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PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION

THE continuous demand. for the * Religion of the Semites”
induced the publishers, when the necessity for another reprint
drew near, to consider the possibility of a new edition. Many
years have passed since the second edition, revised by Robertson
Swmith kimself—the last of his labours—was seen through the
press by his friend and subsequent biographer, the late Dr. John
Sutherland Black (1894). But for nearly three decades con-
tinental scholars have had, in Stiibe’s German translation, what
is in several respects virtually a new edition ; and for this and
other reasons a mere reprint seemed undesirable. Needless to
sny, a work that in its day was regarded as epoch-making for
the powerful stimulus it gave to the study of Semitic religion,
and indeed of religion in general, could be revised only by ts
author, It touched upon so many delicate and controversial
sibjects, and the treatmenl was so inoisive and characteristic,
that what Robertson Smith thought and wrote must remain
nnchanged,  Accordingly, apart from the correction of a few
trifling misprints, the text has been left unaltered. In the foot-
notes references to various classical works (by Frazer, Well-
hausen, and others) have been tacitly brought up to date, and a
few new reforences added, with sundry other minor changes that
rowld be made on the plates.

Besides this, the present edition contains a number of mew
notex to whick the attention of readers is drawn by asterisks
tn the margin of the text. Fm'l these and for the Introduotion 1

%



X PREFACE TO THEE THIRD EDITION

am wholly responsible. Naturally, the notes could have been
enlarged and multiplied. What has been done was suggested
(1) by Robertson Smith’s MS. notes in his copics of the first
edition both of this work and of Wellkausen's great * Reste
Arabischen Heidentums,” now in the library of Christ's ('ollege,
(lambridge 1 ; (2) by the additions in the German translation 3 ;
(3) by the work of Bawdissin, Frazer, Lagrange. und others
since 180 ; and (4) by what I conceive to be the trend of
Robertson Smith’s work.

Criticism, sinee hus day, has foreed an entire reennsideration
of his arguments and theories, and many of the topics with
which ke deals now appear in unother light.  Thix fact has
shaped the Introduction and the Notes.  Robertsen Smith hos
aoften been regarded as the founder of the modern Comparative
Study of Religion -ke was, I venture to think, the founder of
what I would call the Science and Theory of Religion, Hr
opened up in a new way guestions of relipon and mame ; of
ritual, theology. and myth ; of personality, knman and dizine ;
of sin and atonement ; of sacramentelism, immancnee, and
transcendence ; and even of production and property.  Wherias
theologians naturally discuss such sulpects as these sithin the
Limits of Christian theology, Rebrrtson Smith wemt farther
aficld, to the most essential ideas, and those not of {'hristiansty
alone,  Western thought is throughout indebted to (Christianity
and to (Ireek and Ruman civilization ; Belwrtzon Smith sernt
down deeper, to the more primitive modes of theught of munksnd,
Hix temperament and his profound  persinal faith, coupled
with marcellous erwlition, yave hine an insight into the funda.

1A oortaln amount of Robertson Spath's unpublsked mato sl was
utibiand in the Enegrloprdic Biblics,

¥ R. Sthibo, Vie Beligion dee Semisin, with yeolaoe by B hautoach
Prothurg L B, 1800, This sdition, with thirteen idbisteatesge, pmedios
the *Jooture " form nnd expands numerous seferetor and 8ataam, ot
has vacious additions sd a fow ombsnam, A Comgarative Vil o4
Pagination will be Jound at the end of the soluae 1p G0,
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mental theories of Religion which, it seems safe to affirm, has
never been surpassed.

It would be difficult, if not impossible, to find elsewhere so
stimulating an approach to the serious study of Religion ; and
if enthusiastic disciples have sometimes gome too far and
wandered, from the track he blazed, there is no doubt that his
oritics have not always understood either the mam himself, or
the problems of Religion as they presented themselves to him.
1t must, indeed, be frankly admatied that some of his arguments
now appear too difficult, and are sometimes unnecessary for his
position as a whole ; but no less frankly may the belief be ex-
pressed that his position s far more significant than has often
heen thought, and that he has much to offer those who at the
present day are interested in religious problems. It 1s with such
convictions as these that the Introduction and Notes have been
prepared.

In this task I have to express grateful thanks to mamy for
adwice and help, including Prof. A. A. Bevan (especially for
the notes signed with his initials), Sir James Frazer (for the
references on . li m.), Dr. Alan Gardner and Prof. Eric Peet
(on some Egyplological points), Prof. Halliday (on some points
of Greek religion), Mr. W. T. Vesey (for the information on
p- 519 n. 1), Dr. A. 8. Tritton, and Dr. and Mrs. Seligman.
My indebtedness to the works of Stiibe (viz. the German trans-
lation), Baudissin, Durkheim, Lagrange, G. F. Moore, Wester-
marck, and very many others, will be evident in the course of
the notes.

The reproduction, after all these years, of a photograph of
Robertson Smith will, it s hoped, gratify those to whom he s
till more than a name.>  To me he and has work have been an
unfailing inspiration since 1894-5, when I dimly began to
Seel that the ** Religion of the Semites” revealed a mew world

! The original hangs in the Combination Room of Christ’s College.



xii PREFACE TO THE THIRD EPITION

to be explored. Years of exploration have ouly eomrineed me
that the study of Religion along the lines he laid dowrn is destioed
w the future to inqugurate @ new era in the history of religinns
thought ; and if in this tribute to kis memory an cathusiastie
disciple has strayed from the path, the fault ts aot the wesh £,

STANLEY A\ COOUK.

CAMBRIDGE, .{ uguest 1027,
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——pe

IN April 1887 I was invited by the trustees of the Burnett
Fund to deliver three courses of lectures at Aberdeen, in
the three years from October 1888 to October 1891, on
“The primitive religions of the Semitic peoples, viewed in
relation to other ancient religions, and to the spiritual
religion of the Old Testament and of Christianity.” I gladly
accepted this invitation; for the subject proposed had
interested me for muny years, and it seemed to me possible
to treat it in & way that would not be uninteresting to the
members of my old University, in whose hall the Burnett
Lectures are delivered, and to the wider public to whom
the gntes of Marischal College are opened on the occasion.

In years gone by, when I was called upon to defend
before the courts of my Church the rights of historical
research, ag applied to the Old Testament, I had reason to
acknowlelgs with gratitude the fairness and independence
of judgment which my fellow-townsmen of Aberdeen
brought to the discussion of questions which in most
vountries are held to be reserved for the learned, and to
be merely disturbing to the piety of the ordinary layman;
awl | was glad to have the opportunity of commending to
the notica of a public so impartial and o intelligent the
stuly of a branch of comparative religion which, as I
venture to think, is indispensable to the future progress of
Riblicsl research,
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-

In Scotland, at least, no words need be wasted wo
prove that a right understanding of the religion of the
Old Testament is the only way to a right understanding
of the Christian faith; but it is not so fully recognised,
except in the circle of professed scholars, that the doctrines
and ordinances of the Old Testament cannot be thoroughly
comprehended until they are put info comparison with the
religions of the nations akin to the Israelites. The value
of comparative studies for the study of the religion of the
Bible was brought out very clearly, two hundred years ago,
by one of the greatest of English theologians, Dr. John
Spencer, Master of Corpus Christi College in Cambridge,
whose Latin work on the ritual laws of the Hehrews may
justly be said to have laid the foundatiins of the science
of Comparative Religion, and in its special subject, in spite
of certain defects that could hardly have been avoided at
the time when it was composed, still remains by far the
mosc important book on the religious antiquities of the
Hebrews. But Spencer was so much before his time that
his work was not followed up; it is often ignored by
professed students of the Old Testament, sud has hardly
exercised any influence on the current ideas which are
the common property of educated men interested in the
Bible.

In modern times Comparative Religion has become in
some degree a popular subject, and in vur uwn country
has been treated from various points of view by men of
eminence who have the ear of the public; but nothing
considerable has been done since Spencer's time, either in
England or on the Continent, whether in learned or in
popular form, towards a systematic comparisen of the
religion of the Hebrews, as a whols, with the beliels and
ritual practices of the other Semitic peoples. In matters
of detail valuable work has bewn done; but this work hos
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been too special, and for the most part too technical, to
belp the circle to whom the Burnett Lectures are addressed
which I take to be a circle of cultivated and thinking men
and women who have no special acquaintance with Semitic
lore, but are interested in everything that throws light on
their own religion, and are prepared to follow a sustained
or even & severe argument, if the speaker on his part will
remember that historical research can always be made
intelligible to thinking people, when it is set forth with
orderly method and in plain language.

There is a particular reason why some attempt in this
direction should be made now. The first conditions of an
effective comparison of Hebrew religion, as a whole, with
the religion of the other Semites, were lacking so long as
the historical order of the Old Testament documents, and
especially of the documents of which the Pentateuch is
made up, was unascertained or wrongly apprehended;
but, thanks to the labours of a sexies of scholars (of
whom it is sufficient to name Kuenen and Wellhausen,
as the men whose acumen and research have carried
this inquiry to & point where nothing of vital importance
for the historical study of the Old Testament religion
still remains uncertain), the growth of the Old Testament
religion can now be followed from stage to stage, in a
way that is hardly possible with any other religion of
antiquity. And so it is now not only possible, but
most necessary for further progress, to make & fair com-
parison between Hebrew religion in its various stages
and the religions of the races with which the Hebrews
were cognate by natural descent, and with which also they
were historically in constant touch.

The plan which I have framed for my guidance in
carrying out the desires of the Burnett trustees is ex-
plained in tho first lecture. I begin with the institutiona
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of religion, and in the present series I discuss those
institutions which may be called fundamental, particularly
that of sacrifice, to which fully one half of the volume
is devoted. It will readily be understood that, in the
course of the argument, I have found it convenient to
take up a good many things that are not fundamental, at
the place where they could most naturally be explained;
and, on the other hand, I daresay that students of the
subject may sometimes be disposed to regard as funda-
mental certain matters which I have been compelled to
defer. But on the whole I trust that the present volume
will be found to justify its title, and to contain a fairly
adequate analysis of the first principles of Semitic worship.
It would indeed have been in some respects more satis-
factory to myself to defer the publication of the first
gseries of lectures till I could complete the whole subject
of institutions, derivative as well as primary. But it
seemed due to the hearers who may desire to attend the
second series of lectures, to let them have before them in
print the arguments and conclusions from which that
geries must start; and also, in a matter of this sort, when
one has put forth a considerable number of new ideas, the
value of which must be tested by criticism, one is anxious
to have the judgment of scholars on the first part of one’s
work before going on to further developments.

I may explain that the lectures, as now printed, are
considerably expanded from the form in which they were
delivered; and that only nine lectures of the eleven were
read in Aberdeen, the last two having been added to
complete the discussion of sacrificial ritual.

In dealing with the multiplicity of scattered evidences
on which the argument rests, I have derived great assist-
ance from the researches of a number of scholars, to whom
acknowledgment is made in the proper places. For Arabia
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I have been able to refer throughout to my friend
Wellhausen’s excellent volume, Reste arabischen Heiden-
thumes (Derl. 1887), in which the extant material for this
branch of Semitic heathenism is fully brought together,
and criticised with the author’s well-known acumen. For
the other parts of Semitic heathenism there is no standard
exposition of a systematic kind that can be referred to
in the same way. 1In this country Movers’s book on
Pheenician religion is often regarded as a standard
authority for the heathenism of the Northern Semites;
but, with all its learning, it is a very unsafe guide, and
does not supersede even so old a book as Selden, De diss
Syris.

In analysing the origin of ritual institutions, I have
often had occasion to consult analogies in the usages of
early peoples beyond the Semitic field. In this part of
the work I have had invaluable assistance from my friend,
Mr. J. G. Frazer, who has given me free access to his
unpublished collections on the superstitions and religious
observances of primitive nations in all parts of the globe.
I have sometimes referred to him by name, in the course
of the book, but these references convey but an imperfect
idea of my obligations to his learning and intimate
familiarity with primitive habits of thought. In this
connection I would also desire to make special ackmow-
ledgment of the value, to students of Semitic ritual and
usage, of the comparative studies of Dr. Wilken of Leyden;
which I mention in this place, because Duteh work is too
apt to be overlooked in England.

In transeribing Oriental words, I have distinguished the
emphatic consonants, so far as seemed necessary to preclude
smbiguities, by the usual device of putting dots under the
English letters that come nearcst to them in sound. But
inatcmi of k& (p) I write ¢, following a precedent set by
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eminent French Orientalists. In Eastern words both ¢ and
g are always to be pronounced hard. But where there is
a conventional English form for a word I retain it; thus
I write “ Caaba,” not “Xaba;” ¢ Caliph,” not “ Khalifa”;
“Jehovah,” not “Yahveh” or “Iahwé.”® As regards the
references in the notes, it may be useful to mention that
CIS. means the Paris Corpus Inscriptionem Semiticarum,
and ZDMG. the Zeitschrift of the German Oriental Society ;
that when Wellhausen is cited, without reference to the
title of a book, his work on Arabian Heathenism is meant;
and that Kinship means my book on Kinship and Marriage
in Early Arabia (Cambridge, University Press, 1885).2

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

W. ROBERTSON SMITH.

CHRIST'S CoLLRGE, CAMBRIDGE,
1st October 1889.

L[In the new notes ¥ has commonly been employed in the place of ¢,
and other spellings—e.g. Yahweh—adopted in conformity with modern
wsage.] :

? [See now the List of Abbreviations, ete., on pp. xxi sgg.]



NOTE TO THE SECOND EDITION

———ee.

Tre failure of Professor Smith’s health from 1890 onwards
made it impossible for him to prepare for publication the
Second and Third Series of Burnett Lectures, delivered in
March 1890 and December 1891 ; but the subject never
oeased to interest him, and the comparatively manageable
task of embodying in a new edition of the First Series the
results of further reading and reflection, as well as of
eriticisms from other workers in the same field, was one of
his latest occupations. On March 17th, only a fortnight
before his lamented death, he handed over to my care the
annotated print, and also the manusecript volume of new
materials, with the remark that, apart from some adjust-
ments in detail, which he hoped he might yet find strength
to make as the work passed through the press, he believed
the revision was practically complete. In making the
adjustments referred to, it has been my endeavour to carry
out with absolute fidelity the author’s wishes so far as I
knew or could divine them; and in the wmajority of
instances the task has not been difficult. My best thanks
are due to Mr. J. G. Frazer, and also to Professor Bevan
Jboth of Cambricdge), for much valuable help in correcting
the proofs.
J. 8 B

Boixsvrar, Srd Ocluber 1804,
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INTRODUCTION

Tais book grew out of a small monograph on * Animal
Worship and Animal Tribes among the Arabs and in the Old
Testament,” published in 1880.1 It was followed by lectures
on Kinship and Marriage in Early Arabia (1885), and by an
article on “ Sacrifice ” in the Ninth Edition of the Encyclo-
padia Britannica (1886), wherein Robertson Smith began to
develop those views which were to make the book a land-
mark.? The Religion of the Semites had an immediate effect
upon the critical study of religion; and, exercising powerful
influence upon & host of ‘scholars—one may mention Sir
James Frazer and Principal F. B. Jevons, Salomon Reinach
in France, and the German scholar Stade—left its im-
pression upon all subsequent literature, even where the name
of the original author ceased to be mentioned. If Dr. John
Spencer, once Master of Corpus Christi College, ““ may justly
be said to have laid the foundations of the science of Com-
parative Religion” (p. xiv above), Robertson Smith, by
reason of his comprehemsive and stimulating treatment,
came to be regarded in many quarters as one of the founders,

1 Reprinted in Lectures and Hssays, edited by J. S. Black and G. W.
Chryatal, 1912.

21t is interesting to xecall that already in The Old T'estament in the
Jewish Church (First Bd, 1881), his dootrine of sacrifice was recognized by
one of his opponents sa involving “ a new theory of the essential char-
acter of the Old Testament religion,” one which “ cut away the basis on
which the whole doctrine of salvation reats "' (see Life of W. R. Smith, by
Bisck & Chryntel, 1912, p. 417 &.). Strangely enough, this was not pursued
In the controversy which was then :ﬁilng about his writings.
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if not pre-eminently as the founder, of the modern study of
Semitic and other religions.!

The volume, the first of a series, is admittedly incom-
plete. Originally three courses of lectures were planned, to
culminate in an inquiry into the part played by Semitic
religion in the general progress of humanity. The second
series was delivered, from notes, in March 1890; and in
three lectures covered Feasts, Priests, Prophecy, and
Divination.? Publication was proposed, but failing health
forbade all hopes. Of the third series (three lectures given in
December 1891), apart from fragmentary notes and meagre
press reports, little survived, but enough to emphasize the
profound spiritual difference which he had always maintained
between the Old Testament and other literature.? We know
that in 1893 he was anxious to finish the second and third
series of lectures, and “ complete his argument,” but this
was not granted him. He lived to finish the preparation of
the second edition of this volume, and perhaps the very
considerable difference between the two editions and the more
decisive exposition of his main principles which he was able
to furnish may reconcile us to the loss of what one of the most
powerful of intellects would have given had he been spared
to round off his argument as he desired.

As it is, The Religion of the Semites is, as the biographers
acknowledge—one of them a friend of many years’ standing
—a fragment. ‘‘The arrangement is not so methodical as
could be wished, the canvas is overcrowded, and there are
repetitions and digressions.” The book contains, as its
author says, ““a considerable number of new ideas,” and the
biographers remark rightly: “He expected much help—

1 Spencer’s interpretation of the * Red Heifer” in De Legibus Hebrae-
orum Ritualibus et earum Rationibus (1685), marks an epoch. See H. P.
Smith, Bssays in Biblical Interpretation (Boston, U.S.A., 1921), pp. 106 sgq.

1 See the Synopsis, Life, pp. 525 sqq.
? See Life, pp. 535 sqq. ‘
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perhaps more than he ultimately received—from his critics.”
Looking back, we are bound to admit that he laid down
principles, some of which have hardly received the attention
they deserve; he opened out a new field of research, or
rather, he opened it out in & new manner ; and his life-work,
taken as a whole, has a significance which perhaps may be
more readily understood now than when he wrote as a pioneer.
While, on the one hand, attention has commonly been directed
to particular and more sensational theories—notably to
sacramental communion as the fundamental idea in ancient
sacrifice and its totemic origin; on the other, the problems
with which he was occupied are now studied in the light of
a far greater wealth of material than was accessible in his
day. The whole subject has become more intricate, and the
differences among experts, as concerns attitude, treatment,
and conclusions, more confusing. The mass of data which
he collected has been increased, and occasionally modified
or corrected; his most conspicuous theories have been
closely criticized, but—one may venture to assert—they have
not been replaced by better ones. It is true that it would
now be agreed that the course of religious development did
not run so simply as he thought; but all theories of the
evolution of culture are under consideration. Again, the
problems of totemism no longer stand where they did when
J. F. M‘Lennan revealed to him the value of anthropological
research ; but totemism is immensely more complex than it
once seemed, Robertson Smith’s central theory of sacrifice
as primarily a communion is sometimes felt to be exagger-
ated ; but subsequent study on this subject has only shown
that we are still far from an adequate treatment of the
network of questions with which sacrifice is intertwined. v

Robertson Smith’s temperament xeligion, and standpoint

!
3

1 The present writer may xefer in thxs connexion to his notice in the
Hibbert Jowrnal, xi. (1912) pp. 211 sgq.
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are 8o characteristic of him as man and scholar that it is not
easy, particularly for those who would not share his religious
convictions, to understand either his attitude or the nature of
his achievement. In the critical or scientific study of re-
ligions it is obvious that unprejudiced inquiry inevitably
affects the growth of a man’s religious or philosophical out-
look ; also, that a man’s religious or philosophical convictions
inevitably influence his attitude to and treatment of his data.
This invariable interaction of personal conviction and the
data of religion—which so often become data only as
the result of a bona fide though subjective interpretation of the
material—will, it may perhaps be found, explain Robertson
Smith’s most characteristic and most permanent work. Our
most pressing task, then, is to understand him ; and the aim
of this Introduction is, in the first instance, to indicate what
seems to be the genetic connexion between his life-work as &
whole and his theories of religion.

In Robertson Smith there was a man of really astonishing
erudition and acute speculative ability. Brilliant in con-
versation and dexterous in argument, his letters reveal that
to the very end he was & man of the deepest religious feelings.
Moreover, he was, at least as a young man, profoundly in-
terested in theology. In The Old Testament in the Jewish
Church (1881) he did more than any one else to interpret
to English-speaking readers the new stage in Old Testament
criticism, the importance of which for the study of Semitic
religion he has described in his Preface (p. xv). In his
highly technical studies, first on Semitic sociology, later on
Semitic religion and religious institutions, he might seem to
have outgrown the theologian and the biblical critic. Yet he
attracted attention as much by his uncompromising treatment
of the minutie of Israelite and Oriental life, seriously offending
those who would sever the Bible from the world which gave
birth to it and in which it grew up, as by his insistence to the
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last upon the real difference between Biblical Religion and
all else.

He was born in November 1846, and, when barely turned
twenty-two, in a paper on “ Christianity and the Super-
natural ”’ he comes before us as a keen reformer : “ It is the
business of Christianity to conquer the whole universe to
1tself and not least the universe of thought.” 1 He desires a
new Reformation, for, as he found occasion to complain, in
many respects “ the first promise of the Reformation was not
fulfilled in the sequel ” (p 401). The Reformers gradually
departed from their own principles and began to explain
and justify themselves to themselves. But they had had a
new way of looking at the Bible—in contrast to the un-
historical intellectualism of their opponents ; and he upholds
the * historical treatment * of Scripture, asserting that *“ just
as it requires a historic sense to understand profane history,
it requires a spiritual sense to understand sacred history.”
So he would restore the Reformation principles of Biblical
criticism, and readers of The Old Testament in the Jewish
Church will remember how, especially in his opening chapter,
he is at pains to combine the principles of & thorough-going
criticism with the principles which permeated Western
Europe at the Reformation.

Throughout he takes his stand upon the Bible. The Bible
is not a Book of Infallible Truth, nor is it mainly a Divine
Body of Doctrine, or a supernatural communication of
Doctrines. It has the Holy Spirit behind it ; it is the historic
manifestation of God in Christ, and speaks from the heart and
to the heart : this is a cardinal point in the genuine Reforma-
tion which Protestant theology has almost forgotten (p. 408).
The Bible when diligently studied is “the true manusl of a
Catholic religious life.” He looked for s new Catholicity, and

% Lecturea, p. 135, dated January 1860. The quotations that follow
aro, of course, of different dates.



xxxil INTRODUCTION

by this he did not mean “ toleration and compromise * (p. 332)
—that would have been unlike the man he ever was! Cur-
rent theology dissatisfied him. As early as 1869 he was
asserting that it was necessary “frankly to recognize the
need of progress in our theological conceptions,” for to cling
to an unchangeable dogma is to cease to cling to the Christ
of the Gospels who transcends the theology of every age
(pp- 151, 162).

