
STOKE AND PILLAR CULT 

AMONG THE WESTERN SEMITES 

WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE HEBREWS.

A Thesis

Submitted to the Board of Theological Studies cf the 
University of Edinburgh,in partial fulfilment of the 
requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Carl Walker MoMurray, B«A.,H.A.,B*D«,Th*M 
Winston-Salem, North Carolina*





11

PRBPACE.

The primary purpose of this inquiry is to ascertain 

the significance of the sacred stones and pillars among the 

Hebrews and to discover the basis of the conflict over the 

cult practice in Israel. The importance of the wider in 

vestigation in the general field of the Western Semites is at 

once recognised when we consider their close association with 

the Hebrews, and accordingly, the characteristic elements of 

the cult among the Western Semites will be carefully sought 

out. The problemswhich properly belong to the wider field 

of ethnic and cultural relationships beyond the area of the 

Western Semites will not be purposely introduced into this 

limited inquiry. By the phrape "stone and pillar* we mean 

to indicate particularly the Masseboth, but the breadth of 

the phraseology is designed to include kindred sacred stones 

which may have had similar meaning and purpose, even though 

such were designated by diverse technical terms. It is in 

tended by the phraseology of the title to limit the scope of 

the inquiry, as far as possible, to stones that were placed 

in position by man and to which were imputed a sacred signi 

ficance. T7e exclude as alien to our purpose the larger field 

of megalithics as well as the phenomena which belong more spec 

ifically to the study of amulets and charms.

One may fully realise the difficulty of making a 

rigid classification of the stones which had sacred value in 

the ancient world, and yet some division is necessary in order
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to limit the research. The difficulty of overlapping ideas 

may require some deviation from the particular purpose but 

only insofar as such seems necessary. The sacred stones un 

der consideration had certain characteristics by which they 

may be distinguished and we readily detect certain distinctions 

in the Old Testament terminology, as for example the dividing 

line between the terms "sur" and "eben" is clearly indicated. 

The natural boulders possessed their sacredness quite indepen 

dent of anything that man did, whereas the value of the Masse- 

both was found in the fact that they were "set up" on the basis 

of some intelligent response to the affairs and experiences of 

life, which made the act seem appropriate. Being artificial 

in position, the pillar demanded interpretation, thus challeng 

ing the intellect and memory and ordinarily indicating that 

some unseen factor was also figuratively set up which afforded 

the basis of symbolism. Thus we may readily perceive the dis 

tinction as well as the superior value of the conventional 

stones in relation to the natural boulders. The sacred stones 

in their true and unwrought form are to be distinguished from 

carved images representing the crystallisation of a particular 

concept, necessarily confined and limited, which either trans 

formed them into idols or transferred them to the realm of 

art. It is easily perceived that the unfashioned pillars 

could more readily be associated with any level of religious 

thought. The pillars under discussion were ordinarily id 

entified with a place which conditioned their value and some 

distinction ought to be made between them and the holy magical
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stones which might readily fulfil their mission, even when 

transported from place to place. We must think of the pil 

lars of the public Semitic cult as being properly linked with 

permanent values and stable conceptions in the community.

The writer has, as far as possible,made a careful 

first hand study of the archaeological evidences relating to 

the subject. The geographical area was visited in 1929»ag 

in 1931, and from March to August 1933 a special period of re 

search in Palestine and Transjordania, including Petra, wae 

devoted to this particular purpose. The accessible evidence 

bearing directly on the problem was studied on the field, 

while the various excavations in progress were visited for the 

purpose of acquiring a more general view of the civilisation 

contemporary to the cult practice, and also various prehistor 

ic remains were visited and studied. Opportunity has been 

taken to observe the primitive survivals in the East with re 

gard to religious customs and conceptions through the visita 

tion of shrines and the witnessing of ceremonies.

Library research has been made along several lines 

of approach. It has been the writers objective to make as 

complete a study of the archaeological evidences as possible, 

not confining himself to the matters dealing directly with 

the sacred stones but also to consider the broader background 

of the religious culture nnd civilisation, and accordingly, 

much reading has been done in the literature of archaeological 

discovery and interpretation. The comprehensive field of 

the origin and history of religious practice hap been given a
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value in the study of the religion of the Semites, while the 

history of the Hebrew religion required more specific research, 

but specialised study has been pursued in the literature deal 

ing with the interpretation of the stone and pillar cult. Books 

relating to religious folklore among primitive peoples espec 

ially among the Semites have been investigated in an effort to 

determine the value and probable relationship between ancient 

and modern Semitic practice. The cult narratives in the Old 

Testament have been studied in the light of critical scholar 

ship with the aid of critical and exegetical commentaries, and 

the contribution of recent archaeological research with regard 

to the historical value of the framework of the narrative at 

tributed to the patriarchal and conquest periods hae been con 

sidered in relation to the various passages studied. The 

bibliography has been arranged chiefly to give the books and 

articles referred to in the foot-notes, though some references 

which the notes make clear may not be found in the bibliography, 

while a few books may be listed which escape mention in the 

foot-notes.

The nature of the evidences renders the subject diffi 

cult, since both the literary and the archaeological evidences 

are fragmentary and the primitive survivals, practised in late 

times, have been subjected to numerous influences. The avail 

able evidence pertaining to the practice by which the Hebrews 

were influenced or in which they participated is neither pat 

ent nor obvious, but must be sought out, sifted, and analysed.
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The difficulty of the subject has not been greatly modified by 

the fragmentary treatment of the problems by a large number of 

writers who in the development of the broader outlines of re 

ligion found occasion to insert a paragraph on Stone Worship, 

but lasting obligation is due a great company of research schol 

ars who have each in their turn brought forth things new and old 

for the simplification of the problems relating to the sacred 

stones. The entire range of the subject if? complicated due 

to the association of the sacred stonee with diverse tribal 

customs and experiences, and to the wide specialisation, as 

well as to the syncretism of ideas.

The importance of this inquiry, from the standpoint 

of Hebrew religion, is sufficiently emphasised in the Old Testa 

ment, and the wider importance of the subject in the field of 

Semitic religion is indicated by the fragmentary references 

found in eecular literature while the significant archaeologi 

cal discoveries of the last half century have served to bring 

into vivid light the emphasis which the Western Semites placed 

upon sacred stones* Much of the modern literature on the sub 

ject has been rendered obsolete in many details through recent 

archaeological discoveries. A solution of the question is 

almost a prerequisite to an understanding of the history and 

religion of the Hebrews, and it Is needless to say that the 

problem deserves investigation from varied viewpoints. The 

writer has been impressed in his research with the tremendous 

importance of the question and he is convinced that the signi 

ficance of the Massebbth in relation to the Hebrews has not
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been fully comprehended. He begins this study humbly, realis 

ing the difficulty of the subject which to treat superficially 

could only result in confusion, but If he should succeed in 

his desire to make even a small contribution, he shall feel
*

that his labours have not been In vain.

The reader will recognise that the nature of the sub 

ject makes it difficult to find a method of procedure which 

would permit a full treatment and at the same time prevent 

multiple mention of the same evidencep, but as far as possible 

we have endeavoured to avoid duplication. Perhaps the chief 

difficulty lies in the evaluation of the evidences, in which 

there has been much difference of opinion, and to this prob 

lem the writer has devoted the first three chapters, dealing 

not only with the particulars but also to set forth what seems 

to him to be the relative value of the various classes of in 

formation* A brief treatment of the antiquity, origin, and 

development has been set forth in chapters four, five, and 

six, while chapters sixteen and' seventeen %iave been devoted 

to a detailed study of what may be considered the two most Im 

portant pillar-shrines of the Hebrews, namely, Bethel and Gil- 

gal. With the exception of the last chapter, the remainder 

treats of the conceptions, relationships, and practices assoc 

iated with the sacred stones. The final chapter is an attempt 

to understand the conflict over the pillars in Israel, The 

conclusion that the MasBfboth were theocratic symbols repres 

enting the heritage of Israel under the protection end bless 

ing of Jehovah, and that the conflict was due to the effort to
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establish the peculiar heritage of the Hebrews in Palestine as 

over against the rival claims of the Ba'alim with long standing 

traditions of local self-determination, has been set forth as a 

general principle. In this interpretation, the heritage must, 

of course, be regarded in the broad sense including all that 

was conceived to have been handed down from the fathers, to 

gether with the additions which were regarded as by the gift 

and command of their Divine Benefactor, of which may be mention 

ed their social, religious, political, and economic inheritance. 

The fact that the pillars were theocratic symbols provided the 

basis for superstitious conceptions on the part of the Ignorant, 

while the relation to the heritage explains their association 

with the fertility cult. A great variety of adaptations were 

easily possible since they represented the government and pro 

tection of the deity*

The writer le aware that this theory constitutes a 

new approach to the subject and that in some points it offers 

9 radical departure. However, he believes that there is suffi 

cient evidence for this point of view and that It deserves to 

be propounded and considered as set forth in the following pages.

In the preparation of this thesis, the writer is in 

debted to a number of generous and kindly advisers and friends. 

To his Faculty Advisers at the University of Edinburgh, Prof. 

A.R.S. Kennedy and Prof. J.Y. Simpaon, he desires to express 

his gratitude and appreciation for their helpful guidance and 

gracious courtesies as well as for their friendly encouragement 

which inspired his purpose and challenged his endeavour. To
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the successive directors of the American School of Oriental He- 

search in Jerusalem, namely, Prof. Nelson Glueck of the Hebrew 

Union College, Cincinnati, and Prof. tf.F. Albright of Johns 

Hopkins University, Baltimore, he acknowledges with genuine 

appreciation their many favours and helpful consultations during 

his residence at the American School. It is also his desire to 

thank Le P£re Hugues Vincent, Ecole Biblique et Archeologique, 

Jerusalem, for his gracious courtesy in according him the privi 

lege of friendly and illuminating interviews. To other archaeol 

ogists and scholars who extended him courtesies on the field or 

personal interviews in their places of residence, he feels es 

pecially indebted and it Is to express appreciation thst he men 

tions a few namest Sir Flinders Petrie, Mr, 'lan Rowe, Prof.P.L.O. 

Guy, Prof. J.L. Starky, Prof. I.I. Sukenik, M. Moshe Stekelie, 

and Prof. Blihu Grant, My appreciation is due to the libra 

rians of the following institutionsj Edinburgh University Lib 

rary, New College Library, The National Library of Edinburgh, 

The British Museum Library in London, and the Libraries of the 

British and American Schools of Archaeology in Jerusalem.

The accompanying photographs, unless otherwise specified, 

were taken by the writer, or by his wife who journeyed with him 

in the East and to whom is due a full measure of recognition and 

appreciation for her assistance in the many tedious tasks per 

taining to the details of the thesis.
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AN EVALUATION OF THE ARCJiAKOLOQicAL

Ac archaeological research progresses f it is to be 

expected that new light will make it possible to estimate the 

validity and the importance of the earlier data. The discrim 

ination of values 9 which has been made possible through the ac 

cumulation of evidence, serves to modify some of the results of 

the pioneer archaeologists. Several early excavations in Pal 

estine brought to light groups of pillars which were at the time 

designated as relating to the religious cult, and indeed, such 

findings were widely accepted and sometimes given fanciful in 

terpretations. The more recent discovery of the stone pillars

at Uegiddo, which were unmistakably identified as hitching posts
1 

and roof supports of King Solomon 1 e stables, constitutes a uni

que contribution to our knowledge of standing pillar?, and the 

discovery quickly led to the identification of certain other 

pillars as secular which had been formerly regarded as Maeseboth,

Concerning the pillars at Tell es-Safi, we note that
2 

suspicion as to their sacred character is not a new thing. The
3 

equal levels of the tops of the pillars together with the signs
4 

of rubbing on the exposed surfaces, which were at the height

which horses would mark in the rubbing of their shoulders, sup 

port the presumption as to the secular nature of the erection.

vath reference to the double row of standing stones at 
6* 

Taanaoh, Guy states that Sell in *e photographs .show a very

1. Guy, Kew Light from Armageddon, Ciq, No.9, p.42. 
2* Cf. Vincent, Canaan, p.103; Bliss & Maoalister, Excav. in 

Pal. 1898-1900, p.32f.
3. Cf. Vincent, op.cit., p.1^5-
4. Cf. Bliss, 3xcav« at Tell er-Safi, PKyq.8, 1899, p.320.
5. Barton, Archaeology and the Bible, 6th edit. p.214, regards 

the pillars as belonging to a large house.
6. Op.cit., p.44.
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striking resemblance to the hitching posts at Megiddo, while 

in an old re-used wall at Taanaoh have been found three large

stones similar to those at Megiddo with tie-holes through their
2 

corners. Likewise, the two pillars at Taanaoh were evidently

of a aeoular structure, though sometimes they have been ooa- 

pared with the two pillars at the entrance to King Solomon*a 

temple, but we must now conclude that they have a closer assoc 

iation with his stables than with his temple.

In view of the unpreparednesa of the excavators, as
3 

indicated by Watxlnger, one may be able to understand the reason

for the earlier interpretation as aacred of the pillars at Keg-
4 

iddo. The so-called Mmeeeboth must now be discredited In the
5 

light of the more recently discovered secular pillars in the

same violnity. Along with the pillars at Tell el-Hesy, which

were recognized by Bliss ae being definitely out of the cate-
6 

gory of sacred stones, must slso be classified the row of five
7 

pillars in the supposed Semitic temple at Gezer which Maoalieter
3

from the time of discovery regarded with doubt. Such a conclu 

sion has force when we consider the lack of cult objects in ar-
9 

sedation with the precincts of the supposed temple.
10

We may well conclude with Thornsen that what the ex 

cavators thought were cult places frequently had no right to 

be BO named, and that the pillars were of secular significance, 

being ueed either as supports for the roof, to prevent a wall

1. Guy, op.oit.,p.45, fig.32.
2. Cf. 8ellin» Tell Ta^nak, p.68i Barton, op.cit., p.214.
3. Tell el-ttuteeelllm, Bd.II., p.68.
4. Schumaoher, Tell el-Hutesellim, Bd.X« 9 p.126, Abb. 187, u.l88.
5. See Fisher, The Bxoav. of Armageddon, OIC, Ho.4, P.43, fig.22.
6. A Mound of Many Cities, p.95*
7. See Guy, op.oit., p*42ff.$ of. Macalister, Gezer, VolIII.Plate 223
8. Oeaer, Vol.11., p.407.
9. See Uaoalister, Report on Excav. PKF^S, 19(7, p.268j of.

Barton, op.cit., p.216. 
10. Palastlna und seine Kultur, p.46; of. Menhir, Reallexlkon.^d.8.



from bulging, in connection with an oil press, as hitching posts

in a stable, or in some other profane installation. Such a con-
1 

elusion is in agreement with Albright who indicates that the High

Place at Oe&er, with its Maeaeboth and other cult objects, re* 

mains unique, since nearly all other supposed High riaoes,whioh 

have been excavated, have been proved conclusively to "be 

without eacred significance*

Sellin uncovered pillars at Balats but the evidence

is fragmentary and unsatisfactory, though we may agree with
2 

Thornsen that they were probably Masseboth* By excavating at

the accent of Mount Gerlzim opposite Balata, Weltner, in 1931» 

found a small room in the middle of which was a standing stone,

and associated with it what was thought to be an altar and a
3 

cylinder for incense offering, which discovery has been inter*
4 

preted as having some relation to the fertility cult*

The five prostrate pillars excavated by Mackenzie at 

Beth-Shemesh in 1912t doubtless had a sepulchral association in

view of their similarity to other stones found there in defin-
5 * 6 ite relationship to the tombs* In 1928, Grant uncovered at

Beth~Shemesh several interesting stones, one of which was one

and one-haIf metres in length and in circumference, tapering at
7 

be th ends and chip-dressed from hard limestone, but the meagre

associated remains make the evaluation of the discovery difficult*
•MH^lM*BM»aMBWMPW»~^*MMI|Mnll*HMBM**MI'M*^^*llHHMII|MMIIiMIM*MM^

1* Archaeology and the Bible, p*27*
2* Pa la e Una und seine Kultur, p*45$ of .Burrows, JPOS, Vol.XIV.tu42.
3. Nagele, JPOB, Vol.XII., p.152. ' p
4. Watainger, Denkmaler Palastinae, p.65.
5. idaokensie, EEFQS, 1912, p.173*?*! o*» Cook, Rellg. Pal.,

p.89, n*3; see Watzinger, op.cit., p.64, 
6* Beth-Shemeuh, Araer. School Annual, Vol.IX., p.l.ff.j also

PKFQ&, 1929P P»20$. 
7. See fig.ia.



Considerable importance may be attnc'ied to the pillar
1 

dibcovered by Kowe in the excavations at Peth-^ nan, the racred

character of which cannot be doubted, being found in the pre 

cincts of the Ofj.na-mite temple of the fifteenth century B.C.
*

About three and one-half feet away from the pillar was found a 

bamlt libation bowl, arid the inference is drawn that these per 

haps were connected by a channel. In the same room with the 

Lacred pillar, a etone base built against the we^t wall was sup 

posedly the pedeiitnl upon which the famous stela of Uekal was
2 

placed. The unusual association of the Canaanit* pillar with

the ^-yptian stela of l^ekal h-i£ led some to regaid the combina 

tion as an indication of s transition from the Mas>»ebah to the
3

definite representation of the deity, but it perhaps only re 

presents the ^yptian method of -roclaimin, that the ancient 

laws and cuetoms of the city under the tutelage of Mekal would 

be respected and that the affairs of the community would be ad 

ministered v/ithout any violation of the sacred traditions whicn 

were represented by the pillar* ^e have here the first archaeo 

logical evidence which shows a Canaanite pillar linked with the 

symbol of a foreign government, though it IE probable that euoh 

combinations were frequent during the period of Egyptian domina-
•

tion of the cities of Palestine. It ie of importance tuit th« 

pillar was found inside a fifteenth century Canaanite ten pie

where a highly developed ^Itar ritual war indicated by trie cult
4 

remains.

1. MJ, June 1928, p.147; of. Cook, Relig. Pel. p.99f.
?. Kowe, Topography and History of BetJi-v i«n, Vol.1., p. 11.
3. See Rowe and Vincent, Ft>\£,1931, p.13.
4. Rowe, K.J., Dec. 19?7» P*4?3; Kowe, PE?^f*, 19?9> p*£4.
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The pillar sanctuary at Gezer, excavated by Macallater 

and dated around the middle of the 2nd millenium B.C., covered 

an area of about one hundred and fifty feet by one hundred and 

twenty feet t in which was a row of ten pillar© of variable 

height and rhape extending about a hundred feet north and south 

in practically a straight line which constituted the central 

feature of the sanctuary. The eacred significance of the mono*

lithe ie sufficiently well-atteeted by their association with a
2 

great variety of suit values, which cannot be doubted, even

though the exact interpretation of the same may be open to ques 

tion, Greepraann associates the alignment at Gezer with the
3 

royal stelae at Asshur, doubting the cult value of the Gezer pll«
4

lara, and Watsinger takes the same attitude. Xt may be pos 

sible that the pillars at Gezer bear some analogy to the etelae 

of the Icings mentioned above, but even so, they must be consid 

ered in the light of the associated cult remains. The point has 

been well emphasised by Cook who saya, "What to the modern mind 

seems to be of merely political or secular interest was often 

the centre of religious beliefs and practices among early or
5

primitive peoples." In discounting the cult value of the pll*
6 

lars at Gezer, Greesmann says that the altar is missing, but

such is a matter of opinion which is not fully borne out by the

reports of the excavation. The large rectangular block of
7 

stone with a depression in its upper surface must have had some

cult importance. The sisse of the cavity forbids the idea that
mjH-.irBL.j--i*r.-r" -"mill |- — 1 ~f ^ - *' ~ "+-' « ' " "" ~r '~ —•—-••——•-• •- ••—mr~n————"r JLJI, .___-. _i . nr-^n- -_.-n i • i mmq-ir — L-- ^- -_-_,»- — .. -m -l_ imr -im - T-n^tm_, - > • uj ni _i~ii u mi HI JM TII

1* liaoalistert Ge*er, Vol.11., pp»38J,404j Vincent, Canaan,
pp.110 f 121*

2. Vincent, op»oit., p.llB. 
3» Gressmann, A.B.A.T. p.12?.
4. Denkmaler Paluotinae, p.64.
5. Religion of Ancient Palestine, p»89.
6. ibid; .
7. Vincent, Canaan, p.115; Hncalister, Ge«er, Vol.11., p.394.



, ,
it was a socket for an .'sherah, and the fact that the socket

showed no signs of wear discredits the r.oBribility that a stone
2 

monolith was Bet in it. It may have been a layer for ablu

tions, but it Is more probable that the block was i: imply a
4 $ 

^laughter stone, or altar, and ae sucti the winding gutter ex

ecuted upon the upper edge of the blook without ny communica 

tion with the central cavity was designed to prevent the spill

ing of the sacrificial blood on the grcurcl. Tte chief su^gee-
6 

tlon of Hoc?? lister against the possibility of it being an altar

y/ r-ie bni-'etf on t. e fact tV i?t the stone had been drenjieO witu met 

al tools, but this can bi* Bcnroely regarded as *tn o^ection for 

it is doubtful whether the Hebrew prohibition agninst the prac 

tice of (-reusing alt^r stonep war ipplicrble universally among 

the fenitee. ?e that ^ it may, it ie difficult to explain 

this socketed stone standing In relation to the pillar align 

ment on any other basis than that of cult Importance* Further 

more, there was a hard baked ban* of earth to the south of the 

alignment in which were embedded a rmrber of human skull?, much

Injured and broken, wit:-, no trace of the other parts of the
7 bodies, and one may agree with Maoalister at .to the possibility

of tJais being the remains of an earthen u

Ao to the sacred significance of the pillarn at Cezer, 

considerable Importance must Le attached to the fact that the 

various pillars did not h/ive the psne value. The ceoond pillar 

hn.d rmooth spots upon it, due orobably to repeated kit sing or

1. L'^cniirter, Bible f-ideli/jhte, p»tc; of., t j the contrary, 
rrasei* Adonic, AttU, ^eirie, Pnd e-Ut. Vyxl^^., p.8?; 
also, (tfterley "-c Robinson, Hebrew Kellpion, p.41.

2. Cf. liandcock, Arol^eology, p»3Jl;Duncan,Digging Bib.nist.Vol.I
3. racali^ter, Bible Sidelights, p.i;6, ~ Ip.128.
4. Kittel, Studien, p.13?.
5* Vincent, Canaan, pp.111, 11JJ.
t. Oezer, Vol.IK, p*394.
/. Bible Sidelights, p.56.
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anointing, and, except for a small spot on number five, the
1 

others do not share this feature. Also the spacing between

the seventh qnd eighth pillar? indicates the possibility of 

some mystical value in the grouping of the pillars. Further- 

more» the seventh pillar in the alignment wae not native to the 

environment and doubtless found its way to Gezer through some 

exploit analogous to that of King reshs of rosb, who relates,

among other feats, that he captured the Ariel of Dodah, removed
4

it fro: Atnroth of Gad, and dragged it before Chemosh in Ferioth. 

The sacred character of the Cezer pillars does not de 

pend upon -iny r ingle item, but the combination of a masr of evi 

dence serves tc confirm the f?ct that it war a place of C?na-m-

ite cult practice. Tic probable sacrificial nature of the in-
6 

fant jar-burialE and the cistern-like pit with the remains of
7 

apparently sacrificial human p nd animal boner should not be

considered *?part from the l^rge number of cult objects, ruch 

ar the brozen serpent and the phallic emblerr.s, all of which

taken together offer a formidable argument to the effect that
9 

the place was the ecene of groee &md immoral religious practice.

Moreover, the relationship of the pillar alignment to the pre- 

Semitic eacred cave, with ite rock-cut place of sacrifice and

orifice opening into the roof of the cave where the sacrificial 
11 12. 

pig bones were found, does not a peer to have been accidental.

1. Gezer, Vol.11.,p.33^5 Triton, Archaeology and the Mble,
tth edit. p.219»confuses pillars numbers two and seven. 

2« see Gezer, Vol.11.,p.393; Bible Lidelirhte, p.63.
3. Vincent, Canaan, p.113; Gezer, Vol.11., p.390.
4. Moabite Stone, Line 12; cf. Gezer, Vol.11., p.392.
5. See Vincent, op.cit., p.ll6ff.; Barton, B.W.Vol.XXIV, p.l6?.
6. Gezer, Vol.II.,p.402; cf. Driver, Fodern Research, p.68.
'/, See Bible Sidelights, p.75«
o. Sec Vincent, cr.cit.pp.ll/ f l^Pff. cf. Frozer, Adcr.ir

2nd edit., p.82. 
9. Gezer, Vol.11., p.'<0£.

10. Gezer, Vol.11., p.37o.
11. Bible Sidelight?, p.48.
12. Gezer, Vol.11., p.381.
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Some have seen a relationship between the pillars and the fort 

ress on the hill nea*by. The association of a fortress with 

High Place pillars appears to have been quite the customary prac 

tice among the Semites. The pillars at Petis as well as those 

at Bab ed-Dra'a were related in location to a fortress or cita 

del, while the Old Testament indicates that the term "Massebah" 

was sometimes practically synonymous with a Military station. 

The relation of the pillars to the fortress at Gezer is what we 

should expect in the light of our knowledge of the ancient as 

sociation of religion with governmental and military affairs. 

In addition to the pillars brought to light through 

excavation, there are several other places of the cult which were

found on the surface without digging. The famous High Place at
4 

Petra, which was discovered to the modern world in 190-> stands

in relationship to two upright monoliths carved and still at 

tached to the native rock. Associated with these pillars of 

problematical date are the other unmistakable evidences of cult 

practice nearby, including two rock-cut altars. The relation 

ship of the pillars to the High Place will be treated in a later
5 

discussion, but it may be pointed out here that the pillars,

standing approximately one hundred feet apart and twenty feet
6 

in height at the entrance to the High Place, must have had some

significance similar to that of the pillars which stood in the 

fore-court of Kin?: Solomon's Temple. The conjecture har been 

made that other Uarseboth were associated with the High Place.

1. See Grepsmann, A.B.A.T., p.l!9«
2- See Albright, AASCR, Vol.VI., p«73» Robinson, Sarcophagus, 

p.122.
3. See I Sam. 13123; cf. Zech. 9t8; Isa.22il9* See b«Uw f.go.
4. Robinson, op.cit., p.lPOff. 
5- See page Tlf.
C. Robinson, ibid', cf « Libby ^nd Roskins, The Jordan Valley 

and Petrn, Vol.11., p.l?l«



Oa tha wast eida of tha rectangular court are two blocks carved 

out of tha natite rook with stepa ascending whioh give every 

appearance of hating been twin altars serving different purpos 

es* However, it has been suggeated that the north blook» in 

stead of being an altar, was the pedestal of a massive idol*
2 

pillar. Suoh a conclusion ia baaed ohiefly on the cuttings on

top of the blook, but the objections to the suggestion render it

extremely improbable, while the carvings may be explained on
4 

some other basis* The suggestion, that such were designed to

fit an artificial framework for the support of a Massebah, ought 

to be considered in the light of the irregularities; for ex 

ample, there are no cuttings on the southwest corner, while tha

west arm of the depression, out on the north-west corner* is
5 

considerably longer than the others. One would naturally think

that uniformity would have been the keynote of cuttings intended 

to support a framework, while one might suppose that a rectan 

gular depression forty-three inches long, fourteen inches wide,

and four inches deep, does not offer the moat likely dimensions
6 

for a pillar socket* We cannot escape the fact, as Curt1OB

has suggested, that the steps on the east eide of the blook daf-
0

initely suggest an altar significance, tha top step being the

widest, forming a platform on whloh the officiating priests might

stand. Many suggestions have been made as to the nature of the

1. See fig* 3.
2* Dalman, Petra und seine Felehelligtumer, p.168; of. Thornsen, 

Palsistlna und seine Kultur, p*46| of. Robinson, Sarco 
phagus, p.128| of* WHS, Kinship and Marriage, p.293.

3* Dalroan, ibld.f of* Robinson, op.olt* ?-/*8-
4* of* Robinson, on.oit. p.127.
5* Robinson, ibid.f of. Curties, PKFQS, 1900, p.351.
6* Op.olt., p.3>3$ BGe Cook, Religion of Palestine, p,25, for 

Interesting coin evidenoes.
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1
service at tht two altars, but the suggestion is probably near 

er the truth, whieh indioatea that the ohief altar waa uaed for

burnt sacrifices, while the "round altar" was uaed for the offer-
2 

ing of libations. It may be that the Arab view-point, in which

the north block is regarded as the "altar of burnt offering" and

the south block aa the "altar for the dispersing of the blood;
3 

nay not be founded entirely on "tourifit-lore* as Dalman supposes.

Be that as it may, it ia to oontradiot the explanation, which 

would meet readily occur to practical minded observers, if we 

contend that the "apparent altar" was designed aa the pedestal 

for a Hassebah*

Among the various ideas offered in explanation of the

raised platform in the great court of the High Place, it has been
4 

suggested that it may have been an idol pedestal* It we are to

assume that something was a pedestal for a Maesebah, then it ia 

certainly more reasonable to suppose that the raised platform 

served this purpose, rather than the stepped elevation with Its 

cavity and peouliar cuttings. However, in view of the faot that 

two majestic pillars, whieh were wrought with great expense of 

labour, stand at the entranoe to the High Place, the search for 

a pillar pedestal in the court of the sanctuary becomes leas im 

portant* Whether the raised platform in the sunken court waa a
S 

table where the worshippers partook of a sacred meal, or a place
6 7 

for bloodless gifts for the deity, or for an altar of Incense,
______________,__u.jui__|i. i_ T u rr- if-"i "if. i- »r f -—-- - - TT i -Tiirr- TTini«K-_M>r-irr-•"-rr-nr .JL m\ n m m n——i--i«i__i___uj._ri - r-rTmy> r m._. - TT~ y m .IT. -r--!•--IT --m n. IT-_J-I— »^«i- m~

1. See Dalman, op.cit., p.l66ff«t Robinson, op.clt,,p,128;
Benainger, Heb« Arch*; p«320« 

2* Bee Robinson,High Place, mg v Vol*VI*,p*680$ Jereralas, O.T.
in Light of Anoient Eaet, Vol»II.,p*146; of* Curties,
op.cit*,p.35l; of* Driver, Modern Eeaearoh, p.62. 

3* Petra und seine Ifclsheiligtumer, p.l68. 
4* See Robinson, Sarcophagus, p.125* 
5* Of» Driver, Modern Research, p.62; Thomsen, Palastina und seine

Kultur, p«46* 
6* Dalman, op,clt. p.l64. 
7* Robinson, B*v«, Vol.XVII, p.11.
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I
or the place oocupied by one bringing the sacrificial victim,

2 
or the place where the victims were slain, or the pedestal for

an idol, we cannot tell} though the alte of the platform might 

indicate that it was designed for the slaughter place of human 

victims.

The carefully constructed High Place at Petra t as
4 

Robinson observes, may stand as the exponent of religious rites

practised long prior to its actual construction, and it may be
5 

true, as Hoskins has suggested, that the High Place existed there

in the time of Moses , but, In any case, there can be very little 

doubt that the Nabataeans were responsible for the grandeur of 

the High Place with ite pillars as we find it today* We know

very little about the ritual practice of either the Bdomites or
7 

the Habataeans, except what we may assume from a study of com*
8 

parative religion. It is possible, as Hielson suggests, that

certain scholars have been too ready to assign cult value to the 

archaeological remains at Petra, but of the High Place with the

pillars, no one can doubt the sacred character. The "snake"
9 

tower, may ante -date all other shrines in Petra 9 and Robinson

regarde it as originally Edomitic. As to the significance of 

this unusual structure, one may be left to conjecture, but it 

is perhaps not too much to suppose that it served the same pur- 

pose in an earlier period as the pillars of the High Place in 

a later time under a different dynasty, and it may be that the 

snake tower was the symbol of divine authority in the Kingdom

1. Ourtiss, PSFqs, 1900 9 p. 354*
2. Cf* Robinson, Sarcophagus , p*l?5*
3. Of. Kennedy, Petra 9 its History and Monuments, p.8l
4. B«W. 9 Vol. XVII., p. 14.
5. Cited by Robineon, High Place, ERJfi 9 Vol.VI. 9 p.68o.
6. See Robinson, B.W. Vol. XVII., p. 16.
7. See Kennedy , Petra, its History and Monuments, p. 34
8. JPOS 9 Yol,XI., g«225f. 
9* Sarcophagus, p.ol.
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1 
of Edom* being a variation in form of the r^reb^ri.

A characteristic Semitic J'igh lace -JF been found 

at Bab ed-Orn'a, five hundred feet ^bove the Dea^l Sea, near Ker-

ak. The aroup of notable nrchaeoloKista, who -nde the diecov-
2 

ery, were Tactically unanimous In regarding the High ri«ce ae

the religious centre for the Cities of the Plain in the time of

the L-e.'iitio occuijation, which wis abandoned after the T-iarly
3 

Bronze Age» A group of seven limestone monoliths, found on the

edge of in open-air settlement, were without doubt sacred cult 

stonec or tfa^teboth, which it; clearly indicated by the fact that 

they are entirely isolated and could not have belonged to any 

oort of structure, while the particular type of etone ie not nat

ive to tne neighbourhood nnd the monolit-it; must have been drag-
4 

ged for miles. The settlement contained a fortress over a

thoucnnd feet in length, surrounded by a massive wall, ten to
> __ 

fifteen feet thick. If the pillars at J.-nb ed-Bra'a belonged

to the centralized ehrine of a group of citiet, ae the evidence
6 

indicates, then we may suppose that the fortreee re resent a the

united military program of the several cities, but, in any case,

the relation of the pill^re to the f >rtre8B serves to confirm
7 

what we have observed elsewhere* ae to the political and mili

tary importance of the pillars. Around the eci :cr of the fort-
8 

ress and settlement are numerous burials mostly indicated by

or email etone circles waioh are contemporary wit . the 

settlement as indicated by the pottery. We -find here the usual

1* cf. JereiiiaB, The Old Testament in the Light of the Ancient
Jaat, Vol.11., p.101. 

2. Kyle and Albright, BiblioUieca £a.ora, 1924, p.280.
3. cf. /aoiight, A/^ca, Voi.vi., p.73.
4. Ale-right» op.cit., :.-»59»
5. Albrigiit, op.oit., p. 13.
L» Kyle, Lxplcrations at -odora, p
'/. See p.IS,
t. Albright, op.cit. p.ul.



association of the aanotuary and necropolis, and Mallon auggesta1 N 
a connection between the shrine and the tombf

At Ader there IB a standing monolith about fifteen

feet high and neapby are the remains of two others originally
2 

about the aame sice* The pottery remaine of the ruins of Ader

are of the same date aa that of Bab ed-Dra'a, which leads to 

the Inference that both of the shrines were of the Early Bronse 

Age. Hear the monolith of Ader have been (Uncovered the ruina 

of a Moabite temple, in whiohy by the side of a flight of atalra 

leading up from the portico to the holy place, waa a fallen mono*

llth of the same dimensions, as far aa preserved, ao that of
4 

the pillar of Ader, but the temple itself waa perhaps of later
5

date* The early date of the monoliths, diocovered In thia re 

gion, is of considerable importance, since It shows that the 

pillar practice waa a well developed cuntOB prior to the time 

of the Old Testament patriarchs*

Various isolated pillar? nave been found, especially
6 

in TransJordania, but, on account of the fact that these have

very little associated remains, their significance must remain 

largely enigmatic* An unusual atone pillar, called Hajr el* 

Mansub, ought to be mentioned since it stands In association

with dolraena and atone-olrolee at el Mareighat eaet of the Jor~
7 

dan*

1* Biblloa, Vol,V, p.4^0i Mallon eaya, "Aprea lee premieres
tombea, le cultev des morta amena loglquement I 9 erectIon 
d'un sanotuaire a la divinlte diapensatrice de la vie."

2* Of• Kyle and Albright, Blbliotheca Sacra, 19?4, p.288.
3* Gf. Kyle and Albriffht, ibid,
4* Kyle and AJLbright, ibid,
5* Cf. Cook, Relig. Pal*, p.92; Kyle and Albright, ibid.
6. Cf • Cotider^ Bamoth Baal and Baal Peer, PRPC^S, Ibrt2 f p«?l.
7* Conder, op.cit., p»73*
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A few miles e^rt of the Jordan, slightly north of the 

Dead Tea, an ancient necropolis was excavated in 1933 ^ M.Moshe 

Stekelis who uncovered a large dolmenic burial ground, covering 

twelve hundred square metres. The excavation revealed

some nine tumuli and almost two hundred megalithic tombs of the
1 

cist type. The orderly arrangement of the tombs in groups,

with a tumulus in the middle of each group and large stone circles 

surrounding or adjacent to them, is interesting especially in 

lignt of the fact that beside some of trie tombe are oval or 

circular hearths with cinders and cracked stones. The pottery 

found in this necropolis is of the same tyne as that of the 

neighbouring ruins of Teleilat GhaBEul, which belongs to an

early stage of the Bronze Age dating back to the second half of
2 

the third millenium B.C. or perhaps earlier. The discovery is

of considerable importance in this study, since it possibly in-
3 

die? tea the sanctuary-nature of a very early Semitic burying

gr ound .

At Serabit in Sinai in the vicinity of a temple of
4 

the fifteenth century B.C., Petrie found several types of stand

ing stones. Of the many small standing stones found in the 

vicinity, it is significant that they were not found in places 

out of sight of the temple grounds. Groups of etonee, set 

upright on the hard rock surface, were arranged to form enclos 

ures which were straggled over a wide area and did not appear 

as settlement huts, but, bein<j found in the neighbourhood of

the shrine, were regarded as sacred stonee for lack of a more
> 

feasible explanation, and letrie interprets them as examples

1. heport by M.Kene Ueuville,!' egalithic Tombs in Trans Jordan,
Palestine Port, July 30; 1°33. 

T. Ibid.
3. See fig,/.
4. Researches in Sinai, p,63ff 

iies-'earohep in Sinai, p. 67.
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of sacred Bleeping eheltere to which the devotees resorted in 

order to invite oracular dreams. The many standing stones* 

found by Petrie in the region of the Wady Serabit, were of 

wide variety in sise, ranging from only a few inches to two 

feet high, and were often supported by other stones to make 

them stand on end. In the mountains north-east of Magha'reh9

a atone twelve feet high, ereoted on the top of a conical peak,
2 

oan be seen against the sky-line from a great distance. Currelly,

associated with Petrie, found a great number of stones near Mount 

Sinai which were set upright on the most striking hills and 

passes of the mountains. Regardless of the purpose of such 

stones ereoted on strategic mountain points, we may assume that 

they were useful to the traveller as land-marks*

#ith reference to the interpretation of the archaeolog 

ical remains of the wide variety of stones and pillars found in

the region of the Western Semites, one may be reminded of the
4 

necessity of forming conclusions with care. A masnive stone wall

may tell its own etory of siege and defense, while an engineer 

ing feat, such as the tunnel of Si loam, is obvious in its purpose, 

but a simple stone set upright may be subject to a variety of 

interpretations. The normal changes of a few thousand years 

plus the iconoclastic zeal of reformers have rendered difficult 

the problem of locating and distinguishing Semitic sanctuaries, 

especially on the surface, while the excavation work in the re 

gion of our inquiry lias been confined to a few mounds incomplete 

ly explored, but we may regard the evidence in hand as the treas 

ure of good fortune relating to this most important field of re 

search*

1* Researches in Cinai, p.63.
2. Jbid» 4. see Burrows, JPOS, Vol.XIV, p.51.
3* Ibid*
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II.

SACRED STOKES IN THE...OLD TESTAMENT.

1 
Apart from the etymological significance of the

characteristic Old Testament term, "Maeeebah", the word rnani-11
festly had a technical value. The meaning of thi? word has

been a matter of eome confusion, haying frequently been trans-
2

lated "image" and sometime? regarded as a technical term ap 

plied to a stone which was thougat to be the abode of a spirit, 

but the problem of the meaning of this word will become clearer

as we proceed. Reference is made in the Old Testament to the
3 

Massebah as a worthy and cherished emblem among the Hebrews,
4

while Canaanite Masseboth are condemned, and the actual des 

truction of the Baal pillars is recorded. The Israelites are
6 

represented as frequently setting up Baal pillars thus provok-
7 

in^ the jealousy of Jehovah, and the iconoclartic zeal of cer-
8 

tain reformers was directed especially against the Masseboth

of the Bqmoth. Mention is made of the Fapseboth of certain• i

foreign nations, the destruction of which appearr as e:pec-
9 

ially significant in the fall of the said nations, while Jehovah

is represented as sponsoring the deetruction of t*e Fasseboth
10 

of Israel in judgment against her. Strict regulations are

1* From the Hebrew root 3^ y meaning "something set upright".
0 A V to
3. Gen. 28:22; 31'13; 45; 35*14,20; ~:xod. 24:4; II Cam. 18:18; 

lea. 19«19; Hoeea 3:4.
4. Exod. 23:24; 34:13; Deut. 7:5; 12:3.
5. II Kings 3:2; 10:26,27.
6. II Kinrs 3:2; 10:26-28; 17:10; cf. II Kings 17:16,
7. II Kings 17:9-11.
8. Asa (II Chron. 14:3; cf. I Kings I5:llff.); Jehoram (II Kings 3:2) 

Jehu (II Kiri,;F 10:26,27^; "ezeklah (II Kings 18:4; II Ghron. 
31:1); JoeiRh (II Kings 23:14; II Chron. 34*3ff.)

9. Egypt (Jer. 43:13); Phoenicia (Hzek. 2o:ll). 
10. I!icah 5:13; cf. Isa. 29:1-2.



17

indicated, with reference ta the erect ian and usage of the 

Hassebah among the Hebrews, which modern scholars hate inter-
fL

preted aa amounting to absolute prohibition. There is a pos- 

aibility that a Maasebah stood in the fore- court of the Temple 

at Jerusalem and also one may have been eraoted by Jacob in 

oonneotion with hia purchase of a parcel of land near Sheohem,

both of which are rendered "altar" according to the ttassoretio
5 

text*
6 

In slightly varied form the word has been translated
7 

•garrison" having special reference to some feature of

tine domination over Hebrew territory, while the same form ia

used with reference to a threatened captivity in which the party
8 

mentioned ia to be driven from his "station"* In another pass-
9 

age, the word ia rendered "army" in behalf of whioh the Lord

is represented as encamping about Hie house* In Ipaiah the
10 11 

word has bean translated "substance*1 * Another word with the
12 

same root meaning has been variously translated "garrison",
13 1* 15 

"officer", "deputy", and "pillar**

1* Lev* 2611 forbids the erection of a Marsebah "to bow down unto 
it** Beut* I6t22 forbids the erection of a Maesebah "which 
Jehovah thy God hateth** : ee below* p* /H- 

?* Of* Kay, Uassebah, HRB, Vol. VIII, p«4&7* 
3* Cf« II Kings'I2sl0, according to LXX* 
4* Cf* Gen* 33*2C, according to the use of the verb* 
5* See Gunkel, Genesis, p.29C$ Kautsech, Helig. Israel, HDB, Bx-Vol* 

p*620.
6. :ni? n#*
7. I'Sam. 14ill| 13s23.
8. Isa. 22il9 _
9. ZaohtriaK9i8, n?> 

10* Is*a. 6*13, -n:^
11. ^'^^ LXX rtnde'rt^
12* I Ham* 13a4| II Bam. 8:6. 
13* I Kings 4tl9* 
14. I Kinga 22147- 
15* Oen*
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The ooramon word *eben" is frequently used to designate

the sacred stone as at Bethel, Gilgal, and elsewhere. The same
2 3 

word 1« applied to the inscribed stones, the stones of an altar,
4 

and the stone idols*
5The word "sur", ordinarily translated "rock", is es

pecially applicable to natural crags and rock surfaces. It is
6 

frequently used as a divine title «nd is often found in poetic
7 

passages, but it is never indicative of the sacred pillar
8 9 

stones, though it is properly applied to sacred rock surfaces.
10 

The term "yad" is sometimes used in connection with stone ereo-
11 

tions, though the ordinary meaning of the word is "hand*. A
12 

pile of small stones is termed in the Hebrew "gal" and may be
13 14 

translated "heap". It ia uncertain whether •Gilgal" signi

fied a stone circle, though, in the archaeological remains, we 

find that the stone circles as well as rectangular enclosures

were very common in ancient times. The Uassebah at Bethel was
15 

called "Beth El o him" but the designation appears unique in-

Hebrew practice and it is probably a mistake to apply the term
16 

to sacred stones in general. Another word translated "pillar",

1. Gen. 28s22; Josh. 4:3; 24s26; Gen. 31:45; Judg. 9*5; 18; 
I Bam. 6:14; 7:12; I Kings 18*31; Isa. 28il6. /jy

2. Exod. 34:1; Deut. 27*8.
3. Exod. 20:25.
4. Deut. 29*17; Esek. 20 132.
5. T)5
6. Deut, 22*37! .II Sam. 22*32; Ps. 18*2; 28*1} Ps. 71*3; Isa,26i4.
7. Deut. 32il3; Ps. 27*5; Isa. 8il4.
8. See below p. 11$.
9. Judg. 6t21; 13«19»

1°* "'T „ n
11. I Sam. I5fl2; II Sam. l8il8.

13. Gen. 31i46; Josh. 7*26; 8s29*
14. Josh. 4*3; 5i9«. ,, n ,. , , ,
15. Gen. 28i22; o'PR- ^ 3 , ^.^ 3
16. -tfty See MoCurdy, Pillar, Jewish Enoy., Vol.X, p. 38.
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indicates that it often had a eaored or symbolic aignifioanoe, 

though tht term does not connote the material character of the 

pillar indicated, and it comprehends a wide variety* It ie 

uvtd to designate the two pillars which Btood in front of King 

Solomon's Temple, and it was a pillar, thue called, by which 

it was the cue torn in Jerusalem for the king to stand* More 

over, the same term 1» applied to the pillars of fire and cloud
2 

in the Wilderness, as well as the supporting pillars of the
3 4 

Tabernacle and of t ,e Temple* A single large stone night some*
5 

times be called "misbeah", a "place of slaughter % but more gen-
6 

erally the term implies a group of stones, though it may signi*
7 

fy simply en altar of earth.

The pre*»Xslajalo Arabs designated, by the term "Kosb*, 

a stone which was a kind of an altar upon which the blood of

the sacrifice wan smeared, and, at the same tirat it appears to
8 

have had some idol significance* The etymological meaning of

the word ie the same as that of the Hebrew Haesebah*/.

