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THE PREPARATION FOR THE GOSPEL:
THE JEWISH WORLD IN THE DAYSOF CHRIST

Chapter 1
THE JEWISH WORLD IN THE DAYSOF CHRIST
THE JEWISH DISPERSION IN THE EAST

Among the outward means by which the religion of Israel was preserved, one of the most
important was the centraisation and locdisation of its worship in Jerusdem. If to somethe
ordinances of the Old Testament may in this respect seem narrow and exclugive, it is at least
doubtful, whether without such a provison Monothelsm itsdf could have continued as a creed
or aworship. In view of the state of the ancient world, and of the tendencies of I1sradl during the
earlier sages of their history, the strictest isolation was necessary in order to preserve the
religion of the Old Testament from that mixture with foreign eements which would speedily have
proved fatd to its existence. And if one source of that danger had ceased after the seventy
years exilein Babylonia, the digoersion of the greater part of the nation among those manners
and avilisation would necessarily influence them, rendered the continuance of this separation of
as great importance as before. In this respect, even traditionalism had its misson and use, as a
hedge around the Law to render itsinfringement or modification impossble,

Wherever aRoman, a Greek, or an Agatic might wander, he could take his gods with him, or
find rites kindred to his own. It was far otherwise with the Jew. He had only one Temple, that in
Jerusalem; only one God, Him Who had once throned there between the Cherubim, and Who
was dill King over Zion. That Temple was the only place where a God- appointed, pure
priesthood could offer acceptable sacrifices, whether for forgiveness of sin, or for felowship
with God. Here, in the impenetrable gloom of the innermost sanctuary, which the High-Priest
aone might enter once ayear for most solemn expiation, had stood the Ark, the leader of the
people into the Land of Promise, and the footstool on which the Shechinah had rested. From
that golden atar rose the cloud in incense, symbol of Isradl’ s accepted prayers; that seven
branched candlestick shed its perpetud light, indicative of the brightness of God' s Covenant
Presence; on that table, asit were before the face of Jehovah, was laid, week by week, ‘the
Bread of the Face', a constant sacrificial medl which Isragl offered unto God, and wherewith
God in turn fed His chosen priesthood. On the great blood- sprinkled dtar of sacrifice smoked
the daily and fedtive burnt-offerings, brought by all Isradl, and for dl |sradl, wherever scattered;
while the vast courts of the Temple were thronged not only by native Pdestinians, but literdly by
‘Jews out of every nation under heaven.” Around this Temple gathered the sacred memories of
the past; to it clung the yet brighter hopes of the future. The history of Isragl and al their



prospects were intertwined with their religion; so that it may be said that without their religion
they had no higtory, and without their history no religion. Thus, history, patriotism, religion, and
hope dike pointed to Jerusdem and the Temple as the centre of Isradl’ s unity.

1. Such isthe literal meaning of what istranslated by ‘ shewbread.’

Nor could the depressed state of the nation dter their views or shake their confidence. What
mattered it, that the ldumaan, Herod, had usurped the throne of David, expect so far as hisown
guilt and their present subjection were concerned? Isragl had passed through deeper waters,
and stood triumphant on the other shore. For centuries seemingly hopel ess bondsmen in Egypt,
they had not only been delivered, but had raised the God-inspired morning-song of jubilee, as
they looked back upon the sea cleft for them, and which had buried their oppressors in their
might and pride. Again, for weary years had their captives hung Zion's harps by the rivers of
that city and empire whose colossa grandeur, wherever they turned, must have carried to the
scattered strangers the desolate feeling of utter hopelessness. And yet that empire had crumbled
into dust, while Isradl had again taken root and sprung up. And now little more than a century
and a half had passed, since a danger greater even than any of these had threatened the faith
and the very exisence of Isradl. In his daring madness, the Syrian king, Antiochus V.
(Epiphanes) had forbidden their religion, sought to destroy their sacred books, with unsparing
ferocity forced on them conformity to heathen rites, desecrated the Temple by dedicating it to
Zeus Olympios, what is trandated by ‘shewbread.” a congtant sacrificial and even reared a
heathen dtar upon that of burnt-offering.? Worst of al, his wicked schemes had been aided by
two agpostate High-Priests, who had outvied each other in buying and then progtituting the
sacred office of God's anointed.® Yet far away in the mountains of Ephraim® God had raised for
them most unlooked-for and unlikely help. Only three years later, and, after a series of brilliant
victories by undisciplined men over the flower of the Syrian army, Judas the Maccabee, truly
God's Hammer® had purified the Temple, and restored its atar on the very same day® on which
the * abomination of desolation’ ” had been set up inits place. In dl their history the darkest hour
of their night had ever preceded the dawn of amorning brighter than any that had yet broken. It
was thus that with one voice dl their prophets had bidden them wait and hope. Their sayings
had been more than fulfilled as regarded the past. Would they not equally become truein
reference to that far more glorious future for Zion and for Isradl, which was to be ushered in by
the coming of the Messah?

2.1 Macc. i. 54, 59; Jos. Ant. xii. 5. 4.

3. After the deposition of Onias I11. through the bribery of his own brother Jason, the latter and
Menelaus outvied each other in bribery for, and prostitution of, the holy office.

4. Modin, the birthplace of the Maccabees, has been identified with the modern EI-Medyeh, about
sixteen miles northwest of Jerusalem, in the ancient territory of Ephraim. Comp. Conder’ s Handbook of
the Bible, p. 291; and for afull reference to the whole literature of the subject, see Schirer (Neutest.
Zeitgesch. p. 78, note 1).

5. On the meaning of the name Maccabee, comp. Grimm's Kurzgef. Exeget. Handb. z. d. Apokr. Lief. iii.,
pp. ix. X. We adopt the derivation from Maggabha, a hammer, like CharlesMartel.



6. 1 Macc. iv. 52-54: Megill. Taan. 23.

7.1Mecc. |. 54.

Nor were such the fedings of the Paestinian Jews only. These indeed were now aminority. The
magority of the nation congtituted what was known as the disperson; aterm which, however, no
longer expressed its origind meaning of banishment by the judgment of God,® since absence
from Palestine was now entirdy voluntary. But al the more that it referred not to outward
suffering,” did its continued use indicate a deep feding of religious sorrow, of socid isolation,
and of politica strangership™® in the midst of a heathen world. For athough, as Josephus
reminded his countrymen,** there was ‘ no nation in the world which had not among them part of
the Jewish people, sinceit was ‘widdy dispersed over dl the world among its inhabitants,’ *2
yet they had nowhere found area home. A century and a haf before our era comesto us from
Egypt™ - where the Jews possessed exceptiona privileges - professedly from the heathen, but
redly from the Jewis Sibyl, this lament of |gadl -

8. Alike the verb hig in Hebrew, and diaspeirw in Greek, with their derivatives, are used in the Old
Testament, and in the rendering of the LXX., with reference to punitive banishment. See, for example,
Judg. xviii. 30; 1 Sam. iv. 21; and in the LXX. Deut. xxx. 4; Ps. cxIvii. 2; Is. xlix. 6, and other passages.

9. There is some truth, although greatly exaggerated, in the bitter remarks of Hausrath (Neutest.
Zeitgesch. ii. p. 93), asto the sensitiveness of the Jews in the diaspora, and the loud outcry of all its
members at any interference with them, however trivial. But events unfortunately too often proved how
real and near was their danger, and how necessary the caution * Obsta principiis.’

10. St. Peter seemsto have used it in that sense, 1 Pet. i. 1.

11. Jew. Wiii. 16. 4.

12. vii. 3.3.

13. Comp. the remarks of Schneckenburger (Vorles 0. Neutest. Zeitg. p. 95).

14. Comp. Friedlieb, D. Sibyll. Weissag. xxii. 39.
Crowding with thy numbers every ocean and country -

Y et an offense to dl around thy presence and customs!™

15. Orac Sibyll. iii. 271,272, apud Friedlieb, p. 62.

Sixty years later the Greek geographer and historian Strabo bears the like witness to their
presence in every land, but in language that shows how true had been the complaint of the
Sibyl.*® The reasons for this state of fedling will by-and-by appear. Sufficeit for the present that,
al unconscioudy, Philo tellsits degpest ground, and that of Isragl’ s londlinessin the heathen
world, when speaking, like the others, of his countrymen asin *dl the cities of Europe, in the
provinces of Adaand in theidands,’ he describes them as, wherever sojourning, having but one
metropolis - not Alexandria, Antioch, or Rome - but ‘the Holy City with its Temple, dedicated



to the Most High God.’*” A nation, the vast mgjority of which was dispersed over the whole
inhabited earth, had ceased to be a specia, and become aworld-nation.™® Y et its heart best in
Jerusdem, and thence the life-blood passed to its most distant members. And this, indeed, if we
rightly understand it, was the grand object of the ‘ Jewish disperson’ throughout the world.

16. Strabo apud Jos. Ant. xiv. 7.2: ‘It isnot easy to find a place in the world that has not admitted this
race, and is not mastered by it.’

17. Philo in Flaccum (ed. Francf.), p. 971.

18. Comp. Jos. Ant. xii. 3; xiii. 10. 4; 13. 1; xiv. 6. 2; 8. 1; 10. 8; Sueton. Cas. 85.

Wheét has been said applies, perhaps, in a gpecid manner, to the Western, rather than to the
Eastern ‘digperson.’” The connection of the latter with Palestine was so close as dmost to seem
one of continuity. In the account of the truly representative gathering in Jerusdem on that ever-
memorable Feast of Weeks,™® the division of the ‘digperson’ into two grand sections - the
Eastern or Trans-Euphratic, and the Western or Hellenist - seems clearly marked.® In this
arrangement the former would include ‘the Parthians, Medes, Elamites, and dwdlersin
Mesopotamia,” Judaa standing, so to speak, in the middle, while ‘the Bretes and Arabians
would typicaly represent the farthest outrunners respectively of the Western and the Eastern
Diagpora. The former, as we know from the New Testament, commonly bore in Pdestine the
name of the * dispersion of the Greeks'?! and of ‘Hdlenigts or ‘ Grecians.’ % On the other hand,
the Trans- Euphratic Jews, who ‘inhabited Babylon and many of the other satrapies’* were
included with the Palestinians and the Syrians under the term *Hebrews,” from the common

language which they spoke.
19. Actsii. 9-11

20. Grimm (Clavis N.T. p. 113) quotes two passages from Philo, in one of which he contradi stinguishes
‘us,” the Hellenist Jews, from ‘the Hebrews,” and speaks of the Greek as ‘ our language.’

21. St. John vii. 35.
22. Actsvi. 1; ix. 29; xi. 20.

23. Philo ad Cgjum, p. 1023; Jos. Ant. xv. 3.1.

But the difference between the * Grecians and the ‘Hebrews was far deeper than merdly of
language, and extended to the whole direction of thought. There were mental influences at work
in the Greek world from which, in the nature of things, it wasimpossble even for Jewsto
withdraw themsalves, and which, indeed, were as necessary for the fulfillment of their mission as
their isolation from hesthenism, and their connection with Jerusdem. At the sametime it was
only natural that the Hellenidts, placed as they were in the midst of such hogtile dements, should
intensaly wish to be Jews, equd to their Eastern brethren. On the other hand, Pharisaism, inits
pride of legd purity and of the possesson of traditiond lore, with dl that it involved, made no
secret of its contempt for the Hellenists, and openly declared the Grecian far inferior to the
Babylonian * digperson.’®* That such fedings, and the suspicions which they engendered, had
struck deep into the popular mind, appears from the fact, that even in the Apostolic Church, and



that in her earliest days, disputes could break out between the Hellenists and the Hebrews,
arising from suspicion of unkind and unfair dealings grounded on these sectiond prgjudices®

24. Similarly we have (in Men. 110a) this curious explanation of Is. xliii. 6: ‘My sons from afar’ - these are
the exiles in Babylon, whose minds were settled, like men, ‘and my daughters from the ends of the earth’
- these are the exilesin other lands, whose minds were not settled, like women.

25. Actsvi. 1.

Far other was the estimate in which the Babylonians were held by the leaders of Judaism.
Indeed, according to one view of it, Babylonia, aswell as*Syria asfar north as Antioch, was
regarded as forming part of the land of Isradl.?® Every other country was considered outside
‘theland,’ as Pdestine was called, with the exception of Babylonia, which was reckoned as part
of it For Syriaand Mesopotamia, eastwards to the banks of the Tigris, were supposed to
have been in the territory which King David had conquered, and this made them idedlly for ever
liketheland of Isradl. But it was just between the Euphrates and the Tigris that the largest and
wedthiest settlements of the Jews were, to such extent that alater writer actudly desgnated
them ‘the land of Isragl.” Here Nehardaa, on the Nahar Malka, or roya cand, which passed
from the Euphratesto the Tigris, was the oldest Jewish settlement. It boasted of a Synagogue,
said to have been built by King Jechoniah with stones that had been brought from the Temple.®
In thisfortified city the vast contributions intended for the Temple were deposited by the Eastern
Jews, and thence conveyed to their destination under escort of thousands of armed men.
Another of these Jewish treasure-cities was Nisibis, in northern Mesopotamia Even the fact that
wesdlth, which must have sorely tempted the cupidity of the heathen, could be safely stored in
these cities and trangported to Pdestine, shows how large the Jewish population must have
been, and how greet their generd influence.

26.Ber. R. 17.
27. Erub. 21 a Gritt. 6 a.

28. Comp. Furst, Kult. u. Literaturgesch d. Jud. in Asien, val. i. p. 8.

In generd, it is of the greatest importance to remember in regard to this Eastern dispersion, that
only aminority of the Jews, conggting in dl of about 50,000, origindly returned from Babylon,
first under Zerubbabel and afterwards under Ezra®® Nor was their inferiority confined to
numbers. The wedthiest and most influentia of the Jews remained behind. According to
Josephus,* with whom Philo substantialy agrees, vast numbers, estimated a millions, inhabited
the Trans- Euphratic provinces. To judge even by the number of those dain in popular risngs
(50,000 in Sdleuciadone™), these figures do not seem greatly exaggerated. A later tradition
had it, that so dense was the Jewish population in the Persan Empire, that Cyrus forbade the
further return of the exiles, lest the country should be depopul ated.* So large and compact a
body soon became a politica power. Kindly treasted under the Persian monarchy, they were,
after the fal of that empire® favoured by the successors of Alexander. When in turn the

M acedono- Syrian rule gave place to the Parthian Empire* the Jews formed, from their national
opposition to Rome, an important eement in the East. Such was thar influence that, aslate as



the year 40 ad., the Roman legate shrank from provoking their hostility.* At the same time it
must not be thought that, even in these favoured regions, they were wholly without persecution.
Here dso history records more than one tale of bloody trife on the part of those among whom
they dwelt.*

29. 537 h.c., and 459-‘8 b.c.

30. Ant. Xi. 5. 2; xv. 2. 2; xviii. 9.

31. Jos Ant. xviii. 9. 9.

32. Midrash on Cant. v. 5, ed. Warsh. p. 26 a.
33.330b.c

34.63h.c.

35. Philo ad C4.

36. Thefollowing are the chief passagesin Josephus relating to that part of Jewish history: Ant. xi. 5. 2;
Xiv. 13.5; xv. 2. 7; 3. 1; xvii. 2. 1-3; xviii. 9. 1, &c.; xx. 4. Jew. W. i. 13. 3.

To the Pdegtinians, their brethren of the East and of Syria- to which they had wandered under
the fostering rule of the Macedono- Syrian monarchs (the Sdleucidag - were indeed pre-
eminently the Golah, or ‘digoerdon.” To them the Sanhedrin in Jerusdem intimated by fire-
sgnds from mountain-top to mountain-top the commencement of each month for the regulation
of the festive clendar,®” even as they afterwards despatched messengersinto Syriafor the same
purpose.® In some respects the Eastern dispersion was placed on the same footing; in others,
on even ahigher level than the mother country. Tithes and Terumoth, or firg-fruitsin a
prepared condition,* were due from them, while the Bikkurim, or firg-fruitsin afresh state,
were to be brought from Syriato Jerusalem. Unlike the heathen countries, whose very dust
defiled, the soil of Syriawas declared clean, like that of Palestine itsalf.** So far as purity of
descent was concerned, the Babylonians, indeed, considered themsalves superior to their
Paegtinian brethren. They had it, that when Ezra took with him those who went to Paletine, he
hed I&ft the land behind him as pure as fine flour.* To expressit in their own fashion: In regard
to the genedogicd purity of their Jewish inhabitants, al other countries were, compared to
Pdlesting, like dough mixed with leaven; but Palestine itsalf was such by the Sde of Babylonia*
It was even maintained, that the exact boundaries could be traced in a digtrict, within which the
Jewish population had preserved itsef unmixed. Great merit was in this repect aso ascribed to
Ezra In the usua mode of exaggeration, it was asserted, thet, if dl the genedlogica studies and
researches® had been put together, they would have amounted to many hundred came-1oads.
There wasfor it, however, at least this foundation in truth, that great care and labour were
bestowed on preserving full and accurate records so as to establish purity of descent. What
importance attached to it, we know from the action on Ezra™ in that respect, and from the
stress which Josephus lays on this point.*® Official records of descent as regarded the
priesthood were kept in the Temple. Besides, the Jawish authorities seem to have possessed a
generd officia register, which Herod afterwards ordered to be burnt, from reasonswhich it is



not difficult to infer. But from that day, laments a Rabbi, the glory of the Jews decreased!*°

37. Rosh. haSh. ii. 4; comp. the Jer. Gemaraon it, and in the Bab. Talmud 23 b.

38. Rosh. hash. i. 4.

39. Shev. vi. passim; Gitt. 8 a.

40. Ohal. xxiii. 7.

41. Kidd. 69 b.

42. Cheth. 111 a.

43. As comments upon the genealogies from ‘Azel’ in 1 Chr. viii. 37to ‘Azel’ inix. 44. Pes. 62 b.
44. Chs. ix. X.

45, Lifei.; Ag Apioni. 7.

46. Pes. 62 b; Sachs, Beitr. val. ii. p. 157.

Nor wasit merely purity of descent of which the Eastern disperson could boadt. In truth,
Pdlestine owed everything to Ezra, the Babylonian,*” aman so distinguished that, according to
tradition, the Law would have been given by him, if Moses had not previoudy obtained that
honor. Putting aside the various traditiona ordinances which the Talmud ascribes to him,*® we
know from the Scriptures what his activity for good had been. Altered circumstances had
brought many changes to the new Jewish State. Even the language, spoken and written, was
other than formerly. Instead of the characters anciently employed, the exiles brought with them,
on their return, those now common, the so-called square Hebrew letters, which gradudly came
into generdl use.* * The language spoken by the Jews was no longer Hebrew, but Aramaan,
both in Palestine and in Babylonia™ in the former the Western, in the latter the Eastern dialect.
In fact, the common people were ignorant of pure Hebrew, which henceforth became the
language of students and of the Synagogue. Even there a Methurgeman, or interpreter, had to
be employed to trandate into the vernacular the portions of Scripture read in the public
services,* and the addresses ddivered by the Rabbis. This was the origin of the so-called
Targumim, or paraphrases of Scripture. In earliest times, indeed, it was forbidden to the
Methurgeman to read his trandation or to write down a Targum, lest the paraphrase should be
regarded as of equa authority with the origindl. It was said that, when Jonathan brought out his
Targum on the Prophets, a voice from heaven was heard to utter: ‘Who is this that has reveded
My secrets to men? > Stll, such Targumim seem to have existed from avery early period,
and, amid the varying and often incorrect renderings, their necessity must have made itsdlf
increasingly fdt. Accordingly, their use was authoritatively sanctioned before the end of the
second century after Christ. Thisisthe origin of our two oldest extant Targumim: thet of
Onkeos (asit is cdled), on the Pentateuch; and that on the Prophets, attributed to Jonathan the
son of Uzzid. These names do not, indeed, accuratdly represent the authorship of the oldest
Targumim, which may more correctly be regarded as later and authoritative recensions of what,
in some form, had existed before. But although these works had their origin in Paedting, it is



noteworthy that, in the form in which at present we possess them, they are the outcome of the
schools of Babylon.

47. According to tradition he returned to Babylon, and died there. Josephus saysthat he died in
Jerusalem (Anti. xi. 5. 5).

48. Herzfeld has given avery clear historical arrangement of the order in which, and the persons by
whom, the various legal determinations were supposed to have been given. See Gesch. d. V. Isr. val. iii.
pp. 240 &c.

49. Sanh. 21 b.

50. Although thus introduced under Ezra, the ancient Hebrew characters, which resemble the Samaritan,
only very gradually gave way. They are found on monuments and coins.

51. HerZfeld (u. s. vol. iii. p. 46) happily designates the Palestinian as the Hebrap-Aramaic, from its
Hebraistic tinge. The Hebrew, as well as the Aramaan, belongs to the Semitic group of languages, which
has thus been arranged: 1. North Semitic: Punico-Phoenician, Hebrew, and Aramaic (Westernand
Eastern diaects). 2. South Semitic: Arabic, Himyaritic, and Ethiopian. 3. East Semitic: The Assyro-
Baylonian cuneiform. When we speak of the dialect used in Palestine, we do not, of course, forget the
great influence of Syria, exerted long before and after the Exile. Of these three branches the Aramaicis
the most closely connected with the Hebrew. Hebrew occupies an intermediate position between the
Aramaic and the Arabic, and may be said to be the oldest, certainly from aliterary point of view.
Together with the introduction of the new dialect into Palestine, we mark that of the new, or square,
characters of writing. The Mishnah and all the kindred literature up to the fourth century are in Hebrew,
or rather in amodern devel opment and adaptation of that language; the Talmud isin Aramaan. Comp.
on this subject: DeWette-Schrader, Lehrb. d. hist. kr. Eink. (8 ed.) pp. 71-88; Herzog's Real-Encykl. val. i.
466, 468; v. 614 & ., 710; Zunz, Gottesd. Vortr. d. Jud. pp. 7-9; HerZfeld, u.s. pp. 44 &c., 58&c.

52. Could St. Paul have had thisin mind when, in referring to the miracul ous gift of speaking in other
languages, he directs that one shall always interpret (1 Cor. xiv. 27)? At any rate, the wordtargumin
Ezraiv. 7 isrendered in the LXX. by ermhneuw. The following from the Talmud (Ber. 8 a and b) affords a
curiousillustration of 1 Cor. xiv. 27: ‘Let aman always finish his Parashah (the daily |esson from the
Law) with the congregation (at the same time) - twice the text, and once Targum.’

53. Megill. 3b.

But Pdestine owed, if possble, atill greater debt to Babylonia The new circumstancesin
which the Jews were placed on their return seemed to render necessary an adaptation of the
Mosaic Law, if not new legidation. Besides, piety and zedl now attached themselvesto the
outward observance and study of the letter of the Law. Thisisthe origin of the Mishnah, or
Second Law, which was intended to explain and supplement the first. This condtituted the only
Jewish dogmatics, in the red sense, in the study of which the sage, Rabbi, scholar, scribe, and
Darshan, were engaged. The result of it was the Midrash, or investigation, aterm which
afterwards was popularly applied to commentaries on the Scriptures and preaching. From the
outset, Jewish theology divided into two branches: the Halakhah and the Haggadah. The
former (from halakh, to go) was, so to spesk, the Rule of the Spiritual Road, and, when fixed,
had even greater authority than the Scriptures of the Old Testament, since it explained and
applied them. On the other hand, the Haggadah® (from nagad, to tell) was only the persond
saying of the teacher, more or less vauable according to hislearning and popularity, or the



authorities which he could quote in his support. Unlike the Halakhah, the Haggadah had no
absolute authority, either as to doctrine practice, or exegess. But al the greater would be its
popular influence> and al the more dangerous the doctring license which it alowed. In fact,
drange as it may sound, dmost dl the doctrina teaching of the Synagogue isto be derived from
the Haggadah - and thisdso is characteristic of Jewish traditionalism. But, dike in Halakhah and
Haggadah, Palestine was under the deepest obligation to Babylonia. For the father of Halakhic
study was Hilld, the Babylonian, and among the popular Haggadigts there is not a name better
known than that of Eleazar the Mede, who flourished in the first century of our era

54. From darash, to search out, literally, to tread out. The preacher was afterwards called the Darshan.

55. The Halakhah might be described as the apocryphal Pentateuch, the Haggadah as the apocryphal
Prophets

56. We may here remind ourselves of 1 Tim. v. 17. St. Paul, as always, writes with the familiar Jewish
phrases ever recurring to his mind. The expression didaskalia seems to be equivalent to Halakhic
teaching. Comp. Grimm, ClavisN. T. pp. 98, 99.

After this, it ssems admost idle to inquire whether, during the first period after the return of the
exiles from Babylon, there were regular theologica academiesin Babylon. Althoughiit is, of
course, impossible to furnish historical proof, we can scarcely doubt that a community so large
and o intensely Hebrew would not have been indifferent to that study, which condtituted the
main thought and engagement of their brethren in Pdestine. We can understand thet, since the
great Sanhedrin in Pdegtine exercised supreme spiritua authority, and in that capacity ultimately
Settled dl religious questions - &t least for atime - the study and discussion of these subjects
should aso have been chiefly carried on in the schools of Paesting; and that even the greet Hilldl
himsdlf, when ill apoor and unknown student, should have wandered thither to acquire the
learning and authority, which a that period he could not have found in his own country. But
even this circumstance implies, that such studieswere at least carried on and encouraged in
Babylonia. How rapidly soon afterwards the authority of the Babylonian schools increased, till
they not only overshadowed those of Pdegtine, but finally inherited thair prerogatives, iswell
known. However, therefore, the Paestinians in their pride or jealousy might sneer,”” that the
Babylonians were stupid, proud, and poor (‘they ate bread upon bread’),® even they had to
acknowledge that, ‘when the Law had falen into oblivion, it was restored by Ezra of Babylon;
when it was a second time forgotten, Hillel the Babylonian came and recovered it; and when yet
athird imeit fdl into oblivion, Rabbi Chija came from Babylon and gave it back once more.”*

57. InMoed Q. 25 a. sojourn in Babylon is mentioned as areason why the Shekhinah could not rest
upon acertain Rabbi.

58. Pes. 34 b; Men. 52 a; Sanh. 24 a; Bets. 16 a - apud Neubauer, Géog. du Talmud, p. 323. InKeth. 75 a,
they are styled the ‘silly Babylonians.” See also Jer. Pes. 32 a.

59. Sukk. 20 a. R. Chija, one of the teachers of the second century, is among the most celebrated
Rabbinical authorities, around whose memory legend has thrown a special halo.

Such then was that Hebrew dispersion which, from the first, condtituted really the chief part and



the strength of the Jewish nation, and with which its rdigious future was aso to lie. For itisone
of those strangely significant, dmost symbolicd, factsin history, thet after the destruction of
Jerusdem the spiritud supremacy of Pdestine passed to Babylonia, and that Rabbinica
Judaism, under the stress of palitical adversity, voluntarily trandferred itself to the seats of
|sradl’ s ancient dispersion, asif to ratify by its own act what the judgment of God had formerly
executed. But long before that time the Babylonian *disperson’ had aready Stretched out its
handsin every direction. Northwards, it had spread through Armenia, the Caucasus, and to the
shores of the Black Sea, and through Mediato those of the Caspian. Southwards, it had
extended to the Pergan Gulf and through the vast extent of Arabia, dthough Arabia Felix and
the land of the Homerites may have received their first Jewish colonies from the opposite shores
of Ethiopia. Eastwards it had passed as far as India® Everywhere we have distinct notices of
these wanderers, and everywhere they appear asin closest connection with the Rabbinical
hierarchy of Paestine. Thus the Mishnah, in an extremely curious section,®* tells us how on
Sabbaths the Jewesses of Arabiamight wear their long vells, and those of India the kerchief
round the head, customary in those countries, without incurring the guilt of desecrating the holy
day by needlesdy carrying wht, in the eyes of the law, would be a burden;® while in the rubric
for the Day of Atonement we have it noted that the dress which the High-Priest wore ‘ between
the evenings of the greet fadt - that is, as afternoon darkened into evening - was of most costly
‘Indian’ stuff.®®

60. In this, asin so many respects, Dr. Neubauer has collated very interesting information, to which we
refer. See his Géogr. du Talm. pp. 369-399.

61. The whol e section gives amost curious glimpse of the dress and ornaments worn by the Jews at
that time. The reader interested in the subject will find special information in the threelittle volumes of
Hartmann (Die Hebraerin am Putztische), in N. G. Schroder’ s some-what heavy work: De Vestitu Mulier.
Hebr., and especially in that interesting tractate, Trachten d. Juden, by Dr. A. Brill, of which,
unfortunately, only one part has appeared.

62. Shabb. vi. 6.

63. Yomaiii. 7.

That among such avast community there should have been poverty, and that a onetime, asthe
Pd estinians sneered, learning may have been left to pine in want, we can readily believe. For, as
one of the Rabbis had it in explanation of Deut. xxx. 13: *“Wisdom is not “beyond the sed’ - that
is, it will not be found among traders or merchants’* whose mind must be engrossed by gain.
And it was trade and commerce which procured to the Babylonians their wedth and influence,
athough agriculture was not neglected. Their caravans - of whose came drivers, by the way, no
very flatering account is givert - carried the rich carpets and woven stuffs of the East, aswell
asits precious spices, to the West: generdly through Paestine to the Phoenician harbours,
where afleet of merchantmen belonging to Jewish bankers and shippers lay ready to convey
them to every quarter of the world. These merchant princes were keenly diveto al that passed,
not only in the financid, but in the political world. We know that they were in possesson of
State secrets, and entrusted with the intricacies of diplomacy. Y et, whatever its condition, this
Eagtern Jewish community was intensely Hebrew. Only eight days journey - though, according



to Philo’s western ideas of it, by a difficult road®™ - separated them from Palestine; and every
pulsation there vibrated in Babylonia. It wasin the most outlying part of that colony, in the wide
plains of Arabia, that Saul of Tarsus spent those three years of slent thought and unknown
labour, which preceded his re-gppearance in Jerusdem, when from the burning longing to
labour among his brethren, kindled by long residence among these Hebrews of the Hebrews, he
was directed to that strange work which was his life's mission.®” And it was among the same
community that Peter wrote and laboured,® amidst discouragements of which we can form
some conception from the sad boast of Nehardaa, that up to the end of the third century it had
not numbered among its members any convert to Chrigtianity.® In what has been said, no notice
has been taken of those wanderers of the ten tribes, whose trackless footsteps seem as
mysterious asther after-fate. The TAmudists name four countries as their seats. But, even if we
were to attach historic credence to their vague statements, at least two of these localities cannot
with any certainty be identified.”® Only thusfar &l agree asto point us northwards, through

India, Armenia, the Kurdish mountains, and the Caucasus. And with thistallies a curious
reference in what is known as 1V. Esdras, which locates them in aland caled Arzareth, aterm
which has, with some probability, been identified with the land of Ararat.”* Josephus describes
them as an innumerable multitude, and vaguely locates them beyond the Euphrates. The
Mishnah isdlent asto their seats, but discusses their future restoration; Rabbi Akiba denying
and Rabbi Eliezer anticipating it.”® “ Another Jewish tradition locates them by the fabled river
Sabbatyon, which was supposed to cease its flow on the weekly Sabbath. This, of course, isan
implied admission of ignorance of their seets. Similarly, the Tamud”® spesks of three localities
whither they had been banished: the digtrict around the river Sabbatyon; Daphne, near Antioch;
while the third was overshadowed and hidden by a cloud.

64. Er.55a.

65. Kidd. iv. 14.

66. Philo ad Cajum, ed. Frcf. p. 1023.

67 Gd.i. 17

68. 1 Pet. v. 13.

69. Pes. 56 a, apud Neubauer, u. s., p. 351.

70. Comp. Neubauer, pp. 315, 372; Hamburger, Real-Encykl. p. 135.

71. Comp. Volkmar, Handb. d. Einl. in d. Apokr. ii*® Abth., pp. 193, 194, notes. For the reasons there
stated, | prefer thisto the ingenious interpretation proposed by Dr. Schiller-Szinessy (Journ. of Philol.
for 1870, pp. 113, 114), who regards it as a contraction of Erez achereth, ‘another land,” referred toin
Deut. xxix. 27 (28).

72. Ant. xi. 5.2.

73. Sanh. x. 3.

74. R. Eliezer seemsto connect their return with the dawn of the new Messianic day.



75.Ber. R. 73.

76. Jer. Sanb 29 c.

Later Jawish notices connect the find discovery and the return of the *lost tribes’ with their
converson under that second Messiah who, in contradistinction to ‘the Son of David' is styled
‘the Son of Joseph,” to whom Jewish tradition ascribes what it cannot reconcile with the roya
dignity of ‘the Son of David,” and which, if gpplied to Him, would dmost inevitably lead up to
the most wide concessions in the Christian argument.”” As regards the ten tribes there is this
truth underlying the strange hypothesis, that, as their persstent gpostasy from the God of Isragl
and Hisworship had cut them off from his people, so the fulfilment of the Divine promisesto
them in the latter days would imply, asit were, asecond birth to make them once more Isradl.
Beyond thiswe are traveling chiefly into the region of conjecture. Modern investigetions have
pointed to the Nestorians,” and latterly with amost convincing evidence (so far assuch is
possible) to the Afghans, as descended from the lost tribes.” Such mixture with, and lapseinto,
Gentile nationalities seems to have been before the minds of those Rabbis who ordered that, if

at present a non-Jew weds a Jewess, such a union was to be respected, since the stranger might
be a descendant of the ten tribes® Besides, there is reason to believe that part of them, at least,
had coalesced with their brethren of the later exile;®™ while we know that individuals who had
settled in Palestine and, presumably, esawhere, were able to trace descent from them.® Still the
great mass of the ten tribeswas in the days of Chrigt, asin our own, lost to the Hebrew nation.

77. Thisis not the place to discuss the later Jewish fiction of asecond or ‘ suffering’ Messiah, ‘the son
of Joseph,” whose special mission it would be to bring back the ten tribes, and to subject them to
Messiah, ‘the son of David,” but who would perish in the war against Gog and Magog.

78. Comp. the work of Dr. Asahel Grant on the Nestorians. His arguments have been well summarised
and expanded in an interesting note in Mr. Nutt’s Sketch of Samaritan History, pp. 2-4.

79. | would here call special attention to a most interesting paper on the subject (‘A New Afghan
Question’), by Mr. H. W. Bellew, in the * Journal of the United Service Institution of India,” for 1881, pp.
49-97.