Current theology, he complained, had not rightly defined
its relation to Scripture and its relation to human thought ;
and, in a striking, though little known, essay on “ The Place
of Theology in the Work and Growth of the Church * (1875),
he laments the lack of advance in the Church and the inability
of theology to speak ““any decisive and convincing word in
the questions of the day.” As he says in one of his trenchant
remarks, ““ a Church which ceases to theologize ceases in the
same moment to grow.” He demandsa “ vigorous theology
““a religion without theology means, for the most part, a
religion without God.” Theology is a safeguard against the
mysticism which regards with complacency a degree of
ignorance in the laity which is inconsistent with truly moral
growth. Loose unshaped knowledge is a hindrance, and
side by side with Christian experience there must go “an
exercise of real hard thought before our knowledge takes
scientific shape and is really worthy to be called theology ”
(p. 160). Accordingly, a theology of permanent value is
not to be shaped with reference to the present attitude of
unbelief, the cause of which he finds in the “actual im-
perfection of the existent state of the Church ” (p. 314, dated
1875).

He maintained that the relation between practical religion
and theology requires serious consideration. Christian know-
ledge should be in direct contact with faith and practice ; and
if inarticulate, it is  deep inarticulate knowledge elaborated
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in practice.” The true function of theology is to make
explicit and elaborate truths which “ in the shape of practical
tact and insight lie at the root of untheological wisdom
(pp. 321 sqq.). “The theology of a living Church,” he had
said earler, ““ does not start from the mere outward form and
vehicle of Christianity ”; there can be no true theology
where there is no true Christian life (pp. 152, 1565 ; cf. 133).
It is religious experience which makes us believe in the
authority of Scripture and not the reverse. So writes the
young theologian, insisting upon the difference between
the practical religious life, on the one side, and on the other,
the theology which once alive has become defective and
moribund.

As we read his carly addresses it is very difficult not to
perceive that the way is being paved for his subsequent
recognition of the superior significance, for the study of the
world’s religions, of the unspoken ideas embodied in traditional
ritual (cf. below, pp. 25 foot, 26 top). Hence, just as theology
is of varying value according to its relation to the circum-
stances of the age, so myth in turn is commonly of secondary
importance.t The theology of a living Church, he had
asserted (in 1869), comes when the Church is conscious that
she holds the true substance of Christianity (Lectures, p. 155) ;
and we shall miss the point of Robertson Smith’s later re-
searches if we ignore the fact that the man who hoped for a
new Catholicity was, consciously or unconsciously, looking for
the factors which are creative in religious development, and
that in years to come he was to turn from the contrast
between a living Christian faith and an imperfect theology
to the contrast between the practical, working religion of
primitive peoples and the secondary myths.

1 We must recogpize that sweeping condemnation of all myth is not
intended, and that somo myths may be of immediate value (sec below,
B 50L).
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Theology, he declares, is needed in order to make Christ-
ianity a social thing; it implies a knowledge which can be
put into words and imparted to a man who has not shared
the experience of him who imparts it. It is a social bond ;
for a Christian society is not the sum of its individuals but
an organic unity, and the fellowship or the corporate spirit
which makes such a unity is a moral, not a physical fact.
No outward sign but an invisible bond unites the Church
invisible, the mystic body of Christ; and we cannot tell
what partakers of the sacraments are true members of
Christ.! Repeatedly he returns to the personal intercourse
between God and man ; and he quotes with approval Luther’s
saying that Faith unites the soul to Christ as a bride to her
bridegroom (pp. 115, 225 sg.). This conviction of a close
personal relationship is central in his early essays on Christian
religion and theology, and it becomes of cardinal importance
in The Religion of the Semites. It is, therefore, of the highest
interest to perceive how the theologian was reaching out
towards his pregnant generalization of the significance of
the social unit—of the group and group-religion—which
subsequent writers have developed further along different
lines.

Hebrew Prophecy interested him from the first, and his
great book on the Prophets of Israel (first ed. 1882 ; second
ed. 1902) is still a great classic. True prophecy, he laid
down, rests upon the conviction of & personal and living power,
the utterance of a new life, which sprang from the infinite
source of all life (Lectures, pp. 189, 365). In what he has to
say of the prophets, of Christ, and of the Reformers, and in
his own religious idealism—throughout there peers the germ

-of his fine theory that the consciousness of communion is
the most vital phenomenon in all religion. Not that all

1 Pp. 325 sqq., f. 275, 819 There is no grace ez opere operato (p. 228,
of. p. 152).
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else is unessential, but that it vitalizes religion, and without
it the progressive development of religion would be inex-
plicable. It is in this sense that the idea of communion is
original or primary, and much confusion has been caused
because this has not been fully realized.

Religion has its ebb and flow, and different stages have
their distinetive criteria. The Reformation was marked by
the new growth of the religious spirit, a new self-consciousness
separates the Reformers from their fore-goers; a new stage
was reached, and it was of supreme importance for the
dynamics of religion. From time to time there comes the
stage when a distinction can be drawn between the sign and
the signified, between the word and its real meaning, between
the outward letter and the experiences demanding expression.
“ With the Reformation begins a great awakening into new
self-conscious personal life ” (p. 225). So it came to pass
that while acknowledging himself a son of the Reformation,
he was profoundly dissatisfied with the conditions in which
he found himself, and gradually passed from his arresting
treatment of current religion and theology to the inquiry
into the systematic treatment of Semitic religion. The task
of restating religious truths gave way to the distinctly
specialised study of ancient religion, and almost at the close
of his life we find this surely noteworthy admission, “I
begin to think I never can have been a theologian ™ (Life,
p. 535).

But throughout he placed the Bible by itself, and in-
sisted that Christianity must be supernatural. Yet as early
as 1869 he was saying that the significance of the super-
natural falls away when mean’s redemption ceases to be
imperfect (p. 119). More precisely, this means that the
fellowship of Gtod and Man, with its implication of divine
“immanence,” i8 accompanied with the consciousness of
the gulf between the human and the divine. Prophets
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were filled with the conviction of a “ personal ”’ communion
with God ; they were inspired by something distinct from
themselves and not by ‘‘ the immanent spirit of the universe
working in their own hearts” (p. 365). Their supreme
consciousness of the nearness and immediacy of the Divine
was of ‘““a transcendent,” not an ‘‘immanent ’’ power, and
it is essential to remember that wholly characteristic of
Robertson Smith’s position is his denial of Semitic mono-
theism and his recognition that ““ immanence ”’ no less than
“ transcendence " distinguishes Semitic religion generally.
The significance of this has hardly been sufficiently realized,
and demands a few words.
In a very notable essay on “ Prophecy and Personality ”
January 1868) the young scholar pointed out how the
prophet’s personality builds up the vision which he sees
(p. 98). The subjectrve side is vital—we have only to com-
pare the “ varieties of religious experience ”’ and observe
the difference in content and value due to the difference in
training and temperament of each prophet, seer, or mystic.
But, as he himself says a little later, “a consciousness
originally subjective in character, is not . . . purely sub-
jective in origin.” There is no “ dictation from on high of
truths about God and man  ; and he is as anxious to avoid
false ideas of inspiration and revelation as to escape “ the
no less dangerous extreme of mysticism giving an unbounded
play to an unrestrained subjectivity ” (p. 157 sg.). In a
remarkable essay on the ‘“ Poetry of the Old Testament,”
written in 1877, he takes & wider view of religion. Com-
menting upon the absence of calm, disciplined, and intel-
lectual effort among primitive peoples, he lays stress upon
the intensely practical nature of their religion. “All
thought stands in immediate contact with living impressions
and feelings, and so, if incapable of rising to the abstract,
is prevented from sinking to the unreal,” Religious truths
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centre in human life and human interests. There was no
“dreamy unpractical sentimentalism,” and he has the
profound observation that it is the preponderance of the
emotional rather than of the rational part of a man’s nature
that makes a strong personality able to conquer all diffi-
culties, whereas intellectual acuteness is often associated
with a restlessness of purpose that can attain nothing great
(p. 443). It is a remark which one is tempted to take as
an unconscious self-revelation.

Now to the Semites and other primitive peoples the
Universe is ““a complex of living powers >’ with which man
enters into a fellowship ; he is awed by their might, or he
boastfully bends them to his service. All nature is ““in-
stinct with life which vibrates responsive to each change in
‘his personal feelings and spiritual relations” (p. 421 sg.).
Everywhere man sees in nature life bearing directly upon him.
All life has a meaning for man, the fascination for the Semitic
mind of the idea of practical lordship over powers mightier
than himself ‘‘ finds a loftier and truer, but not less character-
istic, expression in the Old Testament.” His ethical mono-
theism alone saved the Israelite. In vivid sentences
Robertson Smith paints “‘ the nature-worship of the heathen
Semites,” the “religion of passionate emotion,” the worship
* of those inner powers, awful because unseen, of which outer
things are only the symbol,” the ‘sombre horror” and
“ wildest sensuslity.” ‘The very tone of mind which
makes Semitic heathenism the most hideous of false worships,
enabled the Hebrew nation to grasp with unparalleled
tenacity and force the spiritual idea of Jehovah.” These are
weighty words, and they must be before us when some writers
with the best intentions draw idyllic pictures of religion prior
to the prophets,and unwittingly make of these majestic figures
an unintelligible phenomenon in the history of religion,
unintentionally accusing them of grossest exaggeration.
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“To the Hebrew, force is life and life is personality
(4.) ; and we come to perceive that what we call *“ religion
is, as it were, woven upon a texture of beliefs and customs
which cannot be called by that name, and that a social-
religious system is the safeguard against the dangerous
kinship of Magic with Religion. The lofty spiritual heights
of the Israelite prophets are a reaction against the crudest
physical and material depths ; and in the darkness, cruelty
and coarsest orgies of the Semite—ever prone to extremes—it
was left for the few to enunciate truths of spiritual intimacy
with the Divine and of man’s place in the Universe. One
has only to read the pages on Hebrew poetry and on the
Semite’s sense of personal fellowship with the life of all that
surrounds him—animate and inanimate—to realize how
natural was the transition from the theologian writing in
1877 on the “ Poetry of the Old Testament,” to the anthro-
pologist who, in July 1880, had begun to view the Old Testa-
ment and the Semites in the light of M‘Lennan’s researches
on totemism.

The merit of M‘Lennan’s totem-hypothesis lies, according
to Robertson Smith, in the fact that *“ it does justice to the
intimate relation between religion and the fundamental
structure of society which is so characteristic of the ancient
world.” 1 It threw new light upon the history of religion
a8 & social system ; and it is not surprising, when we con-
sider his readiness to recognize both the lighter and darker
gides of primitive religion, that his own theory of totem-
sacrament seemed to him to provide the key to the develop-
ment of religion from its lowest to its highest forms. The
theory was justly called by Reinach “one of the most
brilliant discoveries of modern science ;2 and in spite of

1 Kwnship and Marriage, p. 258 .
1 8. Reinach, Oultes, Mythes et Religions, iv. 23 (cited in Life, p. 567).
Reinach’s well-known motf concerning Robertson Smith—** genuit Frazerum*
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the extent to which totemism has been abused, this rudi-
mentary type of cult still provides one of the most intricate
problems of the modern study of religion.! The reasons for
this can be briefly summarized. (1) There are the ex-
tremely difficult technical problems of distinguishing between
the varieties of totemism and totemic, totemistic and therio-
morphic beliefs and practices. (2) Animal deities and animal
imagery prevail even among advanced peoples. (3) Thereisa
persistence or recrudescence of the animal features (whether
totemic or not) by the side of and in spite of distinctly
high forms of cult. (4) Besides the obvious and essential
points of contrast between totemic (and all related) features
and anthropomorphic religion, there are no less essentisl
points of contact and a genetic connexion can apparently
be traced between them. At all events, no theory of the
phenomena of religion can be entertained which does not do
adequate justice to these beliefs and practices which seem
to be so remote from our way of thinking. For (5) toterusm
involves a way of thinking which it is difficult or impossible
for us to grasp; and in the attempt to understand the true
relation between it and higher modes of thought we immensely
enlarge our knowledge of mental processes and the lines along
which they have developed.

To put the fundamental problem otherwise, we have to
determine (1) whether the most rudimentary types of religion
were (@) anthropomorphic or (b) theriomorphic, and specifi-
cally totemic ; (2) whether the latter type (b) can reasonably
be derived from the former (a); and (3) into what did the
latter develop, if at all. If theriomorphism is, as at times it
seems to be, a refuge from an inadequate or impoverished
anthropomorphism, was it—was totemism—normal before

—ocan be supplemented by the remarks of his biographers in the Life,

P. 494 &j., and by Sir James Frazer’s own Preface to The Golden Bough.
1 See especially A. van Gennep, L'Etaé actuel du Problime Totémsque

(1920). For a recent definition of totemism, see below, p. 535 n. 1.
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there was anthropomorphie religion ¢ Such questions cannot
be ignored by those who are interested in the line of develop-
ment which religion has taken hitherto.

Sir James Frazer, who dedicated The Golden Bough to
his friend Robertson Smith, “in gratitude and admiration,”
refers in the Preface of the Second Edition (1900) to the
famous discoveries made in Central Australia by Sir Baldwin
Spencer and Mr F. J. Gillen which revolutionized ideas of
totemism, and indeed of rudimentary religion in general.
He points out that while these have proved that there were
indeed—as Robertson Smith had surmised—clans who
killed and solemnly ate their totem animal, this fact did
not make the rite either a universal one or the origin of
animal sacrifice in general. More than that, the totem was
not a god, but on a more equal relationship ; and the rites
were not “ religious ”’ but ““ magical.” Hence, if Robertson
Smith’s insight was thus triumphantly justified in some
essential particulars, it now appeared that totemism was
not the sort of cult that he had supposed. Naturally no
one would wish to minimize the importance of Sir James
Frazer’s candid admissions in The Golden Bough and else-
where, but several points have certainly to be taken into
consideration. Jevons, Marett, and Durkbeim, all most
highly equipped and competent observers, and writing from
rather different standpoints, do not agree that Robertson
Smith is refuted by the character of the Australian evidence.
And Malinowski, in the course of a valuable study of primi-
tive religion, while speaking of Central Australian totemism
as “a system of magical co-operation,” emphasizes its sur-
vival value, and observes that ‘ totemism appears . . . as
a blessing bestowed by religion on primitive man’s efforts
in dealing with his useful surroundings.”® Ohviously

1In Science, Religion and Reality (ed. J. Needham, 1925), p. 46. The
italics are ours.
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our conceptions of * religion” and ‘magic” are at
stake.

Further, the totem is not, after all, precisely the equal
of man, and in totemism we find ruder forms of what is
familiar in anthropomorphic religion: imitation of and
identification with the sacred being, appeal to it, and value
attached to its name. Nay, more, with his usual courtesy
and invariable loyalty to facts, Sir James Frazer has drawn
the attention of the present writer to certain cases where
the totem is actually the object of a cult.! The importance
of the new evidence is undeniable, and it brings to the front
two urgent questions. The first is, is it desirable to have
only the two pigeon-holes—either Religion or Magie—
wherein to distribute the relevant data ? Do we not also
need the description Magico-Religious? The second con-
cerns degrees of Religion and the varying quality of Deity.
Even in anthropomorphic veligion gods often stand in a
very close relationship to their worshippers, and, as frequently
in personal religion and mysticism, the attitude of dependence
upon the god is by no means the only one. Again, there
are both near and remote gods; and they vary in status,
even as at the present day saints or Eastern welis are not
“ gods ”” from the point of view of the orthodox and national
religion, though they are apt to be very adequate deities
from that of the inhabitant of the locality wherein they are
commanding figures.

Further, as a general rule, religion is much more “ prac-
tical ” than is recognized by writers who have adversely
criticized Robertson Smith’s leading positions; and the

11n a letter of April 27, 1925, Sir James Frazer states that the cases
which he had lately noticed of worship or sacrifices regularly offered to
totems are (1) in the Bombay Presidency, R. E. Enthoven, Folklore of
Bombay (Oxford, 1924), pp. 19, 209-211 ; (2) in the Ivory Coast, L Tauxier,
Négres Qouro et Qagou (Paris, 1924), pp 145, 160, 183, 205, 223, 266, 257 ;
and (3) in the Solomon Islands, C. E. Fox, The Threshold of the Pacific
(London, 1924), pp. 10 &., 72, 73, 74, 75, 276.
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extent to which directness, intimacy, and a confidence verging
on compulsion colour much that is remote from “ magic,”
and can only be regarded as “religion,” is as significant as
it is surprising. Long ago an acute critic remarked that
Robertson Smith’s idea of a primitive communion “ seemed
too theologically abstract to be at the basis of savage rites
of sacrifice.”? But, as has been seen, Smith had already
insisted upon the practical nature of primitive, and especially
of Semitic religion.? The longing for Atonement and the
rites which brought together gods and worshippers were
ultimately for the ‘ material ” as for the “spiritual ” well-
being of men. This is both Biblical and primitive religion,
and students, compelled to formulate the difference between
Religion and Magic, and between degrees of Deity, may yet
find themselves compelled to consider what shall be the
criterion of “ spiritual >’ religion (see pp. 676 sgg.).

If the objection just referred to appears to rest on the
frequent confusion of the perception of metaphysical or
theological facts with the capacity for metaphysical or
theological reasoning—on which, see p. 655 and n.2—a more
forcible criticism is that which objects, and not unjustly,
that Robertson Smith carried simplification too far and
formulated too simple a theory of the history of religion.®

In his theory of the totem-sacrament, while freely recog-
nizing the prominence of the gﬁb—ldea in all religion, he
gave the priority to the communion idea. The most recent
study of the subject emphasizes the strength and persistence
of the gift idea, but clearly recognizes that it does not explain
all the data. The eminent Dominican, Father Lagrange,

1 Jos. Jacobs, Studies in Biblical Archeology (1804), p. 33 sq.

3 Cf. Lectures, p. 443 (above, p. xxxvi 8q.), and Old Testament in the
Jewish Church, p. 441 (cited below, p. 671).

2 See Life, p. 517 sg.

¢ G. Buchanan Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament (Oxford, 1925),
P. 362, ete. This posthumous volume covers a very wide field ; and it
is much to be deplored that so splendid & scholar, who made so many
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author of & work which in many respects is scarcely less
indispensable than The Relgiion of the Semites, makes many
valuable criticisms ; but he agrees that communion is a
constitutive element in sacrifice, and that the do wt des
element does not explain the horror sacer.! Rather is it
that the author, like all pioneers, is deemed to have exag-
gerated the prevalence and significance of the communion
idea. So, Hubert and Mauss in their important monograph
on sacrifice, while agreeing with Robertson Smith’s general
treatment of taboos and the ideas of holy and unclean,
decisively reject his genealogical explanation of the history
of sacrifices.? And Durkheim, too, who perhaps more than
any other writer has most powerfully supplemented his
treatment of religion as a social institution, points out that
ideas of gift, renunciation, and expiation are very early.?
Earnest heed must be paid to these criticisms ; yet, when
all has been said, is it not true that every profound religious
act is, in a sense, an act of communion? So, as G. F. Moore
has pointed out, the sacrificial feast at the sanctuary must
have strengthened the bond of religion by the sense of God’s
presence and friendliness.* Malinowski speaks of the gifts of
food to the gods as *‘ communion in beneficent abundance.’”
To be sure, a more careful study might lead us to attempt to
draw the lines between friendliness, fellowship, communion,

permanent contributions to Biblical Studies, was not spared to give unity
and completeness to this admirable collection of lectures.

1 Ftudes des Religions 8émitiques, p. 267 The value of this work will
be evident from the many references to it in the new notes to this edition.
Ite attitude can be gauged from the statement in the Preface that The
Religion of the Semstes * est constamment dominé par une idée fausse,
I'importance exagérée du totémsme dans I'histoire de la religion.”

* Méanges & Hist. des Relvgions, Preface, p. iv.

3 The Blementary Forms of the Relwgwous Lsfe: a Study in Religious
Sociology (London, 1915), pp. 343, 406.

¢ Ency. Biblica, art. “Sacrifice” (§ 42 end); still the completest
synopsis of the subjeot from the Biblical point of view.

5 Op. cit., p. 43.
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and identity.! In this way it might be possible to discuss
“ the degree of at-one-ment present in the various Sacrifices,”
how far, for example, “ any sense of Divine indwelling ** was
conveyed by the Jewish Peace Offering.? Buchanan Gray
himself, in the volume already referred to, is at pains to
discuss the different nuances of the sacrificial ceremonies.
Undoubtedly much could be done along such lines. One
could compare and contrast the relative psychological effect
of sacred stones (and other imanimate objects), sacred
animals (varying in utility or in character), and sacred men
(ancestors, saints, divine rulers, etc.). One could consider
the sort of ideas which would naturally be symbolized, sug-
gested, or carried by each of these. One could discuss the
possible place of each in the social group. In this way much
light could be thrown upon the self-evident effects—social,
moral, intellectual—which different sorts of sacred persons,
things, or rites could have upon a religion and its vicissitudes.
But there would remain ultimate problems which, even if
they are not handled, cannot be dismissed.

The difficulty of interpreting rites is notorious ; they may
not retain their apparently obvious meaning, and may
perhaps have acquired a new one. The most solemn of rites
may have only a transitory value for the worshipper, and the
most simple of commemorative occasions may be charged
with the profoundest meaning. Further, the study of the
history of religion reveals the essential fact that at certain
periods religion has lost that reality which had once made
it a force in the life of a people ; or a line is drawn between
the existing religion and new spiritual tendencies, and the
standard of real and true religion is set so high that it cannot

1 See the criticisms of M. H. Pinard de la Boullaye, S.J., in his elaborate
;m;ls:, Etude Comparée des Religions : Essat Critigue (Paris, 1922 and 1925),

28. C. Gayford, Sacrifice and Priesthood (London. 1914), pp.
33, 39.
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be ignored in an estimate of religion in general. The inquiry
into the vicissitudes of religious beliefs and practices is that
into men’s convictions concerning what to them were supreme
realities, and it cannot be indifferent to the great periods
which force the question whether and in what way the
ultimate realities of the Universe are themselves involved
in those convictions which are explicit or implicit in religion.

The student who has grasped the spirit of the Bible knows
that in the last analysis no human being or human institution
can determine the real value of convictions of the relations
between man and God. Robertson Smith wrote in 1871
that men cannot judge who are true members of Christ (above,
p. xxxiv). There are Biblical passages which imply that the
Deity may be in fellowship with men who do not recognize
Him, and that He does not necessarily operate in accordance
with the ways in which He has been apprehended. Such are
among the data of religion, and no impartial student can
refuse to find a place for them in the final synthesis. It is
this transcendence of the ultimate realities, and the knowledge
that convictions and theories are approximations, and that
the progress of thought enables us to test these approxima-
tions, which combine to make the newer study of the world’s
religions a landmark in the history of religion.