The Old Testament represents the stones at Gllgal and
9 

Bethel as being quite small, though large monoliths are some*
10 

times indicated in other papeagee. The shape of the stones in

the Old Testament were apparently of great variety, though in 

Arabia they were perhaps generally rectangular, while often, 

especially in the north, the specialised stone was of conical

1. I Kings 7i21; IX Kings 11:14, 
2* Bxod. 13s21.
3. ISxod. 27*10*
4. I Kings 7*2* of. Judg. I6s29*
5. Q3^ I Sara. 14i35.
6. I Kings I8i31f Exod. 20i25*
7. Bxod. 20124*
8. WB&, Helig* Sem*,p»203f« 
9* Gen. 28il8s Joeh. 4*5. 
10.Josh. 24s26f ISzek* 26ill.
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form. The Old Testament pillars appear to hate always been un 

attached to the foundation upon which they rested, though at 

Petra we find the pillars hewn out of solid rook and un-detached

from the surface. As to the location of the pillars, they were
1 

frequently associated with the sanctuaries, but also beside grates2 
which were not necessarily related to a place of worship, which

conforms to the well known practice among the Phoenicians. The

national boundaries are recognised as offering appropriate loca-
_ 3 

tions for the erection of Masse~both, and in some cases they were4 
probably associated with a military fortress. The Massebah ap-

pears to have had a counter part in the Asheraj*, especially in 

Canaan ite practice and in the idolatrous defections of Israel,

though the association is never approved in Hebrew practice by6 
the Old Testament writers. A mysterious term, also associated

with idolatry and translated "sun-pillar*, is mentioned with
7 

apparent disapprobation in connection with Hebrew worship*

Some relationship may be recognised between the Hebrew
8 

terminology and certain archaeological remains. The archaeolo

gical monolithic pillars, menhirs, or simple upright stones be* 

long in the same class with the Ifasrebah* Groups of stones, 

forming a circle or rectangular enclosure sometimes called 

"Cromlechs", are not so easily identified in the Old Testament. 

The moet common megalithic remains are the dolmens found in 

great numbers, especially eact of the Jordan, which, in their

1. II Kings I8i4| of. Kennedy, Pillar, HDB, p.730 for a classi 
fication of Masseboth.

2. Oen. 35*20.
3. 0en. 31*44ff.j I Sam. 7«12; Isa. 19*19.
4. Of. I Bam. 14il2| cf. tae evidence at Oezer and Bab ed-Dra»a.
5. II Kings 23*14| Deut. 12i3.
6. n^n
7. Lev,r 26t30f Isa. I?t8j Bzek. 6*4; II Chron. 34:4.
8. See Qray, Sacrifice in Old Testament, p,102f.; cf. Cook. Relic, 

of Palestine, p.lOff. * K
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simplest form, consist of two uprights supporting a flat table 

stone, but cannot be positively Identified in the Bible narra 

tives, and, In any case, their relation to this study is large 

ly incidental. No mention is definitely made in the Old Testa 

ment concerning cavities artificially cut in the sacred stones, 

which, in the archaeological remains, are found both on hori 

zontal and vertical surfaces and designated "cup-marks"• It
1 

has been suggested that the tradition of the ttemhir persists in

the shapely form of Egyptian obelisks and in the masonry imita 

tion of monolithic pillars like Trajan's Column, and such may 

well be true in the light of the consummate form of the pillars 

of King Solomon's temple* Howbelt, considerable variation in 

the form of pillars is to be observed among those found in the 

excavations; some are cylindrical, others have bulged centers,

or diminishing diameters at one extremity In the fashion df a
2 

cone, and the Old Testament confirms the fact of variety in

size and shape of the sacred stones.

The Old Testament evidences, relating to the pillar 

cult, are of great importance, especially since ancient extra- 

Biblical information about such stones is meagre, as Thornsen
4

has pointed out. Evans indicates the necessity of the Bibli 

cal sources in order to understand the true inward significance 

of the Myoenaean cult* Purely, we must recognize the value of 

the Old Testament evidences. Since the theory, that the pat 

riarchal narratives are merely faithful pictures of the life 

of Israel in the ninth and elgth centuries, has been shown to

1. Macalir-ter, Stone Monuments, ERE, Vol. XI, p.877.
2. Cf. Vincent, Canaan, p.102.
3. Menhir, Reallex. Vorg., Bd.8, p.141.
4. JHS, Vol.XXI, pp.!30ff.
J. Cf. WHS, Relig. Sem., pp.201,204.
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. 1 
be inconsietent with recent archaeological research data, it
is possible that the cult narratives of the same may not be 
entirely fictitious. Moreover, the internal evidences sug 
gest that the narratives are vitally linked to the early per-

2 
iod indicated. The problem involved in the present inquiry
relates especially to the vital realities of the experiences 
of the Hebrews, and one may feel assured that there ie ample 
historical basis to permit entry into the holy places with 
Israel with the prospect of becoming acquainted in some meas 
ure with the experience of the spiritual peers of mankind in 
those far off days.

1. Cf. Albrlght, Archaeology and Bible, p.!30ff.; Garstarg., Joshua and Judges, p.viii.
2. See Gunkel, Legends of Genesis, p.141; Albright, The Worth Canaanite Epic, JPO&, Vol.XII.; Jeremias, The Old Testa ment in the Light of the Ancient East, Vol.11, p.l65,N.l; 

Kittel, Religion of the People of Israel, p.48; Petrie, Researches in Sinai, p.201; Sayoe, The First Book of Moses, p.xxii; Dillman, Genesis, Vol.11, p.227.
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III.

THB RKUmOH CF THB PRBSEHT TO THE PAST*

Modern auperatitiouB conceptions and practices, in 

relation to saored stones among the so-called •Primitive Sem 

ites Today" necessarily bear some relationship to the past* 

einoe the superstitious folk*lore of today is an accumulation 

of the ages, but it is a mistake to speak of the "well known 

conservatism of the East* as if to imply that the most ancient

Semitic religious practices had remained unchanged until modern
1 

times* Clermont-Oanneau must have forgotten the inevitable

modifications of the religious upheavals and political revolu 

tions of nearly three mlllemlums f when he said, "These Kakoms, 

as Deuteronomy calls them, which Manasseh rebuilt, and against 

which the prophets in vain exhausted their invectives, are word 

for word, thing for thing, the Arabic Hakftms, whose little white-

topped cupolas are dotted so picturesquely over the mountain
2 

horizon of central Judea". Curtlas tells us that It is from

the "ignorant minds" of today with "notions that lack sharpness 

of definition", which furnish us "the most perfect mi rror of 

ancient views" about divine beings, and that there are multi 

tudes, who, least affected by Judaism, Christianity, or Islam, 

have preserved the most antique ideas and customs* It hardly 

seems probable that ignorant minds with notions not sharply 

defined would preserve anything very accurately, yet it is 

true that ignorant minds of today as well as yesterday are 

readily susceptible to the flowing tides of superstition* Be

1* quoted from Conder, Tent-Work in Palestine, p»304ff.
2. Primitive Semitic Religion Today, p.94.
3* Cp.oit. p.52*
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that aa It may, one srast not interpret the basic religious Ideas 
of a vigorous intellectual type, vuoh SB that from which the 
Hebrew prophets sprang, by the lowest mentality of any age, 
though It Is well reoognlsed that even the Hebrew race had its 
share of Ignorant and superstitious minds from the beginning,
Just as every other civilisation has had* There is, of course,

1 a certain truth In the statement of Curtlss that "the seats of
ancient Canaanitlsh heathenism had power to master the Israel* 
Itish conquerors of Canaan", but such a statement must be modi 
fied, since the conquered people allied with the High Places be 
came only partially the conquerors in religion, and it must be 
admitted that Judaism came out of the battle after having paid 
a great prioe, resulting in many soars, but they had broken the
shackles of Canaan!tir»h heathendom* With reference to the (lexer

2 
sanctuary practices, Frazer says, "In this as in many other dark
plaoee of superstition, the present Is the best guide in the 
Interpretation of the pastf for while the higher forms of re- 
liglous faith pass away like clouds, the lower forms stand firm 
and Indestruotable like rooks «<, The rooks of the lower forms 
of religious faith may be porphyritic, yet it is too much to 
say that they are Indeatruotable, for It is well known that 
certain crude religious practices of the past have been broken
by a higher faith*

3We have been reminded that, in order to get the ear 
lier phases of the pillar cult among the Semites, we must turn 
to the pre-Islmmic Arabs 9 but this Is questionable not only In
1. Primitive Semitic Religion Today, p.58.
2. Adonis, Attls, Osiris, 3rd Bd«, Vol*I.,p*109.3* See WHS, Relig. Sem,, 3rd Ed. p*201| Oeeterley ft Robinson,Heb. Relig*, p.40. Compare the contrary, Paterson, Sacri fice, HOB, Vol.IV., p.332.
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view of the uncertainty of the original home of the Semites, 

but also in the light of a comparative atudy of rellgioua de 

velopment. Zf t for example| we take the case of Christianity 

apart from the authenticated primitive documents, it would be 

hazardous to declare whether the Protestant or ^Catholic prac 

tice preserved moat faithfully the practice of the apoetlea, 

and a Catholic apologist would doubtless dispute the claim that 

the newest practice of the Reformation is 9 in fact, older than

the Catholic practice*
1 

MoCown has provided ue with the best clue to the in*

terpretation of modern hagiology of popular origin, when he 

points out that it throws light on the "fundamental interests 

and longings of the human heart and the means which have been 

spontaneously developed to satisfy them". The real importance 

of the modern so-called primitive religion is not that it re 

veals the most ancient CUBtome and outward forms of religious 

practice, but that it does reveal the basic religious inetinota 

and yearnings of the human heart in seeking the security and 

succour of the superhuman, and especially is this manifest 

under the stress of the mysterious an! unusual experience in 

individual or community life* One thing significant about 

the modern primitive Semitic practice Is that the same reli 

gious effect is not dependent on an identical mode of proced-
2 

ure, and, as Palgrave has indicated, the Arab when left to

himself does not see why Christian, Jewish, Moslem, and pagan

creeds and forms should not all be equally true and estimable*
that

It is on this bee is/we should expect in modern Arab religion 

a syncretism of faith and practice which we find in actual fact

1. Muslim Shrines in Palestine, AASOH, 1923, p*47* 
2* Narrative of a Year's Journey through Central and Eastern 

Arabia, Vol.I.,p.68.
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Much of the late tradition and usage is manifestly 

an adaptation or oorruption of the more ancient tradition and 

usage of the Old testament times, and accordingly, as far as 

the latter throws light on the subject, it ie to be preferred 

as more authoritative* The inferiority of the Arab tradition 

in contrast to the archaeological data Is well illustrated in 

the stone at Sa*diyeh9 east of the Sea of Oalilee, which la 

known to the natives as Job's stone* Schumaoher and others, 

in the light of the Arab tradition, associated the stone with 

the ancient worship of the Phoenicians, but the marks which

were observed on the etone served later to identify it with
2 

Hameses II* The *rab tradition and practice should not be re*

garded as a key to the interpretation of either the archaeolo 

gical data or the Scriptural narrative* However, the vast 

amount of information, which has been ao carefully collected 

by patient research students from the field of modern tradi 

tions and customs in Semitic lands an well as similar informa* 

tlon collected from savage tribee in other parts of the world, 

ha« its proper value for comparative purposes but such ought 

always to be used as a clue rather than a key to the anoient 

ideas and customs*

1* Aoross the Jordan, p.191.
2* See Paton, Early History of Palestine and Syria, p.12?.
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IV.

THE COMMON USE OF SACRED STOKES AMONG TliTi WESTERN SBKITBS*

The use of sacred stones appears to hate been common
1

to all branches of the Semitic family as indicated by euch ex 

amples ae the Black Stone of Mecca, the Nabetaean pillars, the 

bas-reliefs of Phoenician territory, the Hebrew Masseboth, as 

well as the pillars of the Semites of Babylonia* It is difficult 

to know Just why the use of sacred pillars was eo common among

the various groups of the Semites. It has been suggested by
2 

Petrie that the Semetic invasion, especially of the Amoritee,

introduced the use of the Haesebah in Palestine, and it is prob-* • w

ably true that the Neolithic Troglodytes, or Aborigines of
3 4 

Canaan, were not acquainted with the sacred pillars* Sayee

thinks the kinship of the Semitic languages indicates that the 

families speaking the Semitic tongue perhaps once lived in a 

compact community, and we may suppose that the origin of the

custom of setting up pillars may be as ancient as the origin of
5 

their language. If this be true, DueBaud is probably in error

when he say« that the custom of erecting sacred etones was ad 

opted by the Israelites from the Canaanites* It is doubtless
6 

fair to assume, on the ground of Temitio kinship, that we are

dealing with a common custom which had its inception at a time 

when the various branches of the Semitic family were in the pro 

cess of development* Ho one need be surprised to find that the

Hebrews inherited many things in common with their femitio neigh-
7

bours, which fact ie .strongly emphasised in the Old Testament.
1* Bee Sayce, Origin and Growth of Religion, p*408. 
2* Eastern Exploration, p*24f• 
3* Op.oit., p*4?7*
4* Raoee of the Old Testament, p*70»
5* Lea Origins^ Cananeennes du Sacrifice Israelite, p.2?2 
6* See Albright, Archaeology and the Bible, p.154. 

J.M* Powis Smith, AJSIX, Jsn.1933, p*172.
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though, as has been pointed out by Barton, similarity of custom 

does not necessarily invalidate their unique spiritual concep 

tions. It is doubtless true that "the air that blew over the

great plains of Babylonia was not quite the same which swept
2 

over Bethel or Jerusalem", but suoh does not minimise the faot

that the life and religion of the Hebrews have "substantial 

analogies 0 among other peoples* How could it be otherwise? We 

know that the founder of the kingdom of Kdora was regarded as 

the twin brother of Jacob, The Ishmaelitee who settled in the

north of the Arabian peninsular were the descendants of Abraham,
4 

who was also the father of the descendants of Keturah in Midian.

tfoab and Aram on traced their ancestry to Lot, and the Moabite 

Stone confirms the close kinship of the Moabites and Hebrews* 

It is significant that Klieser of Dana sous wee so closely as

sociated with Abraham* s house as to be at one time the heir-
5 

apparent, and Jacob found his wives among hie kindred in the

region of Syria, while other evidences confirm the close re*

la t ions hip of the Aramaeans to the Hebrews in custom and lan*
6 

guage. The Phoenicians on the north were in friendly alliance

with Israel, especially at the beginning of the kingdom, and 

recent discoveries have shown close kinship with Israel in 

literature* In view of suoh facts there is no reason to doubt 

that the sacred atones were a part of the common heritage of 

the several Semitic families and date back in origin beyond

thg horlison of history* In limiting this discussion to the ____ 
1. Levitical Cities, B.W., Vol. XXIV, p.l?9j of. Briver, Modern

2. Rogers, Relig. of Babylonia and Assyria, p.lSl.
3* Driver, Authority and Archeology, p.?.
4. Sayoe, Karly Israel, p«33»
5» of* JfiaoCoun, the Holy Land in Geography and History, Vol.11,
6. Cf.*Kittel, Hist, of Heb., Vol.1. ,p.26.
7* Cf. Kaspero, Passing of the Empires, p. 37.
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atudy of the Weatern Semites, we are dealing perhapa not only
'#• _ 

with the neareat kin but also with the neareat neighbours of
1

the Hebrew** The oriinary elaaaifieation diatinguiahea be-. '>
tween the"»irthern and the southern Semites, while the North-

f'S

ern Semites are Divided into further groupa, one of whioh has 

been deaignated aa the Weatern Semites, including the Hebrews, 

Edomitea, Koabites, Ammonites, Canaanitea, Amoritee, Phoenicians, 

and Carthaginians. This underlying ethnic community with simi 

lar CUB tome, language, and habit of mind must be considered,
X,X

Hi

howeter, in the light of the fact that a senee of separateneaa
X' i ' ,

2 F '"• 
ana indltidual peculiarities marked these varioua nations and

i /' .?
distinguished them sharply from each other, in aooordanoe with 

which, we find them at the beginning of hiatory emphasising
• ' t -,

their differences and exalting their special claims.

1. See Barton, Semite*, SR3, Vol.XI, p»38l.
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TttB THEORY 0? CRIQIN*

Tht probltra as to the origin of sacred stones is a 

difficult one, though of considerable importance, since it is 

unlikely that the subsequent practice completely escaped the 

influence of the originative impulses. Various theories of 

origin have been advanced which may be briefly enumerated and 

evaluated*

Certain writers have believed that the conventional 

stones of the Semites were regarded as rude phalli and in such

resemblance is to be found the origin of the pillar as a sacred
1 

symbol* That phalliclem found a place in anoient timea as a

specialised development need not be denied, but the claim that
2 

Semitic religion originated in such needs more testimony than
3 

has been given, and the appeal to modern psychology does not

improve the supposition* The flaws of degeneracy reveal a 

diversity of obsessions in every historical era, but this is 

not sufficient warrant to postulate a universal aooial dogma, 

and it is important to remember that life IB a house of many

windows and is endowed with a complexity of desires and inter-
4 

ests* The evidence of confusion in the phallic differ/tftiae

probably indicates that the entire conception was adventitious,

and, at least, there is no plausibility in the advocacy which
5 would designate it as the initiative motive in the pillar cult*

1* Of* Barton, rketch of Semitic Origins, p.137; see Berdmans.
JBL t Vol.XXX, pJllf.f fcellln, OLZ, Vol.XV, Gol*469f. 

2* Cf. Barton, op.oit., chapter III* 
3« Cf* Barton, op.oit*, p.107, N.I,
4* Cf, WRB, Rellg. &em*, p«212* 0* & R», Hebrew Relgion,p.l57. 
5* See Lagrange, Etudes, p,190| Cook, Notes to 3rd Edit.,p,688.



Another theory has been advanced to the effect that 

the standing atone was originally ohoten by the Semites as 

being the nearest approach to the human form, and that thii 

rudimentary statue was regarded in the earliest times as a 

supernatural nan* Contrary to this view is the faot that

several pillars may stand together where only a solitary deity
2 

is worshipped, and objection may be made on the ground that it

is not a primitive idea to represent a human body or any of its
3 

parts. The combination of the Egyptian stele of Mekal with
4

the Canaanite Btaesebah at Beth-Shan hae been thought to indi~i •
oate a transition, actually discovered in the process, from

the Ma&sebah to the definite anthropomorphic representation
J

of the deity* Such an interpretation minimises the most sig 

nificant feature of the Beth-Shan combination, for the stele 

of Mekal is plainly an Egyptian proclamation, publis ed in an 

appropriate place and in the characteristic manner of the Egypt* 

ians. It har been well said, that, even when the arts had

made considerable progress, the Semites felt no need to fashion
6 

their sacred symbols into the likenessee of the gods* It has

been supposed that while the pillar wait originally intended as 

an image, instead of developing according to the skill of the 

ancient sculptors which would seem to be the normal evolution

if originally chosen with regard to human likeness, the form
7 

was renounced and it became the abode of a spirit. Howbeit,

1. Cf. 0. & R., Heb. Helig. t pp.11,38.
2. Bee WRS, Relig* Bern,, p.210.
3. Cf. Lagrange, Etudes, P*191*
4. See Bewe, MJ, June 1928, p«U7.
5. Cf. Rowe and Vincent, EBFQS, 19J1, p*13«
6. Cf. WRS, op.clt., p.207f. 
?. Cf* 0* ft R., op.oit., p.11.
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If to represent the human body had been the fundamental motive 

of the eaored stones, then the difficulty of diverting the ohief 

development into a different channel would probably requirt the

equivalent of a new beginning. It appears certain that the
1 2 

prototype of the consummate pillare of Jerusalem and Tyre did

not, in the germinative stage, appear in the guise of an anthro 

pomorphic elm Ha or urn*

It has been widely accepted as a principle in Semitic 

religion, that the religious structure originated in the concep 

tion that the whole world of earth, water, air, and sky was
3

animated with divine life, and that the sacred stones thus re 

ceived sanctity* The varying modification? of this theory ac 

count for a large part of the literature dealing with the
4 

origin of the eaored stones* The idea may sound plausible,

but it is when we attempt to trace the course of development 

that the postulate becomes difficult* It may be a simple 

matter to comprehend the adoration of the spirits of nature..

incarnate in animals and trees, but, as pointed out by Con*
5 

tenau, it is a different thing when v/e face the problem of

the origin of the sanctity of stones* ¥e may assume that the

natural rook boulders, from which echoe* and other mysterious6
sounds were heard, or from which living water sprang, were re 

garded as sacred, but, when we attempt to transfer this con 

ception to the conventional stones, it requires a complete

1. I Kings 7
2. Herodotus, II, 44.
3. Of. JFM & JMPB, Semitic Religion, NSBD, P.BlS.
4. See Tylor, PC, Vol.11, p.l60j Kautisch, HBB, Extra-Vol.,

p.620| Fowler, Origin and Growth of Hebrew Religion,p.11.
5. Manuel d* Aroheologle Orientale, Vol.1, p.285,
6. See J7U & JU?B y ibid.



33

forfeit of the original idea* Furthermore, we cannot escape the 

implications of the fact that, among the Semites the instances

of the worship of rook» and stone*, in situ, are neither numer-
1 

oua nor prominent*

The theory, that the saored etonee were chosen on the
r* I*

basis of convenience for ritual purposes, is indeed significant, 

but it must not be taken as a universal criterion of the prac 

tice, since it is largely based on the late Arab identification 

of the idol and the altar* The Arab practice, instead of in 

dicating the original statue*, more probably signifies a final 

oryBtalisation in the given community, and, while this desert 

consummation did not obtain wide specialisation; as in the case 

of the more cultured centres, yet it could scarcely be less 

than a gnarled maturity* We cannot conclude from the Arab 

evidence that the stone wae chosen in the beginning on the 

solitary basis of convenience for ritual purposes any more

than we might regard the Masseboth, which marked the Cyprian
3 

graves, as indicative of a universal memorial origin* It is

perhaps best to recognise the importance of the Tab practice
4 

without assigning it a universal scope* In any case, the

evidence is secure that a close bond existed between the altar 

and the pillar, as is plainly indicated in the narratives of 

the Old Testament, though this does not neoe&aarily imply that 

they were identical in the beginning*

1. Cf. V7I&, Kelig. Bern., p*209*
2. See TOS, op*oit. t p«212f Wellhfusen, Reete Arabischen Heiden~ 

tucies, p*99f Jevone, Introd. to History of Kelig,, p.lUt 
Moore, KB, Vol.Ill, Col.2982.

3. See OR, Kypros, p.l?3*
4. Cf. Lagrange, ibid.
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Certain atones enjoyed the distinction of hating 

fallen from the sky, but it hardly seems necessary to say that 

not all can be explained as hating developed from the mystery

of meteorites. However, it must be recognised that not only
2 3 

meteorites but also stone fossils and stalactites had some

place in the development*

That the originative idea was derived from the shape

of the mountains, has against it the fact that the stone did
4 

not ordinarily resemble the mountain, and also it would seem

strange to erect the conventional representation alongside> or
5 

on the summit of the original prototype* It has been suggest*

ed that the sacred pillar represented the reduction of the Zig-
6 

gurat, which, in turn, was a reduction of the earth mountain*

The oosmological conception of the Ziggurat may have sometimes 

been applied to the conical stone, but the idea is too abstract 

to explain the origin of a practice which flourished on so large 

a scale; furthermore, the reduction of an advanced theological 

symbol to a mere pillar does not seem plausible on the face of it

The use of standing stones, in connection with the 

burial of the dead in the earliest times, has been thought to

1. Bee Burton, Mecca, Vol.Ill, p.48j Wainwright, PEFQS, 1934. 
p*32ff. J

2* At the entrance of a dolmen near Tell Hum, the writer picked 
up a limestone nodule, five and one-half inches In cir 
cumference, three inches long, and egg-shaped, which hap, 
all over the surface, magnificently perfect fossils of 
small flowers and grass-seed pods. Its relation to the 
dolmen may be of no importance, but it doubtless possesses 
the bapio potentialities of the portable baetyls of magic 
al fame*

3* See Evans. JHS, Vol.XXI, p.111.
4, Of* Lods, Israel, p.262*
5* See Bxod* 24i4| Robinson, Sarcophagus, p.120.
6* See Lagrange, ibid*
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provide the clue as to the origin of the pillar. It **» ftt 

least, highly significant that the pillars were associated with 

graves in a very early period, and it is probable that the 

gravestone;* played some part in the early development of the 

cult, though, certainly, only a part* It must not be fprgot- 

ten that the sacred stones were comprehensive in their relation 

to the affairs of the community and frequently were not linked 

witu graves*

It has been well said that it ie impossible to trace 

a river to its source, for the farther up-stream we go, the

more brooks and streams we find, until we discover that a river
2 

has not a single source but many* Explorers in the field of

religious origins have sometimes mistaken a shoal- or a bend in 

the stream for the fountain-head* The probability is that mul 

tiple causes were operative to emphasise in the primitive mind 

the unique value of oertain rtones, yet* there was certainly* 

at tome point, the development of a conventional importance 

which gave unity In the midst of diversity, the basin of which 

was perhaps the real or imaginary connection between certain 

stones and the ancestral heritage*

1* Kennedy, HBB, P»73°* suggests the possibility that considera 
tion for the dead may lie at the basis of the pillar cult* 
Thomeen, Palaetlna und seine Kultur, p.31, thinks that 
menhirs, such ae those found in relation to dolmens, are 
probably memory atoncr, and that the Hasseboth in the next 
age also served suoh a purpose* Mackenzie, FEFQB, Get* 
1912* p*l?5> propose* that the pillar was originally set 
up to some remote ancestor who wae afterwards held in 
veneration as the head <f the family of which the pillar 
became the sacred heirloom*

2* Yerkes, JAOfc, Vol.XLVII-XLVIII, p*80*
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VI 

DEVELOPMENT AHD PlfTUSIOH.

The tendency of a community to rally around the relics 

of ancestral greatness is a well known characteristic of man 

in every stage of civilisation. The Wailing Wall in Jerusalem 

is a modern example of such, with its pageantry of Jewish mourn 

ing for the ancient ancestral heritage which hae suffered pol 

lution and desolation; the stones most ancient are the stones 

most cherished, being kissed and fondled with ardent passion 

and devotion, while great lamentations and urgent prayers are 

made in the name of the ancient worthies of Israel in behalf 

of and in the hope of a restoration of the heritage* Another

illustration of the same fact is to be observed in the annual
1 

Jewish festival at Helron, west of Safed, where, aseoeiated

with the graves of certain celebrated Rabbis, are three pil-
2 

lars of stone, which, at the festival of the "Great Burnings 11 ,

become the centre of frenzy and emotion on the part of Jews 

from distant lands as well as from all over Palestine* It 

merely illustrates how a permanent symbol of the ancestral 

heritage of honour and achievement may become a rallying point 

and a religious Incentive* This tendency in the human race, 

to venerate whatever may be associated with cherished history, 

is sufficiently Illustrated by the multitudinous churches and 

mosques that have been built on historical sites in Bible Lands
^^_____ _ _____ ________

1. See Luke, PEFQS. 1932, p.?8ff.; Masterman, FEFQS, 1919. p»l"nff.
2* Of. II Chron* 16«14| 21il9; Isa. 57*9; Jer. 34*5.
3* Just outside the Zion Gate in Jerusalem, may be seen today an 

old pillar (see fig.^5".), formerly belonging to some an 
cient structure. The writer saw a group of native women 
pause in the presence of this unseemly stone and reverent 
ly kiss it, which was explained to him by some native men 
in the vicinity as being "very ancient".
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and, indeed, the moat culturally advanced people in the world 

are known to rally around their monuments of national and com 

munity exploits. It is not strange that the grates of heroes 

in primitive times became centres of veneration. Stones per 

haps became associated with the ancestral heritage in various 

waysf for example, a meteorite excited deep curiosity and be 

came increasingly important through succeeding generations, 

while, on the other hand, the convenience of ordinary stones 

in certain localities led to an early adaptation of such to the 

necessities of human experience, some of which were in a spec 

ial way related to the heritage of the tribe* Thus, particul 

ar stones achieved prominence in a community very naturally in 

connection with the tendency of man to inquire into and to use 

the material objects which came to hand. The stones which 

were thus set apart for whatever reason, in the due course of 

time, were clothed with the mysteries of the most venerable 

antiquity. Such stones naturally became the visible tokens

of authority in the problems of human relationships and served
1 

as sanctions in the internal affairs of the tribe, ae well as
2 

in inter-tribal transactions; accordingly, there clustered

about the sacred stones important customs, imperatives, rights, 

and names which were dynamic in tribal esprit de corps, and 

provided an incentive to religious exercises. The tribal 

sheikh would naturally associate himself with the ancestral 

stone as a visible sanction of his authority to administer the 

affairs of the heritage, and it became the proper place for 

Judicial proceedings, while, at the same time, it was a suitable

1. Cf. Josh, 24i25»
2. Cf. Gen. 31i44f.
3. Cf. II Kings Hi 14.



place for the making of vows and the taking of oathsj in which 

case, tht consequent fitting penalty for unfaithfulness might 

be the forfeiture of the normal rights in the heritage. The 

curses, blessings, and promises of the deity were associated 

with the stones, while the religious beliefs and practices 

would also be identified with such relics of the past* This 

is in line with the well known fact that the treasured heritage 

of religious, pocial, political, and economical values of the 

Semites was always firmly anchored in the sacred past* A 

sense of kinship with the mysterious past gate sanctity to 

antiquity and served to preserve the customs, traditions, and 

imperatives of the tribe, while the deeire to share in the an 

cestral heritage and a fear of the consequent evils involved 

in a departure from the ancestral paths caused them to regard 

their heritage as a stream coming out of the realm of the ven 

erable years. Doubtless, in the early times, the sacred stones

were regarded as the silent messengers from the realm of ha How-
1 

ed traditions.

The interaction between tribes served greatly to 

stimulate the importance of the sacred stone*, and continued 

to enhance the tribal value of the Atones through a long per 

iod of time, contributing to the crystalieation of the conven 

tional practice. In the historical period, the results of 

reciprocal influences may be observed in the entire range of 

the evidence. The couree of development in the different 

tribes wa* neither identical nor simultaneous, but a high sus 

ceptibility is to be expected in the contagion of a simple

1* Even a wine-press, a threshing-floor, or a well might bt 
invested with sanctity and become a place of enchant 
ment through the hallowed influence of the past.
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custom operating in a field of natural tendency, and the in 

teraction would serve only to mature that which was already 

evident. Therefore, it would be an error to say that one tribe 

originated sacred stones and others borrowed the practice. Thus 

we may suppose that reciprocal tribal influences played a part 

not only in the development, but also in the wide distribution 

of the conventional practice, and yet the process was silent 

and unobtrusive, spreading from one field of natural tendency 

to another*

The recognition that the development was in the field 

of natural inclination through the stimulation of cultural in 

teraction may help us to understand the paradox of the seeming
1 

universal derivation from a "single simplified source*1 and the
2 

apparent independent origination in certain regions* It is not

imposeible to think of the monoliths of western Europe as having
3 

some link with the east, due to the transmission of a simple

idea through the ordinary contact of the old world which only

served, however, to influence a field of natural tendency* The
4 

argument which supposes the Semitic.origin of British megaliths,
5 

the Egyptian origin of all megaliths, or that they are due to
6 

the maritime exploits of an early race of metal seekers, does

not seem to comprehend the fact that the field of natural tendency

1. Maeeingham, Review of G.E.&mith, Diffusion of Culture, London 
Times, Nov.19,1933, says that the idea of cultures spring 
ing up spontaneously and without contacts from one another, 
has been abandoned as demonstrably untrue*

2* Graham Callander, Lecture to the League of Prehifctoriana, Re 
ported In "Scotsman*, March 16, 1933, indicated that there 
Is evidence that "the Scottish stone circle was conceived 
and perfected in Scotland• "

3* See Petrie, Eastern Explorations, p.27.
4» See Lookyer, Stonehenge, p»25>l.
5* See G.E. Smith, Ancient Egyptians, p.176; Migration of Early 

Culture, p.?8.
6. See Chllde, The Aryans, p.101.
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1 
facilitated and conditioned the distribution. Macalister has

pointed out that the wide area of distribution, and the many 

gape which it presents, requires some other solution than that

the megalithio monuments are to be regarded as the work of a
2 

single wandering race. It is not reasonable, nor is it ntec-

essary, to suppose that the races of the earth were once united 

in a universal cult of sacred stones, and equally absurd is the 

suggestion that the wide diffusion of sacred stones is based on

a phase of man's religious development toward higher forms of
4 

belief.

There is no valid reason for assigning the stone monu 

ments of the Western Semitic lands to any fabulous people, since
6 

there is nothing against the probability of Semitic origin, and,
7 

indeed, the emphatic Semitic characteristic in the use of sacred

pillars indicates that they were not dependent in their cult 

upon megaliths of a prior civilisation.

In the course of the wide specialisation of the sacred 

stones in the later periods, the process by which stones achieved 

sacredness was greatly modified, and ordinary stones were found

1. ERE, Vol.XI, p.880.
2. Cook, Relig. Pal., p.11, Indicates that they need not be at* 

tributed to any "decisive migration, whether from east to 
west, or the reverse"*

3. Cf. Conybeare, Baetul, TTIG, Vol.11, p.l80.
4. Cf. Palmer, Jacob at Bethel, p.94.
5* It is true that ancient monuments would excite curiosity (of. 

Cook, Relig. Pal.,p.9),but it is probable that even the 
Hebrews were not ignorant of the general signifionaoe of 
eacted stones. Also, the distinct traces of the chisel may 
be against any general relationship to the Zuzim or the Re- 
phaim (Cf. P*& C.,Art in Sardinia & Judea, Vol.I,p.268.)

6. See Bensinger, Heb.Arch,p.41. The Semites came into Palestine 
perhaps toward the close of the fourth millenium (of. Al- 
bright, AASOR, Vol.VI,pp.59,73). The monoliths at Bab ed- 
Dra'a, assigned to the Semites, are dated at the beginning 
of the 2nd millenium (cf.Kyle & Albright,Biblio.Sacra,1927. 
p.28o). '

7. See Hall, Ancient History of the Near East, p.441, with ref 
erence to the name "ANTIU" as the "pillar»foik".
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suitable for immediate induction into the realm of sanctity. 

Ceremonial investiture became a frequent occurrence, depend 

ing on the particular circumstances, though some stones in 

late times perhaps achieved sacredness according to the prim* 

itive process. Specialisation of meaning was Inevitable, 

after the custom had received recognition, and, in like manner, 

specialised reaeons for the ascription of sanctity to stones 

are plainly to be observed in the later period. Accordingly,

there is no necessity to suppose that the narratives, such as
1 

that which associates the stones at Gllgal with Joshua, were
2 

aetiologloal in conception*

1. Josh. 4t3«
2. See Gray, Sacrifice in O.T., p.N>3i Offord, PWQ8, 1919, p.129.



42 

VII

CUP-CAVITIES IN THE SACRED STONES.

It IB well known that cup-marks are found In great 
1 

profusion in the geographic environment of the ancient Semites.

It is because they are frequently associated with the archaeo 

logical Menhirs, appearing on the vertical as well as the hori 

zontal surfaces of such, that the interpretation becomes vital 

in the study of the Pillar Cult. Since the cup-marks on the 

Menhirs apparently bear some relationship to those found on the 

natural rook surfaces, it becomes necessary to investigate the 

question from a general point of view. The variety of places

where cup-marks ere found, together with the wide difference in
2 

size, shape, and arrangement of the cavities, confronts th«

archaeologist as one of the most difficult questions, relating 

to the early culture of man. Cup-marks are sometimes found 

singly and isolated but more frequently in groups* Perhaps 

their most characteristic association is with caves, but they 

are often found in connection with dolmens and rook-hewn tombs, 

as well as on the bare rock surfaces.

It is certain that the majority of cup-marks In the 

region of our investigation are of great antiquity. Wherever 

cup-marks appearing on rock surfaces have any connection with 

other remains that can be definitely dated, those remains are 

assigned to the pre-Semltic race. The evidence at Gezer seems

to Indicate that cup-marks may have been the peculiar expression
3 .A 

of the Troglodytes; and at Tell Zakariya the debris, accumulated

It Cf. Macalister, PEPQS, 1900, p.249*
2. See Bertholet, History of Hebrew Civilisation, p.39; Cook,

Religion of Palestine, p.11 f.; Driver, Modern Kesearch, 
p.65 ff«

3. Gezer, Vol.I., p«139-



above a large cup-nark, contained the early typea of leraelite

pottery, which indicates that the cup-mark antedated the Heb-
1 

rews. The collocation of the oup-marks with a standing atone

at the mouth of the Troglodyte crematorium cafe, which was after 

wards used ae a burial place by the earliest Semites, shows a 

transition froa the cup-marked surface to the standing stone,

since the standing stone was erected on top of an accumulation2 
of about a foot of earth over the group of oup-marks. The oup-

marked rook surface was perhaps superseded by the standing pil 

lar prior to the time of Abraham, and this conforms to the sug

gestion that the cup-marks were made by people in the Neolithic
4 

stage of culture*

While the cup-marks definitely belong to a high anti 

quity, it is important to observe that it is not an uncommon 

thing to find them adapted to modern use. Small cup-marks may

be observed on numerous grave stones of the Hebrews, Arabs, and
6 

Christians in the vicinity of Jerusalem. In a tomb shrine at

Beit Ta'amir, there is a natural stone just inside the entrance, 

which stands elevated above the average floor level in whioh is 

a oiroular cup-mark, probably belonging to antiquity, about the 

size of a coffee cup, and is kept filled with water* Just in

side the Damascus Oate in Jerusalem in the tomb sanctuary of
7 

Sheikh Lulu, a stone with a large antique cavity is built into

the wall with the cavity on a vertical plane, and the worship 

pers come to reverently rub their hands inside the cavity. At

1. Maoalister, PIF^S, l899t p*25ft
2. Oeser, Vol.11., p*3&>«
3* Maoalister, EBFQS, 1905, p»3&4.
4* Dunkinfleld-Astley, ERE, Vol. IV., p. 363.
5. Of* Oray, Sacrifice in Old Testament, p. 123.
6. Of. fforrell, AASOR, 1923, p.8j see below, fig* 3>;36; of. Cook.

Religion of Ancient Palestine, p,12f . 
7» See fig.
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Sarepta large cup-marks, apparently of ancient construction 

have been adapted to a secular purpose and used as evaporation

basins for the production of salt from the Mediterranean Sea
1

water. The writer saw two Bedouin women using an ancient cup- 

hole, on the cliff above the amphitheatre at Amman, for the
2 

purpose of pounding grain* Of course, the modern use of the

more ancient cup-marks must be regarded as an adaptation of a 

relic to current experience and does not explain its signifi 
cance in antiquity, but the fact is important in that it shows 
the tendency of the later inhabitants to adopt and adapt, to 
their own purposes, features which belonged primarily to their 

predecessors.

The question as to whether cup-marks were originally 
designed for secular or religious purposes is difficult to de 

termine, but it is probable that, in the period of their ear 
liest development, the cup-marks were primarily secular con 
veniences, and it may be that in such a period, the distinction 

between the secular and the sacred was not clearly drawn. In 
the large pot-cavities around the prehistoric caves at Meg* 
iddo, evidence in the form of ash remains indicates that some 

were used for cooking, and it seems reasonable to suppose that 
cup-cavities may have been invented for the every-day conven 

iences of the desperate and hard life of the cave dwellers* 

It only follows as a natural consequence that what had been 

useful in daily life should find a place in the religious cul 

ture. It is probable that the first adaptation of cup-marks 

from a secular to a sacred use, was in behalf of the dead. At

1. See fig. 3V--
2. See fig. 33 •
3. Kittel, (Studien, p.131,) thinks the cup-marks were origin 

ally made for libations.
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least, there was a very early tendency to associate cup-marks
1 2 

with burial caves and dolmens. The convenience of cup-marks

for the reception of liquid offerings In behalf of the dead or 

the deity would quickly become apparent to those who found them 

useful in their own experience. Accordingly, in the sacred 

places consecrated by Neolithic man, we find the splendid examp 

les of cup-marks adapted to sacred purposes, as for example in 

the cave chamber at Gezer, where the cups are arranged in a pur 

posed pattern of three concentric ovals, which Macalieter termed 

a gigantic table of offering* The relation of cup-marks in the 

Neolithic period to religious and funerary rites had given them 

a mystical and symbolic significance long before the advent of 

the Semites, and, when the Semites appeared on the scene, the

cup-marks were the typical and permanent characteristic of both
4 

the secular and religious culture of their predecessors*

The Semitic invaders with their more advanced culture 

had little need for the cup-marks, but the values of a previous 

culture are seldom completely neglected by the euoxeding civi 

lisation, especially when the relic is of an indestructable type* 

To some extent the cup-marks were perhaps adapted to various
5

uses by the Semites, but the problem that especially confronts 

us in this study is to determine why cup-marks are found on the 

standing stones of the Semites*

1* Gezer, Vol* II., p.380. Cf. Fitzgerald, PKFQS, 1922, p.l8.
2. Conder, Survey of Eastern Palestine, p.268, fig. 113; Cf• 

Kandcock, Archaeology, p.l8.
3. Gezer, Vol.1., p.139* 
4* Cf. Gezer, Vol.1., p»l?3.
5* See Macalister, Gezer, Vol.11., p.425; of. Petrie, Researches 

in Sinai, p.66fl; cf. Wood, Religion of Canaan, pp.11,33.
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1
The various interpretations of cup-marks as stellar 

maps, neighbourhood maps, gaming tables, or a primitive mode 

of writing have been applied to cup-marks on rock surfaces, 

but such ideas do not satisfactorily explain the lateral cup- 

marks on Menhirs. Certain writers have regarded the lateral
2 

cup-marks as representative of the feminine principle, but it

has been pointed out that the channels between the holes con 

tradict this interpretation* With reference to the statement
4 

of Herodotus that he saw in Syria pillars which had a feminine
5 

designation, it is difficult to know just what he meant, but

we may be sure that what he saw belonged to the later and more 

imaginative Greek period, and does not signify in any case that

the cup-marks were symbols of a female deity, worshipped by the
6 

Aborigines* We may dismiss the possibility that cup-marks
7 

were sex symbols, except perhaps in some rare cases* The con-
8 

jeoture, that the cup-mark represented an eye, perhaps the eye

of the deity, or served as a magical charm against the evil-eye, 

could hardly be used to explain the lateral cup-marks with con 

necting channels* A widely accepted theory as to the signifi 

cance of lateral cup-marks on Masseboth is that they were for*9 
the purpose of receiving libations of blood or oil, rubbed on,

as an offering to the numen supposed to reside in the stone.

1. Cf* Blair, PEFqS, 1919, p.l?!; of* Dunkinfield-Aetley,ERK, 
Vol.4, p.364; of. Macalister, Gezer, Vol.1*, p*l53*

2. See Spoer, Z.A.W., 1908, p«2?lff*; cf.Sellin, O.L.Z*,
Vol.XV., Col*317; see also Budde, O.L.Z.,Vol*XV,Col.251 
for refutation; see Benzinger, Heb* Arch*, p.323.

3. Kittel. r^tudien, p.130, N.lj of* Cook, Notes to 3rd edit., 
p.688.j: Si^^i*^*^'^

6. Paton, ER1, Vol.III., p*l?8«
7. Cf. Cook, Religion of Ancient Palestine, p.12, N.I.
8. Cf. Dunkinfield-Astley, ERE, Vol.1 V, p.364,
9. Kittel, Studien, p.129; cf. Driver, Modern Research,p*65; 

of. Cook, Religion of Ancient Palestine, p.l3» of. 
Kennedy, Pillar, H.D.B. p.730.
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This theory, however, is hardly tenable in view of the fact that

the lateral cup-marks do not appear to have received the supposed
1 

treatment; for example at Gezer, certain stones showed signs

of ritual treatment where no cup-marks existed, while there was 

no evidence that unguents had been applied to the cup-marks. 

The connecting lines on the vertical surface between the cup- 

marks could scarcely have the same practical use as the inter-
2

connected cup-marks on a horizontal plane, such as at Artuf.

Vincent is doubtless correct when he indicates that the cup-
3 

hollows on the Menhirs were rmt to no practical use, and his

suggestion that they were symbolic of offerings to the deity 

is worthy of consideration, at least, we may agree that they were 

symbolic in nature* The connecting lines between the cup-marks 

on lateral surfaces show conclusively that the purpose was sym 

bolic, since the connecting lines could have no practical value. 

It seems probable, however, that the lateral cup-marks, instead 

of being emblematic of offerings to the deity, were symbolic of 

the heroic past, the cup-marks being the chief relic of environ 

mental antiquity* One may suppose that the cup-marks on the 

standing stones were copied from a horizontal surface even to 

the inclusion of the gutters. Vincent is right in regarding 

the presence of the cup-holes in the High Place area at Gexer

as significant of a possible connection between the primitive
4 

Neolithic sanctuary and that of the new race. It is well known

that the Semites gave great attention to the venerable past. 

There is, indeed, nothing to contradict the possibility that the 

vertical cup-marks on some of the pillars at Gezer were in the

1. Vincent, Canaan, p.111.
2. Of. Kittel, Btudien, p.130, who regards them as having a sim 

ilar purpose.
3. Canaan, p.129; cf. the contrary, Lods, Israel, p.94.
4. Canaan, p.118.
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1
stone before being quarried, and If such be the case, it im 

plies that the Semitic Gezerites favourably regarded the stones, 

which bore the characteristic marks of their predecessors. It

has been suggested that the cavities on the Menhir at el-Mererat
2 

maybe tribal marks, but the cup-marks on the pillars at Gezer

were perhaps placed on the pillars for'the same reason that the 

pillars were placed near the sacred cave of the TroglodytfB.

The cup-marks found on the top of Menhirs, such as the 

one found by Condcr near Amman, may well have been used for lib 

ations or as receptacles for holding water. There can scarcely 

be any doubt that the Semites adapted the horizontal cup-marks

to ritual purposes, as the portable tables of offerings found
4 5 

in every strata at Gezer, as well as the shallow saucers in the

shrine of the kings at Serabit indicate. The Old Testament does

not speak of the use of cup-marks in a religious or secular cap-
6 

acity, either among the Ganaanites or the Hebrews, which fact ,

however, does not indicate that cup-marks were not in use in Old 

Testament times, but it may indicate that the cup-marks played 

neither an important nor an outrageous part in the religious 

life of the first millenium B.C. in Palestine.

