but natural to seek for the reason m the fact that He 
did not intend to leave him to corruption, but at the very time of 
his burial communicated some virtue by His own hand, which 
saved the body from corruption, and prepared for the patriarchs
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a transition into the same state of existence into which Enoch 
and Elijah were admitted, without either death or burial. On 
account of the one sin at the water of strife at Kadesh, Moses 
was sentenced by the ruthless severity of the justice of God to 
pass under the same ban of death as the whole generation of 
those who despised the covenant and promise. Notwithstanding 
the inferiority of his sin to theirs, like them he must die without 
treading the promised land; for judgment begins at the house 
of God, and the measure of its severity is determined by the 
measure of the call and grace of God. So much is demanded 
by justice ; but when once the justice of God is satisfied, like the 
appearance of the sun after a fearful storm, the sun of Divine 
grace bursts forth with all the greater glory and beneficence 
upon those whom the wrath of justice has chastised but not de- 
stroyed. This grace of Jehovah bursting through the wrath was 
manifested here in the fact, that although, like the others, Moses 
was not to tread the promised land, yet, wnlike them, he saw it 
before he died with his bodily eye, which was miraculously 
strengthened for the purpose; and that, although, like all the 
rest, he died, he was not buried like the rest. In the sight of 
the people the leader and lawgiver of the nation was visited 
with a punishment, which must have convinced them far more 
strongly of the unsparing character of the judicial severity of 
God than the most powerful admonition could possibly have 
done; but, at the same time, “though punished, he received 
due honour in their sight,” that they might see the sun of mercy 
bursting through the storm of the judgments of God. As an 
example of justice, Jehovah caused him to die, before the people 
entered the land of rest and promise; but as an example of 
grace, He prepared for him an entrance into another, as yet un- 
known, land of promise and of rest. 

The state of existence in the life beyond, into which Moses 
was introduced through his burial by the hand of Jehovah, was 
probably essentially the same as that into which Enoch was taken 
when he was translated, and Elijah when he was carried up to 
heaven, though the way was not the same. What the way may 
have been, we can neither describe nor imagine. We are alto- 
gcther in ignorance as to what the state itself was. The most 
that we can do, is to form some conjecture of what it was not. 
For example, it was not one of absolute glorification and perfec-
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tion, of which Christ alone could be the first-fruits (1 Cor. xv. 
20, 23); nor was it the dim Sheol-lfe into which all the other 
children of Adam passed. It was something between thie two, 
a state as inconceivable as it had been hitherto unscen. 

The apostolical datum in the Epistle of Jude (ver. 9) ap- 
pears to favour the correctness of our view. Mention is made 
there of a conflict and dispute between the archangel Michael and 
the devil respecting the body of Moses, in which there is certainly 
an allusion to the passage before us. The words run thus: 
“Yet Michael the archangel, when contending with the devil 
he disputed about the body of Moses, durst not bring against 
him a railing accusation, but said, The Lord rebuke thee.”—-Of 
course, we have simply to do with the fact as narrated by Jude, 
not with the explanation, or the use which he makes of it in his 
own line of argument. The question that first suggests itself is, 
Whence did Jude obtain this account, to which no reference is 
made in any of the other canonical writings of cither the Old or 
New Testament, and which he introduces into his epistle, not 
only as something with which his readers had been long ac- 
quainted, but as unquestionably possessing all the force of a 
thoroughly aceredited fact ? 

Clemens A lexandrinus (Adumbrationes in Ep. Jud. Opp., ed. 
Potter, iit. 1008), Origen (de prince. iit. 2, 1), and Didymus 
(Enarr. in ep. Jud.) mention an apocryphal work entitled the 
Ascension of Moses (avaBacts or avddn us Mavoéws), in which 

this contest between Michael and Satan is also alluded to. 
Clemens (?), when discussing the passage in question from the 
Epistle of Jude, says, “ Hic confirmat assumtionem Moysis.”— 
Origen, when treating of the temptation of Eve by the serpent, 
says, “ De quo in Ascensione Moysis, cujus libelli meminit in 
epistola sua apostolus Judas, Michael Archangelus cum Diabolo 
disputans de corpore Moysis ait, a Diabolo inspiratam serpen- 
tein causam exstitisse prevaricationis Adam et Eva.”—Didy- 
mus says that the Manicheans rejected both the Ascension of 
Moses and the Epistle of Jude, because of this account of the 
contest between Michael and Satan. Now, if we infer from 
these expressions that Jude obtamed the account from this 
apocryphal book, or that he adopted it simply on its authority, 
the inference would evidently be a very rash one. No once is in 
& position to maintain, on the ground of these patristic testi- 
* YOL. II. 2 1
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monies, that tle Ascension of Moses was in existence at the time 
when Jude wrote his epistle; or, if it was in existence, that 
Jude was acquainted with it and actually made use of it; 
or, if he was acquainted with it, that he would admit such a 
statement on its authority alone. The two authors may have 
drawn from the same source, viz., tradition, and quite independ- 
ently of each other. This is rendered very probable by the fact 
that, according to all appearance, the Ascension of Moses was 
one of the productions of Jewish-Alexandrian Pseudepigraphy, 
with which we are hardly warranted in assuming that Jude was 
acquainted. That the legend of the conflict between Michael 
and Satan concerning the body of Moses was to be found, and 
was accepted as trustworthy, within the limits of the Rabbinical 
legendary lore, is evident from the frequent reference made to 
it by the Rabbins (vid. Lightfoot, Opp. 1. 353, and Wetstein, ad 
ep. Jud. 9), and it certainly is a more natural supposition that 
this was the source from which Jude obtained it. 

A further question which suggests itself is, Whether this 
account, which at all events was a traditional one, received 
apostolical confirmation from being thus accepted by Jude, and 
is therefore to be regarded as a historical fact? or no proof 
can be needed, that the anthor of this epistle regarded it, and 
employed it, as a genuine account. The answer to this question 
will depend, firsé of all, upon the opinion entertamed as to the 
canonical authority of the epistle, which was disputed even in 
the early Church ; and secondly, admitting its canonical charac- 
ter, upon the views held on the subject of inspiration. ‘The dis- 
cussion of these questions covers so wide an area, that we can 
hardly be expected to enter into them here. We may, there- 
fore, content owrselves with stating, first, that in our opinion the 
epistle is canonical, and therefore written under the guidance of 
the Holy Spirit; and secondly, that the adoption and use of 
this tradition in a canonical epistle, to our minds, gives it all the 
sanction of apnostolical authority, and all the more because 
the subject-matter relates to the development of the plan of sal- 
vation. However little we may feel obliged to ascribe absolute 
authority under all circumstances to apostolical statements as to 
chronology, geography, or historical events of a purely external 
character, when evidently based upon Rabbinical tradition or 
research, we must firmly maintain, that when they relate to the
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development of the plan of salvation, or are purely doctrinal in 
their character, they do possess apostolical authority, in other 
words, are accredited by the Spirit of God. 

How, when, and through whom this intelligence from the 
supersensual world was first communicated, are questions which 
cannot be answered. That the event occurred in immediate 
connection with the death of Moses, is apparently unquestionable. 
At the same time, there is every probability that all that is known 
of it is based upon the account in the book of Deuteronomy ; 

as we may sce, on closer inspection, that it is an expansion and 
extension of the information given there. The clue to the re- 
conciliation of the two accounts is to be found in the fact, that 
all that Jehovah did in connection with the covenant with Israel 
was done through the Afaleach-Jehovah, who was His personal 
representative (vid. vol. ti. § 36, 3; also § 10, 2 and 14, 3 of 
this volume),—though sometimes the agent 1s spoken of as the 
Angel of Jehovah, at other times simply as Jehovah,—and also in 
the fact, that in the later Jewish theology, subsequent to the time 
of Daniel, the Maleach-Jehovah was called the Angel-prince, or 
the Archangel Michael (vol. i. § 50, 2). On the ground of these 
facts, whicli can be, and indeed already have been, demonstrated, 
we may regard the expression in Deut. xxxiv. 6, “and He buried 
him,” as equivalent to “the Alaleach-Jehovah (t.e., Michael) 
buried him.” This Michael, then, is the same eminent person, 
belonging to the celestial world, of whom we read in Daniel and 
the Book of Revelation, who standeth as the great Prince of 
Isracl for the children of the people (Dan. x. 13, 21, xi. 1), 
and consequently, as the Prince of the new Israel, fights also for 
the children of the people of the new covenant (Rev. xii. 7). 
This ts not denied, even by fengstenberg (in his Dissertation on 
the Pentateuch and Commentary on the Revelation); on the 
contrary, he maintains it. But both the Maleach-Jehovah, and 
Michael, who is identical with Hin, he regards, not as the repre- 
sentative of the person of Jehovah, but as the person of Jcho- 
vah itself, the uncreated Logos. In every single passage, how- 
ever, in which Michael is mentioned, it is obvious, at the very 
first glance, that this view is impossible; and therefore even 
commentators like Stier, who believe in the essential identity of 
the Maleach-Jehovah and the Logos (Psendo-Jesaias, p. 758), 
are obliged to deny the identity of the angel-prince Michael and 
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the Logos (Brief Judii, p. 53). Stier, for example, says, “ Mi- 
chael undoubtedly buried on the part of God.” This is certainly 
correct; but the most plausible support for the notion that the 
Maleach-Jehovah is esseutially one with Jehovah is thereby 
given wp. 

Now, if it is a natural and well-founded conjecture, that the 
fact related in Deut. xxxiv. 6, that Moses was not buried by men, 
but by Jehovah Himself or His personal representative, was 
intended to open a different door into the future state from that 
through which other men passed, to prepare for him a different 
way to eternal life from that of the corruption of the body and 
the gloomy shade-life of Sheol; and if this conjecture is rendered 
almost a certainty by the history of the transfiguration of Christ, 
in Matt. xvii., the contest between Michael and Satan for the 
body of Moses admits of being looked at from a point of view, 
in which the statement will assume the appearance, “ not of 
apocryphal absurdity, but of apostolical wisdom” (Baumgarten). 
If Satan is the originator of death in the human family, and 
therefore also the ruler of death, “ he that hath the power of 
death,” as the Epistle to the Hebrews says, it must certainly 
have been a matter in which he was interested, when God deter- 
mined to rescue the body of Moses from the universal fate and 
judgment which await the sinful children of men, especially 
seeing that the death of Moses was not merely the penalty of 
sinfulness or sin in general, but of one particular sin, and that a 
sin within the department of sacred history. He died, not like 
other men in the capacity of a sinful child of Adam, but in that 
of the lawgiver and mediator of the covenant, because this cove- 
nant had been broken and violated by him. In the eminent posi- 
tion occupied by Moses in connection with the sacred history, it was 
a matter of peculiar importance to Satan, that Moses should pay 
the penalty of his sin in its fullest extent; for this sin, and the 
death with which it was punished, were, to a certain extent, a 
testimony of the insufficiency and imperfect execution of his 
mediatorial office, and therefore threw a dark shadow upon the 
covenant which he hadfounded. But for this very reason, after 
God had executed wrath in an extraordinary manner, He brought 
His mercy also into operation in an extraordinary way. Satan, 
“‘ the accuser of our brethren, which accuseth them before our 
God day and night” (Rev. xii. 10), who knows that God will and
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must be just even to him, insists upon his right,—but Afchael, 
the exalted spirit-prince, the trne prince and representative of 
Israel in the heavenly spirit-world, who standeth for the children 
of Isracl (Dan. xii. 1) in every conflict that arises, carrics out 
the work assigned him in spite of Satan’s opposition, and silences 
him, not by railing and abuse (Jude 9), but by calm, holy, 