Views are extensively held to the effect that Magic is
absolutely prior to Religion, that Fear is primary, and that
Sacrifice served originally to propitiate gods and avert their
anger—and so forth. One’s own personal religion may make
it impossible to accept such views; one’s experience may
convince one that familiarity certainly breeds indifference
and that it is natural to seek to placate the anger only of one
who is known. But, quite apart from one’s personal religion
it is puzzling to see how ideas could ever arise in the first
instance of a supersensuous being with particular attributes
and the views in question labour under the double disadvan
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tage of surreptitiously introducing all the question-begging
elements and of doing scanty justice to their rivals. On the
other hand, on the assumption of the relative priority of
Religion certain tendencies are seen to be normal and inevit-
able. On the assumption of certain conceptions of the
Ultimate Realities the variation and vicissitudes of ideas of
gods and men can be more or less intelligibly traced, and the
interrelation between the religious (magical, etc.) and the
non-religious spheres can be fruitfully studied. When whatis
called “ religion,” in its divers forms, makes its appearance in
an individual’s life and thought it becomes so fused with the
“ non-religious,” that the really vital problem for modern
research is not the Conflict of Science and Religion, so called,
but the varying relations between the religious” and
*“ non-religious ** phases of life and their mutual interaction.
Thus there quickly arises the need for a more theoretical
treatment of religion which is able to do justice to those
views, on the one side or the other, which are pronounced
improbable or impossible ; and of this theoretical treatment
Robertson Smith, because of his line of approach, may be
claimed as the founder.

It is of the utmost importance that we shounld distinguish
between actual historical origins and whatever inaugurates
new lines of development. Robertson Smith is concerned
with cre.ative ideas, with those that recur and govern the
evolution of faith and worship. It is an inquiry, as he
himself admits, of real interest to the * philosophical student **
(p- 15). And when he argues that the communion of the
group with their god stands at the head of all developments
it is easy to see how extraordinarily impressive the theory
is from the theistic standpoint, but how delicate, directly we
perceive that of the great variety of experiences which can be
classed as ““numinous,” only some are of definite *“ religious *
significance, and these, after what has been said, differ in
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quality and value.! Now Robertson Smith is not merely
concerned with creative ideas and creative experiences—
the factors that make for new developments in religion—
he takes a very definite Christian standpoint, and the ques-
tion is really a very important one, whether this has prejudiced
or facilitated his researches.

His peculiar interest in the Reformation and Protestant-
ism, his desire for some new formulation of theology, and his
pioneering work in the criticism of the Old Testament, in
particular the function of the prophets, and finally his in-
variable distinction between * natural *’ and “ supernatural *
religion have recognizably influenced the lines he has taken.
Accordingly, the ebb and flow of beliefs and the vicissitudes
of cults are not so significant for him as that progressive
development which would undoubtedly strike him as he
looked back upon the ““ heathenism >’ of the Semites and the
more rudimentary cults of primitive peoples, and looked
forward to a further development in religion. The problems
as they presented themselves to him were necessarily other
than those that confront scholars whose main work has lain
in other fields, or whose deepest sympathies are perchance
differently directed. The training which might have en-
couraged the most hesitating and mediating of inquiries made
him at all events the most uncompromising of investiga-
tors ; and if The Religion of the Semites marks an epoch, it was
because it came from the hands of a man who combined
with unequalled knowledge a sympathetic insight into the
most advanced and the most rudimentary religions in & way
which has not been equalled by his successors, and whose
genius saw new prospects opening out in the world of thought.
With him : la théorie c’est I homme.

1 According to Hubert and Mauss the sacrifice establishes a communica-
tion between the sacred sphere and the profane (of Toy’s summary,
Introduction to the History of Religion, § 1049). Ths is much more general-
ized than Robertson Smith’'s theory of the communion of worshippers
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That Robertson Smith’s arguments were influenced by
current evolutionary ideas was inevitable, and one can but
say that the study of beliefs and customs as such can only
be pursued along evolutionary lines, and that those writers
who object to one theory of development usually prove to
be cherishing another of their own. In point of fact, we
pass from the comparative” treatment of the data of
religion to the best method of presenting them, and enter
upon the most difficult part of the subject. In the first
place, then, it may be observed that the main argument of
The Religion of the Semites does not require us to believe that
the communion idea is some absolutely prior abstraction.
His recognition of aberration, degradation, etc. (pp. 354,
394), indicates that by the * origin * of sacrifice is not meant
that which characterized the earliest prehistoric religion
alone. It is rather that this idea, although it operated from
the very first, lies at the back of the new and significant stages
in the development of sacrificial ritual. On the same analogy,
it can be seen that similar tendencies explain initiation,
in one place into a tribal group, in another into important
secret societies, and in a third into small guilds or unions
(cf. p. 607 sg.). Further, revolutionary aims and methods,
very similar in several respects, will differ everywhere
according to current conditions. And even as regards the
“animal ”’ features in totemism, there are significant anal-
ogies not only in “ totemistic ™’ rites (those that are not
strictly “ totemic '), but also in those that can only be
called “theriomorphic” (cf. p. 538 sq.). Thus, there are
similar recurrent elements which take different forms peculiar
to each age, land, and community, and a Science of Religion
must do justice alike to the essential resemblances and the
equally essential differences.

with their god ; but less so than the more recent conception of experiences
of the ** numinous,” see p. 554.
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In the present state of knowledge, ambiguity and vague-
ness are here unavoidable. None the less we can under-
stand Robertson Smith’s meaning when he speaks of *the
more ancient idea of a living communion ” and its * element
of permanent truth ” (p. 396). He has in mind the recur-
rence of the idea at different stages; and its * truth ” is
proved by the fact that it is constantly reappearing, though
reshaped, and evidently answers to some vital need. Again,
when both ordinary and extraordinary sacrifices go back to
the same principle (p. 312), we may use symbols and say
that the & which is found in ! reappearsin mand n. But, we
ask, do n and m go back to I, or to the common factor z ?
Analysis takes us back to what Buchanan Gray suggestively
calls the “ actual creativeidea,” * But instead of inaugural or
creative ideas—or experiences—we can go back to an initiator
or originator, to an arkhz.? Or else we arrive at the embodi-
ment of an idea, or some system or some stage which, by
reason of its evident primary position, is commonly regarded
as the true “ origin.” Thus it is easy to see how confusion
can arise when the attempt is made to account for recurring
tendencies or to trace back things to their *“ beginnings.”

Indeed, when sacrificial rites—or aught else for that
matter—are traced back to a single ancestor, it is easier to
criticize the fallaciousness of this simple procedure than to
find a better one that is not too intricate.? We cannot
intelligently conceive any absolute beginning: our most
ancient data are relatively recent, considering the antiquity
of man; the most primitive communities have a history
behind them ; and repeatedly it can be seen that ancient
evidence is not necessarily prior—sociologically speaking—

1 Gray, Sacrifice, p. 359 n.

2 See especially J. L. Myres, The Political Ideas of the Greeks (1927),
Index, &.v.
3Cf p. 499. Instead of seeking & single ancestor, the attempt is
often made to find a single ancestral home, of. p. 407.
a
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to that which is later. As a general rule one must be guided
by a knowledge of actual known processes in the vicissitudes
of religious and other thought, and by “ methodological
necessity ”—the most effective treatment of the data. Many
cases will be found in these pages where we gradually pass
from mere “ comparison ” to * methodology,”” and problems
arise which are much too technical for discussion here.
Some of them may be mentioned as illustrations.

The theory of the absolute priority of mother-right—
of which there are several varieties—was adopted by Robert-
son Smith, and after being under a cloud, has again become
respectable. 'We must recognize that certain conditions
would give mother-right prominence at certain periods and—
what is no less interesting—they can also make the theory
itself more attractive! Thus the Arabian evidence belongs
on the whole to a transitional period, after the decline of
the great cultures to which the South Arabian inscriptions
testify ; and while it is arguable that in prehistoric times
mother-right would completely overshadow father-right, it
is a little difficult to see why it should be given absolute
priority.! Next, if we consider the theory of a primitive
promiscuity—now fallen into the background—it can be
argued that promiscuity is likely to lead to the inauguration
of some social régime, even as rampant lawlessness will force
the effort to institute order. Promiscuity and lawlessness
can hardly be regarded as a stage of evolution “ prior ” to
the “introduction ” of social order and justice, but rather
as a step leading thereto, and doubtless often following upon

1 It may be noticed that the question of the relative priority of gods as
“ brothers ” or as * fathers ” (pp. 510, 512) 18 complicated by such an
observation as Oswald Spengler’s on the Russian tendency away from the
Father-God to a fraternal relationship ; see Decline of the West, i. 201 n. 2
(““ Christ, even, is conceived as & Brother ). The tendencies which affect
conceptions of (@) supreme gods, and (b) those near at hand and more

closely associated with men, cannot be treated as stages in any single
development.
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the collapse of some earlier system. In other words, we can
only deal effectively with systems, and although the social
group is made up of individuals, the group rather than the
socius is the more effective unit.

Individual religion and individual property are secondary
(p- 247 sq.), though it is obvious that to men of personality
all the great changes are due. Among rudimentary peoples
both personal religion and personal property can be traced,
but the cases are often irrelevant, just in the same way as
the social equality which we discern among primitive peoples
disappears on closer inspection, but the inequalities are
negligible for the particular purpose of our initial inquiry.
Again, in tracing back the development of life and thought,
we go from our modern highly differentiated and specialized
conditions to conditions so extremely simple as to appear
absolutely undifferentiated. But the most homogeneous
clan-units and the simplest elements which we reach prove
to be integral parts of some larger system or organism. It
is perfectly true that development is towards specialization
and complexity ; but the facts that can be adduced in
support of this must be balanced with the facts that point
back to societies or systems possessing & differentiation and
specialization peculiar to themselves.! It would be safer to
say that the process of development or evolution is from
one system to another.

Some important developments may preferably be re-
garded as alternations, or as extreme forms of transition
which are otherwise so normal as not to attract attention.
Such, for example, is the change from happy (or confident)
to gloomy (and pessimistic) types of religion. Some writers
find evidence enough to prove that primitive man must

1 For example, the dichotomies good and bad, the sacred and profane,
and the supernatural and natural are clearly recognized, but the contents
are differently arranged.
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have lived in a state of fear, oppressed by unknown terrors ;
whereas Robertson Smith is more concerned with the creative
moments, the confidence and assurance which make for
progressive development (see p. 519 sg.). Again, while it
is indubitably suggestive to conceive of an absolute develop-
ment from the “ childhood ”’ of humanity to its adolescence
or maturity (p. 257), there is an increase or growth of con-
sciousness which is of immense importance for the history
of separate peoples or of individuals, and this in turn differs
qualitively from many less epoch-making changes. The
transition from the ‘“natural” to the * conscious” state
will mark eras; but it is precisely the new awakening,
awareness, and rebirth which cause discontinuity and shatter
facile theories of a continuous development.

The “childish unconsciousness” of inexorable laws
(p. 257) is, unfortunately, by no means confined to primitive
peoples, but it is only another example of a perfectly in-
telligible statement which is extremely helpful, though its
limitations are evident. It is legitimate to speak of the
“ triumph of the gods over the demons * (p. 122), or to say
that gods “ become ” demons, or that Baal was ‘‘ changed *
from a god of rain to one of springs, or even that totems
“become ” gods. The words express intelligibly enough
certain vicissitudes in ideas concerning gods or supernatural
beings; but it is necessary to observe that this simple
terminology is really hindering more fruitful ways of handling
the events in the world of thought, and that the alternative
to this “ mythology *’ would take us away from Comparative
Religion to a department of Mental Science.?

1 This is not to say that the ‘ evolutionary  fagon de penser is wrong,
but that 1t stands mn need of a more careful application.

% Instinctively, and surely with some justification, we said at the be-
gmning of this Introduction that The Religion of the Semites * grew out ™
of certain prelimnary work, but the process, 1t will now be seen, is much
more complex and difficult to describe. On the other hand, the more
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Next we observe that Robertson Smith’s main theories
have far-reaching implications which have yet to be worked
out. His theory of the communion of gods and men leads
back to the ““ naturally holy,” to an inherent sanctity which
is more primary than any process of sanctification. The
unity of gods and men is primary, the unity is always being
broken, and the compact or covenant is secondary. The
unity is potential, and the rite which actualizes it really
cements it afresh. The facts of aberration and deterioration,
and the consciousness of a higher ideal from which one has
lapsed, have gone to create the conception of & “ Fall ”’ as
some original event in human history, as distinct from the
many occasions when one is painfully conscious of one’s
lapses and of the terrible difference between the ordinary
self and the harmony which, in theistic experience, is the
fellowship of God and Man. Another similar translation of
psychological experience into an historical event is the
“ Primitive Revelation.” Without the consciousness of the
Holy or Sacred there could be neither religion of social
importance nor any great steps in the development of rehigion ;
but inasmuch as every experience of a Sacred Power will be
determined by contemporary conditions of knowledge,
mode of life, and so forth, the farther back we travel in
human history, the more difficult is it to imagine the content
of prehistoric religion. And though, from the solely in-
tellectual point of view, “God ” is also a methodological
necessity and prior to all things, the meaning it had for the
most primitive social-religious cult can be set down only in
the most abstract terms.

We may agree with Robertson Smith that the terrestrial
Baal is older than the cosmic, for ideas of the remote are

tangible and intelligible cases of development, such as the genesis of Robert-
son Smith’s volume, may perhaps enable one to apprehend and illustrate
those which are more complicated (cf. p. 499, near foot), and to discover
that a similar sort of process rules throughout.
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based upon a knowledge of the near. An experience of a
transcendent power will bring about the development of the
positive knowledge of the day ; but such an experience will,
in the first instance, be limited by ordinary experience.
Idess concerning the gods are influenced by men who them-
selves have been influenced by transcendent experiences ;
men have learnt that they must imitate the gods, but they
have also had to learn what it was they had to imitate. A
curious complexity manifests itself as we follow the mutual
interaction of the religious and the non-religious spheres of
life and thought; but the facts of social development and
the facts of religious experience, when taken together, point
to a development from the totem-stage upwards by the side
of a gradually deepening theism under the influence of out-
standing men and their more * ethical >’ ideas and “ anthro-
pomorphic”’ type of religion (see p. 670). In a word, the
data of “ theistic *’ development do not by any means exclude
Robertson Smith’s theory which takes back sacrifice to the
“ theriomorphic  totem-stage.

His theory of the unity of group and its god has another
very important issue. This group-unit has its ordinary,
secular or ““ profane ”’ interests, and it can therefore be said
that the social system includes within itself both the *“ sacred ”
(e.g. the gods, sacred ceremonies, etc.) and the “ secular.”
The social group is a practical working system, a “ natural ”’
one, and the god and other supernatural beings form a
“natural ” part of it. Indeed, so much so is this the case
that there is a tendency for men to take their gods for granted
and the result is detrimental to the religious and social
development of the group. The occasions when the group
and gods come together, and usually for the practical pur-
poses of life, are specifically “sacred,” and—psychologically
—they are essentially different from the *secular,” even as
the “sacred ” and “secular ” states of the individual are
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two essentially different phases in one and the same in-
dividual. Hence the gods are a *“ natural ”” part of the social
unit. But they are also “supernatural ”; and at a higher
stage of development it becomes more clear that the god
is a natural part of the natural environment, and therefore
“immanent.” At the same time, he is felt to be on another
and higher plane of existence, and the gulf between him
and man makes him ‘“transcendent.” To the genuine
theist God is a Transcendent Being, but He is also a
natural part of the Universe (i.e. of the wultimate whole
of which man knows only a part). Hence there are two
senses of the “ natural *—(a) that which is opposed to the
supernatural, and (b) that which includes this dichotomy ;
and already in the primitive religions of the practical group-
unit of gods and men there are implicit those paradoxical
facts of personal experience which are fundamental for
theology.

Analysis takes us back to personal experiences of a
religious or spiritual order; but no less to impersonal pro-
cesses which are self-vindicating, a power or a mechanism
which men use or misuse, and agencies such that the failure
to do right or the deed that is positively wrong has inevitable
consequences. Again, we are led back to single origins;
whence it comes to pass that religion is very often supposed
to be derived from a single factor. But one also gets back
to complementary ideas: Transcendence and Immanence,
Rights and Duties ; they are dynamic, and upon them our
conception of the typical working social-religious unit can
be constructed.! The familiar processes of scission, isolation,
and disintegration, which we so readily trace in history,
point back to a system ; and a working social system can
be regarded as a system of interrelated sentiments, ideas,
and aims., With all this, however, it does not follow that

1 8ee Bncyc of Religion and Ethics, art. “ Religion,” §§ 29, 81 (1).
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the ideal system which we logically construct existed ; but
the system so constructed forms an ideal type whereby to
evaluate social religious facts.*

Now in the course of differentiation of society and thought,
new structures—whether sects or theories—are frequently
built upon the narrowest bases, and at this point the question
arises whether Robertson Smith has not been guilty of a
gross methodological error in the use he has made of Nilus’s
Saracens. The student who is already acquainted with The
Relugion of the Semites will be aware of the prominence which
is given to them and their bloody rite. Since Smith’s day
a little quiet fun has sometimes been poked at his Saracens,
and we have to meet a typical criticismexpressed in Lagrange’s
words that the rite is admittedly barbaric, but * c’est trop
4solé pour qu’on tire de ce seul cas toute la théorie du sacrifice ™
(Btudes, p. 258). In reply to this, we are entitled at the
outset to ask whether it is sound method to start from the
normal rites, or at least those which correspond to ordinary
instinets (sb. p. 269n.). Are we to cry, ¢ Mais cette sauvagerie
n’a rien de religieux” ? Are we to take our stand upon
some definition : “ When I mention religion, I mean . . .”?
On the contrary, no science or philosophy of religion can
start from any division into what is and what is not religious,
even as science cannot at the outset rule out mongrels or
weeds.

Further, although human sacrifice has been common
enough, Robertson Smith treats it as exceptional (p. 394):
whereas old Nilus, however isolated, gives us ‘“ a very typical
embodiment of the main ideas that underlic Semitic sacri-
fices ” (p. 346). And this is entirely justified if we analyse

! Inevitably one passes from * comparative™ religion to the mon
theoretical treatment of the data: and the history of comparicon in the
world of organic life will warn us to aveid such an error as the singh

abstract generahized type conceived by Ceofiroy Saint-Hiluire (E. W
Hobson, The Domain of Natural Science, p. 385 4.).
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the rite and observe the parallels which can be found for
every element. A more careful reading of The Religion of
the Semates should have shown opponents that the com-
munion-theory is not based upon and does not start from
Nilus—as we have seen, it has a much profounder inception.
The unprejudiced reader will discover for himself that it is
part of a network of ideas which are common to mankind,
even as every religion can be viewed as a particular structure
of the numerous beliefs and practices which make up the
world of religion. It must, of course, be granted that
Robertson Smith has given every prominence to Nilus, but
the value of his work does not rest upon Nilus, and he and his
Saracens are no longer so vital. His evidence is still ex-
tremely important, but we do not need it as a clue.! We are
assured that “‘ even in its details it probably comes nearer
the primitive form of Semitic sacrifice (see p. 345) : that is
to say, Robertson Smith, so far from starting from it, con-
siders that he has found in it the most rudimentary embodi-
ment of the main sacrificial ideas which he has discovered
elsewhere.

Late and isolated Nilus may be, but an advanced stage
of culture never excludes gross barbaric ideas, or rites, erther
outside or—at certain periods at least—within ; nor does it
exclude the emergence of “ primitive” types of thought,
however we may choose to evaluate them.? Hence while,
on the one hand, the evidence of Nilus is an isolated example
of & combination of tpyical ideas, human sacrifice, on the
other hand, affords numerous examples of ideas which, for

1 How & clue may come to be of secondary value is well seen in the
hterary criticism of the Pentateuch and the book of Joshua, where the
difference 1 the Divine Names led to very important discoveries, which
are of permanent value, whereas this particular criterion was soon found
to be of relatively secondary importance.

2 That is to say, the ¢ primitive » is barbaric or it is spiritual, and it
is a false conception of evolution which tends to regard it as negessarily
the former.
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reasons given, are not representative of the main develop-
ment of religion. And here we have to remember the
essential difference between Robertson Smith and some of
his critics: human sacrifice, licentious cults, and so forth
abound, and—like what Renan said of the Arabic Lexicon—
the student of comparative religion can pick and choose the
evidence for the theory he prefers; but from first to last
Smith is concerned with the factors that make for the pro-
gressive development of religion, and he is distinguishing
between a systematic arrangement of the mere data of religion
and the crucial facts of the Zdstory of religion.?

Exceptional and isolated are also the peculiar ceremonies
of the totem clans in Central Australia, which partly confirm
Robertson Smith, while putting his problems in a new light
(above, p. xl). They afford most rudimentary examples
of the pregnant ideas that mark the higher religions—as
Durkheim in particular has shown—and there is no necessity
to suppose that they correspond to, or even in their details
approximate primitive prehistoric cults. It seems impossible
to conceive more primitive systems; and the totem cults
bring to a head the problems of primitive religion in a way
that is far more important for the Science of Religion than—
and this must be admitted—for the ordinary theologian.
The evidence is so remarkable as to demand some explana-
tion. For, as ““ Mana * accounts for the unusual orabnormal
(cf. p. 553), or as Religion is supposed, on one view, to fill
the “ gaps ” in knowledge, so we are compelled to find a way
of co-ordinating the more extraordinary phenomena of re-

1 After all, Nilus is not quite isolated. Van Gennep (T'otémisma,
pp- 249 89g.) cites from E. Doutté, Les' Aissgoua d Tlemeen (1800), who claims
to have found a modern parallel. The evidence is certainly striking, and
Van Gennep is hardly convincing when he disputes its value because of
the interval of space and time which severs it from Nilus, and because the
rite can be explained on the principles that actuate the brotherhood who
practise 1t.
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ligion and the more ordinary. The fact that various unusual,
superstitious, or even abnormal beliefs seem to satisfy tribes
is as important as the fact that the animal or plant species is,
for very rudimentary peoples, a sufficient embodiment of
profound ideas. Indeed, totemism enlarges the range of
facts upon which we base our inductions, it widens our con-
ception of the development of human personslity; and it
enables us to consider, on the one side, the place of rude
stone cults in the development of religion, and, on the other,
the relations between theriomorphic and anthropomorphic
supernatural beings who stand in a personal relationship to
men. Robertson Smith took totemism more seriously than
most other workers in the field, and, to judge from the in-
fluence this volume has had upon the study of religions,
most would agree that his insight more than justified
itself.

There are phenomena in the history of religion that are of
pre-eminent value to others than theologians. They raise
questions which do not ocour to the students of current
theology and philosophy, but upon the answer to them the
future development of theology and philosophy seems to rest.
It commonly happens that as new religions arise they ignore—
perhaps inevitably, perhaps rightly—beliefs and practices
which had been of no little value and efficacy, and had been
efficacious and * true * for normal men. But in religious as
in other thought men will strike off on a new line, and only
in course of time is it found necessary to come to terms with
that which had been ignored, if not condemned. So, as
regards the lengthy history of religion, when one has atten-
tively read the work of Sir James Frazer on the sacred man
and the slain god, or of MM. Hubert and Mauss on the function
of sacrifice, or of M. Emile Durkheim on the significance of
social religious systems for the vicissitudes of mental develop-
ment, it is impossible to resist the conviction that, not only
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the great religions of history other than the * highest,” but
even the very rudimentary religions, with their naive ex-
periences of the Universe, have something of permanent
value to contribute to modern knowledge and western types
of experience and thought (see pp. 683 sgq.).