80. Yebam 16 b.
81. Kidd. 69 b.

82. So Annafrom thetribe of Aser, St. Lukeii. 36. Lutterbeck (Neutest. Lehrbegr. pp. 102, 103) argues
that the ten tribes had become wholly undistinguishable from the other two. But his arguments are not
convincing, and his opinion was certainly not that of those who lived in the time of Christ, or who
reflected their ideas.



Chapter 2

THE JEWISH DISPERSION IN THE WEST

THE HELLENISTS

ORIGIN OF HELLENIST LITERATURE IN THE GREEK TRANSLATION OF
THE BIBLE

CHARACTER OF THE SEPTUAGINT.

When we turn from the Jewish ‘disperson’ in the Eadt to that in the West, we seem to bresthe
quite a different atmosphere. Despite their intense nationalism, dl unconscioudy to themsdves,
their menta characteritics and tendencies were in the opposite direction from those of their
brethren. With those of the East rested the future of Judaism; with them of the Weg, in asense,
that of the world. The one represented old Isradl, stretching forth its hands to where the dawn of
anew day was about to break. These Jews of the West are known by the term Hellenists-
fromel | hnizein, to conform to the language and manners of the Greeks. *

1. Indeed, the word Alnisti (or Alunistin) - ‘Greek’ - actually occurs, asin Jer. Sot. 21 b, line 14 from
bottom. Bohl (Forsch. n. ein. Volksh. p. 7) quotes Philo (Leg. ad Cgj. p. 1023) in proof that he regarded
the Eastern dispersion as a branch separate from the Palestinians. But the passage does not convey to
me the inference which he draws from it. Dr. Guillemard (Hebraismsin the Greek Test.) on Actsvi. 1,
agreeing with Dr. Roberts, argues that the term ‘Hellenist’ indicated only principles, and not birthplace,
and that there were Hebrews and Hellenistsin and out of Palestine. But thisview is untenable.

Whatever their religious and socid isolation, it was, in the nature of thing, impossible that the
Jewish communities in the West should remains unaffected by Grecian culture and modes of
thought; just as, on the other hand, the Greek world, despite popular hatred and the contempt
of the higher classes, could not whally withdraw itself from Jewish influences. Witness here the
many converts to Judaism among the Gentiles;? witness also the evident preparedness of the
lands of this*digperson’ for the new doctrine which was to come from Judea. Many causes
contributed to render the Jews of the West accessible to Greek influences. They had not along
local history to look back upon, nor did they form a compact body, like their brethren in the
Eagt. They were craftsmen, traders, merchants, settled for atime here or there - units might
combine into communities, but could not form one people. Then their position was not
favourable to the sway of traditiondism. Their occupations, the very reasons for their beingin a
‘drange land,” were purdly secular. That |ofty absorption of thought and life in the sudy of the
Law, written and oral, which characterised the East, was to the, something in the dim distance,
sacred, like the soil and the indtitutions of Palestine, but unaitainable. In Palestine or Babylonia
numberless influences from his earliest years, dl that he saw and heard, the very force of
circumstances, would tend to make an earnest Jew a disciple of the Rabhbis; in the West it
would lead himto ‘hellenise” It was, s0 to speak, ‘intheair’; and he could no more shut his
mind againgt Greek thought than he could withdraw his body from atimospheric influences. That
restless, searching, subtle Greek intellect would penetrate everywhere, and flash its light into the
innermost recesses of his home and Synagogue.

2. An account of this propaganda of Judaism and of its results will be given in another connection.



To be sure, they were intensely Jewish, these communities of strangers. Like our scattered
colonigsin distant lands, they would cling with double affection to the customs of their home,
and invest with the halo of tender memories the sacred traditions of their faith. The Grecian Jew
might well look with contempt, not unmingled with pity, on the idolatrous rites practised around,
from which long ago the pitiless irony of Isaiah had torn the vell of beauty, to show the
hideousness and unredlity beneath. The dissoluteness of public and private life, the frivolity and
amlessness of their pursuits, political aspirations, popular assemblies, amusements - in short, the
utter decay of society, indl its phases, would lie open to his gaze. It isin terms of |ofty scorn,
not unmingled with indignation, which only occasiondly gives way to the softer mood of
warning, or even invitation, that Jewish Hdlenidtic literature, whether in the Apocryphaor inits
Apocayptic utterances, address heathenism.

From that spectacle the Grecian Jew would turn with infinite setisfaction - not to say, pride - to
his own community, to think of its spiritud enlightenment, and to passin review its exclusve
privileges. It was with no uncertain steps that he would go past those splendid templesto his
own humbler Synagogue, pleased to find himsdf there surrounded by those who shared his
descent, hisfaith, his hopes; and grétified to see their number swelled by many who, hesthens
by birth, had learned the error of their ways, and now, so to speak, humbly stood as suppliant
‘strangers of the gate,’ to seek admission into his sanctuary.” How different were the riteswhich
he practised, hdlowed in their Divine origin, rationd in themsdaves, and a the same time deeply
ggnificant, from the absurd superdtitions around. Who could have compared with the voiceless,
meaningless, blagphemous heathen worship, if it deserved the name, that of the Synagogue, with
its pathetic hymns, its sublime liturgy, its Divine Scriptures, and those * sated sermons’ which
‘ingtructed in virtue and piety,” of which not only Philo,> Agrippa® and Josephus,” speak as a
regular ingtitution, but whose antiquity and general prevalence is attested in Jewish writings? and
nowhere more strongly than in the book of the Acts of the Apostles?

3. St. Paul fully describes these feelingsin the Epistle to the Romans.

4. The‘Gerey haShaar,” proselytes of the gate, a designation which some have derived from the
circumstance that Gentiles were not allowed to advance beyond the Temple Court, but morelikely to be
traced to such passages as Ex. xx. 10; Deut. xiv. 21; xxiv. 14.

5. DeVitaMosis, p. 685; Leg ad Cgj. p. 1014.
6. Leg. ad Cq. p. 1035.
7.Ag. Apionii. 17.

8. Comp. here Targ. Jon. on Judg. v. 2, 9. | feel more hesitation in appealing to such passages as Ber. 19
a, where we read of a Rabbi in Rome, Thodos (Theudos?), who flourished several generations before
Hillel, for reasons which the passage itself will suggest to the student. At the time of Philo, however,
such instructions in the Synagogues at Rome were along, established institution (Ad Cagj. p. 1014).

And in these Synagogues, how would ‘ brotherly love' be cdled out, snce, if one member
suffered, al might soon be affected, and the danger which threstened one community would,
unless averted, ere long overwhelm the rest. There was little need for the admonition not to



‘forget the love of strangers.’® To entertain them was not merdly avirtue; in the Hellenist
disperson it was areligious necessity. And by such means not afew whom they would regard
as ' heavenly messengers might be welcomed. From the Acts of the Apostles we knew with
what eagerness they would receive, and with what readiness they would invite, the passng
Rabbi or teacher, who came from the home of their faith, to spesk, if there were in them aword
of comforting exhortation for the people.® We can scarcely doubt, considering the state of
things, that this often bore on ‘the consolation of Isragl.” But, indeed, dl that came from
Jerusdem, dl that helped them to redlise their living connection with it, or bound it more closdly,
was precious. ‘ Letters out of Judaa,” the tidings which some one might bring on his return from
fedtive pilgrimage or business journey, especialy about anything connected with that grand
expectation - the star which was to rise on the Eastern sky - would soon spread, till the Jewish
pediar in hiswanderings had carried the news to the most distant and isolated Jewish home,
where he might find a Sabbath, welcome and Sabbath-rest.

9.j il ozenia, Hebr. xiii. 2.
10.1 ogoVpar akl hsenVpr oVton | aon, Actsxiii. 15.

Such undoubtedly was the case. And yet, when the Jew stepped out of the narrow circle which
he had drawn around him, he was confronted on every side by Grecianism. It was in the forum,
in the market, in the counting house, in the gtreet; in dl that he saw, and in dl to whom he spoke.
It was refined; it was elegant; it was profound; it was supremely attractive. He might ress, but
he could not push it asde. Even in ressting, he had aready yielded to it. For, once open the
door to the questions which it brought, if it were only to expel, or repe them, he must give up
that principle of smple authority on which traditiondism as a system rested. Hellenic criticiam
could not so be slenced, nor its searching light be extinguished by the bresth of a Rabbi. If he
attempted this, the truth would not only be worsted before its enemies, but suffer detriment in his
own eyes. He must meet argument with argument, and that not only for those who were withot,
but in order to be himsdf quite sure of what he believed. He must be adle to hold it, not only in
controversy with others, where pride might bid him stand fast, but in that much more serious
contest within, where a man meets the old adversary done in the secret arena of his own mind,
and has to sugtain that terrible hand-to-hand fight, in which heis uncheered by outward help.
But why should he shrink from the contest, when he was sure that his was Divine truth, and thet
therefore victory must be on his Sde? Asin our modern conflicts againgt the onesided inferences
from physicd investigations we are wont to say that the truths of nature cannot contradict those
of revelation, both being of God, and aswe are apt to regard as truths of nature what
sometimes are only deductions from partidly ascertained facts, and as truths of revelaion what,
after dl, may be only our own inferences, sometimes from imperfectly apprehended premises,
30 the Hellenigt would seek to conciliate the truths of Divine revelaion with those others which,
he thought, he recognized in Hellenism. But what were the truths of Divine revelation? Wasiit
only the substance of Scripture, or aso its form, the truth itsalf which was conveyed, or the
manner in which it was presented to the Jews; or, if both, then did the two stand on exactly the
same footing? On the answer to these questions would depend how little or how much he would
‘hellenise’



Onething at any rate was quite certain. The Old Testament, leastwise, the Law of Moses, was
directly and whally from God; and if S0, then itsform dso - itsletter - must be authentic and
authoritative. Thus much on the surface, and for dl. But the student must search deeper into it,
his senses, asit were, quickened by Greek criticism; he must ‘ meditate’ and penetrate into the
Divine mygteries. The Pdedtinian also searched into them, and the result was the Midrash. B,
whichever of his methods he had gpplied - the Peshat, or smple criticism of the words, the
Derush, or search into the possible gpplications of the text, what might be *trodden out’ of it; or
the Sod, the hidden, mydticd, supranatural bearing of the words - it was il only the letter of
the text that had been studied. There was, indeed, yet another understanding of the Scriptures,
to which &. Paul directed his disciples: the spiritua bearing of its spiritua truths. But that needed
another qualification, and tended in another direction from those of which the Jewish student
knew. On the other hand, there was the intellectua view of the Scriptures - their philosophica
understanding, the gpplication to them of the results of Grecian thought and criticiam. It was this
which was peculiarly Hellenigtic. Apply that method, and the deeper the explorer proceeded in
his search, the more would he fed himself done, far from the outside crowd; but the brighter
aso would that light of criticism, which he carried, shine in the growing darkness, or, as he held
it up, would the precious ore, which helaid bare, glitter and sparkle with a thousand varying
hues of brilliancy. What was Jewish, Paestinian, individual, concrete in the Scriptures, was only
the outside - true in itsdlf, but not the truth. There were depths beneath. Strip these stories of
their nationalism; idedlise the individua of the persons introduced, and you came upon abstract
ideas and redlities, true to dl time and to dl nations. But this degp symbolism was Pythagorean;
this pre-existence of ideas which were the types of al outward actudity, was Platonism! Broken
rays in them, but the focus of truth in the Scriptures. Y et these were rays, and could only have
come from the Sun. All truth was of God; hence theirs must have been of that origin. Then were
the sages of the heathen dso in a sense God-taught - and God-teaching, or inspiration, was
rather a question of degree than of kind!

One gtep only remained; and that, as we imagine, if not the easiex, yet, as we reflect upon i,
that which in practice would be most readily taken. It was smply to advance towards
Grecianiam; frankly to recognise truth in the results of Greek thought. Thereis that within us,
name it mental consciousness, or as you will, which, dl unbidden, risesto answer to the voice of
intelectud truth, come whence it may, just as conscience answers to the cause of mord truth or
duty. But in this case there was more. There was the mighty spell which Greek philosophy
exercised on dl kindred minds, and the specid adaptation of the Jewish intellect to such subtle,
if not deep, thinking. And, in generd, and more powerful than the rest, because penetrating
everywhere, was the charm of Greek literature, with its brilliancy; of Greek civilisation and
culture, with their polish and attractiveness, and of what, in one word, we may cal the ‘time-
spirit,” that tyrannos, who rules dl in ther thinking, speeking, doing, whether they list or not.

Why, his sway extended even to Pdedtine itsdlf, and was fdt in the innermost circle of the most
exclusve Rabbinism. We are not here referring to the fact that the very language spoken in
Pdestine came to be very largely charged with Greek, and even Latin, words Hebraised, since
thisis easly accounted for by the new circumstances, and the necessities of intercourse with the



dominant or resdent foreigners. Nor isit requisite to point out how impossible it would have
been, in presence of so many from the Greek and Roman world, and after the long and
perssent struggle of thair rulersto Grecianise Pdesting, nay, even in view of so many
magnificent heathen temples on the very soil of Pdedtine, to exclude dl knowledge of, or
contact with Grecianism. But not to be able to exclude was to have in Sght the dazzle of that
unknown, which as such, and in itsdf, must have had peculiar atractions to the Jewish mind. It
needed stern principle to repress the curiosity thus awvakened. When ayoung Rabbi, Ben
Dama, asked his uncle whether he might not study Greek philasophy, since he had mastered
the‘Law’ in every aspect of it, the older Rabbi replied by areference to Josh. i. 8: ‘Go and
search what is the hour which is neither of the day nor of the night, and in it thou mayest study
Greek philosophy.’ ™ Y et even the Jewish patriarch, Gamalid 11., who may have sat with Saul of
Tarsus at the feet of his grandfather, was said to have busied himsdlf with Greek, as he certainly
held liberd views on many points connected with Grecianism. To be sure, tradition justified him
on the ground that his position brought him into contact with the ruling powers, and, perhaps, to
further vindicate him, ascribed amilar pursuits to the dder Gamdid, dthough groundlesdy, to
judge from the circumstance that he was so impressed even with the wrong of possessing a
Targum on Job in Aramaen, that he had it buried deep in the ground.

11. Men. 99 b, towards the end.

But dl these areindications of a tendency existing. How wide it must have spread, appears from
the fact that the ban had to be pronounced on al who studied * Greek wisdom.” One of the
greatest Rabbis, Elishaben Abujah, seemsto have been actually led to apostacy by such
studies. True, he appears asthe ‘ Acher’ - the ‘other’ - in Tdmudic writings, whom it was not
proper even to name. But he was not yet an gpostate from the Synagogue when those ‘ Greek
songs ever flowed from hislips, and it wasin the very Beth-ha-Midrash, or theologica
academy, that amultitude of Sphrey Minim (heretica books) flew from his breast, where they
had lain concedled.™ It may be so, thet the expression * Siphrey Homeros (Homeric writings),
which occur not only in the Tamud™ but even in the Mishnah'* referred pre-eminently, if not
exclusvdy, to the religious or semi-rdigious Jewish Hdlenidtic literature, outside even the
Apocrypha.™® But its occurrence proves, a any rate, that the Hellenists were credited with the
study of Greek literature, and that through them, if not more directly, the Paetinians had
become acquainted with it.

12. Jer. Chag. ii. 1; comp. Chag. 15.
13. Jer. Sanh. x. 28 a.
14.Yad. iv. 6.

15. Through thisliterature, which as being Jewish might have passed unsuspected, a dangerous
acquaintance might have been introduced with Greek writings- the more readily, that for example
Aristobulus described Homer and Hesiod as having ‘ drawn from our books' (ap. Euseb. Pragpar. Evang.
xiii. 12). According to Hamburger (Real-Encykl. fur Bibel u. Talmud, vol. ii. pp. 68, 69), the expression
Siphrey Homerosapplies exclusively to the Judae-Alexandrian heretical writings; according to Fiirst
(Kanon d. A. Test. p. 98), simply to Homeric literature. But see the discussion in Levy, Neuhebr. u.
Chald. Wérterb., vol. i. p. 476 a and b.



This sketch will prepare usfor argpid survey of that Helenigtic literature which Judea so much
dreaded. Itsimportance, not only to the Hellenists but to the world at large, can scarcely be
over-estimated. First and foremost, we have here the Greek trandation of the Old Testament,
venerable not only as the oldest, but as that which at the time of Jesus held the place of our

‘ Authorized Verson,” and as such is so often, dthough fredy, quoted, in the New Testament.
Nor need we wonder that it should have been the peopl€ s Bible, not merely among the
Hdlenigts, but in Galilee, and even in Judaa. It was not only, as dready explained, that Hebrew
was no longer the ‘vulgar tongue’ in Pdesting, and that written Targumim were prohibited. But
mog, if not al - at least in towns - would understand the Greek version; it might be quoted in
intercourse with Hellenigt brethren or with the Gentiles, and, what was perhgps equaly, if not
more important, it was the most readily procurable. From the extreme labour and care
bestowed on them, Hebrew manuscripts of the Bible were enormoudy dear, as we infer from a
curious Tamudica notice,*® where a common woolen wrap, which of course was very cheap, a
copy of the Psalms, of Job, and torn pieces from Proverbs, are together valued at five maneh -
say, about 19I. Although this notice dates from the third or fourth century, it isnot likely thet the
cost of Hebrew Biblical MSS. was much lower at the time of Jesus. Thiswould, of course, put
their possession well nigh out of common reach. On the other hand, we are able to form an idea
of the chegpness of Greek manuscripts from what we know of the price of booksin Rome at
the beginning of our era. Hundreds of daves were there engaged copying what one dictated.
The result was not only the publication of as large editions asin our days, but their production a
only about double the cost of what are now known as ‘cheap’ or ‘peopl€ s editions” Probably
it would be safe to compute, that as much matter as would cover sixteen pages of smdl print
might, in such cases, be sold at the rate of about sixpence, and in that ratio.” Accordingly,
manuscripts in Greek or Latin, athough often incorrect, must have been easlly attainable, and
this would have congderable influence on making the Greek verson of the Old Testament the
‘people’ s Bible.'*®

16. Gitt. 35 last lineand b.
17. Comp. Friedlander, Sitteng. Roms, val. iii. p. 315.

18. To these causes there should perhaps be added the attempt to introduce Grecianism by force into
Pal estine, the consequences which it may have left, and the existence of a Grecian party in the land.

The Greek verson, like the Targum of the Palestinians, originated, no doubt, in the first place, in
afdt nationd want on the part of the Hellenists, who as a body were ignorant of Hebrew.
Hence we find notices of very early Greek versions of at least parts of the Pentateuch.™® But
this, of course, could not suffice. On the other hand, there existed, as we may suppose, a natura
curiosity on the part of students, especidly in Alexandria, which had so large a Jewish
population, to know the sacred books on which the religion and history of Isragl were founded.
Even more than this, we must take into account the literary tastes of the first three Ptolemies
(successorsin Egypt of Alexander the Great), and the exceptiond favour which the Jews for a
time enjoyed. Ptolemy 1. (Lagi) was agreat patron of learning. He projected the Museum in
Alexandria, which was a home for literature and study, and founded the grest library. In these
undertakings Demetrius Phalereus was his chief adviser. The tagtes of the first Ptolemy were



inherited by his son, Ptolemy 11. (Philadelphus), who had for two years been co-regent. In
fact, ultimately that monarch became literdly book-mad, and the sums spent on rare M SS,,
which too often proved spurious, dmost pass bdief. The same may be said of the third of these
monarchs, Ptolemy I11. (Euergetes). It would have been strange, indeed, if these monarchs had
not sought to enrich their library with an authentic rendering of the Jewish sacred books, or not
encouraged such atrandation.

19. Aristobulusin Euseb. Prapar. Evang. ix. 6; xiii. 12. The doubts raised by Hody against this testimony
have been generally repudiated by critics since the treatise by Valkenaer (Diatr. de Aristob. Jud.
appended to Gaisford' s ed. of the Prapar. Evang.).

20. 286-284 b.c.

These circumstances will account for the different e ements which we can trace in the Greek
versgon of the Old Testament, and explain the historicd, or rather legendary, notices which we
have of its composition. To begin with the latter. Josephus has preserved what, no doubt in its
present form, is a gpurious letter from one Aristeas to his brother Philocrates? in which we are
told how, by the advice of hislibrarian (?), Demetrius Phaereus, Ptolemy 11. had sent by him
(Arigteas) and another officer, aletter, with rich presents, to Eleazar, the High-Priest at
Jerusdem; who in turn had sdected seventy-two trandators (six out of each tribe), and
furnished them with amost vauable manuscript of the Old Testament. The letter then gives
further details of their splendid reception at the Egyptian court, and of their sojourn in the idand
of Pharos, where they accomplished their work in seventy-two days, when they returned to
Jerusalem laden with rich presents, their trandation having recelved the forma approva of the
Jewish Sanhedrin a Alexandria. From this account we may at least derive as historica these
facts: that the Pentateuch - for to it only the testimony refers - was trandated into Greek, at the
suggestion of Demetrius Phdareus, in the reign and under the patronage - if not by direction - of
Ptolemy I1. (Philadelphus).?? With this the Jewish accounts agree, which describe the trandation
of the Pentateuch under Ptolemy - the Jerusdlem Tamud?® in asmpler narrative, the
Babyloniart* with additions apparently derived from the Alexandrian legends; the former
expresdy noting thirteen, the latter marking fifteen, variations from the origind text.

21. Comp. Josephi Opera, ed. Havercamp, val. ii. App. pp. 103-132. The best and most critical edition of
thisletter by Prof. M. Schmidt, in Merx’ Archiv. i. pp. 252-310. The story isfound inJos. Ant. xii. 2. 2;
Ag. Ap. ii. 4; Philo, deVitaMaosis, lib. ii. section 5-7. The extracts are most fully given in Euseb. Prapar.
Evang. Some of the Fathers give the story, with additional embellishments. It wasfirst critically called in
guestion by Hody (Contra Historiam Aristesede L. X. interpret. dissert. Oxon. 1685), and has since been
generally regarded as legendary. But its foundation in fact has of |ate been recognized by well nigh all
critics, though the letter itself is pseudonymic, and full of fabulous details.

22. Thisisalso otherwise attested. See Keil, Lehrb. d. hist. kr. Einl. d. A. T., p. 551, note 5.
23. Meg. i.
24.Meg. 9 a.

25. It is scarcely worth while to refute the view of Tychsen, Jost (Gesch. d. Judenth.), and others, that
the Jewish writers only wrote down for Ptolemy the Hebrew words in Greek |etters. But the word



cannot possibly bear that meaning in this connection. Comp. also Frankel, Vorstudien, p. 31.

The Pentateuch once trand ated, whether by one, or more likely by severa persons® the other
books of the Old Testament would naturally soon receive the same trestment. They were
evidently rendered by a number of persons, who possessed very different qudifications for their
work - the trandation of the Book of Daniel having been so defective, that in its place another
by Theodotion was afterwards subgtituted. The version, as awhole, bears the name of the
LXX. - as some have supposed from the number of its trandators according to Aristees
account - only that in that case it should have been seventy-two; or from the approvd of the
Alexandrian Sannedrin?’ - athough in that case it should have been seventy-one; or perhaps
because, in the popular idea, the number of the Gentile nations, of which the Greek (Japheth)
was regarded astypica, was seventy. We have, however, one fixed date by which to compute
the completion of this trandation. From the prologue to the Apocrypha ‘Wisdom of Jesusthe
son of Sirach,” we learn that in his days the Canon of Scripture was closed; and that on his
arriva, in histhirty-eighth year.®® In Egypt, which was then under the rule of Euergetes, he found
the so-cdled LXX. verson completed, when he set himsdlf to asmilar trandation of the
Hebrew work of his grandfather. But in the 50" chapter of that work we have a description of
the High-Priest Smon, which is evidently written by an eye-witness. We have therefore as one
term the pontificate of Simon, during which the earlier Jesus lived; and as the other, the reign of
Euergetes, in which the grandson was & Alexandria. Now, athough there were two High-
Priests who bore the name Simon, and two Egyptian kings with the surname Euergetes, yet on
purely historical grounds, and apart from critical prejudices, we conclude that the Simon of
Ecclus. L. was Smon |, the Jugt, one of the greatest namesin Jewish traditiona history; and
amilarly, that the Euergetes of the younger Jesus was the firg of that name, Ptolemy 111., who
reigned from 247 to 221 b.c.® In his reign, therefore, we must regard the LXX. version as, at
least subgtantialy, completed.

26. According to Sopher. i. 8, by five persons, but that seems a round number to correspond to the five
books of Moses. Frankel (Ueber d. Einfl. d. palst. Exeg.) labours, however, to show in detail the
differences between the different translators. But his criticism is often strained, and the solution of the
guestion is apparently impossible.

27. Bohl would haveit, ‘the Jerusalem Sanhedrin!’
28. But the expression has also been referred to the thirty-eighth year of the reign of Euergetes.

29. Tomy mind, at least, the historical evidence, apart from critical considerations, seemsvery strong.
Modern writers on the other side have confessedly been influenced by the consideration that the earlier
date of the Book of Sirach would also involve amuch earlier date for the close of the O. T. Canon than
they are disposed to admit. More especially would it bear on the question of the so-called ‘ Maccabean
Psalms,” and the authorship and date of the Book of Daniel. But historical questions should be treated
independently of critical prejudices. Winer (Bibl. Realworterb. i. p. 555), and others after him admit that
the Simon of Ecclus. ch. L. wasindeed Simon the Just (i.), but maintain that the Euergetes of the
Prologue was the second of that name, Ptolemy V1., popularly nicknamed K akergetes. Comp. the
remarks of Fritzsche on thisview in the Kurzgef. Exeg. Handb. z. d. Apokr. 5te Lief. p. xvii.

From thisit would, of course, follow that the Canon of the Old Testament was then practicaly
fixed in Palestine® That Canon was accepted by the Alexandrian trandators, athough the more



loose views of the Hellenists on ‘inspiration,” and the absence of that close watchfulness
exercised over the text in Paledting, led to additions and dterations, and ultimately even to the
admission of the Apocryphainto the Greek Bible. Unlike the Hebrew arrangement of the text
into the Law, the Prophets,®* and the (sacred) Writings, or Hagiographa, the LXX. arrange
them into historical, prophetical, and poetic books, and count twenty-two, after the Hebrew
aphabet, instead of twenty-four, as the Hebrews. But perhaps both these may have been later
arrangements, since Philo evidently knew the Jewish order of the books* What text the
trandators may have used we can only conjecture. It differsin dmost innumerable instances
from our own, though the more important deviations are comparatively few.* In the great
majority of the lesser variations our Hebrew must be regarded as the correct text.*

30. Comp. here, besides the passages quoted in the previous note, BabaB. 13 b and 14 b; for the
cessation of revelation in the Maccabean period, 1 Macc. iv. 46; ix. 27; xiv. 41; and, in general, for the
Jewish view on the subject at the time of Christ, Jos. Ag. Ap.i. 8.

31. Anterior: Josh., Judg., 1 and 2 Sam. 1 and 2 Kings. Posterior: Mgjor: Is., Jer., and Ezek.; and the
Minor Prophets.

32. De Vita Contempl. § 3.

33. They occur chiefly in 1 Kings, the books of Esther, Job, Proverbs, Jeremiah, and Daniel. In the
Pentateuch we find them only in four passagesin the Book of Exodus.

34. Thereis aso acurious correspondence between the Samaritan version of the Pentateuch and that of
the LXX., which in no less than about 2,000 passages agree as against our Hebrew, although in other
instances the Greek text either agrees with the Hebrew against the Samaritan, or else isindependent of
both. On the connection between Samaritan literature and Hellenism there are some very interesting
notices in Freudenthal, Hell. Stud. pp. 82-103, 130-136, 186, &C.

Putting aside clericd mistakes and misreadings, and making alowance for errors of trandation,
ignorance, and haste, we note certain outstanding facts as characteristic of the Greek version. It
bears evident marks of its origin in Egypt in its use of Egyptian words and references, ad
equaly evident traces of its Jewish compostion. By the Sde of davish and fdse literdism there
isgreet liberty, if not licence, in handling the origind; grass mistakes occur aong with happy
renderings of very difficult passages, suggesting the aid of some able scholars. Distinct Jewish
elements are undeniably there, which can only be explained by reference to Jewish tradition,
dthough they are much fewer than some critics have supposed.® Thiswe can easily understand,
since only those traditions would find a place which at that early time were not only received,
but in generd circulation. The distinctively Grecian dements, however, are a present of chief
interest to us. They consst of dlusionsto Greek mythologica terms, and adaptations of Greek
philosophical ideas. However few,* even one well-authenticated instance would lead usto
suspect others, and in generd give to the version the character of Jewish Hdllenising. In the
same class we reckon what congtitutes the prominent characterigtic of the LXX. verson, which,
for want of better terms, we would designate as rationdistic and apologetic. Difficulties - or
what seemed such - are removed by the most bold methods, and by free handling of the text; it
need scarcely be said, often very unsatisfactorily. More especialy a strenuous effort is made to
banish al anthropomorphisms, as inconsstent with their ideas of the Daity. The superficia



observer might be tempted to regard this as not gtrictly Hellenistic, Since the same may be
noted, and indeed is much more consistently carried out, in the Targum of Onkelos. Perhaps
such aterations had even been introduced into the Hebrew text itself.*” But thereisthis vital
difference between Paestinianism and Alexandrianism, that, broadly spesking, the Hebrew
avoidance of anthropomorphisms depends on objective - theologicd and dogmatic - the
Hellenigtic on subjective - philosophical and gpologetic - grounds. The Hebrew avoids them as
he does what seems to him inconsstent with the dignity of Biblical heroes and of Isradl. * Greet is
the power of the prophets,’ he writes, ‘who liken the Creator to the creature;’ or else® *athing
iswritten only to bresk it to the ear’ - to adapt it to our human modes of spesking and
understanding; and again,* the ‘words of the Torah are like the speech of the children of men.’
But for this very purpose the words of Scripture may be presented in another form, if need be
even modified, o asto obviate possible misunderstanding, or dogmatic error. The Alexandrians
arrived a the same conclusion, but from an opposite direction. They had not theologica but
philosophica axiomsin their minds - truths which the highest truth could not, and, asthey held,
did not contravene. Only dig deeper; get beyond the letter to that to which it pointed; divest
abgtract truth of its concrete, national, Judaistic envelope - penetrate through the dim porch into
the temple, and you were surrounded by a blaze of light, of which, asits portals had been
thrown open, single rays had fdlen into the night of heathendom. And so the truth would appear
glorious - more than vindicated in their own sght, triumphant in that of otherd

35. The extravagant computationsin this respect of Frankel (both in hiswork, Ueber d. Einfl. d. Pal&st.
Exeg., and also in the Vorstud. z. Sept. pp. 189-191) have been rectified by Herzfeld (Gesch. d. VVal. Isr.
val. iii.), who, perhaps, goesto the other extreme. Herzfeld (pp. 548-550) admits- and even thiswith
hesitation - of only six distinct referencesto Halakhoth in the following passagesin the LXX.: Gen. ix. 4;
xxxii. 32; Lev. xix. 19; xxiv. 7; Deut. xxv. 5; xxvi. 12. Asinstances of Haggadah we may mention the
renderingsin Gen. v. 24 and Ex. x. 23.

36. Dahne and Gfrorer have in this respect gone to the same extreme asFrankel on the Jewish side. But
even Segfried (Philov. Alex. p. 8) isobliged to admit that the LXX. rendering,

h degh hn aor atoVakai kataskeuastoVGen. i. 2), bears undeniable mark of Grecian philosophic
views. And certainly thisis not the sole instance of the kind.

37. Asinthe so-caled ‘ Tigquney Sopherim’ or ‘emendations of the scribes.” Comp. here generally the
investigations of Geiger (Urschrift u. Ueberse z. d. Bibel). But these, however learned and ingenious,
require, like so many of the dicta of modern Jewish criticism, to be taken with the utmost caution, and in
each case subjected to fresh examination, since so large a proportion of their writings are what is best
designated by the German TendenzSchriften, and their inferences TendenzSchllisse. But the critic and
the historian should have no Tendenz- except towards simple fact and historical truth.

38. Mechiltaon Ex. xix.

39.Ber. 31b.

In such manner the LXX. version became redly the peopl€e s Bible to that large Jewish world
through which Chridtianity was afterwards to address itsdf to mankind. It was part of the case,
that this trandation should be regarded by the Hellenists as inspired like the origindl. Otherwise it
would have been impossible to make fina apped to the very words of the Greek; il less, to
find in them amystical and dlegorica meaning. Only that we must not regard their views of



ingoiration - except as gpplying to Maoses, and even there only partidly - asidentica with ours.
To their minds inspiration differed quantitatively, not quaitatively, from what the rapt soul might
a any time experience, S0 that even heathen philosophers might ultimately be regarded as at
timesinspired. So far as the version of the Bible was concerned (and probably on like grounds),
amilar views obtained a alater period even in Hebrew circles, where it was laid down that the
Chaldee Targum on the Pentateuch had been originally spoken to Moses on Sinai,*° though
afterwards forgotten, till restored and re-introduced.*

40. Ned. 37 b; Kidd. 49 a.

41. Meg. 3a.

Whether or not the LXX. was read in the Hellenist Synagogues, and the worship conducted,
wholly or partly, in Greek, must be matter of conjecture. We find, however, a sgnificant
notice™ to the effect that among those who spoke a barbarous language (not Hebrew - theterm
referring specidly to Greek), it was the custom for one person to read the whole Parashah (or
lesson for the day), while among the Hebrew-speaking Jews this was done by seven persons,
successively cdled up. This seemsto imply that either the Greek text alone was read, or that it
followed a Hebrew reading, like the Targum of the Easterns. More probably, however, the
former would be the case, since both Hebrew manuscripts, and persons qudified to read them,
would be difficult to procure. At any rate, we know that the Greek Scriptures were
authoritatively acknowledged in Palesting™ and that the ordinary daily prayers might be said in
Greek.** The LXX. deserved this distinction from its generd faithfulness - at least, in regard to
the Pentateuch - and from its preservation of ancient doctrine. Thus, without further referring to
its full acknowledgment of the doctrine of Angds (comp. Deut. xxxii. 8, xxxiii. 2), we soecidly
mark that is preserved the Messianic interpretation of Gen. xlix. 10, and Numb. xxiv. 7, 17, 23,
bringing us evidence of what had been the generdly received view two and ahdf centuries
before the birth of Jesus. It must have been on the ground of the use made of the LXX. in
argument, that later voicesin the Synagogue declared this verson to have been as greet calamity
to Isradl as the making of the golden calf,* and that is completion had been followed by the
terrible omen of an edlipse, that lasted three days.*® For the Rabbis declared that upon
investigation it had been found that the Torah could be adequately trandated only into Greek,
and they are most extravagant in their praise of the Greek version of Akylas, or Aquila, the
prosalyte, which was made to counteract the influence of the LXX.* But in Egypt the
anniversary of the completion of the LXX. was celebrated by afeast in theidand of Pharos, in
which ultimately even hesthens seem to have taken part.*®

42. Jer. Meg. iv. 3, ed. Krot. p. 75a.

43. Meg.i. 8. Itis, however, fair to confess strong doubt, on my part, whether this passage may not refer
to the Greek tranglation of Akylas. At the sametimeit simply speaks of atranslation into Greek. And
before the version of Aquilathe LXX. alone held that place. It is one of the most daring modern Jewish
perversions of history to identify this Akylas, who flourished about 130 after Christ, with the Aquila of
the Book of Acts. It wants even the excuse of a colourable perversion of the confused story about
Akylas, which Epiphaniuswho is so generally inaccurate, givesin De Pond. et Mensur. c. Xiv.