earnest resistance and threats. . 
As thus understood, the conflict between the two great spirit- 

princes for the body of Moses, which at first sight appeared so 
strange, acquires the greatest importance in connection with the 
development of the plan of salvation ; and the fact itself, that m 
spite of Satan’s protest Jehovah rescued the body of Moses from 
the common fate of the sinful children of men, becomes a type 
and prelude of infinitely greater and more glorious things to 
come. The fact, that the founder of the ancient covenant had 
to die on account of his sins, was a proof that he was not the 
true mediator; that the covenant established through him was 
not yet perfect ; and that although it had been founded peiy nan, 
it still needed to be made per fect bya second Mediator, w vho ever 
liveth. The death of Moses was not like the death of the first 
Adam, which issued in corruption; nor was it like that of the 
second Adam, which was followed by a resurrection. It was 
rather something intermediate between the two forms of death, 
Just as Moses himself occupied an intermediate position between 
the first and the second Adam—between the head of sinful, dying 
humanity, and the Head of humanity redeemed from sin and 
death. As the death of Moses, though an actual one, was inter- 
rupted in its natural course, and as his condition was therefore 
an imperfect and oscillating one, requiring and expecting to 
be perfected, he himself became a prophecy of this very perfee- 
tion. And if Moses, who was entrnsted with the whole house of 
God, was not able to carry forward the organisation of the house 
of God to its absolute perfection, and therefore received the 
promise of a second Prophet and Mediator, we are warranted in 
discerning, in the peculiar and unparalleled mode of his death 
and burial, a memorable type of the death and burial of this 
Prophet like unto Moses, who was afterwards to come. 

Rampf (Brief Judi) has made a collection of the opinions of 
the various Church Fathers and later commentators in reference to 

* the occasion, the design, and the importance of the conflict between
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the two spirit-princes. His own explanation is essentially the 
same as the one given by Stier and ourselves. 

COMPOSITION OF THE PENTATEUCH. 

§ 62. The real heart of the Pentateuch is unquestionably the 

giving of the law. The historical accounts, which form an intro- 

duction, or are interspersed throughout the work, are subservient 

to this; and the one thing which led to their being committed to 

writing, was the necessity for supplying the account of the giving 
of the law with a historical basis, drawing around it historical 

boundaries, and bringing distinctly out its historical antecedents, 

foundations, and accompaniments, that it might not appear like 
a Deus ex machina, but might present itself to the reader endued 
with life, and clothed with flesh and bones. In an inquiry, there- 
fore, into the origin and composition of the Pentateuch, we must 
start with the giving of: the law. But first of all the fact itself 

must be established. Did the event, known as the giving of the 

law, really take place ? and if so, did it occur at the time, in the 

manner, at the place, and through the person, mentioned in the 

Pentateuch? Even the most incredulous critics are obliged to 

answer these questions in the affirmative (1). But the fact 
being admitted, that immediately after the Exodus from Egypt, 
the law was given through the mediation of Moses, in the desert 
and at Sinai, the question must still be asked, whether the law 

was committed to writing at once, or at a later period, and 

whether the Pentateuch contains an authentic copy. 
From the nature-and design of any legislation, it would be 

so imperatively necessary that the law should be immediately 

commatted to writing, that any postponement of it would only be 

comprehensible, or even conceivable, on the supposition that the 

means and necessary conditions were wanting; such, for example, 

as the requisite acquaintance with the art of writing, the pos- 

session of writing materials, or sufficient time and leisure. But no 

one will venture to maintain, that any one of these conditions was -
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wanting when the Israclites were in the desert. On the con- 

trary, they were all there in such a copious measure, that it is 

utterly inconceivable, that when the need was so pressing, no 

advantage should have been taken of them (2). We are there- 

fore warranted in assuming, that the laws, which Moses gave in 

the desert, were committed to writing in the desert, either by 
himself or under his superintendence and by his authority. 

Now we find in the Pentateuch a series of laws, which are 

expressly attributed to Moses. Are they substantially the laws 
which were given by Moses? And are they literally the same 

laws which Moses wrote, or which were written under his super- 
vision? To this we may reply, that it is extremely improbable 

that laws given by Moses, and committed to writing under lis 

superintendence,—laws, too, which were intended to form the 

basis of religious worship, and of both domestic and public life 
in Israel, should be entirely lost; and*just as improbable, that the 

author of the Pentateuch (supposing that it was not written by 

Moses) should have overlooked the existing, authentic documents. 

But however great the probability may be, still 1t is only a pro- 

bability, and not a certainty—There are other ways, however, 

by which we may probably arrive at a more certain result. For 

example, if a law was given cither before or under Moses, and a 

law of such scope and fulness, with such preparations and claims, 
as the Pentateuch describes, and if this law was committed to 

writing, the Israclitish literature of later times could not fail to 

furnish evidence of its existence, either in the shape of direct re- 

ferences and quotations, or of unmistakeable allusions; and there 

would be such agreement in all these, that where they related to 

the substance only, they would at least confirm the faithfulness 

of the description of the law contained in the Pentatench, and 

where verbal quotations were made, they would demonstrate the 

existence of the law in the form contained in the Pentatench. 

Now the whole of the sacred literature of Isracl, to the very 

earliest times, fully answers this expectation. And as these re- 

ferences and allusions have respect, not merely to the legal part,
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but also to the historical portions of the Pentateuch, the latter are 

attested as well as the former. And the frequency and variety 

of these allusions render it even probable, not only that various 

parts of the Pentateuch were in existence, but that all the parts 

were in existence and arranged as they are at present, at the 

period of the very earliest of all the productions of the sacred 

literature of the Israelites subsequent to the time of Moses (38). 
The whole of the Israelitish Tradition, so far as we can trace 

its course upwards from Christ and His apostles, describes the 

Pentateuch (and unquestionably our present version of it) as the 
“Book of the Lawof Moses” (NYO MIR DD; Nw TY Was minn-e3). 

At the same time this tradition does not afford so much cer- 
tainty with reference to the person of the author, as is required 
in the case of a result that lays claim to universal acceptance. 

For, on the one hand, such express and particular statements as 

to the authorship of the Pentateuch are only to be found in the 

historical books of the Old Testament ; and the critics who deny 

the authenticity of the Pentateuch will not admit that their testi- 
mony is conclusive, as they place the date of their composition at 

so much later a period than that of the Pentateuch itself. And, on 

the other hand, even to the inquircr who receives the testimony 
as sacred and indisputable (especially as confirmed by the words 
of Christ Himself), this tradition is not so definite as we should 
naturally desne. For the expression, the Book of the Law of 

Moses, does not really affirm anything more, than that the law 

which it contains is the law given by Moses, and not that the 

book, in which this law is written, was composed by Moses him- 

self, in the form in which it has come down to us (4). 
In such a state of things as this, we must go to the Pentateuch 

itself for a decisive answer to our question. The first thing 

which comes under our notice there is the testimony of the Penta- 

teuch as to its own composition. To this we should attach uncondi- 

tional truth and credibility, even if the book in question were not 

canonical, and therefore theopneustic. Now there are actually 

various portions of the work in which we find the express state-
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ment, that they were composed and committed to writing by 

Moses himself. Among other smaller sections, we find the so- 

called Book of the Covenant (§ 10, 4, 5; 11, 1) and the whole 

of Deuteronomy to chap. xxxi. 24. In other legal and historical 

portions no such express statement is to be found; but from this 

it cannot of course be inferred, that Moses did not compose them 

or commit them to writing (5). 

To determine the question of authorship, then, with refer- 

ence to those portions in which no direct statement is made, we 
must look to the subject-matter, and also to the connection be- 

tween these particular portions and those which are expressly 
declared to be Mosaic. And here we cannot conceal the fact, 

that our examination of the middle books of the Pentateuch has 

brought us more and more to the conclusion, that several 

authors have taken part in the composition of the Pentateuch. 
Our inquiry, hitherto, has not been thoroughly enitical in its 

character, but has been conducted primarily and chiefly in con- 

nection with the development of the plan of salvation, and 

therefore cannot be regarded as thoroughly exhaustive. As far 
as it has gone, it has brought us to the following conclusion, 

though our mind is still wavering and undecided. 1. It is pro- 

bable that Moses composed, and committed to writing with his 

own hand, simply those portions of the Pentateuch which are 

expressly attributed to him. 2. The groups of laws in the 

central books, of whose authorship no express statement is made, 

must have been written down by the direction of Moses, and 

under his supervision, before the addresses in Deuteronomy were 

delivered, and immediately after they emanated from the mouth 

of Moses. 3. The last revision of the Pentateuch, and its reduc- 

tiou into the form in which it has come down to us, took place 

in the latter portion of the life of Joslma, or very shortly after 

his death. In the historical portions of the Pentatench, we 

must admit the existence of two distinct sources, which may be 

described as the “ groundwork” (Grundschrjt) and the “ sup- 

plementary work ? (rganzungs-schrift). Whether the ground-
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work consisted originally of historical matter only, or contained 

from the very outset the groups of Jaws in the central books,— 

whether it was written by the author who compiled the central 

groups of laws or not,—these, and other questions of a similar 

character, we are utterly unable to determine. The task of the 

last editor would depend to some extent upon the form in which 

the groundwork came down to him; for on this would depend 

the question, whether it was he who first inserted the groups of 

laws in the central books, or whether he found them already 

combined with the historical matter in the groundwork itself. 

In general, undoubtedly, his intention was to bring together all 

the sacred traditions belonging to the early history of his nation, 

whether they had come down in writing or by word of mouth, 
and also the account of the mighty works of Jehovah in con- 
nection with the establishment and completion of His covenant 
with Israel, through the mediatorial office of Moses; so far as 

they could be collected from authentic documents, the accounts 

of contemporaries, and personal reminiscences, and to form them 

into a perfect Sepher Hattorah, t.e., a complete work, embracing 
all the sources of knowledge, faith, life, and hope peculiar to the 

theocracy. The groundwork, which was already in existence, 

and was chiefly written from a priestly point of view, he ex- 

panded and generalised, with this design, from his own higher 

and more comprehensive point of view, in other words, from a 

prophetic stand-point (6). 

At all events, we venture to express it as our confident per- 

suasion, that the question as to the origin and composition of the 
Pentateuch is far from having been settled, either by Havernick, 

LTengstenberg, and Keil, on the one hand, or by Z'uch, Stdhelin, 

and Delitzsch, on the other, and still less by Lwald or Hupfeld. 

But whether the further attempts of scientific criticism to solve 
the problem shall continue to follow the direction already taken 

by these meritorious scholars, or whether they shall stmke out 
an entirely new and independent course ; and whether the results 

obtained shall be favourable or unfavourable to the unity and
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authenticity of the Pentatcuch: the following points are, to our 

mind, so firmly established, that no criticism can ever overthrow 

them. 1. That the Pentateuch in its present form is canonical 

and theopneustice, composed, arranged, and incorporated in thie 

codex of the Sacred Scriptures of the Ancient Covenant with 

the co-operation of the Holy Spirit. 2. That it is authentic: 

so far as its Divine origin is concerned, authentic, because it is 

canonical ; and so far as its human origin is concerned, authentic 

and Alosaic, because even though everything contained in it may 

not have been written by the pen of Moses himself, yet the com- 

position of all the rest and the arrangement of the whole was 

completed within the cirele of his assistants, pupils, and contem- 

porarics, and to a great extent was certainly performed under 

his supervision and by his direction. 3. Even if the separate 

portions of the Pentateuch are not all the production of one 

and the same pen, they form one complete work, and the whole 

is wniferm, well-planned, well-arranged, and harmonious. 4. 