1. Of. Kay, Mas.sebah. ERE, Vol.VIII., p.488.
2. Dalman, P.J., 190o, p.5l| of. Oreesmann, ABAT, p.124; cf. 

Moulton, AAGOR, Vol.1., p.57.
3. Survey of Eastern Palestine, p.23.
4. Oezer, Vol.11., p*42jj of. '7ood. J.B.L., Vol.XXXV., p. 11. 
$• Petrie, Researches in Sinai, p.6bff.; cf. Cook, Religion of

Ancient Pnleetine, p.!3» 
o. Cf. Wood, i ; ibifl.; cf. Kay, Maesebah, ERE, 'Vol. VIII. f p.488;

See Zeoh.3i9; Isa. 57*6; 'I Bam. 7:6; Judg. 6:20; cf. 
Kellner, EEFQS, 1913, p.l84; cf. Kittel, Studien, p,107ff.
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VIII 

THB RELATION OF SACRED STORES TO BURIAL PLACES *

In ancient times, grates were frequently marked with 

Menhirs, stone-circles were sometimes associated with the necro 

polis, dolmens were linked with various stone and pillar arrange 

ments, while often, many stones of various sizes were heaped 

upon the grate* In our inquiry as to the relation of sacred 

stones to burial places, we may assume that dolmene in their 

original conception,, were designed as tombs* As such, they

have been erected in various parts of the world over a wide per*
2 

iod of time* In the area of the Western Semites, they are gen-
3 

erally attributed to the end of the Neolithic period, though

they may perhaps properly be related to the same epoch as the
" A

cist burials at the necropolis of Teleilat Ohassul, which be-
4 

longed to an early stage of the Bronze Age, as indicated by the

bronze implements discovered there in the recent excavations*
5 

The early age of the dolmens, found in association with pillars,

indicates the high antiquity of the link between graves and 

standing stones* The question arises as to whether dolmens 

served any cult purpose. If they were the objects of icono 

clastic zeal, such might indicate that they had some important

ritual significance* The fact that they are especially numer-
6

ous east of the Jordan, while their scarcity in western Palestine
-TT-— -T-JI-__ L-W -n "a i———i———'———————" —— •-———————— • - —•—— •—•—• -• —• •- -•- ——---———ITT--- - - -IL -.-•t-.Tii- -rji_.->. ;L .__ir .- _ ,j._. - -- - ^r T T. mi ___ -TTT ,nr -.L r - a _q

1. Cf. Gray, Sacrifice in O.T., p.112.
2. See Smith, Migration of Early Culture,p.78; Tallgren, Anti 

quity, June 1933t P«201; Peet, Stone and Bronze Age in 
Italy and Sicily,p.275} Macalister, ERE, Vol.XI.,p.88l.

3* How to Observe in Archaeology, p.78} of. Benzinger, Heb* 
Arch*, p.41.

4. Cf. Neuville, Palestine Post, July 30,1933.
5« Cf. Thomsen, Palastina und seine Kultur, pp*31, 45*
6. See Schumacher, Across the Jordan, p.l?2; Vincent, Canaan* 

p.411} Conder, PKFQS, 1882, p.69ff.
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1 2 
la oonspiouous, suggests ioonoclaem, ., though there may be other

3
plausible explanations*

We may discount, as scarcely worthy of attention, the

suggestions that dolmens are the explanation of Abraham 1 a altar
4 5 

at fchechera, Jacob's "gate of heaven", Kosea'n reference to altars
6

as "heaps in the furrow* of the field", or Isaiah's mention of
7 8 

the "table for Gad", for suoh passages find better explanation

apart from dolmens* It is true that there is some evidence to
9 

indicate that dolmens had a cult importance. ' inoe dolmens are

oup~marked and associated with stone-circles, their sacred value 

is emphasised, and In view of the faot that their true Import 

ance was sepulchral * we may suppose that they were associated 10 
with the cult of the dead and perhaps frequently used as altars*

The possible adaptation of the flat stone roof of the dolmens for

altar purposes may be Indicated by the faot that the people of
11 

Belu use stone offering places made of piled up atones with a

flat top-stone. The several theories of the modern Bedouins

suggest the possible uses to which dolmens may have been adapted
12 13 

in times past, namely, as ancient graves, places of sacrifice,
14 

and as Belt el Ghul, "ghoul's house"* The Arab version of the

1* See Gray, op.cit.,p*K 7j Vincent, ibid| Petre,FBPQ8, 1931,p*157*
2. See Gray, ibid*
3* See Cook, Relig*Pal»,p*10§ Bertholet,IU»t. of Heb* Otv*,p,40.
4* Cf» Maspero, Struggle of the Nations,p«l63t Gen.12?7.
> Of* Conder, Heth and Moab, p*241$ Gen.28117,
6* Cf« Conder, FBFQ^, 1882, p«142f Hosea 12tll,
7* Conder, ibid*| lea. 6$til.
i* Cf» Vincent, Canaan, pt425, H.I. 
9* Cf. Greesmann, Z*A*T.W*,1909,p«115t Maoallster,PBFQ,Sf 1900,p*224t

Phillips, P17qa,l882,p«27X| Conder, EEfQ£,l8S2,p*12» 
10* Cf. Kennedy, HDB, Vol*I.,p.?3; Cookf Rellg*Pal*,p.llf Kltttl,

studlen,p*124, N*l| Handcock, Archaeology, p«331* 
11* See Perry, Eegallthlc Culture of Indonesia, p*2c» 
12* Cf* Vincent, Canaan. p»256« 
13* Cf. Conder, £EFQS,l882,p*76, with reference to Hajr ed-Dumm,

"Stone of blood"* 
14* Conder, op«olt*,p«12*



ghoul houses may have some bearing on the passage in Deuter-
2 

onomy which speaks of the abominations of the backsliding

Israelites who sacrificed unto devils, provoking God to anger.

Such may have some support in the various traditions, concern-
4

ing the haunts of demons, which lend plausibility to the sup 

position that the hole drilled in the entrance of some of the

dolmens was designed to allow the spirit free access to and
5 

egress from the tomb. The story of Balaam's sacrifices must
6

bear some relation to the Moabite dolmens, though it is Im 

probable that this narrative was aetiologloal in conception,
7 

since, as Sayce has pointed out, it is almoet inconceivable

that a Jewish fabricator of prophecies would make a Gentile 

diviner the mouth-piece of Jehovah. Therefore, we find some 

basis for the conclusion that some of the dolmen structures 

were actually built during the period of the Hebrew approach 

to Canaan through Transjordania. Howbeit, while the dolmens 

were ordinarily graves of important personages, there was some 

ritual practice associated with them , atd it is possible that 

the dolmen structure provided an altar pattern which may serve

to explain the simple structures which do not appear to have
8 

been sepulchral.

1. The Arabs think the dolmens at el-Mareighat are haunted and 
erect stone pillars in the vicinity as a propitiation. Cf. 
Conder, PSFQS, 1882, p.73»

2. Deut. 32il7.
3* Cf. Finn, PEFQS, 1882, p.135-
4. Thompson, Semitic Magic, p.90, quotes, "0 thou evil demon, 

turn thee to get hence; 0 thou that dwellest in ruins, 
get thee to thy ruins". Perry, Megallthic fulture of 
Indonesia, p.5?» says that in Keisar the ghosts of the 
dead are supposed to live in the lofts of old houses.

5* See Paton, Spiritism and the Cult of the Dead,p.2f Evans. 
JHS, Vol.XXI.,p.l8l; Crooke, ERE, Vol.XI,,p.874.

6. Cf. Vincent, Canaan, p.424.
7. Early History of Hebrews, p.228f.
>. See Macalister, 28*08,1900,p.224; Conder, PEPQ.S, 1882,
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1
It has been thought that stone-circles and enclosures, 

In relation to grates, were magioal in significance for the pro 

tection of the dead or the worshippers from the power of exter-
2

nal demons, but, in any case, the circles associated with bur 

ial places must hate been the scenes of religious ceremonies,
A A 3

as at the necropolis at Teleilat Ghaesul, which appears to have 

been a sanctuary as well. There is a large etone-circle, ap 

proximately fifty-five metres in diameter associated with the 

necropolis, implying some religious importance, while some 

significance must be attached to the arrangement of the burial 

cists in relation to the general network of stone enclosures*

Burial places appear to have been associated with
4 5 

worship from the earliest times down to the present day* As

to the significance of the connection between graves and sanc 

tuaries, there are several possible solutions. The linking
6

of the church and the cemetery as in the case of our civilisa 

tion may have been baaed on nothing more than the logical suit 

ability of such as a gathering place for the rendering of de 

votion to the deity* It is perhaps impossible for man to 

divorce his religious experience from his emotions in times 

of bereavement, and consequently a natural link was realised 

in the union of the sanctuary and necropolis* It may be that

1* Of. P* & C., History of Art in Sardinia and Judea, Vol.I.p.292.
2. Cf. Conder, Heth and Moab, p*22j.
3* Through the kindness of Iff* Stekelis, Hebrew University, Jeru 

salem, the writer had the privilege of observing the necro 
polis in the process of excavation*

4* The Sabeans had a special veneration for the two great pyra 
mids,believed by them to be the sepulchres of Seth and 
Idreesj see Palgrave, Narrative of a Year 1 a Journey, 
Vol.II..p.258»

5* The hill-top Wely is ordinarily linked with a tomb} of. Cur- 
tiss. Primitive Semitic Religion Today, p.?8j Paton, AASOR, 
Vol.I.,p.62. Ramsay, Pauline and Other Studies, p.179, 
says the Takhati meet to celebrate the ritual of their cult 
in the cemetery.

6. Cf• Conder, Heth & Moab, p.221.
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ritual practice at the burial places only indicates the normal
1

regard for the dead* It is, at least, an unsatisfactory dic 

tum which would make the combination of a grave with a sanc-
2 

tuary the sure proof of ancestor worship* The great burnings

for the departed kings of Judah have been interpreted as evi 

dence of ancestor worship by the Hebrews, but the practice was
4 

more likely the burning of many spices as funeral rites in

honour of the kings. However, one need not deny that the cult 

of the dead was one of the most ancient and most firmly entrench 

ed perils which beset the prophetic religion of Israel, and that
5 

centuries of conflict centred around the pereictent practice*

The reference in the Psalm to the sin of Baal-peor seems con 

clusive that t e rites of that place consisted, at least in

part, of sacrifices to the dead* The abominations of Baal-peor
7 8 

echo throughout the Bible, and many of the Hebrew prohibitions

were apparently aimed at the cult of the dead, which would in 

dicate that such rites were extensively practised among the
9 10 

neighbours of Israel. Doughty says, "There is a sacrifice for

the dead which I have seen continued to the third generation* 

I have seen a sheykh come with devout remembrance to slaughter 

his sacrifice and to pray at the heap where his father or his

1. See Vincent, Canaan, p.?69ff*tconcerning the careful method 
of burial practised by the ancients*

2. Cf* 0 8c R, Heb* Relig.,p.60*
3. See II Chron* l6i!4; 21tl9i Jer. 34*5*
4. Cf. Burder, Oriental Customs, p.48. Szek. 43*7-9 appears to 

be a protest against the defilement of the holy places 
by dead bodies.

5* Cf• Paton. Spiritism and the Cult of the Dead. p.256.
6. Ps. 106»28.
7. See Num.25i2-5l Deut* 4«3; Josh*22sl7; of. Rev, 2sl4. 
o. See Lev. 19»2?I 3>eut*14tl-2| WRS, Relig.Sem* t p.322f * 
9* Charles, Esohatology.p*23ff, f thinks the tithing pledge of 

Deut»26i14 indicates sacrifice to the dead, but tfargo- 
liouth. SRB. Volfi.D.446, says if suggests the provision 
of sustenance rather than sacrifice. *

10. Arabia Deserta, Vol.1.,p.240.



father's father lies "buried." The Hindus are enjoined by
1 

the Vedaa to offer cakes to the ghosts of their ancestors as

far back as the third generation; this ceremony takes place

on the day of the new moon in every month and they also make
2 

a daily offering of water. The prophetic rebufce of those who

"remain among the graves and lodge in the vaults" indicates
3 

necromancy, or neorophilism. Isaiah's reference to those,

who seek unto the dead through familiar spirits and wizards

"that chirp and that mutter", if considered! in connection
4 

with the familiar spirits and wizards fostered by Manasseh,

might indicate that an important part of Josiah'a reform was
5 

directed against cult practice related to necromancy. The

modern cult of spiritism illustrates the human susceptibility 

to any supposed approach to the spirits of the dead, and it

is significant that the ancient as well as the modern cult had
6 

mediums through whom they sought the departed spirits*

It appears that the ceremonial importance of the bur 

ial places wap perhaps due to a variety of impulses* Some of

the rites may be explained as merely an exaggeration of the
7 

universal reaction to violent grief, while others may have

been based on such desires as to communicate with the dead,
•

to provide sustenance for them, or to show due respect and

.1. Cf. Burder, op.cit., p.3.
2* Isa* 6Ji4« G.A, Smith, Modern Criticism, p*l84,If.2*, regards 

the evidence of the O.T« in the light of modern practice 
as conclusive of ancestor worship*

3. Isa. 8il9.
4. II Kings 21;6. Wood, JBL, Vol.XXXV.,p.Ill, suggests etymo 

logical connection of necromancy with sorcery. 
5* Cf. II Kings 23*16-17.
6. See Schiller, ERE, Vol.XI.,p.8o6; I Sam. 28.11; Isa.8*19.
7. Cf. Cook, Notes to 3rd Edit., p*60j. Some of the rites 

appear to be no more than a sign of mourning* See Isa. 
2?H2j Amos 8tlOj Micah 1*16; Jer. 7*29j Ezek. 7*18.
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1
honour to them, but there is also evidence from which we nay

infer the custom of offering sacrifices for the purpose of
2 

propitiation of, or communion with the dead, and supersitIOUB

tendencies perhaps led to the development of strange rites* 

However, the pillar erected over a grave must have originally 

signified the jurisdiction and protection of the deity over the 

sacred area as well as to serve a memorial purpose*

The question arises as to whether the veneration of
3 

the dead was fundamental in the stone and pillar cult* We may

assume that all ancestral relics and customs were sacred and that 

ancestral graves were especially so; gravestones must have been 

very suitable as tribal sanctions, and as the natural gathering 

places for the renewing of the bonds of tribal solidarity, 

which would tend to give them a symbolic importance in relation 

to the traditions and customs of the tribal heritage* There 

fore, even if we consider the question entirely apart from the 

possibility of ancestor worship, we cannot dismiss the sugges 

tion that the sanctity of ancestral tombstones played some part 

in the development of the pillar cult* Howbeit, we must re* 

member that man's religious emotions and instincts have always

1* Burial tumuli perhaps sometime? represented the votive offer* 
ings of the community, and the degree of hate or esteem 
with which the deceased was regarded determined in some 
measure the size of the tumuli.

?. Cf* WRB, Relig. Sem*,p*322. Bertholet, History of Hebrew 
Civilisation,p*78, thinks the small stone pillar at the 
entrance of the Gezer cave may indicate worship of the 
dead. Cook, Relig.Pal.,p.14, suggests that the line was 
perhaps not always clearly drawn between care for the dead, 
cults of the dead, and cults of the gods*

3* Kennedy, HDB, p*?31» indicates the possibility that desires, 
on behalf of the dead, may lie at the beginning of the 
pillar cult. Paton, Spiritism,p*26l, thinks the pillars 
originated in ancestor worship. See H.P* Smith, Relig. 
of Israel, p*3°*
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been inspired by a variety of experiences, and other "^evidences 

are too insistent to permit the thought that gravestones offer 

more than a partial explanation of the conventional sacred 

•tones*
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IX 

ASTRONOMICAL COHCBPTICRS AH CCIATKD WITH THE PILIARS.

In the Old Testament, we find reference to oult ob-
- 1 

Jects, oalled hamraanim, which were denounced by the Biblical

writers. In the most frequent interpretation of these they

are regarded ae images 9 or pillars dedicated in the worship
2 

of the sun* It has been suggested that they were miniature

obelisks which represented the nun's rays and were symbols of
3

the sun god ealled Baal«*haraman in Phoenician inscriptions* On 

the other hand t the hammanim have been thought to be incense 

altare, and several limestone altars of incense have been found 

in Palestine in recent years which have been interpreted by

Albright ae the archaeological type of such. To such an in*
6 

terpretation, ¥*K* Smith is inclined, in connection with the

theory that the sacred pillars were sometimes equipped with an 

arrangement for consuming the fat of the sacrifice. It may be 

said that the evidence is not sufficient to be decicive, and 

the exact definition of t e hammanim muet remain uncertain.

The fact that the obelisks of the sun god in Kgypt are oalled
_ 7

Maeseboth seeme to be against the idea that the hammanim were

obelisks of the sun god, and we are perhaps cafe in discounting

the theorv that they were pillare of the same character as the

Magpeboth.________ _________ ______ ____„_____
1. Lev.26i30"| Isa."l7TB|27i9l KzekTStTTSi II Chron. 14*5§ 34:,4 9 7.
2. Of. Kennedy.HDB.p.730| Barton, ERE, Vol.X.p.93»
3. Cf. K6nig fKDB, Extra-vol.,p. 170. 'look,Religion of Palestine, 

p*lo, points out the uncertainty as to tne character of 
Baal-hamman.

4. In etymology 9 the word may be associated with something hot.

f. Archaeology and the Bible, pp.!08 9 l6l. 
* Helig.Sem. 9 p»489«

7. See Jer. 43il3»
8. Kay, KRI2, Vol.VIII» fp«488 9 thinks the hamraanim probably re* 

presented the Ma^aiboth with eolar associations. Likewise, 
McCurdy, Jewish £noy. 9 Vol.X« 9 p*38« To the contrary, see 
Offord, KiF'^, 1919 9 p.l26. The evidence indicates that 
they were sometimes inscribed, see Cook, Relig»Pal«p.l63»
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The suggestion that the orientation of the Phoenician 
temples indicates worship of the sun-god, and that shrines, euch
as that at Serabit, with the entrance toward the west are to be

1 associated with the worship of the goddess of Night, can, at most,
only be regarded as clues* The two stone columns, found in the
Phoenician "Temple of the Giants" in the island of Gozo, are re-2 
ferred to by Sayoe as "pillars of the sun", and, as further ex-

3 amples, he mentions the two pillars of Solomon's temple, as well
4 

as the two columns of gold and emerald of t he temple of MelkartJa
in Tyre. While it is well known that sun worship was practised 
among the Semites, it is largely a matter of conjecture as to
the astronomical significance of the twin pillars of the Phoeni-

5 cian temples. Benxinger suggests that the columns at the temple
6 entrance bear a relationship to the earth mountain peaks between

7 which the sun every day comes and goes, while Jeremias thinks
that, inasmuch as the temple reflects the throne of God, the 
pillars represent the two turning points (solstices) of the 
Zodiac. The idea has been advanced that they were "sky sup 
ports" personified and that twins signify the contrast between
day and night, the twinhood of the sky being sometimes express-

8 
ed in terms of the sun and moon.

9 Bent tells us that the decorated side of the monoliths
at Aksum was always toward the rising sun, and, since the mono 
liths were related to altars, the inference is drawn that they

1. See Hewitt, Primitive Traditional History, Vol.II.,p.559*2. Origin and Growth of Religion, p»410.
3. I Kings 7»21»
4. Cf. Herodotus, II, 44.
5. Heb. Arch., p«322.
6. See Cook, Religion of Palestine, p*13*»7. O.T. in the Light of the Ancient East, Vol.11.,p.188.o. Of. Cook, Zeue, Vol.11.,pp*426,434.
9* The Sacred City of the Ethiopians, p.191• See Osborn, Man risesto Parnassus, p.139 with reference to sun worshippers inBritanny.
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were as BOOiated with sacrificee to the sun* Duahara has been 

thought to be a sun-god, which would indicate some astronomical

association with the pillars at Petra, but, insofar as such may
1 

be based on the name, Dushara, it remains uncertain* In view

of the fact that the chord of the alignment at Gezer faces east,

some hate thought that the worship at that sanctuary was asso-
2 

ciated with the rising sun, but Maoalister has pointed out that

the curve of the alignment was probably unintentional, being

hardly perceptible until plotted on paper*
3 

According to Jeremias, the Semitic immigrants, in

their teaching and culture, emphasised the earthly phenomena

of life and death, dependent, according to them, on the course
4 

of the stars* Toussaint tells us that, toward the close of

the third millenium, the bamoth had been provided with the new 

material of the cult, and that in the same period the Babylon 

ian gods, in astral character, had been introduced in Canaan*
5 

On the other hand, Moore regards the worship of the heavenly

bodies in the sphere of Oanaanite religion as having come in 

under Assyrian influence in the seventh century, and that it 

flourished under Manasseh, but was temporarily suppressed with 

other foreign religions by Josiah* However, in view of place- 

names such as "Beth-Shemesh, it appears that the sun-god was
6 

known in Palestine at an early date*

1. G.A, Smith, Historical Geography, 7th Sdit., p*62S, suggests 
that name may mean "lord of the Shara" (Mount Seir*T

2. Gezer, Vol.11* p*385*
3* Op.cit., Vol.I.,p.4*
4* Les Origines de la Religion d f Israel, p.166*
5* Nature Worship, SB, Vol.III., Col.3357*
6* See Cook, Religion of Palestine, p.!34f.
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The Menhirs and stone-circles generally possess 

features which lend plausibility to the idea of some relation 

to the observance of the heavenly bodies in connection with 

other features of the cult. The divisions of the day are

still marked by the Egyptian peasants, by putting a stick up-
2 

right in the ground and marking where its shadow falls. In

contrast to this, the Banks Islanders use a very round stone, 

called "sun-stone r , around which they wind red braid and which 

they decorate with owl feathers to represent rays, singing the

while, in a low voice, the proper magic spell by which their
3 purpose is to make sunshine* It can scarcely be doubted that

stone pillars were sometimes used by ancient people to mark the 

movement of the heavenly bodies In the determination of see eons*

It ie also highly probable that the advanced astrological con*
4 

ceptions of some of the Semites were symbolically represented
5 

in pillar groupings*

1. See Letts, The Religion of the Makers of the Stone-Circles in 
Britain, TTIC, Vol.11; Conder, PEFQS, 1883, p.102,

?. Cf. Petrie, Primitive Astronomy, Ancient Egypt and the East, 
Parts, IlI.,Iv. f 1933t p»lll-

3. Cf. Frazer, The Magic Art, Vol.1.,p»314.
4. See Lagrange, Etudes, p»191f N*5» for the suggestion that

seven stones signified the seven planets. Gunkel, Genesis, 
p*290, thinks the stones of Sinai and Gilgal were associa 
ted with the twelve signs of the Zodiac.

5» See p. i4.ij.f.
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x

THE EXTENT AND BASIS OF PHALLIC ISM*

The extent of the phallic idea, in connection with the 

sacred stones as well as the basis upon which the conception was 

founded, must claim our attention, since the evidence indicates 

that the stones were sometimes adapted to such a meaning. It 

may be said at the outset that the temptation, on the part of 

some writers has been to imagine too much in this field, where, 

by the aid of imagination, one might transform the entire scheme 

of ancient civilisation into one grand phallic pattern*

Generally speaking, we may discount any argument which
1 

is based on the shape of the stone, unless the resemblance can

be substantiated without the aid of imaginative conjecture* The 

fitting of an upright pillar in a socket ought not to be regard*

ed as evidence of intention, on the part of the ancients, to form
2 

the brutal realism of a similaorum priapi, since such a fitting

can more readily be explained from a practical point of view*
3

With respect to the vertical cup-marks, the examples of connect 

ing channels should be sufficient to discount the theory that

cup-marks were generally representative of the feminine principle*
4 

There is no satisfactory evidence to indicate that the people of

Gezer attempted any phallic realism In the form, position, or 

markings of the stone pillars of the alignment, though the num-
5

erous little phallic emblems found at Gezer suggest that phallic- 

ism played a part in the cult of the High Place. It is true 

that one must recognise the possibility that such a conception

1. See Benzinger, Heb* Arch*, p.322.
2. See Vincent, Canaan, p.113*
3. See Kltttl. Studien, p.130, N.I.
4. See Haoalister, Gezer, Vol.11., p.389. 

Of. Benzinger, ibid.
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may have been assigned to the monoliths by those who venerated 

the lees imposing symbols, but such an argument is somewhat 

precarious* Other explanations are easily advanced to account 

for the form and marking, as for example, the conical shape of

pillars number four and eight, and the grooved top of pillar
1 

number one, which have been thought to suggest phallic realism.
2 

Peters relates the discovery of a large collection of

phallic emblems at Nippur, which seem to show the development 

of the crude representation into the conventional conical sym 

bol. It is significant that this discovery led Peters to re-
3 

gard the cones as representative of the masculine principle,

while, in certain other areas, the cone has been associated

with the goddess, which contradiction serves to emphasise the
4 

confusion characteristic of the development of the phallic idea.
5 

It is well known that the cone was associated with Ashtarte at
6 

Byblos, ae well as with Aphrodite at Paphoe, Some of the coins

of the Cilioian city, Ma11us, exhibit a female deity and a coni 

cal stone, which fact suggests that the conical stone was the
7 8 

emblem of the mother-goddess. However, Hogarth found in a

sacred grove in Cyprus a conical stone with a phallus attached, 

which indicates that the specialised values of the conical stone

1. See Vincent, ibid.; Macalister, ibid.} Macalister, PEFQS, 1903, 
p.27; Cook, Relig. Pal., p.8l.

2. JPOS, Vei.XLI.,p.l32, N.I; p.142.
3« Ibid; of. Contenau, La Civilisation Phenicienne, p.26.
4. Lagrange, Etudes, p»192f points out that many of the sacred 

etones are absolutely of neuter form, and that the sym 
bol! em does not apply universally.

5. It is interesting that pine-cones were associated with the
fertility cult in Greece, see Nilsson, Greek Religion,p.91.

6. Frazer, Adonis, Attis, Osiris, 3rd Edit., Vol.I.,p.20.
7. See Frazer, op.cit.,p.82; of. Benzinger, op.cit.,p.323, who 

suggests that, if the cone shown on the coin of Byblos is 
indeed a Massebah, then it muet be in the nature of a 
phallus.

8. From 0-R, Kypros, p.176*
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do not permit a general conclusion, as to the meaning, on the

basis of the form. In view of the faot that the cone in that
1 

area has been found to be associated with other cults, it has
2 

been pointed out that it was an error on the part of those who

regarded every conical stone excavated in Cyprus to be related 

to Aphrodite*

The theory has been proposed that the hand was the

euphimistic symbol of the phallus, which the pillar was believed
3 

to represent* It may be said that the archaeological data is

not convincing. The frequency of the hand, depicted on Gartha-
4 

ginian stelae, is well known* The religious character of the

inscribed stelae from Carthage, on which one hand and occasion*
5 

ally two are represented, is quite evident* The hand is an
6 

emblem of adoration and prayer in Sardinian art, and there are

hundreds of stelae dedicated to Tanit, which have no inscrip 

tions save the hand outstretched and uplifted in prayer* It

is significant that the uplifted hand is usual in giving a
7 

blessing and the hand is also a symbol of faithfulness. Canaan

speaks of hands imprinted with blood on the doors of shrines 

which signs are intended to protect against evil* Among the 

modern Semites, the hand is usually a protective symbol; even 

the living hand has the same use, and when one is threatened

by evil not of this world, he thrusts out his hand, palm fore*
8 

most, and cries, "Five in the face of the enemy 1*. The "hand"

which Saul set up for himself in Carmel south of Hebron after

1. Cf. 0«*R, ibid*; Hartland, ERE, Vol.IX, p.819.
2. 0~R, ibid.
3* Cf. Barton, ERE, Vol.X, p*93-
4. See C.I.B., I. tab.47,48.49*
5« Cf. 0-R*. op.cit., p*171»
6. Cf* P. & C* f History of Art in Sardinia and Judea,Vol.I.,p.8o
7« Mohammendan Saints and Sanctuaries, JPOS,Vol.IV.,p*12*
o. See Crowfoot and Baldenspergen, JPOS, Vol.XI. f p.§.
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1
he had conquered the Amalekites, suggests the idea of his power

2 
over an enlarged dominion. Barton thinks that "hand" in

Isaiah 57*8 means "phallus", but Smith rightly designates such

an interpretation of this passage as conjecture*
4 

The testimony of Luoian, oonoerning a pair of phalli

of great size, which he saw standing in the vestibule of the

temple at Hierapolis, does not teach us much. The reputed in-
5 6

scription probably indicates to ue,according to Hartland, that

under Greek influence the pillars were identified as phalli and 

their erection ascribed to a Greek writer* Lucian reminds us

that the natives were not sure as to the meaning or use of the
7 

pillar, and perhaps the most significant thing that we may learn

from him is the evident confusion in the understanding of the
8 

pillars at the time of his visit* Howbeit, there is no reason

to doubt that the pillars at Hierapolis were at that time inter 

preted by some as phalli* We are told that in the ceremonial
9 

of Bacchus> there was a procession of the phallus, while f in

the secret rites of Adonis at Bybloa, the ritual penalties

sometimes required prostitution, and, out of the proceeds of
10

the traffic, a sacrifice to Aphrodite was paid* The abomin 

able rites of a decadent society, here referred to, reveal to 

us very little as to the true meaning of the sacred stones,

1. I Sam* I5»12f see, Pedereen, Israel, p.251.
2. ERE, Vol.X, p.93*
3* Relig. Sem., p.456.
4. The Syrian Goddess, p*57§ par.16,
5* PI, Dlonysle, dedicated these phalli to Hera, my step-mother.*
6. ERE, Vol.IX, p.819;
7. The Syrian Goddess, p.68, par.38; see WRS, Relig.Sem., p.457.
8. The story of the scorpion as a monitor to keep the stylites

awake IE highly typical of oriental imagination, and weak 
ens the value of the information received by Lucian, (see 
The Syrian Goddees, ibid*).

9« Herodotus IIx» 49} see Nilsson, Greek Religion, p.206. 
10. See Lucian, The Syrian Goddess, p*46, par.6.



but show unmistakably the depraved conceptions which must hate 

played some part in the attribution of phallic meaning to the 

pillars*

There are certain cases of isolated stones which in 

dicate a phallic conception, such as the Sardinian menhir men-
1 2 

tioned by Mackenzie, but recognised by Cook to be of Roman date*

The stone block from Sardinia, with a carved phallus on it,

does not signify a general conception. The representations,
4 

described by Schnelder, are late carvings belonging to the

Byzantine times, and it is questionable whether they have any 

cult significance* One need not be surprised to find such 

aberrations in religious guise from the earliest epoch down 

to the present time* When the Protestants took the town of 

Embrun in 1585» they found, among the relics of the principal 

church, a depraved symbol which was associated with the tradi 

tional first bishop of Lyons, while other similar cases of
7 

the same period in Europe are known* The earliest example of

what has been thought to be a phallic pillar ie the Hajr el

Mansub, the top of which is wrought, but the interpretation
8 

ie not secure, and, as Thornsen suggests, it may be a late
9 

work on the stone* Budde has well said that too often the

1. PEF Annual, Vol*I.,p*36* refers to a menhir with female 
breasts in an environment of dolmens at Tamuli*

2* Religion of Palestine, p.20.
3* See P. A C», History of Art in Sardinia and Judea,Vol.I*,p»57
4. JPOS, Vol.X.,p.175.
5* See Trumbull, Threshold Covenant, p.230.
6. See Hartland, SHE, Vol.IX.,p»8l7.
7* Fortunately, the historical evidence forbids the theory that 

pnoh emblems were fundamental to Christianity.
8* Menhiu,Reallex. Vorg. 3d. viii, p.142*
9* Zur iiedeutung der Mazaeben, O.L.Z., 1912, Yol.XV*,Col*25l.
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phallic significance IB arrived at through a forced explanation,
1 

for instance, Sellin lays stress on a stone from Petra with

three round holes, which he regards as representing the eyes 

and vulva of a deity, concerning which Budde asks to the point, 

"Why not the eyes and the mouth?" Of the gravestones among

the late Moslems, the male form which is crowned with a turban,
2 

does not hate the importance which Eerdmans supposes, and his
3 

suggestion, that the Hebrew sepulchral monuments were phallic

symbols, is not well taken* There is some question as to the

phallic importance of the memorial stones found among the
4 

Khasis of As earn, which were set up to perpetuate the memory of

the dead, though the upright stones are significant of the males,
5 

and the flat table stones of the females. It has been thought

that the twin columns, twin cones, or twin posts of the Phoeni 

cian world, which we also find in Solomon's temple, as well as

in Greece and ancient Babylonia, are symbolic of the androgy-
6 

nous nature of the deity, but such a supposition lies entirely

in the realm of speculation.

Various Old Testament passages have been cited as 

indicative of the phallic conception, but most of the references
r

are obscure and the phallic inference is, at least, uncertain.

Many of the interpretations may be dismissed as entirely too
7 

imaginative, as for example, the interpretation by Jeremias
8 

of the custom of ewear ing by putting the hand under the thigh.
^ __________ __L_L___ ii«_. • • ina i n '• r -i MB ._•_-?-•--•- ^ —— -~r -- - - - . — . ——— ̂  -, --,— -, , , m_ mMB _, _ ,_ - — --jy- •-,- i liiM i B . u. . _

1. O.L.Z., 1912, Vol. XV., Col. 469. However, Sellin confesses
that he takes the phallic meaning to be only a probability.

2. J.B.L., Vol. XXX, Part 2, p. 113.
3. Ibid.
4. See Prazer, Adonis, Attis, Osiris, Vol.11., 3rd Edit., p. 203$ 

of. 0. & R., Hebrew Religion, p. 11.
5. Stones have been sometimes regarded as husbands and wives by 

people in various parts of the world* See Tyler, P.C., 
Vol. II., p. 162.

6. See 0-R, Kypros, p,142| Evans, JHS. fVol.X:a..p,145.
7. O.T. in the Light of the Ancient East, Vol. II., p. 77.7
6 . Oen. 24i2j
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1 2 
The use of the term, "hand", in Isaiah, as well ae in the case

3 4 5
of Absalom and Saul, is of uncertain meaning, though it evi 

dently signifies some cherished portion belonging to, or dt- 

sired by those to whom it relates, and therefore may be good

or bad according to the particular case. The reference in
6 

Isaiah to the ancestry of Israel is plainly metaphorical, and

does not imply a phallic symbolism as indicated by the contrast
7 8 

of the verbs* One passage in Ezekiel seems to refer to phallic
9 

worship, but such can be disputed. The famous slur of Jere-
10 

miah with reference to stock and stone parentage may perhaps
11 

be associated with ph&llicism, and a certain literalneae may
12 

be implied in the statement, but the use of the verb leaves

some doubt as to whether a female emblem is indicated in the
13

passage* Other references bave been cited but may be dis 

missed as mere conjecture and altogether the case for phalli-
14 

cism is not strongly supported in the Old Testament.

It is evident that the phallic conception, as a gen 

eral explanation of the Masseboth, lacks confirmation, and
15

most of the exponents of the theory recognise its insufficiency,

though we may infer from the evidences that at times it became
16 

ouite prominent. With Cook, we may regard it as secondary in
17 

religion, and we must agree with Kay that it was a subsidiary

and an occasional interpretation of the standing stones.

3. II Sam. I8il8. 4. I Sam. 15.12.
5. See Benzinger,Heb.Arch.,p«322. 6.1sa. 5l*l>2.
7. UJSiF-^ -DJ^n • 8. Ezek. 16.1?.
9. WRS, Relig.Seif.p.456, saye it refers to the images of Baalim.

10* Jer. 2i27. !!• of. Frazer,AdoniF,Attis,Osiris
11. •?§•#; 3*d Edit., Vol.i.,p.107.
13. ISa* 6x13* A'o'ts tke re/Art/*H«M> +o A***i.HA\ rev«K*es.
14. See Benzinger. Heb*Aroh.p.325 who says that the development of the Phallic significance of the Massebah did not take 

place in Israel, at least, not in general*
15* Cf. Benainger, ibid.5 Sellin, O.L.Z.,1912, Col.374.
16. Notes to 3rd Edit.,p.688. 17. ERE, Vol.VIII.,p.488,
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The question arises as to the "basis of phallic ism.

Some have thought that it arose out of a purely religious point
1 

of view, but, with reference to the Canaanitea, we find evidence

of the grossest and most immoderate sensual pleasures, and it is

elear that this form of religion was far from spiritual percep-
2 3 

tion* Trumbull thinks that the finding of phallic emblems in
4 

the earliest remains is an indication that phallicism was'not a

primitive oonoeption of a religious truth. The Ashtarte plaques

are usually found in the Bronze Age, but also in the Israelite
5 

stratum* The form and postures indicate a goddess of lust and'• 6 
shame, whose rites, we know, were practised in various lands*

Just how suoh orudeness developed is difficult to determine* 

One may suppose the early existence of a simple and inoffensive

desire for the f ruitfulness of the heritage, and that this de-
7

sire was expressed in holy covenanting with (tad around the sac 

red symbols of religion* Suoh symbols were naturally suscept 

ible to the influences of degeneracy, which, as far as we know, 

was the characteristic of every period of human society* and 

the onslaught of the cultivated vice of a maturing civilisation, 

in some regions, broke down the resistance to orudt immorality, 

resulting in the consecrated orgies* Regardless of the primi 

tive point of view, one can scarcely deny that the cult of
8 

prostitution was a decadence* If, in primitive times, the

fruitfulness of the heritage was regarded as the evidence of
^ ___________iu-q _•.,_!• . i -•mm r "• --- —————.—————•———-—- -————T————n——mrnmn*M*mju*^ i TI r _ in _ j L ~r— ———,- -r —, - m __^u^<__________________^_

1* Cf* Jeremias, Old Testament in the Light of the Ancient Bast,
Vol.1., p.121, H*2. 

2* Cf. Thomsen, Palastlna und seine Kultur, p.47.
3. Threshold Covenant, p.230.
4. See Paton, ERE, Vol.III., p.178. 
5* See Thomsen, op»cit.,p*4,i,
6. See Driver, HDB, Vol.1.,p.l68.; Rawlinson, History of Phoen- 

icia t p.325*
7. See Trumbull, op*cit*,p.?32.

. Cf. Jeremias, ibid.
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God*s favour and the true basis for the offering of sacrifices 

of Joy, while barreness in the heritage caused them to implore 

the deity for a renewal of the reproductive forces, then we may 

suppose that the pristine purity of this conception of worship

wae earily transformed into a base vulgarity under corrupting
1 

influences* Sayce thinks the consecrated orgies of the Istar

cult in Babylonia, with its revolting features, spread westward 

to Syria and beyond, and that the corrupting influence of thin 

cult was responsible for the abominations that cause the Greek 

writers, as well as the Hebrew prophets, to stand aghast at

the violation of social decency, enjoined as r eligious duties*
2 

However, others have been impressed with the Greek influence in
3 

late times* It is probable that the orude symbolism and the

depraved orgies spread, through contagious interaction between 

the various centres of profligacy both east and west* Such 

interaction may serve to explain the confusion evident in the 

use of phallic symbols, though confusion would perhaps be nat 

ural in conceptions that were extraneous rather than inherent
4 5 

in the cult. The sanctuary at Gezer, with its crude emblems

of shame, confirms what we find in ancient literature concern 

ing the nature of the cult that shocked the sensibilities of 

even the secular writers in that far off day* Howbeit, the 

very fact that such was shocking to the Greek writers, as well 

as to the Hebrew prophets, is sufficient proof that it was not

1* Origin and Growth of Religion, p.266.
2* See WR&, Relig. Sem., p.4575 Gressmann, A.B*A.T.,p*125«
3* Herodotus, II, 49, expresses hie belief that the idea of the

Bacchus ceremonial wae from Phoenicia* 
4. It is plainly evident that the deities were made to serve th*

cause of vice, and the devotees were initiated by impure
rites. See Driver, HDB, Vol.1.,p.l68f. 

Cf. Frazer, Adonis, Attis, Osiris, 2nd Edit*, p.82; Vincent,
Canaan, p.l5?ff.
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the ordinary in religious practice* Whether the wholesome 
reaction against the perverted performance was characteristic 
of a minority or a majority of the people of any period, it 
seems certain that the protesting group wan always sufficiently 
strong to prevent a definite definition of the sacred symbols 
on the basis of phallicism; and accordingly, it was never
quite known, even among the phallic devotees, whether the stone

1 
ought to be masculine and the wood feminine, or vice versa,
and perhaps frequently the same stone may have been used inter 
changeably in the designation of sex*

1. See 0. & R., Hebrew Religion, p.157; Frazer, op.cit. f p.8l.
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XI

Tlll'i BIGK OF A HERITAGE OR DOMINION UNDER THE TUTELAGE OF THE PKITY*

1 
Zn view of the goodly iCasseboth of the Great High

Plaoe at Petra, one nay inquire why the many other sanctuar 

ies of the Petra area are not equipped with pillars* The 

character of the remains found at Petra forbids the conjec 

ture that such formerly existed at all the sanotuaries 9 since 

there is no probability of inoonoelastio destruction, nor is 

there an indication that they disappeared under the weathering

of the centuries. Commenting on the signifieanoe of this in-
2 

equality among the sanctuaries at Petra, Robinson suggests

that the Great High Plaoe, with its two pillars on Obelisk 

Ridge, is the only High Plaoe in the area that can be regarded 

as a public sanctuary, and that the other places are merely 

private burial chapels , the owner* of which were not able to 

afford pillars* The pre-eminence of the Great High Plaoe 

over all the other sanctuaries In the community cannot be ques 

tioned, but the evident Importance of some of the other High 

Places will not permit the supposition that the distinction Is 

based on the difference between public and private sanctuaries. 

Robinson seems to forget this theory of private Mortuary Chap 

els when he comes to a discussion of the roofed-in chambers of 

some of the subsidiary High Places which he thinks may be equi

valent to the "Houses of the High Places " mentioned in the Old
4 

Testament* The distinction which Robinson rightly emphasised

by his incorrect designations, must needs claim our attention.

1. See
2* Sarcophagus, p*l50* 
3* Op.cit., chapter XII*
4. See I Kings 12s31| 13*32| H Kings 1?«19; 23il9t I !>am. 9s22| 

Amos 2i8*
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1
We may agree with Dalraan that the pillars on Obelisk Ridge are

to be associated with the citadel or castle structure, probably
2 

of Nabataean origin, situated between the pillars and the altars,

but it does not follow that the pillars, being related to the 

citadel, were alien to the Great High Place, as suggested by 

him, since we cannot suppose that the builders failed to con 

sider the relevancy of the fortress to the pre-eminent sanctuary
3 

which it adjoins. Dalman's effort to divorce the pillars from

the High Place sanctuary on the bapis of the intervening struc 

ture deserves comment, in that he recognised the importance of 

the "citadel" in the scheme of structure on Obelisk Ridge, but 

his contention, that the pillars have no relation to the High 

Place, is not well-considered, and indeed we may suppose that 

the presence of the intervening structure lends emphasis to

the importance of the Great High Place which has been fitly call-
4 

ed the Royal Sanctuary of Bdom. One may object to the Bug-
5 

gestion of the learned scholar who supposes that the pillars

may have been associated with a subsidiary sanctuary on the 

same elevation rather than with the Great High Place, for surely 

so great a distinction, as these splendid pillars imply, could 

only belong to the sanctuary which was unquestionaly grander 

in location than any other in the vicinity could possibly be* 

To what then shall we ascribe the distinction between the Great 

High Place with its mighty pillars and the other numerous High 

Places of the Petra area with no pillars at all? The inter 

vening structure, which has been called the "citadel", provides
•i^———•————————-——••—n—i-n-Ttt-B^im-a — --->————•——____——-_____,-,--__--_„____________

1. Petra und seine PeIsheiligturner, p.l82.
2. Robinson, op*cit», p.122.
3. Ibid.
4. Fee Robinson, op.cit., p.l5l» 

Dalman, ibid.
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the clue, which doubtless indicates that it was a kind of "Tri 

bunal" High Place, a "High" place indeed, with Jurisdiction 

over the other High Places which were certainly public but mani 

festly subsidiary to the "High" place. The implication of 

this suggestion is that the pillars were associated with the 

regnant house, which would also aptly explain the relation of 

the intervening structure to the area* It would not be a 

strange thing to suppose that the pillars at Petra represented 

the divine sanction of government over the national heritage, 

and, since the deity was closely associated with the ruling 

house, it is probable that the pillars were significant of 

the Royal House* The house of royal authority was usually

thought of in connection with the sanctuary of the deity, as
1 

has been pointed out by Kittel, who says it was for this reas-
i

on that the great temples of the gods were located in the capi 

tals of Empire*, such as Babylon and Nineveh.; likewise, we 

find the gigantic halls and magnificient temples of the State 

in Memphis and Thebes| in Broussa, the capital of the Caliphs, 

was located the sanctuary of the Ottoman Turks} and in Moscow, 

the national cathedral stood beside the great palace of the 

Czars* This tendency is in line with the fact that justice

was uniformly dispensed under religious sanction and protection,
2 

as hae been suggested by Kennedy. We may suppose, therefore,

that the pillars possessed more than mere architectural import-
3 

ance at the entrance to the Great High Place at Petra, and that

they certainly did not definitely represent the deity, since

1. Great Men and Movements, p*137»
2. Sanctuary, HDB, Vol.IV, p»395»
3. Cf. Lagrange, Btudes, pp.183, 209*
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they are located, BO to speak, in the vestibule of the sanc 

tuary, but the sanction of the deities was invoked upon these 

pillars and served to sanctify what the pillars signified* 

The clue to the meaning of the Canaanite pillars

perhaps nay be indicated in the significance of the Hebrew
2 

word, Baal, which may be translated, "Possessor", "Easter",

"Lord", etc*, and the dominion implied is exercised over a

local heritage* The pillars of Baal seem to have been indi-
3 

oative of the Jurisdiction thus signified. The entire area

of the jurisdiction of the Baal was sometimes conceived to be 

throbbing with his spirit, influence, or numen, but the true 

significance of the stone was that it represented a government 

"set-up" over a particular area which was by divine sanction 

and right. From our point of contact with the Old Tastament, 

it would be difficult to determine the exact development of

these petty dominions* The modern shrine in Palestine is
4 

conceived of as a place where some saint once stood, or was

buried, and this saint, or wely, is recognised to have been 

human, and to have played a heroic part as a man in the af 

fairs of the community in by-gone days. The Makam is the 

central point from which the influence of this ancient worthy

extends, which, in the case of a powerful sheikh, is thought
5 

to be dominant sometimes for a distance of twenty miles* It

!• Cf* Robinson, op.cit., p.138.
2* Gesenius's Hebrew and ChaIdee Lexicon*
3* See 0* & R. f Hebrew Religion, p.l?0, who suggests that the

land belonged to the Baalim, and, while they might differ 
among themselves in importance and power, the locality of 
each gofl owed allegiance to him and no other. Vincent, Can 
aan, p*145> saye that the sanctuary indicated the propriet 
orship of the god over the domain*

4* "Makam" signifies "standing place".
5« Prom Curtiss, Prim.Sem. Relig. Today, p*140f.; Gonder, Tent 

Work, p.304f.
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••eras reasonable to suppose that the Baal pillars onoe marked 

the venue of a powerful sheikh who exercised lordship over the 

surrounding areas, and upon the pillars war* invoked the divine 

sanction and protection against any who should be disposed to 

question or violate the rights and authority of the master of 

the heritage* In the process of time, a cult of the heritage 

was developed which preserved the title "lord of the possess ion", 

and perhaps, in some eases, the name of the heroic sheikh of 

the community was also preserved. However, such names seem

to have been little more than lordly titles, ae for example,
1 

the name of the tutelary deity of Tyre, Melkarth, means "king

of the city. In any case, the Baal, or faster of the heri 

tage., usurped the divine prerogatives, and the later sheikhs 

were subject to him and found their prosperity and protection 

by the favour of the Baal under whose sanction the customs end 

privileges of the community were regarded as inviolate* The 

sacred etonc? may have originally beefi the gravestone of the 

heroic matter, or a no-call eel "boundary* stone, but, regardless 

of the exact origin, It wae significant of dominion over the 

heritage. The place of the pillar, accordingly, became the 

point from which the law of the community proceeded, and the

place for the administration of Justice, ar well ae a religious
2 

shrine. Concerning the asylum of the holy place, tfrazer has

suggested that the refugee became the poseeruion of the numen 

who would avenge himself for an affront upon hie property* 

However, in ancient times, the Lassebah of the Baal signified 

a jurisdiction over an area much wider than the siaall enclocure

1* Cf. Rawlinson, History of Phoenicia, p f 330*
2. From Cook, Israel and Totemism, JC^K, Vol*XIV, p.424.
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where the pillar stood, for as hac been suggested, the extent 

of dominion was often thought to be as far as the eye could flee, 

and It may be that the original reason why the refugee fled to 

the sacred place was because the lord of the possession admin*

istered Justice by the pillar in the name of the deity* The
1 

fact tftat the Hebrew code permits the violation of the asylum,

if it is known that the,fugitive was a wilful murderer, seems 

to suggest a court of Justice rather than an avenging numeru

There is considerable evidence to indicate that the 

pillar was associated with the idea of Jurisdiction* The nar 

rative, concerning the coronation of King Jehoash, related that
2 

the king "stood by a pillar as the manner was", and, while the

reason for the custom is not elucidated, we have other instances
3 

from which we may draw conclusions* When King Josiah made a

covenant before the Lord with the people, concerning his reform

program, it IP etated that, in the making of the covenant, he

stood by the pillar, which is called in the Hebrew, ^Amraud*.