44, The ‘Shema’ (Jewish creed), with its collects, the eighteen ‘ benedictions,” and ‘the grace at meat.” A
later Rabbi vindicated the use of the ‘ Shema’ in Greek by the argument that the word Shema meant not
only ‘Hear,” but also ‘understand’ (Jer. Sotah vii. 1.) Comp. sotah vii. 1, 2. InBer. 40 b, it is said that the
Parashah connected with the woman suspected of adultery, the prayer and confession at the bringing
of the tithes, and the various benedictions over food, may be said not only in Hebrew, but in any other
languages.

45, Mass. Sopher i. Hal. 7 - at the close of vol. ix. of the Bab. Talmud.
46. Hilch. Ged. Taan.
47. Jer. Meg. i. 11, ed. Krot. p. 71 b and c.

48. Philo, VitaMos. ii. ed. Francf. p. 660.



Chapter 3

THE OLD FAITH PREPARING FOR THE NEW

DEVELOPMENT OF HELLENIST THEOLOGY: THE APOCRYPHA, ARISTEAS,
ARISTOBULUS

THE PSEUD-EPIGRAPHIC WRITINGS.

The trandation of the Old Testament into Greek may be regarded as the starting- point of
Helenism. It rendered possible the hope that what in its origind form had been confined to the
few, might become accessible to the world at large.* But much yet remained to be done. If the
religion of the Old Testament had been brought near to the Grecian world of thought, the latter
had till to be brought near to Judaism. Some intermediate stage must be found; some common
ground on which the two might meet; some origind kindredness of spirit to which their later
divergences might be carried back, and where they might finally be reconciled. Asthe first
atempt in thisdirection - firgt in order, if not dwaysin time - we mark the so-caled Apocryphd
literature, most of which was either written in Greek, or isthe product of Hellenising Jews? Its
general object was twofold. Firgt, of course, it was apologetic - intended to fill gapsin Jewish
history or thought, but especidly to strengthen the Jewish mind againg attacks from without, and
generdly to extal the dignity of Israel. Thus, more withering sarcasm could scarcely be poured
on heathenism than in the gpocrypha story of ‘Bel and the Dragon,’ or in the so-cdled *Epistle
of Jeremy,” with which the Book of ‘Baruch’ closes. The same drain, only in more |ofty tones,
resounds through the Book of the *Wisdom of Solomon,”® aong with the congtantly implied
contrast between the righteous, or Israel, and sinners, or the heathen. But the next object wasto
show that the deeper and purer thinking of hesthenism in its highest philosophy supported - nay,
in some respects, was identica with - the fundamenta teaching of the Old Testament. This, of
course, was gpologetic of the Old Testament, but it also prepared the way for areconciliation
with Greek philosophy. We notice this especidly in the so-called Fourth Book of Maccabees,
s0 long erroneously attributed to Josephus,* and in the * Wisdom of Solomon.’” The first
postulate here would be the acknowledgment of truth among the Gentiles, which was the
outcome of Wisdom - and Wisdom was the revelation of God. This seems dready implied in so
thoroughly Jewish abook as that of Jesus the Son of Sirach.® Of course there could be no
dliance with Epicureanism, which was at the opposite pole of the Old Testament. But the
brilliancy of Plato’s speculations would charm, while the stern sdlf- abnegation of Stoicism would
prove dmost equaly atractive. The one would show why they believed, the other why they
lived, asthey did. Thusthe theology of the Old Testament would find arationd basisin the
ontology of Plato, and its ethics in the mora philosophy of the Stoics. Indeed, thisisthe very
line of argument which Josephus follows in the condusion of his treatise against Apion.® This
then, was an unassailable position to take: contempt poured on heathenism as such,” and a
rationa philosophical basis for Judaism. They were not deep, only acute thinkers, these
Alexandrians, and the result of their speculations was a curious Eclecticism, in which Platonism
and Stoicism are found, often heterogeneoudy, sde by side. Thus, without further details, it may
be said that the Fourth Book of Maccabeesis a Jewish Stoicd treatise on the Stoical theme of
‘the supremacy of reason,’ the proposition, stated at the outset, that * pious reason bears
absolute sway over the passions,” being illugtrated by the story of the martyrdom of Eleazar, and



of the mother and her seven sons.? On the other hand, that sublime work, the * Wisdom of
Solomon,” contains Platonic and Stoic dements’ - chiefly perhaps the latter - the two occurring
sdeby sde Thus'™ ‘Wisdom, which is so concretely presented as to be dmost hypostatised,™
isfirst described in the language of Stoicism,™ and afterwards st forth, in that of Platonism,™ as
‘the breeth of the power of God;” as*a pure influence flowing from the glory of the Almighty;’
‘the brightness of the everlasting light, the unspotted mirror of the power of God, and the image
of Hisgoodness’ Similarly, we have a Stoical enumeration of the four carding virtues,
temperance, prudence, justice, and fortitude, and close by it the Platonic idea of the soul’s pre-
existence™ and of earth and matter pressing it down.*® How such views would point in the
direction of the need of a perfect revelation from on high, asin the Bible, and of itsrationa
possibility, need scarcely be shown.

1. Philo, deVitaMos. ed. Mangey, ii. p. 140.

2. All the Apocryphawere originally written in Greek, except 1 Macc., Judith, part of Baruch, probably
Tobit, and, of course, the * Wisdom of Jesus the Son of Sirach.’

3. Comp. X. - XX.

4. Itisprinted in Havercamp’s edition of Josephus, vol. ii. pp. 497-520. The best edition isin Fritzsche,
Libri Apocryphi Vet. Test. (Lips. 1871).

5. Comp. for ex. Ecclus. xxiv. 6.
6. i. 39, 40.

7. Comp. alsoJos. Ag. Ap. ii. 34.
8. Comp. 2 Macc. vi. 18 - vii. 41.

9. Ewald (Gesch. d. Volkeslsr., vol. iv. pp. 626-632) has given a glowing sketch of it. Ewald rightly says
that its Grecian elements have been exaggerated; but Bucher (Lehre vom Logos, pp. 59-62) utterly fails
in denying their presence altogether.

10. Ch. vii. 22-27.
11. Compare especialy Wis. Sal. ix. 1; xviii. 14-16, where the idea of soy ia passesinto that of the | ogoV
Of course the above remarks are not intended to depreciate the great value of thisbook, alikein itself,

and initspractical teaching, inits clear enunciation of aretribution as awaiting man, and in itsimportant
bearing on the New Testament revelation of the | ogoV/

12. Vv. 22-24.
13. Vv. 25-20.
14. In ch. viii. 7.
15.Inwv. 19, 20.

16.ix. 15.

But how did Eastern Judaism bear itself towards this Apocryphd literature? We find it



described by aterm which seemsto correspond to our ‘ Apocrypha’ as * Sepharim Genuzim,’
“hidden books,” i.e., ether such whose origin was hidden, or, more likely, books withdrawn
from common or congregationd use. Although they were, of course, carefully distinguished from
the canonica Scriptures, as not being sacred, their use was not only alowed, but many of them
are quoted in Tamudica writings™” In this respect they are placed on avery different footing
from the so-called Sepharim Chitsonim, or ‘ outside books,” which probably included both the
products of a certain class of Jewish Hdlenidtic literature, and the Sphrey Minim, or writings of
the heretics. Againg these Rabbinism can scarcdy find terms of sufficient violence, even
debarring from share in the world to come those who read them.*® This, not only because they
were used in controversy, but because their secret influence on orthodox Judaism was dreaded.
For smilar reasons, later Judaism forbade the use of the Apocrypha in the same manner asthat
of the Sepharim Chitsonim. But their influence had dready made itsdf felt. The Apocrypha,
the more greedily perused, not only for their glorification of Judaism, but that they were, soto
speak, doubtful reading, which yet afforded a glimpse into that forbidden Greek world, opened
the way for other Hellenidtic literature, of which unacknowledged but frequent traces occur in
Tamudica writings™

17. Some Apocryphal books which have not been preserved to us are mentioned in Talmudical writings,
among them one, ‘ The roll of the building of the Temple,” alas, lost to us! Comp. Hamburger, vol. ii. pp.
66-70.

18. Sanh 100.

19. Comp. Segfried, Philo von Alex. pp. 275-299, who, however, perhaps overstates the matter.

To those who thus sought to weld Grecian thought with Hebrew revelation, two objects would
naturaly present themselves. They must try to connect their Greek philosophers with the Bible,
and they must find benesath the letter of Scripture a degper meaning, which would accord with
philosophic truth. So far as the text of Scripture was concerned, they had a method ready to
hand. The Stoic philosophers had busied themselves in finding a degper allegorical meaning,
especidly in the writings of Homer. By applying it to mythica gtories, or to the popular beliefs,
and by tracing the supposed symbolica meaning of names, numbers, &c., it became easy to
prove dmaost anything, or to extract from these philosophica truths ethicd principles, and even
the later results of natural science® Such a process was peculiarly plessing to the imagination,
and the results dike astounding and satisfactory, since as they could not be proved, so neither
could they be disproved. This alegorical method™ was the welcome key by which the Hellenists
might unlock the hidden treasury of Scripture. In point of fact, we find it gpplied 0 early asin
the ‘Wisdom of Solomon. %

20. Comp. Segfried, pp. 9-16; Hartmann, Enge Verb. d. A. Test. mit d. N., pp. 568-572.

21. Thisisto be carefully distinguished from the typical interpretation and from the mystical - the type
being prophetic, the mystery spiritually understood.

22. Not to speak of such sounder interpretations as that of the brazen serpent (Wisd. xvi. 6, 7), and of
the Fall (ii. 24), or of the view presented of the early history of the chosen race in ch. x., we may mention
asinstances of allegorical interpretation that of the manna (xvi. 26-28), and of the high-priestly dress



(xviii. 24), to which, no doubt, others might be added. But | cannot find sufficient evidence of this
allegorical method in the Wisdom of Jesus the Son of Sirach. The reasoning of Hartmann (u. s., pp. 542-
547) seems to me greatly strained. Of the existence of allegorical interpretationsin the Synoptic Gospels,
or of any connection with Hellenism, such as Hartmann, Siegfried, and Loesner (Obs. ad. N.T. e Phil.
Alex) put into them, | cannot, on examination, discover any evidence. Similarity of expressions, or even
of thought, afford no evidence of inward connection. Of the Gospel by St. John we shall speak in the
sequel. In the Pauline Epistles we find, as might be expected, some allegorical interpretations, chiefly in
those to the Corinthians, perhaps owing to the connection of that church with Apollos. Comp here 1
Cor. ix. 9; x. 4 (Philo, Quod deter. potiori insid. 31); 2 Cor. iii. 16; Gd. iv. 21. Of the Epistle to the Hebrews
and the Apocalypse we cannot here speak.

But as yet Hdllenism had scarcdly |eft the domain of sober interpretation. it is otherwise in the
|etter of the Pseudo-Aristess, to which reference has aready been made.® Here the wildest
symboliam is put into the mouth of the High-Priest Eleazar, to convince Aristeas and his fellow-
ambassador that the Mosaic ordinances concerning food had not only a politica reason - to
keep Israel separate from impious nations - and a sanitary one, but chiefly amystical meaning.
The birds dlowed for food were dl tame and pure, and they fed on corn or vegetable products,
the opposite being the case with those forbidden. The first lesson which this was intended to
teach was, that Israel must be just, and not seek to obtain aught from others by violence; but, so
to speak, imitate the habits of those birds which were alowed them. The next lesson would be,
that each must learn to govern his passons and inclinations. Similarly, the direction about cloven
hoofs pointed to the need of making separation - that is, between good and evil; and that about
chewing the cud to the need of remembering, viz. God and Hiswill.?* In such manner, according
to Arigtess, did the High Priest go through the catalogue of things forbidden, and of animasto
be sacrificed, showing from their * hidden meaning’ the majesty and sanctity of the Law.?

23. Seep. 25.

24. A similar principle applied to the prohibition of such species as the mouse or the weasel, not only
because they destroyed everything, but because the latter, from its mode of conceivingand bearing,
symbolized listening to evil tales, and exaggerated, lying, or malicious speech.

25. Of course this method is constantly adopted by Josephus. Comp. for example, Ant. iii. 1.6; 7. 7.

Thiswas an important line to teke, and it differed in principle from the dlegorica method
adopted by the Eastern Jews. Not only the Dorshey Reshumoth,?® or searches out of the
subtleties of Scripture, of their indications, but even the ordinary Haggadist employed, indeed,
dlegoric interpretations. Thereby Akiba vindicated for the * Song of Songs' its placein the
Canon. Did not Scripture say:  One thing spake God, twofold iswhat | heard,’?” and did not
thisimply atwofold meaning; nay, could not the Torah be explained by many different
methods?® What, for example, was the water which |sradl sought in the wilderness, or the
bread and raiment which Jacob asked in Bethel, but the Torah and the dignity which it
conferred? But in dl these, and innumerable smilar ingances, the dlegorica interpretation was
only an gpplication of Scripture for homiletical purposes, not a searching into arationale
beneath, such asthat of the Hdllenigts. The latter the Rabbis would have utterly repudiated, on
their express principle that * Scripture goes not beyond its plain meaning.’®® They sternly indsted,
that we ought not to search into the ulterior object and rationde of alaw, but smply obey it. But



it wasthisvery rationale of the Law which the Alexandrians sought to find under its letter. It
was in this sense that Aristobulus, a Hellenist Jew of Alexandria,* sought to explain Scripture.
Only afragment of hiswork, which seemsto have been a Commentary on the Pentateuch,
dedicated to King Ptolemy (Philometor), has been preserved to us (by Clement of Alexandria,
and by Eusebius™). According to Clement of Alexandria, hisam was, ‘to bring the Peripatetic
philosophy out of the law of Moses, and out of the other prophets.” Thus, when we read that
God stood, it meant the stable order of the world; that He created the world in Sx days, the
orderly succession of time; the rest of the Sabbath, the preservation of what was created. And
in such manner could the whole system of Aristotle be found in the Bible. But how was thisto
be accounted for? Of course, the Bible had not learned from Aristotle, but he and all the other
philosophers had learned from the Bible. Thus, according to Aristobulus, Pythagoras, Plato, and
al the other sages had redlly learned from Moses, and the broken rays found in their writings
were united in dl their glory in the Torah.

26. Or Dorshey Chamuroth, searchers of difficult passages. Zunz Gottesd. Vortr. p. 323. note b.
27. Ps. Ixii. 11; Sanh. 34 a.

28. The seventy languages in which the Law was supposed to have been written below Mount Ebal
(Sotahvii. 5). | cannot help feeling thismay in part also refer to the various modes of interpreting Holy
Scripture, and that there is an allusion to this Shabb. 88 b, where Ps. Ixviii. 12. and Jer. xxiii. 29, are
quoted, the latter to show that the word of God is like a hammer that breaks the rock in athousand
pieces. Comp. Rashi on Gen. xxxiii. 20.

29. Perhaps we ought here to point out one of the most important principles of Rabbinism, which has
been almost entirely overlooked in modern criticism of the Talmud. It isthis: that any ordinance, not
only of the Divine law, but of the Rabbis, even though only given for a particular time or occasion, or
for aspecial reason, remainsin full forcefor all time unlessit be expressly recalled (Betsah 5 b). Thus
Maimonides (Sepher ha Mitsv.) declares the law to extirpate the Canaanites as continuing in its
obligations. The inferences as to the perpetual obligation, not only of the ceremonial law, but of
sacrifices, will be obvious, and their bearing on the Jewish controversy need not be explained. Comp.
Chief Rabbi Holdheim d. Ceremonial Gesetz in Messasreich, 1845.

30. About 160 b.c.
31. Prapar. Evang. vii. 14. 1; vii. 10. 1-17; xiii. 12.

It was atempting path on which to enter, and one on which there was no standing ill. It only
remained to give fixedness to the alegorica method by reducing it to certain principles, or
canons of criticism, and to form the heterogeneous mass of Grecian philosophemes and Jewish
theologumena into a compact, if not homogeneous system. Thiswas the work of Philo of
Alexandria, born about 20 b.c. It concerns us not here to inquire what were the intermediate
links between Aristobulus and Philo. Another and more important point claims our atention. If
ancient Greek philosophy knew the teaching of Moses, where was the historic evidence for it?
If such did not exigt, it must somehow be invented. Orpheus was a name which had dways lent
itsdf to literary fraud,* and so Aristobulus boldly produces (whether of his own or of others
making) anumber of spurious citations from Hesiod, Homer, Linus, but especidly from
Orpheus, dl Biblicd and Jewish in their cast. Aristobulus was neither the firgt nor the last to



commit such fraud. The Jewish Syl boldly, and, aswe shdl see, successfully personated the
heathen oracles. And this opens, generdly, quite avista of Jewigh Grecialiterature. In the
second, and even in the third century before Chrigt, there were Hdllenist historians, such as
Eupolemus, Artapanus, Demetrius, and Aristeas; tragic and epic poets, such as Ezekid,
Pseudo- Philo, and Theodotus, who, after the manner of the ancient classical writers, but for
their own purposes, described certain periods of Jewish history, or sang of such themes asthe
Exodus, Jerusdem, or the rape of Dinah.

32. AsVal. Kenaer putsit, Daitr. de Aristob. Jud. p. 73.

The mention of these spurious quotations naturaly leads us to another class of spurious
literature, which, athough not Hellenigtic, has many dementsin common with it, and, even when
originating with Palestinian Jews is not Paegtinian, nor yet has been preserved in its language.
We dlude to what are known as the Pseudepigraphic, or Pseudonymic Writings, so called
because, with one exception, they bear false names of authorship. It isdifficult to arrange them
otherwise than chronologicaly - and even here the greatest difference of opinions prevails. Their
genera character (with one exception) may be described as anti- heathen, perhaps missonary,
but chiefly as Apocayptic. They are attempts at taking up the key-note struck in the prophecies
of Danid; rather, we should say, to lift the vell only partidly raised by him, and to point - dike
as concerned Isradl, and the kingdoms of the world - to the past, the present, and the future, in
the light of the Kingship of the Messah. Here, if anywhere, we might expect to find traces of
New Testament teaching; and yet, Sde by side with frequent smilarity of form, the greatest
difference - we had dmost said contrast - in spirit, prevals.

Many of these works must have perished. In one of the latest of then™ they are put down at
seventy, probably around number, having reference to the supposed number of the nations of
the earth, or to every possible mode of interpreting Scripture. They are described as intended
for ‘the wise among the people,” probably those whom St. Paul, in the Christian sense,
designates as ‘ knowing the time'** * of the Advent of the Messiah. Viewed in thislight, they
embody the ardent aspirations and the inmost hopes™ of thase who longed for the * consolation
of lsradl,” asthey understood it. Nor should we judge their personations of authorship
according to our Western ideas®” Pseudonymic writings were common in thet age, and a Jew
might perhaps plead that, even in the Old Testament, books had been headed by names which
confessedly were not those of their authors (such as Samuel, Ruth, Esther). If those inspired
poets who sang in the spirit, and echoed the strains, of Asaph, adopted that designation, and the
sons of Korah preferred to be known by that title, might not they, who could no longer claim the
authority of ingpiration seek attention for their utterances by adopting the names of thosein
whose spirit they professed to write?

33. 4 Esdras xiv. 44, 46.
34. Rom xiii. 11.

35. Thekair oVof St. Paul seems here used in exactly the same sense asin later Hebrew . The
Septuagint rendersit so in five passages (Ezr. 5:3; Dan. 4:33; 6:10; 7:22, 25).



36. Of course, it suits Jewish, writers, like Dr. Jost, to deprecate the value of the Pseudepigrapha. Their
ardour of expectancy ill agrees with the modern theories, which would eliminate, if possible, the
M essianic hope from ancient Judaism.

37. Comp. Dillmann in Herzog' s Real-Encykl. val. xii. p. 301.

The mod interesting as well asthe oldest of these books are those known as the Book of
Enoch, the Shylline Oracles, the Psalter of Solomon, and the Book of Jubilees, or Little
Genesis. Only the briefest notice of them can here find aplace.®

38. For abrief review of the ‘ Pseudepigraphic Writings,” see Appendix 1.

The Book of Enoch, the oldest parts of which date a century and a haf before Christ, comesto
us from Paestine. It professes to be a vison vouchsafed to that Patriarch, and tells of the fal of
the Angels and its consequences, and of what he saw and heard in his rapt journeys through
heaven and earth. Of deepest, though often sad, interest, iswhat it says of the Kingdom of
Heaven, of the advent of Messiah and His Kingdom, and of the last things.

On the other hand, the Sbylline Oracles, of which the oldest portions date from about 160
b.c., come to us from Egypt. It isto the latter only that we here refer. Their most interesting
parts are dso the most characteridtic. In them the ancient heathen myths of the first ages of man
are welded together with Old Testament notices, while the heathen Theogony isrecast in a
Jawish mould. Thus Noah becomes Uranos, Shem Saturn, Ham Titan, and Japheth Japetus.
Similarly, we have fragments of ancient heathen oracles, so to pesk, recast in a Jewish edition.
The strangest circumgtance is, that the utterances of this Judaisng and Jewish Sibyl seem to
have passed as the oracles of the ancient Erythraean, which had predicted the fdl of Troy, and
asthose of the Sibyl of Cumae, which, in the infancy of Rome, Tarquinius Superbus had
deposited in the Capital.

The collection of eighteen hymns known asthe Psalter of Solomon dates from more than haf a
century before our era. No doubt the original was Hebrew, though they bresthe a somewhat
Hédlenigtic spirit. They express ardent Messanic aspiraions, and afirm faith in the Resurrection,
and in eterna rewards and punishments.

Different in character from the preceding works is The Book of Jubilees - so0 cdled from its
chronologica arrangement into * Jubilee-periods - or ‘Little Genesis.” It is chigfly akind of
legendary supplement to the Book of Genesis, intended to explain some of its historic
difficulties, and to fill up its historic lacuneelt was probably written about the time of Chrigt - and
thisgivesit aspecid interest - by aPdedtinian, and in Hebrew, or rather Aramaen. But, like the
rest of the Apocrypha and Pseudepigraphic literature which comes from Palestine, or was
origindly written in Hebrew, we posses it no longer in thet language, but only in trandation.

If from this brief review of Hellenist and Pseudepigraphic literature we turn to take a retrospect,
we can scarcely fail to perceive, on the one hand, the development of the old, and on the other
the preparation for the new - in other words, the grand expectancy awakened, and the grand
preparation made. One step only remained to complete what Hellenism had aready begun. That



completion came through one who, dthough himsdlf untouched by the Gospd, perhaps more
than any other prepared dike his co-reigionists the Jews, and his countrymen the Greeks, for
the new teaching, which, indeed, was presented by many of its early advocates in the forms
which they had learned from him. That man was Philo the Jew, of Alexandria.



Chapter 4

PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA, THE RABBIS, AND THE GOSPEL S

THE FINAL DEVELOPMENT OF HELLENISM INITSRELATION TO
RABBINISM AND THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO ST. JOHN.

It is strange how little we know of the persond history of the greatest of uninspired Jewish
writers of old, though he occupied so prominent a position in histime.* Philo wasbornin
Alexandria, about the year 20 before Christ. He was a descendant of Aaron, and belonged to
one of the wedlthiest and mogt influentia families among the Jawish merchant-princes of Egypt.
His brother was the politica head of that community in Alexandria, and he himsdf on one
occasion represented his co-reigionists, though unsuccessfully, a Rome,” as the head of an
embassy to entreat the Emperor Caligulafor protection from the persecutions consequent on the
Jewish resistance to placing statues of the Emperor in their Synagogues. But it is not with Philo,
the wedlthy aritocratic Jew of Alexandria, but with the great writer and thinker who, so to
speak, completed Jewish Hellenism, that we have here to do. Let us see what was his rdation
dike to heathen philosophy and to the Jewish faith, of both of which he was the ardent
advocate, and how in his system he combined the teaching of the two.

1. Hausrath (N.T. Zeitg. val. ii. p. 222 &c.) has given a highly imaginative picture of Philo- as, indeed, of
many other persons and things.

2.390r40ad.

To begin with, Philo united in rare measure Greek learning with Jewish enthusiasm. In his
writings he very frequently uses dlassical modes of expression;® he names not fewer than sixty-
four Greek writers;* and he either aludes to, or quotes frequently from, such sources as Homer,
Hesiod, Pindar, Solon, the great Greek tragedians, Plato, and others. But to him these men
were scarcely ‘heathen.” He had sat &t their feet, and learned to weave a system from
Pythagoras, Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics. The gatherings of these philosophers were ‘haly,’
and Plato was ‘the greet.” But holier than dl was the gathering of the true Isradl; and
incomparably greater than any, Moses. From him had al sages learned, and with him aone was
al truth to be found - not, indeed, in the letter, but under the letter, of Holy Scripture. If in
Numb. xxiii. 19 weread ‘God isnot aman,” and in Deut. i. 31 that the Lord was ‘asaman,’
did it not imply, on the one hand, the revelation of absolute truth by God, and, on the other,
accommodation to those who were weak? Here, then, was the principle of atwofold
interpretation of the Word of God - the literd and the alegorica. The letter of the text must be
held fast; and Biblica personages and histories were redl. But only narrow-minded daves of the
letter would stop here; the more so, as sometimes the literal meaning alone would be tame, even
absurd; while the dlegoricd interpretation gave the true sense, even though it might occasionaly
run counter to the letter. Thus, the patriarchs represented states of the soul; and, whatever the
letter might bear, Joseph represented one given to the fleshly, whom his brothers rightly hated;
Simeon the soul aming &fter the higher; the killing of the Egyptian by Moses, the subjugation of
passion, and so on. But thisdlegoricd interpretation - by the sde of thelitera (the Peshat of
the Paegtinians) - though only for the few, was not arbitrary. It had its‘laws,’ and ‘canons' -



some of which excluded the literd interpretation, while others admitted it by the Sde of the
higher meaning.”

3. Segfried has, with immense labor, collected avast number of parallel expressions, chiefly from Plato
and Plutarch (pp. 39-47).

4. Comp. Grossmann, Quaest. Phil.i.p.5&c.

5. Inthis sketch of the system of Philo | have largely availed myself of the careful analysis of Segfried.

To begin with the former: the literd sense must be whally set aside, when it implied anything
unworthy of the Deity, anything unmeaning, impossible, or contrary to reason. Manifedtly, this
canon, if grictly applied, would do away not only with al anthropomorphisms, but cut the knot
wherever difficulties seemed insuperable. Again, Philo would find an dlegoricd, dong with the
literd, interpretation indicated in the reduplication of aword, and in seemingly superfluous
words, particles, or expressions.® These could, of course, only bear such ameaning on Philo's
assumption of the actud inspiration of the LXX. verson. Smilarly, in exact accordance with a
Tamudica canon,” any repetition of what had been aready stated would point to something
new. These were comparatively sober rules of exegesis. Not so the licence which he claimed of
fredy dtering the punctuatior? of sentences, and his notion that, if one from among severa
Synonymous words was chosen in a passage, this pointed to some specid meaning attaching to
it. Even more extravagant was the idea, that aword which occurred in the LXX. might be
interpreted according to every shade of meaning which it bore in the Greek, and that even
another meaning might be given it by dightly adtering the letters. However, like other of Philo’'s
alegorica canons, these were aso adopted by the Rabbis, and Haggadic interpretations were
frequently prefaced by: ‘Read not thus - but thus.” If such violence might be done to the text, we
need not wonder at interpretations based on a play upon words, or even upon parts of aword.
Of course, dl seemingly strange or peculiar modes of expression, or of designation, occurring in
Scripture, must have their specia meaning, and so dso every particle, adverb, or preposition.
Again, the position of averse, its succession by another, the gpparently unaccountable presence
or absence of aword, might furnish hints for some degper meaning, and so would an
unexpected sngular for aplura, or vice versa, the use of atense, even the gender of aword.
Mog serious of dl, an alegoricd interpretation might be again employed as the basis of
another.®

6. It should be noted that these are also Talmudical canons, not indeed for allegorical interpretation, but
as pointing to some special meaning, since there was not aword or particlein Scripture without a
definite meaning and object.

7. BabaK 64 a.

8. Toillustrate what use might be made of such alterations, the Midrash (Ber. R. 65) would have us
punctuate Gen. xxvii. 19, asfollows; * And Jacob said unto hisfather, | (viz. am he who will receive the
ten commandments) - (but) Esau (is) thy firstborn.” In Yalkut thereis the still more curious explanation
that in heaven the soul of Jacob was the firstborn!

9. Each of these positionsis capable of ample proof from Philo’swritings, as shown by Siegfried. But
only a bare statement of these canons was here possible.



We repest, that these dlegorica canons of Philo are essentidly the same as those of Jewish
traditionaism in the Haggadah, ™ only the latter were not rationalising, and far more brilliant in
their application.™* In another respect also the Paestinian had the advantage of the Alexandrian
exegess. Reverently and cautioudly it indicated what might be omitted in public reading, and
why; what expressons of the origind might be modified by the Meturgeman, and how; so asto
avoid aike one danger by giving a passage in its literdity, and another by adding to the sacred
text, or conveying awrong impression of the Divine Being, or ése giving occasion to the
unlearned and unwary of becoming entangled in dangerous speculaions. Jewish tradition here
lays down some principles which would be of great practical use. Thus we are told,*? that
Scripture uses the modes of expresson common among men. Thiswould, of course, include dl
anthropomorphisms. Again, sometimes with congderable ingenuity, a suggestion is teken from a
word, such as that Moses knew the Serpent was to be made of brass from the smilarity of the
two words (nachash, a serpent, and nechosheth, brass.)*® Similarly, it is noted that Scripture
uses euphemistic language, so as to presarve the greatest delicacy.™* These instances might be
multiplied, but the above will suffice,

10. Comp. our above outline with the * XXV . theses de modis et formulis quibus pr. Hebr. doctores SS.
interpretari etc. soliti fuerunt,” in SurenhusiusBibl oVkatal | aghV pp. 57-88.

11. For a comparison between Philo and Rabbinic theology, see Appendix 11.: ‘ Philo and Rabbinic
Theology.” Freudenthal (Hellen. Studien, pp. 67 &c.) aptly designates this mixture of the two as
‘Hellenistic Midrash,’ it being difficult sometimes to distinguish whether it originated in Palestine or in
Egypt, or elsein both independently. Freudenthal gives anumber of curious instancesin which
Hellenism and Rabbinism agree in their interpretations. For other interesting comparisons between
Haggadic interpretations and those of Philo, see Joel, Blick in d. Religionsgesch. i. p. 38 &c.

12. Ber. 31h.
13.Ber. R. 31.

14. Ber. R. 70.

In his symbolica interpretations Philo only partialy took the same road as the Rabbis. The
symbolism of numbers and, so far as the Sanctuary was concerned, that of colours, and even
materials, may, indeed, be said to have its foundation in the Old Testament itself. The same
remark applies partialy to that of names. The Rabbis certainly so interpreted them.™ But the
application which Philo made of this symbolism was very different. Everything became
symboalicd in hishands, if it suited his purpose: numbers (in avery arbitrary manner), beasts,
birds, fowls, cregping things, plants, stones, dements, substances, conditions, even sex - and so
aterm or an expresson might even have severa and contradictory meanings, from which the
interpreter was at liberty to choose.

15. Thus, to give only afew out of many examples, Ruth is derived from ravah, to satiate to give to
drink, because David, her descendant, satiated God with his Psalms of praise (Ber. 7 b). Here the
principle of the significance of Bible namesis deduced from Ps. xlvi. 8 (9 in the Hebrew): * Come, behold
the works of the Lord, who hath made names on earth,” the word ‘ desolations,” shamoth, being altered
to shemoth, ‘names.’ In general, that section, from Ber. 3 b, to the end of 8 a, isfull of Haggadic
Scripture interpretations. On fol. 4 a thereis the curious symbolical derivation of Mephibosheth, who is



supposed to have set David right on halakhic questions, as Mippi bosheth: ‘from my mouth shaming,’
‘because he put to shame the face of David in the Halakhah.” Similarly in Siphré (Par. Behaalothekha, ed.
Friedmann, p. 20 a) we have very beautiful and ingenious interpretations of the names Reuel, Hobab
and Jethro.

From the consideration of the method by which Philo derived from Scriptures his theologicd
views, we turn to a brief analysis of these views™®

16. It would be impossible here to give the references, which would occupy too much space.

1. Theology. - In reference to God, we find, side by side, the apparently contradictory views
of the Platonic and the Stoic schools. Following the former, the sharpest distinction was
drawn between God and the world. God existed neither in space, nor in time; He had
neither human qudities nor affections; in fact, He was without any qudities (apoioV), and
even without any name (ar r ht oV) ; hence, wholly uncognisable by man
(akatal hpto\). Thus, changing the punctuation and the accents, the LXX. of Gen. iii. 9
was made to read: ‘ Adam, thou art somewhere;’ but God had no somewhere, as Adam
seemed to think when he hid himsalf from Him. In the above sense, d<o, Ex. iii. 14, and vi.
3, were explained, and the two names Elohim and Jehovah belonged redlly to the two
supreme Divine ‘ Potencies” while the fact of God' s being uncognisable gppeared from Ex.
xX. 21.