Robertson Smith’s insistence upon the social-religious
unit, upon the working systems as distinct from less organized
peoples—Pygmies and others, even with their “Supreme
Gods —is entirely characteristic of the man who in his early
years demanded a systematized theology. He fully realized
the necessity for organizing knowledge—as befitted an
Editor of the Encyclopedia Britannica '—but he did not live
to attempt the task of undertaking a fresh systematization
of the results which he had reached. Such a task awaits
the future. Questions arise concerning the relation between
communion, fellowship, and the like (p. xliii sg. above),
between totemic, totemistic, and theriomorphic cults, be-
tween gods (of varying degree of divinity), heroes, and saints,
between friendly and unfriendly supernatural beings, between
“religious,” *“ magical,” and “ magico-religious >’ beliefs and
practices. This is no exaggerated statement of the task
that already confronts the student of the religions; and
as he proceeds to systematize his definitions he will discover
that the Science of Religion is reaching out towards, we will
not say a “ Theology,” but, an interpretation of the data of
religion far more “ Catholic” than even Robertson Smith
himself divined. Nor is this all. Repeatedly the inter-
pretation of the evidence can only be * mystical,” in the
sense that a sympathetic understanding of religious and
mystical types of experience alone enables one man to
nterpret and another to test the interpretation. This will
be one of the difficulties—perhaps one of the embarrassments
—of the future, for there is much that is ambiguous in re-
ligion, that seems ‘religious,” or is only subjectively so;
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and on this account less question-begging terms should
perhaps be employed.!

Our Theology and Philosophy, if not specifically Christian,
is Western, whereas Robertson Smith combined the keenest
Christian sympathies with a profound knowledge of Semitic,
or rather Oriental, modes of thought—and the consequences
were far-reaching. Prediction is idle work, but whereas the rise
of Christianity led to the theology and philosophy which
characterize western thought, the tendency of the study of
the world’s religions is to lay new foundations upon which
the thinkers and systematizers of the future will build. One
need not commit oneself to the * phenomenology of religion,”
or any other specific school or tendency of to-day, but the
deeper inquiry into the way in which we ourselves have come
to think as we do and to hold the beliefs that we do, and of
the relation between different types of thinking, is opening
out new lines of research, and fashioning new and powerful
tools for the future. More fundamental than any given
religious or scientific inquiry is the inquiry into the processes
of differentiation, development, and systematization of ideas,
and at the present day the precise relationship between
Religion and Science is of less prumary importance than the
critical study of the interrelation between religious and non-
religious experience and expression.

The Relsgion of the Semites, when we consider the author
and his work, is a veritable symptom. Some there are who
do not find it difficult to foreshadow the “ Decline of the
West > : the point has been reached where all that is creative
has exhausted itself, serious thought has found itself in a

1Thus, M. Pinard de la Boullaye (ii. p. 11 s¢.; see p. xlivn, above)
suggests the terms hierography (the history of religion), hserology (com-
parative religion and scientific generalization of the data), and Aierosophy
(metaphysical speculation); of. also Count Goblet d’Alviella (Ozford
Congress of Religions, 1908,1i p 365), who proposes hierography (analysis
and description) and hserology (synthesis).
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oul-de-sac, snd the confidence which beheld & world picture,
a scheme of history culminating in one’s own personal or
national standpoint, has given place to the chill yet not
unjust realization that a more objective survey of man, his
history and his religion, must base its theology and philosophy
upon a far wider synthesis. But Robertson Smith is con-
cerned with the physiology rather than the morphology of
cultures ; and, instinctively a prophet, he is dynamie, feeling
out towards the future, to a Reformation, a Rebirth or a
Renaissance. The past shows us dying and dead cultures,
but also new developments and progress; and those who
realize that vast movements in history Lie behind the Bible
will agree that, although there can be no assurance that any
particular line of development must be continued, there is no
justification for the conviction that there can not be a further
development embodying the best of all that has gone before
and creating a new continuity with the past. And it may be
claimed that when Robertson Smith, the theologian and the
anthropologist, went down to primitive and ancient religion,
he took up the past and carried it forward, indicating the
lines upon which further progress might most fruitfully be
made.

A vast amount has been written upon Semitic and other
religions, but the independence of his position is still astonish-
ing. Much of the literature does not touch the central
problems of religion. Much is out of sympathy with the
mystical or transcendental element in religion, which it is
crass obscurantism to reject and intellectual suicide to accept
uncritically. Again, much ignores the religions at either end
of the scale. Not as slavish copyists of what Robertson
Smith wrote, but as sympathetic and eritical students of the
greatest of all subjects, can one find in his life and work & new
source of inspiration. And since a man is more than his
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istic, no more interesting subject for the study of personal
evolution can well be found when we consider his life, his
work, and his influence—for evolution in human personality
and that in the world which the scientist has constructed
cannot, on philosophical grounds, be ultimately separated.

As explained in the Preface, Robertson Smith has been
left to speak for himself, and for the new notes, which are
printed apart by themselves, the present writer is entirely
responsible. These notes give bibliographical information,
and contain additional illustrative mstter, especially from
modern Palestine and the ancient surrounding civilizations.
No attempt is made to refer to all available sources, the aim
being merely to emphasize afresh the fact that Palestine and
the Semites cannot be treated in isolation, and that the
religion—or, as some would prefer to say, the religions—of
the Semites must be viewed in the light of our knowledge of
religion in general. Accordingly, attention is drawn to the
close interrelation between the lower and the higher religions,
between various types of religious and related experiences,
and between the religious and non-religious spheres of life
and thought. Some notice is taken of criticisms of Robert-
son Smith’s theories, and fuller evidence has been given for
the different sorts of beliefs and practices expressing contact,
fellowship, communion, or at-one-ment with the supernatural
or divine. The *practical” and often quasi-“magical
element in religion has been illustrated, in view of its import-
ance for the development of ideas concerning man’s place
in and control over Nature, and for the relationship between
the “ physical” and “ spiritual * phases in the history of

1 The reference is to the Right Hon. J. C. Smuts on the importance of
« personology,’” see Holism and Evolution (1926), pp 284 agg. The present
writer may perhaps be permitted to refer to his Study of Relsgions (1914),
Pp- 64 sgq., 338 &g, and his review of the Life of Robertson Smith in the
Hibbert Journal, xi. p. 214.
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religion. The significance of group-units and systems has
been developed, for the problem is not to explain the variation
of belief and practice—this must be taken as given—but to
co-ordinate the systematizing and regulating tendencies
throughout the Cosmos. Further, as will have been seen
in this Introduction, the immense importance of specifically
“ religious ’ data for studies which, in a sense, are “‘non-
religious ” can no longer be ignored, and the problem of
“ evolution ” in the world of thought has become of the
first importance for the presentation of the data of religion.

Owing partly to lack of space, archsological material
has rarely been introduced ; the writer hopes to utilize it in
his Schweich Lectures on The Religion of Palestine in the
Light of Archeeology. Moreover, since the Second Edition of
The Religion of the Semates omits on p. 414 a very striking
paragraph which appeared in the First Edition, p. 393, on the
death of the God-man and the ““ germ ” of John xvii. 19,! it
seemed undesirable to develop the bearing of comparative
religion upon the interpretation of Christianity. But
although Robertson Smith evidently preferred to omit the
paragraph, his volume not merely opens out a treatment of
religion more systematic than others which might be named,
it also inaugurates a theoretical study of all religions, from
the varieties of Christian belief and practice to the humblest
cults of totemic and other rude communities, and it is, per-
haps, no exaggeration to see in his work the foundation of
the Science and Theory of Religion.

STANLEY A. COOK.
CamsrIDGE, August 1927.

! On this omussion, see also Sir James Frazer, in his essay on Robertson

Smith, reprinted in The Gorgon's Head and other Literary Pieces (L927)s
nn. 278-290,



LECTURE I

INTRODUCTION : THE SUBJECT AND THE METHOD OF
ENQUIRY

Tur subject before us is the religion of the Semitic peoples,
that is, of the group of kindred nations, including the Arabs,
the Hebrews and Phoenicians, the Aramsans, the Baby-
lonians and Assyrians, which in ancient times occupied the
great Arabian Peninsula, with the more fertile lands of
Syria Mesopotamia and Irac, from the Mediterranean
coast to the base of the mountains of Iran and Armenia.
Among these peoples three of the great faiths of the
world had their origin, so that the Semites must always
have a peculiar interest for the student of the history of
religion. Our subject, however, is not the history of the
several religions that have a Semitic origin, but Semitic
religion as a whole in its common features and general
type. Judaism, Christianity and Islam are positive religions,
that is, they did not grow up like the systems of ancient
heathenism, under the action of unconscious forces operat-
ing silently from age to age, but trace their origin to the
teaching of great religious innovators, who spoke as the
organs of a divine revelation, and deliberately departed
from the traditions of the past. Behind these positive
veligions lies the old unconscious religious tradition, the

b ¢
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body of religious usage and belief which cannot be traced
to the influence of individual minds, and was not propagated
on individual authority, but formed part of that inheritance
from the past into which successive generations of the
Semitic race grew up as it were instinetively, taking it as
& matter of course that they should believe and act as their
fathers had done before them. The positive Semitic
religions had to establish themselves on ground already
occupied by these older beliefs and usages; they had to
displace what they could not assimilate, and whether they
rejected or absorbed the elements of the older religion,
they had at every point to reckon with them and take up
o definite attitude towards them. No positive religion that
has moved men has been able to start with a tedula rasa,
and express itself as if religion were beginning for the first
time; in form, if not in substance, the new system must
be in contact all along the line with the older ideas and
practices which it finds in possession. A npew scheme of
faith can find a hearing only by appealing to religious
instinets and susceptibilities that already exist in its
audience, and it cannot reach these without taking account
of the traditional forms in which all religious feeling is
embodied, and without speaking a language which men
accustomed to these old forms can understand. Thus to
comprehend a system of positive religion thoroughly, to
understand it in its historical origin and form as well as
in its abstract principles, we must know the traditional
religion that preceded it. It is from this point of view
that I invite you to take an interest in the ancient religion
of the Semitic peoples; the matter is not one of mere
antiquarian curiosity, but has a direct and important bear-
ing on the great problem of the origins of the spiritual
religion of the Bible. Let me illustrate this by an example.
You know how large a part of the teaching of the New
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Testament and of all Christian theology turns on the ideas
of sacrifice and priesthood. In what they have to say on
these heads the New Testament writers presuppose, as the
basis of their argument, the notion of sacrifice and priest-
hood current among the Jews and embodied in the
ordinances of the Temple. But, again, the ritual of the
Temple was not in its origin an entirely novel thing; the
precepts of the Pentateuch did not create a priesthood and
a sacrificial service on an altogether independent basis, but
only reshaped and remodelled, in accordance with a more
spiritual doctrine, institutions of an older type, which in
many particulsrs were common to the Hebrews with their
heathen neighbours. Every one who reads the Old Testa-
ment with attention is struck with the fact that the origin
and rationale of sacrifice are nowhere fully explained; that
sacrifice is an essential part of religion is taken for granted,
a8 something which i3 not a doctrine peculiar to Israel
but is universally admitted and acted on without as well as
within the limits of the chosen people. Thus, when we
wish thoroughly to study the New Testament doctrine of
sacrifice, we are carried back step by step till we reach a
point where we have to ask what sacrifice meant, not to
the old Hebrews alone, but to the whole cirele of nations
of which they formed a part. By considerations of this
sort we are led to the conclusion that no one of the religions
of Semitic origin which still exercise so great an influence
on the lives of men can be completely understood without
enquiry into the older traditional religion of the Semitic
race. :
You observe that in this argument I take it for
granted that, when we go back to the most ancient
religious conceptions and usages of the Hebrews, we shall
find them to be the common property of a group of
kindred peoples, and not the exclusive possession of the
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tribes of Israel. The proof that this is so will appear
more clearly in the sequel; but, indeed, the thing will
hardly be denied by any one who has read the Bible with
care. In the history of old Israel before the captivity.
nothing comes out more clearly than that the mass of the
people found the greatest difficulty in keeping their
national religion distinet from that of the surrounding
nations. Those who had no grasp of spiritual principles,
and knew the religion of Jehovah only as an affair of
inherited usage, were not conscious of any great difference
between themselves and their heathen neighbours, and fell
into Canaanite and other foreign practices with the greatest
facility. The significance of this fact is manifest if we
consider how deeply the most untutored religious sensi-
bilities are shocked by any kind of innovation. Nothing
appeals so strongly as religion to the conservative instincts ;
and conservatism is the habitual attitude of Orientals
The whole history of Israel is unintelligible if we suppose
that the heathenism against which the prophets contended
was a thing altogether alien to the religious traditions of
the Hebrews. In principle there was all the difference in
the world between the faith of Isaiah and that of an
idolater. But the difference in principle, which seems so
clear to us, was not clear to the average Judean, and the
reason of this was that it was obscured by the great
similarity in many important points of religious tradition
and ritual practice. The conservatism which refuses to
look at principles, and has an eye only for tradition and
usage, was against the prophets, and had no sympathy with
their efforts to draw a sharp line between the religion of
Jehovah and that of the foreign gods. This is a proof
that what I may call the natural basis of Israels
worship was very closely akin to that of the neighbouring
cults,
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The conclusion on this point which is suggested by the
facts of Old Testament history, may be accepted the more
readily because it is confirmed by presumptive arguments
of another kind. Traditional religion is handed down from
father to child, and therefore is in great measure an affair
of race. Nations sprung from a common stock will have
a common inheritance of traditional belief and usage in
things sacred as well as profane, and thus the evidence
that the Hebrews and their neighbours had a large common
stock of religious tradition falls in with the evidence
which we have from other sources, that in point of race
the people of Israel were nearly akin to the heathen
nations of Syria and Arabia. The populations of this
whole region constitute a well-marked ethnic unity, a fact
which is usually expressed by giving to them the common
name of Semites. The choice of this term was originally
suggested by the tenth chapter of Genesis, in which most
of the nations of the group with which we are concerned
are represented as descended from Shem the son of Noah.
But though modern historians and ethnographers have
borrowed a name from the book of Genesis, it must be
understood that they do not define the Semitic group as
coextensive with the list of nations that are there reckoned
to the children of Shem. Most recent interpreters are
disposed to regard the classification of the families of
mankind given in Genesis x. as founded on principles
geographical or political rather than ethnographical; the
Pheenicians and other Canaanites, for example, are made
to be children of Ham and near cousins of the Egyptians.
This arrangement corresponds to historical facts, for, at a
period anterior to the Hebrew conquest, Cansan was for
centuries an Egyptian dependency, and Phcenician religion
and civilisation are permeated by Egyptian influence.
But ethnographically the Canaanites were akin to the
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Arabs and Syrians, and they spoke a language which is
bardly different from Hebrew. On the other hand, Elam
and Lud, that is Susiana and Lydia, are called children of
Shem, though there is no reason to think that in either
country the mass of the population belonged to the same
stock as the Syrians and Arabs. Accordingly it must be
remembered that when modern scholars use the term
Semitie, they do not speak as interpreters of Scripture, but
include all peoples whose distinetive ethnical characters
assign them to the same group with the Hebrews, Syrians
and Arabs.

The scientific definition of an ethnographical group
depends on a variety of considerations; for direct historical
evidence of an unimpeachable kind as to the original seats
and kindred of ancient peoples is not generally to be
had. The defects of historical tradition must therefore
be supplied by observation, partly of inherited physical
characteristics, and partly of mental characteristics, habits
and attainments such as are usually transmitted from
parent to child. Among the indirect criteria of kinship
between nations, the most obvious, and the one which has
hitherto been most carefully studied, is the criterion of
language; for it is observed that the languages of man-
kind form a series of natural groups, and that within each
zroup it is possible to arrange the several languages which
& contains in what may be called a genealogical order,
iccording to degrees of kinship. Now it may not always
se true that people of the same or kindred speech are as
Jlosely related by actual descent as they seem to be from
he language they speak; a Gaelic tribe, for example, may
orget their ancient speech, and learn to speak a Teutonic
lialect, without ceasing to be true Gaels by blood. But,
n general, large groups of men do not readily change their
anguage, but go on from generation o generation speaking
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the ancestral dialect, with such gradual modification as the
lapse of time brings about. As a rule, therefore, the classi-
fication of mankind by language, at least when applied to
large masses, will approach pretty closely to a natural classi-
fication; and in a large proportion of cases the language
of a mixed race will prove on examination to be that of
the stock whose blood is predominant. Where this is not
the case, where a minority has imposed its speech on a
majority, we may safely conclude that it has done so in
virtue of a natural pre-eminence, a power of shaping
lower races in its own mould, which is not confined to the
sphere of language, but extends to all parts of life. Where
we find unity of language, we can at least say with
certainty that we are dealing with a group of men who are
subject to common influences of the most subtle and far-
reaching kind; and where unity of speech has prevailed
for many generations, we may be sure that the continued
action of these influences has produced great uniformity of
physical and mental type. When we come to deal with
groups which have long had separate histories, and whose
languages are therefore not identical but only cognate, the
case is not so strong; but, on the whole, it remains true
that the stock which is strong enough, whether by numbers
or by genius, to impress its language on a nation, must also
exercise a predominant influence on the national type in
other respects; and to this extent the classification of
races by language must be called natural and not artificial.
Especially is this true for ancient times, when the absence
of literature, and particularly of religious books, made it
much more difficult than it has been in recent ages for a
new language to establish itself in'a race to which it was
originally foreign. All Egypt now speaks Arabic—a
Semitic tongue—and yet the population is very far from
baving assimilated itself to the Arabic type. But this
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could not have happened without the Coran and the
religion of the Coran.

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

But when every allowance is made for demonstrable or
possible variations of type within the Semitic field, it still
remains true that the Semites form a singularly well
marked and relatively speaking a very homogeneous group.
So far as language goes the evidence to this effect is parti-
cularly strong. The Semitic tongues are so much alike
that their affinity is recognised even by the untrained
observer ; and modern science has little difficulty in tracing
them back to a single primitive speech, and determining
in a general way what the features of that speech were.
On the other hand, the differences between these languages
and those spoken by other adjacent races are so funda-
manial and so wide, that little or nothing can he affirmed
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with certainty as to the relation of the Semitic tongues to
other linguistic stocks. Their nearest kinship seems to be
with the languages of North Africa, but even here the
common features are balanced by profound differences.
The evidence of language therefore tends to show that the
period during which the original and common Semitic
speech existed apart, and developed its peculiar characters
at a distance from languages of other stocks, must have
been very long in comparison with the subsequent period
during which the separate branches of the Semitic stock,
such as Hebrew Aramaic and Arabic, were isolated from
one another and developed into separate dialects. Or, to
draw the historical inference from this, it would appear
that before the Hebrews, the Aramsans, and the Arabs
spread themselves over widely distant seats, and began
sheir course of separate national development, there must
have been long ages in which the ancestors of all these
nations lived together and spoke with ome tongue. And
as this was in the infancy of mankind, the period of human
history in which individuality went for nothing, and all
common influences had a force which we moderns can with
difficulty conceive, the various swarms which ultimately
hived off from the common stock and formed the Semitic
nations known to history, must have carried with them a
strongly marked race character, and many common posses-
sions of custom and idea, besides their common language.
And further, let us observe that the dispersion of the
Semitic nations was never carried so far as the dispersion
of the Aryans. If we leave out of account settlements
made over the seas,—the South Arabian colonies in East
Africa, and the Phoenician colonies on the coasts and isles
of the Mediterranean,—we find that the region of Semitic
occupation is continuous and compact. Its great immov-
able centre is the vast Arabian peninsula, a region naturally
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isolated, and in virtue of its physical characters almost
exempt from immigration or change of inhabitants. From
this central stronghold, which the predominant opinion of
modern scholars designates as the probable starting-point
of the whole Semitic dispersion, the region of Semitic
speech spreads out round the margin of the Syrian desert
till it strikes against great natural boundaries, the Mediter-
ranean, Mount Taurus, and the mountains of Armenia and
Iran. From the earliest dawn of history all that lies
within these limits was fully occupied by Semitic tribes
speaking Semitic dialects, and the compactnmess of this
settlement must necessarily have tended to maintain uni-
formity of type. The several Semitic nations, when they
were not in direct contact with one another, were divided
not by alien populations, but only by the natural barriers
of mountain and desert. These natural barriers, indeed,
were numerous, and served to break up the race into a
number of small tribes or nations; but, like the mountains
of Greece, they were not so formidable as to prevent the
separate states from maintaining a great deal of intercourse,
which, whether peaceful or warlike, tended to perpetuate
the original community of type. Nor was the operation
of these causes disturbed in ancient times by any great
foreign immigration. The early Egyptian invasions of Syria
were not followed by colonisation ; and while the so-called
Hittite monuments, which have given rise to so much
speculation, may afford evidence that a non-Semitic people
from Asia Minor at one time pushed its way into Northern
Syria, it is pretty clear that the Hittites of the Bible, ..
the non-Aramaic communities of Coele-Syria, were a Lranch
of the Canaanite stock, though they may for a time have
been dowinated by a non-Semitic aristocracy. At one
time it was not uncommon to represent the Philistines as
& non-Semitic people, but it is now generally recognised
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that the arguments for this view are inadequate, and that,
though they came into Palestine from across the sea, from
Caphtor, 4.c. probably from Crete, they were either mainly
of Semitic blood, or at least were already thoroughly Semi-
tised at the time of their immigration, alike in speech and
in religion.

Coming down to later times, we find that the Assyrian
Babylonian and Persian conquests made no considerable
change in the general type of the population of the Semitic
lands. National and tribal landmarks were removed, and
there were considerable shiftings of population within the
Semitic area, but no great incursion of new populations of
alien stock. In the Greek and Roman periods, on the
contrary, & large foreign element was introduced into the
towns of Syria; but as the immigration was practically
confined to the cities, hardly touching the rural districts, its
effects in modifying racial type were, it would seem, of a
very transitory character. For in Hastern cities the death-
rate habitually exceeds the birth-rate, and the urban
population is maintained only by constant recruital from
the country, so that it is the blood of the peasantry which
ultimately determines the type of the population. Thus it
is to be explained that, after the Arab conquest of Syria,
the Greek element in the population rapidly disappeared.
Indeed, one of the most palpable proofs that the populations
of all the old Semitic lands possessed a remarkable homo-
geneity of character, is the fact that in them, and in them
alone, the Arabs and Arab influence took permanent root.
The Moslem conquests extended far beyond these limits;
but, except in the old Semitic countries, Islam speedily took
new shapes, and the Arab dominations soon gave way before
the reaction of the mass of its foreign subjects.