The same term is also used to designate the pillars of King
4 

Solomon's temple, which pillars were significantly named Jachin,

•He shall establish**, and Boaz, "In it is strength"* Just w&at 

was conceived to be the object which would be established, and 

the thing which possessed strength, remains a puzzle, but such 

ideas are frequently used in the Old Testament with reference to 

the kingdom of Israel ruled over by the house of David* In 

connection with the "manner", or "lawful custom", of the king 

of Israel to stand by a pillar, we are reminded of the tradi 

tion preserved by Homer respecting the dignity and royal importance

1. Cf. Exod. 21il4| Hum* 35»12j Josh. 20.4*
2. II Kings, 11?14.
3* II Kings, 2313:
4. I Kings 7*21.
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of tht position beside the pillar in the time of Ulysses of 

whom it is written, "The monarch by a column high enthroned 

etc.". In Hittite hieroglyph*, the ideograph for "king 11 and

"country" is an elongated cone repeated once for "king" and
2 

twioe or more for "country". The ideograph, according to

Sayoe, was perhaps suggested by the conical rooks which rise 

from the ground near Urgub and Utoh Hisear in southezn Cappa- 

docia, but another suggestion has been made that the proto 

type of the ideograph is to be found among similar hills south
, (i

of Merash where numerous cones of oonpiderable height, invest 

ing the landscape with a strange aspect, occur in a region of 

volcanic formation. Perhaps it would be difficult to deter 

mine with certainty the exact nature of the prototype of the

ideograph but it is significant that "king" and "country" were•••¥
thought of in relation to an elongated cone* Such a consid 

eration may throw light upon the pillars at Gezer, and indeed,
3 

ttaoalister, in commenting on the lack of uniformity of the

stones at ;Gezer, suggests that it is unlikely that the 

stones formed one scheme, erected all at one time as some 

have thought, but rather, that under the auspices of the suc 

cessive "kings" of Gezer, they were added one by one. The
4 

foreign texture of the seventh pillar in the alignment may

indicate more than the "successive kings of Gezer% and at 

least, permits the possibility of the dominion of the Gezer 

king over other petty kings of the surrounding district, or 

it .may suggest the central shrine of a league of kings. This 

latter suggestion has a parallel in the case of the tribal
_i^. JBI_:B _ -nu m.-_ - - . i T rr. ... « IT n _r '•' —••——•• — - ————————————— • •• -—————•———-————— f——————--^ , n_ .U__iiii_ _JJ___LJ_______n n — n M _, ---,_,-,--— n ,

1. Odyssey, XXIII, 93* from Burder, Oriental Customs, p.382.
2. See F. & C. t History of Art in Sardinia and Judea, Vol.II.p.263
3. Gezer, Vol.11, p»404.
4. See Gezer, Vol.11, p.3901 Vincent, Canaan, p.113.
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1 
pillars of Israel set up at Sinai. We know that the petty

kings of Palestine and Syria often leagued together for common

benefits, and, in the time of Joshua, the land seemed to be dom-
2 

inated by certain leagues, The High Place discovered at Sab

-Dra'a appears to have been the central shrine of the cities
3 

of the plain, and the conjecture is strengthened by the evi-
4 

denoe of a federation of the kings of these cities* Moreover,

the seven pillars at Bab ed-Dra'a are associated with a fortress, 

as is the case with the Gezer High Place and the Great High Place 

at Petra. It is well-known that military exploits were closely 

associated with the national religion, and such a conception 

serves to emphasise the religious value of the pillars* It 

seems probable that the individual pillars at Bib ed- Dra'a 

were associated with the several communities united in the 

league. It may be, Indeed, that the foreign texture of the

seventh pillar at Gezer indicated that it had been captured
5 

from some citadel shrine of a neighbouring kingdom and set up

as a trophy of war in the sanctuary of the victors, and, since
7 

we have information in the Tell el Amarna letters of the en

mity existing between Gezer and Jerusalem, we may conjecture 

that the pillar in question was captured from the sanctuary

at Jerusalem. The significance of the proud boaet of King
8 

Mesha, as recorded on the Moabite Stone to the effect that

he took the Ariels of Yahweh and dragged them before Ghemosh,

1* 2xod. 24:4,
2. Cf. Josh. 10;3f.; llilf.
3. See Kyle, Explorations at Sodom, p»75«
4. Cf. Gen. 14ilff.
5. Cf* Bertholet, History of Hebrew Civilisation, p. 102,
6. Cf. Gezer, Vol.II«, p«391f Bible Sidelights, p. 60,
'/• See Bible Sidelights, p.29l of. Sayce, Early Israel, p. 290.
8. Moabite Stone, line 17.
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muat be related to the joy of the reclamation and extension 

of hia sovereignty by the will and sanction of his god, Chemosh, 

The question arises as to/the meaning of the word "Ariel 1*. The 

context of the Moabite, stone implies that the word indicated 

a symbol of national glory v which supremacy was figuratively

made subject to Mesha when he dragged them in triumph before
1 

his god, Chemosh. The word is used In a pa f< page of Isaiah

in which the Ariel is to be brought low, and seems to relate 

to the symbol of the supremacy of Israel. When the Ariel 

of Israel is brought low, then it ehall be unto Jehovah as

Ariel, or a sign of His supremanoy. The relation of the tern
2 

Ariel to the word which means "lion" seems also to indicate

the idea of supremacy or mastery. We may suppose that what 

Mesha meant by his statement was that he captured the symbols 

of Israelite supremacy and that he had gloriously humbled their

emblem of dominance. It seems reasonable, in the light of the
3 

lioabite inscription, to suppose that Benaiah's exploit was to

overthrow certain symbols of government in the national sane-
4 

tuary of Moab, Ariels which were symbolic of the national

honour and sacred heritage of Moab. The fact, that these 

emblems of the nation would be jealously guarded by a garri 

son of the king's chosen soldiers, may help us to comprehend 

the importance attached to Benaiah*s daring feat.

The kinship between the Hebrew terms, *Neeib" and 

"Ifassebah*, is well* known, and the former may be translated

1. Isa.
2. 'I*
3* II 8am. 23120.
4. Bee WHS, Relig. Bern. p. 488.
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to mean "garrison, offioer'9 governor 9 or overseer"* The

difficulty remains as to the oorreot translation of certain
1 

pap sage s whioh have been usually rendered garrison* When
2 

Jonathan smote the nesib of the Philistines at Geba 9 the

Philistines seemingly heard about it afterwards by the inten 

tion of Jonathan and gathered together for battle, also Saul 

blew the trumpet of war throughout all Israel, and the impli 

cation appears to be that Jonathan1 s aot was a deolaration of 

war, an insult rather than a slaughter, for whioh Israel was 

had in abomination by the Philistines* If Jonathan smote a 

menhir instead of a garrison of soldiers of the Philistines 

that was in Qeba t it would have been an overt aot equivalent

to an attaok on the government represented* On the basis of
. - 4 5 

the Septuafflnt rendering of the word nealb, MeCurdy thinks it

probably Indicated a pillar erected as a symbol, or trophy of 

Philistine domination* One may well suppose that the "domin 

ion" pillar was so regularly associated with the garrison, whioh 

kept the land in subjection, that the people of Israel thought 

ef the garrison in terms of the pillar and the pillar in terms 

of the garrison, and, accordingly, the word may have been used 

to signify both interchangeably, whioh probably ao counts for

the oonfusion attached to the word in the several passages*
6 

To say that "bones, not atones " 9 were what Jonathan broke,

does not close the argument, for, if he smote the "stones", 

he would have to smite "bones" in self-defence.7 On the basis

1* I Bam. 10s5l IX £*»• 8sl4.
2. I Cam. 13O.
3* Of. Conder, Ueth and Moab, p 9 2l6| PEFQS, 1882, p. 141.
4* X«i**r*W'<tt*l.t't>* Uk:k «'«***»'* 3'S;} fry 'OLV«:<rtwJk<L.

5* Pillar, Jewish Ency* 9 Vol.X, 5.38.
6* See WT3 9 Varieties, PE?Q& 9 l882 9 p«266f see I Sam. 14tl5.
7- The temple at Balata may have originally "been used for mili 

tary purposes. See Burrows, From Pillar to Post, JFOS,
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of the faota set forth above, we may regard it as highly prob-
1 

able that, when Da?id set up Neeibim in Edom euoh included not

only pillars, but also garrisons and governors, and that the 

pillars were symbolic of David's Jurisdiction over the subdued 

area which he exercised through proper representatives and un 

der military protection. Likewise, the same word, used to
2

designate Solomon's provision officers, stationed in the sev 

eral districts, probably implies that the headquarters of such 

officers were given official sanction by an upright stone, 

which was erected with formal religious and military ceremony*

With reference to the erections of David in Edom, we know that
3 

it was a prevalent custom of the rulers of Egypt, Assyria,

and otrier nations to eet up monuments as signs of their victorious 

advance into the conquered borders of the enemy, while ordin 

arily the evidence indicates that upon such signs were invoked 

the divine sanction and the divine curse against those who 

might violate the right of the victor in the conquered heri 

tage. The pillar, in such cases, carried the name of the rul 

ing house, which was usually linked with the national deity, 

and, accordingly, the pillars are not to be thought of as

without religious importance. It may be that such an idea is
4 

preserved in the figure of speech used by the prophet Daniel

who represents the Messiah's kingdom as a stone, cut out of 

the mountain without hands, which breaks in pieces the oompopite 

image, symbolising the kingdoms of the world. It is not with 

out significance that Ezekiel, when speaking of the victory of

1. II Sam. 8:14.
2. I Kings 4:?f*
3. See Thornsen, Menhir, Reallex. Vorg. Bd. VIII, p.142.
4. Dan. 2i44 t4$| See Patrick, HDB, Vol.lv, p.6l9.
5. Bzek. 26:11.
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Hebttohadnescar over the Phoenician?, declares that the Masse- 

both of their strength would go down to the ground* One is 

tempted to see a relation between the word for "strength" in 

this passage and the Boas pillar of King Solomon 9 s temple, and

likewise it Is interesting to note that Joeephus translates the
1 

Bbenezer stone by the Greek word meaning "strong", whloh led
2 

Clermont-Ganneau to think that the stone must have borne, in

certain Hebrew manuscripts, the name Asaz with a final £ain in*
3 

stead of a Bean* In any case, the Bbenezer was a victory

stone, showing the new limits of Hebrew jurisdiction by the 

power of God, and, while it had a military significance, It 

had also a deep religious value*

In a very real way the stone of Mecca, with its re** 
4 

ligious importance, has never been purely religious, bat also

implied a governmental Jurisdiction of military and political 

importance, and the devotees, who faced toward the sacred stone 

in their devotions, at the same time pledged their allegiance 

to the supreme military command for conquest with the sword. 

It was a centre of authority from which the laws governing all 

affairs of life should go forth*

It is of some importance to know that pillars have 

been used in widely separated sreas and periods of time In

association with the ruling house of the community* At the
5 

"Shrine of the Kings* at Serabit in Sinai, the only perfect

one of the memorial stones contains a prayer for the principal

2* A ohaeologloal Researches, Vol.fi, p*213«
3* I Sam* 7tl2.
4* Cf, Burton, Meecn, Vol*IXI, p*48.
-5. ree Petrie, Researches in Sinai, pp.69,72,



people of an expedition. In both the Iliad and Odyssey, the

Elders of the Assembly are mentioned as sitting in solemn con-
1 

clave on the stone seats arranged in circles. The people of
2

Kias, off the coast of Sumatra, erect stones before the dwell 

ings of chiefs and other persons of rank. The Lion-Gate of
3

Ifykenai, which has above the gate a lion rampant on either side
4 

of a pillar, may suggest a similar concept* In Italy, every

patrician's house had a tower and the possession of a tower was
5

the great distinction of the nobles. In front of the New Pal 

ace at Potsdam built by tfrederich the Great are two pillar tow 

ers which were doubtless erected in conformity to the traditons 

which indicated the pillar as the emblem of a patrician, or

patriarch* In the ancient custom of crowning the king by a
6 

pillar, we may suppose that the pillar was significant of the

heritage over which he wae to rule and the sanction of the 

deity was invoked, likewise the curse of the deity was pro 

nounced upon any who should violate the divinely anointed.

The UDUBual combination of the Canaanite Massebah
7

with the Egyptian stele of Hekal at Beth-Shan indicates in a

peculiar way the value of the pillar from the point of view 

of the Egyptian government. This Egyptian stele was set up 

around the fifteenth century B.C. when the city was under the 

control of a garrison from Egypt. In order to properly in 

dicate the relationship existing between the local government

1. Iliad, B.XVIIIi Odyssey, B.VIII; see Lubbock, Prehistorio Times, 
p.115.

2. Cf. Hartland, ERE, Vol.IX, p.817.
3* See 0-R, Kypros, p«l55t fig* l?lj Kilsson,Greek Religion,p.20.
4. The deity,represented by the beasts,guards the heritage of the 

pillar.
5. See Medici Art Series, Florence, p.120.
6. See II Kings Iltl4| compare Judges 9*6; see Robinson, History 

of Israel, Vol.1., p.351*
7. See Rowe, MJ, June 1928, p.147*
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and the fortign garrIBon, the Egyptian stele was set up close 

by the Canaanite iiaasebah. It is certainly probable that the 

stele signified governmental policy rather than religioue wor 

ship on the part of the Egyptians* Thie proclamation was of 

double significance, implying, in the first place, the super 

iority of Egyptian authority over the city, and secondly, in 

dicating the Egyptian policy of non-interference with the local
1 

existing order represented in the tiassebah under the sanction

of the venerable Hefcal, the tutelary deity of the city. The 

frame-work of the organised life of the community was not to 

be violated by the Egyptian garrison as long as the community 

submitted to the suzerainty of TSgypt* This is in line with 

what we know through the Tell el "mama letters that the sta 

tioning of an Egyptian force in these Syrian oitiee did not 

interfere with the ordinary operation of the local government. 

At Beth-Than the most ancient social oustcrae, political organi 

sation, religioue beliefs and rituals, ae well ar every ot-ier
2 

phase of the community heritage found authority in the Masse*

bah under the sanction of Uekal, and all this was honoured by 

the foreign garrison* It seems plain that what the Egyptians 

intended to signify by the setting up of their stele in the 

same room with the Canaan!te Massebaft was that they claimed 

the right to supervise the existing government and customs of 

the community without any purpose to overthrow the established

1, Compare the combination at Beisan with II Tarn* 17:13, which 
Uacalieter suggests may indicate the purpose to drag the 
atones, that represented the interest of the city, into 
the river (Oezer, II, p.392'•

P« With reference to the Semitic social system, it may be re 
garded ae "embracing all aspects of life and thought - 
social, economic, political, rnd religious -* (Cook. 
Notes to 3rd Edit., p



habits of the people* However, the religious Importance of

the pillar la clearly indicated by its position in the temple
1 

and its association with the basalt libation bowl discovered

nearby•
4-v- . - 2

The stele of Naram Sin, king of Agade, must have re 

presented the extension of hie heritage by military conquest*/'•• V 
The star emblems above the cone indicated the divine sanction

iKe 3 
andwere the confirmation of Aasserted right to the heritage*

It is definitely a stele of supremacy achieved by valour in a
;</< 4 

difficult region by the will of the deity whose sanction is

invoked upon the cone* There is no need to introduce the7 •' 5
hypothesis which would connect the cone with the Ziggurat,

// 
though such a conception may have been involved in the mind

,)

of this conqueror with reference to the divine sanction. The

prophet*8 cherished dream of the Maseebah on the border of
6 

Egypt, is likely based on a similar concept to that revealed

by the cone of supremacy on the stele of Naran~8in. The Masse* 

bah, which would stand at the border of Igypt, must have been 

regarded as significant of the possession of that land as an 

heritage of the people of Jehovah, and it is Important to ob 

serve that the pillar is to be a sign and a witness that the 

land is under the Jurisdiction of Jehovah, and they shall cry 

unto Him because of oppressors, and He shall send deliverance*

1* See Howe, ibid.
2* See Delaporte, Mesopotamia, p.31, fig«4*
3. The astral gods represented may be regarded as "regents of the

world*j see Jeremias, O.T. in Light of Ancient Bast, Vol.1,
p*317, H*2*

4* See Sidney Smith, Early History of Assyria, p.64. 
5* See Lagrange, Etudes, p.192; King, Egypt and Western Asia,p.219. 
6. lea. 19*19} see King, op.cit*, p.l59«
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It is neoe»aary, of course, to remember that the conception of 

the relation of the deity to the heritage was not identical in

all cases•
1 2 

With reference to the Jacob-Laban dispute, Driver

suggests that the narrative describes something more than a mere 

agreement between two individuals, and that the representative 

ancestors of the Israelites and Syrians, respectively, seem to 

.be regarded in it as fixing the border between territories oc 

cupied afterwards by their deecendents, the site of which must 

have been on some eminence which was called Mizpah, and the 

Massebah was erected on the height thus designated* For the 

present discussion, it is not important to consider whether the 

boundary compact was between individuals or nations, but it is 

significant that the narrative locates the Hassebah on an out 

look point in the area of the debatable borderland between Heb-
3 

rew and Aramaean tribes* It seems sufficiently plain that the

narrator is concerned with the respective heritages of the dis 

putants and that a stone pillar and a stone heap, upon which 

was invoked religious sanction, indicated the claims of the sep 

arate parties. The stones in question were put under the pro 

tection of the deity who was expected to punish those who vio 

lated the sanctity of the compact. In the light of such con-
4 

siderations, Contenau's suggestion of a "cult of the homeland",

in connection with the pillars, is interesting, in which he

1. Gen. 31i43f.
2. Genesis, p.290.
3. Gf« Dillman, Genesis, Vol.11, p.265; Maspero, Struggle of 

the Nations, p.69, N.i, See Clermont-Ganneau, Archaeo 
logical Researches, Vol.11, p.212, with reference to the 
great e'ben at Beth-Shemesh as the limit of Philistine 
territory (I Sam. 6:13.)

4. Manuel d*Aroh^ologie Orientale, Vol.1, p.285*
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sees the stone the symbol of the land and its substance, in a
1 

form that IB permanent* Ramsay tells us that one Important

use of the pillar was to indicate a guardianship over common 

property, and we may well suppose that the religious sanction 

was such as to involve severe penalties for any violation, but 

doubtless the essential nature of the sanction was variously 

interpreted, according to the intellectual and religious en

vironment*
2 

The Kudurrus, so-called "Boundary Stones", indicated

the right to certain property, which, by the design of the stone, 

was placed under the protection of the gods whose wrath was in 

voked against anyone who might infringe the specified rights
3

and privileges of the estate mentioned. They were, in a cer 

tain sense, the guardians of the property, and all the gods 

were frequently invoked in behalf of a single Kudurru, which 

was ordinarily kept in the house of the owner of the estate or 

in the temple* The Kudurrus were not used to mark the bound 

ary, yet they enumerate the exact position and size of the

estate* One of the Kudurrus found by M. de Morgan, and re-
4 

ferred to by K:ir% records the grant of a number of estates

near Babylon by Nazimaruttash, a king of the 3*d Dynasty, to 

the god Hardulc* They were assigned by the king to the service 

of the temple of Marduk at Babylon, All the crops and produce 

from the land were granted for the supply of the temple and 

were exempt from taxation. The text also records a similar

1. Religion of Greece, HDB, Extra- vol., p. 111.
2. See King, op.cit., p.2?6.
3* See Delaporte, op.cit., p. 104.
4. Ibid.
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1 
gift of land to a private individual which was also tax free.

The following words of the insoription are significant, "When 

soever in the days to come, the ruler of the country or one of 

his governors, etc*, shall make any claim with regard to these 

estates, or shall attempt to impose payment of tithe or tax 

upon them, may all the great gods whose names are commemorated, 

or whose arms are portrayed, or whose dwelling places are re 

presented on this stone curse hin vith an evil curse and blot
2 

out his name** The two important facts about these Kudurrus

are that they designate a heritage under indenture, and that 

they are committed to the gods for vindication* It is not to 

be supposed that such s tones ever achieved the nature of a 

fetich, yet they possessed a character sufficiently religious 

to inspire awe and" sentimental regard* The fact, that such 

stones were sometimes placed in the temple of the gods, sug 

gests their super-secular status* In any case, the Kudurrus 

provide an illustration of stones being used to signify a heri 

tage which was under the tutelage of the < deity, and we may 

suppose that the idea was not unknown among the Western Semites*

1. Compare the practice of MacDonald, King of the Isles, who de 
livered the rights of their lands to h&s vassals in the 
isles and continent, with up-lifted hands and bended knees, 
on the black stones; and in this posture, before many wit 
nesses, he solemnly swore that he would never recall those 
rights which he then grantedi and this was instead of his 
great seal. Prom 7razer, F.O.T., Vol.11, p.405>.

2. King, ibid*
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THE PILLAR NAMES.

It is important to note that Hebrew pillars were 

ordinarily given names, and, in some cases, it appears that

the name of the pillar wae fundamental to its value. In the
1

brief account which tells of the pillar of Absalom, the narra 

tor regards it of the greatest importance that Absalom "call 

ed the pillar after hie own name". The two pillars, which 

stood in front of King Solomon's temple, are not interpreted,

but the fact is emphasised that one was called Jaohin and the
2 

other Boaz. It is evident that the pillars at Sinai, as well

as those at Gllgal, were each designated by the name of a tribe.
4 

The pillar of Jacob was called Bethel, while the stone of Sam-
5 

uel was called Ebenezer, and we have various other examples of
6 

stones that were given names. The Canaanite pillars were

evidently called by the names of the local Baalim, as indicated
7 

by the command to "destroy the names" of the gods out of the

place, in accordance with which custom we find the name Kekal
8 

associated with the pillar at Beth-Shan* Among the Israelites,

the Lord is represented ae choosing out a place "to put His
9

name there"* It is to be observed that, while a pillar might

bear the name of a man, tribe, house, nation, or even an ex 

perience, the name of the deity was always either Implicitly
10 

or explicitly related thereto.

1. II Sam. I8sl8. 2* I Kings 7:21.
3. Exod. 24:4; Josh. 4:3. *• Gen. 28:22.
5. I Sam* 7:12.
6. Jo8h,l5«6 (Eben Bohan); I Kings 1*9 (Stone of Zoheleth).
7. Deut. 12:3. £•. See Rowe and Vincent,FBFQ|5,1931,p.
9. Deut. 12:5* 26:2; I Kings 8:29,
10. Of. I Sam. 7*12; I Kings 7:21; Oen. 28:22; Josh. 4:5; 24:27.
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The question arises as to why the names of the pil 

lars were considered so important. The suggestion has been

•ade that the pillar names are the evidence of animistic con-
1 

ceptions, but such a conjecture ie perhaps based chiefly on

the opinion that things primitive are generally associated 

with animistic ideas* Of course, it is well known that, among

the Semites, great importance was attached to names, and a name
2 

was considered to be significant of the character of the bearer,

but such does not neceesaily imply animism* A name, according
3 

to the ancient conception, has been defined by Giesebrecht as

something parallel to the man, relatively independent of its 

bearer, something which at once describes and influences him, 

and of great importance for his weal or woe* Sometimes the 

name of a particular god wae studiously kept secret, lest it

be abused through being invoked in an improper way, or by an
4 

improper party. frequently the name of a person was changed,

which was ordinarily based on a change in his character or 

hie mission in life, in conformity with which, we find in the 

Book of the Revelation that, "to him that overoometh 1*, the 

promise is made to give him "a white stone, and in the stone

a new name written, which no man knowetb saving he that re-
6 

ceiveth it** Pedersen thinks that the names promised to the
7 

eunuchs in Jehovah*s house may be considered as "name-pillars".

The suggestion has some force in the light of the pillar of

1* See 0*& R* 9 Hebrew Religion, p*44; cf* H.P. Smith, Relig*
of Israel, p.22. 

2* Bxod. 34il4, says that Jehovah's name is "Jealous 11 and that
such is His character* See Pedersen, Israel, p.252. 

3* From Kautzsoh, Relig* of Israel, HDB, Extra-vol., p.640. 
4. Cf. Gen. l?tjj 32.28; Matt. l6il8. 
5* Rev* 2sl7* 
6. Op.cit*, p.2jl. 
7* Isa*
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Absalom, concerning which he said, "I have no son to keep ray

name in remembrance." We know that a good name was regarded
2

as a precious heritage among the Hebrews, and that the perpet 

uation of the name was regarded as a duty* The name proclaim 

ed the character of the soul, and the pillar proclaimed the

name, but the supposition is not warranted which regards the
4 

soul of man as literally residing in his name. The memorial

idea may partially explain the association of names with pil 

lars, but it is evident that not all name pillars are to be 

explained as memorials*
5

Pedersen has well suggested that, if the word "nesib", 

which is used to describe what David set up in Kdom, implies a 

pillar, then, such pillars placed the name of David over the 

conquered territory. It ie not necessary to suppose that the

"name pillars", erected by the Babylonian and Assyrian kings,
7 

were thought to offer essential immortality to such kings,

but unquestionably the pillare implied the temporal dominion 

of their name ruling over the realr; where the pillars were set 

up« In a theocratic realm, such an that of Israel, the name 

of the ruling house implied the name of the deity, and w en 

David set up the pillars of his name in Edom, it also signi 

fied that the territory was under the Jurisdiction and name 

of Jehovah, whose anointed servant David was. The kingly 

house of David might properly be spoken of as the house of

1. II Sam. I8il8.
2. Of* Prov. 22*1.
3. Of. Deut. 2?i9*
4. Pedersen, Israel, p.251, say^ that the pillar is equal to

	the name, and the name is squal to the soul* 
5« Op.cit*, p.250. 
6* II Sam. 8:6,13,14. 
7. Gf» Pedereen, ibid.



God, Just as the throne of David was established by the divine
1 

prerogative and was.linked with the throne of God. The house

of Ood was conceived of f primarily, as the place of His name,

and Hit name over the reals implied Hie right to dominion, as
2 

well aa His obligation to defend and bleep the heritage* In
3 

like manner, a pillar bearing the narae of a man, tribe, or na-
4 

tion implied the valour and honour of auch.

1. See II. f*
2. Of* I King* 8il6ff.i II f ««a. 7*13ff«
3. Pedersen, op*oit.fp*J?Jl, euggette that in the "hand*, whloh 

Taul act up in Carmel (I -am, 151X2) lay the valiant deed 
of Baul and alpo hie name and honour.

4. In I Dam. 13i3~4 * ** l« related that Jonathan smote t ; e
Neolb of the Philistines and as a result Israel "was had 
in abomination with the Philistines.»
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XIII 

THE MEMORIAL VALUE OJf THE PILLARS*

An artificially placed stone naturally inspires the 

question, "What does it mean?" and accordingly, memories must 

necessarily cluster around the sacred stones, regardless of

the purpose for which- they were erected* The writer of the
1 

narrative in the Book of Joshua recognises the inescapable

question* which the children would ask their fathers, "What 

mean these stones?" It is clear that sacred stones often be 

came memorials, simply because the mind of man continually in 

quired into the meaning of the past* All men of every age, 

endowed with the faculty of memory, must have felt the tendency 

to associate material objects with the memory of important 

phases of life. Grave stones are perhaps the most patent ex 

amples of stones set up in the service of memory in the earliest
2 3 

times, but even a grave stone might become a shrine. The Jew-
4 

ish festival of the "Great Burning" at lieiron, in association

with the three grave pillars of celebrated Rabbis, is an illus 

tration of the transformation of memorials into "altars"* The
5 

Hasseboth of around 1000 B.C., from Cyprus, set up at graves,

were, generally speaking, large stones from the river bed shaped 

by natural forces, and particularly chosen by those who erected 

them* We may infer that such Masseboth were symbolic of some 

religious conception as well as memorials of the dead, though 

the particular symbolism is beyond our ken*

1. Josh* 4i21.
2. See Thornsen, Falastina und seine Kultur, pp.31,45.
3* Of. Hanauer, Folk-lore in the Holy Land, p.133; Wilson,

Peasant Life in the Holy Land, p.26. 
4. See Luke, PEFQS, 1932, p*7off.; Masterraan, PE^QS, 1919,

p*113f* 
. Of. 0-R. Kypros, p*l?3«
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In the Phoenician realm, the Massebah was generally

used to designate grave places, indicating a memorial signifi-
1 

cance. However, in the Maltese Islands, certain megalithic

remains, which have sometimes been attributed to the Phoeni 

cians, seem to represent the sanctuary of a heroic cult, as 

illustrated by the pillar cell of Hagiar Kirn at Malta, where

the conical stone is associated with the structure in funeral
2 

relationship. It is manifestly impossible to lay down a rule
_ 3 

with reference to the exact value of burial Masseboth.4 " 
The Btelae of the kings at Aeshur, dating from the

fifteenth century B.C., were unquestionably memorials. The
5

pillars at Beth-Shemesh, doubtless, iaad some memorial signifi 

cance, especially in view of their sepulchral association*
6 7 

Such pillars as those at Gilgal, Ebenexer, and perhaps at
8 9 10 

Gezer, as well ae that of Absalom, and at Rachel*s tomb clearly

served some memorial purpose, regardless of whatever additional

importance they may have had* Howbeit, the phrase, "mere
11 

memorials", is not apt in describing the Biblical conception

of the stones, for even such stones as those at Gilgal are

indicated as being related to the great sanctuary of the early
12 

days of Israel, and the narrative suggests that the stones

1. See Kennedy, H.D.B., p.730; Thornsen,Reallex, Vorg., Bd.VIII, 
p.142; Cooke, North Semitic Inecrip., p.60.

2. Cf. Evans, JHS, Vol.XXI. f p.200.
3. See Handcook, Archaeology, p.338, who says that it is only 

the concomitant circumstances which justify the attri 
bution of a religious significance to particular stones.

4. Of. GresBmann, A.B.A.T.,p.!22.
5. Cf. Thomsen, op.cit.,p.l41; Maoken2ie,PEFQ,S, 1912, p.!73ff.
6. Cf. Gressmarm, ibid.
7. I Sam. 7'12.
o. Cf. Dalman, Der Gilgal, P.J., 192C, p.14; Thornsen, ibid.
9. II Sam. I8sl8,

10. Gen. 35*20.
11. See WRS, Relig. Sem., p.203.
12. It should be clear that a stone may be more than a mere mem 

orial without being regarded as an idol.
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represent the faithfulness of God to the tribe* of Israel*

The pillar in the oovenant between Jaoob and Laban oannot be 

disassociated from its memory value, yet it is not represented 

as a •mere*' memorial, but as a witnese stone in the solemn cov 

enant in the making of which sacrifice was fitting, and the
? 

violation of whioh Ood would punish* Likewise, the Maesebah3 " 
at Bethel wae, in one sense of the word, a memorial, but it is

set forth in the narrative as that whioh bears the name of God, 

is associated with the promise of God, and beoomes & sanctuary 

suitable for worship and the making of vows*

The question arises as to whether memorial stones were
4 

a late development* Such is Indicated by Ounkcl, who says, that

the Kasseboth were once saored stones, but were finally mere 

memorials* It is probable that the memorial idea was known to 

man long before the dawn of history* It iff true that the 

early memorials were variously interpreted and were always in 

some way related to the deity, but they were memorials never 

theless. We are informed that it was an ancient custom "to 

build or repair temples, synagogues, etc*, in order to be re 

membered* 11 We know that there was an early marked tendency 

in man toward the Invention of symbols, and all hie faculties 

were doubtless exercised in connection with his desires,

1* See Josh* 4t21ff* 
2* Cf. Gen.3:u52ff, 
3* fee Gen. 31sl3«
4* The Legends of Genesis, p.106.
5» Cook, Religion of Palestine,i*2o.
6. Written thought developed from such.



ambitions, obligations, and fears, but, even though other
1 

ideas were frequently associated with such monuments as

grave stones, etc., we cannot deny that they had a memorial
2 

value*

!• Among Assyrian conquerors, it was customary to offer sacri 
fices in connection with the establishment of memorials. 
See Maspero, Struggle of the Nations, p.657* 

2. In Homer's Iliad, XXIII, we find that he regarded eome of 
the antique stones of his day as having had a memorial 
value:
"On either side
Where narrowest is the way, and all the course 
Around is smooth, rise two white stones, set there 
To mark the tomb of someone long since dead, 
Or form a goal for men in ages past."

Prom Lubbock, Prehistoric Times, p.118.
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XIV 

VOTIVE STOHSS.

Stones were frequently erected by the worshipper to 

represent his pledged faithfulness to the deity, as well as 

hit appreciation or expectation of a goodly portion of the 

divine favour. The practice of the modern Arabs f in erecting 

little stone pyramids which they call Heshahed, or "witnesses", 

is an example of this idea. The "witnesses** are erected in 

view of the Wely at the point where the pilgrim first sees the 

sacred place and where he makes his prayer in honour of the

saint, who may be reminded of the piety of the man who honours
1 

him, so that on Judgment Bay the saint may plead for him*
2 

These Tab structures, according to Gressmarm, have the same

meaning as the piece? of clothing hung on the holy trees, which

offerings evidently are votives as well as testimonies. The
3 

same author suggests that a relationship exists between the

modern "witness" pillars and the stones in the Old Testament, 

which were used as witnesses in a covenant* A large number 

of Nabataean inscriptions consist only of the name of the en 

graver with a word equivalent to "hail" prefixed, the whole 

being simply scratched on the rock. It has been suggested that

the idea of all inscriptions of this kind is exactly the same
4 

as the common oriental idea of tying a rag to a sacred tree.

The inscriber wished to call the attention of his deity to 

himself, and to the fact that he remembered him in the hope,of 

course, that he would be remembered in turn. The Maaggda of

1. Of. Cook, Notes to 3rd. Edit., p.570; Conder, Heth and Uoab, 
213i Wilson, Peasant Life in the Holy Land, p.29.

2. A.B.A.T., p»125> of. Wilson, op.cit.,p«26.
3. Ibid.
4. Kennedy, Petra, its History and Monuments, p.77.
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the Nabataeana was perhaps ordinarily associated with the same
1 2 

idea. According to La grange, the Masggda, in altar form, wa§

a votive altar and not for sacrifice* The panels in the Sik 

at Petra are regarded by some as idols or symbols of the deity , 

but the Nabataean epigraphic evidences do not sustain the sup 

position* The votive idea seems to have been comparatively 

important in the point of view of the Kabataeans at Petra. where

various inscriptions have been found, such as the following!
4 A 

•Remembered be Hayyu, son of Balitu, in goodness and peace be

fore Dushara". Of similar significance is the inscription at

Khalasa, which reads, "This is the place which Nut halm made
5 

for the life of Aretas, King of the Nabataeans " . The votive

stelae are well known among the Phoenicians, some of which are 

inscribed with a legend indicating unmistakably the purpose of 

these who set them up« The following will indicate the gen 

eral character of such inscriptions; "To the Lord Baal Hamon,

which Hanno, son of Adonball, etc., has vowed because he heard
6 \ 

his voice 9 may he bless". »

Gressmann thinks that some of the small carved stones
7 

at Petra are in remembrance of pious pilgrimages to the city*

With reference to a panel at Petra with ten reliefs, or niches,
8 

associated together and of varying sizes, it has been suggested

that they represent the devotion of a group in appreciation of
_^ _________________ ̂  m ,- —— - ————————— - ————— - ———— - ———— " ———— - ———— • '!'• 'I '• I '• ™-«^^ •« ———— •————.»., ̂ ,-^.M.^————***- ...-», I I...,,.,..* II I. .1^1 . •• ••_____M___ „, ...... ,.. ,| , M^__^^_^..^Mfc^^__JMM^

1. See Cooke, Text Book of North Semitic Inscriptions, p. 238.
2. Etudes. p.207«
3. See Cook, Notes to 3rd* Edit., p*5&9» *ho regards the Mas- 

geda as the vehicle of worship*
4. See Libby & Roskins, The Jordan Valley and Petra, Vol.11., 

p,l8o*
5. See Cowley, PEP Annual, Vol. Ill ., p. 14$.
6. See J£V & JMPS, Semitic Religion, NSBD, p. 820*
7. A.B.A.T., p«i2$.

* Cf• Kennedy, Petra. its History and Monuments, p.73*
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1 2 
the goodness of Duaares in some special experience* Robinson

our attention to the tomb in the Turtananlya Valley which 

has an inscription eta ting that the monument with the great and 

little halls inside of it, as well ae the garden, is eaored 

and dedicated to the deities, and that nothing whatever Is to 

be altered, neither Is any one to be burled in the tomb, nor 

to have any use of It except those designated In the official 

papers. It must be recognised that any such monuments in an- 

oient tlraee, regardless of their primary purpose , were closely 

aeoooiated with the deity, for every sacred symbol, if not dedi 

cated to the god, at least involved his blessing or his curse*

Sacred stones were doubtless frequently placed over
3 

the graves of the famous dead in ancient times* The same

custom is known to be practised by the Jews In modern times , 

as for example, Jewish pilgrims visiting the grave of a notable 

Jewish atronomer In Prague by the name of Loeuf , piously cast 

a pebble on his grate, concerning which, it is said that It is 

a great honour to a Jew for one to place a pebble on his grave* 

The significance of the heaps over ancient graves* in addition 

to the practical value as a protection to the body of a dead 

person, was no doubt also a sign of the devotion on the part 

of those who placed the stone in behalf of the honoured dead* 

On the other hand, the B tones of the heap over a grave might 

imply the hatred of those who placed the atones for a culprit 

on hie grave* A story is told in explanation of a stone heap

1* Lode, Israel, p*95» thinks the groups represent deities and 
should be assigned to a time when the personality of the 
local divinity was not yet fully differentiated, and when 
It was uncertain whether one or several deities inhabited 
the spot in question*

2* Barcophagus, p*88«
3. Cf. Conder, Heth and Moab, p. 213; Hllsson. Greek Religion, 

p. 109*
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at Hiaemti Abu 2ena as follows. "Abu 2ena spurred his horse to 

death here and the grave IB laarked by a heap of stones to which

every paeser«by adds hie pebble in hatred of the hard-hearted
1 

rider". Of similar significance is the praotioe of modern

pilgrims as they approach the "~Devil-pillar&" at the entrance 

of Wady Muna towards Mesdelfe where the devil, according to 

tradition, made his stand against Abraham* The pilgrim ool-

leots seven email stones and ceremoniously casts them at the
2

pillars which represent the devil* Though the motive is dif 

ferent, the custom is the same at that practised by the Arabs, 

who, when travelling along the main routes of the country, find

a stone monument erected by a fellow Moslem compatriot, they
3 

piously add a stone to the mass*

It is a well known custom among the Semites to set 

up stoneo on the way to the holy place in what might be called

"wayeide devotion", which is practised by the modern inhabitants
4 5 

at Fetra. Petrie found many standing stones in the vicinity

of the Wady :>erabit, which are only a few inches to a couple 

of feet in height, and it is significant that they were not 

found in places out of sight of the temple ground, probably 

indicating that they had some votive purpose* We may cuppose 

that a wide usage of atonee prevailed to signify the apprecia 

tion, expectation, obligation, or rights of the individual in
6 

thg_ heritage % u^der,the name of the deity*_______________
1. Petrie, Researches in Binai, p»13i of* Haneuer, Folk-lore 

in Holy Land, p.101,
2. Cf* Cobbold. My Pilgrimmage to Mecca, Palestine I'ost, Aug.

8,19331 Burokhardt, Travels in Arabia, Vol.II..p.57* 
3* Of* ?. & C. History of /rt in Sardinia and Judea, Vol.1.,p.269;

of* Conder, PEPq^, 1885, P.11. 
4* Cf* Robinson, Sarcophagus, p*300.
5* op.oit.,p.63*
6. V/hitehouee, HDB, Vol.Ill, p.88l, think? Absalom** pillar may 

have been a votive stone erected in anticipation of his 
attempt to seize the throne.
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Concerning the modern practice, one cannot resist

the temptation to compare it with the boundary heap erected at 

the covenant place of Jacob and Laban, which heap appears to 

hate been the contribution of the tribesmen, at the ceremony, 

as an evidence of their pledge and concurrence with regard to 

the treaty* It ii stated that Jacob took a stone and set it 

up for a pillar, and he said unto his brethren, "Gather stones," 

and they took stones and made a heap, which indicates that

every man in the tribes made a contribution to the heap of the 

covenant* Many of the stone heaps over the graves of ancient 

worthies doubtless represented the votive contributions of the 

various members of the tribe* It has been thought that the 

stone heaps over graves may have been intended to prevent the 

spirit of the departed from coming forth from the grave to dis 

turb the living, and such a conception may have had some place,
t

but many of the dolmen burials had a hole cut in the stone, 

apparently to permit the spirit free access to, and egress from 

the tomb, If the hole in dolmens was a free door to the spirit, 

then it is hardly possible that the heaps over dolmens were de 

signed to smother the spirit, but, more likely, represented vo 

tive contributions. Sometimes it has been thought that the

heap was chiefly designed to suppress the spirit of those who
2 

had suffered death by violence, whose spirit it was thought to

be especially detrimental to the living, but the tumuli over 

graves cannot all be explained on the basis of violent deaths, 

and it is more likely that these were the graves of notables

1. Gen. 31s45f,
2. Hanauer, Folklore of Holy Land, p.lOOf, regards the custom as 

especially applicable to malefactors.
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who were either much despised or greatly lo?ed. The body
1 23

of the King of Al, as well as that of Aohan and of Absalom,

was covered with a great heap of stones and it is probable 

that those, who raised the heap, ceremoniously towed their 

hatred of such characters*

1. Josh. 8t29*
2. Joeh. 7:26.
3. II Sam. I8jl7.
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HITK8 AND CKRSIiCNlES.

We find many examplea of ritea and ceremoniea celt* 
brated, in association with the eaored atonea, constituting a
maze of tangled and conflicting elementa, which make it diffi-

1
oult to trace the development* Moreover, even where the ex 
ternal formalities are clearly discerned, it ia sometimee dif 
ficult to peroeive the inner truth of the ceremonies.

One of the earliest and perhapa moat fundamental 
features of the oult praotioe ie that which related the aaored 
atones to some contractual obligations and relationships. The 
ritual and ceremony, associated with the making and fulfilment
of vowa, have apparently always held an important plaoe in Sera-

J? 
itio oult praotioe. The climax of Jacob's experience at Bethel

3 was reached in the making of a vow which waa associated with
the Massebah, and it ia probable that the great importance of

4
Jacob*a return to Bethel wae the fulfilment of hie earlier vow. 
In the treaty between Jaoob and Laban, the contracting parties
gave their oatus, the curses of the deity were invoked upon

5 6 the otonea, and sacrifice* were offered. Herodotus describee
a ritual of the saored stonea in which, when two men ewear 
friendship, they stand on either Bide of a third party, who 
with a sharp atone makea a out on the inside of a hand of each 
near the middle finger, and... taking a piece from their dress.
1. Hill, JHS, Vol.XXXI, p«?6, Bay* that the development from the 

primitive religion to the weird ayncretlstic systems of 
the Roman age ia hopelessly obscure, in so far as the in 
ner truth is concerned.

2. See Judges, ll*30f£f I ram.lill| 2 Faro. IJtSj Ps.66113.
3. Gen. 28s22f See Driver, Genesis, p.266.
4. See Gen. 31tl3; of. Trumbull, Blood Covenant, p.167, N.I. ?• Gen. 31s44ff. r>ee Trumbull, op.oit., p.?6S. 
6. Ill, 8.
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dips it in the blood of each and moiptens therewith seven stones 

lying in the midst, oalling the while on Bacchus and Urania. 

