
MARS' HILL 
1816 2021 ; see above. 2). Whatever the successes 
of P as a whole. however, it does not seem to have 
permanently triumphed a t  all points. In this respect 
in particular ancient custom seems to have been stronger 
than written law (cp Mt. 22 24). 

See, in addition to works cited under FAMILY Frohmiiller 
Devidua Neb., 1714 ; Benary, D e  Hc6r. Zevirad, 1835 ; Reds! 

lob Die Levivatsche Jei den He6vZern 
On the customs of the Syrian fellihii 

of the present day see Klein, ZDPV462f: 
881 $, and Baldensperger ' Woman in the East,' PEFQ St. 
1899. PP. 132.8; I m, PP. :71.8; r w ,  PP.. 9 0 8  167.8; on 
historical points, Ralisch, The Matrimonial Laws of the 
Hebrews,' Lcvitrcus, 9 354.8 

MARS' HILL (ap[s]ioy naroy [Ti. WH]), Acts 
1 7  22 AV, RV AREOPAGUS (4. v. ). 

MARSENA (R>D?n, perhaps MAAHCIXP [BKALP] ; 
see ADMATHA). one of the ' seven princes ' at  the court 
of Ahasuerus (Estherlr4). His name (with which cp  
MERES) has been connected with Old Persian Marduniya 
-Le., Mardonius (the name of the commander at 
Marathon). Compare also the Mardi and Mardontes 
(Herod. 1125 780). Marquart (Fund. 69), however, 
suggests Y-IDID and compares the name Maviaapos (Dio 
Cass. 6722). Some scepticism, however, is justified (see 
ESTHER, $ 3 ; P U R I X ,  

MARSHAL. For-1.  io?^), tiphsar, Jer. 5127 Nah. 

2. 1$3 sijhdr, Judg. 5 14 RV ('marshal's staff '), see SCRIBE ; 

3. D'py2?, 2 K. 2 5 8  AVw.,  see EXECUTIONER (I) 

MARTHA ( Mapea [Ti. WH], 

9. Literature. 1836. 

1. R.  

6).  

3 17 RV, and 

and for 

57 ; Aram. HilYD, 
lady,' ' mistress '), sister of Mary, and friend of Jesus 

( t k .  1 0 3 8 8  Jn. 11 18 122). 
Martha' is pretty common in the Talmud (Zunz, Ges. 

Schrifien 2 14, Jastrow's Dirt. 834 6, and cp Orig. C. Cells. 562, 
Epiph. Her.  192). In the Aramaic inscriptions 

1. Name. in Part 11. of the crs we find the proper names 
Kqin and 'ni3 (Cook, Arant. Gloss. 7 8 )  ; the former 

of these would probably he Latinised as Marius, the latter as 
Martha. Ry a curious coincidence Martha was the name of 
the Syrian prophetess who accompanied Marius in hi5 decisive 
campaign in Provence against the Cimhri and Teutones (Plut. 
Mar. 414). See Hall (Bullock), Romans oa  the Rivicrn (Izt), 
who adds that both Marius and Martha are still amongst the most 
popular ' Christian ' names in Provence. The lrgends respecting 
St. Martha, with all their picturesqueness, cannot claim a share 
of our space. Cp LEPROSY, 8 5 ,  end, MARY, $21. 

(u) In Lk. 1038j . ,  we are told that, as they journeyed, 
Jesus and his disciples arrived a t  a certain village (of 
2. Traditione. course not Bethany, cp Lk. 1929) where 

it was convenient to halt. Here there 
dwelt a woman who received Jesus into her honse. and 
whose sister, named Mary, instead of helping Martha in 
preparing the meal, ' sa t  at the Lo rds  feet and heard 
his word.' WH (so, too, B. Weiss) give the following 
as the best supported reading of the answer of Jesus 
to Martha's complaint : ' Martha, Martha, thou art 
careful and troubled about many things but there is need 
of few things, or of one (dhiywv 86 b r r v  Xpda 4 Pvhs 
Maprcyl ydp), for Mary has chosen the good part, one 
which will not be taken away from her.' The  TR ,  
however, to which Tregelles and Tischendorf adhere, 
gives the central words in a different form, 'there 
is need of one thing' (hvbs 86 iarr XpEia)--i.e., of 
only one thing. The latter reading seems to have 
b?en framed out of regard to Christian supernaturalism, 
which took offence at the suggestion of a few things 
(plural) being really needful. The reading, ' of few 
things, or of one,' which Plumnier (St. LuRe, 292) by 
no means makes probable, seems to stand midway be- 
tween the original reading and the more definite reading 
which afterwards became prevalent, and the original 
text probably read, ' there is need of few things.' The  
idea that ' few dishes ' are meant, though supported by 
many Greek and some modern interpreters, is unsatis- 
factory. The ' few things' must surely be those of 
which Jesus speaks in the 'Sermon on the Mount,' and 
of which he says that they are not to cause us any anxiety. 
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Jesus was presumably, according to the intention of the 
evang-list, speaking of the kingdom of God. The  
passage is a gentle reminder that man's earthly wants 
are few, and that, having a Father in heaven, men need 
not be anxious about these wants, and the ' good part ' 
chosen by Mary is a share in the kingdom of God. I t  
is also probable that the answer assigned to Jesus is 
a combination of two sayings, one relative to the many 
and the few things, and the other relative to the truly 
good possession (cp Ps. 166).  These sayings were both 
floating in tradition, when the story received its present 
form, and to understand Lk. 1041f. we must analyse it 
into its two component parts. 