Thus the whole course of history, from the earliest date
to which authentic knowledge extends down to the time of
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the decay of the Caliphate, records no great permanent
disturbance of population to affect the constancy of the
Semitic type within its original seats, apart from the
temporary Hellenisation of the great cities already spoken
of. Such disturbances as did take place consisted partly
of mere local displacements among the seftled Semites,
partly, and in a much greater degree, of the arrival and
establishment in the cultivated lands of successive hordes
of Semitic nomads from the Arabian wilderness, which on
their settlement found themselves surrounded by popula-
tions so nearly of their own type that the complete
fusion of the old and new inhabitants was effected without
difficulty, and without modification of the general character
of the race. If at any point in its settlements, except
along the frontiers, the Semitic blood was largely modified
by foreign admixture, this must have taken place in
prehistoric times, or by fusion with other races which
may have occupied the country before the arrival of the
Semites. How far anything of this sort actually happened
can only be matter of conjecture, for the special hypotheses
which have sometimes been put forth—as, for example, that
there was a considerable strain of pre-Semitic blood in the
Pheenicians and Canaanites—rest on presumptions of no
conclusive sort. What is certain is that the Semitic
settlements in Asia were practically complete at the first
dawn of history, and that the Semitic blood was constantly
reinforced, frem very early times, by fresh immigrations
from the desert. There is hardly another part of the
world where we have such good historical reasons for
presuming that linguistic affinity will prove a safe indica-
tion of affinity in race, and in general physical and mental
type. And this presumption is not belied by the results
of nearer enquiry. Those who have busied themselve:
with the history and literature of the Semitic peoples, bear
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uniform testimony to the close family likeness that runs
through them all

It is only natural that this homogeneity of type appears
to be modified on the frontiers of the Semitic field To
the West, if we leave the transmarine colonies out of view,
natural conditions drew a sharp line of local demarcation
between the Semites and their alien neighbours. The Red
Sea and the desert north of it formed a geographical barrier,
which was often crossed by the expansive force of the
Semitic race, but which appears to have effectually checked
the advance into Asia of African populations. But on the
East, the fertile basin of the Euphrates and Tigris seems in
ancient as in modern times to have been a meeting-place
of races. The preponderating opinion of Assyriologists is
to the effect that the civilisation of Assyria and Babylonia
was not purely Semitic, and that the ancient population of
these parts contained a large pre-Semitic element, whose
influence is especially to be recognised in religion and in
the sacred literature of the cuneiform records.

If this be so, it is plain that the cuneiform material
must be used with caution in our enquiry into the type of
traditional religion characteristic of the ancient Semites.
That Babylonia is the best starting-point for a compara-
tive study of the sacred beliefs and practices of the Semitic
peoples, is an idea which has lately had some vogue, and
which at first sight appears plausible on account of the
great antiquity of the monumental evidence. Buf, in
matters of this sort, ancient and primitive are not
synonymous terms; and we must not look for the most
primitive form of Semitic faith in a region where society
was not primitive. In Babylonia, it would seem, society
and religion alike were based on a fusion of two races, and
80 were not primitive but complex. Moreover, the official
'aystem of Babylonian and Assyrian rehgion, as it is known
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to us from priestly texts and public inscriptions, bears clear
marks of being something more than a popular traditional
faith ; it has been artificially moulded by priesteraft and
statecraft in much the same way as the official religion of
Egypt; that is to say, it is in great measure an artificial
combination, for imperial purposes, of elements drawn from
a number of local worships. In all probability the actual
religion of the masses was always much simpler than the
official system ; and in later times it would seem that, both
in religion and in race, Assyria was little different from the
adjacent Aramean countries. These remarks are not meant
to throw doubt on the great importance of cuneiform studies
for the history of Semitic religion ; the monumental data
are valuable for comparison with what we kmow of the
faith and worship of other Semitic peoples, and peculiarly
valuable because, in religion as in other matters, the
civilisation of the Euphrates-Tigris valley exercised a great
historical influence on a large part of the Semitic field.
But the right point of departure for a general study of
Semitic. religion must be sought in regions where, though
our knowledge begins at a later date, it refers to a simpler
state of society, and where accordingly the religious
phenomena revealed to us are of an origin less doubtful and
a character less complicated. In many respects the religion
of heathen Arabia, though we have little information con-
cerning it that is not of post-Christian date, displays an
extremely primitive type, corresponding to the primitive
and unchanging character of nomadic life. With what
may be gathered from this source we must compare, above
all, the invaluable notices, preserved in the Old Testament,
of the religion of the small Palestinian states before their
conquest by the great empires of the East. For this
period, apart from the Assyrian monuments and a few
precious fragments of other evidence from inseriptions, we
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have no contemporary documents outside the Bible. At a
later date the evidence from monuments is multiplied, and
Greek literature begins to give important aid; but by
this time also we have reached the period of religious
syncretism—the period, that is, when different faiths and
worships began to react on one another, and produce
new and complex forms of religion. Here, therefore, we
have to use the same precautions that are called for in
dealing with the older syncretistic religion of Babylonia
and Assyria; it is only by careful sifting and comparison
that we can separate between ancient use and modern
innovation, between the old religious inheritance of the
Semites and things that came in from without.

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

Before entering upon the particulars of our enquiry, I
must still detain you with a few words about the method
and order of investigation that seem to be prescribed by
the nature of the subject. To get a true and well-defined
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picture of the type of Semitic religion, we must not only
study the parts separately, but must have clear views of
the place and proportion of each part in its relation to
the whole. And here we shall go very far wrong if
we take it for granted that what is the most important
and prominent side of religion to us was equally important
in the ancient society with which we are to deal. In
zonnection with every religion, whether ancient or modern,
we find on the one hand certain beliefs, and on the other
certain institutions ritual practices and rules of conduct.
Our modern habit is to look at religion from the side of
belief rather than of practice; for, down to comparatively
recent times, almost the only forms of religion seriously
studied in Europe have been those of the various Christian
Churches, and all parts of Christendom are agreed that
ritual is important only in connection with its inter-
pretation, Thus the study of religion has meant mainly
the study of Christian beliefs, and instruction in religion
has habitually begun with the creed, religious duties
being presented to the learner as flowing from the
logmatic truths he is taught to accept. All this seems
fo us so much a matter of course that, when we approach
jome strange or antique religion, we naturally assume
shat here also our first business is to search for a ereed,
ind find in it the key to ritual and practice. But the
intique religions had for the most part no creed; they
sonsisted entirely of institutions and practices. No doubt
nen will not habitually follow certain practices without
ittaching a meaning to them; but as a rule we find that
vhile the practice was rigorously fixed, the meaning
iwtached to it was extremely vague, and the same rite was
ixplained by different people in different ways, without
ny question of orthodoxy or heterodoxy arising in conse-
juence. In ancient Greece, for example, certain things
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were done at a temple, and people were agreed that it
would be impious not to do them. But if you had asked
why they were done, you would probably have had several
mutually contradictory explanations from different persons,
and no one would have thought it a matter of the least
religious importance which of these you chose to adopt.
Indeed, the explanations offered would not have been of
s kind to stir any strong feeling; for in most cases they
would have been merely different stories as to the circum-
stances under which the rite first came to be established,
by the command or by the direct example of the god.
The rite, in short, was connected not with a dogma but
with a myth.

In all the antique religions, mythology takes the place
of dogma ; that is, the sacred lore of priests and people,
30 far as it does not consist of mere rules for the perform-
ance of religious acts, assumes the form of stories about
the gods; and these stories afford the only explanation
that is offered of the precepts of religion and the pre-
scribed rules of ritual. But, strictly speaking, this
mythology was no essential part of ancient religion, for
it had no sacred sanction and no binding force on the
worshippers. The myths connected with individual sanc-
tuaries and ceremonies were merely part of the apparatus
of the worship; they served to excite the fancy and
sustain the interest of the worshipper; but he was often
offered a choice of several accounts of the same thing,
and, provided that he fulfilled the ritual with accuracy,
no one cared what he believed about its origin. Belief
in a certain series of myths was neither obligafory as a
part of true religion, nor was it supposed that, by believing,
a men acquired religious merit and conciliated the favour
of the gods. What was obligatory or meritorious was the
exact performance of certain sacred acts prescribed by

2
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religious tradition. This being so, it follows that mythology
ought not to take the prominent place that is too often
asgigned to it in the scientific study of ancient faiths. So
far as myths consist of explanations of ritual, their value
is altogether secondary, and it may be affirmed with con-
fidence that in almost every case the myth was derived
from the ritual, and not the ritual from the myth; for the
ritual was fixed and the myth was variable, the ritual was
obligatory and faith in the myth was at the discretion of
the worshipper. Now by far the largest part of the myths
of antique religions are connected with the ritual of par-
ticular shrines, or with the religious observances of par-
ticular tribes and districts. In all such cases it is probable,
in most cases it is certain, that the myth is merely the
explanation of a religious usage; and ordinarily it is such
an explanation as could not have arisen till the original
sense of the usage had more or less fallen into oblivion.
As a rule the myth is no explanation of the origin of the
ritual to any one who does not believe it to be a narrative
of real occurrences, and the boldest mythologist will not
believe that. But if it be not true, the myth itself
requires to be explained, and every principle of philosophy
and common sense demands that the explanation be sought,
not in arbitrary allegorical theories, but in the actual facts
of ritual or religious custom to which the myth attaches.
The conclusion is, that in the study of ancient religions we
must begin, not with myth, but with ritual and traditional
usage.

Nor can it be fairly set against this conclusion, that
there are certain myths which are not mere explanations
of traditional practices, but exhibit the beginnings of larger
religious speculation, or of an attempt to systematise and
reduce to order the motley variety of local worships and
beliefs. For in this case the secondary character of the
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myths is still more clearly marked. They are either pro-
ducts of early philosophy, reflecting on the nature of the
universe ; or they are political in scope, being designed to
supply a thread of union between the various worships of
groups, originally distinet, which have been united into
one social or political organism; or, finally, they are due
to the free play of epic imagination. But philosophy
politics and poetry are something more, or something less,
than religion pure and simple.

There can be no doubt that, in the later stages of
ancient religions, mythology acquired an increased import-
ance. In the struggle of heathenism with scepticism on
the one hand and Christianity on the other, the supporters
of the old traditional religion were driven to search for
ideas of a modern cast, which they could represent as the
true inner meaning of the traditional rites. To this end
they laid hold of the old myths, and applied to them an
allegorical system of interpretation. Myth interpreted by
the aid of allegory became the favourite means of infusing
a new significance into ancient forms. But the theories
thus developed are the falsest of false guides as to the
original meaning of the old religions.

On the other hand, the ancient myths taken in their
natural sense, without allegorical gloss, are plainly of great
importance as testimonies to the views of the nature of the
gods that were prevalent when they were formed. For
though the mythical details had no dogmatic value and no
binding authority over faith, it is to be supposed that
nothing was put into a myth which people at that time
were not prepared to believe without offence. But so far
as the way of thinking expressed in the myth was not
already expressed in the ritual itself, it had no properly
religious sanction; the myth apart from the ritual affords
only s doubtful and slippery kind of evidence. Before we
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can handle myths with any confidence, we must have some
definite hold of the ideas expressed in the ritual tradition,
which embodied the only fixed and statutory elements of
the religion.

All this, I hope, will become clearer to us as we pro-
ceed with our enquiry, and learn by practical example the
use to be made of the different lines of evidence open to
us. But it is of the first importance to realise clearly
from the outset that ritual and practical usage were,
strictly speaking, the sum-total of ancient religions.
Religion in primitive times was not a system of belief
with practical applications; it was a body of fixed tradi-
tional practices, to which every member of society con-
formed as a matter of course. Men would not be men if
they agreed to do certain things without having a reason
for their action; but in ancient religion the reason was
not first formulated as a doctrine and then expressed in
practice, but conversely, practice preceded doctrinal theory.
Men form general rules of conduct before they begin to
express general principles in words; political institutions
are older than political theories, and in like manner
religious institutions are older than religious theories.
This analogy is not arbitrarily chosen, for in fact the
parallelism in ancient society between religious and
political institutions is complete. ~In each sphere great
importance was attached to form and precedent, but the
explanation why the precedent was followed consisted
merely of a legend as to its first establishment. That
the precedent, once established, was authoritative did not
appear to require any proof. The rules of society were
based on precedent, and the continued existence of the
society was sufficient reason why a precedent once set
should continue to be followed.

Strietly speaking, mdeed, I understate the case when



LEOT. L, AND POLITIOAL INSTITUTIONS 21

I say thab the oldest religious and political institutions
present a close analogy. It would be more correct to
say that they were parts of one whole of social custom.
Religion was a part of the organised social life into which
& man was born, and to which he conformed through life
in the same unconscious way in which men fall into any
habitual practice of the society in which they live. Men
took the gods and their worship for granted, just as they
took the other usages of the state for granted, and if they
reasoned or speculated about them, they did so on the
presupposition that the traditional usages were fixed things,
behind which their reasonings must not go, and which no
reasoning could be allowed to overturn. To us moderns
religion is above all & matter of individual conviction and
reasoned belief, but to the ancients it was a part of the
citizen’s public life, reduced to fixed forms, which he was
not bound to understand and was not at liberty to criticise
or to neglect. Religious nonconformity was an offence
against the state; for if sacred tradition was tampered
with the bases of society were undermined, and the favour
of the gods was forfeited. But so long as the prescribed
forms were duly observed, a man was recognised as truly
plous, and no one asked how his religion was rooted in his
heart or affected his reason. Like political duty, of which
indeed it was a part, religion was entirely comprehended
in the observance of certain fixed rules of outward conduct.

The conclusion from all this as to the method of our
investigation is obvious. When we study the political
structure of an early society, we do not begin by asking
what is recorded of the first legislators, or what theory
men advanced as to the reason of their institutions; we
. try to understand what the institutions were, and how
they shaped men’s lives. In like manner, in the study
of Semitic eligion, we must not begin by asking what was



22 THE NATURE LECT. 1

told about the gods, but what the working religious
institutions were, and how they shaped the lives of the
worshippers. Our enquiry, therefore, will be directed to
the religious institutions which governed the lives of men
of Semitic race.

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

The question of the metaphysical nature of the gods, as
distinet from their social office and function, must be left
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in the background till this whole investigation is
pleted. It is vain to ask what the gods are in thems
till we have studied them in what I may call their p
life, that is, in the stated intercourse between them
their worshippers which was kept up by means of
prescribed forms of cultus. From the antique poin
view, indeed, the question what the gods are in thems
is not a religious but a speculative one; what is requ
to religion is a practical acquaintance with the rule
which the deity acts and on which he expects
worshippers to frame their conduct—what in 2 X
xvii. 26 is called the “ manner” or rather the “custor
law” (mishpat) of the god of the land. This is
even of the religion of Israel. ~'When the proj
speak of the knowledge of God, they always mes
practical knowledge of the laws and principles of
government in Israel! and a summary expression
religion as a whole is “the knowledge and fea
Jehovah,” 2 4.e. the knowledge of what Jehovah presa
combined with a reverent obedience. An extreme :
ticism towards all religious speculation is recommende
the Book of Ecclesiastes as the proper attitude of piet;
no amount of discussion can carry a man beyond the
rule to “fear God and keep His commandments.” 2
counsel the author puts into the mouth of Solomon, ar
represents it, not unjustly, as summing up the old vie
religion, which in more modern days had unfortun
begun to be undermined.

The propriety of keeping back all metaphysical ques
as to the mature of the gods till we have studied
practices of religion in detail, becomes very apparent
consider for a moment what befel the later philoso
and theosophists of heathenism in their attempts to

! See especially Hosea, chap. iv. 2 Isa, ¥i. 2. 3 Eocles. xii.
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struct a theory of the traditional religion. None of these
thinkers succeeded in giving an account of the nature of
the gods from which all the received practices of worship
could be rationally deduced, and those who had any pre-
tensions to orthodoxy had recourse to violent allegorical
interpretations in order to bring the established ritual
into accordance with their theories! The reason for this
is obvious. The traditional usages of religion had grown
up gradually in the course of many centuries, and reflected
habits of thought characteristic of very diverse stages of
man’s intellectual and moral development. No one con-
ception of the nature of the gods could possibly afford the
clue to all parts of that motley complex of rites and
ceremonies which the later paganism had received by
inheritance, from a series of ancestors in every state of
culture from pure savagery upwards. The record of the
religious thought of mankind, as it is embodied in religious
institutions, resembles the geological record of the history
of the earth’s crust; the new and the old are preserved
gide by side, or rather layer upon layer. The classification
of ritual formations in their proper sequence is the first
step towards their explanation, and that explanation itself
must take the form, not of a speculative theory, but of a
rational life-history.

I have already explained that, in attempting such a life-
history of religious institutions, we must begin by forming
some preliminary ideas of the practical relation in which
the gods of antiquity stood to their worshippers. I have
now to add, that we shall also find it necessary to have
before us from the oufset some elementary notions of the
relations which early races of mankind conceived to
subsist between gods and men on the one hand, and the
material universe on the other. All acts of ancient

3 See, for example, Plutarch’s Greek and Romar. Questions.
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worship have a material embodiment, the form of which
in determined by the consideration that gods and men
alike stand in certain fixed relations to particular parts
or aspects of physical nature. Certain places, certain
things, even certain animal kinds are conceived as holy, d.e.
as standing in a near relation to the gods, and claiming
special reverence from men, and this conception plays
a very large part in the development of religious institu-
tions. Here again we have a problem that cannot be
solved by & priort methods; it is only as we move onward
from step to step in the analysis of the details of ritual
observance that we can hope to gain full insight into the
relations of the gods to physical nature. But there are
certain broad features in the ancient conception of the
universe, and of the relations of its parts to one another,
which can be grasped at once, upon a merely preliminary
gurvey, and we shall find it profitable to give attention to
these at an early stage of our discussion.

I propose, therefore, to devote my second lecture to
the nature of the antique religious community and the
relations of the gods to their worshippers. After this we
will proceed to consider the relations of the gods to physical
nature, not in a complete or exhaustive way, but in a
manner entirely preliminary and provisional, and only so
far as is necessary to enable us to understand the material
bagis of ancient ritual. After these preliminary enquiries
have furnished us with certain necessary points of view, we
ghall be in a position to take up the institutions of worship
in an orderly manner, and make an attempt to work out
their life - history. ~'We shall find that the history of
religious institutions is the history of ancient religion
itself, as a practical force in the development of the human
race, and that the articulate efforts of the antique intellect
to comprehend the meaning of religion, the nature of the
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gods, and the principles on which they deal with men, take
their point of departure from the unspoken ideas embodied
in the traditional forms of ritual praxis. Whether the con-
scious efforts of ancient religious thinkers took the shape
of mythological invention or of speculative construction,
the raw material of thought upon which they operated was
derived from the common traditional stock of religious
conceptions that was handed on from generation to genera-
tion, not in express words, but in the form of religious
custom.

In accordance with the rules of the Burnett Trust,
three courses of lectures, to be delivered in successive
winters, are allowed me for the development of this great
subject. When the work was first entrusted to me, I
formed the plan of dividing my task into three distinct
parts. In the first course of lectures I hoped to cover the
whole field of practical religious institutions. In the
second I proposed to myself to discuss the nature and
origin of the gods of Semitic heathenism, their relations
to one another, the myths that surround them, and the
whole subject of religious belief, so far as it is not directly
involved in the observances of daily religious life. The
third winter would thus have been left free for an ex-
amination of the part which Semitic religion has played in
universal history, and its influence on the general progress
of humanity, whether in virtue of the early contact of
Semitic faiths with other systems of antique religion, or—
what is more important—in virtue of the influence, both
positive and negative, that the common type of Semitic
religion has exercised on the formulas and structure of the
great monotheistic faiths that have gone forth from the
Semitic lands. But the first division of the subject has
grown under my hands, and I find that it will not be
possible in a single winter to cover the whole field of
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religious institutions in a way at all adequate to the
fundamental importance of this part of the enquiry.

It will therefore be necessary to allow the first branch
of the subject to run over into the second course, for
which I reserve, among other matters of interest, the
whole history of religious feasts and also that of the
Semitic priesthoods. I hope, however, to give the present
course a certain completeness in itself by carrying the
investigation to the end of the great subject of sacrifice.
The origin and meaning of sacrifice constitute the central
problem of ancient religion, and when this problem has
been disposed of we may naturally feel that we have
reached a point of rest at which both speaker and hearers
will be glad to make a pause.



LECTURE II

THE NATURE OF THE RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY, AND THE
RELATION OF THE GODS TO THEIR WORSHIPPERS

WE have seen that ancient faiths must be looked on as
matters of institution rather than of dogma or formulated
belief, and that the system of an antique religion was part
of the social order under which its adherents lived ; so that
the word “ system ” must here be taken in a practical sense,
a8 when we speak of a political system, and not in the
sense of an organised body of ideas or theological opinions.
1 Broadly speaking, religion was made up of a series of acts
"and observances, the correct performance of which was ,
necessary or desirable to secure the favour of the gods or
to avert their anger; and in these observances every
member of society had a share, marked out for him either
in virtue of his being born within a certain family and
community, or in virtue of the station, within the family
and community, that he had come to hold in the course of
his life. A man did not choose his religion or frame it for
himself; it came to him as part of the general scheme of
social obligations and ordinances laid upon him, a8 a matter
of course, by his position in the family and in the nation.
Individual men were more or less religious, 88 men now
are more or less patriotic; that is, they discharged their
religious duties with a greater or less degree of zeal accord-
ing to their character and temperament ; but there was no
such thing as an absolutely;a irreligious man. A certain
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amount of religion was required of everybody; for the due
performance of religious acts was a social obligation in
which every one had his appointed share. Of intolerance
in the modern sense of the word ancient society knew
nothing ; it never persecuted a man into particular beliefs
for the good of his own soul. Religion did not exist for
the saving of souls but for the preservation and welfare of
society, and in all that was necessary to this end every
man had to take his part, or break with the domestic and
political community to which he belonged.

Perhaps the simplest way of putting the state of the
cage i this. Every human being, without choice on his
own part, but simply in virtue of his birth and upbringing,
becomes a member of what we call a natural society. He
belongs, that is, to a certain family and a certain nation,
and this membership lays upon him definite obligations
and duties which he is called upon to fulfil as a matter
of course, and on pain of social penalties and disabilities,
while at the same time it confers upon him certain social
rights and advantages. In this respect the ancient and
modern worlds are alike; but there is this important
difference, that the tribal or national societies of the ancient
world were not strictly natural in the modern sense of the
word, for the gods had their part and place in them equally
with men. The circle into which a man was born was not
simply a group of kinsfolk and fellow-citizens, but embraced
also certain divine beings, the gods of the family and of the
state, which to the ancient mind were as much a part of
the particular community with which they stood connected
as the human members of the social circle. The relation
between the gods of antiquity and their worshippers was
expressed in the language of human relationship, and this
language was not taken in a figurative sense but with strict
literality. If a god was spoken of as father and his wor-
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shippers as his offspring, the meaning was that the worship-
pers were literally of his stock, that he and they made up
one natural family with reciprocal family duties to one
another. Or, again, if the god was addressed as king, and
the worshippers called themselves his servants, they meant
that the supreme guidance of the state was actually in his
hands, and accordingly the organisation of the state in-
cluded provision for consulting his will and obtaining his
direction in all weighty matters, and also provision for
approaching him as king with due homage and tribute.