The Pentateuch in its present form constituted the foundation of 

the Isyaclitish history, whether civil, religious, moral, ceremonial, 

or even literary (vid. vol. 1. § 20, 2). 

(1.) Even if there were no Pentateuch in existence, the fact 
of the gwing of the law at Sinai through the mediation of Moses, 
would be more firmly established than any other fact of ancient 
history. An event which has struck such deep roots in the 
consciousness of a nation as the giving of the law at Sinai, rests 
upon as sure a foundation as the existence of the nation itself. 
To establish this conclusion, we do not even need the line of 
testimony which we actually possess, and which reaches back to the 
very carliest antiquity of the nation of Israel. We will adduce 
it, however, and in Delitzsch’s words: “Of the fact, that Mount 
Sinai was the place where Israel received the law in the most 
majestic announcements from Jehovah, and was constituted the 
Church of Jehovah in the form of a holy nation, a more ancient 
and more conclusive testimony is hardly conccivable, than that 
of the Song of Deborah (‘The mountains melted from before 
Jehovah, even that Sinai from before Jehovah the God of
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Israel ’),—a testimony which does not stand in need of the con- 
firmation it receives from Ps. lxviii. 9, or from the fact that it 
was to Hlorecb that Elijah repaired in his deep despair at the 
apostasy of his nation (1 Kings xix. 8). After the Mosaic age, 
Sinai was but rarely mentioned; it was thrown into the back- 
ground by Mount Sion, on which was the sanctuary of Jehovah 
with the tables and book of the law, and which was therefore 
the living and native continuation of Sinai. W7?3 ‘2D (Sinai in 
the holy place), says Ps. lxviii. 18; the sanctuary of Sion had 
Sinai within itself. It had been brought from the desert, as it 
were, within the sight of all. And as Sion presupposed Sinai, 
so did the entire history of Israel after the time of Moses pre- 
suppose the giving of the law at Sinai.” 

(2.) If a law was issued for Israel at Sinai and in the sur- 
rounding desert, we may assume it as a probability bordering 
upon indisputable certainty, that it was also committed to writ- 
ing there. There are only two cases in which we could conceive 
it possible that such laws, instead of being written down, should 
merely be impressed upon the memory of the people or their 
leaders, viz.: either where a body of laws is gradually and quite 
spontaneously developed from the popular life itself, and fixes 
itself just as spontancously and imperceptibly in the customs of 
the people, and where it cannot possibly be traced, therefore, 
to a particular lawgiver, or to any local or historical circum- 
stances ;—or, secondly, where there have indeed been historical 
facts, on which a formal and complete code of laws has been 
based, but the means of committing them to writing (an ac- 
quaintance with the art of writing, for example) have been 
entirely wanting. But assuredly neither of these applies to 
the Mosaic law. Who is there in the present day who would 
venture to dispute the fact, that the art of writing cannot have 
been unknown to the Israelites, in the face of the innumerable 
proofs, which the Egyptian monuments present, of peculiar 
skill in caligraphy, and with the fact before us, that the Israel- 
ites spent whole centuries in the midst of the Egyptians, and 
learned from them the arts of civilization? Is it conceivable 
that a people, who but a short time before had been in Egypt, 
where they had been accustomed to see a book kept of every- 
thing, however trifling it might be, and who must have adopted 
this custom of keeping books, as the existence of a peculiar
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order of Shoterim at the time when they departed from Egypt 
clearly proves, should have allowed so solemn an event to occur 
as the giving of the law at Sinai—a law which henceforward 
was destined to be the basis and rule of the whole national 
life, in all its relations, religious, moral, and judicial,—without 
ensuring its permanency by committing it to writmg? To ns 
it seems utterly inconceivable. We adhere to our opinion, there- 
fore, that if Moses gave a law at Sinai, he either cominitted it 
to writing himself, or caused it to be cominitted to writing at the 
time. 

(3). The proofs of tlie existence of the law, as contained in 
the Pentatench, and of the history, as narrated there, in the 
period immediately following the Mosaic age, are to be found 
partly in historical facts, and partly in literary productions. 
The latter embrace all allusions, direct references, ctc., which 
are found in such works, as can be proved to be the oldest of 
the post-Mosaic literary remains, to expressions, words, forms, 
turns of thought, and narratives peculiar to the Pentateuch ; so 
far as they furnish a proof, that the Pentateuch must have been 
known to their authors. These we find scattered, more or less 
numerously, and with less or greater distinctness, throughout all 
the Old Testament Scriptures. From the writings of Hosea and 
Amos, the age and autheuticity of which even the negative critics 
cannot deny, LZengstenberg has most conclusively demonstrated 
that the Pentateuch was known to these prophets, and was re- 
garded by them as the foundation of the religious and historical 
consciousness of Israel. ‘The same result may also be obtained 
from the rest of the earliest prophetic books, as well as from the 
writings of the age of David and Solomon (viz., the Psalms, the 
Book of Proverbs, the Song of Solomon, and the Book of Job ; 
see Delitzsch, p. 11 sqq., and Keil, Lehrbuch der Einleitung 
139 sqq.). 

The historical proofs of the existence of the Pentateuch in 
the period immediately succeeding the Mosaic age, embrace all 
the data to be met with in the historical books of the Old Testa- 
ment, in which the validity of the law as given in the Penta- 
tench is either declared or presupposed, or which are based upon 
the historical accounts contained in the Pentatench. These are 
also to be found in considerable numbers (vid. Keil, p. 132 
sqq.). It is true there were also times in the history of Israel,



510 ISRAEL IN THE ARBOTH MOAB. 

when the people were deeply immersed in apostasy and idolatry, 
when the sense of God was almost extinct, and the law of the 
Pentateuch was to a great extent disregarded. But there are 
proofs enough that even at such times as these, the law of the 
Pentateuch constituted the foundation of the religious, civil, 
and political life of the nation, and served to uphold what still 
remained. For example, at such times as these there was 
always a certain reaction against the ungodly tendencies of the 
age; aud this reaction was inspired and sustained by the sense 
of God, as kept alive by the law. Even the Book of Judges, 
which describes a period of great confusion, marked by rebellion 
and corruption, furnishes sufficient proof that the circumstances 
of this particular period presuppose the existence of the law of 
the Pentateuch, and cannot be understood withont it.—But 
apart altogether from evidence of this particular kind, the exist- 
ence of the nation of Israel, whether looked at on its brighter 
or its darker side—in its very existence and prosperity, in its 
fall and restoration, in its peculiar and unparalleled forms of 
development, in its religions views, its political institutions, its 
ceremonial arrangements, its literary productions, etc. (all of 
them things in which it stood quite alone in the ancient world) 
—the Israelitish nation, we say, in all these respects, is utterly 
incomprehensible, except as the Thorah constituted the ground- 
work of its entire history. In a word, the history of Israel 
would become as visionary without the Thorah as a tree without 
roots, and a river without a source (vid. Delitzsch, p. 7 sqq.). 

Whenever the Thorah is expressly mentioned in the Old 
Testament, it is always called by the name of the great mediator 
and lawgiver. From the very earliest times, Moses has been 
regarded by the Synagogue as its author. And Christ and His 
apostles adopted the same mode of speech (vid. Keil, pp. 142, 143). 
For the Christian, the authority of his Lord and Master, and 
that of the apostles, are undoubtedly conclusive ; but it is also not 
without truth, that “ Christ and the apostles did not come into 
the world to give the Jews lessons in criticism.” Christ could 
describe the Book of the Law as the Thorah of Moses without 
any (reprehensible) accommodation to prevailing errors, even if 
it were not written by the hand of Moses himself,—provided only 
that the law and the doctrine, which make it a Zhorah, were 
actually given by Moses. Whetlier he wrote it himself, or
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whether another committed to writing what he taught and com- 
manded, makes no alteration in the actual question. In the one 
case, quite as much as in the other, the Thorah is Mosaic, and 
in both cases it might be represented as Mosaic by the lips of 
Truth. And supposing that the Thorah was not written, or was 
only partially written by Moses himself, it was no part of thie 
work of Christ to set the Jews right on this point, even if they 
erroneously believed that he wrote it all with his own hand ; for 

such an error as this had nothing whatever to do with their faith 
or their salvation. But the words of Christ are conclusive on 
this point (and doubt here would be unbelief), that the law and 
doctrine of the Pentateuch are the word and command of God 
given through the mediator of the ancient covenant. This re- 
mark is also applicable to any passages in the Book of Joshua, 
and other books of the Old Testament, in which the book of the 
law is spoken of as the “‘Thorah of Moses,” or the “Thorah 
which Moses gave ns.” 

(5.) If we look carefully, for the purpose of ascertaining 
what the Pentateuch itself says with reference to its author, and 
also as to the time, the place, and the manner of its origin (and 
we should feel bound to place unlimited faith in whatever it might 
say),—we find that there are several smaller or larger portions, 
which bear upon the face of them clear and unmistakeable testi- 
mony to the fact of their Mosaic origin. This is the case, for 
example, with the Book of the Covenant (Ex. xx.-xxili, vid. 
Iux. xxiv. 4, 7), with the legal section in Ex. xxxiv. (vid. ver. 
27), and lastly, with the whole of Deuteronomy to chap. xxxi. 
24, In the historical portions of the central books, this is also 
true of an account of the extermination of the Amalekites in 
Iex. xvil. 14, and of the list of stations in Num. xxxiii. (vid. ver. 
2). These sections, then, and ueither more nor less, are fully 
authenticated as both composed and committed to writing by 
Moses hinself,—and the conclusion, that because certain por- 
tions of the Pentateuch are expressly declared to have been 
committed to writing by Moses himself, therefore he must have 
written the whole, is just as arbitrary and unwarrantable as the 
opposite conclusion, that he cannot possibly have written any 
more than is expressly assigned to him by name. 