In a village in the Druze Mountains, there are upright stones 

between which bridal couples must walk, while in Britanny the

great menhirs are intimately connected with peasant supersti-
2 

tion relating to the marriage ceremony, and numeroup examples

of legends which relate the pillars to wedding rites h*ve been
3 4 

cited by various authors. Ohnesfalsch-Richter seer> in the

custom attached to the Paphian monoliths, a direct relationship 

to the Biblical traditions concerning the ratification by oaths
V

of covenants and treaties in the presence of the sacred stones. 

It appears that an obligation or contract made in aspociatlon 

with the sacred stones was duly recognised in the law code of 

the community, and one who refused to honour such an engagement 

involved not only his standing in the community but his portion 

in the heritage, while in addition he came under the curse of 

the gods, by whose names the contract was sealed. The sacred

stone remained a continuing witness to the obligation until it
5 

was duly performed. The modern Semites insist on a literal

fulfilment of vows in every particular, and their vows are 

either paid when the benefit has been received, or at the an 

nual festivals when solemnity and merry-making are mingled in
6 7 

the ceremony of performance. Evans thinks that in the most

1. Cf. Curtiss, Primitive Semitic Religion, p.84.
2. Cf. Conder, Heth and Moab, p.204.
3. 0-R, Kypros, p»l67 f says that in the Paphos district, to this 

day, troth is literally pledged by joining hands through 
an orifice*

4. Ibid.
J>. When the Arabs at Petra make a vow, they pile up a heap of

stones anywhere in sight of the holy mountain as a witness.
Cf. Curtiss, op.cit., p«94.

6. Cf. Curtiss, op.cit.,p.161; Robinson, Sarcophagus, ts.58. 
7- JHS, Vol.XXI, p.114. v *
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primitive form of the Uyoenaean cult the offerings were simply 

placed on the sacred stone, and he states that he actually saw 

egg offerings placed on top of a sacred stone in Finnish Lap 

land, which is in accordance with the explanation given to the 

writer by the keeper of a tomb-shrine in Palestine who stated 

that the stone was the place where the offering was laid*

The Old Testament does not tell us with what ceremony 

the stones at Gilgal were placed in position, with what rites 

the Bbenezer of Samuel was erected, but we may be mire that 

the ceremony of inauguration, in connection with such stones,

wan with much fervent display of patriotism and religious oere-
1 

mony* A study of other ceremonies of patriotic religious

significance permits us to suppose that the induction of tri-
2 

bal or national sacred stones was accompanied by sacrifice,

the making of vows, anointing, religious dances, and the In 

voking of the divine name with blessings and curses upon the 

pillar* The pillar-shrines were the scenes of coronation 

ceremonies in which the king took his place by the pillar 

where royal oaths were taken*

Of the stirring scenes associated with the sacred
3

pillars may be mentioned the ceremony of destruction of the

hated pillars whioh was an eminently important political and 

religious act, performed with even greater fervour than the

modern book-burnings* The great Hebrew leaders are frequent-
4

ly represented as beginning their public careers by the per 

formance of a kind of eacred ritual of destruction, in whioh

1. Of. Hacallster, JOtifi, Vol.XI, p*879» Ktfaer, Jro& f Vol.X,
p.88j Judges 21*21. An Arab tradition at Shiloh ie that 
the virgins danced while the wen offered sacrifice*

2. nee Conder, Heth and Koab, p.21?, with reference to the
holy Etone whioh Blagabalus carried in prooerplon through 
the streets of Rome. *

3* Cf. 0»R, Kypros, p.l6l*
4. Of. Judg. 6i25ff*i II Kings 10t20ff.j II Kings I8i4*
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we hear the echo of crashing Maeseboth and the crackling flames 

devouring the Asherinu According to the Old Testament, one of 

the most important commissions held by Israel, when they enter 

ed the land of Canaan, was the urgent command to break down the

ttasseboth of the Canaanites, along with other cult furniture of > i
the High Place, and one may infer that the accomplishment of 

this destruction was with great religious demonstration. There 

is definite ritual importance in the exploits of Josiah, in 

which with great oeremony he burned the Asherim, break in pieces 

the Masseao"th, stamped the High Places to powder, defiling them 

with the bones of men, and slew the priests of the High Place,

all of which was related to the turning of the nation to Je-
2 

hovah. The best extra-Biblical glimpse afforded us of the

ceremonial treatment of conquered cult symbols is to be found 

in the boast of King Mesha of Moab, ae recorded on the Moabite

Stone, which relates how he dragged the Ariels of foreign gods
3 

in the dust before Chemosh, the national god of Moab*

In most cases, at least where the sacred stone was 

regarded as an altar or an idol, it appears that blood was

smeared or poured on the stone, as for example in the Arabian
4 

practice* Various applications of liquids to the sacred etones

with diverse purposes were evidently an Important part of the
5 6 

ritual, which probably consisted, according to the particular

custom, of blood t water, honey, milk, oil, or wine* As we

have seen above, there was a oeremony of desecration of sacred
1. II Kings 23*4ff.
2. II Kingi 23t25.
3. See Wood, J3L, Vol.XXV, p.207.
4. Cf. WRS, Relig.Senu, pp.201, 313, see Isa. 57*6? Deut.32137-38. 
5« See Gardner, ERE, Col.XI, p.870? Driver, Genesis, p»310; Pa.

I6s4| Gen.28:18; 35)14; WRS, Kinship and Marriage, p.50;
Trumbull, Blood Covenant, p.238. 

6* See p. 133
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•tones, and likewise we find a ceremony of purification and 

reoonsecration of the defiled stone, as in the case of the man

who washed and anointed the idol which had "been polluted by
1 

the Moslems.

The idol stones were sometimes gaily attired, es 

pecially in the late practice. The custom of kissing and
2

fondling the stones, as well as that of bowing down to them, 

was perhaps ordinarily associated with idolatry, though not 

necessarily so. Oraar Ibn Khatab is reported to hate exclaim 

ed, while standing before the Kaaba in Mecca, "I know thou art 

a mere stone that can neither hurt nor help me, nor should I 

kiss thee had I not seen Mohammed do the same*** With this 

knowledge that Mohammed, the prophet of pure monotheism, kissed 

the stone at Mecca, it appears that the fervent kissing of 

stones did not always imply idolatry, but sometimes indicated 

loyalty and sincerity in behalf of that which the stone rep 

resented* Pillar number two in the alignment at Gezer was

marked by several smooth spots, and pillar number five had a
4 

similar ppot on it* Whether these smooth spots were made by

fondling or by anointing is largely a matter of conjecture, 

but it i» probable that they were the result of unusual devo 

tion bestowed upon the stones, inasmuch as we find modern

parallels of such at the Wailing Wall, and at the Church of
5 

the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem* Just why these two stones

at Gezer were selected for such attention, in preference to 

the other stones of the alignment, remains an enigma* It has

1* See WRB, op.cit*, p.233*
2. Cf. Lev. 26ilj X Kings 19il8$ Exod. 23*24| Hosea 15*2.
3* See Burcjcaardt, Travels in Arabia, Vol.1, p*308.
4. Cf. Macalister, Gezer, Vol*II, p.388.
5» Cf* Vincent, Canaan, p*lll.
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been suggested that pillar number two was tht moat ancient*

or perhapa the fetloh atone, while the othera were totivt
2 

atones, though thla would not account for the aptoial devotion

ahown to pillar number fIve. Xf, as some think, tht pillara 

were related to the rulers of Oe*er, then we may suppose that 

the reigne, represented by pillars two and five, were unusually 

favourable In the popular estimation*

We know that, In the developed practice, moat cult 

places had priests who were prominent In the ritual and re 

ceived certain fees, and It IB probable that the various pil 

lars may have become specialised under the priestly influence, 

and one pillar would sometimes be more closely associated with 

certain rites than with others. It la improbable that a pil» 

lar was assigned a special priest, except in cages where the

sacred stone may have served as an altar or an Idol* In a
4 

Samaritan manuscript, the scribe speaks of the "priests of the
5 6 / 7

stone"* concerning which Gottheil regards "a To en* as the equi 

valent of "Miabeah* and thinks It refers to the priests of an 

altar of atones* Be that a@ it may, the developed cult of the 

High Places was under the supervision of the priests whose guid 

ance in the matter of ritual was of great importance. In some 

cases, the Maestbah may have been reserved for the ceremonial 

performance of the political head of the community, as in the 

case of the brazen altar in the temple at Jerusalem, which Ahaz

1* Kacaliater, Bible Sidelights, p.?8.
2. Cf. Bertholet, History of Hebrew Civilisation, p. 10?.
3« Cf. Gezer, Vol.11, p. 404; Gresemann, A.B.A.T*, p.122.
4. Oottheil, Bating of their Manuscripts, JBL, Vol. XXV, p. 34.
5>. j-i/^ 1 1 v /' "D ,
6. The expression might be equivalent to
7. The comparison is made with Gen. 49$24. U'~) 0 > )I3A
8. Cf. Kxod. 20i2J. D73?i Hri^ '
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1 
reserved especially for himself "to inquire by", and, indeed,

2 
W*R. Smith thinks the brazen altar so reserved was identical

with one of the two pillars called Jachin and Boaz* The pil 

lar in the Canaanite temple at Beth-Shan, being associated with 

a basalt libation bowl, evidently received ritual attention, 

but it is important to note that elsewhere in the temple was 

carried out the developed ritual of the great altar. We may 

suppose that the rites connected with the pillar in that temple 

were related to special ceremonies, as indicated by its isola 

tion of the pillar from the main altar as well as by its assoc 

iation with the stela of Mekal, and it is possible that the 

stone may have been reserved for the ruler of the city "to in 

quire by*. .

The offering of human sacrifice was widely practised 

among the Western Semites, and the archaeological evidence in* 

dioates that the pillar-shrines were frequently the scenes of 

such sacrifice. In a stratum of earth, underlying the High 

Place of the pillar alignment at Gejfcer, was found a cemetery

of infants who were probably not over a week old when deposit-
4 

ed in large earthen jars for burial, while, in the middle of

the first cave-chamber at Gezer, was discovered a limestone

block, appearing as a rude altar, upon which lay an infant
5 skeleton, perhaps the last offered sacrifice, unremoved.

6 
Frazer discounts the idea of infant sacrifice, supposing that

they were natural deaths and were buried in the sanctuary in 

hopes that the eouls of the buried babies would pass into the

1. II Kings
2. Relig. Sent., p. 487.
3. See Rowe, KJ, June 1928, p. 14?.
4. Cf. Oeier. Vol.11, p»402j Vincent, Canaan, p,l89.
5. Cf. Maoalieter, PSyqS, 1903, p.24| Gezer, II, p. 3821 Vincent, 

	op*oit.,p.llo.
6. Adonis, Attis, Osiris, 2nd. Edit., p. 83.
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sacred Btook« and stones, and from them dart into the bodies 

of the would-be mothers who resorted to the sanctuary, which

conclusion he bases on certain similar ideas current in central
1 

Australia. On the other hand, Driver interprets the remains

as representative of the grim rites performed in honour of the
2 

numen loci, and Macallster indicates that we have here evidence

of the widespread custom of devoting the first born to the deity. 

It may be that such is an illustration of the practice condemned 

by Micah in his famous question, "Shall I give my first-born 

for my transgression, the fruit of my body for the sin of my 

soul?" Other interesting examples of infant Jar burials may

be mentioned as having been discovered, especially at Megiddo
4

and Taanach, but it is possible that such are to be distinguish 

ed from those at Qezer. The transition at Gezer. from the 

burial of human remains in the foundations of the houses to the 

use of the symbolism of the extinguished lamp between two bowls 

creates a strong presumption in favour of the conclusion, that 

the infants were sacrificed, especially since we note the rapid 

decline of the practice of human foundation deposits in the

period fallowing the Hebrew conquest, and, contemporaneous with
6 

such decline, the appearance of the substituted symbolism.

Moreover, the infant burials were of a single age group and
7

some of them displayed marks of fire, while there is over 

whelming evidence of child-sacrifice in the environment to be

1. Modern Research, p,l
2. Bible Sidelights, p.74; of. Sayce. Patriarchal Palestine, 

p.2l8; Vincent, op.oit., p.196.
3. Micah 6i7l see Maspero, Struggle of the Nations, p.l60.
4. See Sellin, Tell Ta'annek, p»35f.; Guy, Old, No.9, p.11; 
5» Vincent, Canaan, p.!94f.; of. Jeremiae, O.T. in the Light

of the Ancient East, Vol.1, p.348; Pertholet, Hist.Heb,
Civ.,p.76.

6. Cf. Ge*er, p.434; Kyle, Deciding Voice of the Monuments,p,94, 
7* Cf. Gezer, II, p.402; Vincent, Canaan, p.189.
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drawn from other sources. The suggestion fcas been made that 

the seventh pillar in the alignment at Gezer perhaps origin 

ally fe.vlongvd to the shrine of the Jebusites in Jerusalem, and 

may have been associated with the place where Abraham offered 

Isaac. Howbeit, it is possible that the infants at Gezer were 

sacrificed in fulfilment of some covenant obligation, and that 

the authority and constraint under which the barbaric rites 

were accomplished, were in some way related to the pillars. 

In a cave at Gezei, along with fourteen other skeletons, was 

found the severed body of a female with the lower half missing,

which may be an illustration of the unfortunate faithfuls, men-
2 

tioned by the writer of Hebrews as having been "sawn asunder %

We are told that the sacrificial victims of the Saracens were

from the choicest part of the booty, and that, by preference,
3 

a handsome boy was selected for sacrifice. The inscription

of King Meaha of Moab related that, after his victory against

Israel, he devoted seven thousand Israelitish prisoners to
4 

*Ashtor-Chemo8h. It appears that the place of sacrifice of

captive victims, following war exploits, was at the tribal pil 

lar shrines, especially since the sacrifices were frequently 

in the performance of vows which had been sworn in the presence 

of the pillars prior to the battle, and doubtless, the occasion

of the sacrifice was associated with a triumphant tribal cele 
bration.*_________________________________________
1. Bee Deut. 12»31; Lev. I8s21; 20«2-Jj II Kings 23slO.
2. Heb. Iii37»
3. Cf. WRE, Relig.Sera.,p*491. The rock-hewn altar at Baalbek may 

have been a place of human sacrifice, according to Bliss, 
FEFQ8,19C2,p.l72. With reference to Samuel's slaughter of 
Agag at Gilgal (I Sam.l5i33), see Kittel, History of Heb- 
rewr, Vol.II,p.117, N.li WRS,op.cit.,p.492. 
Driver,Deuteronomy,p»9o. The Phoenicians and Carthaginians 
practised human sacrifice} see JFE & JMPS, Semitic Religion,

5* Maspero, Struggle.Qf the Nations,p.160, thinks that, when child- fen were IScrificed.their cries of pain were perhaps drowned 
by the piping of flutes or the blare of trumpets, while the
parentr stood by, dressed as for a festival.
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The pillars were the pledge of divine protection over the heri 

tage of the tribe, while, at the same time, they signified the 

obligations due to the deity, and therefore it is not strange 

that the pillar shrines were chosen ae the place for human 

sacrifice.

Strange ceremonies were associated with the sacred 

stones, some of them spectacular, and many were doubtless the 

accretions due to superstitious invention. Such novel pro 

ceedings, as that of the seven day siege of "stone-sitting" by
1 

the prelet at Hlerapolie, were perhaps multiplied with various
/2 

meanings. In the West India Islands the natives show great

devotion toward three stone*, one being profitable for crops,
3 

another for child-birth, and the third for sunshine and rain*

In Greece the efficacy of certain stones was reeognised, as 

in the case of Orestes who sat on the stone of "Zeus Kappdtas"

and was cured of his madness, and as a parallel to this concep-
4 

tion may be mentioned the "sobering stone" at Thebes. Not

entirely different is the story associated with the shrine of 

El Khudr near Solomon's Pools where deranged persons of all 

three faiths are taken to kneel on the holy flag-stone, upon 

which, according to tradition,a Greek priest long ago, while 

administering the Holy Communion, spilled the sacred elements 

on the stone. A prevalent practice among the superstitious of

1. Of. Gezer, Vol.II,p.389* See Frazer, F.O.T.,Vol.11, p.407, 
concerning the absorption into the system by Jacob and 
Laban of the strength of the stones*

2. In certain areas, it is evident that rites were celebrated 
in keeping with the phallic idea. See WRS, Relig. Sem, t 
p.212,N.2| Hartland, KRE, Vol.IX, p.819.

3. Of. Tylor, Primitive Culture, Vol.11, p.l6l.
4. See Farnell, Cult of the Greek States, Vol.IV, p.302. 
5* Of. Hanauer, Folk-lore, p«53*
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1 
modern times is that of passing between poles to interpose a

2 
barrier between themselves and the ghost. It is probable that
wherever witchoraft and magic were practised, stones were adapt-

3ed to serve such. In Finland on some mythical hlll f a great
stone was believed to exist wherein were hollows into which

4 
the magician charmed the diseases of his patients* Eabbi
Isaac Lural of Tiberius is said to have believed that a trans 
migrated soul was in a hole in the wall, and was crying that he

5should pray on its behalf* It appears that ceremonial and
magical rites were sometimes performed for the purpose of in*

6voicing a spirit to take possession of a holy stone* The prac 
tice of sleeping in a pillar shrine, for the purpose of obtain 
ing oracular dreams, wae per Imps common when the cult was at its

7
height, though such might be carried out at any sacred place re 
gardless of whether it contained a sacred stone or not*

It is clear that the value of the sacred stones has 
been greatly confused through the centuries, and the many mixed
ideas and superstitions have served to obscure rather than to

8 
elucidate the problem* Cook has well pointed out that the
sacred etones, by their very nature, are "apt to be made the 
convenient centre of ideas from the vaguest to the most pro 
found, and at different stages of culture". We may be certain

1. Until recently efficacy was attributed to the act of passingbetween two columns in the Moeque al-Aqea in Jerusalem. seeir»./y2. See Frazer. Balder the Beautiful, 3rd Edit*. Vol.II*,p.179* 3* Cf. Num. 23«27ff.| Deut. l8ilOff. 
4* Cf. Conder, PEFQS, 1882, p.83, 
J. Cf. Thompson, Semitic Magic, p.l8.
6. Cf. Robinson, Sarcophagus, p.170; Evans, JHS, Vol.XXI, p.119; Paton, Spiritism, p.235*

§ « Cf. Petrie, Researches in Sinai, p.67. . Notes to 3rd Edit., p.571.
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that both immoral ana idolatrous practices were sometimes the 

chief features of certain sacred stones, and that even the 

touching of such atones was equivalent to idolatry or had 

eorae phallic value, according to the interpretation of the 

devotees. It is perhaps sufficient to remark that the rit 

ual has always been conditioned upon the social and political 

customs, intellectual and religious standards, as well as by 

the psychological reactions to external phenomena, such as 

mysterious happenings, impending disaster, and notable triumph* 

while the influence of neighbouring tribes served continually 

to modify and syncretise the practice, Examples of ritual, 

pertaining to the pillar cult, nay b<» gleaned from the prac 

tice of the lowest and crudest savagery nnd ignorance, ae well 

as from that of people of highest spiritual perceptions*



XVI 

THE BBTHKL MASSEBAH OF JACOB

1 
The term used to designate the place where Jacob spent

the night at Bethel has sometimes "been regarded as intendedxo/
imply an eetablished sanctuary prior to Jacob's arrival, but,

while the term might be rendered "the sanctuary 11 , it may also
2 

signify the place "suitable for spending the night." In any

case, the term in Old Testament usage does not ordinarily imply

a sanctuary as such. The expression of Jacob, on awaking from
4 

his sleep, indicates his realisation of the sacredness of the

place, and it is only logical that to Jacob the place seemed
5 6 

dreadful, or, as Spurrell suggests, "glorious". Dillman thinks

that Jacob's astonishment wae due to his discovery of Jehovah in 

some other place than at Beersheba where his father Isaac wor 

shipped him, but, from what we know of the early religion of

the Hebrews, the suggestion is not well considered, for, in what
7 

Skinner calls the "standing paradox" of the early religion of

Israel, we must recognise that, in the conception of the pat* 

riarchs, there was no contradiction in "the unity of Jehovah

amidst the multiplicity of his local manifestations." It has
8 

been pointed out by Welch that Jehovah was not regarded as

bound to any place but a free personality who might meet Jacob 

at Bethel even as he met Moses at Sinai? The suggestion,

that Jacob's astonishment implies that he had unwittingly slept
It) 

in an established sanctuary, must be regarded with caution,
1. Gen, 28:11.•Dip'*
2. Of. Spurrell, Notes on the Text of Gen.,p.2?2.
3. Cf. Gen. Ii9; 24$?3; 29126; Judg. 11:19.
4. Gen. 28:l6.
5« Op.cit*, p.253.
6. Genesis, Vol.11., p.226.
7. Genesis, p«377-

Religion of Israel, p.10. 
9- Cf* Exod. 20:24. 

10. Cf. Baudisein, El Betel, p.10.
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elnce his dream-vision war sufficient to provide the basis of the 

surprise thus expressed. The question as to whether Bethel was 

a sacred place prior to the time of Jacob cannot be determined 

with certainty by either the literary or archaeological eviden 

ces. ?rom the digging at Beitin the pottery allows the conclu-
2 

sion that the first occupation of that site may be dated prior

to 1800 B.C., which conforms to the Old Testament tradition, 

indicating that a city called Lux existed there before the time 

of Jacob, but such throws no light upon the origin of the sanc 

tuary. It is true that we have reference to the fact that Ab-
4 

raham built an altar near Bethel, which makes it possible to

suppose that Jacob may have recognised the r emains of such an 

altar* Many scholars suppose that the sanctuary at Bethel was

Canaanite in origin but was taken over by the Hebrews and bap-
5 

tised with the narrative of Jacob's experience, but it is to be

noted that the sanctuary of Bethel was among the unique sanc 

tuaries of Israel in having a reputed connection with the pat-
6 

riarchs, and perhaps Shechem was the only other sanctuary of

Israel which had a sacred stone reputedly of patriarchal ori-
7 

gin. One may agree with Kittel that there is no difficulty

in believing that the Canaan!tee adopted sanctuaries founded 

by the patriarchs, but there is no clear evidence that Bethel

1. Lenormant, Baetylia, D.A., i.p.643, says Jacob was indiffer 
ent to the neighbourhood superstitions when he slept on 
the stone.

2. Reviews and Notices, PEF^S, 1928, p.2l6.
3. Skinner, Genesis, p»3?8, refers to Josh. I6s2 to say that 

Luz was distinct from Bethel, but later overshadowed by 
the more famous sanctuary. Cf. G.A. Smith, Bethel, EB, 
Vol.1., Col.552, to the contrary.

4. Gen. 12j8.
5* Cf. Duesaud, Les Origines, p,222f Baudissin, ibid.; Schmidt,

Covenant, EB, Vol.1., Col.932 » say 8 Israel's right to the
land was justified by the fiction of a promise given to
mythical ancestors. 

6. Cf.Weieh,Reli£ion of Israel.p.12,see Welch, Code of Deuteronomy
p.211. 7. History of Hebrews, V01.I., p.l?l.
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was a Canaanite sanctuary* The theory that every important 

Israelite ianotuary toad a prior history among the Canaanites

is not borne out by such religious centres as (Jilgal and Shiloh.
2 

The term used to describe the stone, which Jacob set up

for a pillar, is of considerable importance, and the use of the 

plural of this ordinary term implies that the pillow stones were 

simply gathered at random from the common lot available in that 

vicinity* On awaking the next morning, he took one of those

same common stones and set it up for a pillar* Such an obser-
3

vation is fatal to the argument of Wainwright who seeks to in 

terpret the stone at Bethel as a meteorite, in support of which 

he offers certain parallels in the terminology of the Bethel 

narrative with the ideas in Egypt anfi elsewhere which were some 

times associated with meteorites. Since the stone at Bethel 

was regarded as merely one of the stones of the place with no 

unusual features in texture, colour, or shape, it is clear that 

the narrator of the Bethel episode in the life of Jacob was

either ignorant of any supposed meteoric origin, or else, he
4 

purposely repudiated the tradition* As to the possibility of

the stone being associated with meteoric traditions without the 

narrator knowing the fact, we may remark that, if the narrator 

used terminology which implied a meteorite, he could not have 

been ignorant of the implications. The supposition that the 

narrative was designed to obscure the tradition has against it 

not only the question as to the purpose or necessity of refuting

1. See Cooke, Bethel, HDB, p.278.
2. Gen. 28il8; ]?$
3* Jacob's Bethel, PBFQS, Jan. 1934, p*32ff.
4* Wainwright, ibid, suggests that It may have been a substitute 

for a meteorite in the form of the Omphalos, but Cook 
(Zeue,p.l92) thinks that the Omphalos was perhaps ori 
ginally a mound of earth in which the navel-string of 
Zeus was deposited*
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such, but also the problem as to how a fictitious narrative of 

a late date could be BO successful ae to register an easy 

triumph ove~r the original traditions, which would ha.*e surely 

clustered around a stone foreign to the environment and so un 

usual in appearance as a meteorite* It is of conclusive im 

portance to observe that the tradition, which satisfied the 

people in the days of the Kings in Israel, did not regard the 

stone as being different from the other stonee of the community. 

Therefore, the uniqueness of the stone at Bethel must have been 

founded upon some other reason than that of its essential char 

acter.

In connection with the use of the term *eben" to des

ignate the stone at Bethel, one may refer to the supposition of
1 2 

Peters that the word "rook", as a divine title in Hebrew liter

ature, has its counter-part in the character of the worship at 

Bethel* It is well known that the Hebrew term "eben", used 

to denote the stone at Bethel, is never used as a divine title 

in the Old Testament, while the term "sur", frequently used as 

a name of God as well as a poetic figure of speech, is never 

used to indicate the sacred pillars. It has been thought that 

the "Stone of Israel ", mentioned in Jacob's dying blessing to
4 his sons, was used as a divine title, but the interpretation of

the passage is very uncertain, and, since it is never used

1. Presentation Vol. to Toy, p*239; of. Hertzberg, Der Heilige,
JPOS, Vol.XII, p.35* 

2 • ~V^ j 
3! Cf. Whitehouse, Pillar, HDB, Vol.III., p*88lj cf. WR?>, Relig.

Sem., p.210, Note 1; of. Cook, J.Q..R* Vol.XIV, p.4l6*
The use of "sur" in Judg* 6s21113'.19 does not FUPtain
any relation to the sacred pillars. 

4. Gen. 49:24} see Gunkel, Genesis, p.438. 
5* Gunkel, op*oit*,p*290, regards "Stein Israels/ as a name for

Jehovah from Bethel, and "Pels Israels" as God's name from
Jerusalem*
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elsewhere as a divine name, we cannot justifiably render this
1 

obscure passage as such* It ie easy to understand how the

term "BUT", used to designate great natural rooks, was more
2 

suitable ae a poetio figure for refuge, strength, or safety

than the term *eben", which was applicable to the common stones 

of the field*
The term used to specify the ladder of Jacob's dream

is not used elsewhere in the Old Testament* It is derived»
from the root, which suggests the idea of being elevated or

lofty, while the context indicates that it was something sta-
4 

tionary for the time being. The word used to signify the re-

lation of the ladder to the earth clearly emphasises the stab* 

ility of the ladder which remained in place while the angels 

were ascending and descending* This docc not seem to have much

in common with the Australian idea which regards a shooting star
5 

as the discarded rope on which a dead man climbed into heaven*

It appears to have been a widespread idea among the ancient

Greeks that the celestial traofc of the "Milky Way" wao a "&oul
6 

way", the "up-hill path to the summit of the heavenly vault ",

and such a conception has been especially ascribed to Pythagoras. 

A study of the names used to describe the Milky Way has been

1* The verse has been explained "from thence, I.e. from God, 
Joseph became the guardian in defence of hie people in 
Egypt*| see Spur re 11, op»oit*p*397« We may render it, 
"by the name of the guardian of the heritage (i«e*etone) 
of Israel* " By the latter interpretation, the stone of 
Israel would imply the stone at Bethel ae a heritage stone.

2. Of. Ps. 27*5*. 6li3t 71»3i 1B$?| Isa.26«4j 32«2|

.5. See Wainwright, op.cit., p*34«
6. See Cook, Zeus, p.42ff.
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1 
made by certain scholars, which indicates that all over the

2 
world it has been regarded as a celestial path* With reference

to the Egyptian practice, the email ladderB found in the tombs 

of the Ancient and Middle Empires, as well as the later ladders 

painted on papyri and deposited in the tombs, may have been de-
i •

rived from a more practical analogy than that of meteorites* 

It may be that the symbolism of the soul ladder, belonging to 

the various civilisations of the Mediterranean, bears some re* 

lationship to the fact that no other conception could offer the 

equivalent realism* Such e suggestion finds emphasis in exam 

ples like that of Otos and Kphialtes, who essayed to pile Ossa 

on Olympus and Felion on Qsea, in order that the sky might be

olimbable, with reference to which Pindar wrote "stretching in
4 

haste, a ladder to the steep sky."

The conception of the possibility of reaching heaven 

by piling mountain on top of mountain might lend some plausi 

bility to the supposition that the water-shed, Just north of

Bethel, rising in the form of a rooky crest, is to be aeeocia-
5 

ted with the ladder of Jacob* However concerning the theory

that the ladder was suggested by the physical features of the
6 i 

locality, Skinner remarks that such seems to be a fancifuLex-
7 T

planation to one who has never visited the spot* Another ex 

planation of the ladder has been advanced to the effect that 

it was a Babylonian Ziggurat, which filled Jacob's mind in

1. See Cook, op.cit., p.37*
2. The Basutoa of South Africa call it the "way of the gods'*, 

while the North American Indians regard it a* the "path 
of spirits"! see Cook, op*cit*, p*3o.

3* See Cook, op.cit., p.126.
4. See Cook, £2eus, p,129ff«
5. See Petere, Presentation Vol. to Prof. Toy, p.235.
6. Oenesis, p*378.
7. To the writer who has visited the place several times, the 

explanation remains fanciful.
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anticipation of his journey to hie mother's home in the land
1

of Ziggurats. The ladder has also been thought of in connec 

tion with the stepped altar of the Egyptians, where the god or
2

the king ruled from the top of a flight of steps• It is per 

haps sufficient to say that a^l such clues are unsatisfactory, 

except that they reveal the widespread conception of communica-
<J

tion between heaven and earth, and doubtless it would be unsafe
4 

to go beyond the following statement by Dillman, "This ladder

symbolises the thought that heaven and earth, God and man, stand 

in communication; that God sways the earth from heaven by the 

agency of His spirit and guides the destinies of man**

The phrase, "gate of heaven % which Jacob used to des 

cribe the place in which he slept, also has certain parallels 

In the ancient cosmologioal conceptions* The two tropic signs, 

Caprioornus and Cancer, were called the "gates of the sun", and

it was supposed that through these gates souls passed to and
5 

fro between heaven and earth. In Egypt meteorites were regard-
6 

ed as a means of opening the gates of heaven to the faithful*

With regard to the possible astronomical significance of Jacob's 

"gate of heaven 1*, we may say what has already been said about 

the ladder, that regardless of the various associations of the

figure, it is based on the most appropriate realism familiar to
7 

man's secular experience* The suggestion that this phrase

1* Palmer, Jacob at Bethel, p.ll; cf. Cook, Religion of Pales 
tine, p*26*

2. Cf. Cook, Helig* Pal*,p.25*
3* Gunkel, Legends of Genesis, p*105, suggests that polytheism 

comes peeping forth from behind the narrative in the form 
of angels*

4* Genesis, Vol.11., p.22j*
5« See Cook, Zeus, p.41.
6. Wainwright, PBFQS, Jan. 1934, p*44*
7* Gunkel, Genesis, p,290, indicates that the gate of heaven is 

a natural idea just as one would expect a gate in a sanc 
tuary*
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refers to a dolmen has nothing to support it. It is probable 

that the narrative simply implies that Jacob regarded the place

as a real and proper "sanctuary where heaven opens to men and
2 

true interoourse with the upper world ie made possible** Since

the "place" was regarded as the gateway to heaven, it ie perhaps 

beet to conclude that the expression is o imply poetio real lain 

uaed to describe the plaoe where the vision of heavenly things 

came within the ken of Jaoob*

The question hae been raised as to whether, when Jaoob

put the stone under his head for a pillow* he purposed to prao*
4 

tlse a primitive form of Inoubatlonj in answer to which, it

may be said definitely that there is nothing in the narrative
5

to support the theory* Gunkel reminds us that it was by acci 

dent that Jaoob lighted upon the place, and casually he took
6 

of the etones for a pillow* Lenorment says that the eontaot

with the stone became for Jacob the cause of a divine vision* 

though he had been indifferent to the superstitions of the neigh* 

bourhood when he laid his head on the stone to sleep* It is 

highly improbable, in view of Jacob's surprise* to suppose that

his dream vision had anything in common with the practice, such
7

as that related by Evans, concerning a modern shrine in Mace 

donia, where devotees sometimes spend the night in quest of 

sacred influences for the shaping of their dreams* The rect 

angular enclosures formed of upright stones, dieoovered by 

Petrie at Serabit near Sinai and interpreted as having been

1. See Conder, Heth and Moab, p»241f to the contraryi Vincent* 
Canaan* p*42? f H.I.

2. Dillman, Oenesle, Vol.11*, p*227* 
3* See Cook* Religion of Palestine* p»26. 
4* See Conybeare. Baetul, T.T.I.C.,p.lBo. 
5* denesis* p.288*
6* Baetylla* D»A* 1* p«&43»
7* Tree and Pillar Cult* JHS,
8. Researches in Sinai* p.67*

Vol.XXX.* p.204*
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used as sleeping shelters for the purpose of obtaining some 

vision from the deity, may be an interesting example of a well 

known custom among the remites of seeking to multiply oraoular 

dreams. Nevertheless, suoh an interpretation of the experience 

of Jaoob at Bethel must be regarded with caution, sinoe it is 

manifestly not based on exegesis, but on questionable analogies. 

The central importance of the dream vision of Jacob in his ex* 

perienoe at Bethel is fully emphasised in the narrative, but 

the theory of incubation IP strongly contradicted by the causa 

tive elements, which are fundamental in the fabric of the episode.

The possibility of Jacob 1 © pillar having been a pre-
1 

historic megalithio monument may be discounted on the basis of
2 

the size of the stone, which, Fergusson has thought, was prob

ably not ae large as the head that was laid upon it. One need 

not essay to give the dimensions of the Bethel pillar, yet the 

tradition that regarded It as suitable for a pillow may be deem 

ed sufficient to place it outride the category of megalithio 

monuments. The conjecture that the masses of weather-worn rock

in the Bethel area gave rise to the story of Jaoob* s pillo v and
3 

pillar may well be doubted, since the neighbourhood of Bethel

is not unique in Palestine as a place of weather-worn rooks with 

"weird and artificial aspect'* The suggestion that the rugged 

rook formations around Bethel provide the exact counter-part

of the modern Arab "witness piles" and that Jacob* s pillar in
4 

thus reproduced in the present day examples, ought to be con

sidered in the light of the the fact that, after several mlD- 

eniums, the topography of the area has doubtless changed con-

1. See Peters, Early Hebrew story, p. 112.
2. Rude f tone Monuments, p. 493 •
3. £ee Peters, Presentation Vol. to Prof. Toy, p. 234,
4. Peters, Presentation Volume, p. 237.
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The archaeological researches in the vicinity of 

Bab ed-Dra*a revealed a row of monolithic Masseboth in con 

nection with a shrine, belonging to the Semitic population, 

which occupied the five oases at the southern end of the Dead

Sea in the third millenium B.C., at which site the occupation
1 

ceased around the beginning of the second millenium, from which

discovery it is clear that the Semites had sacred pillars long 

prior to the time of Jacob* Therefore, when Jacob set up a 

Hassebah at Bethel, he was acting in accordance with a well es-
i /

tablished custom in that vicinity. It is probsKLe tnat the use

of the Itassebah was not a new thing to the Israelites, when they
2

arrived in Canaan, and the assumption of Peters, that rook wor 

ship received canonisation in Israel at Bethel, has no more to 

support it than if a similar claim were applied to Gilgal* The 

fact that Bethel had a special appeal in Israel does not infer 

that it offered a new departure in religion, but the prestige 

of the place is perhaps best explained on the basis of the as 

sociation of the stone with the founder of the Israelite nation 

through whom the right of Israel to the heritage of Canaan found 

confirmation.

It is important to inquire into Jacob's reason for er 

ecting a Massebah at Bethel. It has frequently been thought 

that pillars were habitually set up following a theophany. No 

one need minimise the importance of Jacob's vision in relation 

to his act of setting up a pillar, but, if we take it as a rule 

that ttasseboth and theophanies constituted a formula in Jacob'si '

experience, then we are faced with the problem of some very 

strange omissions* Jacob was honoured with other theophanies,

1. Albright, Archaeology and the Bible, p.13?.
2. dp.cit. p.239.



which the narrators did not deem suitable to be associated with
1 

the erection of Masseboth, notably his experiences at Peniel and

Mahanaim, whereas, a theophany is not recounted as the initiat 

ing cause in the erection of the Maesebah in connection with the 

treaty between Jacob and Laban on the Hebrew-Aramaean border, 

neither is there a theophany associated with the death of Rachel. 

If we are to take the evidence of the Old Testament narratives, 

the 'fundamental condition for the erection of a Massebah was 

quite independent of theophanies, and therefore it is necessary 

to seek some other clue as to the motive for the setting up of 

the Massebbth.

In eo far as the Old Testament evidence is concerned, 

it appears that the erection of Masseboth always bore some def 

inite relationship to the peculiar heritage of those by whom 

they were erected* In this connection, it muet be pointed out 

that the heritage of a tribe involved more than real estate and 

included their religious, social, and political customs as well 

as their beloved dead. In the dispute between Jacob and Laban,

it is clear that the definition of their respective heritages
4 

was the chief reason for the covenant. The Ma?aebah erected» t

over the grave of Rachel stood in relation to the beloved dead,
6 

and such was always a treasured heritage among the Semites.

The twelve tribal pillars set up by Moses at the foot of Mount

Sinai were definitely related to the heritage of the tribes in
7 

the Promised Land, including their relationship to the divine

1, Gen. 32«30. 2. (Jen. 32:2. 3. Gen* 31i45.
4. Gen. 31* 41-44.
5. Qen. 35*20t It has been assumed by some scholars that the 

Massebah of Genesis 35*14 was erected over the grave of 
Deborah mentioned in verse 8. See Moore. E.B..Vol.III.
Col.2975*

6. See Gen. 2318,9.
23:20ff.
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government 9 concerning which they engaged in solemn covenant 

while gathered around the pillars* The twelve tribal stones 

at Ollgal were peculiarly related to the conquest of Israel's 

promised heritage under the eanotion and power of their Ood*

In the light of the above references, it !• not 

strange to find that the central feature of Jacob 9 a dream vis* 

ion at Bethel, following which he aet up a Massebah, indicated 

Jehovah's gift of the heritage to him and his heirs* This was 

the re~affirmation of the promise, which had been made to Abra* 

ham and to Isaac, and it was the confirmation of Jacob 9 e claim 

to the birthright inheritance of his father 9 & house* It is to 

be expected that Jacob's purpose in setting up a Massebah would 

bear pome relation to this central fact of his experience in 

that place* It is a patent error in the interpretation of this 

narrative to think only of the theophany, while entirely losing 

sight of the purpose of the heavenly vision which is the founda 

tion of the entire narrative* It must be observed that the 

divine promise involved not merely the land, but also the provi 

dential proteotion and guidance of Jacob, as well as the promise 

of a great family of descendants who would possess the land. 

That the entire experience centred around the birthri ht heri 

tage is indicated not only in the particular narrative, but 

also in the preliminary phases of the narrative which relates

the involved experience of Jacob 9 s obtaining the ancestral
2 

blessing* The reason for the omission of any mention of Masse*

both in connection with Jacob's religious experiences at Peniel 

and Hahanaim may be understood by the fact that such experiences

1* Josh* 3ilO,
2* Oen. 27t6ff*| 28jIff.
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1
were not definitely related to the promised heritage. Ginz-

2 3
berg introduces the suggestion, with reference to the statement

"the land whereon thou liest, to thee will I give it and to thy 

seed", that the land whewm Jacob lay seemed to be the whole of 

Palestine, whioh God had folded together and put under him* 

One need hardly suppose that the land was folded into a package, 

yet it is necessary to recognise that "the land whereon thou 

liest" implied the entire land of promise. Furthermore, when 

Jacob erected the pillar, he intended that the entire heritage 

was to be dedicated to Jehovah, as evidenced by his vow to tithe 

the increase of the heritage and to pay the tithe at Bethel. 

Jacob's tithing vow was the proper corollary to his vision, 

since both the vision and the vow related to the heritage, and

it is to be noted that the vow as well as the vision was related
4 

to the pillar. Fergus3on refers to the dream of Jacob as that

which became the title of the Israelites to the land of Canaan. 

However, it a pears that the pillar was peculiarly related to 

the ancestral heritage, the right to whioh had been confirmed 

by the dream*vision to Jacob and his heirs.

Keeping in mind what has been said in the preceding

argument, we may proceed to a consideration of the term "Beth-
5 

Elohim", or "Bethel", the latter being applied to the city and

1. The suggestion that in Gen. 33t20, the "Hizbeah* of the Mass- 
oretic text was originally "Hassebah", does not conflict 
with the above in view of Jacob's land purchase, See Ken 
nedy, Altar, HDB, Vol.I.,p.75.

?. Legends of the Jews, Vol.I»p.35.
3. Gen. 28:13.
4. Rude Stone Monuments, p.438. ,,
5* See Driver. Book of Genesis, p.266; see Josh, 16:2. The

distinctions often made between the longer and shorter forms 
of the term are of little importance in this argument,since 
in effect they are the same. The argument that "Bethel* 
was offensive to the redactors as claimed by BusBaud. Lea 
Origines, p.224, and others, rests on assumptions.
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the former to the sanctuary as well as to the Massebah. The 

question has >een widely discussed as to whether the phrase,

«Beth-Elohi»" was applied by Jacob to the erected stone or to
1

the place in which it was erected. The argument seems un 

necessary. The narrative applies the term to both the stone 

and the place, and indeed, it could hardly be otherwise, for 

the name took possession of the entire vicinity. The structure 

must needs be thought of in terms of the place. The Massebah 

finds its value in its place, and accordingly, the stone in ita 

place is indicated by the name, but both the pillar and the

place had larger typical relationships. By reason of the lad-
2 

der of divine communication, the place was the "gate of Heaven",

permitting true intercourse with the upper world, while in a
3 

figure of speech, it represented the entire land of promise.

It is to investigate the significance of the name as applied to 

the pillar that we shall concern ourselves at this point.

The view held by some that Jacob was not a historical
4 

character and that Ta'akob was the old numen of the sacred stone

at Bethel, which was worshipped by Israel and somehow gave its 

name to the worshipping tribe as well as to the surrounding dis 

trict, may be ignored; for in order to maintain such a theory, 

we must dispute the archaeological evidence which tends to con-
5

firm the historicity of the patriarchs. The use of the term 

"Bethel" in the Elephantine papyri as a part of certain compound

1. Skinner, Genesis, p»377> thinks the term was first applied to
the stone and afterwards extended to the sanctuary as a whole

2. Cf. Cook, Religion of Palestine, p*26.
3. Gen. 28113.
4. Of. Wood, JBL, Vol. XXXV, p.99j Paton, Early History of Israel, 

p.154.
5. See Albright, Archaeology and Bible, p.!30ff. For use of 

Ya'qob-ei, see Albright, JPOS, Vol.XII., pp.254,257; 
contrary to Robinson, History of Israel, Vol.1., pp.52 f 91.
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words hae been advanced a» proof that Bethel waa the name of a 
god in common uae among the Jewa in that late period. B*«n if 
such could be unquestionably determined, it would not affect the 
narrative in Genesis which conclusively indioatea that, in the 
time of the early kinge of Israel, the term waa not uaed aa a 
divine title by the Hebrews in Palestine* However, the fact
must not be overlooked that the interpretation of the above men-

2 
tioned compound worda remains n disputed question. One may

feel that the problem oup-ht alwaya to be considered in the light
3of parallel ueage, as for example, Beth-Peor, Beth~Dagon, Beth-->

Sheraeeh, etc.; and such parallel* in Kgypt are also aufficiently
4 

emphatic*
The use of the term in connection with the Masaebah

5 has been regarded aa proof of the god-animated idea in Israel*
6 

Lagrange quotes Weinel as aaying that the conception of Jacob

in the use of the term Bethel was that the *tone waa the body
of the god Juat aa the human body ia the dwelling place of the
soul* One may quite understand how the term might imply "the
envelope of God*, but since the context of the particular nar-

7 
rative, as well aa the wider context of the Hebrew conception
of God refutes this interpretation of the term, we are constrain*

8 
ed to examine ot <er possibilities* It is true that Gunkel,
who.regards B and J as, on the whole, pre-prophetic, thinks that 
the collections in Genesis have much that wae offensive to the
1. Zee c & R, History of; Israel, Vol*II. v p*i65i Toussaint, Lea

Criginee de la Religion d*Israel, p»210*
2* See Albright, AJSLL, Vol* XI.I, p*93f»I Vol.XLIII, p,234. 
3* Touesaint, ibid* 
4. Bee Offord, JOTQS, 1919t p.124. 
5* Of. Gunkel, Qenerie, p.?90; Evans, JHT, Vol.XXI..p. 13?j

Relig. Sem*,p*205* 
6* Etudes, p*PC?. 
?, See Kittel, Studien, p.117* 
o* Legenda of Generis, p.141,
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i
prophets, but regardless of the date of the Bethel narrative,

2 
we must agree with Kennedy that, in its present form, it does

not represent the crude concertion of God. The term must 

have been worthy of a lofty conception at the time when the 

narrative received its present form, even though to some sav 

ants in this far off time it must needs be interpreted ae noth-
r

ing less than that of crude heathenism*

The supposition that "Bethel" necessarily meant the

"envelope of God" should be considered in the light of the fact
3 

that the Hebrew word Nbeth n had a wide range of meaning, and
4 5 

its etymological relation to "ben" perhaps gives us the clue

to its fundamental value. Very frequently the term is used

to indicate the sum total of persons and things which were col-
6 

leotively regarded as belonging under the same name. In all

oases in the Old Testament it is necessary to interpret the word
7 

in the light of the context. To "build a house" sometimes
8 

meant to "build up a name" or to have offspring. The frequent
9 10 

occinanoe of such phrases, "house of bondage", "house of Israel"»
11 12 13 

"house of Judah", "house of David", "stubborn house", etc., as
14 

well as the ordinary use of the term to indicate family lineage
15 

may indicate the close relationship of "beth" to"banah".