Thus a man was born into a fixed relation to certain
gods as surely as he was born into relation to his fellow-
men ; and his religion, that is, the part of conduct which
was determined by his relation to the gods, was simply
one side of the general scheme of conduct prescribed for
him by his position as a member of society. There was no
separation between the spheres of religion and of ordinary
life. Every social act had a reference to the gods as well
as to men, for the social body was not made up of men
only, but of gods and men.

This account of the position of religion in the social
system holds good, I believe, for all parts and races of the
ancient world in the earlier stages of their history. The
causes of so remarkable a uniformity lie hidden in the mists
of prehistoric time, but must plainly bave been of a general
kind, operating on all parts of mankind without distinction
of race and local environment; for in every region of the
world, as soon as we tind a nation or tribe emerging from
prehistoric darkness into the light of authentic history, we
find also that its religion conforms to the general type
which has just been indicated. As time rolls on and
society advances, modifications take place. In religion as
in other matters the transition from the antique to the
modern type of life is not sudden and unprepared, but is
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gradually led up to by a continuous disintegration of the
old structure of society, accompanied by the growth of new
ideas and institutions. In Greece, for example, the inti-
mate connection of religion with the organisation of the
family and the state was modified and made less exclusive,
at a relatively early date, by the Pan-Hellenic conceptions
which find their theological expressions in Homer. If the
Homeric poems were the Bible of the Greeks, as has so often
been said, the true meaning of this phrase is that in these
poems ufterance was given to ideas about the gods which
broke through the limitations of local and tribal worship,
and held forth to all Greeks a certain common stock of
religious ideas and motives, not hampered by the exclusive-
ness which in the earlier stages of society allows of mo
fellowship in religion that is not also a fellowship in the
interests of a single kin or a single political group. In
Italy there never was anything corresponding to the Pan-
Hellenic ideas that operated in Greece, and accordingly the
strict union of religion and the state, the solidarity of gods
and men as parts of a single society with common interests
and common aims, was characteristically exhibited in the
institutions of Rome down to quite a late date. But in
Greece as well as in Rome the ordinary traditional work-a-
day religion of the masses never greatly departed from the
primitive type. The final disintegration of antique religion
in the countries of Greeco-Italian civilisation was the work
first of the philosophers and then of Christianity. Bub
Christianity itself, in Southern Europe, has not altogether
obliterated the original features of the paganism which it
displaced. The Spanish peasants who insult the Madonna
of the neighbouring village, and come to blows over the
merits of rival local saints, still do homage to the same
antique conception of religion which in Egypt animated the
feuds of Ombos and Tentyra, and made hatred for each %
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other'’s gods the formula that summed up all the loca
jealousies of the two towns.

The principle that the fundamental conception of ancient
religion is the solidarity of the gods and their worshippers
a8 part of ome organic society, carries with it important
consequences, which I propose to examine in some detail
with special reference to the group of religions that forms
the proper subject of these lectures. But though my
facts and illustrations will be drawn from the Semitic
sphere, a great part of what I shall have to say in the
present lecture might be applied, with very trifling modifi-
cations, to the early religion of any other part of mankind.
The differences between Semitic and Aryan religion, for
example, are not 8o primitive or fundamental as is often
imagined. Not only in matters of worship, but in social
organisation generally—and we have seen that ancient
religion is but a part of the general social order which
embraces gods and men alike—the two races, Aryans and
Semites, began on lines which are so much alike as to be
almost indistinguishable, and the divergence between their
paths, which becomes more and more apparent in the
course of ages, was not altogether an affair of race and
innate tendency, but depended in a great measure on the
operation of special local and historical causes.

In both races the first steps of social and religious
development took place in small communities, which at
the dawn of history had a political system based on the
principle of kinship, and were mainly held together by the
tie of blood, the only social bond which then had absolute
and undisputed strength, being enforced by the law of
blood revenge. As a rule, however, men of several clans
lived side by side, forming communities which did not
possess the absolute homogeneity of blood brotherhood,
and yet were united by common interests and the habit
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of friendly association. The origin of such associatio
which are found all over the world at a very early ste
of society, need not occupy us now. It is enough to n
the fact that they existed, and were not maintained
the feeling of kindred, but by habit and community
interests. These local communities of men of differe
clans, who lived together on a footing of amity, and h
often to unite in common action, especially in war, L
also in affairs of polity and justice, were the origin of t
antique state. There is probably no case in ancie
history where a state was simply the development of
single homogeneous clan or gens, although the several cls
which united to form a state often came in course of ti
to suppose themselves to be only branches of one gre
ancestral brotherhood, and were thus kmit together in
closer unity of sentiment and action. But in the beg
ning, the union of several clans for common politi
action was not sustained either by an effective sentime
of kinship (the law of blood revenge uniting only memb:
of the same clan) or by any close political organisati
but was produced by the pressure of practical necessi
and always tended towards dissolution when this practi
pressure was withdrawn. The only organisation

common action was that the leading men of the clk
consulted together in time of need, and their influence

the masses with them. Out of these conferences arose 1
senates of elders found in the ancient states of Semi
and Aryan antiquity alike. The kingship, again, as

find it in most antique states, appears to have ordinar
arisen in the way which is so well illustrated by !
history of Israel. In time of war an individual leader
indispensable ; in a time of prolonged danger the tempor:
authority of an approved captain easily passes into

lifelong leadership at home as well as in the field, wh

3
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was exercised by such a judge as Gideon; and at lengt
the advantages of having a& permanent head, both as

leader of the army and as a restraint on the perennis
feuds and jealousies of clans that constantly threaten th
solidity of the state, are recognised in the institution ¢
the kingship, which again tends to become hereditary, a
in the case of the house of David, simply because th
king’s house naturally becomes greater and richer tha
other houses, and so better able to sustain the burden ¢
power.

Up to this point the progress of society was muec
alike in the East and in the West, and the progress c
religion, a8 we shall see in the sequel, followed that c
society in general. But while in Greece and Rome th
early period of the kings lies in the far background c
tradition, and only forms the starting-point ot the lon
development with which the historian of these countrie
is mainly occupied, the independent evolution of Semiti
society was arrested at an early stage. In the case of th
nomadic Arabs, shut up in their wildernesses of rock an
sand, Nature herself barred the way of progress. The lif
of the desert does not furnish the material conditions fo
permanent advance beyond the tribal system, and we fin
that the religious development of the Arabs was propor
tionally retarded, so that at the advent of Islam th
ancient heathenism, like the ancient tribal structure c¢
society, had become effete without having ever ceased t
be barbarous.

The northern Semites, on the other hand, whose pro
gress up to the eighth century before Christ certainly di
not lag behind that of the Greeks, were deprived of politica
independence, and so cut short in their natural develop
ment, by the advance from the Tigris to the Mediterranea
of the great Assyrian monarchs, who, drawing from th
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rich and broad alluvium of the Two Rivers resources which
none of their neighbours could rival, went on from conquest
to conquest till all the small states of Syria and Palestine
had gone down before them. The Assyrians were con-
querors of the most brutal and destructive kind, and
wherever they came the whole structure of ancient society
was dissolved. From this time onwards the difference
between the Syrian or Palestinian and the Greek was not
one of race alone; it was the difference between a free
citizen and a slave of an Oriental despotism. Religion
as well as civil society was profoundly affected by the
catastrophe of the old free communities of the northern
Semitic lands; the society of one and the same religion
was no longer identical with the state, and the old
golidarity of civil and religious life continued to exist
only in a modified form. It is not therefore surprising
that from the eighth century onwards the history of
Semitic religion runs a very different course from that
which we observe on the other side of the Mediterranean.
The ancient Semitic communities were small, and were
separated from each other by incessant feuds. Hence,
on the principle of solidarity between gods and their
worshippers, the particulsrism characteristic of political
society could not but reappear in the sphere of religion.
In the same measure as the god of a clan or town had
indisputable claim to the reverence and service of the
community to which he belonged, he was necessarily
an enemy to their enemies and a stranger to those to
whom they were strangers. Of this there are sufficient
evidences in the way in which the Old Testament speaks
about the relation of the nations to their gods. When
David in the bitterness of his heart complains of those
who “have driven him out from connection with the
beritage of Jehovah,” he represents them as saying to
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him, “Go, serve other gods.”! In driving him to seek
refuge in another land and another nationality, they
compel him to change his religion, for a man’s religion
is part of his political connection. “Thy sister,” says
Naomi to Ruth, “is gone back unto her people and untc
her gods”; and Ruth replies, “ Thy people shall be my
people, and thy God my God”:# the change of nationality
involves a change of cult. Jeremiah, in the full conscious-
ness of the falsehood of all religions except that of Israel,
remarks that no nation changes its gods although they be
no gods:® a nation’s worship remains as constant as its
political identity. The Book of Deuteronomy, speaking in
like manner from the standpoint of monotheism, reconciles
the sovereignty of Jehovah with the actual facts of
heathenism, by saying that He has “ allotted ” the various
objects of false worship “unto all nations under the whole
heaven.”4 The “allotment” of false gods among the
nations, as property is allotted, expresses with precision
the idea that each god had his own determinate circle of
worshippers, to whom he stood in a peculiar and exclusive
relation.

The exclusiveness of which I have just spoken naturally
finds its most pronmounced expression in the share taken
by the gods in the feuds and wars of their worshippers.
The enemies of the god and the enemies of his people are
identical; even in the Old Testament “the enemies of
Jehovah ” are originally nothing else than the enemies
of Israel® In battle each god fights for his own people,
and to his aid success is ascribed; Chemosh gives victory
to Moab, and Asshur to Assyria;® and often the divine

11 Sam. xxvi. 19. 2 Ruth i 14 sgg.
8 Jer. ii. 11. 4 Deut. iv. 19.
1 8am xxx. 26, “‘the spoil of the enemies of Jehovah ” ; Judg. v. 81.

6 See the mscription of Kmg Mesha on the so-called Moabita Stone, and
tha Asyvrian mseriptions, passim.
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image or symbol accompanies the host to battle. When
the ark was brought into the camp of Israel, the Philistines
said, “ Gods are come into the camp; who can deliver us
from the hand of these mighty gods?”! They judged from
their own practice, for when David defeated them at Baal-
perazim, part of the booty consisted in their idols which
bad been carried into the field? When the Carthaginians,
in their treaty with Philip of Macedon,? speak of “ the gods
that take part in the campaign,” they doubtless refer to
the inmates of the sacred tent which was pitched in time
of war beside the tent of the general, and before which
prisoners were sacrificed after a victory.* Similarly an
Arabic poet says, “ Yaghiith went forth with us against
Morad ” ;% that is, the image of the god Yaghiith was
carried into the fray. You observe how literal and
realistic was the conception of the part taken by the
deity in the wars of his worshippers.

When the gods of the several Semitic communities
took part in this way in the ancestral feuds of their
worshippers, it was impossible for an individual to change
his religion without changing his nationality, and a whole
community could hardly change 1ts religion at all without
being absorbed into another stock or nation. Religious
like political ties were transmitted from father to son;
for a man could not choose a new god at will; the gods of
his fathers were the only deities on whom he could count
as friendly and ready to accept his homage, unless he
forswore his own kindred and was received into a new

1] Sam. 1v. 7 sgq. 22 Sam. v. 21.

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

8 Yaciit, iv. 1028. A survival of the same idea is seen in the portable
tabernacle of the Carmathians (Ibn al-Jauzi, ap. De Goeje, Carmathes [1886],
Pp. 180 220 sg.) from which victory was believed to descend. De Gogje
compares the portable sanctuary of Mokhtar (Tabari, ii. 702 agq.) and the
‘otfa still used by Bedouin tribes (Burckhardt, Bed. and Wah. i 145 ; Lady
Anne Blunt, Bedouin Tribes, ii. 146 ; Doughty, i. 61, ii. 304).
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circle of civil as well as religious life. In the old times
hardly any but outlaws changed their religion; ceremonies
of initiation, by which a man was received into a new
religious circle, became important, as we shall see by and
by, only after the breaking up of the old political life of
the small Semitic commonwealths.

On the other hand, all social fusion between two
communities tended to bring about a religious fusion also.
This might take place in two ways. Sometimes two gods
were themselves fused into one, as when the mass of the
Israelites in their local worship of Jehovah identified Him
with the Baalim of the Canaanite high places, and carried
over into His worship the ritual of the Canaanite shrines,
not deeming that in so doing they were less truly Jehovah-
worshippers than before. This process was greatly facili-
tated by the extreme similarity in the attributes ascribed
to different local or tribal gods, and the frequent identity
of the divine titles.! One Baal hardly differed from another,
except in being connected with a different kindred or a
different place, and when the kindreds were fused by
intermarriage, or lived together in one village on & footing
of social amity, there was nothing to keep their gods
permanently distinet. In ofther cases, where the several
deities brought together by the union of their worshippers
into one state were too distinct to lose their individuality,
they continued to be worshipped side by side as allied

1Tt will appear 1n the sequel that the worship of the greater Semitir
deities was closely associated with the reverence which all primitive pastoral
tribes pay to therr flocks and herds. To a tribe whose herds consisted of
kine and oxen, the cow and the ox were sacred beings, which in the oldest
times were never killed or eaten except sacrificially. The tribal deities
themselves were conceived as closely akin to the sacred species of domestic
enimals, and their images were often made in the hikeness of steers or heifers
1 cow-keeping tribes, or of rams and ewes in shepherd tribes. It is easy to
see how this facilitated the fusion of tribal worships, and how deities

origmally distinot might come to be identified on account of the similarity
of their images and of the sacrifices offered to them. See p. 297 &gg.
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divine powers, and it is to this kind of process that we
must apparently ascribe the development of a Semitic
pantheon or polytheistic system. A pantheon, or organised
commonwealth of gods, such as we find in the state
religion of Egypt or in the Homeric poems, is not the
primitive type of heathenism, and little trace of such a
thing appears in the oldest documents of the religion
of the smaller Semitic communities. The old Semites
believed in the existence of many gods, for they accepted
as real the gods of their enemies as well as their own, but
they did not worship the strange gods from whom they
had no favour to expect, and on whom their gifts and
offerings would have been thrown away. When every
small community was on terms of frequent hostility with
all its neighbours, the formation of a polytheistic system
was impossible. Each group had its own god, or perhaps
a god and a goddess, to whom the other gods bore no
relation whatever. It was only as the small groups
coalesced into larger unities, that a society and kinship
of many gods began to be formed, on the model of the
alliance or fusion of their respective worshippers; and
indeed the chief part in the development of a systematic
hierarchy or commonwealth of Semitic deities is due to
the Babylonians and Assyrians, among whom the labours
of statesmen to build up a consolidated empire out of a
multitude of local communities, originally independent, were
seconded by the efforts of the priests to give a correspond-
ing unity of scheme to the multiplicity of local worships.!
Thus far we have looked only at the general fact, that
in a Semitic community men and their gods formed a
social and political as well as a religious whole. But to

1 In the eighth century B.c. some of the Western Semitic states had a con-
giderable pantheon, as appears most clearly from the notices of the ‘gods of
Ya’di” on the inscriptions found (in 1890) at Zemjirli in North-West
Syria, at the foot of Mount Amapus See Gooke, Nos 61-63



40 THE FATHERHOOD LECT. X

make our conceptions more concrete we must consider
what place in this whole was occupied by the divine
element of the social partnership. And here we find that
the two leading conceptions of the relation of the god to
his people are those of fatherhood and of kingship. We
have learned to look on Semitic society as built up on two
bases—on kinship, which is the foundation of the system
of clans or gentes, and on the union of kins, living inter-
mingled or side by side, and bound together by common
interests, which is the foundation of the state. We now see
that the clan and the state are both represented in religion :
as father the god belongs to the family or clan, as king
he belongs to the state; and in each sphere of the social
order he holds the position of highest dignity. Both these
sonceptions deserve to be looked at and illustrated in some
detail.

The relation of a father to his children has a moral as
well as a physical aspect, and each of these must be taken
into account in considering what the fatherhood of the
tribal deity meant in ancient religion. In the physical
aspect the father is the being to whom the child owes his
life, and through whom he traces kinship with the other
members of s family or clan. The antique conception
of kinsghip is participation in one blood, which passes from
parent to child and circulates in the veins of every member
of the family. The unity of the family or clan is viewed
as a physical unity, for the blood is the life—an idea
familiar to us from the Old Testament,!—and it is the same

1Gen. ix. 4; Dent. xii. 28, Among the Arabs also nafs is used of the
life-blood. When a man dies & natural death his life departs through the
nostrils (mate hatfa anfiki), but when he 1s slain in battle *“his life flows on
the spear pomnt” (Hamasa, p. 52). Simlarly 22 nafsa lahu sitlatun means
la dama lakw yogrs (Migbah, s.v.). 'To the use of ngyfs in the sense of blood,
the Arabian philologists refer such expressions as nifds, ohildbirth ; nafed,

puerpera. The use of mafisat or nusfisat in the sense of hddaé (Bokhari,
i. 72. 1. 10) appears to justify their explanation.
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blood and therefore the same life that is shared by every
descendant of the common ancestor. The idea that the
race has a life of its own, of which individual lives are only
parts, is expressed even more clearly by picturing the race
as a tree, of which the ancestor is the root or stem and
the descendants the branches. This figure is used by all
the Semites, and is very common both in the Old Testament
and in the Arabian poets.

The moral aspect of fatherhood, again, lies in the social
relations and obligations which flow from the physical
relationship—in the sanctity of the tie of blood which
binds together the whole family, and in the particular
modification of this tie in the case of parent and child, the
parent protecting and nourishing the child, while the child
owes obedience and service to his parent.

In Christianity, and already in the spiritual religion of
the Hebrews, the idea of divine fatherhood is entirely
dissociated from the physical basis of natural fatherhood.
Man was created in the image of God, but he was not
begotten ; God-sonship is not a thing of nature but a thing
of grace. In the Old Testament, Israel is Jehovah’s son,
and Jehovah is his father who created him;! but this
creation is not a physical act, it refers to the series of
gracious deeds by which Israel was shaped into a nation.
And so, though it may be said of the Israelites as a whole,
“Ye are the children of Jehovah your God,”? this sonship
is national, not personal, and the individual Israelite has
not the right to call himself Jehovah’s son.

But in heathen religions the fatherhood of the gods is
physical fatherhood. Among the Greeks, for example, the
idea that the gods fashioned men out of clay, as potters
fashion images, is relatively modern. The older conception
is that the races of men have gods for their ancestors, or

1 Hos. xi. 1; Deut. xxxii. 6. 2 Deat. xiv. 1,



42 THE FATHERHOOD LECT. I

are the children of the earth, the common mother of gods
and men, so that men are really of the stock or kin of the
gods.'! That the same conception was familiar to the older
Semites appears from the Bible. Jeremish describes
idolaters as saying to a stock, Thou art my father; and to a
stone, Thou hast brought me forth? In the ancient poem,
Num. xxi. 29, the Moabites are called the sons and
daughters of Chemosh, and at a much more recent date the
prophet Malachi calls a heathen woman “the daughter of
a strange god.”® These phrases are doubtless accommoda-
tions to the language which the heathen neighbours of
Israel used about themselves; they belong to an age when
society in Syria and Palestine was still mainly organised
on the tribal system, so that each clan, or even each complex
of clans forming a small independent people, traced back its
origin to a great first father; and they indicate that, just
as in Greece, this father or dpynyérns of the race wac
commonly identified with the god of the race. With this
it accords that in the judgment of most modern enquirers
several names of deities appear in the old genealogies of
nations in the Book of Genesis. Edom, for example, the
progenitor of the Edomites, was identified by the Hebrews
with Esau the brother of Jacob, but to the heathen he was
a god, as appears from the theophorous proper name
Obededom, “ worshipper of Edom.”4 The remains of such

1 8ee details and references in Preller-Robert, Grischische Mythol. (1887)
78 sqq.

2 Jer. il 27. 3 Mal. ii. 11.

4 Bathgen, Beitrage sur Semitischen Religionsg. p. 10, objects that not
all names compounded with <2} are theophorous. And it is true that on
the Nabatwman inscriptions we find names of this form in which the second
element is the name of a king; but this is in a state of society where the
king was revered as at least quasi-divine, and where the apotheosis of dead
kings was not unknown. COf Wellh. p. 2 s7.; Euting, Nadas. Inschr. p.
82 sg. ; and especially Clermont-Ganneau, Rec. &' drchéol. Or. L. 39 sgg. I
must, however, be admitted that in questions of the history of religivn,
argnments derived from names are apt to be somewhat inconclusive ; it in
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mythology are naturally few in records which have come
to us through the monotheistic Hebrews. On the other
hand, the extant fragments of Pheenician and Babylonian
cosmogonies date from a time when tribal religion and the
connection of individual gods with particular kindreds was
forgotten or had fallen into the background. But in a
generalised form the notion that men are the offspring of
the gods still held its ground. In the Pheenician cosmogony
of Philo Byblius it does so in a confused shape, due to the
author’s euhemerism, that is, to his theory that deities are
nothing more than deified men who had been great bene-
factors to their species. But euhemerism itself can arise,
as an explanation of popular religion, only where the old
gods are regarded as akin to men, and where, therefore, the
deification of human benefactors does not involve any such
patent absurdity as on our way of thinking. Again,in the
Chaldean legend preserved by Berosus! the belief that
men are of the blood of the gods is expressed in a form too
crude not to be very ancient; for animals as well as men
are said to have been formed out of clay mingled with the
blood of a decapitated deity. Here we have a blood-kinship

possible, though surely very improbable, that the national name DyTN
(always written plene) means ‘‘men,” Arabio andm, and is different from
the god-name 0N ; see Noldeke in ZDMG. xlii. 470.

As examples of god-names in the genealogies of Genesis, I have elsewhere
adduced Uz (Gen xxii. 21, xxxvi. 28; LXX, Qf, 0%, Os: and in Job i 1,
Atoiris)="Aud (Kin. 53-61) and Yeush (Gen xxxvi. 14)=Yaghiith. The
second of these 1dentifications is accepted by Noldeke, but rejected by

o, Mitth. ii. 77, Bildung der Nomina, p. 124. The other has been
criticised by Noldeke, ZDM@G. x1. 184, but his remarks do not seem to me
to be conclusive, 'That the Arabian god is a mere personification of Time is
8 hard saying, and the view that ‘audo or ‘auda in the line of al-A'shi is
derived from the name of the god, which Noldeke finds to be ‘“doch etwas
bizarr,” bas at least the suthority of Ibn al-Kalbi as cited by Jauhari, and
more clearly in the Zisan. A god {Mp bearing the same name as the ante-
dilavian Osinan (Gen. v. 9) appears in Himyaritio inscriptions: ZDMG.
xxxi. 86 ; CIS. iv. p. 20.