Iavernick, Hengstenberg, and Keil, however, maintain that 
“not only is the authorship of particular laws and narratives 
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attributed to Moses in the Pentateuch, but in Deuteronomy the 
whole Thorah is so emphatically attributed to him, that any at- 
tempts to set this testimony aside must inevitably fail’’ In sup- 
port of this assertion, they appeal to Deut. xvi. 18, 19, xxviii. 
58, 61, xxix. 19, 20, 26, xxx. 10, and xxxi. 9, 24. In all 
these passages, undoubtedly, “this book of the Thorah’ (Minn 
nNw) is said to have been written by Moses himself. Now, 
since the expression mnn 7DD is always employed to denote the 
entire Pentateuch (cf. Josh. i. 8, viii. 31, 34, xxiv. 26; 2 Kings 
xiv. 6, xxii. 8,11; 2 Chr. xvii. 9, xxxiv. 14,155; Neh. viii. 1, 
3, 18), it is argued that there can be no doubt, that in these 
passages also the whole of the Pentateuch is intended. There 
is only one small point overlooked in this argument (but it hap- 
pens to be a small point upon which the whole question depends), 
viz., the little word “ this,” which is always found in the pas- 
sages in Deuteronomy, and which compels us to limit the state- 
ment contained in these passages to the Thorah immediately 
referred to, namely, the Thorah of Deuteronomy. It will no 
doubt be argued in reply, that if the Pentateuch, throughout its 
entire extent, was written una serie by Moses himself, the word 
“ this” could, and in fact must, apply to the whole of the Penta- 
teuch in its existing form. But such a reply as this not only 
would be a petitio principit, and as such without the slightest 
force, but is proved to be inadmissible by the most conclusive 
data. The Thorah of Deuteronomy is introduced in Deut. iv. 
44 by the words, “ This is the law which Moses set before the 
children of Israel; these are the testimonies, and the statutes, 
and the judgments, which Moses spake unto the children of 
Israel, .. . in the land of Sihon, king of the Amorites,” ete. And 
when, in the further course of the same addresses, we find THIS 
Thorah, or THIs book of the Thorah mentioned, according to 
all the laws of interpretation we can only understand the Thorah 
just spoken of, z.e., the Thorah of Deuteronomy. Moreover, the 
sense in which the word this is employed, is placed beyond all 
doubt by chap. xxvii. 1, where “this law,” which occurs in ver. 
3, is expressly shown to be equivalent to “all these command- 
ments which I command you THIs DAY.” The context and 
subject-matter of these passages also render it sometimes certain, 
and at other times highly probable, that the law of Deuteronomy 
alone can be intended. (1.) In Deut. xvii. 18, 19, it 1s com-
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manded that the future king of Israel is to write out a copy of 
“iis Thorah,” and to live and reign according to it—(2.) In 
chap. xxxi. 26, it is stated that when Moses “ had made an end 
of writing the words of Tits law in a book, until they were 
finished,” he gave this book to the Levites, which bare the ark 
of the covenant of the Lord, and told them to place it by the 
side of the ark of the covenant, that it might be there for a wit- 
ness against Israel.—(8.) According to chap. xxvii, when the 
children of Israel entered the promised land, Joshua was to 
write all the words of TH1s law upon stones covered with plaster 
in Mount Ebal—(4.) In chap. xxx. 10 sqq., instructions are 
given that TuIs law is to be read to the assembled congregation 
at the Feast of Tabernacles of the ycar of release (i.e. every 
seven years). Now, if we confine ourselves to the third quota- 
tion, the necessity for restricting the expression “Tis Jaw” 
(ver. 5) to the Thorah of Deuteronomy is so obvious, that even 
LTengstenberg and Keill are obliged to acknowledge it. Not only 
is it inconceivable that the whole of the Pentateuch should be 
written upon stones, but the authentic explanation in ver. 2 of 
what we are to understand by “ thts Thorah” is thoroughly con- 
clusive. Jfengstenberg and Kell, however, will not admit that 
we have any right to conclude from this passage, that “ this 
law” means precisely the same thing in all the other passages 
referred to; inasmuch as the limitation is here established by the 

context vers. 3 and 8 pointing back to ver. 1, and the meaning 
being thereby clearly defined. But this is merely a loophole. 
At any rate, in this passage it is admitted that the expression 
retains the force attributed to it. And if so, it cannot be denied, 
that the introductory words to the whole law in chap. iv. 
44, 45, must have the same meaning in relation to the entire 
Deuteronomical Thoral as the introductory words are here sup- 
posed to have to the section in chap. xxvii. Now, if we look at 
the fulfilment of this command, as we find it described in Josh. 
vill, 382, “Joshua wrote there upon the stones a copy of the 
law of Moses, which he wrote in the presence of the children of 
Israel,’ we have here, assuming that Joshua wrote simply the 
law of Deuteronomy, an express testimony to the fact, that this 
alone was originally committed to writing by Moses himself, and 
not the Thorah of the central books. 

What is thus conclusively demonstrated by the connection 
VOL. HI. 2K
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and drift of this passage, and is therefore conclusive as to the 
meaning to be given to the other passages, is also shown to be 
at least very probable by the connection and drift of the latter. 
The difference between the Thorah of the central books and the 
Thorah of Deuteronomy, so far as the substance is concerned, is 
chiefly the following. In the first place, the latter expressly 
refers to the circumstances in which the Israelites would be 
placed in the promised land (see, for example, chap. vi. 1, etc.); 
whereas the former is much more general in its character, and 
no special reference is made to circumstances which would not 
arise till they reached the borders of the land. And secondly, 
the Thorah of the central books is chiefly of a priestly character, 
—is, in fact, properly the law for the priestly and Levitical order. 
By far the greater number of its laws are laws for the priests,— 
laws which it was not necessary that any should be thoroughly 
acquainted with, except the priests (and Levites). And even 
the remaining laws, which are distinguished from those of 
Deuteronomy by greater precision and a more direct allusion to 
special occurrences, are thereby more especially connected with 
the tribe of Levi, inasmuch as this tribe was set apart to be the 
custodian and interpreter of the law, and to decide in cases of 
dispute. The Thorah of Deuteronomy is much less restricted in 
its purpose. Its precepts all relate to the nation as a whole ; and 
therefore it passes over all such precepts and ordinances, as it 
was unnecessary for any but the priests and Levites to be par- 
ticularly acquainted with. For this reason it was only the 
Thorah of Deuteronomy which was written upon stones on 
Mount Ebal; and from the same point of view, it is more than 
probable that “ this law,” of which the king had to make a copy, 
“the book of this law,” which was to be placed by the side of 
the ark of the covenant, and “this law,’ which was to be read 
at the Feast of Tabernacles, were all simply the Thorah of Deu- 
teronomy. What could all the minutia of Leviticus have to do 
with the proper discharge of the duties of the royal office ? 
Even the Thorah, which was to be placed by the side of the ark 
of the covenant, had no special reference to the priests and 
Levites, but related solely to the nation in general; for it is 
distinctly stated that it was to be placed there “for a witness 
against thee (the nation), for I know thy rebellion and thy stiff 
neck” (Deut. xxxi. 26, 27).
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That the command to read the law of the Feast of Tuber- 
nacles had reference solely to the Thorah in Deuteronomy, is 
confirmed by the exegetical tradition of the Synagogue in the 
Mishnah and Rashi (vid. Delitzsch, pp. 25, 26). Atl meets this 
argument with the simple observation, that “ this tradition can- 
not be quoted as decisive, for the sinple reason that it is quite at 
variance with the conduct of Ezra. On the Feast of Taber- 
nacles, which was celebrated under Nehemiah, the enly one of 
which we have any account in the Old Testament (Nei. viii.), 
not only was Deuteronomy publicly read, but—if not the whole 
Thorah from Gen. i. to Dent. xxxiv.—at all events the greater 
portion of it. For, although the words, ‘and he read therein,’ 
namely, in ‘the book of the Thorah of Aloses’ (vers. 1, 3), leave 
it donbtful how much was read, it is evident from the statement 
that on the second day the elders of the people found it written 
mn the law, ‘that the children of Israel should dwell in booths in 
the feast of the seventh month, whereupon they made booths ‘as 
tt is written, that it must have been the book of Leviticus 
which was read, since it is there (Lev. xxiii. 34 sqq.) and not in 
Denteronomy that we find directions for the construction of 
booths.” But this reply is founded entirely upon a misappre- 
hension. In Neh. viii. nothing at all is said about a fulfilment 
of the commandment contained in Deut. xxxi. 9, to read “ this 
Thorah” at the Feast of Tabernacles in the sabbatical year. 
No doubt the Thorah was read,—and not Deuteronomy only, 
but Leviticus also, as the passage in question proves,—but this 
was done spontaneously, not in fulfilment of the command in 
Deuteronomy ; in an ordinary year, not in a sabbatical year ; on 
the second day of the seventh month, not on the second day of 
the Feast of Tabernacles (vers. 1, 13). It was fourteen days, 
therefore, before the Feast of Tabernacles, when the directions 
in Leviticus concerning the erection of booths were read, and 
there was still plenty of time to make preparation for carrying 
out the instructions to the very Ictter before the feast com- 
menced. Tor, according to vers. 16, 17, this was actually done. 
—The correctness of the view adopted in the Synagogue, there- 
fore, is not in the least affected by Nel. viii. 

In addition to the fact, that it is not stated that the whole of 
the Pentatench was written by Moses himself, but only a (con- 
siderable) portiou of it; throughout those portions which are not
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so attested we constantly meet with data which are apparently 
altogether irreconcileable with such a view. Notwithstanding all 
that [Tavernick, Hengstenberg, Welte, and Keil have said to the 
contrary (and what they have said is to a great extent very 
important and convincing), 1t appears to us to be indisputable, 
that even apart from Deut. xxxiv., there are portions of the Pen- 
tateuch which are post-Mosaic, or at all events Non-Mosaic, 
though by far the largest part of what critics adduce does not 
come under this head at all. I will simply content myself with 
mentioning the “ Dan” in Gen. xiv. 14 and Deut. xxxiv. 1, and 
the so-called self-praise of Moses in Num. xii. 3. 

(6.) Of all the views which have hitherto been published 
with reference to the composition, the arrangement, and the final 
revision of the Pentateuch, not one so fully meets our approba- 
tion as that of Delitzsch, to which we have already referred 
(vol. i. § 20, 2). With Delitzsch, we regard it as indisputable 
that the Book of the Covenant, the book of Deuteronomy (to chap. 
xxxi. 24), and also the smaller sections referred to above (note 5), 
in which the authorship is expressly named, were composed and 
committed to writing by Moses himself. Whether any other sec- 
tions of the Pentateuch, in which there is no such distinct state- 
ment as to the authorship, were written by him, or even whether 
he wrote the entire Pentateuch, in the form in which it has 
come down to us, are questions to which the direct testimony of 
the Pentateuch will not enable us to give a negative reply ; and 

just as little, or rather still less, will it put us in a position to 
maintain the affirmative with certainty. For an answer to these 
questions we must look to the contents. Of all the sections 
whose authorship is not attested, the groups of laws in the central 
books have evidently the strongest claim to be regarded as of 
Mosaic origin. For if these Jaws emanated from Moses, a fact 
which we cannot dispute, he must have had the greatest interest 
in having them committed to writing. But he might have left 
it to some one or other of his assistants to make a formal arrange- 
ment, and actually write them out. And it seems to us the more 
probable that this was the case, from the fact that there is so 
unmistakeable a difference, in the expressions and the style, be- 
tween the laws in question and the Thorah of Deutcronomy, 
though we are by no means disposed to attach undue importance 
to this argument. We have already observed, that in all proba-
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bility Josh. viii. 32 contains a proof that the Thorah of the cen- 
tral books was not committed to writing by Moses. For if, as 
is fully admitted, the words, “and Joshua wrote there upon the 
stones a copy of the law of Moses, which he wrote in the presence 
of the children of Israel,” do not relate to the Thorah of the cen- 
tral books, but to the Thorah of Denteronomy ALONE (a conclu- 
sion required by Deut. xxvii. 1, 3, and also by the existing 
circumstances), the predicate applied to the latter, namely, 
that Moses wrote them in the presence of the children of 
Israel, must have been inapplicable to the former. And as 
the Thorah of the central books was chiefly designed for the 
priestly and Levitical order, as the custodians and interpreters 
of the law, there is great plausibility in the conjecture expressed 
by Delitzsch (p. 37), that it was written by some one of priestly 
rank belonging to the school of Moses, or to his immediate circle 
—it might be by Aaron himself, or, what is more likely, 1f we 
look at other analogous cases, by one of his sons. 