1. See Driver, Book of Genesis, p.264.
2. Pillar, EBB, p.730.
3. JTJ
4. )3
5« See Gesenius's, Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon, pp.115,128.
6. e.g., a man's wife, children and domestics, as wcljl as his wealth,
7. See Gen. l8t!9; 15«2; 31:14; 7tl; I Sam.2t35j 20:16; 2j:l8;

II &am,7«lo; Num.7sl2; Isa.7s2; Esther Silt cf. Matt.21:14.
8. Deut. 2ji9l Ruth 4tli: J
9. Exod. 20:2. 

10. Lev. 10i6. 
11.11 Sam.2:4. 
12.Isa.7U3. 
13-Ezek. 2:5* 
14.Num. I:l8ff.15. n;3

T r
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What are we to understand by the phrase, "house of 

Ood", as used by Jacob? The expression, "this stone —— shall 

be the house of Ood", in the view of Skinner, means " a pl^ee 

of worship". That puch was involved in the expression can 

scarcely be denied , but that such was not all the language was 

intended to convey is indicated by the larger context. Tua

pillar was more than the mark of a sanctuary, being definitely
2 

the sign and witness of a heritage devoted to Jehovah, implying

not only His presence, but also His government, and the suprem 

acy of His name over the house of the promise. Wellhausen has 

said that "the land is Jehovah*s house, where he lodges, and

entertains the nations", yet, if we understand the passages in
4 

Hosea, Jehovah*e house is not regarded ae merely the land, but

the house is rather that which Jehovah has "built" and which 

bears His name.

One may expect to find some relationship between the 

phrase "house of God" as used by Jacob, and the similar phrase 

ology applied to the temple in Jerusalem. In recording the re 

marks of Solomon at the dedication of the temple, the narrator, 

while recognising the temple as a place where God would purely 

manifest Himself, though not His abode in the narrow sense of 

the term, ie careful to emphasise that the temple is pre-eminent 

ly the "house of Qod*s name". It is repeated in five consec-
6 

utive verses that the house is for the "name" of the God of

Israel. The language of verses 12 and 13 in the same narrative

1* Genesis, p*379»
2. "House of Ood" as used by Jacob may have indicated that which

was known under the name of God. See Keil and Delitzsoh.
The Pentateuch, Vol.1. ,p*283, who point out that Elohim is
used in the Protasis instead of Jehovah, as constituting
the essence of the vow*

3* Hietory of Israel, p.97* 4. Hoeea 8tlL 9tl5. 
!?• ** i8 ***• tnat "th« sanctity; Of the land did not depend on 
/ _ i"** °f *£e t«mPl*% see Wellhausen, op.cit*4>«22. 6. I Kings,8i16-20. ' v **•*•**•



132

1
is evidently designed to voice the fine distinctions which

might properly be made concerning the nature of the house , while
2 

the word tranelated "habitation" definitely has a cosmological

significance, and it is for poetic enunciation of the same fact 

that Solomon introduces the query and the answer of verses 27-29» 

It is not sufficient to wave aside this statement of Solomon by 

saying that it represents the thought of a very late period,

since the evidences from other Semitic peoples Justify the oon-
3 

ception long prior to the time of Solomon,

With regard to Jacob's act of pouring oil on the pil

lar, various explanations have been offered, cuoh OB that it
4

proves the Massebah to be an object of worship, being the habi-*
tat of a numen, or a survival in form of euoh belief* Borne

7 
think the anointing oil transformed the stone into an altar,

8 
conveyed spiritual values to it, was an act of purification,

9 10 
a greeting of dedication, a sign of honour, or to make it clean

11 
and sweet smelling* The narrative, which relates Jacob's dream

12 
vision prior to hie flight from Laban pertaining to the increase

of Jacob's flocks and the command to return to Canaan, seems to
13 

associate the anointing of the stone with the vow of Jacob, at least

the event in retrospect leaves only two clear features in out-

line? namely, the pillar anointed, and the vow made to Qod* _______ 
1. Co|itrt$r 7*3 u/£ sjvl rfJ-i 3 y},
2. >?r c*Ktr«fc5t j,'}*
3* See Jastrow, Civilisation of Babylon and Assyria, p.217| of*

Lagrange, Ktudee, p»192* 
4* Cf* tfaspero, Struggle of nations, p. 164. 
5* See Gray, Sacrifice in O.T., p. 124* 
6* See Kennedy fHBB, p. 731j see Thomsen, Palaetina und seine Kultur.

7» Cf. Bayoe, Origin and Growth of Religion, p. 408| cf.WRS, Relig. 
£em.,p*212| contrast, Lagrange, Ktudee, p. 191.

8. Ste Bertholet. History of Heb. Civ., p. 113$ of, Patrick, KDB. 
Vol.IV, p. 618. '

9. See Kittel, Btudien, p.117.
10. See Kvane, JIB, Vol. XXI, p.203, N.lt cf.Ps.45i7* 
11* See Oray, BB, Vol.1., Col.175. 12. Oen. 31il3. 
13. See A. Macalister, JiDB, Vol.1. , p. 101.
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It has been supposed that the anointing oil was a
1 

civilised substitute for a more primitive CUBtorn of blood of*

fering, but* it ought to be pointed out, that the later civi-
2 

lisation of the Hebrews did not indicate any revulsion against

blood, and one roust naturally ask whether oil had no other sacred
3 

use before it became a conventional substitute for blood. We
4

know that the ancient Semites were very precise in their dis 

tinctions pertaining to elements suitable in the various rituals.
5 

Offerings of milk were customary as libations among the Arabs

and Carthaginians t while in Babylonia, milk and honey were used
6 

in the dedication of a new image, but both were prohibited in
7 

the Hebrew cultuo, which suggests that liquids had different

values, and we may infer that the distinctions were in vogue
8 

long prior to the prohibitions. It is not easy to reconcile
9 

the fact that wine was obligatory in the Hebrew ritual with the

explanation of the absence of milk and honey in the Hebrew prac 

tice entirely on the basis of their quality of fermentation*
10 

That water was used in the Hebrew ritual can scarcely be denied,

though a full understanding of its place in the ceremonial re-
11 

mains a question* It is clear, that in the earliest times of

which we have evidence, a variety of liquids was used in ritual

1. Of. Bertholet, op.cit., p.103; of. WRS., Relig.Sem.,p.383.
2. Of. Ezek. 44il5.
3. Thornsen, op,cit.,p.50, supposes that in the oldest age were 

used fluid or fruit offerings, after which were developed 
blood offerings and burnt offerings.

4. Of. Lev.7*12,13.
5. Kennedy, EB, Vol.Ill, Gol f 3089; cf. WRS t Relig. Sem.,p.22C.
6. Cf. Cook, Notes to 3rd Edit., p»5?6.
7. Cf. Cook, op.cit.|p.577; see lev. 2ill; Exod. 34t26.
8. Cf. WRS, Relig. Sem., p.220, N.y.
9. Hum. I5i5; of- Kennedy, EB, Vol.IV., Col.5308; cf. Moore, EB, 

Vol.IV.,Col.4209.
10. Cf. Num. 19U8j I.Sam. 7*6; I Chron. Ilil8j cf. Lagrange, 

Btudee, p.167; Benzinger, EB, Vol.IV, Col.4880.
11. Cf. WRS, Relig. Sem., p.231.
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pouring and smearing with a diversity of meanings. The ques 

tion as to whether all such Semitic ritual may be referred to
1

an ultimate, identical source and meaning, is extremely precar 

ious and must rest on a basis that is highly theoretical.

As to the exact significance of the anointing of stones
2

mentioned by classical writers, it is difficult to determine.

The anointing was perhaps sometimes a pign of honour, as well
4 

as for purification, or, in some cases, may have been related
5 

to phallicism.

The anointing oil was used in the Mosaic period in the
6

dedication of both men and things to the immediate service of God,

and the New Testament indicates the same idea with reference to
7 

persons in the expression "unction of the Holy Spirit". It was
8 

with the holy anointing oil that the priests were hallowed, and
9 

the king in Israel was called "the lord's anointed". An early

incident of the anointing of kings is revealed in one of the
1C 

Tell el Amarna letters, in which the Prince of Nuhassi mentions

that Thothmes III poured oil on his grandfather's head, when 

he established him as ruler over the kingdom* In view of this 

custom of the Fharoah to anoint his vassal kings in Syria, at 

a time almost oontemporaneoup with the period of Jacob, we are

1. See WRS, op.cit., p*233.
2* See Driver, Genesis, p.267; cf. Conder, Heth and Hoab, p.204. 
3. Of. WRS, Relig.Sem.jp.233; see Nilsson, Greek Religion, p.109. 
4* An idol which had been defiled by the Moslems in the last ;

days of heathenism at Medina was washed and then anointed*
See WRS, ibid.

5. Stt an interpretation of Peters cited by Lagrange, Etudes, 
p.191, N.f.

6. Cf. A.Macalister, HDB, Vol.Ill, p.592? see Lev.Stll; Exod*30i26; 
40*10, The tabernacle and its furniture were anointed "to 
sanctify them".

7. I John 2i20*
8. Cf. Exod* 29»7l '!••*• 21*12* 
9* I Kings 24i6j of. I Sam. 16*13* 

10. Cf. Lode, Israel, p*1195 cf« Cook, Notes to 3rd Edit., p*582.
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enabled to see that oil wae commonly used in that early period

in consecration and confirmation rites* With reference to
1 

the anointing of persons, Kennedy suggests that it effected a

transference to the person anointed a part of the essential 

holiness and virtue of the deity, in whose name and by whose 

representative, the rite was performed*

Jacob's act of anointing the pillar at Bethel may 

perhaps best be explained on the assumption that it represented

a treasured hereditary heritage under the name and protection
2 

of the ancestral deity. We are indebted to Lagrange for his

recognition of the relationship between Jacob's act and that

of the Assyrian kings, who, when in the restoration of a temple,

came upon the dedication stone which was inscribed with the

name of the founder, anointed it with oil before i reinstating
3 * 

it in its place* The analogy is appreciated by Cook, who has

pointed out that the anointing with oil, in the case of the 

Assyrian foundation tablets, was done in behalf of the name 

of the founder* One need not suppose that Jacob recognised 

the stone upon which he slept to be a relic of the altar of
5

Abraham, though such is? not impossible* Howbelt, it is suf 

ficiently plain that, when the tribes had settled in Canaan, 

they regarded this stone as the foundation stone of the "house 

of Israel" In association with the "name" of the God of their

fathers. That Israel knew the significance of such foundation
6 

atones may be inferred from the metaphor of Isaiah with

1. Anointing, HDB, p.35*
2. Etudes, p.202.
3* Driver, Genesis, p«268, N.I, objects to the comparison.
4. Notes to 3rd Kditspp.569,583*
5* Gen. 12*8; see conder, The Hebrew Tragedy, p*l8; of. Baud-

ipsin, El-Betel, p.10. 
6. Isa. 28il6.
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reference to the tried stone for a foundation laid in Zion. 

The exact reason for the choice of oil in such a rite, one

can not know with certainty, but perhaps we may find the clue
1

in the statement of Cook, who regards the oil as being some 

time a the symbol or vehicle of sacred power* That a name phould 

be associated with ritual performance need not be considered a

strange thing in the light of the ancient symbolism used by the
2 

writer of the Book of the Revelation, in which the faithful are

represented as pillars in the temple, upon whom ehall be written 

the name of God. We know that among the ancient Semites a 

name was of vital importance, and the name of the deity was of 

utmost sanctity and significance*

In the light of all the evidence, it is probable that 

Jacob's pillar represented the anceptral heritage, the title to 

which belonged to Jacob and his heirs, through the inheritance 

of the promise and the direct confirmation of the same by Je 

hovah in a Bpeoial theophany* Jacob's vow indicates that the 

place of the pillar was to become a place of worship where the
3

tithe might be suitably rendered to Jehovah, to whom the entire 

heritage of Israel was to be devoted, bearing his name and
r

claiming his protection. In the anointing of the stone, we 

may see an act of worship in association with the validation 

of a vow, and also the honouring of the name of the deity under 

whose dominion and protection the preservation, guidance, and

success of the house of Jacob was now committed* We know that
4 

Bethel, as a sanctuary, had a long history and that in its

1. Notes to 3rd Edit., p.583*
2. Rev* 3»12.
3. Of. Kittel, History of Hebrews, Vol.1., p.L.141.
4. See Cooke, Bethel, HDB, p«278.
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later period, It became notorious as a place of idolatry and
1 

unfaithfulness to Jehovah, The linking of the name of the

deity with the ancestral heritage gave emphasis to the altar

service, for the Semites always regarded their blessings as
2 

a stream coming out of the venerable past, in the light of

which, we may understand why the ancestral blessing was of 

such great importance and the Ancient of Days was a title 

worthy of the deity*

1. Cf. Driver, Genesis, p.264. Contrast Hoeea 12i4f. with Hosea
4sl5f of* Amos 4 i 

2* The ancient Semites greatly valued family history and even in
modern times t the orientals have great regard for ancient
lineage, See Hanauer, Polk-lore, p.311,
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XVII

THE TW1LYE STONES AT QILGAL

In the Old Testament, we find evidence that there were
1

several places called by the name Gilgal, but there IE no defi 

nite indication that any other places, which may have been known

as Gilgal 9 were associated with sacred stones except the Gilgal
2 

near Jerioho in the Jordan Valley* The Samaritans point out a

row of stones on Mount Gerizim which they associate with the
3 * 

stories of Joshua, but we may agree with Dalman that these were

employed in a Justinian construction after having been used for-
5 

merly in the Samaritan temple* Sellin surmises that the twelve

•tones from the Jordan may have been taken to the vicinity of 

Mount Gerezim, but the difficulty of carrying the stones from

the Jordan to Mount Gerezim serves to emphasise the improbabil*
6 

ity* The conclusion appears safe that the Gilgal, of the

twelve stones taken from the Jordan was near Jericho*
7 

From the passage in Joshua, it has been supposed that

two sets of stones were set up by Joshua, one group being erect 

ed in the middle of the river on the spot where the priests had 

stood* Various critical theories have been advanced to explain 

the significance of these apparently different transactions*

The supposition, that twelve stones were set up in the river bed
9 

in honour of the river-god, would require the conclusion that

they were set up prior to the time of Joshua, in view of our

1. See Offord, FEFQS, 1919, p.128*
2. See Josh.JilOj 12i23; 15$7; Deut. 11129f.| Neh*12t29| also Buhl.

	Gilgal, Jewish Ency., Vol.V, p.668. 
3* Of* Gottheil, JBL, Vol.XXV, p.36* 
4. Der Gilgal. PJ, 1920, p.11* 
5* From Dalman, ibid* 
6* Of* Dalman, op.oit., p«10. 
7* Josh* 4*9*
8. Of. Blaikie, Expositor's Bible on Joshua 4s9*
9* Cf. 0. ft R. v Hebrew Religion p*43f*
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knowledge of Joshua's conception of Jehovah ae the God whose
1 

dominion was exercised over rivers as well as over the land.

It need not be regarded as a strange thing, if an alignment of 

stones were set up by Joshua in the river bed at the point of 

entry into Canaan and the place of the manifestation of the

power of God, in this dramatic sequel to the promise made to
2 3 

Jacob at Bethel. Indeed, the word used to designate the place

where the feet of the priests stood, may indicate that the stones 

were originally set up as Masseboth in the river-bed. The re 

lation of terse nine to the context makes it possible to sup-
4 

pose that the verse is a parenthesis] if so, the original sense

of the narrative indicated that the etones were first pet up as 

Masseboth in the river-bed, and then removed to Gilgal where 

they remained "unto this day". In this case, the idea of a 

second group of Masseboth, left standing in the midst of the 

Jordan, is an accidental textual creation which was naturally 

retained in the Septmagint and Vulgate versions. Howbeit 9 we 

may regard the supposed alignment of stones in the Jordan as 

too uncertain and too obscure to be of any value in a study of 

the stone cult, and, in so far as the narrative indicates, the 

significance of the river alignment was identical in meaning with 

the group set up at Gilgal.

An important question arises as to whether the twelve 

stones which are known to have existed at Gilgal were, in fact, 

placed there by the Israelites. It has been suggested that

1. Cf. Josh* 3:11.
2. Gen. 28113.
3. 3H>D
4. If a parenthesis, then the original idea would be obtained by 

reading it, "even twelve stones raised up by '.Joshua in 
the midst of the Jordan, in the place where the feet of 
the priests, which bare the Ark of the Covenant, stood."
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Joshua* 8 experience with the Prince of Jehovah's host, in which
1 

he was told to put off his shoes because the place was holy,

Is a clue upon which to base an argument that the sanctuary at
2 

Gilgal was a pre»Israelite Croralecji. As an argument against

the supposition that the stones at Gilgal formed a striking pre 

historic monument which required explanation, one may point out 

the fact that the tradition, concerning the stones at Gilgal,

implies that they were of no striking size, since each was thought
4 

to have been carried on a man's shoulder* Moreover, the part

played by Gilgal in the early history of Israel reveals all the 

warmth of response that one would expect in connection with a 

direct tradition, and we may be quite certain that the import 

ance and meaning of a "Plymouth Hook" would not soon be forgot 

ten, while the problem of inventing one might be more difficult

than it appears* Be that as it may, it is certain that a group
5 

of stones stood at Gilgal near Jericho and the Jordan, and its

cult importance in the history of Israel demands our attention* 

The first impression of the name Gilgal, in associa 

tion with the twelve tribal stones has led to the supposition 

that the stones were arranged in a circle* The fact, that

numerous stone circles are found in the archaeological remains
6 

of Palestine, has furnished evidence to support the theory that
7 

the name Gilgal was derived from a circle of stones* It is

true that we have many archaeological examples of atone circles,

1. Josh*
2* Cf. Of ford, op.cit*, p. 129. 
3* Cf. Gray, Sacrifice in O.T., p*K>3* 
4. Josh* 4t5f see Gray, op.cit., p. 104. 
5* Cf* Dalman, op.cit., p*J. 
6. See Baudlssin, ZDMG, LVIII, p.424f.
7* Cf* Conder, EHJyQp, 1882, p.l40j Sayce, Origin and Growth of 

Religion, p.409»
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1 
but, as Thornsen has pointed out, we are not able to connect a

•tone circle with any place called Gllgal. Furthermore, it 

ie doubtful whether the individual atones of the archaeological 

example* of stone circles were, technically speaking, sacred

stones, but more likely the stones were simply used to form the
2 

enclosure of a sacred area* It is certain that the Masseboth" 3 

of the Semites were ordinarily arranged in a straight line, as
4 

for example, the alignment at Gezer* At one time it was thought

that a circle of sacred stones had been found at Tell es-Safi, 

but the secular character of those etonee has been proved* The 

supposed stone circle at Beitin is perhaps only a round hollow 

which originated in a natural manner in the limestone formation*

The Old Testament does not tell us that Israel ever used stone
6 7 

circles, and in the Hebrew Gilgal does not mean a circle*

If the terra Gilgal was ordinarily derived from a stone circle,
8 

then the explanation of the term in the Old Testament narrative,

as having been derived from the idea of "the reproach of Egypt 

rolled away", must have seemed irrelevant to contemporary 

scholars* Dalman says that, in view of the derivation of the 

word Gilgal, which means "to roll", it might indicate anything 

which could be easily rolled, but he calls attention to the 

fact that, in the tradition of Joshua, the stones were carried 

on the shoulders of men, and, therefore, the term could not refer

1. Gilgal, Reallex. Vorg*, Bd.IV., p*336*
2. It is probable that the stone circles were sacred primarily 

as a collective unit*
3* Cf. Petrie, Eastern Explorations, p*2?«
4. See Vincent, Canaan, p.111.
5* Cf. Thomsen, ibid.
P* Cook. Helig. Pal* p*9» N*3, exercises proper caution in re 

garding it ap uncertain whether a Gilgal was necessarily 
a circle of etones.

7* Cf* Dalman, op*oit», p»13*
8* Josh* 5s9*
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1 
to the rolling of the atones* Such would seem to have some

weight against Baudissin's theory that Gilgal means 9 "Zusammen-
2 

reliving", or the collective stones rolled together, who doubts

that the term indicates "round stones** except in the secondary 

meaning. The interpretation, based on the idea that the re 

proach of Egypt had been rolled away, is, at least, a possible 

explanation of the meaning of the word, for such a rolling away 

of the reproach might properly be thought of as figuratively

parallel to the rolling diminuendo of thunder which seems to be
4 ? 

suggested in the use of the word by the Psalmist* Baudissin

states that the name could stand for the whirling wind* or the 

rolling of thunder, while it was sometimes applied to a district* 

The mosaic map of Madeba in Moab depicts Gilgal with the stones

standing in moitlea of six, and, according to this order, they
7 

were reported in the seventh century* On the basis of this

arrangement, it has been suggested that there might be a mystic*
8 

al connection in this design, related to the statement in Deut-
9 

eronomy setting forth the blessing and cursing of two groups,

of six each, of the tribes, as well as a connection with the
10 

placing of the shew bread, "set in two rows, six in a row 41 ,

which the Jerusalem Talmud explains as a tribal symbol* It 

must be admitted that the late evidence relating to the size

1* Dalman, op.cit*, p.J.
2. Op.oit*, p*410.
3. Josh. 5t8-9«
4* Ps. 77*19»
5. Ibid; see Bertholet, History of Hebrew Civilisation, p.!13t 

with reference to Gilgal as "Hill of Foreskins", in 
Josh. 5'2-

6. Cf. Qfford, op.cit., p.130.
7. Cf. Dalman, op.cit*, p*6»
8. Offord, ibid.
9* 27il2-13» 

10. Lev. 24i5-9•
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and arrangement of the stones ia somewhat dubious* It is po»- 
eible that the atones , aeen in late times, were not the original 
•tones, and indeed the measurements given by certain RabbiB of 
the aeoond century, which indicate that each atone measured over 
two cubic metres, would imply that they were different in size 
from those in the Biblical tradition, though it is to be noted 
that the measurements given by tne Babbie are of doubtful under 
standing, but other testimony, coming from the seventh century,
tells us that they were so large that two men could scarcely

2 
lift them. In connection with the possibility that the origin*
al stones did not survive, it is perhaps significant to note
that, during the period of the Judges, "Kglon, the King of Ifoab,

3 smote Israel and possessed the city of palm trees % forcing
Israel to serve him eighteen years* From the Moabite stone, 
we are reminded that the kings of Lroab rejoiced in the capture
of the saored symbols of enemy state* and sometimes dragged them

4 
in triumph before Chemosh in the national shrine of I'oab* In
view of the exploits of King Mesha, as recorded on the Moabite 
stone, we are enabled to comprehend the possibility that King 
Kglon of Moab removed the original stones at Gilgal and set up
others to his own liking* At least, one can not fail to note

- - 5 that the stones at Gilgal were called "pesilim* only at the time
6 

when King £glon's headquarters were adjacent to Gilgal* It can
hardly be doubted that the "peelUrn" referred to were at the

7 Gilgal shrine, and that the name implied a slur rather than to

1* See Dalman, op.oit., p*5* 
2* Dalman, op*cit*, p«6*
3. Judg. 3sl3-14*
4* See Uaoalieter, Bible Sidelights, p.60.
5* See Jeremias, O.T. in Light of Ancient East, Vol.11, p*!55*
6* Cf. Judg* 3:19, 26.
7* Cf* Dalman, op.oit.,p.26.
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1
designate an adjacent quarry, and, If the word indeed was meant 

to cast aspersion on the pillars then standing at Gilgal, the 

reasonable explanation would be that they were associated with 

the Moabite king, who, at the time, was in possession of the 

area. The logical sequel to the deliverance of Israel from the 

oppression of Moab would be the substitution of other pillars at 

Gilgal for the "pesllim" set up by King Bglen.

As to the symbolical significance of the number twelte 

in relation to the stones at Gilgal, it has been thought that the

number was mystically connected with the twelve signs of the
2 

lodiac, which were also associated with the twelte tribes of
3 

Israel. Jeremiae thinks that the new world wa.s symbolically

built in theftreotlon of the twelve stones, corresponding to the/
twelve stations of the Zodiac. The question, as to the relation

of the tribal number to the Zodiacal number can not be defin-
4 5 

itely determined. Konlg suggeete that the number of the tribes

may have originated substantially as indicated in the Book of
6 

Genesis, in spite of the opinion to the contrary held by many

recent commentatora. The assembly of the tribes at Sinai,

where the twelve tribal pillars were first erected, was apparent-
7 

ly for the sanctlfication of a mutual alliance, and the solemn

covenant was sealed through sacrificial ritual in the name of 

the God under whose banner they were united. It must be rec 

ognised that the conclusion, that the twelve tribes had their 

origin as indicated in the Old TeFtament, does not prevent their

1. Cf. Offord, op.cit., p.128.
2. Cf. Offord, op.cit., p.127.
3. Ibid.
4« Josephus, Wars, V,v,5, Eay fi * ne twelve loaves on the table 

	signified the circle of the Zodiac and the year.
5. HDB, Vol.III, p.564; of. Gray, op.cit., p.246.
6. Cf* Benzinger, Heb. Arch., p.3^5*
7. Cf. Kuenen, Relig. of Israel, Vol.1, p»274.
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association with the mystical eignifioanoe of the number twelve* 

It is of eorne importance to note that we have no example• of

CanaanIte High Places with twelve pillars. Some have tried
1 

to make the alignment at Gezer conform to the Zodiaoal number,

but the alignment there did riot contain more than eleven stones*

However, twelve seems to have been an orthodox number in the
2 

sacred stone practice of Israel, arid it is evident that the

number was of mystical as well as of tribal significance* In 

connection with the twelve tribal stones of Israel* one may be

reminded that the gates of Heaven were conceived of as twelve
3 

in number* The association of the tribal atones with the

tvielve gates of Heaven naturally recalls the fact that the pil-
4 

lar at Bethel was associated with the gate of Heaven which nay

bring the stone at Bethel into a closer symbolical relation 

ship with the stones at ailgal than we had expected.

On the basis of the etymologloal arreolation, Baudis-
5 

sin links (Hlgal with idols and supposes that each stone of

the twelve was a "god-stone", which he regard? as also the case 

with all the old Palestinian cromlechs, but it must be noted

that his argument is theoretical and by no means conclusive*
6 

As has been suggested by Gray, if the Gilgal was a circle of

many stones, not all the stones were actual altars, and per 

haps none of the stones of the circle wae such* We may add
7 

that if not an altar, then not a "god-stone"* One may feel

safe in the conclusion that the great stone circles of ancient

1* Cf* rkinner, Genesis, p»5l?»
2* Kxod* 24i4j I Kings l8Ol.
3* hev* 21jl2-14{ cf* E«ek. 48*31.
4. Gen. 28il7i of. Barton, KTJ. Vol.Ill, 001.3437*
5* Op.oit*, p.410f.
6* Op.oit*, p.104.
7. See Benzinger, Heb.Arch., p
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Pal ee tine were uaed to form a sacred enclosure, ordinarily, in
1 

connection with the grates of the tribal leaders, and it la

probable that, while the circle, as such, had some mystical im 

portance, the individual stones of the oirole were distinct from 

the holy stones, or aaored atone*, of the shrine.

It is interesting, though perhaps not of unusual im

portance, that the stone* at Gilgal were not called 1 aaeeboth,
2 

but were denoted by the more common word, which waa frequently

uaed in the references to the aaored atones. There ia no need

to suppose that the narrator deliberately refused to use the
3 term Massebah, as has been suggested, for the term, even in late

4 
times, waa not anathenatieed in Israel* furthermore, the use

of the word, to indicate the place where the feet of the prieeta 

stood, would imply that the stones were Macaebdth*

The Old Testament narrative definitely speaks of theae
6 

atones as having a memorial purpose, but the consideration of
*

that which was to be memorialised is important in the interpre 

tation of the B tones. While most sacred atones must have had 

aome memorial value, it would doubtless be improper to define 

any of the ancient sacred atones ass "mere" memorials* In con

formity with the aignificanoe of the Ka&aebah, mentioned by the
7 

prophet, which would stand on the border of Egypt, ae well as

the Kbenezer of Samuel of which it waa paid, "Hitherto hath the

1. See Thornsen, op.cit., p«337*?. w
3* See Gray, op.cit., p»103*
4, Cf* Baudiasin. op.cit., p.41?.

6. Josh. 4s7*
7. laa. 19*19.
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1
Lord helptd us", the atones at Oilgal were the sign of God's 

faithfulness in His providential fulfilment of the promise, 

made to the patriarchs, to give the land to Israel, and a 

proper sequel to the pillar erected by Jacob at Bethel. As

such, the place of the pillars at Gilgal was a fitting sanc-
2 

tuary for the offering of sacrifice and the coronation of
3 

kings, as well ae a Judicial station for the dispensing of
4 

justice. The fundamental importance of the stones at Gilgal,

as theocratic symbol?, is borne out in the narrative which in 

sists upon the fact that the hand of the Lord is mighty and
5

that He is to be feared forever, while the coalition of the 

pillars implied the solidarity of the tribes under the govern 

ment of Jehovah.

1. I Bam* ?s12.
2. I Sam,15:21.
3. I Sam.ll8l5»
4. I Sam* 7sl6.
5. Josh* 4s24.
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XVIII

THE RELATION OF THE MA£$BBAH TO THE ASHERAH.

It is sufficiently clear that the Massebah was ordin 
arily a pillar of stone, while the Asherah was of wood, though

1 it IB possible that there were certain exceptions to this rule*
As to the origin of the Asheroja, the evidence does not allow 
positive conclusions* It has been thought that the Aeherah in
earlitst times was perhaps merely a convenience for marking the

2
boundary of the sanctuary, or that it was used as a ritual con 
venience upon which the sacrifice was impaled, but the evidence 
for such conclusions is insufficient* It has been commonly be 
lieved that the Asherah was the conventional substitute for a4 
living tree, but such may be doubted on the basis of what we
know of the Semitic attitude toward sacred symbols. The sub* 
stitution of a dead post for a living tree would be equivalent 
to the substitution of stagnant for living water* It does not 
seem probable that a dead trunk or limb took the plaoe of a sac 
red tree, especially since living trees were available or could
have been planted in the appropriate spot. The Asherah was

5frequently set up beneath the living tree, while the custom of
planting trees was something entirely different from that of

6 
setting up Asherim.

1* II Kings 10i26 refers to the burning of a Kassebah; Dussaud, Les drigines, p»223,points out that the limestone of Pal estine is easily chipped off by the heat of a hot fire* cf.Cook, Hotes to 3rd ed., p*56l, Note 1; Sayoe 9 Patri archal Palestine, p.220, refers to an Asherah of stone in 
Cyprus.

2. Barton, Poles and Posts, ERE, Vol.X., p.92; Semitic Origins, pp.106,223; of. Moore, Asherah, EB, Vol.1., Col,332.3* Barton, Poles and Posts, - ibid., points out that the'Accyriah kings sometimes impaled their captives. Qf* fig. zt4. Of. Alien, Asherah, HDB, Wol.I,, p*165« For the contrary, of. Moore, Asherah, SB. Vol.I..Col*331; cf. Kennedy, Asherah, HDB, p.?6. 5« « Kln«s *7iXO.
6. 0-R. K^pros, p.l58|cf. Gen. 21«33; Budde, Asherah in O.T*,NW, yol«8. P»734, shows that the ordinary translation of Deut. 18*21 is in error.
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It ie important to observe that the terra "Asherah" 

was applied not only to a wooden post, but was also the name

of a goddess. Though the use of the term in the latter sense
2 3

has been doubted, the faot is now well established. The ques 

tion arises as to whether the term was applied first to the god 

dess and then to the post as her symbol, or vice versa. The 

evidence is not sufficient to permit a definite answer, and it 

involves a problem in religious philosophy with respect to the 

priority of the emblem to the deity* At least, we may be con 

fident that the wooden post was not always regarded as the god 

dess, in ease, for the evidence indicates that the Asherah was
4 5 

sometimes definitely distinguished from the goddess. Budde

thinks that under the force of the Deuteronomic law the Asherah 

was hypostatised for the religious horror of later times into a 

heathen divinity, while Barton supposes that the name of the

sacred post was transferred to the goddess in some parts of the
7 

Semitic world* The statement of Kennedy is probably the key to

the problem, in which he supposes that in an early age the wood 

en posts was the symbol of the goddess Asherah, which, bearing 

her name, passed by gradual stages into the anthropomorphic image 

of the deity• The goddess Asherah was apparently, at some stage 

in the development, absorbed by Ashtoreth. Doubtless, the

1. Kennedy, Asherah, HDB, p.56.
2. WRS, Relig. Bern. p*l88.
3. Of. Driver, Modern Research, p.o2; of. Lagrange, Etudes, p. 120 ff.j 

of* Gcok, Notes to 3rd Ed. p. 561} of. Hommel, Explorations, 
p.7505 of. 0-R, Kypros, p.144.

4. Moore, Asherah, KB, Vol.1., Col.322.
5. Asherah in the O.T., NW, Vol.VIII., p-737»
6. Semitic Origins, p.223.
7» Asherah, HDB, p.5&. ^ _
8. Of. Sayce, Patriarchal Palestine, p.220; Of. Kennedy, ibid.
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1 
symbol and the goddess were in nil periods of time 0 frequently

confounded together, for it is well known that the treatment of
? 

sacred objects a? the gods themselves has many parallels. The

feminine significance of "Afiherah" ia sufficiently clear, re 

gardless of whether it referred to the goddess or to :ier symbol. 

The Asherim, like the Mneeeboth, were probably of a

gresit variety in appearance ond the former were undoubtedly var-
4 5 

iously fachioned, though not necessarily always so. The posts

frequently represented on the Cypriot and Phoenician gems and

ee^le are usually regarded as Asherim, though the conclusion is
6 

based on inference, and, as has been pointed out, it is likely

that any attempt to interpret the Canaanite Asherim by the un 

certain symbols represented on the gems would result in falla 

cious conclusions. It is probable that in the early consort-
7 

ship of Baal with the "lady of vigor and 0 )y% that her symbol

was not fashioned in any way, but the tendency to do so would
8 9 

hardly be resisted as the cult developed. Budde mentions ti;e

fact that the Asherim are distinguished from idols in the Old
1C 11 

Test^nent, while Kittel finds no authority for interpreting the

Asherah as referring to an image, and it may be that even a

carved Asherah was not regarded as an idol so much as an abom-
12 

inable thing.

1. Sayce, Kecorde of the Past, Vol.V., p-97i Note 3. 
?. Cook, Notes to 3rd TM. p.562.
3. See T? enzinger, hreb. Arc'u., p.3^5; C-K, lypros, p.141; Lagrange, 

Ltudes, p.l!9ff»? llasnero, Struggle of the Nations, p.l60, 
K.I, points out that the word was Bometir-iee ncsculine.

4. I. Kings l5:13f II.Kings 21:7; see, Moore, Asherah, KB, Vol.1., 
Col.331, -'•!•

5. See Vincent, Canaan, p»144, fig.93-
6. Lloore, op.cit., Col.330 .
7. Cook, Notes to 3rd Ed. p.Jul.
o. L^ee Kennedy, Asherah, 1JDT!, p.^o; Jevons, Introduction, p. 135. 
9. Asherah in the O.T., N. 1'/. .Vol. VIII., p.735- 

1C. II. Chron. 24«l6.
11. History of Hebrews, Vol.11., p.264, N.3.
12. I. Kings 15:12-13; of. Henzinger, Heb. Arch..p.326.
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The use of the Aeherah in the cult ie not clear, though 

it is reasonable to suppose that the fruitfulneee of anloals as

well ae of the eoil was the special function of the goddess* The*
1 

idea naa been expounded by Lagrange that the cult involved not

only the bounty of good, but also all the evil seductions of a

depraved moral sense* The Asherah, as the symbol of the god*
2 

dess of fruitfulneee, doubtless indicates to us the reason why

it was sometimes transformed into a fashion that was chocking to

the sensibilities of the spiritually minded among the Hebrews,
3 

for whtoh even the queen-mother could not be excused*
4

The Aehtrah was not a part of Israelite worship* It

was entirely absent from the list of the means of worship aeorib-

ed to the patriarchs, while we have no proof that before the time
6 

of Ahaz 5 the Aeherah wai? used in Judah in the service of Jehovah*

The use of the Asherah in the northern Kingdom is mentioned in
7 

Kings as almost exclusively in connection with Baal worship*
8 

Two passages refer to the Aeherah in Israel in oonneotion with

the sins of Jeroboam, , who made Israel to sin* The traditions 

of the Old Testament testify to the fact that the Aaherah was 

foreign to the religion of Jehovah and was not the natural ac 

companiment of the Hebrew Hassebah. It Is difficult to suppose 

that, if the Aeherah had been the natural counter- part of the 

Hebrew Hassebah, all inference of the earae should have escaped 

the patriarchal narrative* Furthermore* in the prophetic ref 

erences to the legitimate Kassebah of Israel, there' is no

1* Btudes, p.l39« , n
2. See hobinson, High Place, KRK, Vol.VI*, p*6?8; Kittel, Hist. 

Of Heto.,Vol.11., pp.306, 310, 100 N*l.
3. See Moore, Asberah, EB, Vol*I., Col*330, H*l.
4* Kittel, * ibi*
5* Kittel, op.oit*, p.3%; ^eloh, Relig, of Israel, p.245, N.10.
6. Kittel, op.cit., p.ll •
7* Ix Kings 16*32-33; II* Kings, 10426.
6. II. Kings 13*2-6f ?3ilJ «ith reference to &a*aaria and Bethel.
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1
inkling of its relationship to an Aaherah. It ie true that the 

Asherah was introduced into the Hebrew worship by the renegade

element of Israel, who, however, were never able to overcome the
2 

opposition which was felt throughout the history of Israel* The
3 

Deuteronoraic writers, as has been indicated by Benainger, knew

that the pole was an idol or "shame-picture" of Aeherah or Ash- 

tarte, which is indicated by the reference to the "abominable 

thing 11 of the queen-mother, and they also knew the relation of

the Asherah to Baal, as we may infer from the command of King 
4

Joeiah to the High Priest to "bring forth out of the temple of 

Jehovah all the vessels that were made for Baal and for the Ash 

erah, etc." Likewise, the slur against tianasseh indicates as 

much, which says that he set the graven image of Asherah in the

house, concerning which Jehovah had said to David and to Solomon,
5 

"In this house and in Jerusalem will I put my name forever*"

It seems reasonable to conclude, regardless of the 

original significance of the Asherah, that in the time of Israel 

it was the symbol of the Canaanite goddess of fertility, being 

a regular part of the furniture of the Canaanite High Places in 

association with the pillars of Baal, and while the Baal pillars 

were symbols of the proprietorship and jurisdiction of the Baals

in their respective dominions, the Asherah represented the god*
6 

dess, whose chief function in association with the Baalim was

that of fruitfulness* It is also probable that the goddess, 

represented by the Asherah, was resorted to as a fortune-teller 

as well as for other more or less incidental purposes which were

. Isa. 19*19; Hosea 3i4. 
2. See Judg. 6t25-26; I Kings I5il2-13; 0-R, Kypros, p. 144,
3. Heb. Arch., p*326.
4. II Kings 23**«
5. II Kings 21>7«
6. See Kennedy, Asherah, HBB, p,56.
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thought to be associated with her office as the mother-goddess. 
The Asherim were never regarded as suitable in the sanctuaries 

of Jehovah, though at certain times they were introduced into

the national cult even in the royal sanctuaries at Samaria,
1 

Bethel, and Jerusalem, in connection with infidelity and apos-
tacy. Since the Asherah represented a goddess, the presence 
of her symbol in a Baal sanctuary was not regarded as limiting 
or conflicting with his rights and power over .the dominion, but 
rather for the enrichment and fruitfulness of the heritage over 
which he presided* The Hassebah represented the dominion un 
der the Jurisdiction of the particular deity, but the Asherah 
was the peculiar emblem of the goddess, whose special function 
was to promote the fruitfulness of the area as the proper con 
sort of the god*

1. II Kings 13161 23t6,l5.
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XIX

THE RELATION OF THE PILLAR TO THE ALTAR.

Both the archaeological and literary evidence serve 

to emphasise the fact that the altar and the pillar were close 

ly associated in the cult practice among the Western Semites.
1 

In the Old Testament we find that Jacob set up a pillar in the
2 

same vicinity where Abraham had previously erected an altar,

and when Jacob returned to Bethel after his sojourn in Haran,
3 

he built an altar in the same neighbourhood. At the covenant

sacrifice near the foot of Mount Sinai, Moses erected an altar
4

in association with twelve tribal pillars. The heathen pil 

lars and altars, against which the prophets of Israel protest-
5

ed, were associated together in the High Places* In the pro 

phetic vision of Isaiah, relating to Egypt as a heritage of the 

Lord, the Vassebah and the altar were thought of as complement 

ary to each other, 6ven though they were separated in geograph-
6 7 

io location. At Petra we find the great High Place with its
8 

altars and pillars associated together, and at Beth-Shan the

Canaanite Maseebah is located in the temple with the great al-
9 

tar, while at Gczer the alignment of pillars stood in close

relation to a great stone block with an unusual cavity, which 

was evidently a slaughter stone. However, we must not con 

clude that the altar and the Maseebah were always indispen- 

sible to each other in the cult practice, for, according to

1. Gen. 28tl8.
2. Gen. 12i8.
3. Gen. 35*7'
4. Bxod. 24»4.
5. Of. Deut. 12«3«
6. Isa. 19*19.
7. Of. Robinson, Sarcophagus, p,120ff.
8. Cf. Row*, M.J., Dwo. 1927, p.423.
9. Cf« Vincent, Canaan, p.111.
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the Old Testament tradition, Abraham and Isaac built altars 

without the benefit of Masseboth, while the pillars, suoh as 

that of Absalom, were not thought of in association with altars.

Sometimes the values of the pillar and the altar seem
1 

to be merged in one structure* The altar on Mount Carmel,

which was repaired by Elijah in his famous contest with the Baal 

prophets, was constructed of twelve tribal stones, giving the 

altar a symbolical significance as well as practical value for 

ritual purposes• It has been thought that Elijah's altar was

"simply a circle marked out by twelve standing stones and a
? 3 

trench", but we know,through Tacitus, that at least in a later

time when Vespasian wanted to consult the oracle on Mount Car-
4 

mel. he found there simply an altar in the open air* Dalman

thinks the twelve stones of Elijah's altar are not to be as 

sociated with the Sinai and Gilgal ideas, since there are no 

oonneoting traditions* Nevertheless, the narrative seems to 

suggest the merging of the idea of the tribal pillars in the 

construction of that particular altar* The great altar con 

structed by the TransJordan tribes on the borders of the Jordan

seems to have combined symbolism with suitableness for sacri-
5 

fioe. With reference to the altar of th» Transjordan tribes,
6 

Conder suggests a connection with the "witness" pillars of the

modern Arabs, but the cases are not parallel, for the Arab 

"witnesses" are in no sense to be mistaken for altars* Scholars 

have sought to account for this strange altar by supposing that 

the narrative was modified to harmonise with the fundamental

1. I Kings I8s3l*
2* WRS, Relig. Sem., p.379, Note 1.
3* See Contenau, La Civilisation Phenicienne, p.128.
4* Der Gilgal, p.11.
J. Josh. 22tlO ff.
6. FSyQS, 1882, p.140.
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1 
postulate of the late writers. It is true that "an altar is a

2 
at range ereotion if it is only to be used aa a monument % never*

thelesa, a votive altar ia not a thing unheard of, and Elijah's 

altar on Mount Garmel night well have served a purpose without 

ritual use* It was a "pattern" altar whioh the Trana Jordan 

tribes erected, and as euoh perhaps implied the governmental pre 

rogatives, being a sign of theocratic authority* The tribes 

having renounced rebellious intent, the altar was allowed to stand 

unused as a witneas of the right of the Trans Jordan tribes to 

share in the theocratic blessing of Jehovah* Whatever modifi 

cations the narrative may have suffered, whioh tells of the al-
'f .

tar of the Trana Jordan tribes, the present form of the narrative 

certainly implies that it was not contrary to Hebrew praotioe to 

combine in one structure the values of the Massebah and the altar*• s

The Arab praotioe thioh has been ao fully inveetigated 

by scholars, Indicates tbat the Uaesebah and the altar among the 

Arabs were practically identical. The ritual of the Arabian 

idol-altar led to the supposition that "the rude Arabian usage 

is the primitive type out of whioh all the elaborate altar cere-
^T

monies of the more cultivated Semites grew** The chief evi 

dence upon whioh the conclusion is based ia to be found espec 

ially in the fact that libations of the same kind are applied 

to both the altar and the rude stone pillar* However* altars 

and pillars were not the only faotors upon whioh blood was 

sprinkled or smeared in the Semitic ritual* In the celebration
.__,__._. T -— _j__ r^---'ni --— — ——————— iu>r- - - T - — r • —— • — TT- ——————— T - mar mr — — i..-- • n -IT TJ.ITI.T t* unumu-iiu- _MI_-« _T*iinyi ~m-Lii— n _- T- T i 11 r UM ^ ui

I. See Kennedy. Altar, HDB, Vol.1., p*?5; of* Cook, Notes to 3rd

2. Kennett, The Origin of the Aaronio Priesthood, JTS, Vol*VZfp*17$. 
3* See Wellhausen* Reste Arabisohen Heidentums, p. 99 I WHS, Relig. 

Sem*«p«201»
4* WBt . o ibid •
>'. WRS t o^cit.r{iaD^f. (It is not strange that there was no burnt sacri 

fice in oonneotion with an idol-altar.)
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of the Passover by the Samaritans on Mount Gerezim the blood
1

of tht sacrificial lambs 10 put on the tent a, and other rit 

ual application among the Semites Indicate that the argument
2 

is not entirtly comprehensive. A sacred factor that has been

ritually treated is not necessarily a part of the altar* It 

has been reoognlsed by Smith thatafter the altar and the pil 

lar were distinct, the pillars continued to receive the ritual
4 

blood ? but, as Lagrange points out, the problem remains as to

why it was thought neoessary to distinguish the sacred stone
5

from the altar* The differentiation become* more problemati 

cal when we consider that it took place in areas widely sep 

arated* If we suppose that the original idea of the sacred 

stone was to provide a house for the deity while drinking the 

blood of the sacrifice, then any differentiation of the sacred

stones would probably retain the altar as the abode of the
6 

deity, but t ordinarily* wherever the evidenoe permits one to
Interpret the sacred stones ae the habitat of the deity, the 

implication is that such was the pillar rather than the altar* 
One may be inclined to think that the primitive mind would hive 

regarded it as Impolite to keep the god waiting In an adjacent 
pillar for his portion of the precious blood, while such gush 

ed from the throat of the victim on a stone which was not his
7* 

proper abode*

1* Cf* Trumbull, Blood Covenant, p*232| Exod. 12i7,13.
2* Bee Hum* 19*1 ***! I*'* *4 '7;
3* Rellg* &em* p»204j of* Duseaud, Les Origi ies>, p*227, who sup 

poses* that blood was put on the twelve stones at Sinai*
4* iitudet), p»191*
5* See Jevons, Introduction to History of Religion, p.134.
6* In late times the use of Zeus Bomoa and Zeus Madbakhos, "god- 

altar", may be mentioned. See Cook, Belig* Palestine, 
pp*22,196f Dussaud, Les CrigineB, p*232.