A Dutch critic, reviving a very old interpretation, 
supposes that, though very possibly historical, the in- 
cident was recorded in Lk. to emphasise the contrast 
between the Pauline doctrine of faith and a Judaising 
doctrine of works (Scholten, f ie t  Paulinisch Evangelie, 
334). But this presupposes :he reading tvbs. 

( 6 )  f n  Jn. 11 I 5 19, etc., we hear again of ' Martha and 
Mary (v. 19) or of ' Mary and her sister Martha' (v. I) ; 
but their house is in the ' village of Bethany.' 

There is a certain similarity between the descriptions 
of Martha in Lk. and Jn. respectively. In both Martha 
appears as a devoted friend of Jesus, though there is 
nothing in Lk. to suggest that Martha regarded Jesus 
as more than a great teacher of the things concerning 
' the kingdom,' whereas in Jn. she professes her belief 
in Jesus as ' the Christ, the son of God.' In both, too, 
Martha is the more forward of the sisters. ' Martha was 
distracted with much ministration. ' ' Martha, as soon 
as she heard that Jesus was coming, went and met him.' 
' Martha, the sister of him that was dead, saith to him, 
Lord, . . . he hath been dead four days.' And though 
nothing is said of hospitality in Jn. 11, the omission is 
repaired in Jn. 122, where we are told that ' they made 
him a supper, and Martha ministered.' 

The great difference in the place of residence assigned to 
Martha and Mary hy the respective narrators need not here be 
discussed. The question is complicated-for those at least who 
hold that there was but one anointing of Jesus in the primitive 
evangelical tradition-by the fact that Lk. and Jn., who differ 
so widely as to the place of residence of the two sisters, differ in 
exactly the same way as to the scene of the anointing of Jesus 
(cp Lk. 7 36-38 Jn. 12 1-3), which is placed by Lk. in Galilee and 
by Jn. at BETHANY (q .~ . )  not to refer here to other differences 
in the narratives. See 'MARY ( 8  25); GOSPELS, PB 44, 5 9 ;  
LA z A R u s . T. K. C .  

MARTYR ( ~ a p ~ y c ) .  Rev. 176 EV; -4cts 2220 Rev. 
213 AV, KV WITNESS (4.v.). 

MARY 
NAME ( 5  IJ). 

I. MOTHER OF JESUS ($3 3-22). 
(a) Birth ofJesus (85 3-18). Mt. 1 I d  (TB,I3-,I5). 

Jesus on his birth (8 3). 
Mk. and Lk. (Bg 4-6). 
Genealogies ( 8  7). 
Paul ($ 8). 
Heh. (8 4. 
Fourth Gospel (8 IO). 
Mt. (8 11). 
Cornpositionof Mt. If: Lk. 

Theory of virgin birth (8 

Other points in hirth-his- 
tory (5 18). 

(6) Olher questions ($3 19-21). 
Life of Mary (8 19). 
Character ( 5  20). 
Later traditions (8  21) 

r6f.). 

Literature (8 22). If: (8 14. 
OTHER MARIES (I§ 23-28). 

2. Mother of James and Joses 

3. Mary of Clopas (B 24). 
4. Sister of Martha (f 25). 

5. Mary Magdalene (f 26). 
6.  Mother of hlark ($ 27). 
7. Mary of Rom. 16 6 (5 28). (8 23). 

MAPIAM, in the LXX the name of the sister of 
Moses (see MIRIAM), reappears in the N T  as a 

One Grzxised form is 
z), another is Maprdp(p)v. 

used by Josephus. All forms agree in having a in the 
first syllable. According to the Massorah to the Targum 
of Onkelos (ed. Berliner, 1875) on Ex. 1520, Mariam was 
also the Targumic pronunciation. Thus we have 
one of the many cases in  which M T  has preserved a 
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1. Etymology. woman's name. Mapia (see 



MARY MARY 
later pronunciation (Miriam). Hebrew analogies point 
to the change from a to  i, not conversely from i to a. 