But we cannot follow Delitzsch in the supposition that this 
central group of laws was not arranged into a code till after the 
promised land was in the complete possession of the Israclites, 
and therefore that the priority of age belongs to the book of 
Deuteronomy. As we have already observed, we cannot imagine 
that this code of laws, which was to serve as the groundwork and 
rule of the constitution and government of the entire theocracy, 
instead of being fixed in writing, should have been simply im- 
pressed upon the memory, and that it should have been left to 
posterity to determine whether it should ever be committed to 
writing or not. This seems to us the more inconcetvable, from 
the fact that the formula is repeated on innumerable occasions 
in connection with these laws, that they are given noi nan, — 
Lhe grounds on which Delitzsch was led to express this opinion 
are explained by him as follows: “The kernel of the Pentatench, 
or its earliest basis, was the roll of the covenant, which was 
written out by Moses himself, and was afterwards worked into 
the history of the events connected with the giving of the law 
(Ex. xix.-xxiv.). The other laws, which were issued in the desert 
down to the period when the Israclites were encamped in the 
plains of ALoab, were announced by Moses by word of mouth, 
but they were committed to writing by the priests, whose voca- 
tion it was (Deut. xvii. 11 ¢f. xxiv. 8, xxxiti. 10; Lev. x. 11, ef.
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xv. 31). As there is nothing in Deuteronomy which presup- 
poses that the whole of the earlier law existed in-writing, but, 
on the contrary, the recapitulation is made with the greatest 
freedom, it need not be supposed that the actual arrangement 
into a code was made during the journey throngh the desert. 
But this was done very shortly after the conquest of the land. 
As soon as the Israelites stood upon the Holy Land, they began 
to write out the history of Israel, which had now reached a de- 
cisive point. But they could not write a history of the Mosaic 
age without writing out a description of the Mosaic legislation 
in its fullest extent.” 

We admit that the inducement and demand for a writ- 
ten account of the ancient traditions must have been much 
stronger after the Israclites had settled in the Holy Land, than 
during their wanderings in the desert. Wherever they might 
set their foot in the land of Canaan, they were still tread- 
ing upon holy ground. They were in a land consecrated and 
sanctified by the pilgrimage of their fathers, and covered with 
spots which excited lively reminiscences of the history of their 
fathers. If these had never been committed to writing before, 
the occasion, the impulse, and the need would undoubtedly be 
so strong, that one or other of the pupils of Moses would be 
impelled to undertake the task.—But I cannot persuade myself 
that this cannot have taken place during the wanderings m the 
desert, and that no occasion or impulse could possibly have 
existed then. Is it a fact, that in the present arrangement of the 
Pentateuch the sole purpose of the history was to serve as the 
foundation and framework of the law? Was there not quite 
enough in the mighty works of God, in connection with the 
Exodus from Egypt, and the conclusion of the covenant at 
Sinai, to prompt the wish to impress them, and the historical 
events which lead to them, upon the memory of future genera- 
tions? (Vid. e. g., Ex. xii. 26, 27, and xiii. 8). And did not the 
stay at Sinai, which lasted an entire year, furnish ample oppor- 
tunity and leisure for commencing such a work ?—But whether 
this was the case or not, at all events we must firmly maintain, 
that the earlier laws were committed to writing in the desert, 
and that mmmediately after they were issued. If the historical 
work, which forms the framework of the laws, was not com- 
menced till the Israelites entered the Holy Land, the author
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found the documents relating to the law already in existence, 
and only needed to insert them in the history. But if it was 
commenced in the desert, most probably during the stay at Sinai, 
the author of the previous history and primeval history was 
probably the same as the writer of the groups of laws; and we 
should then, in all probability, be correct in assuming, that when 
the Israclites departed from Sinai his work had been brought 
down to that time, and that afterwards the events were added as 
they occurred. The latter I regard as the more probable ex- 
planation. 

Again, so far as regards the other reason for supposing that 
Deuteronomy was committed to writing before the other law, 
which was really the more ancient of the two—vzz., the fact that 
“there is nothing in Deuteronomy which presupposes that the 
whole of the earlier law existed in writing; but, on the contrary, 
the recapitulation is made with the greatest freedom,”—Delitzsch 
can hardly intend to assert that it cannot have existed in writing, 
because no reference is made to it. If the eurlier Jaw was com- 
mitted to the care of the priests and Levites, and the later was 
intended expressly for the people, such direct allusions would 
have been out of place (apart from the fact that they would not 
be m accordance with the general character of the early Hebrew 
composition). And so far as the freedom, with which the 
earlier laws are recapitulated, is concerned, it appears to me 
that it could not possibly make any difference to the free spirit 
of a man like Moses, a man so conscious of his office and 
standing whether they had been written down or not. On 
the other hand, I should be more disposed to believe that if the 
book of Deuteronomy was already in existence, with its modifica- 
tions of so many of the earlier laws, the writer of the later would 
feel some difficulty in reproducing them in their earlicr form. 

I cannot divest mysclf of the impression, however, that 
there run through the Pentatench, and most obviously through 
the historical portions, two distinct currents (so to speak), which 
differ in the expressions employed and the style in which they 
are written, not less than in their general tendency, and which 
Delitzsch has aptly described as a priestly and a_ prophetic 
ewrent.’ They are just the sanic as those which have hitherto 

1 It is hardly an admissible solution to acknowledge this double current, 
and yet to trace them both to one author, who, like Moses, combined in
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been designated by critics the groundwork and the supplemen- 
tary work. The similarity in the language, views, and tenden- 
cies, observable in the former, to those of the central groups of 
laws, give rise to the conjecture that they were both the produc- 
tions of the same pen. When we find, now, the component parts 
of the priestly section, so far as they can be distinctly ascer- 
tained, forming pretty nearly a well-defined and tolerably per- 
fect whole, with comparatively few gaps, whereas the component 
parts of the prophetic section, when combined together, appear 
throughout imperfect, unconnected, and full of gaps; we are 
warranted in assuming, that the prophetic author had the work 
of the priestly author lying before him, and from his own stand- 
point enlarged it by the addition of many things, which were of 
great importance, so far as his views and objects were con- 
cerned, but had been passed over by the latter, because they 
appeared of less importance when regarded from his point of 
view. In the case of the second prophetic writer, the cireum- 
stance which Delitzsch supposes to have influenced the first, or 
priestly author, may possibly have furnished to some extent both 
inducement and material; viz., the possession of the land, in 
which the fathers of his people had performed their pilgrimage. 
It is not at all an improbable thing, that the simple fact that the 
Israelites were now looking with their own eyes, and even tread- 
ing upon the very spots, in which the memorable events of the 
lives of their forefathers had taken place, may have called into 
fresh prominence, and endowed with new life, many of the 
events which had been almost forgotten, and for that reason, 
perhaps, had been passed over by the earlier historian. 

The critical process pursued by Tuch and Stdhelin, for the 
purpose of so separating and arranging the various sections be- 
longing to the groundwork, as to form a well-grounded and per- 
fect whole, in which no gaps at all shall appear, is decidedly a 
failure. This is most apparent from the fact, that the compo- 
nent parts of the groundwork do not include a history of the 
fall, whereas this was not only to be expected, but is positively 

himself the calling, gifts, and interests of both prophet and priest. In this 
case, it would be impossible to prove that there was a double current. The 
twofold interests and twofold tendencies of the priestly and prophetic minds 
would constantly manifest themselves contemporanecously and uniformly, in 
living union and mutual interpenctration.
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demanded. And there are many such cases, as J have sliown in 
my “ Kinheit der Genesis” (Berlin 1846). In the fact that the 
author, by whom the work was completed, did not hesitate to 
remove certain parts of the groundwork, and substitute some- 
thing entirely new, we see a proof that he brouglit to his task of 
enlarging and revising the original work a freedom of spirit, 
such as nothing but the distinct consciousness of his prophetic 
cift and calling could either have warranted or inspired.—We 
must also pronounce it a delusion on the part of Tuch and Sta- 
helin, that they imagine it possible to distinguish with such 
nicety the component clements of the two different currents. 
It is only in a very general way, that it is possible to demon- 
strate the existence of two separate currents; and only in cases 
where the distinctive peculiarities are especially prominent, that 
single sections can be marked off with any degree of certainty. 
The temptation to which critics are exposed, to foster the delu- 
sion of infallibility and omnipotence in connection with their 
operations, 1s so great, and modern critics have yielded to it to 
such an extent, that it is very necessary to preach moderation. 
It is true that critics have not all carried their self-deception and 
self-exaltation to the same extent as Ewald, who finds a dozen 
writers in the Pentateuch, and is able to assign to every one his 
own portion with indispntable certainty, even to a single word. 
But vestiyia terrent! 

As it is so very obvious that there was an original ground- 
work, and that this groundwork was completed by a prophetic 
author; there can hardly be any question, that it was by the 
latter that the Pentateuch was reduced to its present form. The 
time when this was done, may be determined with tolerable cer- 
tainty. On the one hand, the fact that the existence of the 
Pentateuch and its laws is presupposed by the history and litera- 
ture of Israel, of which in fact they formed the basis, compels 
us to fix upon a period as near to the time of Moses as other 
circumstances will allow. On the other hand, there are certain 
features in the Pentateuch itself which bring us below thie life- 
time of Moses, to the period of the complete occupation of the 
promised land. The negative critics have set no bounds to 
their misnse of the supposed or actual marks of a later date, 
which are to be found in the Pentatench; partly by including 
in the hst a number of data which do not belong to it, and



522 ISRAEL IN THE ARBOTH MOAB. 

partly by making the date as late as they possibly can. Heng- 
stenberg (Pentateuch, vol. ii., p. 146 sqq.), who is followed by 
Welte and Keil, has demonstrated in the most unanswerable 
manner the utter absurdity of the great majority of the marks 
they adduce. At the same time, an unbiassed inquirer will be 
obliged to admit that he has not been equally successful in every 
case. Of all of the marks which remain, however, there is not 
one which indicates a later age than the period immediately suc- 
ceeding the conquest of Canaan. The latter portion of Joshua's 
life and the first years of the period of the Judges are the limits 
within which, in all probability, the completion of the Pentateuch 
falls—It may be sufficient to refer here to the occurrence of the 
name Dan in Gen. xiv. 14 and Deut. xxxiv. 1, where it is used 
to denote the ancient Leshem or Laish. The use of this name 
presupposes that the events narrated in Josh. xix. 47 and Judg. 
xxviii. 29 had already taken place. In vol. i. § 54, 2, I adopted 
Hengstenberg’s explanation, viz., that the Dan of the Pentateuch 
was the same as the Dan-Jaan in 2 Sam. xxiv. 6, and denoted a 
very different place from the ancient Laish. But a closer ex- 
amination has convinced me that the very same Dan is alluded 
to in the Pentateuch and 2 Sam. xxiv. 6, as in Josh. xix. 47 and 
Judg. xxviii. 29. 