But sde by side with this we have, to save the Jewish, or rather Old Testament, idea of
crestion and providence, the Stoic notion of God as immanent in the world - in fact, asthat
donewhichisred init, as dwaysworking: in short, to use his own Pantheigtic expression,
as'Himsdf oneand thedl’ (eiVkai to pan). Chief in His Being is His goodness, the
forthgoing of which was the ground of creetion. Only the good comes from Him. With
matter He can have nothing to do - hence the plural number in the account of creation. God
only created the soul, and that only of the good. In the sense of being ‘immanent,” God is
everywhere - nay, dl thingsareredly only in Him, or rather Heisthered in al. But chiefly
is God the wellspring and the light of the soul - its* Saviour’ from the ‘Egypt’ of passion.
Two things follow. With Philo’ s ideas of the separation between God and maiter, it was
impossible dways to account for miracles or interpositions. Accordingly, these are
sometimes alegorised, sometimes rationdigtically explained. Further, the God of Philo,
whatever he might say to the contrary, was not the God of that Isragl which was His chosen

people.

2. Intermediary Beings. - Potencies (dunaneiV, | ogoi). If, in what has preceded, we have
once and again noticed aremarkable smilarity between Philo and the Rabbis, thereisa dill
more curious analogy between his teaching and that of Jewish Mysticiam, as ultimatdy fully
developed in the ‘Kabbadah.” The very term Kabbalah (from qibbel, to hand down) seems
to point out not only its descent by ord tradition, but also its ascent to ancient sources.™’ Its
existence is presupposed, and its leading ideas are sketched in the Mishnah.*® The Targums
also bear at least one remarkable trace of it. May it not be, thet as Philo frequently refersto
ancient tradition, so both Eastern and Western Judaism may here have drawn from one and



the same source - we will not venture to suggest, how high up - while each made such use
of it as suited their digtinctive tendencies? At any rate the Kabbaah aso, likening Scripture
to a person, compares those who study merely the letter, to them who attend only to the
dress; those who consider the mora of afact, to them who attend to the body; while the
initiated done, who regard the hidden meaning, are those who attend to the soul. Again, as
Philo, so the oldest part of the Mishnah™® designates God as Magom - ‘the place’ - the
topoV, the dl-comprehending, what the Kabbalists caled the EnSoph, *the boundless;’
that God, without any quality, Who becomes cognisable only by His manifestations®

17. For want of handier material | must take leave to refer to my brief sketch of the Kabbalah in the
‘History of the Jewish Nation,” pp. 434-446.

18. Chag. ii. 1.
19. Ab.v. 4.

20. In short, the | ogoVs per matikoVof the Stoics.

The manifestations of God! But neither Eastern mystica Judaism, nor the philosophy of Philo,
could admit of any direct contact between God and creation. The Kabbaah solved the difficulty
by their Sephiroth,* or emanations from God, through which this contact was ultimately
brought about, and of which the EnSoph, or crown, was the spring: ‘the source from which the
infinite light issued.’ If Philo found greater difficulties, he had dso more ready help from the
philosophical systemsto hand. His Sephiroth were ‘ Potencies (dunaneiV), ‘Words (I ogoi),
intermediate powers. ‘ Potencies,’” as we imagine, when viewed Godwards, ‘Words,” as viewed
cregtionwards. They were not emanations, but, according to Plato, ‘archetypal ideas,’ on the
mode of which al that exists was formed; and aso, according to the Stoic ides, the cause of dl,
pervading dl, forming al, and sustaining dl. Thus these * Potencies were wholly in God, and yet
wholly out of God. If we divest dl this of its philosophica colouring, did not Eastern Judaism
aso teach that there was a distinction between the Unapproachable God, and God manifest??

21. Supposed to mean either numer ationes, or splendour. But why not derive the word from sy air a?
Theten are: Crown, Wisdom, Intelligence, Mercy, Judgment, Beauty, Triumph, Praise, Foundation,
Kingdom

22. For the teaching of Eastern Judaism in thisrespect, see Appendix I1.: *Philo and Rabbinic Theology.’

Another remark will show the parallelism between Philo and Rabbinism.?* Asthe latter spesks
of the two qualities (Middoth) of Mercy and Judgment in the Divine Being,** and distinguishes
between Elohim as the God of Justice, and Jehovah as the God of Mercy and Grace, so Philo
places next to the Divine Word (gei oVI ogoV), Goodness (agaqot h\), asthe Cregative
Potency (poihtikh dunam), and Power (ezousia), asthe Ruling Potency

(basil ikh dunam\), proving this by a curious etymologica derivation of the words for
‘God’ and ‘Lord’ (QeoVand kur ioV) - apparently unconscious that the LXX., in direct
contradiction, trandated Jehovah by Lord (kur ioV), and Elohim by God (Qeo\)! These two
potencies of goodness and power, Philo seesin the two Cherubim, and in the two ‘ Angels
which accompanied God (the Divine Word), when on hisway to destroy the cities of the plain.



But there were more than these two Potencies. In one place Philo enumerates Six, according to
the number of the cities of refuge. The Potencies issued from God as the beams from the light,
as the waters from the spring, as the breath from a person; they were immanent in God, and yet
aso without Him - motions on the part of God, and yet independent beings. They were the idedl
world, which in itsimpulse outwards, meeting matter, produced this materia world of ours.
They were dso the angels of God - His messengers to man, the media through whom He
revded Himsdlf. %

23. A very interesting question arises. how far Philo was acquainted with, and influenced by, the Jewish
traditional law or the Halakhah. This has been treated by Dr. B. Ritter in an able tractate (Philo u. die
Halach.), although he attributes more to Philo than the evidence seems to admit.

24. Jer. Ber. ix. 7.

25. At the same time there is aremarkabl e difference here between Philo and Rabbinism. Philo holds that
the creation of the world was brought about by the Potencies, but the Law was given directly through
Moses, and not by the mediation of angels. But this latter was certainly the view generally entertained
in Palestine as expressed in the LXX. rendering of Deut. xxxii. 2, in the Targumim on that passage, and
more fully still inJos. Ant. xv. 5. 3, in the Midrashim and in the Talmud, where we are told (Macc. 24 a)
that only the opening words, ‘|1 am the Lord thy God, thou shalt have no other gods but Me,” were
spoken by God Himself. Comp. also Actsvii. 38, 53; Gal. iii. 19; Heb. ii. 2.

3. Thelogos. - Viewed in its bearing on New Testament teaching, this part of Philo's system
raises the most interesting questions. But it isjust here that our difficulties are greatest. We
can understand the Platonic conception of the Logos asthe ‘archetypd idea,’ and that of
the Stoics as the ‘world-reason’ pervading matter. Smilarly, we can perceive, how the
Apocrypha - especidly the Book of Wisdom - following up the Old Testament typica truth
concerning ‘Wisdom' (as specialy set forth in the Book of Proverbs) dmost arrived so far
asto present ‘Wisdom' asa specid ‘ Subsistence’ (hypodtatising it). More than this, in
Tamudical writings, we find mention not only of the Shem, or *Name,’?® but also of the
‘Shekhinah,” God as manifest and present, which is sometimes aso presented as the Ruach
ha Qodesh, of Holy Spirit.?” But in the Targumim we get yet another expression, which,
drange to say, never occurs in the Talmud.? It isthat of the Memra, Logos, or ‘Word.’
Not that the term is exclusively applied to the Divine Logos® But it stands out as perhaps
the most remarkable fact in this literature, that God - not asin His permanent manifestation,
or manifest Presence - but as reveding Himsdf, is desgnated Memra. Altogether that term,
as gpplied to God, occursin the Targum Onkelos 179 times, in the so-cdled Jerusdem
Targum 99 times, and in the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 321 times. A criticd analysis shows
that in 82 ingtancesin Onkelos, in 71 ingtances in the Jerusdlem Targum, and in 213
ingances in the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, the designation Memra is nat only distinguished
from God, but evidently refers to God as revedling Himself.*® But what doesthisimply? The
distinction between God and the Memra of Jehovah is marked in many passages®
Smilarly, the Memra of Jehovah is distinguished from the Shekhinah.® Nor isthe term
used ingtead of the sacred word Jehovah;* nor for the well-known Old Testament
expression ‘the Angdl of the Lord; > nor yet for the Metatron of the Targum Pseudo-
Jonathan and of the Tdmud.* Doesit then represent an older tradition underlying all



these?*® Beyond this Rabbinic theology has not preserved to us the doctrine of Personal
diginctions in the Godhead. And yet, if words have any meaning, the Memra isa
hypostasis, though the distinction of permanent, persond Subsstence is not marked. Nor
yet, to complete this subject, is the Memra identified with the Messah. In the Targum
Onkeos distinct mention is twice made of Him,*’ while in the other Targumim no fewer than
seventy-one Biblica passages are rendered with explicit reference to Him.

26. Hammejuchad, ‘ appropriatum;’ hammephorash, ‘expositum,” ‘ separatum,’ the ‘tetragrammaton,” or
four-lettered name, . There was also a Shemwith ‘twelve,” and one with ‘forty-two’ letters (Kidd.
71a).

27. Or Ruach ham Magom, Ab. iii. 10, and frequently in the Talmud.

28. Levy (Neuhebr. Worterb. i. p. 374 a.) seemsto imply that in the Midrash the term dibbur occupies
the same place and meaning. But with all deference | cannot agree with this opinion, nor do the
passages quoted bear it out.

29. The ‘word,” as spoken, is distinguished from the ‘“Word’ as speaking, or revealing Himself. The
former is generally designated by the term ‘pithgama.” Thusin Gen. XV. 1, ‘ After these words (things)
came the “pithgama’ of Jehovah to Abram in prophecy, saying, Fear not, Abram, My “Memra’ shall be
thy strength, and thy very great reward.” Still, theterm Memra, as applied not only to man, but also in
reference to God, is not always the equivalent of ‘the Logos.’

30. The various passages in the Targum of Onkelos, the Jerusalem, and the Pseudo-Jonathan Targum
on the Pentateuch will be found enumerated and classified, asthosein which it is adoubtful, afair, or
an unguestionabl e inference, that the word Memra isintended for God revealing Himself, in Appendix
[1.: “Philo and Rabbinic Theology.’

31. As, for example, Gen. xxviii. 21, ‘the Memra of Jehovah shall be my God.’

32. As, for example, Num. xxiii. 21, ‘the Memra of Jehovah their God is their helper, and the Shekhinah of
their King isin the midst of them.’

33. That term is often used by Onkelos. Besides, the expression itself is ‘the Memra of Jehovah.’
34. Onkelos only once (in Ex. iv. 24) paraphrases Jehovah by ‘Malakha.’

35. Metatron, either = meta gr onon, or meta tur annon. Inthe Talmud it is applied to the Angel of
Jehovah (Ex. xxiii. 20), ‘the Prince of the World,’ ‘the Prince of the Face' or ‘ of the Presence,” asthey call
him; he who sitsin the innermost chamber before God, while the other angels only hear His commands
from behind the veil (Chag. 15 a; 16 a; Toseft. ad Chull. 60 a; Jeb. 16 b). ThisMetatron of the Talmud
and the Kabbalah is al so the Adam Qadmon, or archetypal man.

36. Of deep interest isOnkelos' rendering of Deut. xxxiii. 27, where, instead of ‘underneath are the
everlasting arms,” Onkelos has, ‘and by His Memrawas the world created,” exactly asin St Johni. 10.
Now this divergence of Onkelos from the Hebrew text seems unaccountable. Winer, whose inaugural
dissertation, ‘ De Onkel0so gjusque paraph. Chald.” Lips. 1820, most modern writers have followed (with
amplifications, chiefly from Luzzato’ s Philoxenus), makes no reference to this passage, nor do his
successors, so far as| know. It is curious that, as our present Hebrew text of this verse consists of three
words, so does the rendering of Onkelos, and that both end with the same word. Is the rendering of
Onkelos then a paraphrase, or does it represent another reading? Another interesting passage is Deut.
viii. 3. Its quotation by Christ in St. Matt. iv. 4 is deeply interesting, as read in the light of the rendering
of Onkelos, ‘Not by bread alone is man sustained, but by every forthcoming Memrafrom before



Jehovah shall man live.” Y et another rendering of Onkelosis significantly illustrative of 1 Cor. x. 1-4. He
renders Deut. xxxiii. 3 ‘with power He brought them out of Egypt; they were led under thy cloud; they
journeyed according to (by) thy Memra.” Does this represent a difference in Hebrew from the admittedly
difficult text in our present Bible? Winer refersto it as an instance in which Onkelos ‘ suopte ingenio et
copiose admodum eloquitur vatum divinorum mentem,” adding, ‘ita ut de his, quas singulis vocibus
inesse crediderit, significationibus non possit recte judicari;’ and Winer’ s successors say much the
same. But thisisto state, not to explain, the difficulty. In general, we may here be allowed to say that
the question of the Targumim has scarcely received as yet sufficient treatment. Mr. Deutsch’s Articlein
Smith’s‘Dictionary of the Bible' (sincereprinted in his‘Remains') is, though brilliantly written,
unsatisfactory. Dr. Davidson (in Kitto's Cyclop., vol. iii. pp. 948-966) is, as always, careful, laborious,
and learned. Dr. Volck’ s article (in Herzog' s Real-Encykl., vol. xv. pp. 672-683) iswithout much intrinsic
value, though painstaking. We mention these articles, besides the treatment of the subject in the
Introduction to the Old Testament (Keil, De Wette-Schrader, Bleek-kamphausen, Reuss), and the works
of Zunz, Geiger, Noldeke, and others, to whom partial reference has already been made. Frankel’s
interesting and learned book (Zu dem Targum der Propheten) deals almost exclusively with the Targum
Jonathan, on which it wasimpossible to enter within our limits. As modern brochures of interest the
following three may be mentioned: Maybaum, Anthropomorphien bei Onkelos; Grénemann, Die Jonath.
Pentat. Uebers. im Verhaltn. z. Halacha; and Singer, Onkelosim Verhatn. z. Halacha.

37. Gen. xlix. 10, 11; Num. xxiv. 17.

If we now turn to the views expressed by Philo about the Logos we find that they are hesitating,
and even contradictory. One thing, however, is plain: the Logos of Philo isnot the Memra of the
Targumim. For, the expresson Memra ultimately rests on theologica, that of Logos on
philosophica grounds. Again, the Logos of Philo gpproximates more closely to the Metatron of
the Talmud and Kabbaah. Asthey speak of him as the * Prince of the Face,” who bore the
name of his Lord, so Philo represents the Logos as ‘the eldest Angdl,” “the many-named
Archangd,’ in accordance with the Jewish view that the name JeHoVaH unfolded its meaning in
seventy names for the Godhead.® As they spesk of the * Adam Qadmon,” so Philo of the Logos
as the human reflection of the eternal God. And in both these respects, it isworthy of notice that
he appedls to ancient teaching.*

38. See the enumeration of these 70 Names in the Baal-ha-Turim on Numb. xi. 16.

39. Comp. Siegfried, u. s, pp. 221-223.

What, then, is the Logos of Philo? Not a concrete personality, and yet, from another point of
view, not grictly impersona, nor merely a property of the Deity, but the shadow, asit were,
which the light of God casts - and if Himsdlf light, only the manifested reflection of God, His
spiritud, even asthe world is His materia, habitation. Moreover, the Logosis ‘the image of
God' (eikwn) upon which man was made,* or, to use the platonic term, ‘the archetypal idea.’
As regards the relation between the Logos and the two fundamental Potencies (from which dl
othersissue), the latter are varioudy represented - on the one hand, as proceeding from the
Logos; and on the other, as themselves condtituting the Logos. As regards the world, the Logos
isitsred being. Heisdso its archetype; moreover the insrument (or ganon) through Whom
God created dl things. If the Logos separates between God and the world, it israther as
intermediary; He separates, but He aso unites. But chiefly doesthis hold true as regards the
relation between God and man. The Logos announces and interprets to man the will and mind



of God (er mhneuVkai proj hth\); He acts as mediator; He isthe red High-Priest, and as
such by His purity takes away the sins of man, and by His intercession procures for us the
mercy of God. Hence Philo designates Him not only as the High-Priest, but as the * Paraclete’
He is dso the sun whose rays enlighten man, the medium of Divine revelation to the soul; the
Manna, or support of spiritud life; He Who dwdlsin the soul. And so the Logosiis, in the fullest
sense, Me chisedek, the priest of the most high God, the king of righteousness

(basil euvdikaio\), and theking of Sdem (basil euVeir hnh\), Who brings
righteousness and peace to the soul.** But the Logos ‘ does not come into any soul that is dead
indn.’ That thereis close amilarity of form between these Alexandrian views and much in the
argumentation of the Epidtle to the Hebrews, must be evident to dl - no lessthan that there is
the widest possible divergence in substance and spirit.*? The Logos of Philo is shadowy, unred,
not a Person;*® there is no need of an atonement; the High-Priest intercedes, but has no sacrifice
to offer asthe basis of Hisintercesson, least of dl that of Himsdlf; the old Testament types are
only typical idess, not typica facts; they point to a Prototypa Ideain the eterna past, not to an
Antitypa Person and Fact in history; there is no cleansing of the soul by blood, no sprinkling of
the Mercy Seat, no access for al through the rent vell into the immediate Presence of God; nor
yet aquickening of the soul from dead works to serve the living God. If the argumentation of the
Epistle to the Hebrews is Alexandrian, it is an Alexandrianism which is overcome and padt,
which only furnishes the form, not the substance, the vessdl, not its contents. The closer
therefore the outward smilarity, the greater is the contrast in substance.

40. Gen. i. 27.
41. De Leg. Alleg. iii.. 25, 26.

42. For afull discussion of thissimilarity of form and divergence of spirit, between Philo- or, rather,
between Alexandrianism - and the Epistle to the Hebrews, the reader is referred to the masterly treatise
by Riehm (Der Lehrbegriff d. Hebraerbr. ed. 1867, especialy pp. 247-268, 411-424, 658-670, and 855-860).
The author’ s general view on the subject iswell and convincingly formulated on p. 249. We must,
however, add, in opposition to Riehm, that, by his own showing the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews
displaysfew traces of aPalestinian training.

43. On the subject of Philo’s Logos generally the brochure of Harnoch (Kénigsberg, 1879) deserves
perusal, although it does not furnish much that is new. In general, the student of Philo ought especially
to study the sketch by Zeller in his Philosophie der Gr. vol. iii. pt. ii. 3 ed. pp. 338-418.

The vadt difference between Alexandrianism and the New Testament will gppear till more
clearly in the views of Philo on Cosmology and Anthropology. In regard to the former, his
results in some respects run pardld to those of the students of mysticism in the Tamud, and of
the Kabbalists. Together with the Stoic view, which represented God as ‘the active cause’ of
thisworld, and matter as ‘the passive,’ Philo holds the Platonic idea, that matter was something
existent, and that is resisted God.** Such speculations must have been current among the Jews
long before, to judge by certain warning given by the Son of Sirach.* *© And Stoic views of the
origin of the world seem implied even in the Book of the Wisdom of Solomon (i. 7; vii. 24; viii.
1; xii. 1).* The mysticsin the Tmud arrived a Smilar conclusions, not through Greek, but
through Persian teaching. Their speculations® boldly entered on the dangerous ground,*



forbidden to the many, scarcely alowed to the few, ™ where such deep questions as the origin of
our world and its connection with God were discussed. It was, perhaps, only a beautiful poetic
figure that God had taken of the dust under the throne of His glory, and cast it upon the waters,
which thus became earth.> But so far did isolated teachers become intoxicated™ by the new
wine of these strange speculations, that they whispered it to one another that water was the
origind dement of the world,”® which had successively been hardened into snow and then into
earth.>* > Other and later teachers fixed upon the air or the fire as the origina dement, arguing
the pre-existence of matter from the use of theword ‘made’ in Gen. i. 7. instead of ‘ created.’
Some modified this view, and suggested that God had origindly created the three eements of
water, air or spirit, and fire, from which al else was developed.®® Traces a'so occur of the
doctrine of the pre-existence of things, in asense Smilar to that of Plato.>’

44, With singular and characteristic inconsistency, Philo, however, ascribes also to God the creation of
matter (de Somn. i. 13).

45, Asfor example Ecclus. iii. 21-24.
46. So the Talmudists certainly understood it, Jer. Chag. ii. 1.
47. Comp. Grimm, Exeg. Handb. zu d. Apokr., Lief. vi. pp. 55, 56.

48. They were arranged into those concerning the Maasey Bereshith (Creation), and the Maasey
Merkabbabh, ‘the chariot’ of Ezekiel’s vision (Providence in the widest sense, or God’ s manifestation in
the created world).

49. Of the four celebrities who entered the ‘ Pardes,” or enclosed Paradise of theosophic speculation,
one became an apostate, another died, a third went wrong (Ben Soma), and only Akiba escaped
unscathed, according to the Scripture saying, ‘ Draw me, and we will run’ (Chag. 14 b).

50. ‘It isnot lawful to enter upon the Maasey Bereshith in presence of two, nor upon the Merkabhah in
presence of one, unless he be a“sage,” and understands of his own knowledge. Any one who
ratiocinates on these four things, it were better for him that he had not been born: What is above and
what is below; what was afore, and what shall be hereafter.’ (Chag. ii. 1).

51. Shem. R. 13.
52. ‘Ben Somawent astray (mentally): he shook the (Jewish) world.’

53. That criticism, which one would designate as impertinent, which would find this view in 2 Peter iii. 5,
is, alas! not confined to Jewish writers, but hazarded even by De Wette.

54. Jer. Chag. 77 a.
55. Judah bar Pazi, in the second century. Ben Somalived in thefirst century of our era.

56. According to the Jerusalem Talmud (Ber. i. 1) the firmament was at first soft, and only gradually
became hard. According to Ber. R. 10, God created the world from a mixture of fire and snow, other
Rabbis suggesting four original elements, according to the quarters of the globe, or else six, adding to
them that which is above and that which is below. A very curiousideaisthat of R. Joshuaben Levi,
according to which all the works of creation were really finished on the first day, and only, asit were,
extended on the other days. This also represents really a doubt of the Biblical account of creation.
Strange though it may sound, the doctrine of development was derived from the words (Gen. ii. 4).



‘These are the generations of heaven and earth when they were created, in the day when Jahveh Elohim
made earth and heavens.’ It was argued, that the expression implied, they were developed from the day
in which they had been created. Others seem to have held, that the three principal things that were
created - earth, heaven, and water - remained, each for three days, at the end of which they respectively
developed what is connected with them (Ber. R. 12).

57.Ber. R.i.

Like Plato and the Stoics, Philo regarded matter as devoid of al qudity, and even form. Matter
initsalf was dead - more than that, it was evil. This matter, which was dready exiging, God
formed (not made), like an architect who uses his materials according to a pre-existing plan -
which in this case was the archetypd world.

This was crestion, or rather formation, brought about not by God Himself, but by the Potencies,
especidly by the Logos, Who was the connecting bond of al. Asfor God, His only direct work
was the soul, and that only of the good, not of the evil. Man'simmaterid part had atwofold
aspect: earthwards, as Sensuousness (aisghsi\); and heavenwards, as Reason (nou\). The
sensuous part of the soul was connected with the body. It had no heavenly past, and would
have no future. But ‘Reason’ (nou\) was that breath of true life which God had bregthed into
man (pneuna ) whereby the earthy became the higher, living spirit, with its various faculties.
Before time began the soul was without body, an archetype, the ‘heavenly man,” pure spirit in
Paradise (virtue), yet even so longing after its ultimate archetype, God. Some of these pure
Spirits descended into bodies and so lost their purity. Or else, the union was brought about by
God and by powers lower than God (daenons, dhmour goi). To the latter is due our earthly
part. God breathed on the formation, and the * earthly Reason’ became ‘intdligent’ ‘ spiritud’
soul (y uch noer a). Our earthly part doneis the seat of Sin.®

58. For further notices on the Cosmology and Anthropology of Philo, see Appendix I1.: * Philo and
Rabbinic Theology.’

Thisleads usto the great question of Origina Sin. Here the views of Philo are those of the
Eagtern Rabbis. But both are entirdly different from those on which the argument in the Epistle
to the Romansturns. It was neither at the feet of Gamalid, nor yet from Jewish Hellenism, that
Saul of Tarsus learned the doctrine of origind sin. The datement that asin Adam dl spiritudly
died, so in Messiah dl should be made dive,™ finds absolutely no parald in Jewish writings®
What may be cdled the starting point of Christian theology, the doctrine of hereditary guilt and
an, through the fall of Adam, and of the consequent entire and helpless corruption of our nature,
is entirely unknown to Rabbinica Judaism. The reign of physica desth was indeed traced to the
sin of our first parents® But the Tamud expressy teaches,* that God origindly crested man
with two propensities,® one to good and one to evil (Yetser tobh, and Yetser hara®). The evil
impulse began immediatdly after birth.%® % But it was within the power of man to vanauish sin,
and to attain perfect righteousness; in fact, this stage had actually been attained.®”

59. We cannot help quoting the beautiful Haggadic explanation of the name Adam, according to its
three letters, A, D, M - asincluding these three names, Adam, David, Messiah.

60. Raymundus Martini, in his‘Pugio Fidei’ (orig. ed. p. 675; ed. Voisin et Carpzov, pp. 866, 867),



quotes from the book Siphré: ‘Go and learn the merit of Messiah the King, and the reward of the
righteous from the first Adam, on whom was laid only one commandment of a prohibitive character, and
he transgressed it. See how many deaths were appointed on him, and on his generations, and on the
generations of his generationsto the end of all generations. (Wiinsche, Leiden d. Mess. p. 65, makes
here an unwarrantable addition, in histranslation.) But which attribute (measuring?) isthe greater - the
attribute of goodness or the attribute of punishment (retribution)? He answered, the attribute of
goodness isthe greater, and the attribute of punishment the less. And Messiah the King, who was
chastened and suffered for the transgressors, asit is said, “He was wounded for our transgressions,”
and so on, how much more shall He justify (make righteous, by His merit) all generations; and thisis
what is meant when it is written, “ And Jehovah made to meet upon Him the sin of usall.”” We have
rendered this passage as literally as possible, but we are bound to add that it isnot found in any now
existing copy of Siphré.

61. Death is not considered an absolute evil. In short, al the various consequences which Rabbinical
writings ascribe to the sin of Adam may be designated either as physical, or, if mental, as amounting
only to detriment, loss, or imperfectness. These results had been partially counteracted by Abraham,
and would be fully removed by the Messiah. Neither Enoch nor Elijah had sinned, and accordingly they
did not die. Comp. generally, Hamburger, Geist d. Agada, pp. 81-84, and in regard to death as
connected with Adam, p. 85.

62. Ber. 61 a.

63. These are also hypostatised as Angels. Comp. Levy, Chald. Wérterb. p. 342 a; Neuhebr. Wérterb. p.
259, a, b.

64. Or with ‘two reins,” the one, advising to good, being at hisright, the other, counselling evil, at his
left, according to Eccles. x. 2 (Ber. 61 a, towards the end of the page).

65. Sanh. 91 b.

66. In a sense its existence was necessary for the continuance of thisworld. The conflict between these
two impul ses constituted the moral life of man.

67. The solitary exception here is 4 Esdras, where the Christian doctrine of original sin is most strongly
expressed, being evidently derived from New Testament teaching. Comp. especially 4 Esdras (our
Apocryphal 2 Esdras) vii. 46-53, and other passages. Wherein the hope of safety lay, appearsin ch. ix.

Similarly, Philo regarded the soul of the child as ‘naked’ (Adam and Eve), a sort of tabula
rasa, aswax which God would fain form and mould. But this state ceased when ‘ affection’
presented itsdlf to reason, and thus sensuous lust arose, which was the spring of dl an. The
grand task, then, wasto get rid of the sensuous, and to rise to the spiritud. In this, the ethicd
part of his sysem, Philo was most under the influence of Stoic philosophy. We might dmost
say, itisno longer the Hebrew who Hellenises, but the Hellene who Hebraises. And yet it is
here d o that the most ingenious and wide reaching alegorisms of Scripture are introduced. It is
scarcely possible to convey an idea of how brilliant this method becomes in the hands of Philo,
how universd its gpplication, or how captivating it must have proved. Philo describes man's
date as, first one of sensuousness, but dso of unrest, misery and unsatisfied longing. If perssted
in, it would end in complete spiritua insensibility.®® But from this state the soul must pass to one
of devotion to reason.®® This change might be accomplished in one of three ways: first, by study
- of which physica was the lowest; next, that which embraced the ordinary circle of knowledge;
and lagly, the highest, that of Divine philasophy. The second method was Askesis: discipline, or



practice, when the soul turned from the lower to the higher. But the best of dl was the third way:
the free unfolding of that spiritud life which cometh neither from study nor discipline, but from a
natural good disposition. And in that state the soul had true rest” and joy. ™

68. Symbolised by Lot swife.
69. Symbolised by Ebher, Hebrew.
70. The Sabbath, Jerusalem.

71. For further details on these points see Appendix I1.: * Philo and Rabbinic Theology.’

Here we must for the present pause.” Brief asthis sketch of Hellenism has been, it must have
brought the question vividly before the mind, whether and how far certain parts of the New
Testament, especialy the fourth Gospel, ™ are connected with the direction of thought described
in the preceding pages. Without yidding to that school of critics, whose perverse ingenuity
discerns everywhere a sinister motive or tendency in the Evangelic writers,” it is evident that
each of them had a specid object in view in congtructing his narrative of the One Life; and
primarily addressed himsdlf to a specid audience. If, without entering into elaborate discussion,
we might, according to &. Lukei. 2, regard the narrative of St. Mark asthe grand
representative of that authentic ‘ narration’ (dihghsi\), though not by Apostles,” which wasin
circulation, and the Gospel by St. Matthew as representing the “tradition’” handed down (the
par adosiV), by the Apostolic eye-witnesses and ministers of the Word,” we should reach
the following results. Our oldest Gospd-narrative isthat by St. Mark, which, addressing itsdf to
no classin particular, ketchesin rapid outlines the picture of Jesus asthe Messiah, dike for dl
men. Next in order of time comes our present Gospd by St. Matthew. It goes a step further
back than that by St. Mark, and gives not only the genedlogy, but the history of the miraculous
birth of Jesus. Even if we had not the consensus of tradition every one must fed that this Gospel
is Hebrew inits cad, in its citations from the Old Testament, and in its whole bearing. Taking its
key-note from the Book of Danid, that grand Messanic text-book of Eastern Judaism at the
time, and as re-echoed in the Book of Enoch - which expresses the popular apprehension of
Danid’s Messanic idea - it presents the Messah chiefly as ‘the Son of Man,” *the Son of
David,” ‘the Son of God.” We have here the fulfilment of Old Testament law and prophecy; the
redisation of Old Testament life, faith, and hope. Third in point of timeis the Gospd by S.
Luke, which, passing back another step, gives us not only the history of the birth of Jesus, but
aso that of John, ‘the preparer of theway.’ It is Pauline, and addressesitsdlf, or rather, we
should say, presents the Person of the Messah, it may be ‘to the Jew first,’ but certainly ‘also to
the Greek.” The term which St. Luke, alone of al Gospel writers,”” applies to Jesus, is that of
thepaiVor ‘servant’ of God, in the sense in which Isaiah has spoken of the Messiah asthe
‘Ebhed Jehovah,” ‘servant of the Lord.” St. Luke'sis, so to speak, the IsaiahGospd,
presenting the Chrigt in His bearing on the history of God' s Kingdom and of theworld - as
God's Elect Servant in Whom He ddlighted. In the Old Testament, to adopt a beautiful figure,™
the idea of the Servant of the Lord is set before uslike a pyramid: at itsbaseit isdl Israd, & its
centrd section Isradl after the Spirit (the circumcised in heart), represented by David, the man
after God's own heart; while at its apex it isthe ‘ Elect’” Servant, the Messiah.” And these three



idess, with their sequences, are presented in the third Gospd as centring in Jesus the Messiah.
By the sde of this pyramid is the other: the Son of Man, the Son of David, the Son of God. The
Servant of the Lord of I1saiah and of Luke isthe Enlightener, the Consoler, the victorious
Déiverer; the Messiah or Anointed: the Prophet, the Priest, the King.

72. The views of Philo on the Messiah will be presented in another connection.

73. Thisis not the place to enter on the question of the composition, date, and authorship of the four
Gospels. But as regards the point on which negative criticism has of late spoken strongest, and on
which, indeed (as Weiss rightly remarks) the very existence of ‘the Tlbingen School’ depends- that of
the Johannine authorship of the fourth Gospel, | would refer to Weiss, Leben Jesu (1882: vol. i. pp. 84-
139), and to Dr. Salmon’s Introd. to the New Test. pp. 266-365.

74. No one not acquainted with this literature can imagine the character of the arguments sometimes
used by acertain class of critics. To say that they proceed on the most forced perversion of the natural
and obvious meaning of passages, is but little. But one cannot restrain moral indignation on finding
that to Evangelists and Apostlesisimputed, on such grounds, not only systematic fal sehood, but
falsehood with the most sinister motives.

75. | do not, of course, mean that the narration of St. Mark was not itself derived chiefly from Apostolic
preaching, especially that of St. Peter. In general, the question of the authorship and source of the
various Gospels must be reserved for separate treatment in another place.

76. Comp. Mangold’s ed. of Bleek, Einl. ind. N.T. (3te Aufl. 1875), p. 346.

77. With the sole exception of St. Matt. xii. 18, where the expression is a quotation from the LXX. of Is.
xlii. 1.

78. First expressed by Delitzsch (Bibl. Comm. (. d. Proph. Jes. p. 414), and then adopted by Oehler
(Theol. d. A. Test. vol. ii. pp. 270-272).

79. The two fundamental principlesin the history of the Kingdom of God are selection and
development. It is surely remarkable, not strange, that these are also the two fundamental truthsin the
history of that other Kingdom of God, Nature, if modern science has read them correctly. These two
substantives would mark the facts as ascertai ned; the adjectives, which are added to them by acertain
class of students, mark only their inferences from these facts. These facts may betrue, even if asyet
incompl ete, although the inferences may be false. Theology should not here rashly interfere. But
whatever the ultimate result, these two are certainly the fundamental factsin the history of the Kingdom
of God, and, marking them as such, the devout philosopher may rest contented.