It was accordingly quite proper that, from the earliest 
Christian times, when the etymology of the name was 
being discussed, the form Mariam was assumed. A 
variety of interpretations are already met with in the 
Onomastica Sacra. As might be expected, they are 
almost all of them impossible, resting as  they do on 
utter ignorance of Hebrew. W e  shall here briefly record 
only a few of the more important, referring for further 
details to the excellent monograph of Bardenhewer (see 

The name is taken as a compound of adjective and substantive 
when rendered ‘bitter sea’ (0:lg) ; as a substantive with related 
genitive in the renderings ‘drop of the sea’ (0:lP ; after Is. 40 15  
where lg=stil(a), or ‘star of the sea,’ which in the form sfeZZa 
7naris appears in all rinted editions and almost all MSS of 
Jerome, and for whicf support has recently heen sought in 
0: lk?, cp Gen. 114J (although Jerome probably wrote stilla 
maris), or ‘ myrrh of the sea ’ (0: lb),  or ‘ teacher of the sea ’ or 
‘jaculatrix maris,’ or ‘early rain of the sea’ (the last three 
renderings assume a derivation froin 0: ?f%D-in the first two 
cases appropriate, obviously, only to a man), or ‘ lady of the sea ’ 
(from Aram. l?, the fem. of which is in fact Martha) or ‘lady of 
the day’ or ‘lady of the sieve’ (0: in New Hebrew meaning 
cri6runt) or ‘seal of the master, (which would seem to demand 
a Persian etymology). The name was taken as a single word 
when some liabbins interpreted it as meaning ‘bitterness’ (.\/,in) 
or when others took it to mean ‘ lady ’ or ‘ mistress ( W l p  status 

. Whilst in these two instances 
roots which have also heen em- 

ployed to explain the woId when its composite nature is assumed, 
the other interpretations of it as a single word have recourse to 
derivations not hitherto niet with. The hiphil of 2 ~ 1  is suggested 
by the rendering ‘the enlightener’ or (with suffix) ‘their en- 
lightener’ ;1 the hophal by ‘ the enlightened.’ 011 is assumed 
in the rendering ‘exalted,’ possibly also in the rendering ‘gift’ 
(if n?rle occasioned the suggestion). 

There are but two alternative roots that can be 
seriously considered : ?in.  ‘ to be rebellious,’ and N ~ D ,  
‘ t o  be fat’  (whence N ~ F ,  ‘fatling’ ; Job3918, the only 
place where the verb occurs, must be left out of account 
owing to the uncertainty of the sense). The  N of xln 
might, before the a of -dm, pass into 7,  which, in the 
case of a m ,  is already the third consonant. The  
termination -Em indicates substantives of a n  abstract 
meaning as well as adjectives, and is especially common 
in the case of proper names. Mariam, then, might 
mean either ‘ the rebellious ’ or ‘ the corpulent.’ Even 
apart from any theological interest that might seem to be 
involved, we may safely say that we can hardly conceive 
any possible motive for giving a name of the former mean- 
ing to a girl unless therewere difficulties in her birth. The  
.case would be different if the name had been bestow-ed on 
the sister of Moses expressly because it is recorded that 
she was rebellions on one occasion (Nu. 121-15) ; that, 
however, is byno means the only circumstance, nor yet the 
most prominent one, which we learn regarding her. The  
derivation from Nin. on theother hand, accords excellently 
with the whole analogy of Semitic names ; it is associated 
with the Semitic idea of feminine beauty. Bardenhewer 
compares also the masculine name Mamre ( x p ) .  

Both forms, Mapray and Mapra, interchange fre- 
quently and with little seeming regularity in the N T  

2. Mariam or For the mother of Jesus, wherever the 
Maria in NT? genitive is required (Mt. 116 18 2 I T  Mk. 63 

In the 
dative there is always an appoqition with the article which makes 
the case clear ; the name acciirdingly, Both in Lk. 2 5 and in Acts 
114, is given as Maprap (L.achmaitn. however, has Map&+ in the 
latter passage). For the accusative i n  Mt. 120 WH give in their 
text Jlapmv; for the nominative in Lk. 2 19 all the editors 

below, 5 22).  

texts. 