It is not my intention to enter into an exhaustive examina- 
tion of the Pentateuch question in all its bearings. Such an 
examination as this would require much more space than J can 
allot to it in the present volume. I shall content myself, there- 
fore, with referring the reader to the many apt and admirable 
remarks which he will find in the work of Delitzsch, already 
mentioned, though even this is by no means exhaustive and 
thoroughly satisfactory. It is to be hoped that the excellent 
author will soon resume his inquiries, and carry them out with 
all the learning and acumen for which he is justly celebrated.
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it. 257-265. 
Chazeroth, ili. 245, 271, etc. 
Chederlaomer’s invasion of the valley of 

ine Jordan, i. 215; defeat by Abraham, 

Cherubim, the nature and character of, i. 
79-86. 

Chittim, the ships of, iii. 450, etc. 
Chronology, biblical, i. 27; works on, 31- 

35. 
Chronological differences between the 

Samaritan version and the LXXI., 94, 
95,—165, 166. 

Chrystalization, hypothesis of Ewald re- 
specting the Pentateuch, i. 61. 

Circumcision, given to Abraham by God 
as a sign of his covenaut, i. 231-233; 
practised by other nations, 234; con- 
nection of, among those nations with 
Phallic worship, 235; import of, 236- 
238 ; of Moses child at the Inn, 237, 
etc.; performed by means of stone 

* knives, 239; of the people before enter- 
ing Canaan, iti. 223. 

Cisterns, i. 312, 351. 
Cities of the plain destroyed, their number, 

1. 245. 
Cloud, the pillar of, ii. 344, etc. 
Confusion of tongues at Babel, i. 108; the 

process of, 110-112; the time of, 112, 
113. 

Consecration of the Levitical priests, iii. 
192 

Covenant, the old, object and boundary 
lines of the history of, i. 2, 3; double 
series of developments connected with, 
4, etc.; events recorded in the history 
of, 12; distinct characteristics of the 
history of, 13; sources of the history of, 
and auxiliary sciences, 24, etc.; litera- 
ture of the history of, 44-50; meaning, 
purpose, and goal of, 125; the book of, 
ili. 141, etc. 

Covenant, of sacrifice with Abraham, i. 
224, 227, etc.; the sinaitic, iii. 140, etc. ; 
renewal of, 169, etc.; in the land of 
Moab, 489, etc. 

Covenant-agency of God, i. 5; its ulti- 
mate aim and highest point, 6.
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Creation of man, i. 69, 70. 
Cup, Joseph’s silver, i. 377, ete. 
Curse, the, on the serpent, i. 79; on Ca- 

naan, 107, 108. 

Dan, i. 216. 
Dan, the tribe how spoken of in Jacob's 

blessing, ii. 56. 
Darkness, the plague of, ii. 284, 287, 288. 
Daughters of men, the, i. 95, ete. 
Days, spoken of in the history of the crea- 

tion, i. 71: the last, ii. 31-33. 
Dead Sea, the, i. 132, 137-140; does it 

occupy the site of the destroyed cities of 
the plain ? 2-45, etc. 

Death, views of the patriarchs respect- 
ing, ii. 108-110. 

Death of the first-born of Fgypt, ii. 289 ; 
not caused by a pestilence, 312, etc. 

Deborah, Rebekah’'s nurse, the death of, 
i. 345. 

Decalogue, the names of, iii 121, ete. ; 
the copy of in Deuteronomy, 123; 
division of, 125-137. 

Decalogues, the seven, of the Mosaic 
legislation, asserted by Bertheau, iii. 
137, ete. 

Deism, English, i. 46. 
Demons and Demonology, ii. 250, etc. 
Desert, the Lybian and Arabian, ii 123, 

etc.; the possibility of the Israclites 
finding supplies in the, iii. 6, etc. 

Destroyer, the, of the Egyptian firstborn, 
iii. 315, ete. 

Developments of mankind, the, as con- 
nected with the history of the Old 
Covenant, i. 1, 4, etc., 126. 

Dinah, i. 338, etc. 
Dispersion, the, i. 108; direction it took, 

115. , 
Divination by cups, i. 377, ete. 
Door-posts sprinkled with blood, 

garded as altars, ii. 302, 305. 
Dreams of Joseph, i. 848; of Pharaoh's 

chicf butler and chief baker, 362, 363 ; 
of Pharaoh, 364, ete. 

Dudaim, i. 315, etc. 

re- 

Fast-wind, the, i. 352., ete. 
Eden, the geographical site of, i. 71-76. 
Euicts, tho murderous, of the King of 

Egypt, ii. 154, 155. 
Edomites, the, i. 285; Isracl’s negotia- 

tions with, lii. 330, etc.; Israel’s march 
round the country of, 337, ctc.; history 
of, 338-842. 

Egypt, the river of, i. 229; the women 
of, 361, 362; description of, ii. 223, 
etc. ; adaptation of, to elevate the lower 
habits of nomade life, 160; cultivation 
of tho soit of, 160, 161. 

Egyptian history, works on, i. 39-11. 
Egyptians, their funcral processions, ii. 

91; their hatred of shepherds, 13, 162, 
424, 425, 425; their civilization in- 
pregnated with nature worship, 173, 
ete. 

El-Ghor, i. 135, 136. 
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Eldad and Medad, iii. 268. 
Elders of Israel, ii. 161; the seventy, ili. 

265 
Fliezer of Damascus, i. 275. 
Elim, iii. 15, etc., 17, ete. 
Elohim and Jchovah, names of Deity, 

expressive of two distinct modes of 
divine manifestation, i. 18-24; was 
there any distinct apprehension in 
atriarchal times of these two mani- 
estations of God ? ii. 97-102. 

El-Shaddai, ii. 99. 
Emigration of the house of Israel into 

Egypt, the historical import of, ii. 17- 
21 

Emmim, the, i. 154. 
End of days, the, iii. 335. 
Enoch, i. 92, 93. 
Ephraim, the return of part of the tribe 

of, to Palestine before the exodus, ii. 
178-181. 

Ephrath, i. 346. 
Er, Ouan, and Shelah, i. 353, 357. 
Esau, his birth, i. 282; character, 282, 

283; sells his birthright, 284; blessed 
by Isaac, 299; seeks to slay Jacob, 
301; his wives, 302; removed from 
connection with the history of the 
Covenant, 304. 

Eschol, iii. 282. 
Etham, ii. 3743 iii. 14. 
Evenings, between the, meaning of the 

phrase, ii. 301, 302. 
Exclusion of the unbelievers from Canaan, 

iii., 287, etc., 290, etc. 
Excgetical works on the biblical text of 

the preparative history of the Old Tes- 
tament, i. 65, etc. 

Exodus, the, from Kgypt, ii. 311-339 ; the 
national birth of Isracl, 120. 

Fall of man, the, i. 77, ete., 87. 
Family, the, in connection with the 

history of the Old Covenant, i. 175, 
etc. 

Fertility, the former, of Palestine, i. 150. 
Finger of God, the, meaning of the 

phrase, ii. 277, 278. 
Fire, its symbolic import, ii. 204; the 

pillar of, 844; from heaven, iii. 193, 
etc.; of Jehovah, 239. 

First-born, [srael Jehovah's, ii. 226, iii. 
3,4; importance of the, ii. 290; of 
Egypt, slain, 291, etc., $21, etc., two 
classes of, in Israel, 334; sanctified, 

5. 
Flies, the plague of, ii. 278-280. 
Flesh, the lusting of the people for, iii. 

259, 265. 
Flood, the, i. 953; number of people in 

existence at the time of, 95, 96; the 
account of, a carefully kept diary, 101; 
legends respecting, among other na- 
tions, 102; the generation which pe- 
rished at, not wholly shnt ont from tho 
blessing of the Covenant, 104, 103. 

Forty years, the, in the wilderness, iii. 
310, ete.



026 

Frogs, the plague of, ii. 275, 276. 
Funeral processions of the Egyptians, 1i. 

91, 92. 

Gad, the tribe of, ii. 57. 
Gap, “the immense,” between Genesis 

and Exodus, how to be viewed, ii. 145- 
119 

Galilee, the sea of, i. 135; the highlands 
of, 141, 142. 

Genesis, the first part of legendary, but 
historical, i. 55, etc.; did the author of, 
make use of written records? 656. 

Gemara, the, i. 38. 
Genealogy of Shem, i. 165, etc. 
Gennesareth, the Lake of, i. 135. 
Geography, biblical, i. 27; works on, 29- 

31; of the bookof Exodus, ii. 360-380 ; 
of ne country round Sinai, iii. 61- 
101. 

Gilead, i. 145, 146. 
Glory, of the Lord, the, i. 229, iii. 190, 

etc.; Moses desires to see, 177, 179- 
182. 

Glory of Moses’ face, ili. 187. 
Gnats, the plague of, ii. 276-278. 
God, the names of, in the Old Testament, 

i. 18-24; of Abraham, ii. 206, etc. 
Gods of the heathen, the reality of the, ii. 

246-259; of Egypt, judgments upon 
the, 294, etc. 

Goshen, the land of, ii. 14-17. 
Greek and Roman history, points of con- 

tact. between, and Jewish, works on, i. 
43. 

Hagar and Ishmael, i. 229-231; cast out, 
255-257. 

Hamor and Dinah, i. 338, ete. 
Hand of Moses becomes leprous, import 

of the sign, ii. 219, etc. 
Tiands, the imposition of, iii. 197. 
Haran, the position of, i. 169. 
Hardening the heart of Pharaoh, ii. 229- 

237. 
Heathenism, birth of, 117; the prodigal 

son, 118; not destitute of every element 
of truth, 118, etc. ; in relation to worldly 
civilization, 120; in contrast with 
Judaism, 127; its influence on Old 
Testament revelation, 128; birthplace 
of, 128. 

Hebrew, origin of the name, i. 167-169. 
Hermon, great, i. 146. 
Heroopolis, is it Raemses ? ii. 369, etc. 
Heshbon, iii. 364, 382, 383; the brook of, 

i. 146. 
History, and prophecy, i. 9-12; primeval, 

55, ete. 
Hittites, the, i. 152. 
Hivites, the, i. 154. 
Hobab, ii. 194, ete., iii. 257. 
Holiness, its nature, iii. 109, etc. 
Holy Land, boundaries of the, i. 129, etc. ; 

adaptation of, for its peculiar purpose, 
47 

Hor, Mount, it. 387, 342. 
Horcb, ii. 202, iii. 71, etc. 
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Horites, the, i. 154. 
Hormah, iii. 335, ete. 
House of Israel, catalogue of the, who 

went down into Egypt, ii. 4, ete.; emi- 
gration of into Egypt, 17, etc. 

Human sacrifices, did they exist among 
the Israelites ? i. 260; common among 
the heathen, 267. 

Hur, who? iii. 51. 
Hycsos, the, and Israel, ii. 281, 282; ex- 

tracts from Manetho respecting, 282- 
286; statements of other ancient 
authors respecting, 386-389; various 
attempts to reconcile the statements of 
the Pentateuch and those of profane 
authors on the subject considered, 389- 

9. 

Idumea, the Mountains of, ii. 128. 
Incantations, magical, did they possess 
power ? iii. 400, etc. 

Incarnation of God in Christ the central 
point of the history of the development 
of mankind, i. 4; and the ultimate aim 
of divine covenant-activity, 7. 

Intercession of Abraham for Sodom and 
Gomorrah, i. 243, etc. 

Introduction to the study of the Old Tes- 
tament, works on the, i. 25-27. 