Y et another tendency - shdl we say, want? - remained, S0 to speak, unmet and unsatisfied.
That large world of latest and most promising Jewish thought, whaose task it seemed to bridge
over the chasm between heathenism and Judaism - the Western Jewish world, must have the
Christ presented to them. For in every direction is He the Christ. And not only they, but that
larger Greek world, so far as Jewish Hdllenism could bring it to the threshold of the Church.
This Helenigtic and Hellenic world now stood in waiting to enter it, though asit were by its
northern porch, and to be baptized at itsfont. All this must have forced itsdf on the mind of S.
John, residing in the midst of them at Ephesus, even as St. Paul’ s Epistles contain dmost as
many alusions to Hellenism as to Rabbinism.®® And so the fourth Gospel became, not the
supplement, but the complement, of the other three®* Thereis no other Gospel more Palestinian
than thisin its modes of expresson, dlusions, and references. Y et we must al fed how



thoroughly Hellenigtic it dso isin its cast,# in what it reports and what it omits - in short, in its
whole aim; how adapted to Hellenist wants its presentation of deep centrd truths; how suitably,
in the report of His Discourses - even so far asther form is concerned - the promise was here
fulfilled, of bringing al things to remembrance whatsoever He had said.® It isthe true Light
which shineth, of which the full meridian-blaze lies on the Hellenist and Hdlenic world. Thereis
Alexandrian form of thought not only in the whole conception, but in the Logos®* and in His
presentation as the Light, the Life, the Wellspring of the world.® But these forms are filled in the
fourth Gospel with quite other substance. God is not afar off, uncognisable by man, without
properties, without name. He is the Father. Instead of a nebulous reflection of the Deity we have
the Person of the Logos, not a Logos with the two potencies of goodness and power, but full of
grace and truth. The Gospd of St. John aso beginswith a‘Bereshith’ - but it is the theologicd,
not the cosmic Bereshith, when the Logos was with God and was God. Maitter is not pre-
exigent; far lessisit evil. . John strikes the pen through Alexandrianism when he lays it down
as the fundamenta fact of New Testament history that ‘the Logos was made flesh,” just as S.
Paul does when he proclamsthe great mystery of ‘God manifest intheflesh. Best of dl, itis
not by along course of study, nor by wearing discipline, least of dl by an inborn good
digposition, that the soul attains the new life, but by a birth from above, by the Holy Ghogt, and
by smple faith which is brought within reach of the falen and the lost.®®

80. The Gnostics, to whom, in the opinion of many, so frequent references are made in the writings of St.
John and St. Paul, were only an offspring (rather, as the Germans would term it, an Abart) of
Alexandrianism on the one hand, and on the other of Eastern notions, which are so largely embodied in
the later Kabbalah.

81. A complement, not a supplement, as many critics put it (Ewald, Weizséacker, and even
Hengstenberg) - least of all arectification (Godet, Evang. Joh. p. 633).

82. Keim (L eben Jesu von Nazara, i. a, pp. 112-114) fully recognisesthis; but | entirely differ from the
conclusions of hisanalytical comparison of Philo with the fourth Gospel.

83. St. John xiv. 26

84. The student who has carefully considered the views expressed by Philo about the Logos, and
analysed, asin the Appendix, the passages in the Targumim in which the word Memra occurs, cannot
fail to perceive the immense difference in the presentation of the Logos by St. John. Yet M. Renan, in an
articlein the * Contemporary Review’ for September 1877, with utter disregard of the historical evidence
on the question, maintains not only the identity of these three sets of ideas, but actually grounds on it
his argument against the authenticity of the fourth Gospel. Considering the importance of the subject, it
is not easy to speak with moderation of assertions so bold based on statements so entirely inaccurate.

85. Dr. Bucher, whose book, Des A postels Johannes L ehre vom Logos, deserves careful perusal, tries
to trace the reason of these peculiarities as indicated in the Prologue of the fourth Gospel. Bucher
differentiates at great length between the Logos of Philo and of the fourth Gospel. He sums up his
views by stating that in the Prologue of St. John the Logosis presented as the fulness of Divine Light
and Life. Thisis, so to speak, the theme, while the Gospel history isintended to present the Logos as
the giver of this Divine Light and Life. While the other Evangelists ascend from the manifestation to the
idea of the Son of God, St. John descends from the idea of the Logos, as expressed in the Prologue, to
its concrete realisation in His history. The |atest tractate (at the present writing, 1882) on the Gospel of
St. John, by Dr. Miiller, Die Johann. Frage, gives agood summary of the argument on both sides, and
deserves the careful attention of students of the question.



86. | cannot agree withWeiss (u. s., p. 122) that the great object of the fourth Gospel was to oppose the
rising Gnostic movement, This may have been present to the Apostle’s mind, as evidenced in his
Epistle, but the object in view could not have been mainly, nor even primarily, negative and
controversial.

Philo had no successor. In him Hellenism had completed its cycle. Its message and its mission
were ended. Henceforth it needed, like Apollos, its greet representative in the Christian Church,
two things: the baptism of John to the knowledge of sin and need, and to have the way of God
more perfectly expounded.?” On the other hand, Eastern Judaism had entered with Hillel on a
new stage. This direction led farther and farther away from that which the New Testament had
taken in following up and unfolding the spiritud eements of the Old. That development was
incapable of trandformation or renovation. It must go on to itsfina completion, and be either
true, or else be swept away and destroyed.

87. Actsxviii 24-28



Chapter 5

ALEXANDRIA AND ROME

THE JEWISH COMMUNITIESIN THE CAPITALSOF WESTERN
CIVILISATION.

We have spoken of Alexandria as the capita of the Jewish world in the West. Antioch was,
indeed, nearer to Palestine, and its Jewish population - including the floating part of it - as
numerous as that of Alexandria. But the wedlth, the thought, and the influence of Western
Judaism centred in the modern capital of the land of the Pharaohs. In those days Greece was
the land of the pagt, to which the student might resort as the home of beauty and of art, thetime
hallowed temple of thought and of poetry. But it was also the land of desolateness and of ruins,
where fields of corn waved over the remains of classc antiquity. The ancient Greeks had in
great measure sunk to anation of traders, in keen competition with the Jews. Indeed, Roman
sway had leveled the ancient world, and buried its nationa characterigtics. It was otherwise in
the far Eadt; it was otherwise dso in Egypt. Egypt was not aland to be largely inhabited, or to
be ‘civilised' in the then sense of the term: soil, dlimate, history, nature forbade it. Still, as now,
and even more than now, was it the dream-land of untold attractions to the traveller. The
ancient, mysterious Nile dill rolled its hedling waters out into the blue sea, where (s0 it was
supposed) they changed its taste within aradius farther than the eye could reach. To be gently
borne in bark or ship on its waters, to watch the strange vegetation and fauna of its banks; to
gaze beyond, where they merged into the trackless desert; to wander under the shade of its
gigantic monuments, or within the weird avenues of its colossa temples, to see the scroll of
mysterious hieroglyphics; to note the sameness of manner and of people as of old, and to watch
the unique rites of itsancient reigion - this was indeed to be again in the old far-away world,
and that amidst a dreaminess bewitching the senses, and a gorgeousness dazzling the
imagination.

1. What charm Egypt had for the Romans may be gathered from so many of their mosaics and frescoes.

Comp. Friedlander, u. s. val. ii. pp. 134-136.

We are dlill far out at sea, making for the port of Alexandria- the only safe shdter dl dong the
coast of Adaand Africa. Quite thirty miles out the slver sheen of the lighthouse on the idand of
Pharos” - connected by amole with Alexandria- is burning like a star on the edge of the
horizon. Now we catch sight of the pamgroves of Pharos; presently the anchor rattles and
grates on the sand, and we are ashore. What crowd of vessals of al szes, shapesand
nationdities; what amultitude of busy people; what avery Babe of languages, what a
commingling of old and new world civilisation; and what a variety of wares piled up, loading or
unloading!

2. Thisimmense lighthouse was square up to the middle, then covered by an octagon, the top being
round. The last recorded repairs to this magnificent structure of blocks of marble were made in the year
1303 of our era.

Alexandriaitsaf was not an old Egyptian, but a comparatively modern, city; in Egypt and yet
not of Egypt. Everything was in character - the city, itsinhabitants, public life, art, literature,



sudy, amusements, the very aspect of the place. Nothing origind anywhere, but combination of
al that had been in the ancient world, or that was at the time - most fitting place therefore to be
the cgpitd of Jewish Hdllenism.

Asits name indicates, the city was founded by Alexander the Grest. It was built in the form of
an open fan, or rather, of the outspread cloak of a Macedonian horseman. Altogether, it
messured (16,360 paces) 3,160 paces more than Rome; but its houses were neither so
crowded nor so many-gtoried. It had been alarge city when Rome was till inconsderable, and
to the last held the second place in the Empire. One of the five quarters into which the city was
divided, and which were named according to the first letters of the aphabet, was wholly
covered by the royd palaces, with their gardens, and smilar buildings, including the royd
mausoleum, where the body of Alexander the Grest, preserved in honey, was kept in aglass
coffin. But these, and its three miles of colonnades aong the principa highway, were only some
of the magnificent architecturd adornments of a city full of paaces. The population amounted,
probably, to nearly amillion, drawn from the East and West by trade, the attractions of wedlth,
the fadilities for gudy, or the amusements of a singularly frivolous city. A strange mixture of
elements among the people, combining the quickness and versatility of the Greek with the
gravity, the conservatism, the dream-grandeur, and the luxury of the Eastern.

Three worlds met in Alexandria: Europe, Asia, and Africa; and brought to it, or fetched from it,
thelr treasures. Above dl, it was acommercid city, furnished with an excdlent harbour - or
rather with five harbours. A specid fleet carried, astribute, from Alexandriato Italy, two-tenths
of the corn produce of Egypt, which sufficed to feed the capita for four months of the year. A
megnificent fleet it was, from the light quick saller to those immense corn-ships which hoisted a
specid flag, and whose early arrival was awaited a Puteoli® with more eagerness than that of
any modern ocean-steamer.* The commerce of Indiawas in the hands of the Alexandrian
shippers.® Since the days of the Ptolemies the Indian trade alone had increased sixfold.° Nor
was the native industry incongderable. Linen goods, to suit the tastes or costumes of dll
countries; woolen stuffs of every hue, some curioudy wrought with figures, and even scenes,
glass of every shade and in every shape; paper from the thinnest sheet to the coarsest packing
paper; essences, perfumeries - such were the native products. However idly or luxurioudy
inclined, till every one seemed busy, in a city where (as the Emperor Hadrian expressed it)
‘money was the peopl€ sgod;” and every one seemed well-to-do in his own way, from the waif
in the dtreets, who with little trouble to himsalf could pick up sufficient to go to the restaurant
and enjoy a comfortable dinner of fresh or smoked fish with garlic, and his pudding, washed
down with the favourite Egyptian barley beer, up to the millionaire banker, who owned a paace
in the city and avilla by the cand that connected Alexandriawith Canobus. What ajostling
crowd of al nationsin the greets, in the market (where, according to the joke of a
contemporary, anything might be got except snow), or by the harbours, what cool shades,
delicious retreats, vagt halls, magnificent libraries, where the savants of Alexandria assembled
and taught every conceivable branch of learning, and its far-famed physicians prescribed for the
poor consumptive patients sent thither from al parts of Italy! What bustle and noise among that
ever excitable, chatty conceited, vain, pleasure-loving multitude, whose highest enjoyment was



the thestre and singers, what scenes on that long cand to Canobus, lined with luxurious inns,
where barks full of pleasure-seekersrevelled in the cool shade of the banks, or sped to
Canobus, that scene of dl dissipation and luxury, proverbid evenin those days! And yet, close
by, on the shores of Lake Maredtis, asif in grim contrast, were the chosen retreets of that
sternly ascetic Jewish party, the Therapeutsg whose views and practicesin so many points
were kindred to those of the Essenesin Pdegtine!

3. The average passage from Alexandriato Puteoli was twelve days, the shipstouching at Maltaand in
Sicily. It wasin such aship, the ‘ Castor and Pollux’ carrying wheat, that St. Paul sailed from Maltato
Puteoli, where it would be among the first arrivals of the season.

4. They bore, painted on the two sides of the prow, the emblems of the gods to whom they were
dedicated, and were navigated by Egyptian pilots, the most renowned in the world. One of these
vesselsisdescribed as 180 by 45 feet and of about 1,575 tons, and is computed to have returned to its
owner nearly 3,0001. annually. (Comp. Friedlénder, u.s. vol. ii. p. 131, &c.) And yet these were small
ships compared with those built for the conveyance of marble blocks and columns, and especially of
obelisks. One of theseis said to have carried, besides an obelisk, 1,200 passenger, afreight of paper,
nitre, pepper, linen, and alarge cargo of wheat.

5. The journey took about three months, either up the Nile, thence by caravan, and again by sea; or else
perhaps by the Ptolemy Canal and the Red Sea.

6. Itincluded gold-dust, ivory, and mother-of-pearl from the interior of Africa, spicesfrom Arabia, pearls
from the Gulf of Persia, precious stones and byssus from India, and silk from China.

7. On the existence of the Therapeutes comp. Art. Philo in Smith & Wace' s Dict. of Chr. Biogr. val. iv.

This sketch of Alexandriawill help us to understand the surroundings of the large mass of Jews
seitled in the Egyptian capitd. Altogether more than an eighth of the population of the country
(one million in 7,800,000) was Jewish. Whether or not a Jewish colony had gone into Egypt at
the time of Nebuchadnezzar, or even earlier, the great mass of its residents had been attracted
by Alexander the Grest,® who had granted the Jews equally exceptiona privileges with the
Macedonians. The later troubles of Palestine under the Syrian kings greetly swelled their
number, the more o that the Ptolemies, with one exception, favoured them. Origindly aspecia
quarter had been assigned to the Jewsin the city - the ‘Deltal by the eastern harbour and the
Canobus cand - probably dike to keep the community separate, and from its convenience for
commercia purposes. The priveleges which the Ptolemies had accorded to the Jews were
confirmed, and even enlarged, by Julius Casar. The export trade in grain was now in their
hands, and the harbour and river police committed to their charge. Two quartersin the city are
named as pecidly Jewish - not, however, in the sense of their being confined to them. Their
Synagogues, surrounded by shady trees, stood in al parts of the city. But the chief glory of the
Jewish community in Egypt, of which even the Paestinians boasted, was the greet centrd
Synagogue, built in the shape of a baglica, with double colonnade, and so large that it needed a
sgna for those most distant to know the proper moment for the responses. The different trade
guilds sat there together, so that a stranger would a once know where to find Jewish employers
or felow-workmen.® In the choir of this Jewish cathedral stood seventy chairs of state,
encrusted with precious stones, for the seventy eders who congtituted the eldership of



Alexandria, on the modd of the great Sanhedrin in Jerusdem.
8. Mommsen (R6m. Gesch. v. p. 489) ascribes thisrather to Ptolemy 1.

9. Sukk. 51 b.

It isastrange, dmost inexplicable fact, that the Egyptian Jews had actudly built a schismétic
Temple. During the terrible Syrian persecutions in Paestine Onias, the son of the murdered
High-Priest Onias 1., had sought safety in Egypt. Ptolemy Philometor not only received him
kindly, but gave a disused heathen temple in the town of Leontopolis for a Jewish sanctuary.
Here anew Aaronic priesthood ministered, their support being derived from the revenues of the
digtrict around. The new Temple, however, resembled not that of Jerusaem either in outward
appearance nor in dl itsinternd fittings.® At first the Egyptian Jews were very proud of their
new sanctuary, and professed to seein it the fulfilment of the prediction,™ that five ditiesin the
land of Egypt should speak the language of Canaan, of which one wasto be cdled Ir-ha-Heres,
which the LXX. (intheir origind form, or by some later emendation) dtered into ‘the city of
righteousness.” This temple continued from about 160 b.c. to shortly after the destruction of
Jerusadlem. It could scarcely be cdled ariva to that on Mount Moriah, since the Egyptian Jews
as0 owned that of Jerusdem as their central sanctuary, to which they made pilgrimages and
brought their contributions,® while the priests a Leontopolis, before marrying, away's consulted
the officia archives in Jerusalem to ascertain the purity of descent of their intended wives™ The
Pdedtinians designated it contemptuoudly as *the house of Chonyi’ (Onias), and declared the
priesthood of Leontopolis incgpable of serving in Jerusdem, dthough on a par with those who
were disqudified only by some bodily defect. Offerings brought in Leontopolis were considered
null, unlessin the case of vows to which the name of this Temple had been expresdy attached.™
This qualified condemnation seems, however, strangely mild, except on the suppostion that the
gatements we have quoted only date from atime when both Temples had long passed away.

10. Instead of the seven-branched golden candlestick there was a golden lamp, suspended from achain
of the same metal.

11. Isxix. 18.
12. Philo, ii. 646, ed. Mangey.
13.Jos Ag. Ap.i. 7.

14. Men. xiii. 10, and the Gemara, 109 a and b.

Nor were such fedings unreasonable. The Egyptian Jews had spread on dl sdes - southward to
Abyssiniaand Ethiopia, and westward to, and beyond, the province of Cyrene. In the city of
that name they formed one of the four classes into which its inhabitants were divided.™> A Jewish
inscription at Berenice, gpparently dating from the year 13 b.c., shows that the Cyrenian Jews
formed a distinct community under nine ‘rulers of their own, who no doubt attended to the
communda affars- not aways an easy matter, since the Cyrenian Jews were noted, if not for
turbulence, yet for strong anti- Roman fedling, which more than once was crudly quenched in
blood.* Other inscriptions prove,'” that in other places of their dispersion aso the Jews had



their own Archontes or ‘rulers,” while the specid direction of public worship was dways
entrusted to the Archisynagogos, or ‘chief ruler of the Synagogue,” both titles occurring side by
sde® Itis, to say the leadt, very doubtful, whether the High- Priest at Leontopolis was ever
regarded as, in any red sense, the head of the Jewish community in Egypt.”® In Alexandria, the
Jews were under the rule of a Jewish Ethnar ch,® whose authority was Similar to that of ‘the
Archon’ of independent cities?* But his authority”” was transferred, by Augustus, to the whole
‘ddership.’?® Another, probably Roman, office, though for obvious reasons often filled by Jews,
was that of the Alabarch, or rather Arabarch, who was set over the Arab population.?* Among
others, Alexander, the brother of Philo, held this pogt. If we may judge of the position of the
wedthy Jewish familiesin Alexandria by that of this Alabarch, their influence must have been
very great. Thefirm of Alexander was probably asrich asthe great Jewish banking and shipping
house of Saramdlain Antioch.? Its chief was entrusted with the management of the affairs of
Antonia, the much respected sister-in-law of the Emperor Tiberius® It was asmall thing for
such aman to lend King Agrippa, when his fortunes were very low, a sum of about 7,0001. with
which to resort to Italy,*” since he advanced it on the guarantee of Agrippa s wife, whom he
highly esteemed, and at the same time made provision that the money should not be al spent
before the Prince met the Emperor. Besides, he had his own plansin the matter. Two of his
sons married daughters of King Agrippa; while athird, at the price of apodtasy, rose
successively to the posts of Procurator of Palestine, and finaly of Governor of Egypt.®® The
Temple a Jerusdem bore evidence of the weath and munificence of this Jewish millionaire. The
gold and slver with which the nine massve gates were covered, which led into the Temple,
were the gift of the great Alexandrian banker.

15. Strabo inJos. Ant. xiv. 7, 2.

16. Could there have been any such meaning in laying the Roman cross which Jesus had to bear upon a
Cyrenian (St. Luke xxiii. 26)? A symbolical meaning it certainly has, aswe remember that the last Jewish
rebellion (132-135 a.d.), which had Bar Cochbafor its Messiah, first broke out in Cyrene. What terrible
vengeance was taken on those who followed the false Christ, cannot here be told.

17. Jewish inscriptions have also been found in Mauritaniaand Algiers.

18. On atombstone at Capua (Mommsen, Inscr. R. Neap. 3,657, apud Schiirer, p 629). The subject is of
great importance as illustrating the rule of the Synagogue in the days of Christ. Another designation on
the gravestonespathr sunagwghVseemsto refer solely to age - one being described as 110 years old.

19. Jost, Gesch. d. Judenth. i. p. 345.

20. Marquardt (Rom. Staatsverwalt. vol. i. p. 297). Note 5 suggests that eqnoVmay here mean classes,
ordo.

21. Strabo inJos Ant. xiv. 7. 2
22. The office itself would seem to have been continued. (Jos. Ant. xiX. 5. 2.)
23. Philo, in Flacc. ed. Mangey, ii. 527

24. Comp. Wesseling, de Jud. Archont. pp. 63, &c., apud Schiirer, pp. 627,628.



25.Jos. Ant. xiv. 13. 5; War. i. 13,5
26. Ant. xix 5. 1
27. Ant. xviii. 6.3

28. Ant. xix. 5. 1; xx. 5. 3

The possession of such wedth, coupled no doubt with pride and self-assertion, and openly
spoken contempt of the superdtitions around,” would naturally excite the hatred of the
Alexandria populace againg the Jews. The greater number of those silly stories about the origin,
early history, and religion of the Jews, which even the philosophers and historians of Rome
record as genuine, originated in Egypt. A whole series of writers, beginning with Manetho,™
madeit their businessto give akind of historicd travesty of the events recorded in the books of
Moses. The boldest of these scribblers was Apion, to whom Josephus replied - aworld-famed
charlatan and liar, who wrote or lectured, with equa presumption and falseness, on every
conceivable object. He was just the man to suit the Alexandrians, on whom his unblushing
assurance imposed. In Rome he soon found hislevel, and the Emperor Tiberius well
characterised the irrepressible boastful talker asthe ‘tinkling cymba of the world.” He had
studied, seen, and heard everything - even, on three occasions, the mysterious sound on the
Colossus of Memnon, as the sun rose upon it! At least, so he graved upon the Colossus itsdlf,
for theinformation of &l generations®* Such was the man on whom the Alexandrians conferred
the freedom of their city, to whom they entrusted their most important affairs, and whom they
extolled as the victorious, the laborious, the new Homer.* There can be little doubt, that the
popular favour was partly due to Apion’s virulent attacks upon the Jews. His grotesque
accounts of their history and religion held them up to contempt. But hisreal object was to rouse
the fanaticism of the populace againgt the Jews. Every year, 0 he told them, it was the practice
of the Jews to get hold of some unfortunate Hellene, whom ill-chance might bring into their
hands, to fatten him for the year, and then to sacrifice him, partaking of hisentrids, and burying
the body, while during these horrible rites they took afearful oath of perpetua enmity to the
Greeks. These were the people who battened on the wedlth of Alexandria, who had usurped
quarters of the city to which they had no right, and claimed exceptiond privileges; a people who
had proved traitors to, and the ruin of every one who had trusted them. ‘If the Jews,” he
exclamed, ‘are citizens of Alexandria, why do they not worship the same gods as the
Alexandrians? And, if they wished to enjoy the protection of the Casars, why did they not erect
statues, and pay Divine honor to them?* Thereis nothing strange in these appedls to the
fanaticism of mankind. In one form or another, they have only too often been repeated in dll
lands and ages, and, das! by the representatives of dl creeds. Well might the Jews, as Philo
mourns,® wish no better for themsalves than to be treated like other men!

29. Comp., for example, such atrenchant chapter as Baruch vi., or the 2™ Fragm. of the Erythr. Sibyl, vv.
21-33.

30. Probably about 200 b.c.

31. Comp. Friedlander, u. s. ii. p. 155.



32. A very good sketch of Apionisgiven by Hausrath, Neutest. Zeitg. vol. ii. pp. 187-195.
33.Jos Ag. Ap.ii. 4,5, 6.
34. Leg. ad Cg. ed. Frcf.

We have dready seen, that the ideas entertained in Rome about the Jews were chiefly derived
from Alexandrian sources. But it is not easy to understand, how a Tacitus, Cicero, or Pliny
could have credited such absurdities as that the Jews had come from Crete (Mount I1da - |dee=
JudaB), been expelled on account of leprosy from Egypt, and emigrated under an apostate
priest, Moses; or that the Sabbath-rest originated in sores, which had obliged the wanderers to
stop short on the seventh day; or that the Jews worshipped the head of an ass, or else Bacchus;
that their abstinence from swin€' s flesh was due to remembrance and fear of leprosy, or dseto
the worship of that animal - and other puerilities of the like kind.* The educated Roman
regarded the Jew with a mixture of contempt and anger, al the more keen that, according to his
notions, the Jew had, since his subjection to Rome, no longer aright to his rdigion; and dl the
more bitter that, do what he might, that despised race confronted him everywhere, with a
religion so uncompromising as to form awal of separation, and with rites so exclusve asto
make them not only strangers, but enemies. Such a phenomenon was nowhere eseto be
encountered. The Romans were intensdy practicd. In their view, palitica life and religion were
not only intertwined, but the one formed part of the other. A religion gpart from a political
organisation, or which offered not, asa quid pro quo, some direct return from the Deity to his
votaries, seemed utterly inconceivable. Every country hasits own rdigion, argued Cicero, in his
apped for Flaccus. So long as Jerusdem was unvanquished, Judaism might claim toleration; but
had not the immorta gods shown what they thought of it, when the Jewish race was conquered?
Thiswas akind of logic that appeaed to the humblest in the crowd, which thronged to hear the
great orator defending his client, among others, againg the charge of preventing the transport
from Asato Jerusdem of the annua Temple-tribute. Thiswas not a popular accusation to bring
againgt aman in such an assembly. And asthe Jews - who, to create a disturbance, had (we are
told) digtributed themsdves among the audience in such numbers, that Cicero somewhat
rhetorically declared, he would fain have spoken with bated breeth, so asto be only audible to
the judges - listened to the great orator, they must have felt a keen pang shoot to their hearts
while he held them up to the scorn of the heethen, and touched, with rough finger, their open
sore, as he urged the ruin of their nation as the one unanswerable argument, which Materidism
could bring againgt the religion of the Unseen.

35. Comp. Tacitus, Hist. v. 2-4; Plut. Sympos. iv. 5

And thet rdigion - wasit not, in the words of Cicero, a ' barbarous supergtition,” and were not
its adherents, as Pliny had it,* *arace distinguished for its contempt of the gods? To begin with
their theology. The Roman philosopher would sympathise with disbelief of al spiritud redities,
as, on the other hand, he could understand the popular modes of worship and superdtition. But
what was to be said for aworship of something quite unseen, an adoration, as it seemed to him,
of the clouds and of the sky, without any visble symbol, conjoined with an utter rgjection of
every other form of rdligion - Agatic, Egyptian, Greek, Roman - and the refusa even to pay the



customary Divine honor to the Casars, as the incarnation of Roman power? Next, asto their
rites. Foremost among them was the initiatory rite of circumcision, a constant subject for coarse
jests. What could be the meaning of it; or of what seemed like some ancestral veneration for the
pig, or dread of it, Snce they made it areligious duty not to partake of its flesh? Their Sabbath
observance, however it had originated, was merely an indulgence in idleness. The fast young
Roman literati would find their amusement in wandering on the Sabbath-eve through the
tangled, narrow streets of the Ghetto, watching how the dim lamp within shed its unsavory light,
while the inmates mumbled prayers ‘with blanched lips’*” or they would, like Ovid, seek in the
Synagogue occasion for their dissolute amusements. The Thursday fast was another target for
their wit. In short, at the best, the Jew was a congtant theme of popular merriment, and the
theatre would resound with laughter as his religion was lampooned, no matter how absurd the
stories, or how poor the punning.®

36. Hist. Nat. xiii. 4.
37. Persiusv. 184.

38. Comp. the quotation of such scenesin the Introd. to the Midrash on Lamentations.

And then, as the proud Roman passed on the Sabbath through the streets, Judaism would
obtrude itsdlf upon his notice, by the shops that were shut, and by the strange figures that idly
moved about in holiday attire. They were strangersin a stirange land, not only without sympathy
with what passed around, but with marked contempt and abhorrence of it, while there was that
about their whole bearing, which expressed the ungpoken feding, thet the time of Rome sfall,
and of their own supremacy, was a hand. To put the generd feding in the words of Tacitus, the
Jews kept close together, and were ever most libera to one another; but they werefilled with
bitter hatred of dl others. They would neither eat nor deep with strangers; and the first thing
which they taught their proselytes was to despise the gods, to renounce their own country, and
to rend the bonds which had bound them to parents, children or kindred. To be sure, there was
some ground of distorted truth in these charges. For, the Jew, as such, was only intended for
Pdedtine. By anecessity, not of his own making, he was now, so to spesk, the negative € ement
in the heethen world; yet one which, do what he might, would aways obtrude itself upon public
notice. But the Roman satirists went further. They accused the Jews of such hatred of al other
religionigts, that they would not even show the way to any who worshipped otherwise, nor point
out the cooling spring to the thirsty.* According to Tacitus, there was a politica and rdligious
reason for this. In order to keep the Jews separate from al other nations, Moses had given them
rites, contrary to those of any other race, that they might regard as unholy what was sacred to
others, and as lawful what they held in abomination.”® Such a people deserved neither
condderation nor pity; and when the historian tells how thousands of their number had been
banished by Tiberiusto Sardinia, he dismisses the probability of their perishing in that severe
climate with the cynica remark, thet it entailed a* poor loss** (vile damnum).

39. Juv. Sat. xiv. 103, 104

40. Hist. v. 13



41. Ann. ii.85, Comp. Suet. Tib. 36.

Stll, the Jew was there in the midgt of them. It isimpossible to fix the date when the firgt Jewish
wanderers found their way to the capita of the world. We know, that in the wars under
Pompey, Cassus, and Antonius, many were brought captive to Rome, and sold as daves. In
generd, the Republican party was hogtile, the Casars were friendly, to the Jews. The Jewish
davesin Rome proved an unprofitable and troublesome acquisition. They clung so tenacioudy
to their ancestra customs, that it was impossible to make them conform to the ways of hegthen
households.* How far they would carry their passive resistance, appears from a story told by
Josephus,® about some Jewish priests of his acquaintance, who, during their captivity in Rome,
refused to eat anything but figs and nuts, o asto avoid the defilement of Gentile food.** Their
Roman magters deemed it prudent to give their Jewish daves their freedom, either a asmal
ransom, or even without it. These freedmen (liberti) formed the nucleus of the Jewish
community in Rome, and in great measure determined its socid character. Of course they were,
as aways, industrious, sober, pushing. In course of time many of them acquired wedlth. By-
and-by Jewish immigrants of grester didtinction swelled their number. Still their socid position
was inferior to that of their co-rdigionigtsin other lands. A Jewish population so large as 40,000
in thetime of Augustus, and 60,000 in that of Tiberius, would naturaly included dl ranks -
merchants, bankers, literati, even actors.* In a city which offered such temptations, they would
number among them those of every degree of rdigious profession; nay, some who would not
only imitate the habits of those around, but try to outdo their gross licentiousness® Y et, even

50, they would vainly endeavor to efface the hateful mark of being Jews.

42. Philo, Leg. ad Cgj. ed. Frcf. p. 101.
43. Life3.

44, Lutterbeck (Neutest. Lehrbegr. p. 119), following up the suggestions of Wieseler (Chron. d. Apost.
Zeitalt. pp. 384, 402, etc.), regards these priests as the accusers of St. Paul, who brought about his
martyrdom.

45, Comp., for example, Mart. xi. 94; Jos. Life 3.

46. Martialis, u. s. The *Anchialus by whom the poet would have the Jew swear, isa corruption of
Anochi Elohim (‘1 am God') in Ex. xx. 2. Comp. Ewald, Gesch. Isr. vol. vii. p. 27.

Augustus had assigned to the Jews as their specid quarter the ‘fourteenth region’ acrossthe
Tiber, which stretched from the dope of the Vatican onwards and across the Tiber-idand,
where the boats from Ostia were wont to unload. This seemsto have been their poor quarter,
chiefly inhabited by hawkers, sdlers of matches;*’ glass, old clothes and second-hand wares.
The Jewish burying-ground in that quarter®® gives evidence of their condition. The whole
gppointments and the graves are mean. Thereis neither marble nor any trace of painting, unless
it be arough representation of the seven+branched candlestick in red coloring. Another Jewish
quarter was by the Porta Capena, where the Appian Way entered the city. Close by, the
ancient sanctuary of Egeriawas utilized at the time of Juvend™® as a Jewish hawking place. But
there must have been richer Jews aso in that neighborhood, since the burying- place there
discovered has paintings - some even of mythologica figures, of which the meaning has not yet



been ascertained. A third Jewish burying-ground was near the ancient Christian catacombs.
47 Mart. i.41; xii. 57.
48. Described by Bosio, but since unknown. Comp. Friedlander, u. s. vol. iii. pp. 510, 511.

49. Sat. iii.13; vi. 542.

But indeed, the Jewish residents in Rome must have spread over every quarter of the city - even
the best - to judge by the location of their Synagogues. From inscriptions, we have been made
acquainted not only with the existence, but with the names, of not fewer than seven of these
Synagogues. Three of them respectively bear the names of Augustus, Agrippa, and Volumnius,
ether asther patrons, or because the worshippers were chiefly their attendants and clients;
while two of them derived their names from the Campus Martius, and the quarter Subura in
which they stood.™® The * Synagoge Elaias’ may have been so called from bearing on its front
the device of an dlive-tree, afavourite, and in Rome specidly sgnificant, emblem of Israd,
whose fruit, crushed beneath heavy weight, would yield the precious ail by which the Divine light
would shed its brightness through the night of heathendom.®* Of course, there must have been
other Synagogues besides those whose names have been discovered.

50. Comp. Friedlander, u. s. vol. iii. p.510.

51. Midr. R. on Ex. 36.

One other mode of tracking the footsteps of Isradl’ s wanderings seems strangely significant. Itis
by tracing their records among the dead, reading them on broken tombstones, and in ruined
monuments. They are rude, and the inscriptions - most of them in bad Greek, or still worse
Latin, nonein Hebrew - are like the sammering of strangers. Y et what a contrast between the
amplefaith and earnest hope which they express, and the grim proclamation of utter disbelief in
any future to the soul, not unmixed with language of coarsest materidism, on the graves of so
many of the polished Romans! Truly the pen of God in history has, as S0 often, ratified the
sentence which a nation had pronounced upon itself. That civilisation was doomed which could
inscribe over its dead such words as: ‘' To eternd deep;’ ‘ To perpetud rest;” or more coarsaly
expressit thus, ‘1 was not, and | became; | was, and am no more. Thus much is true; who says
other, lies; for | shdl not be,’ adding, as it were by way of mord, * And thou who livest, drink,
play, come.’” Not so did God teach His people; and, as we pick our way among these broken
stones, we can understand how areligion, which proclaimed a hope so different, must have
gpoken to the hearts of many even at Rome, and much more, how that blessed assurance of life
and immortaity, which Chrigtianity afterwards brought, could win its thousands, though it were
at the cost of poverty, shame, torture, and the arena.