7* Bensinger, Heb. Arch*. p*31&» remarks that where a holy rock 
was the abode of the numen, it was naturally the altar 
and did not need any other*
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1 
Kittel, In contrast to Smith, thinks the Massebah~ *

ia a differentiation of the sacrificial stone and he makes men*
2 

tion of the slaughter stone of King Saul, which he regards as

the oldest kind of a tfassebah, through which Yahweh was eatis-
3 4

fled as soon as the blood touched the stone. Kennedy also pre 

fers to think that the pillar was a differentiated form of the 

most anoient altar and that the cause of the differentiation 

was probably to commemorate, as well as to appease» the dead*

It Is probably true, as Benzlnger says, that the Kasse- 

bah, or even the Asherah, sometimes was put in the place of the

altar 9 but that is an entirely different thing from the supposi*
6 

tion which would identify them in origin* The faot that a

stone was sacred, in the sense of being an altar stone, does

not Imply that it was equivalent to a Hassebah* Xt has been
7 

thought that the statement in I Samuel, concerning the first

altar of Saul, had reference to the great slaughter stone and
the 8 9 

that Saul's altar was not different from/Arabian Nosb, but Gray

is correct in saying that the great stone of &*ul, In virtue of 

its relation to the service of the deity, was a sacred stone 

but not sacred as being the residence of the deity* Xt is
»

probable that Saul's slaughter stone was never regarded in the 

class with the conventional Maesebah, since it was used only

1* Studien, pp*129, 134*
2» I. Bam. 14t32.
3* Kittel, history of Hebrews, Vol*II., p*201.
4. Pillar, HDB, p*731»
5* Heb. Arch., p.320.
6* Cook, Helig* Pal*, p*l?» points out that while the Hebrew 

altar (Uiibeah) is primarily a place of sacrificial 
slaughter, the term domes to be used more loosely and 
the Uaesebah may have been used as an altar*

7. 14i35i of. H*P. Smith, Commentary on Samuel, p.11?.
8. WHS, Relig* &em.«p*202*
9. Sacrifice in the Old Testament, p.125*
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1 on one occasion and then apparently had no further importance.

The tern "Massebah" indicates something different from the term
2 *MUbeah% and,as has been pointed out by Whitehouse, it is quite

evident that lUtbeah belongs to early as well as late Hebrew. 
On the basis of etymology, the value of the Maseebah was indep 
endent of the sacrifice and the same fact is borne out by the 

archaeological evidence,which finds illustration in the burial 
Hasaebah as well as the conical stone, which by its very shape» 
was not suitable as a slaughter stone*

In sketching the probable development of the altar, 4-
Kennedy suggests that the primitive conception of the nomad 
Semites was to bring their offerings into relationship with the 
natural holy places where direct contact was made with the re 
siding numen, and that a great step in advance was taken when it 
was conceived that the deity could be persuaded to take up resi 
dence in a structure set up by the worshipper* Zn any case, 
it certainly seems probable that the earliest ritual was not in 
relationship to artificial structures, and that the materials 
spontaneously offered in the earliest mode of worship were un 
doubtedly of a great variety In form, which may explain the var 
iety in later artificial structures* Such a supposition tends 
to argue against any theory which seeks to derive the developed
ritual apparatus from a single factor* Jevons supposes that

5 
the heap was perhaps in use prior to the pillar, and that the

1. See Tyler, Primitive Culture, Vol.11., p*l63, for the ex 
ample of the rude stones used by the Shanars of Tinne- 
velly, which are thrown away or neglected after having 
been used to receive the sacrifice*

2. Pillar, H>B., Vol.XII., P*B?9«
3* Of. Lagrange, Utudes, p*191-
4. Altar f HDB., Vol.1., p*75* „ ,
5* Introduction to History of Religion, p*13*
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1 
primitive heap developed into a table, becoming an altar in the

specified sense of the word, while the pillar, which in the be 

ginning had the same purpose as the heap, remained in use as the

object in which the god manifested himself when the blood was
2 

dashed on it. One may prefer to think with Barton that it was

in imitation of rocks and crags, which were considered sacred, 

that altars and High Places auoh as those at Petra and elsewhere 

were hewn out. The evidence that the pillar and the altar were 

identical in the earliest form of the cult is, at least, insec 

ure, even though it is not always possible to entirely distin-
3

guish between the form of the altar and the Maseebah. The• •
evidence indicates that there was no exact definition of the 

form of either the altar or the Massebah from which there could 

be no variation. Among the Hebrews the altar might be built of 

field stones or of earth and be equally approved so long as cer 

tain fundamental regulations as to the sanctity of the altar 

were observed* The fundamental conception as to the suitable 

ness of an altar among the Semites was based neither on mater 

ials nor dimensions, but the Important thing was a convenient

and unpolluted place of sacrifice! and temporary emergency al-
4 

tars, such as the slaughter stone of Saul at Miokmash, were

never regarded as unseemly in the cult. It is true that there 

was a conventional typ« of structural altar among the Hebrews 

in which the stones of the altar were apparently arranged so as

1. Jevons, op.cit,, p.133
2. Stones, SEE, Vol.XI., p*8?6.
3. I. Sam. 6*14, seems to suggest that a great stone at Beth-

Shemesh was used as an altar of burnt offering, but for a 
probable explanation otherwise, see Gray, Sacrifice in O.T., 
p»120* See also Clermont-Ganneau, Arohaeologioal Research 
es in Palestine,1873-1874, Vol.11., p.213,for an interest 
ing comment on the location of the great stone.

4. See Gray, Sacrifice in Old Testament, p«123«
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1 
to form a hollow centre for earth-filling, but at the eame time

a wide freedom in the altar structure is plainly evident. Like 

wise, the tfasaeboth were of great variety in form and sice as 

well as in grouping, but the fact that there was apparently an 

overlapping in form, whioh made it possible sometimes to com 

bine the altar and the Massebah, does not argue that the pillar

was originally the altar or that it wau the prototype of the
2

vast variety of altar structures. It may be true tiiat the pil 

lars of Solomon*s temple were used as altars, but, of course,

such a conclusion must be regarded as an opinion based on an
4 

exegetical problem* Contrary to the suggestion of Duseaud,
9 

the statement of Hosea, with reference to Israel's period of

desolation, does not indicate that sacrifice was a rite connect*
6 

ed with the Hassebah, for the repeated use of the connective

serves to distinguish the various Ite^e, though there is no

reason to suppose that they were unrelated. Certain niche
7 

cones have been found at Petra with a channel around in which

the liquid offerings could flow away t while not far distant was

the probable slaughter stone, but the archaeological data men-
8 

tioned is of uncertain interpretation, and even if we have here

the equivalent of a liaasebah around whioh was poured the sacri 

ficial blood, It only reveals what we already know that the

1* See Wood, J.B.1-*, Vol.XXXV., p.188.
2* Cn altar structures see: Oreene, B*%t 1897, p.329 f£| Kittel, 

Studien, p.105 ff.f Wood, Religion of Canaan, p*lS8 ff.; 
Thomsen, Altar, Reallex* Vorg. Bd.l, par*3i P* & C. Hist 
ory of Art in Chaldea and Assyria, Vol.1., p»255l Conder 
I»jm^ t 1882, p.140.

3, See XRS, Kelig. Sem., p»485 ff.
5. Les Origlnes, p.222.
5. 3i4t see Harper* Amos and Hosea, p.220*
6. Yt\
7. See Gressrsann, A.B.A.T., p.124*
8. e.g.;on one cone at Petra was an inscription whioh called it 

a tombstone even though no tomb has been found near it. 
&ee Gressmann, A.B.A.T., p.
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Massebah sometimes received ritual treatment* It need not be 

doubted that all the High Place furniture, including the Masse- 

bah as well as the Asherah and the fashioned stones, were fre 

quent recipients of the sacrificial blood and we can be sure
1 

that they received the holy annointing oil.
2 

Spoer thinks the term "gal" in the narrative of the

covenant between Jacob and Laban indicates the equivalent of 

the dolmen and he proposes a connection with dolmens in the evo 

lution of the altar, supposing that the account of the compact 

suggests that the primitive stone altar was enlarged by the addi 

tion of other stones in the forming of a dolmen altar* However,
3 

it has been pointed out by Gray that the narrative suggests the
, \

collection of many small stones rather than a few great ones,
4 

as implied by the use of the verb which is used elsewhere to
5 

indicate the gathering of sticks, etc* As a matter of fact,
! '

the narrative of the covenant between Jacob and Laban does not 

necessarily imply that either the heap or the pillar was regard 

ed as an altar* Since the major purpose of the narrator was 

apparently to set forth the importance of the heap and the pil 

lar as witnesses to the boundary compact, the details of the 

method of sacrifice were not deemed essential to the narrative* 

The mention of the slaughter was regarded as the fitting consum 

mation of the story but an expansion of the details would have 

resulted in an unnecepsary anti-climax. Neither the position

1. Of. Lev. 8:10.
2. &AW f 1908, p.275 «•$ Gen. 31-46 **•
3. Sacrifice in the 0*T., p.105*
4. -Km Q
5. Jer. 7*l8| I- S«iu 20138.
6* See WRS, Relig* SemM p.202, who argues that, since no other

altar appears f the heap upon which the parties to the
compact ate together must have been such.
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nor the description of the altar at Gilgal has been given, butthe 1
it is not probable that/Oilgal was the altar, for, as Gray

2
points out, the distinctive preposition used to specify sacri 
fice on the altar is never used with reference to Gilgal and 
it is likely that none of the twelve tribal stones were used as 
altars, but that the altar was adjacent to the group of sacred 
stones*

It is of some importance to observe that the sacred 
stones were sometimes offered on the altar* A coin of the sec 
ond century A.D* from Adraa depicts a baetyl on an altar, while

4 5 other coins suggest the same idea* Contenau supposes that the
baetyls were offered on the altar for the veneration of the

6 faithful. It must be admitted that the interpretation of such
evidence is problematic, but if the structures in question are 
actually altars £ then we must suppose that the objects on the 
altar were offered to the deity, and it is probable that such 
objects represented some intangible possessions, which were, in 
euoh a manner, dedicated to the deity. It 8eerne clear that 
the altar was the ritual Instrument where the devotion of the
people to the deity was manifested, and their faithfulness to7 8 
him proven. Gray regards the sacred stone as having the double
aspect of the home of the deity and the instrument of his ser 
vice, which he thinks "may perhaps account for the rarity among

1. Sacrifice in the O.T., p.104 f.
2. >^L , of. Sxod. 20:24; Gen. 22t9f Deut, 12i27.3. Hill, Catalogue of Greek Coins,of Arabia, etc.,Plate III.,No.54. Hill, op.oit..Plate IV., No.12.
5. La Civilisation Phenicienne, p.!2j.
6. Cf. Cook, Religion of Palestine, p.2^.
7. The prophete frequently denounced the altar service, not to condemn the altar as an instrument of faithful service, but to disclaim against iniquity at the alters. Cf.Hosea 8tll| 12tll| Amos. 4»4 ff.
8. Sacrifice in the O.T., p«125«
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the Hebrews of the use of the single stone altar, and for the 

form of the early Hebrew law", but such a conclusion would prob 

ably infer an early tendency to abolish the Maesebah, which does
1 

not seem to be the case. If the altar was the place where the

people gave evidence of their faithfulness to the deity by bring 

ing choice portions of the increase of the heritage for ritual 

presentation to the deity thus imploring his goodness and mercy, 

then the proper complement to the altar would be some visible 

sign and witness of the guardian faithfulness of the deity over

the people and the heritage committed to them. In the passage
2 

in Isaiah it is very clear that the pillar is for a sign and a
witness of Jehovah's jurisdiction over the heritage and His 

faithfulness to His people, to whom, when they cry because of 

the oppressors, He shall send deliverance* Also in this pass 

age we find that the altar is the proper complement of the Mas- 
sebah, for the Egyptians are represented as rendering sacrifice, 

oblation, and the fulfilnentt of vows at the altar. Thus it- 
appears that in the mind of the prophet the altar and the Masse- 

bah stood in antipodal relationship to each other. A survey 

of the pillar evidences seems to indicate, generally speaking, 

that the pillar in some way signified the faithfulness of the

deity as the guardian of the heritage, which has been pointed
4

out elsewhere. It is of course evident that the exact con 

ception of the relation of the deity to the pillar was condi 

tioned by the intellectual, religious, and moral standards of 

the interpreters. One must allow for interpretations by the 

vulgar, but such does not vitiate the fact that the proper value

1. Of. Hosea, 3;4;
2. Isa. 19sl9.
3. Verse, 21.
4. See p. 71-N1,
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of the pillar, at least in Hebrew times, upon which the name of 

the deity was invoked, was as a sign and a witness of the juris* 

diction and faithfulness of the deity* Thus, both the pillar

and the altar served as intermediaries between the material world
1

of the worshipper and the intangible world of the being, who pre 

sided over the heritage and to whom worship was addressed. It 

is true that the pillar was applicable to a multiplicity of div 

ine providences, just as the altar was applicable to a vast var 

iety of ritual with diverse intentions. It was not necessary

that the pillar should be directly associated with the altar; as
2

for example, the Ebenezer of Samuel, which represented the provi 

dential faithfulness of God to the tribes of Israel, was perhaps 

not locally associated with an altar but it implied an altar as 

the logical counter-part of the complementary devotion and faith 

fulness between man and God. In a theocratic form of government, 

it is likely that no Massebah was permitted to be erected in as 

sociation with a place of sacrifice /except by theocratic per 

mission or decree, since the faithfulness of the deity theoreti 

cally was only realised by the people through the government of 

the Lord's anointed. Therefore any pillar erected privately 

as a sign of divine protection amounted to rebellion against the 

established theocracy, and such may be a partial explanation of 

the strict Beuteronomio regulation, concerning the erection of 

Maseeboth* It is probable that the shrines which had Masse-
V » '

both were vested with the power of self-determination and it

ie likely, that such were contrary to theocratic principles ex-
4 

cept at the royal sanctuaries. The custom of the Semites of

1. See Uaoalister, A Century of Excavation, p.2?2.
2. I. Sam, 7tl2.
3* Dtut. I6s22.
4. See p.Tif. ; of. Amos, 7
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1 
facing toward the seat of religious authority while engaging

In their devotions, as for example the requirement of Moslems

to faoe the holy stone of Mecca* implies the rebellious nature
2

of a rival Massebah*»>
Zt is to be observed that in ancient times worship was 

seldom offered to a deity outside of his recognised dominion*

To send a man into exile was equivalent to saying, "Go serve
3

other gods". It is clear that to be subject to an alien theo 

cracy was to be in subjection to a foreign god* There may have 

been more than one reason for this conception but it can scarce 

ly be doubted that, in a strictly theocratic realm, the render* 

ing of homage to a foreign god would be objectionable on politi 

cal as well as religious grounds, for such would amount to an 

insult to the national deity and render the offender liable to 

punishment for treason against the theocracy* Therefore, ap 

art from all superstitious ideas, the observance of the prop*re~ 

ties of worship in a foreign land was strictly good sense* In 

the light of this conception, we are enabled to understand the 

close relationship of the altar to the theocratic pillars, for 

every altar was necessarily subject to the authority symbolised 

in the pillar of the theocratic realm in which it was erected* 

The rigidity of this idea made it necessary for Kaaman, who de 

sired to worship Jehovah in Syria, to solve the problem of

1. In the blessing of King Solomon at the dedication of the
temple it is clear that the efficacy of the prayers of 
the people was regarded as dependent on their loyalty 
to the theocratic government which should be indicated 
by facing toward the temple in their devotions, of. 
I, Kings 8130 ff.

2* The Sanaritans at their Passover celebration use a prostrate 
column as a "Mihrab" to indicate the direction of the 
sacred rook on the summit of Mount Qerizim, See fig. \y. t

3* I. 8am* 26119.
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1 
territorial dominion, by taking some earth from the theocratic

realm of Jehovah, upon which to build an altar to Him, without 

conflicting with the rights of the gods of Syria. That this 

view-point wae not entirely based on the thought that worehlp 

would be futile If addressed to any other god than suoh ae wae 

Indigenous to the soil upon which the altar was erected is In 

dicated by .the fact that David, who seneed the problem of wor-
2 

ship outside the recognised realm of Jehovah, found no difficulty

in setting up the worship of Jehovah on the soil which he had 

conquered from the Jebusites* The land of a strange god was 

perhaps frequently regarded as an unfit place to erect a sanc 

tuary purely from the religious point of view, but there were 

political or theocratic reasons as well* The conquered terri 

tory was placed under the Jurisdiction of the god of the con 

querors without any scruple as to the insult to the prior gods 

as is shown, for example, by the astral symbols over the her!* 

tage cone of Naram-Sin, which was set up in the mountains of a 

conquered realm* Ordinarily, the conquerors did not suppress

former worship, but they did not hesitate to introduce the wor-
4 

ship of their own deities* The political problem of worship

wae keenly felt by the Hebrews in captivity* The fact that

under the rule of King Darius the prayers of Daniel were regard-
5 

ed as an act of treason indicates the political problem which

confronted the non-conformist in worship* It was not only

perilous to engage In the worship of Jehovah while sojourning
6 

In a foreign land, but sometimes It wae even necessary to

1* See 0* & R. t Hebrew Religion, p*l?0f 2 King 5il7. 
2. I, Sam, 26il9. 
3* Bee WRS, Rellg* Sem.,p*93»
4* See Robinson, History of Israel, Vol.1*, p*377» 
5* Dan* 6s7* Of course, this wae by royal decree on occasion* 
6* Exod* 8126. Evidently Hebrew worship In Egypt wae Illegal 

at that time.
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worship foreign gods or to Buffer the consequences as was the 

case under the dominion of Nebuchadnezzar in Babylon, when the

death penalty was meted out to those who neglected to worship
1

the golden image which the king had set up. The long contin 

ued custom of submitting to theocratic authority in the matter 

of worship may hate emphasised the fear of supers it itous mlnde

who beliefed that calamity would befall them for failure to
2 

properly worship the gods of the land* A dominion,pillar upon

which the name of a deity had been officially and ceremonially 

invoked was sufficient authority for the worship of the deity so

named in that realm. The Haseebah to Jehovah was the warrant• •
for serving Him at His altar, while the pillars of the Baalim

of Canaan were a constant invitation to the Israelites to serve
3 

the altars of the Oanaanite gods* One must recognise that the

problem of the relationship between the altar and tfassebah is a 

difficult one, but it appears that the most reasonable solution 

is to be found in the conclusion that they were complementary 

to each other*

1. Ban* 3»6. See 0* & R.^Hebrew Religion, p.l?l with reference to 
Psalms 42-43*

2. II Kings 17*26.
3* Bertholet, History of Hebrew Sivilisation, p.147,says it was 

the duty of Israel to render tribute to the gods of the 
country. Certainly such was the case wherever the dom 
inion of such gods was unchallenged, but according to 
the tradition their dominions were challenged from the 
beginning, though with only partial success. See Driver, 
Deuteronomy, I.C.C*, p.150.
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XX

THE RELATION OF TUB DEITY TO THE UAfifiEBOTH*

»

The exact relationship of the deity to the sacred 

stones constitutes a difficult problem, which is accentuated 

by the fact that the extra-Biblical literary evidences are frag 

mentary and vague, but various clues are available from which 

we may reach some general conclusions. It appears sufficiently

clear that, among the Semites, stone objects 9 including the
1 

Hassebah, were frequently bowed down to and worshipped* The

Old Testament leaves no room to doubt the prevalence of idol
2 

worship, which was the great temptation of Israel, and there is

no reason to suppose that the graven images, spoken against in
3 

the Second Commandment, were confined to private use as some
4 

have suggested* It is important to note that while Masseboth

sometimes served as objects of worship, yet they are ordinarily
5 

sharply distinguished from the fashioned stone,

The testimony of Clement of Alexandria, to the effect 

that the Arabs worshipped a stone, might imply that the stone 

was regarded as a deity, in ease, but one may consider the other

evidences as too demanding to feel the temptation to make a gen-
6 

eral application of this statement. The evidence as to the

Arabian practice, which has been so carefully studied by Semitic

1. Cf. Lev. 26il.
2. Exod, 32sl.
3. Exod. 20:4,5*
4. See WRS, Relig. Sem. p.209; Barton, Semitic Religion, p.293$ 

thinks the Commandment only prohibits expensive idols. 
B*ans, JBS, Vol.21,p»132, says only graven images were con 
demned; Sayoe states that the fecond Commandment forbade 
art of any kind (Early History of Hebrews,p.192) and that 
the graven and molten images of Dan were in defiance of 
the Commandment (p*28l).

5« Deut. 7*5*
6. See Benzinger, Heb, Arch. p
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1
scholars, certainly indicates that the rude stones were regard 

ed ae Idols in some sense of the word, and at least it appears 

that a close association caused the Arabs to think of the deity 

in terms of the sacred stones, but one may wonder whether there 

may have been more variety in the Arabian practice than has been

supposed, especially since we find examples of ritual, such as
2 3 

that described by Herodotus, where two deities were invoked in

connection with a compact between two persons, while seven sac*
4 

red stones were smeared with blood* The grouping of several

pillars in the worship of a single deity still stands in need 

of explanation, if we are to identify the stone and the deity, 

unless we adopt the unsuitable hypothesis that several stones 

were set up in order to offer the god some choice in the matter 

of his accommodation* One may be inclined to see some symbol-
5

ism in the use of seven stones, mentioned above, especially

since the number seven was a mystical number of perfection and
6 

often had a oosmologioal significance. Equally problematic

are the variable panel groupings of the Nabataeans t which some

think had a value corresponding to that of the cross of the
7 Christians, the symbol of the Nabataeans being not only the sign

1. See,TO5, Relig. Sem. p.207.
2. iii, 8.
3. Dussaud, Les Origines, p.227, regards this ae proof that a

group of stones may incorporate the same god and that sev 
eral gods may be in one pillar, but he ought first to show 
that the two gods invoked were supposed to become embodied 
in the stones.

4. WRS. Relig* Sem. p.210, apparently on the basis of logic, dis 
allows the notion that the stone was regarded as a 8imila 
cs rum of the god, since a plurality of stones frequently 
stand together in the worship of one god, but the same logic 
ought to be applied to the notion that such pillars were 
"god-boxes"•

5. Cf» Muir, Life of Mahomet, p.XV* with reference to the seven 
circuits of the Kaaba as emblematical of the revolution of 
the planetary bodies*

6. Cf. Lagrange, Etudes, p.191.
7. Set Nielsen, The Mountain Sanctuaries in Petra, JPOS, Vol.XI,, 

p.226.
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of their religion, but also of their civilisation. The sag*
y» A

gestion has been made that Dushara may mean the "god-pillar",

but suoh rests upon the interpretation of A*ra 9 whioh is un-
1 2 

oertain* The tablets described by Doughty, some of whioh are

inscribed to one god having two or three symbols , are exceed* 

ingly strange if they were meant to represent the god* It is 

true that all religious symbols have sometimes been over-vener* 

ated Juet as in Christian lands the cross has sometimes had the 

value of a fetich, while, with many, the cross has been a "ve

hicle" of worship, if not the object of such. The symbol and
4 

the god have often been naively identified, as Gunkel suggests,

but this does not prove that the proper value of the pillar is

to be discovered in such identification* Concerning oertain
5 

stones in the Ueoca vicinity, Doughty was told by the Moslems

that suoh stones were oracles "in the days of ignorance* and 

that Sheytan spake out of them, but it does not appear that the 

use of movable stones as oracles was a common Semitic practice,

for the evidence indicates that natural boulders and rook oav-6 
erne were regarded as more suitable for such a purpose. It

is apparent that we must even interpret the inferences of the

classical writers with some reserve; for example, the state-
7 

ment of Maxlmue Tyrius, that the Arabians venerated a god un

known to him, but that he had seen the statue of the god which 

was a quadrangular stone, "»y properly be regarded as a con* 

fession of ignorance on the part of the said writer in so far
* _ _ __ , ^,^^^-g^BMagBMMX^^M^MMNM^t — J iw~ --.m*. JHI JT ir • . n rTi ummmi if i i_ • u^ui»i 1^1 P»I MII .1. --IULHJLUJJ _____ I ___________ _—— __ __- ._-»_-. — _—

1. See Cook, Religion of Palestine, p«lB, Note 2.
2. Arabia Beserta, Vol.1., p.!20f»

* See Cook, Hotee to . 3rd Bd. p.5o9§ wno suggests that the Naba- 
taean Masgeda was the vehicle of worship; of. Relig. Pal.,

4. Genesis, p.«?90»
5. Arabia Peserta, Vol.11., p.Jll.
6. Of. I* Kings 19*13.
7. Taylor, Translation of 'Dissertations, Diss. 38, p. 194.
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as the relationship of the god to the stone is concerned, for 

he says that he saw the stone but did not know the Arabian con 

ception of the deity* The outward practice of the modern cere 

monies at Mecca might lead an uninitiated observer to call it 

stone worship, for certainly the outward signs of such are pres 

ent, but one must recognise that the Black Stone of Mecca, as

ueed today, is a symbol of Moslem religion and patriotism,while
1 

the apparent veneration of the stone is an act of consecration*

It has been pointed out that in Arabian poetry not all the eac-
2 

red stones were identified with the deity, but the ansab are

spoken of as standing beside the god or round him* It may be,

as Smith says, that the distinction between one stone and the
4 

rest is not primitive, but, at least, we must recognise that the

distinction existed in the period upon which we must rely for 

our information*

It is probable that the sacred stones were sometimes 

regarded ae crude representations of some part of the deity* 

With reference to Pliny's famous statement about the Syrian

worship of Hadad in which mention is made of the reins, eyes,
5 

and fingers of Hadad, we must recognise with Lagrange that

Pliny did not say that the particular parts of the deity were 

actually representedj yet, if the stone was called by the name 

of a certain part of the body of the deity, it is not difficult 

to believe that such members may have been, in other casee, 

actually represented. It is doubtless true that "it is not

1* See Cobbold, My Pilgrimage to Mecca, Palestine Post, Aug.?, 
1933; Burton, Mecca, Vol.III., p»48.

2. IBS, Relig. Sem., p.211, Note 1.
3. Cook, Notes to 3rd Bd, p*573» gi**s translation of a passage 

from the Naoa'id, which indicates the distinction.
4. Ibid.
5* Etudes, p.190.
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a primitive idea to represent the human body or any of its parts" 

but it must also be recognised that the stone cult at its height

in the history of the Western Semites cannot be olaseed as primi-
2 

tive in the usual sense of that word* Smith thinks that it

was "a natural exercise of the artistic faculty to indicate on 

the stone the fact that the god was present, and this may ac 

count for some of the anthropomorphic representations. The 

phallic symbols certainly did not represent the proper value

of the pillar, but it is sufficiently clear that such symbolism
4 

was somewhat prevalent*

In the Qraeco-Roraan period we are confronted with a

variety of "holy* stones, called baetyls, which are variously
5 

described as possessing the powers of animation, locomotion,

and audible speech, as well as the capacity to change in sixe 

and colour. They were sometimes concealed in the vestments, 

or carried in the hand, and such holy stones had divine honours

paid to them, while they were also applied to all kinds of
6 

magical purposes* One may classify the sacred stones of this

period under a single head, "but It is clear that there was con 

siderable variation in the ideas as to the relation of such 

Btones to the deity. Some of them were evidently regarded as 

meteorites, but even atones which were reputed to have fallen 

from heaven were variously interpreted as to their relation 

ship to the deity. The rude stone that stood near Gythion 
in laoonia was known as Zeus Kappotas and the name indicates
that the stone was regarded as essentially the god* On the_____
1. Lagrange, Etudee, p»191» 2* Relig. Bern* p.211.
"U Evans, JHS* Vol.XXI*p»llo,reminds us that in the Mycenaean cult 

the divine symbol of the double axe was frequently carved on 
the sacred stones. A

4. Of. Hartland tBKB,Yol«UtP.8l9l Rawlinson, History of Phoen 
icia,p.325f Triabull, Threshold Covenant,p.230.

5* Cf.Conybeare.Baetul f TTIC.yol*II.p.l77l5lraxer|yolk-lore, in O.T. 
vol.XI t p.7&. 6. Cf.Dillman,atnesis,701*11^*228.

7. i.e. Zeus fallen down from Heavenf see Evans, ibid.
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other hand, we are told in legend that Astarte actually pioked
1

up and consecrated an aerolite in a Tyrian shrine, which im 

plies that the stone was not identified with the deity but only 

consecrated by her, and it is clear that the goddess was not in 

the stone but outside and distant from it* The stone, which

Eusebius claimed to have seen as a globe of fire leap down from
2

above, was thought to be possessed with strange powers and es 

sentially magical. The meteoric stones in Egypt, according to
3 

Wainwright, were regarded especially as that by which the gates

of heaven were opened, or as instruments by which the faithful«
might attain to the presence of the gods. In Cretan legend we

are told that a baetyl was swallowed by Kronos under the belief
4

that it was his son, suggesting to us a novel relationship, re 

versing the conception of the stone as the dwelling place of 

the god. Such evidences are sufficient to show the confusion 

in the conception ae to the relation between the baetyls and 

the deities, and it is probable that there was no orthodox 

creed as to the part the gods were supposed to play in connec 

tion with such stones. The stone which Elagabalus brought 

from Carthage and honoured with a procession through the streets

of Rome, being magnificently arrayed in silk vestments for the
5 

occasion, was certainly, in some sense of the word, an idol,

but who can say whether the stone was regarded as essentially 

divine, a god-box, an image, or a magical gift of the gods? 

The Christian writer, Arnobius, tells of his own heathen life
txa.t we a4ttre**«<l t.ke S+ones

as a st$ne worshipper N*ith flattering words and •asked benefits

, Vol.XXXI., p.61. 
2. Conybeare, ibid. 
•* PBPQ.S, Jan. 1934 > poz~~«
4 See Evans, op.cit., p*113i Lenormant, Baetylia, D.A., Vol.I., 

* p.642ff•« indicates that this was the material form of the
Cretan Zeus. 

5. See Conybeart, op.cit., p.ldO.
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1 
from the senseless thing", which indicates that the stone was

either regarded as the deity, or possessed with power and auth 

ority to act for the god* The practice of adoring holy stones

was widespread in the Greek world as indicated in the testimony
2 

of TheophrastuB, through whom we learn that in the fourth century

B.C. the sacred stones in the streets were venerated,

It is said that the word "baetulos" is derived from

the Semitic term "bethel", but this cannot be regarded as def- 
4

inite. It is important to observe that there was only one

Semitio pillar called Bethel, and, in so far as the Hebrew prac-
5 

tice is concerned, the name of the pillar at Bethel was unique.

It is a strange fact, if this word, which was never applied to
6 

more than one stone among the Hebrews, became universalised as

a generic term for sacred stones in other realms. Apart from 

the etymological problem, the question remains as to whether the
j.

Oraeco-Roman holy stones are to be linked with the Semitic Masse- 

both in meaning and cult practice. On the assumption that Beth 

el meant "god-envelope", it is clear, as indicated above, that 

the baetyls were not always regarded as such* therefore, if

1. See Frazer, op.cit., p.73*
2. See Tyler, PC, Vol.11., p.165.
3. See Conybeare, op.cit., p*17&; Kay, BRB, Vol.VIII.,p.487; 

Kennedy, HDB, Vol.1., p.75$ Wood, JBL, Vol.XXXV., p,33.
4. Dillman, op.oit., p.229f regards the connection as very ques 

tionable: See Lagrange, Etudce, p. 195; WHS, Relig. Sem., 
p.210, Note Is The problem is also dealt with by Moore, 
KB, Vol.III., Col.2977; Cook, Kelig. Pal.,p.26; Evans, 
op.cit., p*113»

J. See Wainwright, op.cit^p.38.
6. The fact that "Bethel" was peculiarly related to a community 

serves to confirm the uniqueness of the term; for if all 
sacred stones were thus designated, why was the term ext 
alted in a single locality?
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recognise a connection in terminology, the basis of associa-
1 

tion of meaning remains obscure. The particular Maesebah

called Bethel was undoubtedly in existence as a Massebah at the
I •

time when the Old Testament account was written, and it must
2 

not have been regarded in that period as a stone fetich. Hfe

know that the Hebrew conception of the Macsebah, such as that
3 envisioned by the prophet as standing on the border of "Egypt,
4 

was not on the same level with the Graeco-Roman baetyls. Lods

calls attention to the fact that there are no example* among 

the Israelites of portable sacred stones. The idea has been 

advanced that the stone tablets in the Ark of the Covenant were 

not inscribed with the Ten Commandments, being considered either

meteorites of specimen stones from the holy mountain which were
5 

in the nature of fetiches, but such conjecture hardly deserves

the attention it has received. A definite difference between 

the Massebah and the baetyl has been observed by notable schol 

ars. It is to be noted that the baetyls were considered to bt 

vitally capable of wonder—working and essentially wonderful in 

origin, while the Massebah, such as that at Bethel, has no 

tradition of wonder-working power, and its essential character 

was not different from the common stones. It appears that a 

comparison of the baetyl with the Massebah only serves to con 

fuse the meaning of the Semitic pillar cult, but it is possible 

that the confusion existed in a comparatively early period. It

1. See Cook, op.cit., p.27-
2. Cf. Dillinan, op.cit.,p.229-
3. Isa. 19:19-
4. Israel, p.42?. ^ ft e5. Cf. Moore, KB, Vol.11., Col.2l55j Barton, ERE, Vol.XI.,p.8?6; 

Kautzsoh, KDB, Kxtra-vol., p.628.
6. WRS, Relig. Sera. p.210, H.I; Driver, Generis, p.268, N*l;

Lagrange, Etudes, p.194, eay 8 *n« baetyls are an indica 
tion of the suDerBtitious fury of the Graeco-Roman epoch.
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be that tht magical baetyls offer some analogy to the smooth

stones of the valley* which were adored by the back-sliding
1 

Israelite** In spite of thie fact, one may find it difficult

to conclude that the Semites did not indulge in metaphyeioal
2 

speculation, for our earliest knowledge of the Semites indicates

the contrary 9 aa ia shown by the Ziggurat of Babylonia* It is 

significant that when metaphysical thought languishes, the 

vagueness of fetichlsm flourishes and the symbols of religion

become "et ratio in obscuBo", as was the case when Tadtus thought
3 to describe the Paphian cone* In view of this fact, one may

4 
feel uncertain as to the popular conception of the relation of

the atone to the god, except where the clearest testimony is 

available, and this caution may be applied to the sacred stones 

of every period*

numerous writers have believed that the proper value 

of the sacred stone is to be found in the supposition that it 

was conceived to be the abode of a nuraen. The extent to which 

thie conception was prevalent in the Semitic pillar cult is, at 

least, uncertain* In the Roman religion, the numina were not

gods| they had no personality, and their sex was indetermin-
5 

ate* They were not conceived of as possessing human shape,

and it was only in action that numina manifested themselves*
6 

According to HaHiday, "the worship of numina leaves no room

for a personal tie between the worshipper and the object of

1. lea. 57-6.
2. See Handoock, Archaeology, p.340.
3. See Tyler, Primitive Culture, Vol.11., p.166.
4. See Tyler, op.cit., P*l6?t who points out that it might be 

misleading to assume too much in view of the multifar 
ious ideas prominent in the stone cult among different

races* 
>. See Halliday. History of Roman Religion, p,?l.6* OP* oit*, p*r



178

worship*, the latter being an object of awe and reverence but 

having neither passions nor sympathies toward man* "he Semi 

tic religion, ar far as we are able to discern its earliest 

history, stands in striking contrast to euch a conception*

The Semitic religion , in its proper value, placed the enphasis
1 

upon personal relationships* It need not be argued that the

Semites were free from vague supers! titon*, but it appears that 

the Ma?seboth were primarily associated with gods that were con 

ceived to be personal, possessing a continuity of character 

through succeeding generations and entering fully into all the 

relationships of the tribe* If we aseume that the Semites re 

alised a relationship to a personal, thinking, passionate deity, 

exercising jurisdiction over a particular tribe, then ilt appears 

that the proper value of the pillar was not for the benefit of 

a vague nature-nuraen. The Cnnaanite Baalim bore a closer like 

ness to a tribal sheikh than to a nature power* It is doubt- 

leee true that a power, invisible to man, was felt in the phen

omena of the world in the life, growth, and productivity of
2 

nature, but the Semites apparently regarded cuoh as being under

the control of a personal deity whose activity was not confined 

to a single manifestation in nature, as was the case among the 

Aryans* Even among the Hebrews the deity might manifest him

self in a burning bush, or under an oak tree, or in the light*
5 

ning and thunder on the top of a mountain, but the significant

fact is that the same god manifested himself in these several 

ways and places, being always a personal god interested in the

affairs ^ hi* people*
T* £ee Robertson, Early Religion of Israel, p.243, who indicates 

that the names of Semitic deities suggest euoh ideas as 
kingship, ttc.

2. Cf« Rajneay, Relgion of Greece, KDB, Extra-vol., p.112.
3* Exod. £*?•
4. Oen* Ioi4.
5. Kxod. 19«lo.
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Various references in the Old Testament have been taken 

as indicative of animistic conceptions on the part of the Heb 

rews, it is undoubtedly true that the tendency to personify 

trees and other natural phenomena has been widespread among the 

peoples of the world, but it is extremely doubtful whether the 

Old Testament offers any evidence of such conceptions among the 

Hebrews. For example, one may feel that it is irrelevant to

compare the Caucasian story of a grove of trees, moving from one
2 

place to another to hide a hero from his enemies, with an Old

Testament account such as that of David's battle sign of the mul 

berry trees* Be that as it may, it must be remembered that a 

simple field stone "set up* was, by its very nature, primarily 

a symbol, and as such, must be regarded as unrelated to the nat 

ural phenomena characteristic of trees, fountains, and crags,

whidh would be frequently deified by people who were under the
i

sway of animistic ideas*
4 

The prohibition in Exodus, forbidding the use of a

tool upon altar stones, has been explained on the basis that 

the stones were regarded as numen-possessed and that the use 

of the tool upon such stones amounted to an assault on the 

numen, or, at least, might tend to disturb it and cause it to

take flight* However, the passage has been given a different
6

interpretation, as for example, Kennedy suggests that simplic 

ity is the dominant note of the law in this fundamental pass-
7 

age, and in like vein, Kautzsoh regards the prohibition as

1. Of. Ward, Seal Cylinders, Nos*374, 378.
2. Gee Evans, JHS, Vol.XXI., p*133f.
3* II Sam. 5*24.
4. Ex. 20J25; of. Deut. 27*5l Josh, 8s31; I Kings 6i7«
5. Cf. Conybeare, TTIC, Vol.11., p,l8l; cf. Moore, Maqsebah,

	EB, Vol.III., Col.2981; cf. Baudissin, 2DMO, LVIII,p*412.
6. Altar, HUB, Vol.1., P»76.
1. Religion of Israel, H.D.B., Extra-vol., p.661,
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plainly Intended, by way of protest, against innovation that 

bad crept in. One may find sufficient ground to doubt whether 

this prohibition applied to the Semites generally* We are 

informed that this law was observed by the Hebrews until the

very end of the Jewish nation, and even the altar of burnt of-
1 

fering in Herod's temple required fcnhewn stones, whereas, we

find a general disregard of this injunction among other Sem 

ites, ar in the case of the rock hewn altars of Petra and other
2 

numerous examples in Palestine and Syria. That the injunction

did not apply to the Masseboth of the Canaanitee in the second• •

mi11eniurn B.C. is well borne out by the archaeological data.
3

Macalister associates the pillars at Gezer with the Old Testa 

ment prohibition, but the stones at Gezer are generally cup- 

marked and grooved, and the surfaces of the stones are smoother
4 

on the western face, all of which indicates that no thought

was taken of the possibility of disturbing the numen. The
5

pillar number seven had evidently been dragged from some dis 

tant place by means of a rope, and one can scarcely associate 

such treatment with the idea that it was the habitat of a numen.

The large, stone with the squared cavity, which was manifestly
6 

the slaughter stone, leaver no doubt as to the fact that the

Semitic Gezerites disregarded, or were ignorant of the regu-
7 

lation against cutting the stones of an altar. The fact that

such High Places as those at Petra and Gezer were not affected 

by the supposed ancient Semitic taboo, while. during the same

ToacDhus. Wars, V,v.6f see Gray, Sacrifice in the O.T. 
*t>a41? Whltehoufie/Hte; Vol. III.; p.88o.
Robinson, Sarcophagus, p. 12?; of. Sellin, Tell Ta'annek; .BoDin * p . 2?3ff.

Vincent, Canaan, p. 112.

, Vol.II«»p«424 f fig«50?> Vincent, Canaan, p. 111. 
7 "see Hacalister, op.oit. ,p,420, for evidence that the taboo

" against cutting a stone was not valid in the Neolithic period 
ai Gezer.

o pf Robinson, arcopagus, p. ; o 2. Cf. oBoDin i^faller *pE|QS ; J929f p .
i fjftzer. Vol«II»§ p. 306.
I rf? Gezer, Vol. II.. PP. 3?9t393; of-
\\ Sacalistef, Bible Sidelight!, p.60.
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periods^ the Hebrews observed it, lends plausibility to the con*

Jecture, that it was never applicable to the Semites generally.
1 

It has been emphasised by Gray that the bringing together of

stones in an altar structure would be quite as distasteful to 

the numen as the practice of tooling, and that the idea which 

supposed a stone to be the residence of a numen must have weak 

ened before the period of the altar of composite stones*
2 

The prohibition against the stepped sltar has also been

thought to imply the presence of a numen in the altar, but strange 

ly enough, the regulation seems only to apply to the Hebrews,
3 

as the numerous stepped altars in the Semitic area testify*
4 

Bertholet states that "the conception that a supersensuous being

likes to take up his abode in a stone is fully attested by finds 

in layers belonging to the Canaanite period" and, as the example 

of such discoveries, he cites the natural rook altar at Taanaoh 

in association with the Old Testament aversion to the stepped 

altar* The logic of his statement of the attestation probably 

supports the negative of his argument, for, apparently such 

altars were constructed by people who had no compunction about

going up steps to the altar, since there is no evidence that
5 

the Canaanite priests wore "linen breeches.* In view of the

prevalent use of the stepped altars among the Semites, it is 

probable that the Hebrew prohibition was in the nature of a 

protest against the heathen custom which may have had an un 

desirable interpretation contrary to the Hebrew conception of

1. Sacrifice in the O.T., p,126.
2. Exod. 20i26.
3. See fi{?.;* I «*• Hanauer, PSFQS, l88j>, p. 183; cf. Rowe, MJ, Dec

4. History of Heb. Civ., p.?0.
5. See Addis, Altar, BB, Vol.1., Col. 124.
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1
the altar. Kennedy suggests that the law was promulgated 

from motives of decency. In any case, it may signify no 

more than a sense of fitness in relation to the sanctity of 

the altar, and the argument is precarious which regards the 

regulation as for the protection of a numen.

Various other hints have been taken as proof that

the sacred stones in Israel were conceived to be numen-possess- 
2 3

ed, such as the implications of the word "bethel" and Jacob's
4 5 

act of anointing the pillar. H*P* Smith is very certain that
6 

the witness stone of Joshua was conceived to be essentially

personified in order to serve as a witness in the cause of Je-
7 

hovah* Likewise, the same scholar thinks the witness stone
8 

of Jacob and Laban must be regarded as animated by a spirit*
9 

Pedersen interprets this stone as indicative of the power of

the Israelites to concentrate a psychical element into a mat 

erial object 9 and he points out that all the outward mani 

festations of the Israelite cult, such as altars, Masseboth, 

circumcision, and the Sabbath are regarded as witnesses to,
*

or tokens of the lunion of souls* The fact that circumoi- 

eion and the Sabbath were regarded as witnesses of the coven 

ant between Israel and Jehovah may throw some light on the use 

of Masse :>oth as witnesses* It is, of course, true that the 

conception of feeding the god with the blood of the sacrifice, 

which was poured on the ground or on the altar stone, was known

1. Altar, H0B, p.24*
2* Paton, Spiritism and the Cult of the Bead, p.234, thinks 

that the heaps of stones placed over graves were de 
signed to protect the living from the ghosts of the dead,
See p. t&l •

*. Cf* Gunkel, Genesis, p.290* 
4* Cf« Driver, Modern Research, p*6J. 
5! Religion of Israel, p.21. 
6. Josh. 24i6.
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1 

among the Semites, though it must be admitted that it is largely

a matter of conjecture in the interpretation of such ritual as 

to the relationship in the minds of the idolaters between the 

god and the atone, or the ghabghab. Furthermore, it is import 

ant to note that the main stream of belief, which culminated 

in the Hebrew prophets, conceived of the deity aa the moat high

God, and the Semitic custom of leaving their sanctuaries expos*
2 

ed to the sky aay have some bearing on the problem. In any

case, the widely accepted theory, as to the relation of the 

deity to the sacred stones to the effect that the proper value 

of the stones lay in the fact that they were numen-possessed or 

god-inhabited, ought to be regarded in the light of the Semitic

cosmological conceptions, in which the sphere of activity of
3 

the deity was in heaven as well as on earth*
4 

On the Knossian signet ring, cited by Evans, there is

portrayed a female worshipper, standing before a sacred pillar,

while hovering near and above the pillar is an anthropomorphic
5 

representation of the diety* It is interpreted to indicate

that the god had been brought down by ritual incantations so 

as to temporarily possess the stone pillar* However, the 

further evidence from Mycenaean art, which portrays the god as 

haunting the sacred seats and feasting in their celestial groves, 

does not confirm the interpretation that when the god descends 

to the sanctuary of the altar or the pillar and hovers in the 

air near the worshipper, that there is any purpose to inhabit 

the pillar. The gem clearly shows that the fellowship between 

the supernal being and the worshipper is not conditioned upon.