Isaac, birth of, i. 253; name, 254: wean- 
ing of, 255; offering up of, 258-272; 
sons of, 279; visit to Gerar, 286, etc. ; 
fundamental type of the character of, 
287, etc.; resemblance between the 
events of his life and those of Abra- 
ham’s, 288-290; his blessing, 290; 
blesses Jacob 291, etc.; and Esau, 299, 
etc.; his death, 305. 

Ishmael, born, i. 229; circumcised, 238, 
etc., cast out, 255, etc.; his character, 
257, 258. 

Israel, Jacob, obtains the name of, i. 333, 
te etc. 

Israel becomes a people and a nation, ii. 
119, etc.; multiplies in Egypt, and is 
oppressed, 133, etc. ; length of their stay 
in Egypt, 135-145 ; condition in Egypt, 
156, etc.; classification of, 165; train- 
ing in Egypt, 173; worship, 174, etc. ; 
agitation among at the time Moses 
received his mission, 223, etc.; Je- 
hovah’s first-born, 226, etc.; a kingdom 
of priests, etc., iii. 106, 109. 

Issachar, Jacob's blessing on, ii. 56. 

Jacob, his birth and disposition, i. 282; 
Rebekah’s preference of him to Esau, 
283; obtains the birthright, 284; goes 
to Mesopotamia, 307; his dream, 307- 
309; sojourn with Laban, 311; wives 
and children, 311-317; agreement. be- 
tween, and Laban —his artifice, 319; 
return to Canaan, 320, etc.; sees God's 
hosts and wrestles with the angel, 324, 
etc.; meets Esau, 335, etc.; in Sche- 
chem, 338, etc.: goes to Bethel, 342; 
sends his sons into Egypt for corn, 371;
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sends a second time, 375; goes down 
into Egypt, ii. 1, etc.; why he pre- 
sumed to bless Tharaoh, 17; adopts and 
blesses Joseph's sons, 21, 24; prophetic 
blessing of his sons, 27, ote. ; death and 
burial, 88, 89. 

Jair, iii. 467, ete. 
Japhet, aud Shem, Noah's blessing on, i 

106-108 
Jebusites, the, i, 152. 
Jehovah, not regarded by the Jews as a 

merely national deity, iii. 106, etc. 
Jehovah: and Elohim. i, 1824. 
Jethro, ii. 194; his visit to Moses in the 

wilderness, iii. 52, etc. 
Jezreel, the plain of, i, 142. 
Jordan, the, i. 139-135; the plain of, 135, 

136; highlands west, of, 140, etc.5 cast 
of, 145, etc. 

Joseph, the beloved son of Jacob, i. 347 ; 
his two dreams, 348; character, 349; 
hated by his brethren and sold into 
Egypt, 350; his humiliation, 359, etc. ; 
his elevation, 364, etc. ; administrative 
reforms in Egypt, 369, etc. ; treatment 
of his brethren, 371-380 ; reveals him- 
self to them, 379; introduces some of 
them tothe king of Egypt, ii. 13; death, 
89; a type of Christ, 93-96. 

J osephus, his Jewish Antiquities, various 
editions of, i. 36, 37. 

Joshua, his name and character, iii. 283, 
etc. 

Judah, incidents in his family and incest 
with Tamar, i i. 853; his guarantee for 
Benjamin's safety, "876, etc.; Jacob's 
blessing on, ii. 35, ete. 

Judaism, contrasted with heathenism, i. 

Judea, the highlands of, i. 143. 
Justin's statements as to the origin of the 

Jews, ii. 388, etc. 

Kademoth, iii. 379. 
Kadesh, the wilderness of, iii. 229, etc. ; 

rebellion of the people at, 285, cte. ; 
second halt at, 325, etc. 

Kaudeshia, i. 357. 
Kenites, Kenizites, and Kadmonites, i 

154, 155; iii. 446, etc. 
Kesitah, i i. 337. 
Kibroth-Taavah, iii. 243. 
King, the new, of Egypt, who knew not 
Joseph, ii. 152. 

Kingdom of priests, Isracl a, tii. 108. 
Kochlia, the, it. 161. 
Korah, the rebellion of, iii. 293, etc. 

Laban, his conduct towards Jacob, i. 313, 

Ladder, Jacob's, i. 308. 
Language, the one original, i. 111, 112. 
Last days, the, ii. 31-33. 
Law, preparations for the giving of the, 

iii. 102, etc. ; given by anyels, 117, etc. ; 
repctition and enforcement of, 470, etc. ; 
to be written on stones, 473, ete. ; the 
giving of at Sinai by Moses, a firmly 

established fact, independently of the 
Pentateuch, 5U7 3 written, 508; proofs 
of its existence in the times immedi- 
ately subsequent to the Mosaic age, 509, 
etc. 

Law, the, of sacrifice, iii. 191, ete. 
Legends of Gentile nations, works on the 

resemblance between the, and the Lib- 
lical history of man, i. 68; respecting 
the flood, 103. 

Levi and Simcon, their treachery towards 
the Schechennites, i. 339; named in Ja- 
cob’s prophetic blessing, ii. 34, 55, 58, 
etc. 

Levites, the, inflict punishment on the 
calf-worshippers, iit. 167, etc. 

Levitical priesthood, tlie, iii. 191, ete. 
Locusts, the plague of, ii. 283, 286, 
Lot, goes with Abraham from Haran, i. 

20 ; separation from Abraham, 215, 
214; carried away captive, 215; pre- 
servation of when Sodom was destroyed, 
244; his moral and religious position, 
244; his wife, 246, 247; his daughters, 
247-249. 

Lusting of the people for flesh, iii. 259, 
262-265. 

Machpelah, i. 23. 
Magic, ii. 254-25 
Magicians, the, of Egypt ii. 258-265. 
Male children, the excess of in Jacob's 

family for the first generations, ii. 11, 
etc. 

Mamre, i. 214, 215. 
Man, his creation and destiny, i. 69, 70, 

(7, ete. 
Manasseh, the half tribe of, their inherit- 

ance, iii. 466, etc. 
Mandragora, or Mandrakes, i. 315, ete. 
Manna, iii. 25, etc. ; various opinions re- 

specting it examined, 27-42; a homer 
full of laid up before the testimony, 43, 

March, ili. 9, etc.; 16, etc.; the miracle at, 

Marriage, i i. 78, 89, 90. 
Marriage with a widow, i. 356. 
Mazcbuth, i. 309, etc. 
Mediator, Moses the, of Isracl, iii. 153; 

faithful in his vocation as a, 158- 
161. 

Melcliisedek, i. 318; the import and per- 
son of, 220; compared with Abraham, 
91-223, 

Mcon, the brook, i. 146. 
Messiah, a personal, not expected by the 

patriarchs, i ii. 36, etc. 
Methusalah, i. 93. 
Michael, the angel, i. 192. 
Midianites, the, i. 551, ete.; if. 192, etc.; 

ili. 304; entrap Israel, 455, ete.; con- 
flict with, 162, ctc. 

Midwives, the [ebrew, ii. 155. 
Miracle, and prophecy, ii. 102; not one 

performed by man in the patriarchal 
age, 103; Moses the first to perform a, 
104, 221.
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Miriam, ii. 356, 357; rebels against Moses, 
lil. 271, 275, etc.; her death, 325. 

Mishna, the, 38. 
Mishpachoth, ii. 163, 165, etc. 
“ Mixed multitude,” the, which accom- 

panied Israel from Egypt, ii. 338, etc. 
Moab, the tield of, iii. 363, etc. 
Moabites, the, iii. 342-374. 
Moreh, i. 209. 
Moriah, i. 270-273. 
Moses, his birth, education, and flight 

from Egypt, ii. 181-184; import of his 
name, 185-188; trained in all the wis- 
dom of the Egyptians, 188; legendary 
tales associated with, 190; conduct to- 
wards the offending Egyptian, 190; 
training of, by affliction, 191, etc.; in 
the house of the Midianitish priest, 196; 
the call of, 198, etc.; conversation be- 
tween, and God, 210, 211; the rod or 
staff of, 218, etc.; signs given to, 219, 
etc.; the first worker of miracles, 221; 
his reluctance to receive the Divine 
comnnission, 220, etc. ; first appearance 
of, in Egypt, 224; occurrence to, at the 
Inn, 237, etc.; first appearance of, be- 
fore Pharaoh, 242, etc.; second, 259; 
song of, 355, etc. ; the holding up of his 
hands while Israel fought with Amalck, 
iii. 51, etc.; intercession of, for his 
guilty people, 158, etc., 169, etc.; his 
urning zeal, 161, etc. ; at Kadesh, 285, 

etc. ; asks to see the glory of Jehovah, 
176-182; the dazzling splendour of his 
face, 187; his meekness, tried at Cha- 
zeroth, 272, ctc. ; his Cushite wife, 275; 
his unique prophetic character, 277, etc.; 
Korah’s rebellion against, 293, etc.; his 
sin, 325, 327, etc. ; the prophet like unto, 
474, etc. ; his death, 490, 494-502 ; song 
of, 491; his view of the promised land, 
498. 

Mount of beatitudes, i. 141. 
Mountains of Palestine, i. 140-147. 

Nadab and Abihu, their sin and punish- 
ment, iii. 192-195. 

Name, the unutterable, ii. 213; my, in 
hin, iii. 17-4. 

Names, of God, in the Old Testament, i. 
-24. 

Names, occuring in the table of nations in 
Genesis, how to be taken, i. 113. 

Naturalism, what? ii. 67, ete. 
Nature worship, did Judaism gradually 

evolve from? i. 259, etc.; in the ancient 
world, ii. 174, etc. 

Nebo, mount, iii..363, etc., 369, etc. 
Nefilim, i. 99, 
Nile, the, i. 368-378 ; the water of, turned 

into blood, ii. 269-274. 
Noah, and his sons, i. 104; the seven pre- 

cepts of, 105; his blessing and curse, 
106-108. 

Numbering of the children of Israel at 
Sinai, iii. 199, etc. 

Offerings, of the princes of Israel, iii. 207. 
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Og, king of Bashan, his iron bedstead, iii. 
375-378. 

Oil, the pouring out of, i. 309, 

Palestine, the western highlands of, i. 140, 
etc.; the eastern highlands of, 145; 
adaptation of, for its peculiar purpose, 
147, etc.; former fertility of, 150; its 
first inhabitants, 150-164. 

Paradise, the geographical situation of, i. 
71-76, 

Paran, the wilderness of, i. 257; iii, 217, 
etc., 222, 

Paschal meal, the, ii. 305-308. 
Passover, the, ii. 288-290; 295-311; the 

first memorial festival of, iti. 210-214. 
Patriarchal age, the character and import- 

ance of the, i. 177, etc. 
Patriarchs, the, strong inclination of the 

minds of, towards Egypt, ii. 2, etc.; 
general culture of, 113-115. 

Peleg, i. 112. 
Pentatcuch, the, is the whole, from the 

pen of Moses—Delitzsch’s investiga- 
tions and conclusions, i. 56-65; auxili- 
aries for understanding, 65-68; the 
composition of, iii. 502, etc.; portions 
of, unmistakeably of Mosaic origin, 
511: attempts to prove that the whole 
is from Moses, examined, 511-515; data 
irreconcilable with this view, 516, etc.; 
views of Delitzsch, 516, etc.; two dis- 
tinct currents running through, 519, 
520; failure of the process pursued by 
Tuch and Stihelin, 520, etc. 

Peor, mount, iii. 368, etc. 
Periods, in the old covenant history, i. 