Lk. 141) Mapras is invariably used. 

1 At this point may be registered the somewhat bold attempt 
of Riisch (Sf.Kr., 1888, pp. 265.297, especially 280-282) to explain 
such interpretations as ‘enlightener,’ ‘myrrh of the sea’ (accord- 
ing to him, due to confusion with ‘myrtle of the sea’), ‘star of 
the sea,’ ‘bitter sea,’ ‘lady,’ as due to combination of Mary with 
the goddess Astarte. 
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enumerated in Weymouth, Resdiant Greek Testament -except 
TR and WH on the margin-have Mapra in 138 Lachmann alone 
has it. In all other instances the nom. (Mt. 13 55 Lk. 127 34 39 46 
56), acc. (Lk. 21634), and voc. (Lk. 13o)is Maprap. Again Mapra 
is used for the mother of Mark, who is mentioned onl;in the 
genitive (Acts 12 IZ), and for the mother of James (the Less) and 
of Joses, who in all passages (Mt. 27 56 61 26 I Mk. 15 40 47 16 I 
Lk. 24 IO) occurs in the nominative. For Mary of Clopas Ti. in 
Jn. 19 25 (nominative) bas Maprap, almost all the other editors 
have Mapia; so also in the case of the Mary greeted by Paul in 
Rom. 166 (acc.). Mary Magdalene is generally Mapra ; but 
variants are wanting only in five of the fourteen passages where 
she is named (Mk. 15 47 16 I Lk. 8 2 24 10 in nom. : Mk. 169 in 
dat.). She is Maprap in the vocative in Jn. 20 16 ; elsewhere 
always in the nom. ; in fact, in Jn. 20 18 (as also in 20 16) only 
TR and Lachmann have Mapra, and on the other hand in 19 25 
20 I I I  only Ti. has Maplap, In Mk. 15 40 only WH have Maptap 
in Mt. 2756 only WH have (on the mg.) Maprap in 276: 
WH Ti., etc. have Maptap, in 281 WH (mg.) ’Ti., etc. 
Mapap. Fihally, the name of the sister of Martha is met wit; 
in the gen. Mapras without variant only in Jn. 11 I ; elsewhere 
she is uwally Maprap in acc. (in 11 19 28 31 45 where in each case 
only TR has Maprav), whilst in the nom. only WH in Lk. 1042, 
only WH (text) in Jn. 11 20, only WH and Treg. in Jn. 11 2 
12 3 have Yaprap, and in this form WH and Ti. agree agains; 
Treg. and Lachin. only in Lk. 1039, and with Treg. against 
Lachm. in Jn. 11 32. 

Of course all the women named, with the possible 
exception of the Mary named in Rom. 166, were really 
known as Mariam in the Aramaic surroundings in which 
they lived. Any distinction between Mariatn and 
Maria can at  the earliest have been introduced by the 
evangelists ; but hardly with the irregularity which our 
present texts display. Plainly we must reckon with the 
fact that one copyist preferrea the one form, another the 
other, and that in the collation of any two codices the 
readings of the one were introduced into the other, yet 
without any fixed system being followed by copyists or 
collators. 

It is open to us to conjecture that one evangelist may hare 
uniformly preferred the form Mariam for all persons of the 
name, and another, similarly, that of Maria. Yet the conjecture 
cannot he said to be confirmed even after we have assumed a 
large number of later alteraticns by copyists. We might in like 
manner conjecture that the evangelists reserved perhaps the 
ancient form Mariam for the mother of Jesus, and bestowed the 
more modern form Maria upon all the others. But this, too, it 
would be difficult to carry out. What we can discern most 
clearly is rather this, that our best codices, in those places where 
two persons of the name are mentioned, for the most part call 
Mary Magdalene Mariam, and the mother of James and Joses 
almost invariably Maria, although the two women have already 
been sufficiently distinguished by the additions to their names 
(Mt. 27 5661 28 I and parallels). All that can he said to be made 
out with clearness is the rule, valid also for other indeclinable 
proper names, which makes the genitive declinable. 

mother of Jesus our chief interest concentrates itself on 
I. The mother of Jesus.-In the case of Mary the 

3. Jesus on the doctrine of the virgin birth. Let us 
Accord- 

ing to the first three eosDels. to which 
his own birth. first listen to Jesus himself. 