1* Cf. Deut. 32138; see WRf>, Relig. Sem., p.20?.
2. See Lagrange, Etudes, p.192*
3. See Cook, Kotes to 3*d Edit., p
4. J.HS, Vol.XXI., p.1?0» flg.48. 

Evans, op.cit.,p*124.
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the union of the hovering spirit with the stone* The Mycen 

aean art indicates that the gods haunted the sacred place and 

came near to the worshippers to commune with them, but does not

ahow the exact relationship of the deity to the pillar except
1 

by inference especially in the light of Hebrew literature.

The importance of th$ sacred stone as the abode of the deity 

ia greatly lessened when we consider the fact that among the 

Semites the manifestation of the deity was not dependent upon 

any particular physical factor, be it stone, tree, mountain, or 

fountain.

It has been postulated concerning Jacob's Massebah

at Bethel that the ceremony implies more than the narrative
2

states, and Kay says that the unstated implications are found 

ed on the fact that the MasseboTth are found associated with* *

altars and Aeherahs, playing a part in cult practice* However, 

it appears that enough is plainly stated in the case of the 

pillar at Bethel to account for its religious importance* One 

of the arguments which has been advanced in support of the idol 

significance of Jacob's pillar is that such was the universal 

conception, but this amounts to begging the question. We know 

that among the Semites there was prevalent idol worship, and 

Biblical passages might be multiplied in testimony of that fact

but this does not, by any means, imply a universal concept.
4 

Howard indicates that, after extensive personal inquiries among

a great variety of heathen worshippers, including the most de 

graded types in India, China, and among the devil worshippers 

in Ceylon, he found no basis to Justify the assumption that

1. Cf. Evans, op.cit*. p»132 »
2. ERE, Vol.VIII, p.487.
3. Cf. WRS, Relig* Sem., p*204.
4. Aa cited by Jevons, Introduction to History of Religion, p.138*
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the stone, in front of which they worshipped, was supposed by

them to contain, in esse, the god to which their worship was
1 

addressed. Benzinger regards the story of Gideon as implying

the idea of a numen associated with the rock, simply because 

the offering was placed on the rock, but such an interpretation

appears improbable, especially in view of Gideon's ruthless de-
2 

struction of the Baal symbols. Indeed, one may question the
3

assumption of Kautzsch, that the earlier usage of the Uassebah« i
was as the abode of the numen loci, which inference he bases

upon the fact that the Masseboth are regarded in the Old Testa-
4 

ment as the symbol and pledge of the nearness of God. Handcock

is perhaps nearer the truth when he suggests that some of the 

sacred stones may have been originally the outward sign and seal 

of a business contract, which was solemnised by invoking the 

gods and uttering imprecations on any possible violator; and 

the tangible and visible symbols of agreement would ordinarily 

be infected with the religious odour of the agreement itself. 

It is probable that the deity was thought to linger near the 

sacred stone, yet it is doubtful whether he was expected to en 

ter into the stone. In the Old Testament we find that land 

marks were placed under the rule and protection of the deity
5 

and curses were invoked upon any who might violate them. In

like manner, roads Leading from city to city were probably
6 

put under divine protection by the setting up of stones which

later were used to mark'distances, thus becoming milestones, 

and on the Roman imperial roads, in late times, such were

1. Heb. Arch, p
2. Judg. 6«27f-
1. HDB, Extra-tol. p.020.
4. Archaeology of the Holy Land, p.338.
5. Deut. 27$17l cf * Job - 24s2 ? Pro*« 22:28, 
6 Of. .Hamsay, HUB. Extra-volt p.111.
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placed under the guardianship of the imperial god incarnate in 

the emperor*

In view of the widely diversified usage of the sacred 

stones, it appears that their development was, from the practi 

cal point of view, playing a part in the various human relation 

ships. The true nature of the Massebah, in its relation to the 

deity, was probably to signify that which had been placed under

the name and protection of the deity. The invoMng and conse-
1 

oration of the name of the deity upon the pillar implied his

right to govern as well as his obligation to maintain and pro 

tect that which was signified in the pillar. Accordingly the 

pillars might have a wide variety of specialised meaning, for 

many Important phases of life were thus placed under the Juris 

diction of the deity, such as covenants between men or nations, 

TOWS, laws, customs, governments, rulers, the rights and obli 

gations of individuals in the community, and the beloved dead, 

as well as the entire material heritage of a tribe- The Deut-

eronomic law enjoins upon the Israelites the duty to destroy
2 

the names of the heathen gods, and we may infer that the places

designated were under the protection of the names of the Canaan- 

ite deities. In the light of this argument, we are able to un 

derstand why a plurality of pillars were often set up together, 

for the several pillars might signify various factors and feat-
•

ures of human as well as mystical relationships which were placed

under the name and government of the deity. The stelae erected
3 4 

to the dead by their descendants, or by a man on his own behalf

was to invoke the protection of the deity. The pillars of the

1. Of. Gen. 28tl8,22.
2. Deut. 12i3«
3. See Cook, Religion of Palestine, p.21.
4. II Sam. 18118.
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Canaan!te sanctuaries were doubtless that upon which had been 

invoked the name of the deity, together with curses upon any 

who might violate the sanctity of the place or his ritual reg 

ulations, or hie right of dominion over the area*

It must be recognised that it was an easy transition 

from the above conception of the relation of the deity to the 

pillars to various other ideas according to the mental, moral, 

and religious status of the interpreters* It is well known that

even in modern times figurative representations, or symbols,
1 

have been regarded by the ignorant as realities. Reville has

well pointed out that the symbol may lose its nature and pre 

tend to all the reality of that which, at first, it only signi 

fied. It was little by little that the ignorant people identi-
2

fied it with the real object of their worship* Tyler has sup 

posed that idols developed from that which was originally in 

tended to serve as a sign or representative of some divine per 

sonage, and that the tendency to identify the symbol and the 

symbolised led to it being treated as a living, powerful being* 

Howbeit, in the Old Testament the pillar was regarded as a sign 

and witness of the government and protection of the deity over 

some heritage greatly treasured by his devotees.

1. The History of Religions, p.124.
2. Primitive Culture, Vol.11., p.169.
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XXI 

THE BASIS OF THE CONFLICT IN ISRAEL.

The discussions in the foregoing chapters hate doubt 

less made sufficiently clear the tremendous importance in Heb-
4

rew history of the conventional sacred stones. In the Old 

Testament such stones are inseparably linked with the treas 

ured lore and cherished history of the notable patriarch and
1 2 

founder of the nation, the great lawgiver and deliverer, the

incomparable military hero of the conquest period, and the re-
4

nowned Judge and prophet of the transition period at the begin 

ning of the Kingdom* In the fore-court of the glorious temple 

of King Solomon stood the pillars called Jaohin and Boaz. which
_ 5

were doubtless equivalent to Hasseboth. The uncompromising
6 

prophets of reform Jealously cherished the Massebah of Jehovah

as legitimate and worthy of the most noble conceptions in 

Israel* notwithstanding, such is only a part of the story, 

for the Kassebbth were as strongly hated as they were fervently

cherished* According to the traditon, the urgent demand of
_ 7 

the conquest period was to destroy the Canaan!te Masseboth,

while fierce denunciation and passionate destruction of the

High Place pillars were the ever recurring features of Hebrew
8 

history. Regardless of how we interpret the evidence, it

cannot be denied that the pillars played a vitally important 

part in the religious and political history of the Hebrews,

1* Gen. 28il8; 31*45*
2. Exod. 24i4.
3. Josh. 4i8; 24i26. 
4* I Sam. 7*12; Ilil4. 
5* I Kings 7*21*
6. Isa. 19*19f Hosea 314.
7. Kxod* 23i24; 3*»13? »«)**• 7«5i 12*3*
8. II Kings 3t2; 10j26; I8i4; 23*14.
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whioh warrants the conclusion that the meaning attached to the 

pillars involved that which was fundamental in the life of the 

nation*

There was perhaps little, or no important difference

in the outward appearance between the pillars of the Hebrews
1 

and the Canaanites. We know that the sacred stones were some-
2 

times specialised in appearance, but the fact that the pillar

at Bethel was an ordinary stone of the environment, while the 

stones at Gilgal were water worn from the Jordan-bed indicates 

that there was no regulation as to size or shape to distinguish 

the Hebrew pillars*

As we have already observed, the pillar was evidently 

a theocratic symbol of the government of the deity over the 

heritage, and, in this sense, the Hebrew and Canaanite Masee- 

both served the same purpose, but this does not mean that the

religious ideas of the Hebrews, in relation to the pillars*
3 

were identical with the conception of their neighbours* The

Israelite pillars were the warrant of Jehovah*& right to gov- 

ern«and His obligation to defend the heritage, according to 

the faithfulness of the Israelites to their covenant vows, 

while the Canaanite pillars were associated with the names of 

the local Baalim* The Hebrew pillar? were the imperatives 

of loyalty to the theocratic government as well as to the 

social and religious institutions, whioh were peculiarly en 

joined by the laws of Jehovah, but there was certainly an in- 

eecapable difference between the Hebrew and Canaanite imperatives.

1. Cf* Conder, EBPQ&, 1882, p*142*
2. For example t the quadrangular stone of the Arabians and the

conical stone of certain other communities. 
3* See Handoock, Archaeology, p.340.
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At this point in our study, we are able to discern

the reason for the absence of any mention of the pillars in
1 

the narratives relating to Abraham and Isaac* We know that

many tribes claimed a place in the family of Abraham, but
2 

Jacob was the peculiar pledge of the inheritance of Israel.

A pillar set up by Abraham would be open to dispute as to 

whether it related to the peculiar heritage of Israel, but 

the pillars of Jacob were indisputably Israelitish. There 

fore, it was not of any consequence in the narratives to mention 

the pillars that may have been erected by Abraham or Isaac, 

but it was important to clearly indicate that the peculiar an 

cestral blessing of God rested upon the lot of Jacob*

The groups of twelve pillars ; erected at Sinai and 

Gilgal ehow the union of the distinct heritages of the sev 

eral tribes of Israel under the theocratic government of Jehov 

ah* The assumption, that the Hebrew pillars are represented 

in the Old Testament as mere memorials, has been shown to be 

incorrect, since the theocratic value of the pillars is fully 

emphasised in the narratives. The Old Testament recognises 

the indissoluble relationship between the pillar and the altar, 

the latter being the instrument of ritual, and the former the 

warrant of the right and obligation to render the altar ritual 

unto Jehovah, by whose favour Israel obtained the heritage, 

and under whose protection and bleeping they expected prosperity

1. Trumbull, Blood Covenant, p.268, says, "Jacob, perhaps, had 
more tolerance than Abraham, for perverted religious sym 
bols 11 . Dillman, Genesis, Vol.11, p.22y, suggests that 
perhaps the need for such signs of the divine presence 
belonged to a later stage of religious development*

2. Deut. 32i8-9*
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and safety* Thus, the pillar was not only the sign of the 

theocratic government of Jehovah over the heritage, but also 

the witness of the vow to serve Him at the altar*

In view of the almost universal consent of critical 

scholars, that the Hebrew Uassebah was placed under an absolute 

ban through the triumph of the high spiritual influence of the 

eighth century prophets, one should be cautious in the advance 

ment of a contrary conclusion, yet the writer feels constrained, 

in the light of the evidence, to suggest that the Massebah, per 

se, was never forbidden in the history of the Hebrews. It is 

true that the Masseboth, which stood contrary to the govern* 

raent and religion of Jehovah, were denounced and intermittently

destroyed, but the altars were also intolerable to the prophets
1 

under certain circumstances, though we need not suppose that al-
2 3

tars* as suoh, were forbidden* Mican represents the destruc 

tion of the Masseboth of Israel by the hand of Jehovah, but the 

cities are also to be destroyed under the same judgment, while

the popular conception of sacrifice is sternly repudiated by
5 

the same prophet*
6 7 

Referring to the Israelite captivity, Hosea speaks

of the temporary separation Of Israel from all the legitimate____
1* See Hosea 8ill*
2» Some have thought that Amos 5»21-23 indicates a repudiation of 

the oultus. in toto, but Kittel (Religion of People of Is 
rael, p»137; points out that the prophet would have welcomed 
the ceremonials as necessary ex reeeions of piety,when ac 
companied by a sincere heart and iupright conduct,and,doubt- 
lees, the prophet's hatred of sacrifice and prayer should be 
assigned to the fact that the ceremonial side of the cultus 
had gunk to the level of Nature-religion.

3* Micah 5*13,14.
4. The destruction is clearly comprehensive of both lawful and un 

lawful things. Of. WRS, C.T* in Jewisft Church, p-3?4f.
5* Mioah, 6*7,8* JMPS, Mioah,p.l2o, states that the utterance does 

not imply that the prophet thought of Jehovah as displeased 
with sacrifice, per se.

6. Cf. Maoalipter, Bible Sidelights, p.64.
7* Hosea, 3«4.



192

1
of national independence in government and worship 

under Jehovah* Some interpreters have thought, since the 

Masaebah 1» included, that this passage amounts to a repudiation 

of the Massebah by the propbet, but the Massabah IB regarded, 

along with the other faotore mentioned, as legitimate and nat 

ural, against which Hosea enters no protest even ae he entera 

none against marriage* It ia evident, that the deprivation

was a thing to be sadly deplored in the estimate of the pro-
4 

phet, but he regarded the prospective experience a0 that which
5 

wae designed to give Israel a new spirit, after which these nec

essary features of her normal life would be restored*

In view of Isaiah* s declamation against Idolatry,

some scholars have been suspicious of the apparent approval of
7 

the Massebah by the said prophet and have sought to dispose of

the problem by supposing that the particular Massebah had no
8 

religious significance, but we cannot escape the fact that the

writer was looking forward to a conversion of Egypt to the re-
9 

llgion of Jehovah, at which time, it should be the heritage of

Jehovah indeed, with the people participating in the altar

1* Of* IBS, Prophets of Israel, p«98.
2. Robertson (Early Uelig. of Israel, p*239) ingeniously classi 

fies these deprivations of Israel into two groups, naming 
king, sacrifice, and ephod as legitimate! and prince, pil 
lar, and teraphim as illegitimate, but ttaoal later (EKK, 
Vol. XI, p*880) says it is to violate the meaning of Ho sea 
to suppose that he repudiates the pillar in this passage* 
Of* VB&, 0*7* in Jewish Church, p. 226*

•5. Harper, Amos and Hosea, p. 223.
4. Cf. WRS, Relig. Sera*, p*203.
>. Cf. Harper, op.oit., p. 220.
6* Cf. Kittel, History of Hebrews, Vol.11, p. 366.
7* lea. 19il9«

Cf. Kittel, op.cit., p.31c » N'3» r »« Oray, leaiah, Vol.I,p.339, 
who regards this Hassebah as an inscribed obelisk. Cf. Cook, 
Notts to 3rd Edit.,'p.570. 

9. Cf. WRb, O.T. in Jewish Church, p*354| Oray, op.cit.,p.340*
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1 
service under the legitimacy of the theocratic Massebah. In

this ideal picture of the extension of the religion and govern 

ment of Jehovah over a foreign country, it appears that the 

HaBBebah, as well as the altar, was essential to the program,

and any supposition that places this Maseebah outside thet •
category of things necessary to the establishment of the Juris 

diction of Jehovah in Egypt must ignore the implications of the
2 .

text* By the combined testimony of Isaiah and Hosea, the con 

clusion is fully confirmed that in the period of the culmination 

of Israel's history the Massebah was cherished along with the al 

tar, and it is clear that neither of these writers intended to

convey the idea of Maeeeboth as mere memorials* " • •

The argument has been advanced that such passages, 

as may represent the Mapeebah to be a cherished feature of the 

national religion, are pre-Deuteronomlc and do not affect the

application of the higher conception which triumphed in the
3 

reform under Josiah* Certain scholars have assumed that the

reference in Isaiah preserves a spiritual conception, unaccept 

able to the Deuteronomic writers, but how shall we reconcile

such with the admission that later influences affected the
4

chapter in which it occurs? Among the prophets who set them 

selves to purify the worship of Jehovah and to free the land

1. Isaiah does not allude to the altar and temple of the Jewish 
colony at Elephantine, for such was not in the "midst of 
the land"* but on the southern frontier,as pointed out by 
Gray, Isaiah, Vol.1, p«339» &«« Bzek. 3016,

2. The fact that the altar and the Massebah were separated by 
the distance of the radius of Egypt does not impair the 
significance of the Massebah (see Gray, op.cit.,p.338), 
for the entire land was to be devoted to Jehovah. (Cf« 
Robertson, op.cit.,p.237.)

3. Cf. Driver, Introd. to Literature of O.T., p.83; 1RS, ibid.i 
Whitehouse, HDB, Vol.III,p.88l*

4. See Whitehouse, ibid.
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from the idolatery of the High Places, it is doubtless true
1

that Isaiah was the greatest, but, if Isaiah aimed at the aboli 

tion of the Kassebah in relation to the religion of Jehovah, 

then it is indeed strange that the later writers were content 

with the paspage in which the cherished Hassebah was attri 

buted to him* If we assume that the supposed movement for 

the abolition of the Maeeebah wae born after the time of Isaiah,* •

where phall we place Isaiah in the Bcale of religious thought? 

Furthermore, if the reform of Joeiah wae contrary to the spirit

of Isaiah, then to whom shall we give the credit for the pre-
2 3 

paration for the reform? If, as Duceaud says, at the time of

the drafting and redaction of the text, the writers were forced 

to obscure the memory of the Marseboth and to turn the faithful 

away from them, they why do we find the great prophets, who

unquestionably despised idolatry, still cherishing the Masse*
4 

bah of Israel?

The general assumption is that the Levitioal and
** ^

Peuteronomic codes formally prohibit the ICassebah, but the
6 

only passages upon which such a conclusion might be based are

clearly regulations as to the erection and use of the Hassebah 

rather than the outlawry of Uassiboth, as such. The reference

1. Of. Dunkinfield*Astley, .Prehistoric Archaeology and the O.T.,
p.219-

2. Ounfcel, legends of Genesis, p«140, says we must assume the ex* 
iatenoe of the higher sentiment even prior to the appear* 
anoe of the prophets.

3. Les Crigines, p«222«
4. Kuenen, Belig* of Israel, Vol.1, p.394, insists that the "Urn* 

deutung* of the eaored stones began very early, and says 
that it is not only unproved, but very improbable that 
stone worship prevailed in the time of Samuel; in support 
of which, he cites the fact that Jehovah ie called "Rock" 
in the Old Testament.

>. Gf. aussaud, ibid*i MoCurdy, Jewish Knoy., Vol.X,p.36; WRS, 
Relig* Sem»,p»203»

6* Lev* 26fl| Deut. l6i22. Other passages are frequently cited, 
but are clearly inapplicable.
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to the prohibited pillar in Leviticus is manifestly modified 

and conditioned by the phrase "to bow down unto it". The 

prohibition against the worship of a MaSBebah is equally as 

positive as the injunction against all other forms of idolatry 

mentioned in the passage, and prove? that the Massebah was some 

times turned into an idol, but other passages in the Old Testa-
1 

ment show that it was not necessarily an idol, which serves to

confirm the probability that the sacerdotal code only intended 

by this law to regulate the use to which the standing stone

should be adapted. The particular law in Deuteronomy ie also
2 

regulative rather than completely prohibitive of the Kassebah,

unless we entirely ignore the modifying second clause of the
3 verse. For example, the following verse sayst "Thou shalt

not sacrifice unto Jehovah thy God any bullock, or sheep",

which would be strange indeed, if we ignored the modifying
4

clause which clearly indicates regulation rather than prohibi 

tion. The sheep with a blemish is forbidden as "an abomination 

to Jehovah"; likewise, the Massebah "which Jehovah hateth" is 

uroeoribed, but it does not follow that the MaBBebah as such
5

was forbidden* The writer of the papcage assumes that the 

modifying clause would be understood, and doubtless the

1. Moreover, the Phoenician grave Maesebbth were not idols, and 
real doubt must be entertained'as to whether the pillars 
at Gezer were such*

2* Driver, Introd. to Literature of O.T., p«83, sajie it was pro 
hibitive, and that if Isaiah had known this passage, he 
would not have adopted the Massebah as the symbol of con 
version to the true faith. It' is a strange thing if the 
most cherished symbol of the great prophet became a thing 
eo utterly despised and that through the influence of his 
own prophesying.

3. Deut. 17'1»
4. "Wherein is blemish, or any evil-favouredneest for that is 

an abomination unto the Lord thy v God".
5. Gray, leaiah, Vol.1, p*33®» 8»ye th&t we cannot safely argue 

that the Deuteronomic school would have condemned such 
Masseboth as art mentioned in Genesis 31i45t 35*20; II Sam*
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distinction between the "abhorred pillar" and the "cherished
1 2 

pillar" was well known in Israel. From the Levitical code,

we learn that the Massebah which was adapted to idolatrous 

practice was hated of Jehovah, and we may be confident that 

there were various hateful abominations frequently associated 

with the Masseboth. Any symbol set up to signify religious

or political authority, independent of the theocractic govern-
3 

ment of Jehovah, was equivalent to rebellion, and there can be

no question that whatever represented the dominion of the Baalim
4 

over the land was hated of Jehovah. Furthermore, there is

evidence that the Masseboth were sometimes adapted to phallicism* *

In the realm of Canaan, and it is possible that pillars of cer-
5

tain shapes were abhorred* It may be that the "hated pillar"

of Deuteronomy simply indicates that which was associated with
6 

the name of Baal, since the preceding verse forbids the setting
7 

up of an Asherah near the altar of Jehovah. On the other hand,

the injunction could be interpreted to apply to pillars erected
8 

at any altar except the "high altar" of a Royal Fanctuary, for,

if the pillar was a theocratic symbol, then the setting up of 

such at a local altar would be interpreted as an act of rebel 

lion against Jehovah. Howbeit, numerous passages may be cited 

where the narrators unquestionably assign the reason for the

intolerance, of the particular pillars mentioned,, to the fact
9 

that they were related to the enemiep of Jehovah* We also
1. Compare Deut. 16:22 with Isa. 19:19. ?. Lev. 26:1.
V Cf. Josh. 22:16.
4. See I Kings 18:40; Deut. 12*3.
5. I Kings l5«13 relates a horror of unmentioaable shame set up 

by Maachah, the grandmother of Aea, See 0-R,Kypros,p.l46.
6. See Kittel, op.cit., p. 306, N.3.
7. Deut. 16*21.
8. Cf. Josh. 16:22,23.
9. Cf, Exod. 23:24; $4iI2 9 llt Deut. ?:5; 12:3; II Kings 3t2; 

10i26.27. See Moore. Judaism in the First Centuries of 
Christian Era, p. 223, who 8ayB that the opposition to pil 
lars was, at first, becaure they belonged to foreign re 
ligions.
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find frequent references to pillars which were set up by the
1 

idolatrous Israelites, and. which were, in turn destroyed by

the leaders of reform, but in all such cases the condemned
2 

Maeseboth were alien to t e true heritage of Israel, being

associated with depravity, idolatry, and rebellion.

Some significance must be attached to the fact that
3 4

King Josiah is represented as standing by the pillar, when he

engaged in the solemn covenant prior to his destruction of the
5

pillars of the High Places. Therefore, it appears that the law 

ful pillars of the theocratic government of Jehovah were ex&epted 

when Josiah,> standing by the pillar, covenanted with the people 

for the destruction of pillars. We certainly cannot escape 

the implications that the *Ammud, by which Josiah stood according 

to lawful custom, was a true theocratic symbol, the authority 

of which in religious and political affairs was flaunted by the 

rival authorities represented in the pillars of the High Places.

As an argument in favour of the theory of utter aban 

donment and condemnation of the Maesebah by the late writers, 

it has been suggested that in certain instances the term "Hasse-

bah" was deliberately changed to "Mizbeah", or "Mizpah". It
6 . 

is true that the verb in some oases would permit the subptitu-

tion of Massebah in the place of the Kizbeah of the Maseoretic 

Text, but even if we suppose that changes were made, it does

1. I Kinge 14i23; II Kings 17:10; l8i!4; 23sl4; II Chron. 14*3;
31*1-

2. Albright, BASOR, No.XIV, p.6, speaks of the licentious cult 
of Baal-peor, and the darker practices of Sodom as appli 
cable to High Place festivals, even at Bab ed-Dra'a. 
There is no conjecture with respect to the similar in 
fluences affecting Israel. -rv^i/ruCy

3. II Kings 2313^ 4 » ' -V *
f. In II Kings Ilil4, with reference to the coronation of Joash, 

he is represented as standing by the pillar "according to 
lawful cjastom", ( IP^V^S ) indicating that the 
pillar was a theocratic symbol.

6. Gf. Gen. 33*20.
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not follow that the change was due to any aversion toward the
1 

former term. If the term had "been BO odious as to lead later

writers to scruple to change it, we may wonder why the change
2 

was not made in the other pa.esage8 associated with Jacob*

The assumption that the destruction of the High Place 

MaBse~b6th was due to a transition in thought from fetiohism to 

monotheism has been the cause of much confusion as to the sig 

nificance of the Masseboth among the Hebrews. The interpreta 

tion of the reform under Josiah as the culmination of a gradual 

process in religious thought in which the Hasseboth were rec 

ognised as incongruous relics of crude ancestral conceptions

of which the new prophets of monotheism were ashamed cannot
« 

be maintained, for, if the eighth century marked the advent of

monotheism in Israel, we cannot escape the fact that Hoeea and 

Isaiah had something to do with the advance, and yet, they fail 

ed to see that the Massebah was inconsistent with the new doc-• •

trine they preached* One may be inclined to doubt that the 

high moral and religious ideas of the Hebrews were fir st real 

ised in the eighth century* It is perhaps of some importance
3 

to note the statement of Albright that the particular period,

prior to the eighth century, was unfruitful of monotheistic 

tendencies in the ancient world, whereas, in the middle period 

of the second millenium B.C., such tendencies were prominent

1. Offord, PBFQS, 1919> P-126, in arguing that the term "Masse- 
bah" became obnoxious to the prophets, disposes of the" 
problem of the pillar on the Egyptian border by supposing 
that the prophet had no objection to the term in connection 
with a Jehovah shrine outside of Palestine.

2. Dillman, Genesis, Vol.11, p.266, refutes Wellhausen's sugges 
tion, that a late writer was induced by the bad odour of 
the term "Massebah" to change it to Mizpah in Gen. 31i49, 
on the basis'of the fact that "Massebah" is left untouched 
in other verses of the narrative.' 1

§. Archaeology and the Bible, p.l63ff.
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among various peoples of the East, furthermore, the prophetic 

movement did not profess to be a creative movement in the pri 

mary sense, but a religious and social reformation in which

there was a marked tendency to "return" to the simple life of
1 

the forefathers. The abundant evidence of the introduction

of high moral and religious ideas Into Canaan, in the period
2

of the Conquest, according to Kyle, raises a very strong pre 

sumption in favour of the moral and religious ideas attributed 

by the Old Testament to the patriarchs.

If we assume that the Hebrew Maseebah was a fetich in
r •

the time of Jacob, which was revalued by such prophets as 

Isaiah and Hosea, being transformed into a sacred symbol of

the higher faith, then on what ground is It neceesary to sup*
4 

pose that even the re-baptised terminology was obnoxious?

Skinner's line of reasoning is interesting in connection with 

the Maseebah and the cairn, of Gen. 31i44ff., in which he 

says, "Since I always avoids the word Massebah, we assume first 

of all that the Maesebah belongs to E and the cairn to J", but 

we may ask why J associated Jacob with a cairn in the covenant 

with Laban? Did the term "gal", indeed, represent a higher

stage of tnought than Massebah from the view-point of J?
6 

Baudiepin says that the memorial stones, at least in later

times, were called Masseboth, but that the term "gal" used in___

1. Cf. Albright, op.oit., p.2l8, N.95-
2. Deciding Voice of the Monuments, p.90.
3. Kyle, ibid., quotes Max Muller to the effect that the civili 

sation of patriarchal Paleetire was fully equal to that of 
Egypt, implying the possibility of lofty moral and religious 
conceptions of the patriarchs.

4. f.kinner, Genesis, p.37°f says the Massebah was originally a
fetich, though finally a memorial, and in the latter harm 
less sense, the term is freely used by E but never by J t 
who only mentions it in connection with Canaanitish worship.

5« Op.cit., p*399»
6. ZDMO, LVIII, p.410ff.
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the narrative, is probably connected with the Old Testament 

expression for idols, and, on this basis, the inference would 

be that the Massebah represented a higher conception than the 

gal. To what then shall we assign the averrion of J to the

term *ttass*ebah«?
1 

Certain writers have called attention to the fact

that a distinction is made in the Old Testament ae to the char 

acter of the kings, according to their attitude towards the
2 

Haeseboth and the High Places, but how could we expect it to

be otherwise, ftinoe the question of the demoralising influences 

of the Independent pillar-shrines was a flaming political issue 

of the times, resulting in civil and religious strife ae well as 

wholesale bloodshed? The Old testament representations as to

the destruction of the MasBeboth prior to the time of King
3 " 4 

Josiah have been denied, but Kittel gives credibility to the

controverted statement that Hezekiah attacked the High Places 

with their Maeseboth and Asherim, on the testa, that, apart 

from the Hezekiah reform, we cannot fully understand the counter* 

movement under Manasseh* The record indicates that, following 

the death of Heaekiah, a violent reaction set in and Manaseeh 

sided with the popular party, which led to the restoration of
- 5

the High Places with the Asherim and Masseboth* We cannot 

escape the implication that the reign of Manaseeh was not only 

a black scourge against the spiritual religion of Jehovah, but 

also « dark night of dissipation of the theocratic ideal of______

1. See Moore, KB, Vol.III. Col.2983; Kautzsh, HDB, Extra-vol.,p.62Q
2. Of. II Kings 3«2i 10*26| 18$4$ 23il4.
3. See Kautssch, ibid*
4. Relig. of People of Israel, p,148j Hiet. of Hebrews, Vol.11,

p*356ff. 
See Kittel, Hist, of Hebrews, Vol.11, p.371ff.
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government* When King Joeiah oame to the throne, the forces 

of degeneracy and dissolution had brought the nation to the 

preoipioe, where only a courageous reform under a daring lead 

er could hope to avert national disaster and decay* It is
1 

impoeBible to suppose, as has been suggested, that the Deut-

eronomio reform was due to the fact that the religious thought 

of the populace had long outgrown that against which it was 

directed; for, when Joaiah launched hie campaign of reform 

against the unholy authority of the High Places with their 

ecarlet uhame of religious prostitution and black horror of 

child-eacrifioe, it does not appear that crude conceptions 

had been outgrown, but that the situation in connection with

the High Places had grown worse instead of better toward the
2 

end of the pre-exillo period. Macalister reminds us that

such reforms were never more than temporary, and it is cer 

tain that the reform of Josiah resulted in ultimate failure,

for the pages of Jeremiah bear eloquent testimony to the
4 

retrograde, while Ksekiel gives us glimpser of the idolatrous

depravity which competed successfully agairfst the religion of 

Jehovah during the reign of the weak and unworthy eon of

Joaiah, who, under the stress of Egyptian domination, followed
5 

in the steps of his great-grandfather, Manasseh, The cult
6 

of the Southern Kingdom has been termed, "severely puritanic",

but if we are to assign any importance to the stern prophetic
...g. IUM. mi--r-_ —-•inn-_ m ..--in. j» ~i -~__l- •*" '"•——I——~i————'——n——'—""""'—'' "* -————•————-————————~i u. . .... i_. _JL_i _ILL. _i_ n-. j___nraiui^ __r—TJTM ~Ti rr^q__u_______-_-.

1* Of. deleft, Religion of Israel, p*l6§ eee Ounkel, Legends of
Genesis, p.1C6*

2, A Century of Excavation, p.296. 
3« Cf* Moore, KB, Vol»II, Col.2l57« 
4. Kzek. 8i9-l3.
5» Cf» Towler, Origin and Growth of Hebrew Religion, p.111. 
6* Welch, op.oit*, p«246.
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denunciations of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, then we must 

suppose that the Puritanic sway had greatly deteriorated by 

the time such prophet? came on the scene. The assumption of 

Kay, that a transition had taken place in Israel between the 

time of the writing of Hosea and that of Isaiah 66tl, on the 

basis that the latter reference indicates that Hebrew thought 

had outgrown superstitious regard for stone, is very weak. 

The conception of a God in Heaven was perhaps not a new thing

in Semitic religion a thousand years prior to the time of
2 

Isaiah, and the value of the passage is nil, in so far as it

may be thought to mark the boundary of stone worship in Israel. 

Moreover, we know that, during the first centuries of the Chris 

tian era, the sway of belief in evil spirits was over men like
3

a dreadful scourge, which fact ought to be considered in con*

neotion with the assumption that designates Josiah as the

boundary between fetich worship and high spiritual conceptions.
4 

If we grant that there was stone worship in Israel, we surely

must suppose that there were reforms prior to the eighth cen 

tury, for most achievements have been gained through advance
5 

following counter-movements.

That there was a violent attack directed against the 

pillar shrines during the reign of Heaekiah, which was overcome

1. ERE, Vol. VIII, p.48?*
2. lea. 66sl.
3. Cf. Oaster, ERE, Vol.VIII, p.302.
4. The Old Testament evidence indicates euch.
5. Cook, Ethical Monotheism, p»8, says, "A judicious treatment 

of the history of religion must take into account the 
facts that point to some progressive development, as also 
those that suggest a 'return*, since it not infrequently 
happens that, instead -f a return, old elements re-appear 
in new form."
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by a counter-movement under the sanction of Hanasseh which in 

turn was followed by the reform of Josiah, oannot be questioned 

from the historical point of view. The reason for this con 

tinuing conflict was perhaps more complicated than the records 

show. Let us, for the moment, forget the religious significance 

of the High Places and consider the political question. Appar 

ently, the chief issue, from the political point of view, was 

based on two conceptions of government, one of which insisted 

upon centralisation of authority, while the other party was 

content to please the local communities by a policy of non 

interference in their particular affairs* It has been well 

said that, "the only unifying force which Israel possessed lay

in her worship of Jehovah, and if she lost her grip on that
2 

she fell an easy prey to the oppressors." One may easily re*

alise that, "Baalism with its village patriotism offered no
3 

cohesive influence", but rather tended to dissipate the unity

of the nation. The l£ae$&bah, being the symbol of the assumed 

soveriegn right of the High Place to determine its own policies 

apart from the interference of the centralised government, 

served to defeat the cause of national solidarity, even though 

the place was a nominal Jehovah shrine. Thip tendency of the 

High Places, with their independent religious authority, made 

it essential from the beginning of the national aspirations 

of Israel to restrict them. Such effort appears never to 

have been entirely successful but remained a continual political

1. Of course, the political and religious problems must not be
separated from the standpoint of the theocratic conception 
for the two were intertwined.

2. 0. & R-, Hebrew Religion, p.173.
3. Ibid.
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issue, and there is no reason to doubt the Biblical conception 

that the history of Israel from its beginning was checkered 

with intermittent suppressions of the independent f High Places, 

followed by a gradual relaxation of governmental discipline 

under weak rulers with the consequent return of the old prob 

lem and its peril to the life of the nation. With reference 

to the period of the Judges, it is emminently true, as certain 

scholars have said, that,"It was not an accident that apostacy 

meant oppression and fidelity brought deliverance, it arose out 

of the very fact of the situation". The intermittent correc 

tion of the High Place peril, under the leadership of the 

forces of centralisation, was clearly recognised by the writ 

ers of the history of Israel as the secret of national progress,

and it is no wonder that they measured the various kings accord-
2 

ing to their attitude towardp the pillar shrines.

There are those who assign the aversion of Josiah

toward the Ma^seboth of the High Places entirely to religious
3 

considerations, and no one need deny the religiou? significance

of the reform, but we must not forget that the reform was funda 

mental to Josiah f s policy of centralisation of governmental
4 

affairs. The conflict over the principle of centralisation

appears to have been not unknown prior to the period of Josiah,

and indeed it would be a strange thing if there had been no
5 such conflict in the making of the nation. The statement has

1* 0. & R. ibid.
2. It was not the High Place, as euoh, that invoked the prophetic 

scorn but the independent nature of the High Place, serving 
the cause of disintegration both in religion and government.

3. Cf. Offord, PEFQS, 1919> P*126; Robinson, ERE, Vol.VI,p.6?8.
4. The authority and Jurisdiction of the High Places rested upon 

inalienable custom, or upon the sanction of some great 
historical or mythical hero.

5. 0. & R», op.cit., p.
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been made that sanctuaries like Shiloh had a special pre-emin-
1 

ence and served as a symbol both of royal power and still more

of the oneness of Israel in the worship of her God. It appears 

probable that the favourable reception of the reading of the 

newly discovered Book of the Law in the time of Josiah wae due 

to the fact that it conformed to the traditional principles of 

the Hebrew nation which were familiar in the folk-lore of the 

people and had been successfully evoked in other crisis periods. 

The question as to the attitude of the Hebrew leaders

toward the Canaanite pillar shrines at the time of the Conquest
2 

is di8puted 9 but the pre-invasion command, enjoining the Hebrews

to destroy the Canaanite pillars, should not be waved aside as 

spurious without considering the psychological probability of 

such apolicy from the military and political view-point. If 

we grant the historicity of the invasion under the strong mil 

itary leadership of Joshua, we are faced with the strong pre 

sumption that the symbols of the dispossessed government would 

be furiously destroyed, even if such tradition were lacking in 

the Old Testament. The evidence that the Hebrews invaded the 

land under the conviction of a divine commission increases the 

credibility of the traditions concerning a pre-invaeion atti 

tude. Moreover, the purpose of the invasion was not to subject,

1. Regardless of our interpretation of the altar of the Trans-
Jordan tribes, (Josh.22il9), it can scarcely be denied that 
the narrative is intended to set forth an attitude of re 
bellion against the theocratic government.

2. Exodus 34il3, etc.
3. This may appear in conflict with the theory of late centrali 

sation of the cult in Israel, but it is probably true that 
there has been a tendency to exaggerate the uni-lateral 
course of evolution toward cult centralisation, ae suggested 
by Albright, (Archaeology and the Bible, p.l60), as well as 
to minimise the importance of the contrary evidence such as 
Shiloh and its sanctuary.
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the inhabitanta of Canaan to Hebrew domination but to destroy
1 

the inhabitants and to supplant them, bringing new religious

conceptions, social CUBtome, and political program* It may 

be argued that it was not characteristic of that period to 

adopt an iconoclastic attitude toward religious shrines, but 

we know from the Moabite Stone that King Mesha of Hoab found

sweet delight in humbling enemy shrines* Howbelt, according
2 

to their own traditions, the Hebrews were great iconoclasts

and the ever reourring story is that which tells of the des 

truction of altars, pillars, etc*, and it is perhaps true that

this tendency accounts for the scarcity of religious monumen ts
3 

in Palestine* Israelite religion, from the beginning, abhor-
4

red images and the contrast with other nations is so forceful

as to stimulate the probability of their early iconoclastic 

tendencies* It seems necessary to give credence to the claim 

of the Old Testament writers that when fresh orders were given 

for the destruction of the High Places, the authority and pre 

cedent for such action lay in the ancient law of the Conquest
5 

period*

In addition to the political problem of the pillar 

shrines, we must also recognise the religious problem, and, 

in so far as the reform was based on a higher spiritual con 

ception, we may best understand it by observing that against 

which it reacted* The recent excavations have contributed

1. The nature of the invasion was different from that of a 
great foreign power, for the Hebrews were looking for a 
home rather than for tribute.

2. Cf* Driver, Deuteronomy, p*99«
3* Cf. 0-R, Kypros, p.9°f P. & C., History of Art in Sardinia

& Judea, Vol*I, p.290. 
4. Cf. Thomsen, Palastina und seine Kultur,p*72. See Exod. 20i4;

34tl?. 
5* Cf. Harper, The Book of Deuteronomy, p.2j8.
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much to our knowledge of the character of religion which was ex-
1 

alted in the High Places. Macalieter remarks that the nature

of the worship at Oezer was parallel to the celebration BO
2 

fiercely denounced by Isaiah and other writers. The results
3 

of the excavation of Gezer, according to G.A. Smith, illus-

tratet tiie religious customs and moral abominations which Israel 

encountered from the time of their entry into Palestine up to

the very end of the History of Israel. In commenting on the
4 

Gezer sanctuary, Peters was impresped by the pitiful and tragic

evidences of the truthfulnesp of the prophets of Israel in their 

description of the religion of Canaan, as indicated not only by 

the remains of child-sacrifice, but also the emblems of that 

obscene sex cult which "permeated also the religion of Israel 

and threatened to bring on Israel the wrath of God and the 

destruction of the state." The grossness snd seductiveness 

of the whole fabric of the worship of Ashtoreth along with the

practical deification of the sexual passion, according to cer-
5 

tain scholars, provide our point of view in regarding the

Biblical attitude toward the cult. In the li?ht of such facts, 

no one need doubt that the popular religion of Israel was

deeply affected by contact with Canaanitish idolatry and ab-
6 

ominations. Moreover, we find in the Old Testament that there

was often in Israel officially recognised Baal worship as well
7

as heathen innovations conducted on a large scale, while, along

1. Gezer, Vol.11, p.405«
2. Isa. 57»3**»
3. From MacaliBter, Bible Sidelights, p.53.
4. Bible and Spade, p.183.
5. JFM, & JMPS, Semitic Religion, NSBD, p.822.
6. Of. Robertson, Early Relig. of Israel,p.207. See. ttaialister,

History of Civilisation in Palestine, 5.83. 
?. Cf. Kittel, History of Hebrews, Vol.1, p.88, N.9.
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with the lapses of the masses into heathen worship, the Bibli 

cal record marks many of Israel's kings as renowned idolaters. 

One must agree with Robinson that "in the process of time the 

Hebrews joined with the Canaanitee in their worship of Baal", 

and that, especially after the revolt of the ten tribes under

Jeroboam, the religion of the Northern Kingdom became mixed and
2 

the minds of the people were confused resulting in religious

syncretism. The conclusion can scarcely be doubted which esti 

mates the prophetic hatred of the pillar shrines, from the re 

ligious point of view, on the basis of the corrupting influences 

fostered by the High Places, derogatory to the religion of Je 

hovah* As far as we are able to sketch the religious history 

of the Hebrews, the lower and the higher levels of religion 

were ever present and continually in conflict. The writer is 

of the opinion that it is a great error in the study of Hebrew 

religion to account for all movements on the bas»is of an assumed 

necessary and measured progress* It is to contradict the prin 

ciples of stratification, which are always manifest in human 

society, to suppose that the crude undercurrent which was so 

triumphant during certain periods of the history of Israel in 

validates the testimony concerning the prior exalted spiritual
3

conceptions* The progress of religion always moves in two
4 

directions* The Apostle Paul in his Epistle to the Romans

1. Sarcophagus, p«l63*
2. I Kings 12 and 13.
3. Cook, Ethical Monotheism, p.7, saya that the lower as well as 

the higher levels of religion, which the Old Testament has 
set forth in black and white, find parallel in the history 
of Christendom.^Kautzech, HUB, Extra-vol. f p.6l3, remarks 
that we have "no A right to saddle the religion of Israel with 
these derelictions than we have to,hold Christianity res 
ponsible for all the heathen supersititions which still 
continue tojrevail even in Christian nations".

4. Rom. I.l9ff« S«e Ramsay, Cities of St. Paul, p.29*
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sketched the progress in one direction in which man moved
1 

from the higher to the lower in religion, and, from all we

know of religious history, we hate no reason to dispute nor 

grounds to refute Paul's philosophy of reversed progress. 

Any judicious examinations of Hebrew history must surely re 

veal the fact that the religious development of Israel con 

tinually moved in two directions, resulting in continual con 

flict* The crudest conceptions as to the meaning of the pil 

lars as well as the most shameful conceptions, doubtless play 

ed a part in the conflict* The pillar ehrinaswhich were 

dedicated to Jehovah, such as Bethel and Gilgal, in the later 

period were equivalent to heathen shrines, and the heathen 

practice was also introduced into the city of Jerusalem and 

into the temple itself. Under such circumstances, any reform, 

even in Jerusalem, necessitated a warfare against the local

shrines* We must recognise the fact that the peril of con-
4 

tamination was very real to the spiritual leaders of Israel

and wap faced first by Moses and Joshua, as well as by the 

prophet? in the last days of the Kingdom.

Thus it appears that the conflict was the result of
5 

the effort to establish the peculiar heritage of the Hebrews____
1. Of. Ramsay, Pauline and other Studies, p.l64.
2. Murray, Five Stages in Greek Helig.,p*91, says that certain

transitions in Greek religion resulted in moral degradation.
3. Cf. Libby & Hoskins, The Jordan Valley and Petra,Vol.II,p.l84.
4. Kennedy, HDB, Vol.IV,p.396, summarises the peril of the local 

sanctuaries under two headss firstly, the ever increasing 
admixture of heathen Canaanite elements with the purer and 
more spiritual elements of the true Hebrew cultusu. and sec 
ondly, the multiplicity of local Baalim exerting a baneful 
influence on the Mosaic doctrine of the unity of Jehovah.

5* By the "heritage", we mean the aggregate of Israel's economic 
possessions, social customs, religious law? and rituals, as 
well as their political economy.
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in Palestine 9 as over against the rival claims of the Baalim 

with long standing traditions of local self-determination. 

The anvil of protest never ceased to ring in Israel against that 

which contradicted the doctrine of the tribal solidarity in 

the possession of a peculiar heritage divinely given, and un 

der the protection and Jurisdiction of Jehovah. On that an 

vil of protest was beaten out the re&istent character of the 

Jews which has been their chief characteristic in later ages* 

The difficulties in the way of perpetuating a separate people 

were very real, especially eince the Hebrews shared a common 

language and a common external civilisation with their neigh* 

boura, using somewhat the same technical expressions in their 

rituals, and somewhat similar sacred furniture in their sanc 

tuaries. Howbeit, the pronounced tendency of Israel to back- 

el ide must be eet over against the more pronounced blows of 

the prophets on the anvil which demanded uncompromising devo 

tion to Israel's peculiar heritage and unrelenting hatred of 

all internal and external enemies of that which they consider 

ed to have been divinely given to Israel. Though it be burnt,
1 

•as a terebinth, and as an oak, whose stock remaineth when

they cast their foliage", yet that which was represented in

the Kassebah of Israel still endures, being preserved in "the
" 2 

holy seed".

2. lea* 6113.
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