171, 172. 
Perizzites, the, i. 153. 
Persian history, i. 42. 
Pharaoh, meaning of the name, i. 212; 

hardening the heart of, ii. 229, etc. ; 
was his promise to let Israel go condi- 
tional or unconditional, 316; his army, 
354, etc.; situation of his palace, 371, 
etc. 

Pharez, the birth of, i. 359. 
Phenician history, i. 41. 
Philistines, the, their migrations, i. 158; 

name, 160; descent, 161, 163, etc. 
Phineas, iii. 456, ctc., 460, 461. 
Phylactcries, origin of, ii. 337, etc. 
Pillar of cloud and of fire, the, ii. 344- 

354. 
Pillar of salt, Lot's wife turned into a, i. 

247. 
Pison, the river, i. 74. 
Plagues, the, inflicted on Pharaoh for 

‘Abraham's sake, i. 212, 213. 
Plagues of Egypt, the, nature of, ii. 265- 

268; time of occurrence, and duration 
of, 268, 269 ; the first, 269-274; second, 
274-276; third, 276-278; fourth, 278- 
280; fifth and sixth, 280-283; seventh, 
cighth, and ninth, 283-288 ; tenth, 289, 
cte., 312. 

Portion, the, which Jacob gave to Joseph, 
ii. 24, ete.
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Potiphar, i. 360, 361. 
Priesthood, the Levitical, iii. 191, ete. 
Priestly character of Israel, iii. 108, 110, 

117. 
Priestly institute, tho, 

times, i. 112, 113. 
Primeval history, i. 56, otc. 
Primogeniture, the right of, i. 284. 
Promise, the, of Gud to Abraham, i. 205- 

208 

of pre-Mosaic 

Promises of Jehovah, the, iii. 139, etc. 
Prophecy, its conneetion with the deve- 

lopment of salvation, i. 7-9; itself his- 
tory, 9; word-prophecy and act-pro- 
phecy, 10-12; real, looks from the pre- 
sent to the future, ii. 52, etc.; its 
nature, 69, etc.; and miracle, 102; not 
common in the patriarchal age, 103, etc. 

Prophesying of tho elders of Israel, iii. 
269 

Prophet, the, liko unto Moses, iii. 471- 
4 8. 

Proto-evangelium, the, i. 79. 
Psylli, the, of Egypt, ii. 261, etc. 

Quails, iii. 26, 27, 269. 

Racmses, the land of, ii. 16, 268-273. 
Raguel, ii. 194, etc. ; his house a school of 

afiliction for Moses, 196, ete. 
“Raiment, thy, waxed not old,” iii. 311, 

et c. 
Rainbow, the, i. 105. 
Ras Es Sufsafeh, iii. 71, ete. 
Rebekah, i. 279-283. 
Rebellion of Israel at Kadesh, iii. 285, etc. 
Red Sea, the, i. 285; passage of, by the 

Israelites, ii. 339-342, 352, 357, etc., 
375, etc., 377; limits of, 365, etc.; the 
point at which Israel crossed, 375, etc. 

Register of nations of Genesis xi., i. 113, 
ote. ; histurical credibility of, 114. 

Rehoboth, i. 290. 
Rephaim, the, i. 153, etc. 
Rephidim, iii. 44, etc.; geographical sur- 

vey of the road to. 61, ete., 76, ete. 
Reuben, how spoken of, in Jacob's bless- 

ing, li. 34; and Gad, their petition to 
Moses, iii. 464. 

Nevelation, its nature and aspects, i. 16- 
18; cessation of, from the death of 
Jacob till the Exodus, ii. 172, etc. 

Rightcous nation, Israel a,—how? iii. 
430, ctc. 

Righteousness, imputed to Abraham, i. 

River of Egypt, i. 131. 
Rochsceré, the tomb of, at Thebes, ii. 

Rod of Moses, the, ii. 218; turned into a 
serpent before Pharaoh, 259. 

Rods of tho twelve princes of Israel, iii. 
297, cte. 

Sabbath, the, in the patriarchal times, ii. 
112, iii. 2, 43 

Sabbath-breaker stoned, iii. 292. 
Sacrifice, tho institution of, i. 89, 90; co- 
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venant made with Abraham by, 227, etc. ; 
passing between the parts of the victim 
offered in, 228; discontinued in Egypt, 
ii. 176; the first national, 208; the re- 
quest to Pharaoh for permission to go 
three days into the wilderness to offer, 
208~210; the law of, iii. 191, cte. 

Sacrifices, human, did they exist among 
the Israelites ? i. 260; common among 
the heathen, 267, etc. 

Salom, tho same as Jerusalem, i. 218- 

Samaritan, and LXX. Versions, chronolo- 
gical disagrecments of, i. 94, 95. 

Sanctification of the people at Sinai, iii. 
16. 

Sanctuary, the, iii. 146-151, 188, 190. 
Sarah, the change of her name, i. 233; 

taken by Pharaoh, 211; by Abimelech, 
250 Abraham's sister, 251; death, 272, 
73. 

Scribes, ii. 165. 
Scripture, holy, its distinctive charac- 

teristics, i. 13; exhibits marks of divine 
and human causation, 14; may become 
the object of inquiry, 15, 16. 

Seed, the promised, i. 178. 
Sefeleh, the plain of, i. 145. 
Seir, Mount, i. 300. 
Serbal, the claims of, to be considered 

Sinai, examined, iii. 86, etc. 
Serpent, the, which tempted Eve, i. 79; 

Moses’ rod changed into a, ii. 259, 262, 
etc.; the brazen, ili. 344-358. 

Serpent-charming iu Egypt, ii. 260. 
Serpent-staffs, ii. 264. 
Serpent-worship, iii. 349, etc. 
Serpents, the Israclites bitten by, iii. 342~ 

Seven, import of the number, i. 252. 
Seventy elders, the, iii. 265, etc. 
Shalen, i. 337. 
Sharon, the plains of, i. 144. 
Shechemites, the treacherous cruelty of 

Simeon and Levi towards, i. 339, ete. 
Shem, the genealogy of, i. 165, etc.; and 

Japhet, 106-108. 
Sheol, patriarchal views of, i. 107-110. 
Shiloh, the prophecy relating to, discuss- 

ed, ii. 36-62; reply to Iengstenberg’s 
objections, 62-88. 

Shepherds, an abomination to the Egyp- 
tians, ii. 13, etc. 

Shoes, taking off the, ii. 206. 
Shur, iii. 14, ctce. 
Signals, the, which regulated the break- 

ing up of the camp of Israel in tho wil- 
derness, tii. 214, ete. 

Signs, the threo miraculous, given to 
Moses, ii. 217, etc. 

Sin, of Moses, which oxcluded him from 
Canaan, iii. 525, 327, ete. 

Sin, tho desert of, iii. 21, etc., 24, ete. 
Sinai, geography of, ii. 125-128, iii. 61- 

78; and Voreb, 79; traditions respect- 
ing, 80, cte.; bounds set to, 111, ete.; 
terrific phenomena on, 118; menifesta- 
tion of God at, 119, ete. 
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Sinaitic, inscriptiuns, iii, 64, etc.; 
tion, 117, 195; covenant, 140. 

Son of God, the idea involved in the 
terms, ii. 226-229. 

Sons of God, the, of Genesis vi., various 
views respecting, i. 96-101. 

Song of Moses, the, ii. 355, etc. 
Spies, the, iii. 279, etc. 
Spoiling, the Egyptians, i ii. 319-334. 
“Statutes not good," given to Israel, iii. 

314, etc. 
Stone, monuments of, i. 309, etc. 
Stone Knives, employed for sacred pur- 

poses, ii. 239. 
Storehouses for corn, Egyptian, i. 368. 
Succoth, i. 336. 
Suez, the plain of, ii. 374, etc. 
Sychem, i. 208, etc., 337. 

legisla- 

Tabernacle, the erection of the, iii. 183. 
Tables of stone, the second, provided for 

the law, ii. 182-187. 
Tabor, Mount, i. 141. 
Tacitus quoted respecting the origin of 

the Jews, ii. 387, 388. 
Talmud, the, aud various editions of, i. 

, 38. 
Tamar, i. 353, etc. 
Temunah, the, of Jehovah, iii. 180, 278. 
Ten, the number, its significance, ii. 230; 

iii. 122, 287. 
“Ten words,” the, iii. 121. 
Terah, various branches of the race of, i. 

170, 171; table of the family of, 201. 
Teraphim, i i. 321, etc. 
Theocracy, the, iii. 104, etc., 110, etc. 
Theophany, as a mode of Divine mani- 

festation, i. 180, 240. 
Thigh, putting the hand under the, i. 275, 

Thorah, the, of Deuteronomy, and the 
central books of the Pentateuch, iii. 
510-516. 

Three, the number, its significance, iil. 
221, iii, 122. 

Thunder and lightning, the plague of, ii 
283, 284-286. 

Tiberias, the sea of, i. 135. 
Token, the, which God gave to Moses at 

Horeb, 1i. 217. 
Tongues, the confusion of, at Babel, i. 

108, 110-112. 
Tower of Babel, the sin of the builders of 

the, i. 109. 
Tributary service, the, of Israel in Egypt, 

ii. 152-154. 

INDEX OF PRINCIPAL MATTERS. 

Trinity, the doctrine of the, not embraced 
in the consciousness of the patriarchs, 
li. 106, ete. 

Unity, of the human race, works on the, 
i. 76, 773 of languages, 111. 

Universalisma and particularism of salva- 
tion, i. 126. 

Unleavened loaves, the symbolic import 
of, ii 

Ur, of the Chaldees, i. 167. 
Visions, common in the patriarchal age, 

ii 
6“ Visitation, the day of My,” iii. 173, 

Vow Jacob's, to give tithes, i. 311. 

Wady, Nasb, iii. 63; Mokkateb, 63, etc. ; 
Feiran, 66, etc. ; Aleyat, 67, ‘ete. ; Es- 
Sheikh, 68 ; Er. Rahah, 72; El Lejeh, 
72, 73; Es Sebaye, 73 

Water, Moses empowered to turn the, of 
Egypt into blood, ii. 220; of the Nile, 
turned into blood, 269, ate. ; from the 
rock of Horeb, iii. 47, etc. 

Water-wheel, the, ii. 161. 
Week of seven days, the earliest measure 

of time, ii. 112. 
Well, Jacob's, i. 337, 338. 
Widow, marriage with a, i. 356, 
Wife, the Cushite, of Moses, iii. 275. 
Women, of Egypt, i. 361; among the pa- 

triarchs, ii, 115. 
Worship, of the pre-Mosaic period, ii. 

110-113; of Israel in Egypt, 173; how 
the Israclitish forms of, may have been 
ennobled by elements of Egyptian ori- 
gin, 174, ete. 

Wrath and love, one in Jehovah, iii. 159, 
etc. 

Wrestling with an Angel, Jacob's, i. 328- 

Zaphnath Paneah, Joseph's Egyptian 
name, i. 366. 

Zebulon, the plain of, i. 141. 
Zebulon, Jacob's blessing on the tribe of, 

Zered he brook, iii. 359, 360. 
Zin, the dlesert of, iii. 299, etc 
Zipporah, her character, i ii. 197, 198, 239; 

her conduct when she cireumcised her 
som 240; when sent back by Moses, 
41. 

Zoan, ii. 14, 15.
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