1 Muiller, Fr. Hist. Gr. ii. 497 sq.



44 KINSHIP OF LECT. II

of gods men and beasts, a belief which has points of contact
with the lowest forms of savage religion.

It is obvious that the idea of a physical affinity between
the gods and men in general is more modern than that of
affinity between particular gods and their worshippers; and
the survival of the idea in a generalised form, after men’s
religion had ceased to be strictly dependent on tribal con-
nection, is in itself a proof that belief in their descent from
the blood of the gods was not confined to this or that clan,
but was a widespread feature in the old tribal religions of
the Semites, too deeply interwoven with the whole system
of faith and practice to be altogether thrown asmide when
the community of the same worship ceased to be purely
one of kinship.

That this was really the case will be seen more clearly
when we come to speak of the common features of Semitic
ritual, and especially of the ritual use of blood, which is
the primitive symbol of kinship. Meantime let us observe
that there is yet another form in which the idea of divine
descent survived the breaking up of the tribal system
among the northern Semites. When this took place, the
worshippers of one god, being now men of different
kindreds, united by political bonds instead of bonds of
blood, could not be all thought of as children of the god.
He was no longer their father but their king. But as
the deities of a mixed community were in their origin the
old deities of the more influential families, the members of
these families might still trace their origin to the family
god, and find in this pedigree matter of aristocratic pride.
Thus royal and noble houses among the Greeks long con-
tinued to trace their stem back to a divine forefather, and
the same thing appears among the Semites. We are told
by Virgil and Silius Italicus! that the royal house of Tyre

1 &n. i 729, Punwa, 1. 87,
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and the noblest families of Carthage claimed descent from
the Tyrian Baal; among the Aramean sovereigns ol
Damascus, mentioned in the Bible, we find more than one
Ben-hadad, “son of the god Hadad,” and at Zenjirli the
king Bar-RKB seems from his name to claim descent from
the god RKB-EL! Among the later Aramsans names
like Barlaha, “son of God,” Barba'shmin, “son of the Lord
of Heaven,” Barate, “son of Ate,” are not uncommon. At
Palmyra we have Barnebo, “son of Nebo,” Barshamsh,
“gon of the Sun-god ”; and in Ezra ii the eponym of a
family of temple slaves is Barkos, “son of the god Caus.”
Whether any definite idea was attached to such names in
later times is doubtful ; perhaps their diffusion was due to
the constant tendency of the masses to copy aristocratic
names, which is as prevalent in the East as among
ourselves.?

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

2 Among the Hebrews and Phoenicians personal names of this type do
not appear; we have, however, the woman's name ';p:n:, ‘‘danghter of
Baal,” CIS. pt. i. Nos. 469, 727, ete. On the other hand, the worshipper is
called brother (that is, kinsman) or sister of the god in such names as
the Pheenician 7onr, Nabbm, oA ; PowNA, nsbonm, Mpbunn, ndnn,
NP, ¢ sister of Tanith,” and the Hebrew 5%'%, mMN. A singular and
puzzling class of theophorons names are those which have the form of an
Arabic konya ; as Abibaal, “ father of Baal” It has been common to evade
the difficulty by rendering  my fatheris Baal* ; but this view breaks down
before such a woman’s name as |[DYNRDN (CIS No. 881), “ mother of the
god Eshmun.” See Noldeke in ZDMG. xli. (1888) p. 480, who seems dis-
posed to believe that “ father " has here some metaphorical sense, comparmg
Gen. xlv. 8. For my own part I hazard the conjecture that the komya was
in practice used as equivalent to the patronymic; the custom of calling the
eldest son after the grandfather was so widespread that M, son of N, was
pretty sure to be known also as M, father of N, and the latter, as the more
polite form of address, might very well come to supersede the patronymic
sltogether. I think there are some traces of thisin Arabic ; the poet ‘Amrb.
Kolthum addresses the king ‘Amr b, Hind as Abu Hind (Moall. 1. 28). In
Hebrew the prefixes "2y, ‘NN, 1O are used in forming names of women as
well as men, and so in Pheenician Abibaal may be a woman’s name (OIS.
No. 378), ss Yopax, 10N are in Hmmyaritic (0ZS. pt. iv. Nos. 6, 85);
but for this lmguistic peculiarity Noldeke has adduced satisfactory analogies.
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The belief that all the members of a clan are sons and
daughters of its god, might naturally be expected to survive
longest in Arabia, where the tribe was never lost in the
state, and kinship continued down to the time of Mohammed
to be the one sacred bond of social unity. In point of
fact many Arabian tribes bear the names of gods, or of
celestial bodies worshipped as gods, and their members are
styled “sons of Hobal,” “sons of the Full Moon,” and the
like! There is no adequate reason for refusing to explain
these names, or at least the older ones among them, on
the analogy of the similar clan-names found among the
northern Semites; for Arabian ritual, as well as that of
Palestine and Syris, involves in its origin a belief in the
kinship of the god and his worshippers. In the later ages
of Arabian heathenism, however, of which alone we have
any full accounts, religion had come to be very much dis-
sociated from tribal feeling, mainly, it would seem, in
consequence of the extensive migrations which took place
in the first centuries of our era,and carried tribes far away
from the fixed sanctuaries of the gods of their fathers?
Men forgot their old worship, and as the names of gods
were also used as individual proper names, the divine
ancestor, even before Islam, had generally sunk to the rank
of a mere man. But though the later Arabs worshipped
gods that were not the gods of thewr fathers, and tribes of
alien blood were often found gathered together on festival

1 See Kinship, p. 241 sqq., and Wellhausen, Heidenthum, p. 7 sqq., who
explains all suoh names as due to omission of the prefix ‘4¥d or the like.
In some cases this probably is so, but it must not be assumed that because
the same tribe is called (for example) ‘Aunf or ‘Abd *Auf indifferently, Banu
‘Aufis a contraction of Banu "Abd ‘Auf. It is quite logical that the sons
of 'Auf form the collective body of his worshippers; ef. Mal. ifi. 17 ; and
for the collective use of ‘abd cof. Hamdasa, p. 812, first verse. Personal names
indicating god-sonship are lacking in Arabia; see on supposed Sabsman
examples, D. H. Muller, ZDMG. xxxvii 12 s7, 15

? Soe Wellhausen, u supra, p 215 &., and compare 1 Sam. xxvi. 19,
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occasions at the great pilgrim shrines, there are many
evidences that all Arabic deities were originally the gods
of particular kins, and that the bond of religion was
originally coextensive with the bond of blood.

A main proof of this les in the fact that the duties of
blood were the only duties of absolute and indefeasible
sanctity. The Arab warrior in the ages immediately pre-
ceding Islam was very deficient in religion in the ordinary
sense of the word; he was little occupied with the things
of the gods and negligent in matters of ritual worship.
But he had a truly religious reverence for his clan, and a
kinsman’s blood was to him a thing holy and inviolable.
This apparent paradox becomes at once intelligible when
we view it in the light of the antique conception, that the
god and his worshippers make up a society in which the
same character of sanctity is impressed on the relations of
the worshippers to one another as on their relations to
their god. The original religious society was the kindred
group, and all the duties of kinship were part of religion.
And so even when the clan-god had fallen into the back-
ground and was little remembered, the type of a clan-
religion was still maintained in the enduring sanctity of
the kindred bond.

Again, the primitive connection of religion with kindred
is attested by the existence of priesthoods confined to men
of one clan or family, which in many cases was of a

1 When the oracle at Tabala forbade the poet Imraulcais to make war
on the slayers of his father, he broke the lot and dashed the pieces in the
face of the god, exclaiming with a gross and insulting expletive, *“If it
had been thy father that was killed, thou wouldst not have refused me
vengeance,” The respect for the sanctity of blood overrides respest for a
god who, by taking no interest in the poet’s blood-feud, has shown that he
has no feeling of kindred for the murdered man and his son. Imrauleais’s
act does not show that he was impious, bus only that kinship was the
principle of his religion. That with such principles he consulied the oracle

of a strange god at all, 18 perhaps to be explained by the fact that his army
was & miscellaneous band of hirelings and broken men of various tribes.
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different blood from the class of the worshippers. Cases
of this sort are common, not only among the Arabs! but
among the other Semites also, and generally throughout
the ancient world. In such cases the priestly clan may
often represent the original kindred group which was once
in exclusive possession of the sacra of the god, and con-
tinued to administer them after worshippers from without
were admitted to the religion.

And further, it will appear when we come to the
subject of sacrifice, that when tribes of different blood
worshipped at the same sanctuary and adored the same
god, they yet held themselves apart from one another and
did not engage in any common sct that united them in
religious fellowship. The circle of worship was still the
kin, though the deity worshipped was mnot of the kin, and
the only way in which two kindreds could form a religious
fusion was by a covenant ceremony, in which it was
symbolically set forth that they were no longer twain, but
of one blood. It is clear, therefore, that among the Arabs
the circle of religious solidarity was originally the group
of kinsmen, and it needs no proof that, this being so, the
god himself must have been conceived as unmited to his
worshippers by the bond of blood, as their great kinsman,
or more specifically as their great ancestor.

It is often said that the original Semitic conception
of the godhead was abstract and transcendental; that
while Aryan religion with its poetic mythology drew
the gods down into the sphere of nature and of human
life, Semitic religion always showed an opposite tendency,
that it sought to remove the gods as far as possible from
man, and even contained within itself from the first the
seeds of an abstract deism. According to this view, the
anthropomorphisms of Semitic religion, that is, all expres-

1 Wellhausen, p. 130 47.
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sions which in their literal sense imply that the gods have
a physical nature cognate to that of man, are explained
away as mere allegory, and it is urged, in proof of the
fundamental distinction between the Aryan and Semitic
conceptions of the divine nature, that myths like those of
the Aryans, in which gods act like men, mingle with men
and in fact live a common life with mankind, have little
or no place in Semitic religion. But all this is mere
unfounded assumption. It is true that the remains of
ancient Semitic mythology are not very numerous; but
mythology cannot be preserved without literature, and an
early literature of Semitic heathenism does not _exist.
The one exception is the cuneiform literature of Babylonis,
and in it we find fragments of a copious mythology. It is
true, also, that there is not much mythology in the poetry
of heathen Arabia; but Arabian poetry has little to do
with religion at all: it dates from the extreme decademce
of the old heathenism, and is preserved to us only in the
collections formed by Mohammedan scholars, who were
careful to avoid or obliterate as far as possible the traces
of their fathers’ idolatry. That the Semites never had a
mythological epic poetry comparable to that of the Greeks
is admitted ; but the character of the Semitic genius, which
is deficient in plastic power and in the faculty of sustained
and orderly effort, is enough to account for the fact. We
cannot draw inferences for religion from the absence of
an elaborate mythology ; the question is whether there are
not traces, in however crude a form, of the mythological
point of view. And this question must be answered in
the affirmative. I must not turn aside now to speak at
large of Semitic myths, but it is to the point to observe
that there do exist remains of myths, and not only of
myths but of sacred usages, involving a conception of the
divine beings and their relation with man which entirely
4
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justifies us in taking the kinship of men with gods in its
hteral and physical sense, exactly as in Greece. In Greece
the loves of the gods with the daughters of men were
referred to remote antiquity, but in Babylon the god Bel
was still, in the time of Herodotus, provided with a human
wife, who spent the night in his temple and with whom
he was believed to share his couch.! In one of the few
fragments of old mythology which have been transplanted
unaltered into the Hebrew Scriptures, we read of the sons
of gods who took wives of the daughters of men, and be-
came the fathers of the renowned heroes of ancient days.
Such a hero is the Gilgamesh of Babylonian myth, to whom
the great goddess Ishtar did not disdain to offer her hand.
Arabian tradition presents similar legends. The clan of
‘Amr b, Yarbi® was descended from & si'ldf, or she-demon,
who became the wife of their human father, but suddenly
disappeared from him on seeing a flash of lightning? In
this connection the distinction between gods and demi-gods
is immaterial; the demi-gods are of divine kind, though
they have not attained to the full position of deities with
a recognised circle of worshippers.®

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

! Herod. i. 181 s3. This is not more realistic than the custom of pro-
viding the Hercules (Baal) of Sanbulos with a horse, on which he rode out
to hunt by night (Tac. Aawn. xu. 13 ; cf. Gaz. Archéol. 1879, p. 178 sgq.).

2 Ibn Dorerd, Ket@b al-ishticic, p. 189. It is implied that the demomac
wife was of Iightning kind. Elsewhere also the si7d seems to be a fiery
scorching being. In Ibn Hisham, p. 27, 1. 14, the Abyssinian hosts resemble
Sa'ali because they ravage the country with fire, and the green trees are
scorched up before them See also Rasmussen, Addit. p. 71, 1. 19 of the
Ar. text,

3 Modern legends of marmage or courtship between men and jinn,
Doughty, ii. 191 8. ; ZDPV. x. 84. Whether such marriages are lawful is
solemnly discussed by Mohammedan jurists.
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that at an early date, among all the Semitic peoples. But
the force of the evidence goes further, and leaves no
reasonable doubt that among the Semites this was the
original type of religion, out of which all other types
grew. That it was so is partioularly clear as regards
Arabia, where we have found the conception of the circle
of worship and the circle of kindred as identical to be
so deeply rooted that it dominated the practical mde of
religion, even after men worshipped deities that were not
kindred gods. But among the other branches of the
Semites also, the connection between religion and kinship
is often manifested in forms that cennot be explained
except by reference to a primitive stage of society, in
which the circle of blood relations was also the circle
of all religious and social unity. Nations, as dis-
tinguished from mere clans, are not constructed on the
principle of kinship, and yet the Semitic nations
habitually feigned themselves to be of one kin, and
their national religions are deeply imbued, both in
legend and in ritual, with the idea that the god and
his worshippers are of ome stock. This, I apprehend,
is good evidence that the fundamental lines of all
Semitic religion were laid down, long before the begin-
nings of authentic history, in tibat earliest stage of
society when kinship was the only recognised type of
permenent friendly relation between man and man, and
therefore the only type on which it was possible to
frame the conception of a permanent friendly relation
between a group of men and a supernatural being.
That all human societies have been developed from
this stage is now generally recognised; and the evidence
shows that amongst the Semites the historical forms of
religion can be traced back to such a stage.

Recent researches into the history of the family render
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it in the highest degree improbable that the physical
kinship between the god and his worshippers, of which
traces are found all over the Semitic area, was originally
conceived as fatherhood. It was the mother’s, not the
father’s, blood which formed the original bond of kinship
among the Semites as among other early peoples, and in
this stage of society, if the tribal deity was thought of
as the parent of the stock, a goddess, not a god, would
necessarily have been the object of worship. In point
of fact, goddesses play a great part in Semitic religion,
and that not merely in the subordinate réle of wives of
the gods; it is also noticeable that in various parts of
the Semitic field we find deities originally female changing
their sex and becoming gods, as if with the change in the
rule of humen kinship! So long as kinship was traced
through the mother alone, a male deity of common stock
with his worshippers could only be their cousin, or, in the
language of that stage of society, their brother. This in
fact is the relationship between gods and men asserted by
Pindar, when he ascribes to both alike a common mother
Earth, and among the Semites a trace of the same point
of view may be seen in the class of proper names which
designate their bearers as “brother” or “sister” of a deity.?
If this be so, we must distinguish the religious significance
belonging to the wider and older conception of kinship
between the deity and the race that worshipped him, from
the special and more advanced ideas, conformed to a higher
stage of social development, that were added when the
kindred god came to be revered as a father.

Some of the most notable and constant features of
all ancient heathenism, and indeed of all nature-religions,

1 Bee Kinship, p 298 sgq., note E. I hope to return to this subject on
o future opportunity.
£ See above, p. 45, note 2.
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from the totemism of savages upward, find their sufficient
explanation in the physical kinship that unites the human
and superhuman members of the same religious and social
community, without reference to the special doctrine of
divine fatherhood. From this point of view the natural
solidarity of the god and his worshippers, which has been
already enlarged upon as characteristic of antique religion,
at once becomes intelligible; the indissoluble bond that
unites men to their god is the same bond of blood-fellow-
ship which in early society is the onme binding link
between man and man, and the one sacred principle of
moral obligation. And thus we see that even in its
rudest forms religion was a moral force; the powers
that man reveres were on the side of social order and
tribal law; and the fear of the gods was a motive to
enforce the laws of society, which were also the laws of
morality.

But though the earliest nature-religion was fully
identified with the earliest morality, it was not fitted
to raise morality towards higher ideals; and instead of
leading the way in social and ethical progress, it was often
content to follow or even to lag behind. Religious feeling
is naturally conservative, for it is bound up with old
custom and usage; and the gods, who are approached
only in traditional ritual, and invoked as giving sanction
to long-established principles of conduct, seem always to
be on the side of those who are averse to change. Among
the Semites, a8 among other races, religion often came to
work against a higher morality, not because it was in
its essence a power for evil, but because it clung to the
obsolete ethical standard of a bygone stage of society.
To our better judgment, for example, one of the most
offensive features in tribal religion is its particularism;
a man is held answerable to his god for wrong done to
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a member of his own kindred or political community, but
he may deceive, rob, or kill an alien without offence to
religion ; the deity cares only for his own kinsfolk. This
is a very narrow morality, and we are tempted to call it
sheer immorality. But such a judgment would be alto-
gether false from an historical point of view. The larger
morality which embraces all mankind has its basis in
habits of loyalty, love, and self-sacrifice, which were
originally formed and grew strong in the narrower circle
of the family or the clan; and the part which the religion
of kinship played in the development and mamtenance
of these habits, is one of the greatest services it has
done to human progress. This service it was able to
render because the gods were themselves members of
the kin, and the man who was untrue to kindred duty
had to reckon with them as with his human clansmen.

An eloquent French writer has recently quoted with
approval, and applied to the beginnings of Semitic religion,
the words of Statius, Primus in orbe deos feeit timor,
“Man fancied himself surrounded by enemies whom he
sought to appease.” But however true it is that savage
man feels himself to be environed by innumerable dangers
which he does not understand, and so personifies as invisible
or mysterious enemies of more than human power, it is not
true that the attempt to appease these powers is the founds-
tion of religion. From the earliest times, religion, as distinct
from magic or sorcery, addresses itself to kindred and
friendly beings, who may indeed be angry with their people
for a time, but are always placable except to the enemies
of their worshippers or to renegade members of the com-
munity. It is not with a vague fear of unknown powers,
but with a loving reverence for known gods who are knit
to their worshippers by strong bonds of kinship, that

1 Renan, Hist, @’Isrucl, 1. 29.
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religion in the only true sense of the word begins.
Rehigion in this sense is not the child of terror; and
the difference between it and the savage’s dread of un-
seen foes is as absolute and fundamental in the earliest
as in the latest stages of development. It is only in
times of social dissolution, as in the last age of the
small Semitic states, when men and their gods were
alike powerless before the advance of the Assyrians, that
magical superstitions based on mere terror, or rites
designed to conciliate alien gods, invade the sphere of
tribal or national religion. In better times the religion
of the tribe or state has nothing in common with the
private and foreign superstitions or magical rites that
savage terror may dictate to the individual. Religion
is not an arbitrary relation of the individual man to a
supernatural power, it is a relation of all the members
of a community to a power that has the good of the
community at heart, and protects its law and wmoral
order. This distinction seems to have escaped some
modern theorists, but it was plain enough to the common
gense of antiquity, in which private and magical supersti-
tions were habitually regarded as offences against morals
and the state. It is not only in Israel that we find the
suppression of magical rites to be one of the first cares of
the founder of the kingdom, or see the introduction of
foreign worships treated as a heinous crime. In both
respects the law of Israel is the law of every well-ordered
ancient community.

In the historical stage of Semitic religion the kinship
of the deity with his or her people is specified as father-
hood or motherhood, the former conception predominating,
in accordance with the later rule that assigned the son to
his father’s stock. Under the law of male kinship woman
takes a subordinate place; the father is the natural head
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of the family, and superior to the mother, and accordingly
the chief place in religion usually belongs, not to a mother-
goddess, but to a father-god. At the same time the concep-
tion of the goddess-mother was not unknown, and seems
to be attached to cults which go back to the ages of
polyandry and female kinship. The Babylonian Ishtar in
her oldest form is such a mother-goddess, unmarried, or
rather choosing her temporary partners at will, the queen
head and firstborn of all gods! She is the mother of the
gods and also the mother of men, who, in the Chaldsan
flood-legends, mourns over the death of her offspring.
In like manner the Carthaginians worshipped & great
mother,” who seems to be identical with Tanith-Artemis,
the “heavenly virgin,”%? and the Arabian Lat was
worshipped by the Nabatwans as mother of the gods, and
must be idenfified with the virgin-mother, whose worship
at Petra is described by Epiphanius®

1 Tiele, Babylonisch-Assyrische Gesch. p. 528,

N3y DN, CIS. Nos. 195, 880; cf. No. 177. The identification of
Tanith with Artemis appears from No. 116, where NIN123Y="Aprseldmpes, and
is confirmed by the prominence of the virgo celestis or numen virgunale in
the later cults of Punic Africa. The identification of the mother of the gods
with the heavenly virgin, i.c. the unmarried goddess, is confirmed if not
absolutely demanded Ly Aug. Civ. Dei, ii. 4. At Carthage she seems also
to be identical wath Dido, of whom as a goddess more in another connection.
Ses Hoffmann, Ueb. ewnige Phon. Inscliry p. 82 sg. The foul type of worship
corresponding to the conception of the goddess as polyandrous prevailed at
Sicca Veneria, and Augustin speaks with indignation of the incredible
obscenity of the songs that accompanied the worship of the Carthagmian
mother-goddess ; but perhaps this is not wholly to be set down as of Punic
origin, for the general laxity on the point of female chastity in which such a
type of worship originates has always been characteristic of North Afiica (see
Tissot, La Prov. & Afrique, i. 477).