Wandering from graveyard to graveyard, and deciphering the records of the dead, we can
amogt read the history of Isragl in the days of the Casars, or when Paul the prisoner set foot on
the soil of Itay. When St. Paul, on the journey of the * Castor and Pollux,” touched at Syracuse,
he would, during his stay of three days, find himsdlf in the midst of a Jewish community, aswe
learn from an inscription. When he disembarked a Puteoli, he was in the oldest Jewish



settlement next to that of Rome,>? where the loving hospitdity of Christian |sradlites congtrained
him to tarry over a Sabbath. As he ‘went towards Rome,” and reached Capua, he would meet
Jews there, as we infer from the tombstone of one * Alfius Juda,’ who had been * Archon’ of the
Jaws, and ‘ Archisynagogus in Cgpua. As he neared the city, he found in Anxur (Terracing) a
Synagogue.> In Rome itsalf the Jewish community was organized asin other places™ It sounds
gtrange, as after these many centuries we again read the names of the Archons of their various
Synagogues, al Roman, such as Claudius, Aderis, Julian (who was Archon dike of the
Campesian and the Agrippesian Synagogue priest, the son of Julian the Archisynagogus, or chief
of the ddership of the Augustesan Synagogue). And so in other places. On these tombstones
we find names of Jewish Synagogue-dignitaries, in every centre of population, in Pompeii, in
Venusia, the birthplace of Horace; in Jewish catacombs, and smilarly Jewish inscriptionsin
Africa, in Ada, in theidands of the Mediterranean, in Agina, in Patragin Athens. Even where as
yet records of their early settlements have not been discovered, we till infer their presence, as
we remember the amogt incredible extent of Roman commerce, which led to such large
settlementsin Britain, or as we discover among the tombstones those of * Syrian’ merchants, as
in Spain (where St. Paul hoped to preach, no doubt, also to his own countrymen), throughout
Gaul, and even in the remotest parts of Germany.* Thus the statements of Josephus and of
Philo, asto the dispersion of Isradl throughout al lands of the known world, are fully borne ouit.

52.Jos. Ant. xvii. 12. 1; Warii. 7. 1.
53. Comp. Cassel, in Ersch u. Gruber’ s Encyclop. 2d sect. vol. xxvii. p. 147.
54. Actsxxviii. 17.

55. Comp. Friedlander, u. s. val. ii. pp. 17-204 passim.

But the specid importance of the Jewish community in Rome lay in its contiguity to the seet of
the government of the world, where every movement could be watched and influenced, and
whereit could lend support to the wants and wishes of that compact body which, however
widely scattered, was one in heart and fegling, in thought and purpose, in faith and practice, in
suffering and in prosperity.® Thus, when upon the death of Herod a deputation from Palestine
appeared in the capital to seek the restoration of their Theocracy under a Roman protectorate,>’
no less than 8,000 of the Roman Jews joined it. And in case of need they could find powerful
friends, not only among the Herodian princes, but among court favourites who were Jaws, like
the actor of whom Josephus speaks;*® among those who were inclined towards Judaism, like
Poppag, the dissolute wife of Nero, whose coffin as that of a Jewess was laid among the urns of
the emperors,® or among red prosaytes, like those of dl ranks who, from superstition or
conviction, had identified themselves with the Synagogue.®

56. It was probably this unity of Israelitish interests which Cicero had in view (Pro Flacco, 28) when he
took such credit for his boldnessin daring to stand up against the Jews- unless, indeed, the orator only
meant to make a point in favour of hisclient.

57.Jos. Ant. xvii. 11. 1; War. ii. 6. 1.

58. Life3.



59. Schiller (Gesch. d. Rém. Kaiserreichs, p. 583) denies that Poppaa was a proselyte. It is, indeed, true,
as he argues, that the fact of her entombment affords no absolute evidence of this, if taken by itself; but
comp. Jos. Ant. xx. 8. 11; Life 3.

60. The question of Jewish proselytes will be treated in another place.

In truth, there was no law to prevent the spread of Judaism. Excepting the brief period when
Tiberius® banished the Jews from Rome and sent 4,000 of their number to fight the bandiitti in
Sardinia, the Jews enjoyed not only perfect liberty, but exceptiona privileges. In the reign of
Casar and of Augustus we have quite a series of edicts, which secured the full exercise of their
rdigion and their commundl rights.®” In virtue of these they were not to be disturbed in their
religious ceremonies, nor in the observance of thar sabbaths and feasts. The annua Temple-
tribute was dlowed to be transported to Jerusalem, and the dienation of these funds by the civil
magistrates treated as sacrilege. As the Jews objected to bear arms, or march, on the Sabbath,
they were freed from military service. On smilar grounds, they were not obliged to gppear in
courts of law on their holy days. Augustus even ordered that, when the public digtribution of
corn or of money among the citizens fell on a Sabbath, the Jaws were to receive their share on
the following day. In asgmilar spirit the Roman authorities confirmed a decree by which the
founder of Antioch, Sdeucus 1. (Nicator),?® had granted the Jews the right of ditizenshipin dl
the cities of AsaMinor and Syriawhich he had built, and the privilege of receiving, instead of
the oil that was distributed, which their religion forbade them to use® an equivaent in money.®
These rights were maintained by VVespasian and Titus even &fter the last Jewish war,
notwithstanding the earnest remonstrances of these cities. No wonder, that at the death of
Casar® the Jews of Rome gathered for many nights, waking strange fedings of awe in the dity,
asthey chanted in mournful melodies their Psdlms around the pyre on which the body of their
benefactor had been burnt, and raised their pathetic dirges.®” The measures of Sgjanus, and
ceased with his sway. Besides, they were the outcome of public feding at the time againgt al
foreign rites, which had been roused by the vile conduct of the priests of 19s towards a Roman
matron, and was again provoked by a gross imposture upon Fulvia, a noble Roman prosdyte,
on the part of some vagabond Rabbis. But even o, there is no reason to believe that literdly dl
Jews had left Rome. Many would find means to remain secretly behind. At any rate, twenty
years afterwards Philo found a large community there, ready to support himin hismisson on
behdf of his Egyptian countrymen. Any temporary measures againg the Jews can, therefore,
scarcely be regarded as a serious interference with their privileges, or a cessation of the Imperid
favour shown to them.

61.19ad.

62. Comp. Jos. Ant. xiv. 10, passim, and xvi. 6. These edicts are collated inKrebs Decreta Romanor. pro
Jud. facta, with long comments by the author, and by Levyssohn.

63. Ob.280 b.c.
64. Ab. Sarii. 6.

65. Jos. Ant. xii. 3. 1.



66. 44 b.c.

67. Suet. Ces. 84.



Chapter 6

POLITICAL AND RELIGIOUSLIFE OF THE JEWISH DISPERSION IN THE
WEST

THEIR UNION IN THE GREAT HOPE OF THE COMING DELIVERER.

It was not only in the capita of the Empire that the Jews enjoyed the rights of Roman
citizenship. Many in Asia Minor could boast of the same privilege.! The Sdeucidic rulers of
Syriahad previoudy bestowed kindred privileges on the Jews in many places. Thus, they
possessed in some cities twofold rights: the status of Roman and the privileges of Agic,
citizenship. Those who enjoyed the former were entitled to a civil government of their own,
under archons of their choosing, quite independent of the rule and tribunas of the citiesin which
they lived. Asingtances, we may mention the Jews of Sardis, Ephesus, Delos, and gpparently
aso of Antioch. But, whether legdly entitled to it or not, they probably everywhere clamed the
right of salf-government, and exercised it, except in times of persecution. But, as dready Stated,
they also possessed, besidesthis, at least in many places, the privileges of Agatic citizenship, to
the same extent as their heathen fellow-citizens. Thistwofold status and jurisdiction might have
led to serious complications, if the archons had not confined their authority to strictly communal
interests? without interfering with the ordinary adminigtration of justice, and the Jaws willingly
submitted to the sentences pronounced by their own tribunals.

1. Jos Ant. xiv. 10, passim; Acts xxii. 25-29.

2. Comp. Actsxix. 14 ix. 2.

But, in truth, they enjoyed even more than religious liberty and commund privileges. It was quite
in the spirit of the times, that potentates friendly to Isragl bestowed largesses dlike on the
Templein Jeruslem, and on the Synagogues in the provinces. The magnificent porch of the
Templewas ‘adorned’ with many such ‘ dedicated gifts” Thus, we read of repeated costly
offerings by the Ptolemies, of a golden wresth which Sosius offered after he had taken
Jerusdem in conjunction with Herod, and of rich flagons which Augustus and his wife had given
to the Sanctuary.® And, athough this same Emperor praised his grandson for leaving Jerusdem
unvigted on hisjourney from Egypt to Syria, yet he himsdf made provison for adaily sacrifice
on his behalf, which only ceased when the last war against Rome was proclaimed.* Even the
circumstance that there was a“ Court of the Gentiles,” with marble screen beautifully
ornamented, bearing tablets which, in Latin and Greek, warned Gentiles not to proceed further,”
proves that the Sanctuary was largely attended by others than Jews, or, in the words of
Josephus, that ‘it was held in reverence by nations from the ends of the earth. ®

3.Jos. Ant. xii. 2. 5; xiii. 3. 4; Ag. Ap.ii. 5; Ant. Xiv. 16. 4; War v. 13.
4. Jos Warii. 10. 4;ii. 17.

5. One of these tablets has lately been excavated. Comp. ‘ The Temple: its Ministry and Servicesin the
Timeof Christ,’ p. 24.

6. War iv. 4. 3; comp. War ii. 17. 2-4.



In Syria dso, where, according to Josephus, the largest number of Jews lived,” they
experienced specia favour. In Antioch their rights and immunities were recorded on tables of
brass?

7. War, vii. 3. 3.

8. War, vii. 5. 2.

But, indeed, the capita of Syriawas one of their favourite resorts. It will be remembered what
importance attached to it in the early higtory of the Chrigtian Church. Antioch was the third city
of the Empire, and lay just outside what the Rabbinists designated as * Syrid and till regarded
as holy ground. Thusit formed, so to speak, an advanced post between the Palestinian and the
Gentile world. Its chief Synagogue was a magnificent building, to which the successors of
Antiochus Epiphanes had given the spoils which that monarch had brought from the Temple.
The connection between Jerusdem and Antioch was very close. All that occurred in that city
was eagerly watched in the Jewish capitd. The spread of Chridianity there must have excited
deep concern. Careful as the Tdmud is not to afford unwel come information, which might have
led to further mischief, we know that three of the principa Rabbis went thither on amisson - we
can scarcely doubt for the purpose of arresting the progress of Chrigtianity. Again, wefind at a
later period arecord of religious controversy in Antioch between Rabbis and Christians.” Y et
the Jews of Antioch were strictly Hellenistic, and on one occasion a great Rabbi was unable to
find among them a copy of even the Book of Esther in Hebrew, which, accordingly, he had to
write out from memory for hisusein their Synagogue. A fit place this great border-city,
crowded by Hellenigts, in close connection with Jerusalem, to be the birthplace of the name
‘Chrigian,” to send forth aPaul on his misson to the Gentile world, and to obtain for it a charter
of citizenship far nobler than that of which the record was graven on tablets of brass.

9. Comp. generally Neubauer, Géogr. du Talmud, pp. 312, 313.

But, whatever privileges Isradl might enjoy, history records an dmost continuous series of
attempts, on the part of the communities among whom they lived, to deprive them not only of
their immunities, but even of their common rights. Foremost among the reasons of this
antagonism we place the absolute contrariety between hesthenism and the Synagogue, and the
socid isolation which Judaism rendered necessary. It was avowedly unlawful for the Jew even
‘to keep company, or come unto one of another nation. ° To quarrd with this, was to find fauilt
with the law and the reigion which made him a Jew. But besides, there was that pride of
descent, creed, enlightenment, and nationa privileges, which St. Paul so graphicdly sumsup as
‘making boast of God and of the law.’*! However differently they might have expressed it, Philo
and Hillel would have been at one asto the absolute superiority of the Jew as such. Pretensons
of this kind must have been the more provocative, that the populace at any rate envied the
prosperity which Jewish industry, talent, and capita everywhere secured. Why should that
close, foreign corporation possess every civic right, and yet be free from many of its burdens?
Why should their meetings be excepted from the * collegiaiillicita? why should they aone be
alowed to export part of the nationd wedlth, to dedicate it to their superdtition in Jerusdem?
The Jew could not well feign any red interest in what gave its greetness to Ephesus; it



atractivenessto Corinth, its influence to Athens. He was ready to profit by it; but hisinmost
thought must have been contempt, and al he wanted was quietness and protection in hisown
pursuits. What concern had he with those petty squabbles, ambitions, or designs, which agitated
the turbulent populace in those Grecian cities? What cared he for their popular meetings and
noisy discussons? The recognition of the fact that, as Jews, they were strangersin astrange
land, made them so loyd to the ruling powers, and procured them the protection of kings and
Casars. But it also roused the hatred of the populace.

10. Acts x.28.

11. Comp. Rom. ii. 17-24.

That such should have been the case, and these widdy scattered members have been united in
one body, isaunique fact in higtory. Its only true explanation must be sought in a higher Divine
impulse. The links which bound them together were: a common creed, acommon life a
common centre, and acommon hope.

Wherever the Jew sojourned, or however he might differ from his brethren, Monotheism, the
Divine misson of Moses, and the authority of the Old Testament, were equaly to all
unquestioned artidles of belief. It may well have been that the Hdllenigtic Jew, living in the midst
of ahogtile, curious, and scurrilous population, did not care to exhibit over his house and
doorposts, a the right of the entrance, the Mezuzah,™ which enclosed the folded parchment
that, on twenty-two lines, bore the words from Deut. iv. 4-9 and xi. 13-21, or to cdl attention
by their breadith to the Tephillin,*® or phylacteries on hisleft arm and forehead, or even to make
observable the Tsitsith,™ or fringes on the borders of his garments.'® Perhaps, indeed, dl these
observances may at that time not have been deemed incumbent on every Jew.*® At any rate, we
do nat find mention of them in heathen writers. Smilarly, they could easily keep out of view, or
they may not have had conveniences for, their prescribed purifications. But in every place, as
we have abundant evidence, where there were & least ten Batlanim - mae householders who
had |eisure to give themsdlves to regular attendance - they had, from ancient times*” one, and, if
possible, more Synagogues.™® Where there was no Synagogue there was at least a
Proseuche,™ ° open sky, after the form of athestre, generaly outside the town, near ariver or
the seg, for the sake of ludtrations. These, as we know from classical writers, were well known
to the heathen, and even frequented by them. Their Sabbath observance, their fasting on
Thursdays, their Day of Atonement, their laws relaing to food, and their pilgrimagesto
Jerusdem - dl found sympathisers among Judaising Gentiles®! They even watched to see, how
the Sabbath lamp was kindled, and the solemn prayers spoken which marked the beginning of
the Sabbath.” Buit to the Jew the Synagogue was the bond of union throughout the world.
There, on Sabbath and feast days they met to read, from the same L ectionary, the same
Scripture-lessons which their brethren read throughout the world, and to say, in the words of
the same liturgy, their common prayers, catching echoes of the gorgeous Temple-sarvicesin
Jerusalem. The heathen must have been struck with awe as they listened, and watched in the
gloom of the Synagogue the mysterious light at the far curtained end, where the sacred oracles
were reverently kept, wrapped in costly coverings. Here the stranger Jew aso would find



himsdlf a home: the same arrangements as in his own land, and the well-known services and
prayers. A hospitable welcome at the Sabbath-med, and in many a home, would be pressed on
him, and ready aid be proffered in work or trid.

12. Ber. iii. 3; Meg. i. 8, Moed K. iii. 4; Men. iii. 7. Comp. Jos. Ant. iv.8.13; and the tractate Mezuzah in
Kirchheim, Septem libri Talmud. parvi Hierosol. pp. 12-17.

13. . Matt. xxiii. 5; Ber. i. 3; Shabb. vi. 2; vii. 3; xvi. 1; Er. x. 1, 2; Sheq. iii. 2; Meg. i. 8; iv. 8; Moed. Q. iii.
4; Sanh. xi. 3; Men. iii. 7; iv. 1; Kel. xviii. 8; Migv. x. 3; yad. iii. 3. Comp. Kirchheim, Tract. Tephillin, u. s.
pp. 18-21.

14. Moed K. iii. 4; Eduy. iv. 10; Men. iii. 7; iv. 1. Comp. Kirchheim, Tract. Tsitsith, u. s. pp. 22-24.

15. The Tephillin enclosed atranscript of Exod. xiii. 1-10, 11-16; Deut. vi. 4-9; xi. 13-21. The Tsitsith were
worn in obedience to theinjunction in Num. xv. 37 etc.; Deut. xxii. 12 (comp. St. Matt. ix. 20; xiv. 36; St.
Mark v. 27; St. Luke viii. 44).

16. It isremarkable that Aristeas seems to speak only of the phylacteries on the arm, and Philo of those
for the head, while the L X X. takes the command entirely in ametaphorical sense. This has already been
pointed out in that book of gigantic learning, Spencer, De Leg. Heb. p. 1213. Frankel (Uber d. Einfl. d.
Pal. Exeg., pp. 89, 90) triesin vain to controvert the statement. The insufficiency of his arguments has
been fully shown by Herzfeld (Gesch. d. Valk. Isr. val. iii. p. 224).

17. Actsxv. 21.

18. sunagwgh Jos. Ant. xix. 6. 3; War, ii. 14. 4, 5; vii. 3. 3; Philo, Quod omnis probus liber, ed. Mangey,
ii. p. 458;sunagwgon Philo, Ad Cq. ii. p. 591; sabbateion Jos. Ant. xvi. 66. 2 pr oseukthrion Philo,

19. Actsxvi.13

20. proseuch Jos. Ant. xiv. 10 23, life 54; Philo, In Flacc. ii. p. 523; Ad C3g. ii. pp. 565, 596; Epiphan.
Haer. Ixxx. 1. Comp. Juven. Sat. iii. 296: ‘ Ede ubi consistas? in quate quaeo proseucha?

21. Comp., among others, Ovid, Ars Amat. i. 76; Juv. Sat. xvi. 96, 97; Hor. Sat. i. 5. 100; 9. 70; Suet. Aug.
93.

22. Persiusv. 180.

For, deepest of al convictions was that of their common centre; strongest of dl fedingswas the
love which bound them to Palestine and to Jerusdem, the city of God, the joy of dl the earth,
the glory of Hispeople Isradl. ‘If | forget thee, O Jerusdem, let my right hand forget her
cunning; let my tongue cleave to the roof of my mouth,” Hellenist and Eastern equally redlised
this. Asthe soil of his native land, the deeds of his people, or the graves of hisfathers draw the
far-off wanderer to the home of his childhood, or fill the mountaineer in his exile with
irrepressible longing, so the sounds which the Jew heard in his Synagogue, and the observances
which he kept. Nor was it with him merely matter of patriotism, of history, or of association. It
was ardigious principle, apiritua hope. No truth more firmly rooted in the consciousness of
al, than that in Jerusdem aone men could truly worship.2 As Danidl of old had in his hour of
worship turned towards the Holy City, so in the Synagogue and in his prayers every Jew turned
towards Jerusdem; and anything that might imply want of reverence, when looking in that



direction, was consdered a grievous sin. From every Synagogue in the Diaspora the annua
Temple-tribute went up to Jerusalem,?* no doulbt often accompanied by rich votive offerings.
Few, who could undertake or afford the journey, but had at some time or other gone up to the
Holy City to attend one of the great feasts® Philo, who was held by the same spell as the most
bigoted Rabbinist, had himself been one of those deputed by his fdlow-citizensto offer prayers
and sacrificesin the great Sanctuary.? Views and fedings of this kind help us to understand,
how, on some grest feadt, as Josephus states on sufficient authority, the population of Jerusalem
- within its ecclesiastical boundaries - could have swelled to the enormous number of nearly
three millions*’

23. St. Johniv. 20.

24. Comp. Jos. Ant. xiv. 7. 2; xvi. 6, passium; Philo, De Monarchia, ed. Mangey, ii. p. 224; Ad Cq. ii. p.
568; Contra Flacc. ii. p. 524.

25. Philo, De Monarchia, ii. p. 223.

26. Philo, in afragment preserved in Euseb., Prapar. Ev. viii. 13. What the Temple was in the estimation
of Israel, and what itsloss boded, not only to them, but to the whole world, will be shown in alater part
of this book.

27. War vi. 9. 3; comp. ii. 14. 3

And ill, there was an even stronger bond in their common hope. That hope pointed them al,
wherever scattered, back to Palestine. To them the coming of the Messiah undoubtedly implied
the restoration of Isragl’ s kingdom, and, as afirst part in it, the return of * the dispersed. 8
Indeed, every devout Jew prayed, day by day: ‘Proclaim by Thy loud trumpet our ddliverance,
and raise up a banner to gather our dispersed, and gather us together from the four ends of the
earth. Blessed be Thou, O Lord! Who gatherest the outcasts of Thy people Isragl.’? That
prayer included in its generdity aso the lost ten tribes. So, for example, the prophecy™ was
rendered: ‘ They hasten hither, like a bird out of Egypt,’ - referring to Isradl of old; ‘and like a
dove out of the land of Assyria - referring to the ten tribes®! ¥ And thus even these wanderers,
s0 long logt, were to be reckoned in the fidld of the Good Shepherd.®

28. Even Maimonides, in spite of his desire to minimise the Messianic expectancy, admitsthis.

29. Thisisthetenth of the eighteen (or rather nineteen) benedictionsin the daily prayers. Of these the
first and the last three are certainly the oldest. But this tenth also dates from before the destruction of
Jerusalem. Comp. Zunz, Gottesd. Vortr. d. Juden, p. 368.

30. Hos. xi. 11.

31. Midr. On Cant. i. 15, ed. Warshau, p. 11b.

32. Comp. Jer. Sanh. x. 6; Sanh. 110 b: Yak. Shim.

33. The suggestion is made by Castelli, Il Messia, p. 253.

It isworth while to trace, how universally and warmly both Eastern and Western Judaism
cherished this hope of dl Israel’ s return to their own land. The Targumim bear repesated



reference to it;** and athough there may be question as to the exact date of these paraphrases,
it cannot be doubted, that in this respect they represented the views of the Synagogue at the
time of Jesus. For the same reason we may gather from the Tamud and earliest commentaries,
what |sragl’s hope was in regard to the return of the * dispersed.’® It was a beautiful ideato
liken Israd to the olive-tree, which is never stripped of its leaves.® The storm of trid that had
swept over it was, indeed, sent in judgment, but not to destroy, only to purify. Even o, Isradl’s
persecutions had served to keep them from becoming mixed with the Gentiles. Heaven and
earth might be destroyed, but not Isragl; and their find ddliverance would far outstrip in
marvellousness that from Egypt. The winds would blow to bring together the dispersed; nay, if
there were asingle Isradlite in aland, however distant, he would be restored. With every honour
would the nations bring them back. The patriarchs and al the just would rise to sharein thejoys
Petraeof the new possession of their land; new hymns as well as the old ones would rise to the
praise of God. Nay, the bounds of the land would be extended far beyond what they had ever
been, and made as wide as originaly promised to Abraham. Nor would that possession be ever
taken from them, nor those joys be ever succeeded by sorrows.*” In view of such generd
expectations we cannot fail to mark with what wonderful sobriety the Apostles put the question
to Jesus. ‘Wilt Thou at this time restore the kingdom to |srael ? %

34. Notably in connection with Ex. Xii. 42 (both in the Pseudo-Jon. And Jer. Targum); Numb. xxiv. 7 (Jer.
Targ.); Deut. xxx.4 (targ. Ps-Jon.); Isxiv. 29; Jer. xxxiii. 13; Hos. xiv. 7; Zech. x. 6. Dr. Drummond, in his
‘Jewish Messiah,” p. 335, quotes from the Targum on Lamentations. But this dates from long after the
Talmudic period.

35. As each sentence which follows would necessitate one or more references to different works, the
reader, who may be desirous to verify the statementsin the text, is generally referred to Castelli, u. s.
pp. 251-255.

36. Men. 53 b.

37. Thefiction of two Messiahs- one the Son of David, the other the Son of Joseph, the latter being
connected with the restoration of the ten tribes- has been conclusively shown to be the post-Christian
date (comp. Schéttgen, HoraeHebr. i. p. 359; and Wiinsche, Leiden d. Mess. p. 109). Possibly it was
invented to find an explanation for Zech. xii. 10 (comp. Succ. 52 a), just as the Socinian doctrine of the
assumption of Christ into heaven at the beginning of His ministry was invented to account for St. John
iii. 13.

38. Actsi.6.

Hopes and expectations such as these are expressed not only in Tamudica writings. We find
them throughout that very interesting Apocalyptic class of literature, the Pseudepigrapha, to
which reference has aready been made. The two earliest of them, the Book of Enoch and the
Sibylline Oracles, are equaly emphatic on this subject. The seer in the Book of Enoch beholds
Isradl in the Messianic time as coming in carriages, and as borne on the wings of the wind from
East, and West, and South.* Fuller details of that happy event are furnished by the Jewish
Sibyl. In her utterances these three events are connected together: the coming of the Messiah,
the rebuilding of the Temple,* and the restoration of the dispersed,” when al nations would
bring their wedlth to the House of God.*? *® The latter trait specialy reminds us of their



Hdlenigtic origin. A century later the same joyous confidence, only perhaps more clearly
worded, appears in the so-caled ‘ Psalter of Solomon.” Thus the seventeenth Psalm burdsinto
thisgrain: *Blessed are they who shdl livein those days - in the reunion of the tribes, which God
brings about.’** And no wonder, since they are the days when ‘the King, the Son of David,'*
having purged Jerusalent® and destroyed the heathen by the word of His mouth,*” would gather
together a holy people which He would rule with justice, and judge the tribes of His people,®
‘dividing them over the land according to tribes;” when ‘no stranger would any longer dwell
among them.*

39. Book of En. ch. Ivii.; comp. xc.33.
40. B. iii. 286-294; comp. B. v. 414-433.
41. B. iii. 732-735.

42. B. iii. 766-783.

43. M. Maurice Vernes (Hist. Des | dées Messian. pp. 43-119) maintains that the writers of Enoch and
Or. Sib. 3 expected this period under the rule of the Maccabees, and regarded one of them as the
Messiah. It implies apeculiar reading of history, and alively imagination, to arrive at such a conclusion.

44. Ps, of Sol. vxii. 50; comp. also Ps. xi.
45, Ps. Sdl. xviii. 23.

46.v. 25.

47.v.27.

48.v. 28.

49. w. 30, 31.

Another pause, and we reach the time when Jesus the Messah appeared. Knowing the
characterigtics of that time, we scarcely wonder that the Book of Jubilees, which dates from that
period, should have been Rabbinic in its cast rather than Apocalyptic. Y et even there the
reference to the future glory is digtinct. Thus we are told, that, though for its wickedness | sradl
had been scattered, God would ‘ gather them all from the midst of the heathen,” *build among
them His Sanctuary, and dwell with them.” That Sanctuary wasto ‘be for ever and ever, and
God would appear to the eye of every one, and every one acknowledge that He was the God
of Isradl, and the Father of al the Children of Jacob, and King upon Mount Zion, from
everlagting to everlasting. And Zion and Jerusdlem shal be holy.”*® When ligiening to this
language of, perhaps, a contemporary of Jesus, we can in some measure understand the popular
indignation which such a charge would call forth, as that the Man of Nazareth had proposed to
destroy the Temple™ or that he thought merely of the children of Jacob.

50. Book of Jub. Ch. i.; comp. aso ch. xxiii.

51. St. Johniii. 19.



There is an ominous pause of a century before we come to the next work of this class, which
bearsthetitle of the Fourth Book of Esdras. That century had been decisive in the history of
|sradl. Jesus had lived and died; His Apostles had gone forth to bear the tidings of the new
Kingdom of God; the Church had been founded and separated from the Synagogue; and the
Temple had been destroyed, the Holy City laid waste, and Israel undergone sufferings,
compared with which the former troubles might dmaost be forgotten. But aready the new
doctrine had struck its roots deep dikein Eastern and in Hellenigtic soil. It were strange indeed
if, in such circumstances, this book should not have been different from any that had preceded
it; stranger 4ill, if earnest Jewish minds and ardent Jewish hearts had remained wholly
unaffected by the new teaching, even though the doctrine of the Cross till continued a
sumbling-block, and the Gospel announcement arock of offence. But perhaps we could
scarcely have been prepared to find, asin the Fourth Book of Esdras, doctrina views which
were wholly foreign to Judaism, and evidently derived from the New Testament, and which, in
logical consistency, would seem to lead up to it.>? The grester part of the book may be
described as restless tossing, the seer being agitated by the problem and the consequences of
sn, which here for the first and only timeis presented asin the New Testament; by the question,
why there are so few who are saved; and especidly by what to a Jew must have seemed the
inscrutable, terrible mystery of |srad’s sufferings and banishment.> Y et, so far as we can see,
no other way of sdvation isindicated than that by works and persond righteousness.
Throughout there is atone of degp sadness and intense earnestness. It dmost seems sometimes,
asif one heard the wind of the new dispensation sweeping before it the withered leaves of
Israd’ s autumn. Thus far for the principa portion of the book. The second, or Apocayptic,
part, endeavors to solve the mystery of Israd’ s Sate by foretelling their future. Here dso there
are echoes of New Testament utterances. What the end isto be, we are told in unmistakable
language. His*Son,” Whom the Highest has for along time preserved, to ddliver ‘the creature
by Him, is suddenly to gppear in the form of a Man. From His mouth shall proceed alike woe,
fire, and storm, which are the tribulations of the last days. And asthey shall gather for war
againg Him, He shdl stand on Mount Zion, and the Holy City shal come down from heaven,
prepared and ready, and He shdl destroy dl His enemies. But a peaceable multitude shal now
be gathered to Him. These are the ten tribes, who, to separate themsalves from the ways of the
heathen, had wandered far away, miraculousy helped, ajourney of one and a hdf years, and
who were now smilarly restored by God to their own land. But asfor the *Son,” or those who
accompanied him, no one on earth would be able to see or know them, till the day of His

i 5455
appearing.
52. The doctrinal part of 1V. Esdras may be said to be saturated with the dogma of original sin, whichis

wholly foreign to the theology alike of Rabbinic and Hellenistic Judaism. Comp. Vis. i. ch. iii. 21, 22; iv.
30, 38; Vis. iii. ch. vi, 18, 19 (ed. Fritzsche, p. 607); 33-41; vii. 46-48; viii. 34-35.

53. It almost seems as if there were a parallelism between this book and the Epistle to the Romans, which
in its dogmatic part, seems successively to take up these three subjects, although from quite another
point of view. How different the treatment is, need not be told.

54. Vis. vi. ch. xiii. 27-52.



55. The better reading is ‘in temporediei gjus. (v. 52).’

It seems scarcely necessary to complete the series of testimony by referring in detail to a book,
cdled * The Prophecy and Assumption of Moses,” and to what is known as the Apocalypse of
Baruch, the servant of Jeremiah. Both date from probably a somewhat later period than the
Fourth Book of Esdras, and both are fragmentary. The one digtinctly anticipates the return of
the ten tribes*® the other, in the letter to the nine and a hdlf tribes, far beyond the Euphrates®’
with which the book closes, preserves an ominous slence on that point, or rather dludestoitin
language which so strongly reminds us of the adverse opinion expressed in the Tdmud, that we
cannot help suspecting some internal connection between the two.*®

56. Prophet. et Ass. Mos. iv. 7-14; vii. 20.
57. Ap. Bar. xxvii. 22.

58. In Sanh. 110 b we read, ‘ Our Rabbis teach, that the Ten Tribes have no part in the erato come,
because it iswritten “The Lord drave them out of their land in anger, and in wrath, and in great
indignation, and cast them into another land.” “The Lord drave them from their land” - in the present era
- “and cast them into another land,” in the erato come.” In curious agreement with this, Pseudo-Baruch
writesto the nine and a half tribes to ‘ prepare their hearts to that which they had formerly believed,’
least they should suffer ‘in both eras (ab utroque sceulo),” being led captive in the one, and tormented
in the other (Apoc. Bar. Ixxxiii. 8)

The writings to which we have referred have dl adecidedly Hellenigtic tinge of thought.® Sill
they are not the outcome of pure Hellenism. It is therefore with peculiar interest that we turn to
Philo, the greeat representative of that direction, to see whether he would admit an idea so purely
nationa and, asit might seem, exclusive. Nor are we here left in doubt. So universal wasthis
belief, so deep-seated the conviction, not only in the mind, but in the heart of |srad, that we
could scarcdy find it more digtinctly expressed than by the great Alexandrian. However low the
condition of Israd might be, he tdls us® or however scattered the people to the ends of the
earth, the banished would, on agiven sign, be set free in one day. In consstency with his
system, he traces this wondrous event to their sudden conversion to virtue, which would make
their masters ashamed to hold any longer in bondage those who were so much better than
themselves. Then, gathering as by one impulse, the dispersed would return from Hellas, from the
lands of the barbarians, from the ides, and from the continents, led by a Divine, superhuman
goparition invisble to others, and visble only to themsdves. On ther arriva in Pdegtine the
waste places and the wilderness would be inhabited, and the barren land transformed into
fruitfulness.

59. Thus, for example, the assertion that there had been individuals who fulfilled the commandments of
God, Vis. i. ch. iii. 36; the domain of reason, iv. 22; v. 9; general Messianic blessings to the world at
large, Vis. i. ch. iv. 27, 28; theidea of alaw within their minds, like that of which St. Paul speaksin the
case of the heathen, Vis.iii. ch. vi. 45-47 (ed. Fritzsche, p. 609). These are only instances, and we refer
besides to the general cast of the reasoning.

60. De Execrat. ed. Frcf. pp. 936, 937.

Whatever shades of difference, then, we may note in the expression of these views, dl anticipate



the deliverance of Isradl, their restoration, and future pre-eminent glory, and they al connect
these events with the coming of the Messiah. Thiswas ‘the promise’ unto which, in ther ‘instant
service night and day, the twelve tribes;’ however grievously oppressed, hoped to come® To
this ‘sure word of prophecy’ ‘the strangers scattered’ throughout al lands would ‘take heed, as
unto alight that shineth in adark place,” until the day dawned, and the day-star rose in their
hearts.®? It was this which gave meaning to their worship, filled them with patience in suffering,
kept them separate from the nations around, and ever fixed their hearts and thoughts upon
Jerusdlem. For the ‘ Jeruslem’ which was above was ‘the mother’ of them all. Yet alittle while,
and He that would come should come, and not tarry - and then dl the blessng and glory would
be theirs. At any moment the gladsome tidings might burst upon them, that He had come, when
their glory would shine out from one end of the heavensto the other. All the Sgns of His Advent
had come to pass. Perhaps, indeed, the Messiah might even now be there, ready to manifest
Himsdlf, so soon as the voice of Isradl’ s repentance called Him from His hiding. Any hour might
that banner be planted on the top of the mountains; that glittering sword be unsheathed; that
trumpet sound. Closer then, and till closer, must be their connection with Jerusalem, as thelr
sdvation drew nigh; more earnest their longing, and more eeger their gaze, till the dawn of that
long expected day tinged the Eastern sky with its brightness.

61. Actsxxvi. 7. 62. 2 Pet.i. 19.



Chapter 7

IN PALESTINE

JEWSAND GENTILESIN ‘THE LAND’

THEIR MUTUAL RELATIONSAND FEELINGS
‘THE WALL OF SEPARATION’

THE pilgrim who, leaving other countries, entered Palestine, must have fdlt asif he had crossed
the threshold of another world. Manners, customs, indtitutions, law, life, nay, the very
intercourse between man and man, were quite different. All was dominated by the one all-
absorbing idea of rdigion. It penetrated every relaion of life. Moreover, it was inseparably
connected with the soil, as well as the people of Palesting, at least so long as the Temple stood.
Nowhere ese could the Shekhinah dwell or manifest itsdf; nor could, unless under exceptiona
circumstances, and for ‘the merit of the fathers,’ the spirit of prophecy be granted outside its
bounds. To the orthodox Jew the mental and spiritua horizon was bounded by Paegtine. It was
‘the land’; dl the rest of the world, except Babylonia, was ‘outside the land.” No need to
designate it specidly as‘holy;’ for al here bore the impress of sanctity, as he understood it. Not
that the soil itsdlf, irrespective of the people, was haly; it was Israel that made it such. For, had
not God given so many commandments and ordinances, some of them apparently needless,
simply to cal forth the righteousness of Isradl;* did not Isragl possess the merits of ‘the fathers,
and specidly that of Abraham, itself so vauable that, even if his descendants had, moraly
spesking, been as a dead body, his merit would have been imputed to them?® More than that,
God had created the world on account of |sragl,* and for their merit, making preparation for
them long before their gppearance on the scene, just as a king who foresees the birth of his son;
nay, lsrad had been in God' s thoughts not only before anything had actually been created, but
even before every other creative thought.” If these distinctions seem excessive, they were, a
least, not out of proportion to the estimate formed of Isragl’ s merits. In theory, the latter might
be supposed to flow from *‘good works,” of course, including the dtrict practice of legdl piety,
and from ‘study of the law.” But in redlity it was ‘study’ done to which such supreme merit
attached. Practice required knowledge for its direction; such as the Am-ha-ar ets (‘ country
people,’ plebeians, in the Jewish sense of being unlearned) could not possess® who had
bartered away the highest crown for a spade with which to dig. And ‘the school of Arum’ - the
sages - the ‘great ones of theworld’ had long settled it, that study was before works.” And how
could it well be otherwise, since the studies, which engaged His chosen children on earth,
equally occupied their Almighty Father in heaven?® Could anything, then, be higher than the
peculiar caling of Israel, or better qudify them for being the sons of God?

2

1. Mec. 23hb.
2. RoshHaSh. 11 a.
3.Ber.R. 44.
4. Yakut 82.

5Ber.R. 1.



6. Comp. Ab. ii. 5
7. Jer. Chag. i. hal. 7, towards the end; Jer. Pes. iii.7.

8.Ab.Z.3b.

It is necessary to transport onesdlf into this atmosphere to understand the views entertained a
the time of Jesus, or to form any conception of their infinite contrast in spirit to the new doctrine.
The abhorrence, not unmingled with contempt, of al Gentile ways, thoughts and associations;
the worship of the letter of the Law; the self-righteousness, and pride of descent, and till more
of knowledge, become thusintelligible to us, and, equaly o, the absolute antagonism to the
clams of aMessiah, so unlike themsdves and their own idedl. His first announcement might,
indeed, excite hope, soon felt to have been vain; and His miracles might startle for atime. But
the boundary lines of the Kingdom which He traced were essentidly different from those which
they had fixed, and within which they had arranged everything, dike for the present and the
future. Had He been content to step within them, to complete and redise what they had
indicated, it might have been different. Nay, once admit their fundamentd idess, and there was
much that was beautiful, true, and even grand in the details. But it was exactly in the former that
the divergence lay. Nor was there any possibility of reform or progress here. The padt, the
present, and the future, alike as regarded the Gentile world and Israel, were irrevocably fixed;
or rather, it might amost be said, there were not such - al continuing as they had been from the
creation of theworld, nay, long before it. The Torah had really existed 2,000 years before
Crestion;? the patriarchs had had their Academies of study, and they had known and observed
al the ordinances; and traditiondism had the same origin, both as to time and authority, as the
Law itself. Asfor the heathen nations, the Law had been offered by God to them, but refused,
and even their after repentance would prove hypocritical, as dl their excuses would be shown to
befutile. But asfor Isragl, even though their good deeds should be few, yet, by cumulating them
from among dl the people, they would appear great in the end, and God would exact payment
for their ans as aman does from his friends, taking little sums at atime. It wasin this sense, that
the Rabbis employed that sublime figure, representing the Church as one body, of which dl the
members suffered and joyed together, which St. Paul adopted and gpplied in avadly different
and spiritual sense™

9. Shir hashir. R. on Cant. v. 11, ed Warshau, p. 26b.

10. Eph. iv. 16.

If, on the one hand, the pre-eminence of Isragl depended on the Land, and, on the other, that of
the Land on the presence of Isradl iniit, the Rabbinica complaint was, indeed, well grounded,
that its ‘ boundaries were becoming narrow.” We can scarcely expect any accurate demarcation
of them, since the question, what belonged to it, was determined by ritua and theological, not
by geographical considerations. Not only the immediate neighborhood (as in the case of
Ascdon), but the very wall of acity (as of Acco and of Casarea) might be Paletinian, and yet
the city itself be regarded as‘outsde’ the sacred limits. All depended on who had originaly
possessed, and now held a place, and hence whét ritua obligations lay upon it. Idedlly, aswe



may say, ‘the land of promise’ included al which God had covenanted to giveto Israd,
athough never yet actualy possessed by them. Then, in amore restricted sense, the ‘land’
comprised what ‘they who came up from Egypt took possession of, from Chezib [about three
hours north of Acre] and unto the river [Euphrates], and unto Amanah.” Thisincluded, of
course, the conquests made by David in the most progperous times of the Jewish
commonwealth, supposed to have extended over Mesopotamia, Syria, Zobah, Achlah, &c. To
al these didricts the genera name of Soria, or Syria, was afterwards given. Thisformed, at the
time of which we write, asort of inner band around ‘theland,’ in its narrowest and only redl
sense; just asthe countries in which Isragl was specidly interested, such as Egypt, Babylon,
Ammon, and Moab, formed an outer band. These lands were heathen, and yet not quite
heathen, since the dedication of the so-cdled Terumoth, or firg-fruitsin a prepared state, was
expected from them, while Soria shared dmogt dl the obligations of Palestine, except those of
the ‘ second tithes,” and the fourth year' s product of plants.™* But the waveshesf at the Paschdl
Feadt, and the two loaves at Pentecost, could only be brought from what had grown on the holy
soil itsdf. Thislatter was roughly defined, as ‘dl which they who came up from Babylon took
possession of, inthe land of Isradl, and unto Chezib.” Viewed in thislight, there was a specid
ggnificance in the fact that Antioch, where the name ‘ Chrigtian’ first marked the new ‘ Sect’
which had sprung up in Palestine? and where the first Gentile Church was formed,*® lay just
outside the northern boundary of ‘theland.” Smilarly, we understand, why those Jewish zedots
who would fain have imposed on the new Church the yoke of the Law,** concentrated their first
efforts on that Syriawhich was regarded as a kind of outer Paestine.

11. Lev. xix. 24.
12. Actsxi. 26.
13. Actsxi. 20, 21.

14. Actsxv.1.

But, even 50, there was a gradation of sanctity in the Holy Land itsdlf, in accordance with ritua
diginctions. Ten degrees are here enumerated, beginning with the bare soil of Pdestine, and
culminaing in the Mogt Holy Place in the Temple - each implying someritud diginction, which
did not attach to alower degree. And yet, athough the very dust of heathen soil was supposed
to carry defilement, like corruption or the grave, the spots most sacred were everywhere
surrounded by heathenism; nay, its traces were visble in Jerusdlem itsdf. The reasons of thisare
to be sought in the political circumstances of Pdestine, and in the persistent endeavour of its
rulers - with the exception of avery brief period under the Maccabees - to Grecianise the
country, o asto eradicate that Jewish particularism which must dways be antagonigtic to every
foreign dement. In generd, Pdestine might be divided into the strictly Jewish territory, and the
so-cdled Hellenic cities. The latter had been built at different periods, and were politicaly
condtituted after the mode of the Greek cities, having their own senates (generaly consisting of
severa hundred persons) and magisirates, each city with its adjoining territory forming asort of
commonwedth of its own. But it must not be imagined, that these didricts were inhabited
exclusvely, or even chiefly, by Greeks. One of these groups, that towards Peraa, was redly



Syrian, and formed part of Syria Decapolis;™ while the other, aong the coast of the
Mediterranean, was Phoenician. Thus ‘the land’ was hemmed in, east and west, within its own
borders, while south and north stretched heathen or semi-hesthen didtricts. The gtrictly Jewish
territory consisted of Judaa proper, to which Galilee, Samaria and Peraa were joined as
Toparchies. These Toparchies conssted of agroup of townships, under a Metropolis. The
villages and townships themsdves had neither magistrates of their own, nor civic condtitution,
nor lawful popular assemblies. Such civil administration as they required devolved on ‘ Scribes
(the so-cdled kwnogr ammat el Vor t opogr anmmat ei V). Thus Jerusdem wasredly, as well
as nominaly, the capitd of the whole land. Judaaiitself was arranged into eleven, or rather, more
exactly, into nine Toparchies, of which Jerusdlem was the chief. While, therefore, the Hellenic
cities were each independent of the other, the whole Jewish territory formed only one ‘Civitas.’
Rule, government, tribute - in short, politicd life- centred in Jerusdem.

15. Thefollowing cities probably formed the Decapolis, though it is difficult to feel quite surein
reference to one or the other of them: Damascus, Philadel phia, Raphana, Scythopolis, Gadara, Hippos
Dion, Pella, Gerasa, and Canatha. On these cities, comp. Caspari, Chronol. Geogr. Einl. ind. Leben J.
Christ, pp. 83-90.

But thisisnot dl. From motives smilar to those which led to the founding of other Hellenic
cities, Herod the Great and his immediate successors built a number of towns, which were
inhabited chiefly by Gentiles, and had independent condtitutions, like those of the Hellenic cities.
Thus, Herod himsdlf built Sebaste (Samaria), in the centre of the country; Casareain the west,
commanding the sea- coast; Gabain Galilee, close to the great plain of Esdraglon; and Esbonitis
in Peraa.*® Similarly, Philip the Tetrarch built Casarea Philippi and Julias (Bethssida- Julias, on
the western shore of the lake); and Herod Antipas another Julias, and Tiberias!” The object of
these cities was twofold. As Herod, well knowing his unpopularity, surrounded himself by
foreign mercenaries, and reared fortresses around his paace and the Temple which he built, so
he erected these fortified posts, which he populated with strangers, as so many outworks, to
surround and command Jerusalem and the Jews on al sides. Again, as, despite his profession of
Judaism, he reared magnificent heathen temples in honour of Augustus a Sebaste and Casarea,
50 those cities were redly intended to form centres of Grecian influence within the sacred
territory itsdf. At the same time, the Herodian cities enjoyed not the same amount of liberty as
the ‘Hellenic,’ which, with the exception of certain impogts, were entirdly self-governed, whilein
the former there were representatives of the Herodian rulers*®

16. Herod rebuilt or built other cities, such as Antipatris, Cypros, Phasaelis, Anthedon, &c. Schirer
describes the two first asbuilt, but they were only rebuilt or fortified (comp. Ant. xiii. 15. 1; War i. 21. 8.)
by Herod.

17. Healso rebuilt Sepphoris.

18. Comp. on the subject of the civic institutions of the Roman Empire, Kuhn, Die Stédt. u. birgerl. Verf.
d. Rém. Reichs, 2 vols.; and for this part. val. ii. pp. 336-354, and pp. 370-372.

Although each of these towns and didtricts had its specia deities and rites, some being
determined by locd traditions, their prevailing character may be described as a mixture of



Greek and Syrian worship, the former preponderating, as might be expected.™® On the other
hand, Herod and his successors encouraged the worship of the Emperor and of Rome, which,
characterigtically, was chiefly practised in the East.?’ Thus, in the temple which Herod built to
Augustus in Casareg, there were statues of the Emperor as Olympian Zeus, and of Rome as
Hera?! He was wont to excuse this conformity to heathenism before his own people on the
ground of political necessity. Yet, even if hisreligious incinations had not been in that direction,
he would have earnestly striven to Grecianise the people. Not only in Casarea, but evenin
Jerusalem, he built a theatre and amphithestre, where a great expense games were held every
four yearsin honour of Augustus® Nay, he placed over the grest gate of Temple at Jerusdem a
meassive golden eagle, the symbol of Roman dominion, as a sort of counterpart to that gigantic
golden vine, the symbol of Isragl, which hung above the entrance to the Holy Place. These
measures, indeed, led to popular indignation, and even to conspiracies and tumults? though not
of the same generd and intense character, as when, at alater period, Pilate sought to introduce
into Jerusdlem images of the Emperor, or when the satue of Cdigulawas to be placed in the
Temple. In connection with this, it is curious to notice that the Tdmud, while on the whole
disapproving of atendance at theatres and amphitheatres - chiefly on the ground that it implies
‘gtting in the seat of scorners, and might involve contributions to the maintenance of idol-
worship - does not expresdy prohibit it, nor indeed speak very decidedly on the subject.?*

19. A good sketch of the variousrites prevailing in different placesis given by Schirer, Neutest. Zeitg.
pp. 378-385.

20. Comp. Weiseler, Beitr. z richt. Wur dig. d. Evang. pp. 90, 91.
21.Jos Ant. xv. 9. 6; War . 21. 5-8.

22. The Actian games took place every fifth year, three years always intervening. The gamesin
Jerusalem were held in the year 28 b.c. (Jos. Ant. xv. 8. 1); the first gamesin Casareain theyear 12 b.c.
(Ant. xvi. 5. 1; comp. War. i. 21. 8).

23. Ant. xv. 8. 1-4; xvii. 6. 2.

24. So at least in aBoraitha. Comp. the discussion and the very curious argumentsin favour of
attendancein Ab. Zar. 18 b, and following.

The views of the Rabbis in regard to pictorid representations are sill more interesting, as
illugtrating their abhorrence of dl contact with idolatry. We mark here differences a two, if not
at three periods, according to the outward circumstances of the people. The earliest and
strictest opinions® absolutdly forbade any representation of things in heaven, on earth, or in the
waters. But the Mishnal?® seems to relax these prohibitions by subtle digtinctions, which are il
further carried out in the Tamud.?’

25. Mechiltaon Ex. xx. 4 ed. Weiss, p. 75 a.
26. Ab. Zar. iii.

27. For afull statement of the Talmudical views as to images, representations on coins, and the most
ancient Jewish coins, see Appendix I11.



To those who hdd such stringent views, it must have been peculiarly gdling to see their most
sacred fedings openly outraged by their own rulers. Thus, the Asmonean princess, Alexandra,
the mother-in-law of Herod, could so far forget the traditions of her house, as to send portraits
of her son and daughter to Mark Antony for infamous purposes, in hope of thereoy winning him
for her ambitious plans®® One would be curious to know who painted these pictures, for, when
the statue of Cdigulawas to be made for the Temple at Jerusalem, no native artist could be
found, and the work was entrusted to Phoenicians. It must have been these foreigners dso who
made the ‘figures,” with which Herod adorned his palace a Jerusalem, and ‘the brazen statues
in the gardens ‘through which the water ran out, *® as well as the colossdl statues at Casares,
and those of the three daughters of Agrippa, which after his desth™ were so shamefully abused
by the soldiery at Sebaste and Casarea™

28.Jos. Ant. xv. 2, 5and 6.
29.Jos. War v. 4. 4.
30. Actsxii. 23.

31 Ant. xix. 9. 1.

This abhorrence of al connected with idolatry, and the contempt entertained for al that was
non-Jewish, will in great measure explain the code of legidation intended to keep the Jew and
Gentile gpart. If Judea had to submit to the power of Rome, it could at least avengeitself in the
Academies of its sages. Almogt innumerable stories are told in which Jewish sages, dways
eadly, confute Roman and Greek philosophers; and others, in which even a certain Emperor
(Antoninus) is represented as congtantly in the most menid relation of sdf-abasement before a
Rabbi.*? Rome, which was the fourth beast of Daniel,* would in the age to come,* when
Jerusdlem would be the metropolis of dl lands,® be the first to excuse hersdf on false though
vain pleas for her wrongsto Israel.* But on wordly grounds aso, Rome was contemptible,
having derived her language and writing from the Greeks, and not possessing even a hereditary
succession in her empire® If such was the estimate of dreaded Rome, it may be imagined in
what contempt other nations were hdld. Well might ‘the earth tremble,’ for, if Isragl had not
accepted the Law & Sinai, the whole world would have been destroyed, while it once more
‘was dill” when that™ happy event took place, athough God in a manner forced Igrad to it.
And so Isradl was purified & Mount Sinai from the impurity which dung to our racein
consequence of the unclean union between Eve and the serpent, and which gill adhered to all
other nationg®

32. Comp. herethe interesting tractate of Dr. Bodek, ‘Marc. Aur. Anton. als Freund u. Zeitgenosse des
R. JehudahaNasi.’

33. Dan. vii. 23.
34. The Athidlabho, ‘ sseulum futurum,’ to be distinguished from the Olam habba, ‘the world to come.’
35. Midr. R. on Ex. Par. 23.

36.Ab.Z.2bh.



37.Ab.Z. 10 a; Gitt. 80 a.
38. Ps. Ixxvi. 9.
39. Shabb. 88 a.

40. Ab. Z. 22 b. But asin what follows the quotations would be too numerous, they will be omitted.
Each statement, however, advanced in the text or notesis derived from part of the Talmudic tractate
Abodah Zarah.

To begin with, every Gentile child, so soon as born, was to be regarded as unclean. Those who
actudly worshipped mountains, hills, bushes, &c. - in short, grossidolaters - should be cut
down with the sword. But asit was impossible to exterminate hesthenism, Rabhbinic legidation
kept certain definite objectsin view, which may be thus summarised: To prevent Jews from
being inadvertently led into idolatry; to avoid dl participation in idolatry; not to do anything
which might aid the heathen in their worship; and, beyond dl this, not to give pleasure, nor even
help, to heathens. The latter involved a most dangerous principle, capable of dmost indefinite
application by fanaticism. Even the Mishnah goes so fa*! asto forbid aid to amother in the
hour of her need, or nourishment to her babe, in order not to bring up a child for idolatry! ? But
thisisnot al. Heathens were, indeed, not to be precipitated into danger, but yet not to be
ddivered from it. Indeed, an isolated teacher ventures even upon this satement: ‘ The best
among the Gentiles, kill; the best among serpents, crush its head.’* Still more terrible was the
fanaticism which directed, that heretics, traitors, and those who had |eft the Jewish faith should
be thrown into actud danger, and, if they werein it, dl meansfor their escape removed. No
intercourse of any kind was to be had with such - not even to invoke their medicd aid in case of
danger to life,* since it was deamed, that he who had to do with heretics was imminent peril of
becoming one himsdlf,*® and that, if a heretic returned to the true faith, he should die at once -
partly, probably, to expiate his guilt, and partly from fear of rlapse. Terrible as dl this sounds, it
was probably not worse than the fanaticism displayed in what are called more enlightened times.
Impartid history must chronicle it, however painful, to show the circumstances in which teaching
o far different was propounded by Christ.*®

41. Ab. Z.ii. 1.
42. The Talmud declaresit only lawful if doneto avoid exciting hatred against the Jews.
43. Mechilta, ed. Weiss, p. 33 b, line 8 from top.

44, Thereisawell-known story told of a Rabbi who was bitten by a serpent, and about to be cured by
the invocation of the name of Jesus by a Jewish Christian, which was, however, interdicted.

45. Yet, such isthe moral obliquity, that even idolatry is allowed to save life, provided it be donein
secret!

46. Against this, although somewhat doubtfully, such concessions may be put as that, outside
Palestine, Gentiles were not to be considered as idolators, but as observing the customs of their fathers
(Chull. 13 b), and that the poor of the Gentiles were to be equally supported with those of Israel, their
sick visited, and their dead buried; it being, however, significantly added, ‘ on account of the
arrangements of theworld’ (Gitt. 61 a). The quotation so often made (Ab. Z. 3 a), that a Gentile who



occupied himself with the Torah was to be regarded as equal to the High-Priest, proves nothing, since
in the case supposed the Gentile acts like a Rabbinic Jew. But, and thisisamore serious point, itis
difficult to believe that those who make this quotation are not aware, how the Talmud (Ab. Z. 3 a)
immediately laboursto prove that their reward isnot equal to that of Israelites. A somewhat similar
charge of one-sidedness, if not of unfairness, must be brought against Deutsch (L ecture on the Talmud,
Remains, pp. 146, 147), whose sketch of Judaism should be compared, for example, with the first Perek of
the Talmudic tractate Abodah Zarah.

In truth, the bitter hatred which the Jew bore to the Gentile can only be explained from the
edimate entertained of his character. The most vile, and even unnatura, crimes were imputed to
them. It was not safe to leave cattle in their charge, to dlow their women to nurse infants, or
their physcians to attend the sick, nor to walk in their company, without taking precautions
againgt sudden and unprovoked attacks. They should, so far as possible, be altogether avoided,
except in cases of necessity or for the sake of business. They and theirs were defiled; their
houses unclean, as containing idols or things dedicated to them; their feadts, their joyous
occasions, their very contact, was polluted by idolatry; and there was no security, if ahesthen
were |eft donein aroom, that he might not, in wantonness or by carel essness, defile the wine or
mest on the table, or the oil and whest in the store. Under such circumstances, therefore,
everything must be regarded as having been rendered unclean. Three days before a heathen
fedtival (according to some, dso three days after) every business transaction with them was
prohibited, for fear of giving either help or pleasure. Jews were to avoid passing through a city
where there was an idolatrous feast - nay, they were not even to St down within the shadow of
atree dedicated to idol-worship. Its wood was polluted; if used in baking, the bread was
unclean; if ashuttle had been made of it, not only was dl cloth woven on it forbidden, but if such
had been inadvertently mixed with other pieces of cloth, or a garment made from it placed with
other garments, the whole became unclean. Jewish workmen were not to assist in building
basilicas, nor stadia, nor places where judicial sentences were pronounced by the heathen. Of
course, it was not lawful to let houses or fidlds, nor to sdll cattle to them. Milk drawn by a
heathen, if a Jew had not been present to watch it,*” bread and il prepared by them, were
unlawful. Their wine was wholly interdicted™ - the mere touch of a heathen polluted awhole
cask; nay, even to put one' s nose to heaethen wine was gtrictly prohibited!

47. Ab. Zar. 35b.

48. According to R. Asi, there was athreefold distinction. If wine had been dedicated to anidol, to
carry, even on astick, so much asthe weight of an olive of it, defiled a man. Other wine, if prepared by a
heathen, was prohibited, whether for personal use or for trading. Lastly, wine prepared by a Jew, but
deposited in custody of a Gentile, was prohibited for personal use, but allowed for traffic.

Painful asthese details are, they might be multiplied. And yet the bigotry of these Rabbiswas,
perhaps, not worse than that of other sectaries. It was apainful logical necessity of their system,
againgt which their heart, no doubt, often rebelled; and, it must be truthfully added, it wasin
mesasure accounted for by the terrible history of Isradl.



Chapter 8

TRADITIONALISM, ITSORIGIN, CHARACTER, AND LITERATURE
THE MISHNAH AND TALMUD

THE GOSPEL OF CHRIST

THE DAWN OF A NEW DAY.

In trying to picture to ourselves New Testament scenes, the figure most prominent, next to those
of the chief actors, isthat of the Scribe ( , or anmmat euV, literatus). He seems ubiquitous;
we meet him in Jerusdlem, in Judaa, and even in Gdilee! Indeed, he is indispensable, not only in
Babylon, which may have been the birthplace of his order, but among the ‘ disperson’ aso?
Everywhere he appears as the mouthpiece and representative of the people; he pushesto the
front, the crowd respectfully giving way, and eagerly hanging on his utterances, asthose of a
recognised authority. He has been solemnly ordained by the laying on of hands; and isthe
Rabbi,? ‘my grest one, Master, amplitudo. He puts questions; he urges objections; he expects
full explanations and respectful demeanour. Indeed, his hyper-ingenuity in questioning has
become a proverb. There is not measure of his dignity, nor yet limit to hisimportance. Heisthe
‘lawyer, * the ‘well-plastered pit,  filled with the water of knowledge ‘ out of which not a drop
can escape,’® in opposition to the weeds of * untilled soil’ ( ) of ignorance.” Heisthe
Divine aristocrat, among the vulgar herd of rude and profane ‘ country-people,’” who ‘know not
the Law’ and are ‘cursed.” More than that, his order congtitutes the ultimate authority on dl
questions of faith and practice; he is‘the Exegete of the Laws, ® the ‘teacher of the Law,’® and
aong with ‘the chief priests and ‘elders ajudge in the eccesiagticd tribuna's, whether of the
capitd or in the provinces.™® Although generaly appearing in company with ‘the Pharisees’ heis
not necessarily one of them - for they represent ardigious party, while he has astatus, and
holds an office™ In short, heis the Talmid or learned student, the Chakham or sage, whose
honour isto be great in the future world. Each Scribe outweighed al the common people, who
must accordingly pay him every honour. Nay, they were honoured of God Himself, and their
praises proclaimed by the angels, and in heaven dso, each of them would hold the same rank
and distinction as on earth.'? Such was to be the respect paid to their sayings, that they wereto
be absolutely believed, even if they were to declare that to be at the right hand which was at the
|eft, or vice versa,®®

1. St Lukev. 17.
2. Jos. Ant. xviii. 3. 5; xx. 11. 2.

3. Thetitle Rabbon (our Master) occursfirst in connection with Gamaliel i. (Actsv. 34). TheN.T.
expression Rabboni or Rabbouni (St. Mark x. 51; St. John xx. 16) takes the word Rabbon or Rabban
(herein the absol ute sense)= Rabh, and adds to it the personal suffix ‘my,” pronouncing the Kamez in
the Syriac manner.

4. nomkoV, the legis Divinae peritus, St. Matt. xxii. 35; St. Luke vii. 30; x.25; xi. 45; xiv. 3.

5. Not 45 a, as apud Derenbourg. Similarly, his rendering ‘littéralement, “citerne vide”’ seemsto me
€rroneous.



6. Ab.ii. 8.

7.Ber.45b 2; Ab.ii. 5; Bemid. R. 3.

8. Jos. Ant. xvii. 6. 2.

9. nonodidaVkal oV, St. Lukev. 17; Actsv. 34; comp. dso 1 Tim.i. 7.

10. St Matt. ii. 4; xx. 18; xxi. 15; xxvi. 57; xxvii. 41; . Mark xiv.1.43;xv. 1; &. Luke xxii. 2, 66; xxiii. 10; Acts
iv.5.

11. Thedistinction between ‘ Pharisees’ and ‘ Scribes,” is marked in may passagesinthe N.T., for
example, St. Matt. xxiii. passim; St. Luke vii. 30; xiv. 3; and especially in St. Luke xi. 43, comp. with v. 46.
Thewords * Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites,” in ver. 44, are, according to all evidence, spurious.

12. Siphré or Numb. p 25 b.

13. Siphré on Deut. p. 105 a.

An indtitution which had attained such proportions, and wielded such power, could not have
been of recent growth. In point of fact, its rise was very gradual, and stretched back to the time
of Nehemiah, if not beyond it. Although from the utter confusion of hitoricd notices in Rabbinic
writings and their congtant practice of antedating events, it isimpossible to furnish satisfactory
detalls, the generd development of the indtitution can be traced with sufficient precison. If Ezra
is described in Holy Writ'* as * aready (expertus) Scribe, who had ‘ set his heart to seek (seek
out the full meaning of) the law of the Lord, and to do it, and to teach in Isradl,’ *° this might
indicate to his successors, the Sopherim (Scribes), the threefold direction which their Sudies
afterwards took: the Midrash, the Halakhah, and the Haggadah,® ** of which the one pointed
to Scripturd investigation, the other to what was to be observed, and the third to ord teaching
in the widest sense. But Ezraleft hiswork uncompleted. On Nehemiah's second arriva in
Pdestine, he found matters again in a state of utmost confusion.*® He must have fdlt the need of
establishing some permanent authority to watch over religious affairs. This we take to have been
‘the Great Assembly,’ or, asit iscommonly called, the ‘ Great Synagogue.’ It isimpossible with
certainty to determine,™ either who composed this assembly, or of how many membersit
consisted.”® Probably it comprised the leading men in Church and State, the chief priests, elders,
and ‘judges’ - the latter two classesincluding ‘the Scribes,” if, indeed, that order was dready
separately organised.?! Probably also the term “ Great Assembly’ refers rather to a succession of
men than to one Synod, the ingenuity of later timesfilling such parts of the historica canvas as
had been left blank with fictitious notices. In the nature of things such an assembly could not
exercise permanent sway in a gparsay populated country, without a strong centra authority.
Nor could they have wielded red power during the political difficulties and troubles of foreign
domination. The oldest traditior?® sums up the result of their activity in this sentence ascribed to
them: ‘Be careful in judgment, set up many Talmidim, and make a hedge about the Torah
(Law).

14. Ezravii .6, 10, 11, 12.

15.



16. Nedar. iv. 8.

17. In Ned. iv. 3thisisthe actual division. Of course, in another sense the Midrash might be considered
as the source of both the Halakhah and the Haggadah.

18. Neh. xiii.

19. Very strange and ungrounded conjectures on this subject have been hazarded, which need not here
find aplace. Comp. for ex. thetwo articles of Grétz in Frankel’s Montsschrift for 1857, pp. 31 etc. 61
etc., the main positions of which have, however, been adopted by some learned English writers.

20. The Talmudic notices are often inconsistent. The number as given in them amounts to abut 120. But
the modern doubts (of Kuenen and others) against the institution itself cannot be sustained.

21. Ezrax. 14; Neh. v. 7.

22.Ab.i. 1.

In the course of time this rope of sand dissolved. The High-Priest, Smon the Just,? is aready
designated as ‘ of the remnants of the Great Assembly.” But even this expression does not
necessarily imply that he actualy belonged to it. In the troublous times which followed his
Pontificate, the sacred study seems to have been Ieft to solitary individuas. The Mishnic tractate
Aboath, which records ‘the sayings of the Fathers,’ here gives us only the name of Antigonus of
Socho. It is sgnificant, that for the firgt time we now meet a Greek name among Rabbinic
authorities, together with an indistinct alusion to his disciples® % The long interval between
Simon the Just and Antigonus and his disciples, brings us to the terrible time of Antiochus
Epiphanes and the great Syrian persecution. The very sayings attributed to these two sound like
an echo of the political state of the country. On three things, Smon was wont to say, the
permanency of the (Jewish?) world depends: on the Torah (faithfulnessto the Law and its
purstit), on worship (the non-participation in Grecianism), and on works of righteousness.®
They were dark times, when God' s persecuted people were tempted to think, that it might be
vain to serve Him, in which Antigonus had it: ‘ Be not like servants who serve their magter for the
sake of reward, but be like servants who serve their lord without aview to the getting of
reward, and let the fear of heaven be upon you.' #’ After these two names come those of the so-
cdled five Zugoth, or ‘couples,’ of whom Hilld and Shammai are the lagt. Later tradition has
represented these successive couples as, respectively, the Nasi (president), and Ab-beth-din
(vice-president, of the Sanhedrin). Of the first three of these ‘couples’ it may be said that,
except sgnificant dlusions to the circumstances and dangers of their times, their recorded
utterances clearly point to the development of purely Sopheric teaching, that is, to the
Rabbinigtic part of their functions. From the fourth * couple,” which consists of Simon ben
Shetach, who figured so largely in the political history of the later Maccabees™ (as Ab-beth-
din), and his superior in learning and judgment, Jehudah ben Tabbai (as Nasi), we have again
utterances which show, in harmony with the political history of the time, thet judicid functions
had been once more restored to the Rabbis. The last of five couples brings us to the time of
Herod and of Christ.

23. In the beginning of the third century b.c.



24.Ab.i.3,4

25. Zunz has well pointed out that, if in Ab. i. 4 thefirst ‘coupl€’ issaid to have ‘received from them’ -
while only Antigonusis mentioned in the preceding Mishnah, it must imply Antigonus and his
unnamed disciples and followers. In general, | may take this opportunity of stating that, except for
specia reasons, | shall not refer to previous writers on this subject, partly because it would necessitate
too many quotations, but chiefly because the line of argument | have taken differs from that of my
predecessors.

26.Ab.i. 2.
27.Ab.i. 3.