3 De Vogué, Syr. Centr. Inscr. Nab. No. 8 ; Epiph., Panarium 51 (ii. 488,
Dmd.), see Kinship, p. 298 sg. I am not able to follow the argument by
which Wellh !, pp. 40, 46, seeks to invalidate the evidence as to the worship
of a mother-goddess by the Nabatmans. He supposes that the XaaSov, which
Epiphanius represents as the virgin-mother of Dusares, is really nothing
more than the cippus, or betyl, out of which the god was supposed to have
been born, f.e. the image of the god himself, not a distinct deity. But from
the time of Herodotus downwaids, al-Lit was worshipped in these regions
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Originally, since men are of one stock with their gods,
the mother of the gods must also have been, like Ishtar,
the mother of men ; but except in Babylonia and Assyris,
where the kings at least continued to speak of themselves
a8 the progeny of Ishtar, it is not clear that this idea was
present to the Semitic worshipper when he addressed his
goddess as the great mother. But if we may judge from
analogy, and even from such modern analogies as are
supplied by the cult of the Virgin Mary, we can hardly
doubt that the use of a name appropriated to the tenderest
and truest of human relationships was associated in acts
of worship with feelings of peculiar warmth and trustful
devotion. “Can a woman forget her sucking child, that
she should not have compassion on the son of her womb?
Yea, they may forget, yet will I not forget thee”?
That such thoughts were not wholly foreign to Semitie
heathenism appears, to give a single instance, from the

side by side with a god, and the evidence of De Vogiié's inscription and
that of Epiphanius agree in making Lat the mother and the god her
son. Epiphamius implies that the virgin-mother was worshipped also at
Elusa ; and here Jerome, in his life of S. Hilarion, knows a temple of a
goddess whom he calls Venus, and who was worshipped ‘‘ob Luciferum,”
on account of her connection with the morning star. Wellhausen takes
this to mean that the goddess of Elusa was identified with the morning star;
but that 18 impossible, for, in his comm. on Amos v., Jerome plainly indi-
cates that the morning star was worshipped as a god, not as a goddess.
This is the old Semitic conception ; see Isa. xiv. 12, *‘Lucifer, son of the
Dawn” ; and in the Arabian poets, also, the planet Venus is masculine, as
‘Wellhausen himself observes. I see no reason to believe that the Arabs of
Nilus worshipped the morning star as a goddess ; nor perhaps does the
worship of this planet as a goddess (Al-‘Ozz3) appear anywhere in Arabisa,
except among the Eastern tribes who came under the influence of the
Assyrian Ishtar-worship, as it survived among the Aramwans. This point
was not clear to me when I wrote my Kinship, and want of attention to
it has brought some confusion into the argument. That the goddess of
Elusa was Al-‘Ozza, as Wellh,, p. 48, supposes, is thus very doubtful.
Whether, as Tach thought, her local name was Khalaga is ulso doubtful, but
we must not reject the identification of Elusa with the place still called
Khslasa; see Palmer, Desert of the Eeodus, p. 428, compared with p. 550 sgq,
! Isa. xlix. 16,
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language in which Assurbanipal appeals to Ishtar in his
time of need, and in the oracle she sends to comfort
him?

But in this, a8 in all its aspects, heathenism shows its
fundamental weakness, in its inability to separate the
ethical motives of religion from their source in a merely
naturalistic conception of the godhead and its relation to
man. Divine motherhood, like the kinship of men and
gods in general, was to the heathen Semites a physical
fact, and the development of the corresponding cults and
myths laid more stress on the physical than on the ethical
gide of maternity, and gave a prominence to sexual ideas
which was never edifying, and often repulsive. Especially
was this the case when the change in the law of kinship
deprived the mother of her old pre-eminence in the family,
and transferred to the father the greater part of her
authority and dignity. This change, as we know, went
hand in hand with the abolition of the old polyandry; and
as women lost the right to choose their own partners at
will, the wife became subjeet to her husband’s lordship,
and her freedom of action was restrained by his jealousy,
at the same time that her children became, for all purposes
of inheritance and all duties of blood, members of his and
not of her kin. So far as religion kept pace with the
new laws of social morality due to this development,
the independent divine mother necessarily became the
subordinate partner of a male deity; and so the old
polyandrous Ishtar reappears in Cansan and elsewhere
as Astarte, the wife. of the supreme Baal Or if the
supremacy of the goddess was too well established to be
thus undermined, she might change her sex, as in Southern
Arabia, where Ishtar is transformed into the masculine
6 ! George Smuth, Asswrbanipal, p. 117 sgq.; Records of the Past, ix.

5q.
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Athtar. But not seldom religious tradition refused to
move forward with the progress of society; the goddess
retained her old character as a mother who was mnot a
wife bound to fidelity to her husband, and at her sanctuary
she protected, under the name of religion, the sexual
licence of savage society, or even demanded of the
daughters of her worshippers a shameful sacrifice of their
chastity, before they were permitted to bind themselves
for the rest of their lives to that conjugal fidelity which
their goddess despised.

The emotional side of Semitic heathenism was always
very much connected with the worship of female deities,
partly through the associations of maternity, which
appealed to the purest and tenderest feelings, and
partly through other associations connected with woman,
which too often appealed to the sensuality so strongly
developed in the Semitic race. The feelings called forth
when the deity was conceived as a father were on the
whole of an austerer kind, for the distinctive note of
fatherhood, as distinguished from kinship in genmeral, lay
mainly in the parental authority, in the father’s claim to
be honoured and served by his son. The honour which
the fifth commandment requires children to pay to their
fathers is named in Mal i 6 along with that which a
servant owes to his master, and the same prophet (il 17)
speaks of the considerate regard which a father shows
for “ the son that serveth him.” To this day the grown-up
son in Arabia serves his father in much the same offices
as the domestic slave, and approaches’ him with much the
same degree of reverence and even of comstraint. It is
only with his little children that the father is effusively
affectionate and on quite easy terms. On the other hand,
the father'’s authority had not a despotic character. He
bad no such power of life and death over his sons as
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Roman law recognised! and indeed, after they passed
beyond childhood, had no means of enforcing his authority
if they refused to respect it. Paradoxical as this may
seem, it i8 quite in harmony with the general spirit of
Semitic institutions that authority should exist and be
generally acknowledged without having any force behind
it except the pressure of public opinion. The authority
of an Arab sheikh is in the same position; and when an
Arab judge pronounces sentemce on a culprit, it is at the
option of the latter whether he will pay the fine, which is
the invariable form of penalty, or continue in feud with
his accuser.

Thus, while the conception of the tribal god as father
introduces into religion the idea of divine authority, of
reverence and service due from the worshipper to the
deity, it does not carry with it any idea of the strict and
rigid enforcement of divine commands by supernatural
sanctions. The respect paid by the Semite to his father
is but the respect which he pays to kindred, focussed
upon a gingle representative person, and the father’s
authority is only a special manifestation of the authority
of the kin, which can go no further than the whole kin is
prepared to back it. Thus, in the sphere of religion, the
god, as father, stands by the majority of the tribe in
enforcing tribal law against refractory members: outlawry,
which is the only punishment ordinarily applicable to
a clansman, carries with it excommunication from religious
communion, and the man who defies tribal law has to fear

18ee Deut. xxi. 18, where the word *‘chastened” should rather be
‘“‘admonished.” The powerlessness of Jacob to restrain his grown-up sons is
not related as a proof that he was weak, but shows that a father had no means
of enforcing his authority. The law of Deuteronomy can hardly have been
carried into practice. In Prov. xxx. 17 disobedience to parents is cited as
a thing which brings a man to a bad end, not as a thing punished by law.

That an Arab father conld do no more than argue with his son, and bring
tribal opinion to bear on him, appears from .4gh. xix 102 sg.
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the god as well as his fellow-men. But in all minor
matters, where outlawry is out of the question, the long-
suffering tolerance which tribesmen in early society
habitually extend to the offences of their fellow-tribesmen
is ascribed also to the god; he does not willingly break
with any of his worshippers, and accordingly a bold and
wilful man does not hesitate to take considerable liberties
with the paternal deity. As regards his worshippers at
large, it appears scarcely conceivable, from the point of
view of tribal religion, that the god can be so much
displeased with anything they do that his anger can go
beyond & temporary estrangement, which is readily
terminated by their repentance, or even by a mere change
of humour on the part of the god, when his permanent
affection for his own gets the better of his momentary
displeasure, a8 it is pretty sure to do if he sees them to
be in straits, eg. to be hard pressed by their and his
enemies. On the whole, men live on very easy terms
with their tribal god, and his paternal authority is neither
striet nor exacting.

This is a very characteristic feature of heathen religion,
and one which does not disappear when the god of the
community comes to be thought of as king rather than as
father. The inscription of King Mesha, for example, tells
us that Chemosh was angry with his people, and suffered
Israel to oppress Moab; and then again that Chemosh
fought for Moab, and delivered it from the foe. There is
no explanation offered of the god’s change of mind; it
appears to be simply taken for granted that he was tired
of seeing his people put to the worse. In like manmner
the mass of the Hebrews before the exile received with
blank incredulity the prophetic teaching, that Jehovah was
ready to enforce His law of righteousness even by the
destruction of the sinful commonwealth of Israel. To the
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prophets Jehovah’s long-suffering meant the patience with
which He offers repeated calls to repentance, and defers
punishment while there is hope of amendment; but to
the heathen, and to the heathenly-minded in Israel, the
long-suffering of the goas meant a disposition to overlook
the offences of their worshippers.

To reconcile the forgiving goodness of God with His
absolute justice, is one of the highest problems of spiritual
religion, which in Christianity is solved by the doectrine of
the atonement. It is important to realise that in heathen-
ism this problem never arose in the form in which the
New Testament deals with it, not because the gods of the
heathen were not conceived as good and gracious, but
because they were not absolutely just. This lack of strict
justice, however, is not to be taken as meaning that the
gods were in their nature unjust, when measured by the
existing standards of social righteousness; as a rule they
were conceived as sympathising with right conduect, bub
not as rigidly enforcing it in every case. To us, who are
accustomed to take an abstract view of the divine attri-
butes, this is difficult to conceive, but it seemed perfectly
natural when the divine sovereignty was conceived as a
kingship precisely similar to human kingship.

In its beginnings, human kingship was as little absolute
as the authority of the fathers and elders of the clan,
for it was not supported by an executive organisation
sufficient to carry out the king’s sentence of justice or
constrain obedience to his decrees. The authority of the
prince was moral rather than physical; his business was
to guide rather than to dictate the conduct of his free
subjects, to declare what was just rather than to enforce it.!

1In Aramaic the root MLK (from which the common Semitic word for
“king” is dertved) means ‘‘to advise”; and in Arabic the word Amdr,
“‘ commander,” *‘ prince,” also means ‘‘ adviser ”; ‘Orwa b. al-Ward, i. 16,
and schol.
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Thus the limitations of royal power went on quite an
opposite principle from that which underlies a modern
limited monarchy. With us the king or his government
is armed with the fullest authority to enforce law and
justice, and the limitations of his power lie in the
independence of the legislature and the judicial courts.
The old Semitic king, on the contrary, was supreme judge,
and his decrees were laws, but neither his sentences nor
his decrees could take effect unless they were supported
by forces over which he had very imperfect control He
simply threw his weight into the scale, a weight which
was partly due to the moral effect of his sentence, and
partly to the material resources which he commanded, not
so much gud king as in the character of a great noble and
the head of a powerful circle of kinsfolk and clients. An
energetic sovereign, who had gained wealth and prestige
by successful wars, or inherited the resources accumu-
lated by a line of kingly ancestors, might wield almost
despotic power, and in a stable dynasty the tendency was
towards the gradual establishment of absolute monarchy,
especially if the royal house was able to maintain a
standing army devoted to its interests. But a pure
despotism of the modern Eastern type probably had not
been reached by any of the small kingdoms that were
crushed by the Assyrian empire, and certainly the ideas
which underlay the conception of divine sovereignty date
from an age when the human kingship was still in a
rudimentary state, when its executive strength was very
limited, and the sovereign was in no way held responsible
for the constant maintenance of law and order in all parts
of his realm. In most matters of internal order he was
not expected to interfere unless directly appealed to by
one or other party in a dispute, and even then it was not
certain that the party in whose favour he decided would
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not be left to make good his rights with the aid of his own
family connections. So loose a system of administration
did not offer a pattern on which to frame the conception
of a constant unremitting divine providence, overlooking
no injustice and suffering no right to be crushed; the
national god might be good and just, but was not con-
tinually active or omnipresent in his activity. But we
are not to suppose that this remissness was felt to be a
defect in the divine character. The Semitic nature is
impatient of control, and has no desire to be strictly
governed either by human or by divine authority. A god
who could be reached when he was wanted, but usually
left men pretty much to themselves, was far more accept-
able than one whose ever watchful eye can neither be
avoided nor deceived. ~'What the Semitic communities
asked, and believed themselves to receive, from their god as
king lay mainly in three things: help agamst their enemies,
counsel by oracles or soothsayers in matters of national
difficulty, and a sentence of justice when a case was too
hard for human decision. The valour, the wisdom, and
the justice of the nation looked to him as their head, and
were strengthened by his support in time of need. For
the rest it was not expected that he should always be busy
righting human affairs. In ordinary matters it was men’s
business ‘to help themselves and their own kinsfolk, though
the sense that the god was always near, and could be
called upon at need, was a moral force continually working
in gome degree for the maintenance of social righteousness
and order. The strength of this moral force was indeed
very uncertain, for it was always possible for the evil-
doer to flatter himself that his offence would be overlooked;
but even so uncertain an influence of religion over conduct
was of no little use in the slow and difficult process of the
consolidation of an orderly society out of barbarism.
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As a social and political force, in the earlier stages of
Semitic society, antique religion cannot be said to have
failed in its mission; but it was too closely modelled on
the traditional organisation of the family and the nation
to retain a healthful vitality when the social system was
violently shattered. =@ Among the northern Semites the
age of Assyrian conquest proved as critical for religious
as for civil history, for from that time forward the old
religion was quite out of touch with the actualities of
social life, and became almost wholly mischievous. Bub
apart from the Assyrian catastrophe, there are good reasons
to think that in the eighth century B.c. the national
religion of the northern Semites had already passed its
prime, and was sinking into decadence. The moral springs
of conduct which it touched were mainly connected with
the first needs of & rude society, with the community’s
instinet of self-preservation. The enthusiasm of religion
was seen only in times of peril, when the nation, under
its divine head, was struggling for national existence. In
times of peace and prosperity, religion had little force to
raise man above sensuality and kindle him to right and
noble deeds. Except when the nation was in danger, it
called for no self-denial, and rather encouraged an easy
sluggish indulgence in the good things that were enjoyed
under the protection of the national god. The evils that
slowly sap society, the vices that at first sight seem too
private to be matters of national concern, the disorders
that accompany the increase and unequal distribution of
wealth, the relaxation of moral fibre produced by luxury
and sensuality, were things that religion hardly touched
at all, and that the easy, indulgent god could hardly be
thought to take note of. The God who could deal with
such evils was the God of the prophets, no mere Oriental
king raised to a throne in heaven, but the just and jealous

5
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God, whose eyes are in every place, beholding the evil and
the good, who is of purer eyes than to behold evil, and
cannot look upon iniquity.!

In what precedes I have thought it convenient to
assume for the moment, without breaking the argument
by pausing to offer proof, that among the Semitic peoples
which got beyond the mere tribal stage and developed a
tolerably organised state, the supreme deity was habitually
thought of as king, The definitive proof that this was
really so must be sought in the details of religious practice,
to which we shall come by and by, and in which we shall
find indicated a most realistic conception of the divine
kingship. Meantime some proofs of a different character
may be briefly indicated. In the Old Testament the king-
ship of Jehovah is often set forth as the glory of Israel, but
never in such terms as to suggest that the idea of divine
kingship was peculiar to the Hebrews. On the contrary,
other nations are “the kingdoms of the false gods.”? In
two exceptional cases a pious judge or a prophet appears
to express the opinion that Jehovah’s sovereignty is in-
consistent with human kingship? such as existed in the
surrounding nations; but this difficulty was never felt by
the mass of the Israelites, nor even by the prophets in the
regal period, and it was certainly not felt by Israel’s
neighbours. If a son could be crowned in the lifetime of
his father, as was done in the case of Solomon, or could act
for his father as Jotham acted for Uzziah! there was no
difficulty in looking on the human king as the viceroy of
the divine sovereign, who, as we have seen, was often
believed to be the father of the royal race, and so to lend
a certain sanctity to the dynasty. Accordingly we find
that the Tyrian Baal bears the title of Melearth,  king of

1 Prov. xv. 3; Hab. i. 18. 2 Isa. x. 10.
3 Judg. viii. 28 ; 1 Sam, xii, 12, 41 Kings i 82 sgg.; 2 Kings xv. 5.
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the city,” or more fully, “our lord Melcarth, the Baal of
Tyre,”! and this sovereignty was acknowledged by the
Carthaginian colonists when they paid tithes at his temple
in the mother city ; for in the East tithes are the kings
due? Similarly the supreme god of the Ammonites was
Milkom or Malkam, which is only a variation of Melek,
“king.” The familiar Moloch or Molech is the same thing
in a distorted pronunciation, due to the scruples of the
later Jews, who furnished the consonants of the word
MLK with the vowels of bosheth, “ shameful thing,” when-
ever it was to be understood as the title of a false god.
In Babylonia and Assyria the application of royal titles to
deities is too common to call for special exemplification.
Again, we have Malakhbel, “ King Bel,” as the great god
of the Aramwans of Palmyra; but in this and other
examples of later date it is perhaps open to suppose
that the kingship of the supreme deity means his sove-
reignty over other gods rather than over his worshippers.
On the other hand, a large mass of evidence can be
drawn from proper names of religious significance, in
which the god of the worshipper is designated as king.
Such names were as common among the Phcenicians and
Assyrians as they were among the Israelites?® and are

1 015. No. 122

? Diod. xx 14; and for the payment of tithes to the king, 1 S8am. vii
15, 17, Aristotle, eon. ir. p. 18525 of the Berln ed , cf. p. 1845 5.

395058, CIS. No. 50, cf. Syabmn, No. 54; T, King of Byblus,
No. 1, of. by, No. 69 ; yvabu, Nos. 10, 16, ete., of. 3, No.78; jnvpen,
No. 44 ; 073V, No. 46, of. IDXTIY, ORI, ete.; oM, Nos. 189, 219,
886, cf. Sy:rp, on a coin of Byblus, Head, p. 668. The title of n:5n,
« queen,” for Astarte is seen probably in nsbwn, ndLAM (supra, p. 45,
note 2), and more certainly nobony, “handmaid of the queen,” of.
RNy, No. 83, and in n:bm):, “favour of the queen,” No. 41. For
Assyrian names of similsr type see Schrader mn ZDMG. xxvi. 140 &q.,
where also sn Edomite king’s name on a cylinder of Sennacherib is read
Malik-ramu, ‘‘the (divine) king, is exalted.”
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found even among the Arabs of the Syrian and Egyptian
frontier.!

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

! E.g. Rocparayos, 'Exparayes, * Cos, El is king,” Rev, Arch. 1870, pp.
115, 117 ; Schrader (see XAT. p 473) reads Kausmalak as the name of an
Edomute king on an inscription of Tiglathpileser. For the god Caus, or
Cos, see Wellhausen, Hesdenthum, p. 67; of. ZDMG. 1887, p. T14.

2 E.g Nabatwan Rab, “Lord,” in the proper name PN (Euting, 21. 8,
21. 14 ; Waddington, 2152, 2189, 2298), and at Gaza the god Marna, that is,
““our Lord,” both on coins (Head, p. 680), and in M. Diaconus, Pz
Porphyru, §19 ; also at Kerak, Wadd. 2412¢.

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

slave of my guest as long as he is with me, but save in this there is mo
trace of the slave in my nature” (Hamdsa, p, 727).
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naturally de rigueur in presence of the king; but where the
king is not addressed, his “servants ” mean his courtiers
that are in personal attendance on him, or such of his
subjects as are actually engaged in his service, for example,
his soldiers. In the Old Testament this usage is constant,
and the king’s servants are often distinguished from the
people at large. And so the servants of Jehovah are
sometimes the prophets, who hold a special commission
from Him; at other times, as often in the Psalms, His
worshipping people assembled at the temple; and at other
times, as in Deutero-Isaish, His true servants as dis-
tinguished from the natural Israel, who are His subjects
only in name. In short, both in the political and in the
religious sphere, the designation ‘abd, ‘ebed, “servant,” is
strictly correlated with the verb ‘abad, “to do service,
homage, or religious worship,” a word which, as we have
already seen, is sufficiently elastic to cover the service
which a son does for his father, as well as that which a
master requires from his slave! Thus, when a man is
named the servant of a god, the implication appears to be,
not merely that he belongs to the community of which the
god is king, but that he is specially devoted to his service
and worship. Like other theophorous names, compounds
with ‘@bd seem to have been originally most common in
royal and priestly families, whose members naturally
claimed a special interest in religion and a constant near-
ness to the god; and in later times, when a man’s particular
worship was not rigidly defined by his national connection,
they served to specify the cult to which he was particularly
attached, or the patron to whom his parents dedicated him.
That the use of such names was not connected with the

1 Supra, p. 60. Primanly 723y is ‘“to work,” and in Aramaic “to
make, to do.” Ancient worship is viewed as work or service, because it
consists in material operations (sacrifice). ~The same connection of ideas
appears in the root oD and in the Greek jiZus 5.
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idea of slavery to a divine despot is pretty clear from their
frequency among the Arabs, who had very loose ideas of
all authority, whether human or divine. ~Among the
Arabs, indeed, as among the old Hebrews, the relation of
the subject to his divine chief is often expressed by names
of another class. Of King Saul's sons two were named
Ishbaal and Meribaal, both meaning “man of Baal,” .. of
Jehoveh, who in these early days was called Baal without
offence; among the Arabs of the Syrian frontier we have
Amriel, “man of El,” Amrishams, “man of the Sun-god,”
and others like them ;! and in Arabia proper Imraulcais,
“the man of Cais,” Shai‘al-Lat, “follower, comrade of
Lat,” Anas al-Lat, all expressive of the relation of the free
* warrior to his chief.

That the Arabs, like their northern congeners, thought
of deity as lordship or chieftainship is proved not only by
such proper names, and by the titles rad, radbi, *lord,”
“lady,” given to their gods and goddesses, but especially
by the history of the foundation of Islam. In his quality
of prophet, Mohammed became a judge, lawgiver, and
captain, not of his own initiative, but because the Arabs of
different clans were willing to refer to a divine authority
questions of right and precedence in which they would not
yield to one another? They brought their difficulties to
the prophet as the Israelites did to Moses, and his decisions
became the law of Islam, as those of Moses were the
foundation of the Hebrew Torah. But up to the time of
the prophet the practical development of the idea of divine
kingship among the nomadic Arabs was very elementary
and inadequate, as was to be expected in a society which
had never taken kindly to the institution of human king-

1 Noldeke, Sitzungsb. Berl. A% 1880, p. 768 ; Wellhausen, Heidenthum,
p- 5
? For the god as giver of decisions, compare the name farrdg, borne by an
Idol of the Sa'd al-‘ashira (Ibn 8a'd, ed. Wellh, No. 124 3).
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ship. In the prosperous days of Arabian commerce, when
the precious wares of the far East reached the Mediter-
ranean chiefly by caravan from Southern Arabia, there were
settled kingdoms in several parts of the peninsula. But
after the sea-route to India was opened, these kingdoms
were broken up and almost the whole country fell back
into anarchy. The nomads proper often felt the want
of a controlling authority that would put an end to the
incessant tribal and clan feuds, but their pride and im-
patience of control never permitted them to be long faithful
to the authority of a stranger, while, on the other hand,
the exaggerated feeling for kindred made it quite certain
that a chief chosen at home would not deal with an even
hand between his own kinsman and a person 