28. See Appendix IV.: ‘Palitical History of the Jews from the Reign of Alexander to the Accession of
Herod.’

We have seen that, during the period of severe domestic troubles, beginning with the
persecutions under the Seleucidsgwhich marked the mortal struggle between Judaism and
Grecianiam, the *Great Assembly’ had disappeared from the scene. The Sopherim had ceased
to be a party in power. They had become the Zegenim, ‘Elders,” whose task was purely
ecclesagticd - the preservation of their religion, such as the dogmetic labours of their
predecessors had madeit. Y et another period opened with the advent of the Maccabees. These
had been raised into power by the enthusiasm of the Chasidim, or ‘ pious ones,” who formed
the nationdist party in the land, and who had gathered around the liberators of their faith and
country. But the later bearing of the Maccabees had dienated the nationaists. Henceforth they
snk out of view, or, rather, the extreme section of them merged in the extreme section of the
Pharisees, till fresh nationa calamities awakened anew nationdist party. Instead of the
Chasidim, we see now two religious parties within the Synagogue - the Pharisees and the
Sadducees. The latter origindly represented a reaction from the Pharisees - the modern men,
who sympathised with the later tendencies of the Maccabees. Josephus places the origin of
these two schools in the time of Jonathan, the successor of Judas Maccabee? and with this
other Jawish notices agree. Jonathan accepted from the foreigner (the Syrian) the High-Priestly
dignity, and combined with it that of secular ruler. But thisisnot al. The earlier Maccabees
surrounded themsdlves with a governing ddership.® ** On the coins of their reignsthisis
designated as the Chebher, or eldership (association) of the Jews. Thus, theirs was what
Josephus designates as an aristocratic government,® and of which he somewhat vaguely says,
that it lasted *from the Captivity until the descendants of the Asmoneans set up kingly
government.” In this aristocratic government the High-Priest would rather be the chief of a
representative ecclesiagtical body of rulers. This state of things continued until the greet breach
between Hyrcanus, the fourth from Judas Maccabee, and the Pharisaical party,® which is
equally recorded by Josephus® and the Tamud,® with only variations of names and details. The
dispute gpparently arose from the desire of the Pharisees, that Hycanus should be content with
the secular power, and resign the Pontificate. But it ended in the persecution, and remova from
power, of the Pharisees. Very sgnificantly, Jewish tradition introduces again at this time those
purely ecclesiagtical authorities which are designated as ‘ the couples.’* 1n accordance with this,
dtered date of things, the name * Chebher’ now disappears from the coins of the Maccabees,



and Rabbinicd celébrities (‘the couples or Zugoth) are only teachers of traditiondism, and
ecclesiagticd authorities. The *ddership, * which under the earlier Maccabees was called ‘the
tribuna of the Asmoneans.’* * now passed into the Sanhedrin.*® ** Thus we place the origin of
this ingtitution about the time of Hyrcanus. With this Jewish tradition fully agress* The power of
the Sanhedrin would, of course, vary with palitica circumstances, being a times dmost
absolute, asin the reign of the Pharisaic devotee- Queen, Alexandra, while at others it was shorn
of dl but ecclesagticd authority. But as the Sanhedrin was in full force at the time of Jesus, its
organization will dlaim our attention in the sequd.

29.160-143 b.c.
30. TheGer ousia, 1 Macc. xii. 6; xiii. 36; xiv. 28; Jos. Ant. xiii. 4.9; 5. 8.

31. At the sametime some kind of ruling| er ousia existed earlier than at this period, if we may judge
from Jos. Ant. xii 3.3. But he uses the term somewhat vaguely, applying it even to the time of Jaddua
(Antig. xi. 8. 2).

32. Ant. xi. 4. 8.

33. Even Ber. 48 a furnishes evidence of this‘enmity.” This, of course, is an inference from the whole
history and relation there indicated. On the hostile relations between the Pharisaical party and the
Maccabees see Hamburger, Real-Enc. ii. p. 367. Comp. Jer. Taan. iv. 5.

34. Ant. xiii. 10. 5. 6.

35. Kidd 66 a.

36. Jer. Maas Sheni v. end, p. 56 d Jer. Sot. ix. p. 24 a.
37.geroussia

38. Sanh 82 a; Ab. Z. 36 b.

39. Derenbourg takes adifferent view, and identifies the tribunal of the Asmoneans with the Sanhedrin.
This seemsto me, historically, impossible. But his opinion to that effect (u. s. p. 87) is apparently
contradicted at p. 93.

40. sunedrion. { hebrew} inthe N.T also once ger ousia, Actsv. 21 and twice pr esbuterion St. Luke
xXii. 66; Acts xxii 5.

41. Schirer, following Wieseler, supposes the Sanhedrin to have been of Roman institution. But the
arguments of Wieseler on this point (Beitr. zur richt. Wurd. d. Evang. p. 224) are inconclusive.

42. Comp. Derenbourg, u. s. p. 95.

After this brief outline of the origin and development of an indtitution which exerted such decisive
influence on the future of 1srad, it seems necessary Smilarly to trace the growth of the *traditions
of the Elders,” so asto understand what, das! so effectualy, opposed the new doctrine of the
Kingdom. Thefirst place must here be assigned to those legd determinations, which
traditionaism declared absolutely binding on al - not only of equd, but even greater obligation
than Scripture itsalf.*® And this not illogically, since tradition was equally of Divine origin with



Holy Scripture, and authoritatively explained its meaning; supplemented it; gave it gpplication to
cases not expresdy provided for, perhaps not even foreseen in Biblica times; and generaly
guarded its sanctity by extending and adding to its provisions, drawing ‘ahedge,’ around its
‘garden enclosed.” Thus, in new and dangerous circumstances, would the full meaning of God's
Law, to its every title and iota, be elicited and obeyed. Thus aso would their feet be arrested,
who might stray from within, or break in from without. Accordingly, so important was tradition,
that the greatest merit a Rabbi could claim was the gtrictest adherence to the traditions, which he
had received from his teacher. Nor might one Sanhedrin annul, or set aside, the decrees of its
predecessors. To such length did they go in thisworship of the letter, that the greet Hillel was
actually wont to mispronounce aword, because his teacher before him had done s0.*

43. Thusweread: ‘ The sayings of the elders have more weight than those of the prophets’ (Jer. Ber. i.
7); ‘an offence against the sayings of the Scribes is worse than one against those of Scripture’ (Sanh. xi.
3). Compare also Er. 21 b The comparison between such claims and those sometimes set up on behalf of
‘creeds’ and ‘articles’ (Kitto's Cyclop., 2™ ed., p. 786, col a) does not seem to me applicable. In the
introduction to the Midr. on Lament. it isinferred from Jer. ix. 12, 13, that to forsake the law - in the
Rabbinic sense - was worse than idolatry, uncleanness, or the shedding of blood. See generally that
Introduction.

44. Eduy. i. 3. See the comment of Maimonides.

These traditiona ordinances, as dready stated, bear the genera name of the Halakhah, as
indicating dike the way in which the fathers had walked, and that which their children were
bound to follow.* These Hal akhoth were either smply the laws laid down in Scripture; or dse
derived from, or traced to it by some ingenious and artificid method of exeged's, or added to it,
by way of amplification and for safety’s sake; or, findly, legdized cusoms. They provided for
every possible and impossible case, entered into every detail of private, family, and public life;
and with iron logic, unbending rigour, and most minute andysis pursued and dominated man,
turn whither he might, laying on him a yoke which was truly unbearable. The return which it
offered was the pleasure and distinction of knowledge, the acquisition of righteousness, and the
find atainment of rewards; one of its chief advantages over our modern traditiondism, thet it
was expressly forbidden to draw inferences from these traditions, which should have the force
of fresh legd determinations.®®

45. It isso explained in the Aruch (ed Zandau, vol. ii. p. 529, col b).

46. Comp. Hamburger, u.s. p 343.

In describing the historical growth of the Halakhah,*” we may dismissin afew sentences the
legends of Jewish tradition about patriarchd times. They assure us, that there was an Academy
and a Rabbinic tribuna of Shem, and they speak of traditions delivered by that Patriarch to
Jacob; of diligent attendance by the latter on the Rabbinic College; of atractate (in 400
sections) on idolatry by Abraham, and of his observance of the whole traditiona law; of the
introduction of the three daily times of prayer, successively by Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; of
the three benedictions in the customary ‘ grace a meat,’ as propounded by Maoses, Joshua, and
David and Solomon; of the Mosaic introduction of the practice of reading lessons from the law



on Sabbaths, New Moons, and Feast Days, and even on the Mondays and Thursdays, and of
that, by the same authority, of preaching on the three great festivals about those feasts. Further,
they ascribe to Moses the arrangement of the priesthood into eight courses (that into sixteen to
Samud, and that into twenty-four to David), as dso, the duration of the time for marriage
fedtivities, and for mourning. But evidently these are vague satements, with the object of tracing
traditionalism and its observances to primaeva times, even aslegend had it, that Adam was
born circumcised,® and later writers that he had kept al the ordinances.

47. Comp. here especially the detailed description by Herzfeld (u. s. val. iii. pp. 226, 263); also the
Introduction of Maimonides, and the very able and learned works (not sufficiently appreciated) by Dr.
H. S. Hirschfeld, Halachische Exegese (Berlin, 1840), and Hagadische Exegese (Berlin, 1847). Perhaps |
may also take leave to refer to the corresponding chaptersin my ‘History of the Jewish Nation.’

48. Midr. Shochar Tobh on Ps. ix. 6. ed. Warshau, p. 14 b; Abde R. Nath. 2.

But other principles apply to the traditions, from Maoses downwards. According to the Jewish
view, God had given Moses on Mount Sinai dike the oral and the written Law, that is, the Law
with dl itsinterpretations and applications. From EX. xx. 1, it wasinferred, that God had
communicated to Moses the Bible, the Mishnah, and Tamud, and the Haggadah, even to that
which scholars would in latest times propound.® In answer to the somewhat natural objection,
why the Bible aone had been written, it was said that Moses had proposed to write down al
the teaching entrusted to him, but the Almighty had refused, on account of the future subjection
of lgrad to the nations, who would take from them the written Law. Then the unwritten
traditions would remain to separate between Isradl and the Gentiles. Popular exegesis found this
indicated even in the language of prophecy.®

49. Similarly, the expressionsin Ex. xxiv. 12 were thus explained: ‘the tables of stone,’ theten
commandments; the ‘law,’ the written Law; the ‘ commandments,” the Mishnah; ‘which | have written,’
the Prophets and Hagiographa; ‘ that thou mayest teach them,’” the Talmud - * which shows that they
wereall givento Moseson Sinal’ (Ber. 5 a, lines 11-16). A like application was made of the various
clausesin Cant. vii. 12 (Erub. 21 b). Nay, by an alternation of the wordsin Hos. vii. 10, it was shown that
the banished had been brought back for the merit of their study (of the sacrificial sections) of the
Mishnah (Vayyik R. 7).

50. Hos. viii 12;comp. Shem. R. 47.

But traditionaism went further, and placed the ora actudly above the written Law. The
expression,® * After the tenor of these words | have made a covenant with thee and with Isradl,
was explained as meaning, that God' s covenant was founded on the spoken, in opposition to
the written words> If the written was thus placed below the oral Law, we can scarcely wonder
that the reading of the Hagiographa was actually prohibited to the people on the Sabbath, from
fear that it might divert attention from the learned discourses of the Rabbis. The study of them
on that day was only allowed for the purpose of learned investigation and discussions.> >

51. Ex. xxxiv. 27.

52. Jer. Chag. p. 76 d.



53. Tos. Shabb. xiv.

54. Another reason also is, however, mentioned for his prohibition.

But if traditionalism was not to be committed to writing by Moses, measures had been taken to
prevent oblivion or inaccuracy. Moses had aways repested a traditional law successively to
Aaron, to his sons, and to the elders of the people, and they again in turn to each other, in such
wise, that Aaron heard the Mishnah four times, his sons three times, the Elders twice, and the
people once. But even thiswas not dl, for by successive repetitions (of Aaron, his sons, and the
Elders) the people aso heard it four times.> And, before his desth, Moses had summoned any
one to come forward, if he had forgotten aught of what he had heard and learned.>® But these
‘Haakhoth of Mosesfrom Sinai’ do not make up the whole of traditionalism. According to
Mamonides, it condsts of five, but more critically of three dlasses® Thefirst of these
comprises both such ordinances as are found in the Bible itself, and the so-called Hal akhoth of
Moses from Snai - that is, such laws and usages as prevailed from time immemorid, and
which, according to the Jewish view, had been orally ddlivered to, but not written down by
Moses. For these, therefore, no proof was to be sought in Scripture - at most support, or
confirmatory alusion (Asmakhtu).®® Nor were these open to discussion. The second class
formed the ‘oral law, > or the ‘traditiona teaching’ ® in the stricter sense. To this class belonged
al that was supposed to be implied in, or that could be deduced from, the Law of Moses® The
latter contained, indeed, in substance or germ, everything; but it had not been brought out, till
circumstances successfully evolved what from the first had been provided in principle. For this
class of ordinances reference to, and proof from, Scripture was required. Not so for the
third class of ordinances, which were ‘the hedge’ drawn by the Rabbis around the Law, to
prevent any breach of the Law or customs, to ensure their exact observance, or to meet
peculiar circumstances and dangers. These ordinances congtituted ‘ the sayings of the Scribes 2
or ‘of the Rabbis * ® - and were dither positivein their character (Teqoanoth), or else
negative (Gezeroth from gazar ‘to cut off’). Perhaps the distinction of these two cannot
aways be drictly carried out. But it was probably to this third class especialy, confessedly
unsupported by Scripture, that these words of Christ referred:®® * All therefore whatsoever they
tell you, that do and observe; but do not ye after their works: for they say, and do not. For they
bind heavy burdens and grievous to be borne, and lay them on men’s shoulders; but with their
finger they will not move them away (set in motion). ® This view has two-fold confirmation.
For, thisthird class of Haakhic ordinances was the only one open to the discussion of the
learned, the ultimate decision being according to the mgority. Yet it possessed practicaly
(though not theoreticdly) the same authority as the other two classes. In further confirmation of
our view the fallowing may be quoted: ‘A Gezerah (i.e. thisthird class of ordinances) is not to
be laid on the congregation, unless the mgjority of the congregation is able to beer it - words
which read like a commentary on those of Jesus, and show that these burdens could belaid on,
or moved away, according to the varying judgment or severity of a Rabbinic College®

55. Erub. 54 b.

56. Dett. i. 5.



57. Hirschfeld, u. s. pp. 92-99.

58. From to lean against. At the same time the ordinances, for which an appeal could be made to
Asmakhta, were better liked than those which rested on tradition alone (Jer. Chag. p. 76, col d).

59.
60.

61. In connection with thisit is very significant that R. Jochanan ben Zaccai, who taught not many
years after the Crucifixion of Christ, waswont to say, that, in the future, Halakhahsin regard to purity,
which had not the support of Scripture, would be repeated (Sot. 27 b, line 16 from top). In general, the
teaching of R. Jochanan should be studied to understand the unacknowledged influence which
Christianity exercised upon the Synagogue.

62.
63.

64. But thisis not always.
65. S. Matt. xxiii. 3, 4.

66. To elucidate the meaning of Christ, it seemed necessary to submit an avowedly difficult text to fresh
criticism. | have taken the word kinein, moveo in the sense of ire facio (Grimm, ClavisN.T. ed. 22 p.
241 a), but | have not adopted the inference of Meyer (Krit. Exeget. Handb. p. 455). In classical Greek
also kinein isused for ‘to remove, to alter.” My reasons against what may be called the traditional
interpretation of St. Matt. xxiii. 3, 4, are: 1. It seems scarcely possible to suppose that, before such an
audience, Christ would have contemplated the possibility of not observing either of the two first
classes of Halakhoth, which were regarded as beyond controversy. 2. It could scarcely be truthfully
charged against the Scribes and Pharisees, that they did not attempt to keep themselves the ordinances
which they imposed upon others. The expression in the parallel passage (St. Luke xi. 46) must be
explained in accordance with the commentation on St. Matt. xxiii. 4. Nor isthere any serious difficulty
about it.

67.B.Kam. 79b.

68. For the classification, arrangement, origin, and enumeration of these Halakhoth, see Appendix V.:
‘Rabbinic Theology and literature.’

This body of traditiond ordinances forms the subject of the Mishnah, or second, repeated law.
We have here to place on one side the Law of Moses as recorded in the Pentateuch, as
danding by itsdf. All ese- even the teaching of the Prophets and of the Hagiographa, aswell as
the ord traditions - bore the generd name of Qabbalah - ‘that which has been received.” The
sacred study - or Midrash, in the origind application of the term - concerned either the
Halakhah, traditiona ordinance, which was aways ‘that which had been heard’ (Shematha),
or ese the Haggadah, ‘that which was said’ upon the authority of individuals, not aslega
ordinance. It was illustration, commentary, anecdote, clever or learned saying, &c. At first the
Halakhah remained unwritten, probably owing to the disputes between Pharisees and
Sadducees. But the necessity of fixedness and order led in course of time to more or less
complete collections of the Halakhoth.*® The oldest of these is ascribed to R. Akiba, in the time



of the Emperor Hadrian.” ™ But the authoritative collection in the so-called Mishnah isthe
work of Jehudah the Holy, who died about the end of the second century of our era.

69. Seethelearned remarks of Levy about the reasons for the earlier prohibition of writing down the oral
law, and the final collection of the Mishnah (Neuhebr. u. Chald. Worterb. vol. ii. p. 435).

70.132-135ad.

71. These collections are enumerated in the Midrash on Eccles. xii. 3. They are also distinguished as
‘theformer’ and ‘the later’ Mishnah (Nedar. 91 a).

Altogether, the Mishnah comprises Six ‘Orders (Sedarim), each devoted to a specia class of
subjects.”” These ‘Orders are divided into tractates (Massi khtoth, Massekhtiyoth, ‘ textures,
webs'), of which there are sixty-three (or else Sixty-two) in dl. These tractates are again
subdivided into chapters (Peragim) - indl 525, which severaly consst of a certain number of
verses, or Mishnahs (Mishnayoth, in dl 4,187). Conddering the variety and complexity of the
subjects treated, the Mishnah is arranged with remarkable logica perspicuity. The languageis
Hebrew, though of course not that of the Old Testament. The words rendered necessary by the
new circumstances are chiefly derived from the Greek, the Syriac, and the Latin, with Hebrew
terminations.” But al connected with socid intercourse, or ordinary life (such as contracts), is
written, not in Hebrew, but in Aramaen, as the language of the people.

72. Thefirst ‘Order’ (Zeraim, ‘seeds’) begins with the ordinances concerning ‘benedictions,’” or the
time, mode, manner, and character of the prayers prescribed. It then goes on to detail what may be
caled thereligio-agrarian laws (such as tithing, Sabbatical years, first fruits, &c.). The second ‘ Order’
(Moed, ‘festivetime') discusses all connected with the Sabbath observance and the other festivals. The
third ‘Order’ (Nashim, ‘women’) treats of all that concerns betrothal, marriage and divorce, but also
includes atractate on the Nasirate. The fourth ‘Order’ (Neziqin, ‘damages') contains the civil and
criminal law. Characteristically, it includes all the ordinances concerning idol-worship (in the tractate
Abhodah Zarah) and ‘the sayings of the Fathers' (Abhoth). Thefifth ‘Order’ (Qodashim, ‘holy things')
treats of the various classes of sacrifices, offerings, and things belonging (as the first-born), or
dedicated, to God, and of all questions which can be grouped under * sacred things' (such asthe
redemption, exchange, or alienation of what had been dedicated to God). It also includes the laws
concerning the daily morning and evening service (Tamid), and a description of the structure and
arrangements of the Temple (Middoth, ‘the measurements’). Finally, the sixth ‘Order’ (Toharoth,
‘cleannesses’) gives every ordinance connected with the questions of ‘ clean and unclean,” alike as
regards human beings, animals, and inanimate things.

73. Comp. the very interesting tractate by Dr. Brill (Fremdspr Redensart in d. Talmud), aswell asDr.
Eidler’ s Beitrdge z. Rabb. u. Alterthumsk., 3 fascic; Sachs, Beitr. z. Rabb u. Alterthumsk.

But the traditiond law embodied other materias than the Halakhoth collected in the Mishnah.
Some that had not been recorded there, found a place in the works of certain Rabbis, or were
derived from their schools. These are called Boraithas - thet is, traditions external to the
Mishnah. Findly, there were ‘additions (or Tosephtoth), dating after the completion of the
Mishnah, but probably not later than the third century of our era. Such there are to not fewer
then fifty-two out of the Sixty-three Mishnic tractates. When spesking of the Halakhah as
distinguished from the Haggadah, we must not, however, suppose that the latter could be
entirdly separated fromit. In point of fact, one whole tractate in the Mishnah (Aboth: The



Sayings of the * Fathers) is entirdly Haggadah; a second (Middoth: the ‘ Measurements of the
Temple') has Halakhah in only fourteen places, while in the rest of the tractates Haggadah
occursin not fewer than 207 places.™ Only thirteen out of the sixty-three tractates of the
Mishnah are entirely free from Haggadah.

74. Comp. the enumeration in Pinner, u. s.

Hitherto we have only spoken of the Mishnah. But this comprises only avery smal part of
traditionaism. In course of time the discussons, illugtrations, explanations, and additions to
which the Mishnah gave rise, whether in its gpplication, or in the Academies of the Rabbis, were
authoritatively collected and edited in what are known as the two Talmuds or Gemaras.” If
we imagine something combining law reports, a Rabbinica ‘Hansard,” and notes of a theologica
debating club - al thoroughly Orientd, full of digressions, anecdotes, quaint sayings, fancies,
legends, and too often of what, from its profanity, superdtition, and even obscenity, could
scarcely be quoted, we may form some generd idea of what the Talmud is. The oldest of these
two Tamuds dates from about the close of the fourth century of our era. It isthe product of the
Pdedtinian Academies, and hence called the Jerusalem Tamud. The second is about a century
younger, and the outcome of the Babylonian schools, hence called the Babylon (afterwards also
“our’) Talmud. We do not possess either of these works complete.” The most defectiveis the
Jerusalem Tamud, which is aso much briefer, and contains far fewer discussons than that of
Babylon. The Babylon Tamud, which in its present form extends over thirty-Sx out of the Sixty-
three tractates of the Mishnah, is about ten or eleven times the Sze of the latter, and more than
four times that of the Jerusalem Talmud. It occupies (in our editions), with margina
commentations, 2,947 folio leaves (pages a and b). Both TaAmuds are written in Aramaen; the
onein its western, the other in its eastern didect, and in both the Mishnah is discussed seriatim,
and clause by clause. Of the character of these discussions it would be impossible to convey an
adequate idea. When we bear in mind the many sparkling, beautiful, and occasonaly almost
sublime passages in the Tamud, but especidly that its forms of thought and expression so often
recall those of the New Testament, only prejudice and hatred could indulge in indiscriminate
vituperation. On the other hand, it seems unaccountable how any one who has read a Tdmudic
tractate, or even part of one, could compare the Tamud with the New Testament, or find in the
one the origin of the other.

75. Tamud: that which islearned, doctrine. Gemara: either the same, or else ‘ perfection,” ‘completion.’

76. The following will explain our meaning: On thefirst ‘order’ we have the Jerusalem Talmud complete,
that is, on every tractate (comprising in all 65 folio leaves), while the Babylon Talmud extends only over
itsfirst tractate (Berakhoth). On the second order, the four last chapters of one tractate (Shabbath) are
wanting in the Jerusalem, and one whole tractate (Shegalim) in the Babylon Taimud. Thethird order is
complete in both Gemaras. On the fourth order a chapter iswanting in one tractate (Makkoth) in the
Jerusalem, and two whole tractates (Eduyoth and Abhoth) in both Gemaras. The fifth order is wholly
wanting in the Jerusalem, and two and a half tractates of it (Middoth, Qinnim and half Tamid) in the
Babylon Talmud. Of the sixth order only one tractate (Niddah) existsin both Gemaras. The principal
Halakhoth were collected in awork (dating from about 800 a.d.) entitled Halakhoth Gedoloth. They are
arranged to correspond with the weekly lectionary of the Pentateuch in awork entitled Sheeltoth
(‘Questions:’ best ed. Dghernfurth, 1786). The Jerusalem Talmud extends over 39, the Babylonian over
36 Yiractates- 15 Yiractates have no Gemaraat all.



To complete our brief survey, it should be added that our editions of the Babylon Tdmud
contain (at the close of val. ix. and after the fourth * Order’) certain Boraithas. Of these there
wereorigindly nine, but two of the smaller tractates (on ‘the memorid fringes,” and on ‘non
Isradlites’) have not been preserved. Thefirst of these Boraithasis entitled Abhoth de Rabbi
Nathan, and partialy corresponds with atractate of asimilar name in the Mishnah.”” Next
follow six minor tractates. These are respectively entitled Sopherim (Scribes),” detailing the
ordinances about copying the Scriptures, the ritud of the Lectionary, and festive prayers, Ebhel
Rabbathi or Semakhoth,” containing Halakhah and Haggadah about funeral and mourning
observances; Kallah,® on the married relationship; Derekh Erets® embodying mora
directions and the rules and customs of socid intercourse; Derekh Erets Zuta,* tresting of
smilar subjects, but as regards learned students; and, lastly, the Pereq ha Shalom,® whichisa
eulogy on peace. All these tractates date, at least in their present form, later than the TAmudic
period.®

77. Thelast ten chapters curiously group together events or things under numerals from 10 downwards.
The most generally interesting of these isthat of the 10 Nequdoth, or passages of Scripturein which
letters are marked by dots, together with the explanation of their reasons (ch. xxxiv.). The whole Boraitha
seems composed of parts of three different works, and consists of forty (or forty-one) chapters, and
occupiesten folio leaves.

78. In twenty-one chapters, each containing a number of Halakhahs, and occupyingin all four folio
leaves.

79. In fourteen chapters, occupying rather more than three folio leaves.
80. It fillslittle more than afolio page.

81. In eleven chapters, covering about 1 ¥folio leaves.

82. In nine chapters, filling onefolio leaf.

83. Little more than afolio column.

84. Besides these, Raphael Kirchheimhas published (Frankfort, 1851) the so-called seven smaller
tractates, covering altogether with abundant notes, only forty-four small pages, which treat of the
copying of the Bible (Sepher Torah, in five chapters), of the Mezuzah, or memorial on the doorposts (in
two chapters), Phylacteries (Tephillin, in one chapter), of the Tsitsith, or memorial-fringes (in one
chapter), of Saves (Abhadim, in three chapters) of the Cutheans, or Samaritans (in two chapters), and,
finally, a curious tractate on Proselytes (Gerim, in four chapters).

But when the Halakhah, however varied in its gpplication, was something fixed and stable, the
utmogt latitude was damed and given in the Haggadah. It is sadly characteridtic, that,
practicaly, the main body of Jewish dogmatic and mord theology is redly only Haggadah, and
hence of no absolute authority. The Halakhah indicated with the most minute and painful
punctiliousness every lega ordinance as to outward observances, and it explained every bearing
of the Law of Moses. But beyond thisit Ieft the inner man, the spring of actions, untouched.
What he was to believe and what to fed, was chiefly matter of the Haggadah. Of course the
laws of mordity, and rdligion, aslaid down in the Pentateuch, were fixed principles, but there
was the greatest divergence and latitude in the explanation and application of many of them. A



man might hold or propound dmost any views, so long as he contravened not the Law of
Moses, as it was understood, and adhered in teaching and practice to the traditiona ordinances.
In principle it was the same liberty which the Romish Church accordsto its professng members
- only with much wider application, since the debatable ground embraced so many metters of
faith, and the liberty given was not only that of private opinion but of public utterance. We
emphasise this, because the absence of authoritative direction and the latitude in matters of faith
and inner feding stand Sde by sde, and in such sharp contrast, with the most minute
punctiliousnessin dl matters of outward observance. And here we may mark the fundamenta
distinction between the teaching of Jesus and Rabbinism. He left the Hal akhah untouched,
putting it, as it were, on one Side, as something quite secondary, while He ingsted as primary on
that which to them was chiefly matter of Haggadah. And thisrightly so, for, in His own words,
‘Not that which goeth into the mouth defileth a man; but that which cometh out of the mouth,’
snce ‘those things which proceed out of the mouth come forth from the heart, and they defile
the man. ® The difference was one of fundamenta principle, and not merdly of development,
form, or detail. The one developed the Law in its outward direction as ordinances and
commandments; the other in itsinward direction as life and liberty. Thus Rabbinism occupied
one pole - and the outcome of its tendency to pure externdism was the Haakhah, dl that was
internal and higher being merely Haggadic. The teaching of Jesus occupied the opposite pole. Its
darting-point was the inner sanctuary in which God was known and worshipped, and it might
well leave the Rabbinic Halakhoth aside, as not worth controversy, to be in the meantime * done
and observed,” in the firm assurance that, in the course of its development, the spirit would
create its own appropriate forms, or, to use a New Testament figure, the new wine burst the old
bottles. And, lagtly, as closely connected with dl this, and marking the climax of contrariety:
Rabbinism started with demand of outward obedience and righteousness, and pointed to
sonship asits god; the Gospel sarted with the free gift of forgiveness through faith and of
sonship, and pointed to obedience and righteousness as its god.

85. St. Matt. xv. 11, 18.

In truth, Rabbinism, as such, had no system of theology; only what ideas, conjectures, or fancies
the Haggadah yielded concerning God, Angds, demons, man, his future destiny and present
position, and Isradl, with its past history and coming glory. Accordingly, by the side of what is
noble and pure, what aterrible mass of utter incongruities, of conflicting statements and too
often debasing supergtitions, the outcome of ignorance and narrow nationaism; of legendary
colouring of Biblica narratives and scenes, profane, coarse, and degrading to them; the
Almighty Himsdf and His Angels taking part in the conversations of Rabbis, and the discussions
of Academies; nay, forming akind of heavenly Sanhedrin, which occasiondly requires the aid of
an earthly Rabbi.®® The miraculous mergesinto the ridiculous, and even the revolting.
Miraculous cures, miraculous supplies, miraculous help, dl for the glory of great Rebbis®” who
by alook or word can kill, and restore to life. At their bidding the eyes of arivd fdl out, and are
again inserted. Nay, such was the veneration due to Rabbis, that R. Joshua used to kiss the
gone on which R. Eliezer had sat and lectured, saying: ‘ This stoneis like Mount Sinai, and he
who sat onit like the Ark.” Modern ingenuity has, indeed, striven to suggest deeper symbolica



meaning for such stories. It should own the terrible contrast existing Sde by sde: Hebrewism
and Judaism, the Old Testament and traditionalism; and it should recognise its degper causein
the absence of that dement of spiritud and inner life which Chrigt has brought. Thus as between
the two - the old and the new - it may be fearlessy asserted that as regards their substance and
spirit, there is not a difference, but atotd divergence, of fundamentd principle between
Rabbinism and the New Testament, so that comparison between them is not possible. Here
there is absolute contrariety.

86. Thus, in B. Mez. 86 a, we read of adiscussion in the heavenly Academy on the subject of purity,
when Rabbah was summoned to heaven by death, although this required a miracle, since he was
constantly engaged in sacred study. Shocking to write, it needed the authority of Rabbah to attest the
correctness of the Almighty’ s statement on the Halakhic question discussed.

87. Some of these miracles are detailed in B. Mets. 85 b, 86 a. Thus, Resh Lakish, when searching for the
tomb of R. Chija, found that it was miraculously removed from his sight, as being too sacred for
ordinary eyes. The same Rabbi claimed such merit, that for his sake the Law should never be forgotten
in Israel. Such was the power of the patriarchsthat, if they had been raised up together, they would
have brought Messiah before Histime. When R. Chija prayed, successively a storm arose, therain
descended, and the earth trembled. Again, Rabbah, when about to be arrested, caused the face of the
messenger to be turned to his back, and again restored it; next, by his prayer he made awall burst, and
so escaped. In Abhod. Zar. 17 b, amiracleisrecorded in favour of R. Eleazar, to set him free from his
persecutors, or, rather, to attest a false statement which he made in order to escape martyrdom. For
further extravagant praises of the Rabbis, comp. Sanh. 101 a.

The panful fact just referred to is only too dearly illustrated by the rdaion in which
traditionalism places itsdf to the Scriptures of the Old Testament, even though it acknowledges
their ingpiration and authority. The Tamud hasiit,% that he who busies himself with Scripture
only (i.e. without either the Mishnah or Gemara) has merit, and yet no merit.%® Even the
comparative paLcity of references to the Bible in the Mishna™ is significant. Israel had made
void the Law by itstraditions. Under aload of outward ordinances and observances its spirit
had been crushed. Thereligion aswdl asthe grand hope of the Old Testament had become
externadized. And so dike Heathenism and Judaism - for it was no longer the pure religion of the
Old Testament - each following its own direction, had reached its god. All was prepared and
waiting. The very porch had been built, through which the new, and yet old, religion was to pass
into the ancient world, and the ancient world into the new religion. Only one thing was needed:
the Coming of the Christ. As yet darkness covered the earth, and gross darkness lay upon the
people. But far away the golden light of the new day was dready tingeing the edge of the
horizon. Presently would the Lord arise upon Zion, and His glory be seen upon her. Presently
would the Voice from out the wilderness prepare the way of the Lord; presently would it herald
the Coming of His Christ to Jew and Gentile, and that Kingdom of heaven, which, established
upon earth, is righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost.™*

88. BabaMets. 33 a.

89. Similarly we read in Aboth d. R. Nathan 29: ‘ He who is master of the Midrash, but knows no
Halakhahs, islike a hero, but there are no armsin his hand. He that is master of the Halakhoth, but
knows nothing of the Midrashim, is aweak person who is provided with arms. But he that is master of
both isboth ahero and armed.’



90. Most of these, of course, are from the Pentateuch. References to any other Old Testament books are
generally loosely made, and serve chiefly aspoints d’ appui for Rabbinical sayings. Scriptural
quotations occur in 51 out of the 63 tractates of the Mishnah, the number of verses quoted being 430. A
quotation in the Mishnah is generally introduced by the formula‘asitissaid.” Thisin all but sixteen
instances, where the quotation is prefaced by, ‘ Scripture meansto say.” But, in general, the differencein
the mode of quotation in Rabbinic writings seemsto depend partly on the context, but chiefly on the
place and time. Thus, ‘asit iswritten’ isa Chaldee mode of quotation. Half the quotationsin the Talmud
areprefaced by ‘asitissaid;’ afifth of them by ‘asit iswritten;’ atenth by * scripture meansto say;’

and the remaining fifth by various other formulas. Comp. Pinner’s Introduction to Berakhoth. In the
Jerusalem Talmud no al-tikré (‘read not so, but read so’) occurs, for the purposes of textual criticism. In
the Talmud a favourite mode of quoting from the Pentateuch, made in about 600 passages, is by
introducing it as spoken or written by . The various modes in which Biblical quotations are made
in Jewish writings are enumerated in SurenhusiusBibl oVkatal | aghV pp. 1-56.

91. For details on the Jewish views on the Canon, and historical and mystical theology, see Appendix
V.. ‘Rabbinic Theology and Literature.’
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