I - I  

we turn in seeking to ascertain his place in history, we 
find that he never makes any appeal to the manner of 
his birth. This, however, must not be pressed ; for it 
can be urged that the silence arises front a delicate reserve 
which would be easy to understand. On the other 
hand, however, we find expressions used by him which 
seem directly to exclude the idea of a virgin birth. 
In  Mt. 1228 he declares that he  casts out devils by 
the spirit of God. This rests upon the conception 
that the spirit of God fills his being, that it has been 
bestowed upon him, but not upon the conception that 
it is by the divine spirit that he has been begotten. 
Surely, too, the hard saying (Mk. 333=Mt. 1248), ‘Who 
is my mother, and my brethren? ’ would have been a n  
impossibility if Jesus had possessed the consciousness 
that his mother had been deemed by God worthy of a 
position so exalted and so singular as we are now speak- 
ing o f ;  and it will hardly be suggested that his mother 
could have concealed from him until now the happy 
secret. In  Lk. 8 z o f .  the hard saying is no longer pre- 
served ; all the more certainly on this account must it 
be regarded as genuine, for no evangelist would have 
invented it (GOSPELS, 131). 

ThesayingofJesusjust referred to(Mk.333=Mt.1246) 
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MARY MARY 
stands directly connected with a circumstance preserved 

onlyin Mk. (32of.), whilst in Mt. it is 
much disguised, and in Lk. altogether 
omitted. The  ‘kinsmen’ (of rap’ 

ahii)  of Jesus ‘went out to lay hold of him ; for they said, 
he is beside .himself’ (GOSPELS, 5 139 and 116 6, end). 
Who these kinsmen exactly were we learn from Mk. 3 318 
=Mt. 1246f: =Lk. 8191: ; they were his mother and h s  
brethren. For the passage is the continuation of Mk. 
321 ; they set out from Nazareth and reach Jesus 
immediately after he has had a controversy with the 
scribes (Mk. 322-30). Even should we choose to regard 
it as possible that Mary had kept a life-long silence with 
her son regarding the secret of his birth. and by this 
assumption to deprive Mk. 333 ( ’  who is my mother, 
etc. ? ’ )  of the force assigned to it in the preceding para- 
graph, 321 ( ‘ h e  is beside himself’) would still be de- 
cisive ; had Mary known of the supernatural origin of 
Jesus, as set forth in Lk. 135,  could anything have in- 
duced her to say that he was beside himself? The 
‘family secret,’ of which apologists speak, did not exist. 
The saying of Jesus in Mk. 64, ‘ a prophet is not without 
honour save in his own country and among his own kin 
and in his own house,’ is also germane to the present 
subject. The  words ‘ and among his own kin’ (Kal 2u 
702s uuyyerciju~u a d d )  have very significantly been 
omitted by Mt. (1357) and Lk. (424). W e  may also 
refer to the narrative of the baptism of Jesus. It involves 
the view, which we have aceady ( 5  3) seen to be that of 
Jesus himself in Mt. 1228. that he first received the holy 
spirit when he was baptized. I t  is a view that could 
never have arisen if that of the virgin birth had been in 
existence from the first (NATIVITY, 5 IS). 

W e  are able, however, to advance a step further. 
Whole sections of the first two chapters of Lk. bear 

virgin 4. Mk. birth. on 

5. Lk. a on witness against the virgin birth. (u) 
virgin birth. Were it presupposed it would be indeed 

a very singular thing that, according to 
Lk. 233, the parents of Jesus should- have marvelled at 
the words of Simeon (and according to 218f: at those 
of the shepherds), and have been unable ( 2 ~ ~ )  to under- 
stand his words as a boy ot twelve, StilL~more im- 
portant is it to notice that in 22741 43 his ‘parents’ 
(yoveir), and in 233 48 his father and his mother are 
mentioned. 

It is very noteworthy that six old Latin codices in 
241 have Joseph et Man’a for a his parents’ (of youeis 
adroc); most uncials in 233 substitute ‘Joseph’ (163 
iwaqC) for ‘ his father’ (6 aa~; lp  U G T O D )  : Syr. Cur. has 
‘ we ’ instead of ‘ thy father and I ‘ (6 rar.i)p uou ~ d y h )  
in 248: and four old Latin codices omit the subject 
altogether. 
(6,) In 222 we read, further, that the days of their puri- 

fication were fulfilled. This is based upon an archzo- 
logical error ; it was only the mother who was made 
unclean by a birth ; in the case of a male birth, accord- 
ing to Lev. 121-4, the uncleanness lasted forty days. 
This error, however, serves to show that the writer 
regarded Joseph as the actual father of Jesus : otherwise 
he could not have thought of him at all as unclean.’ 
Thus there is no occasion to lay stress upon the further 
consideration that there could have been no thought of 
any uncleanness on the mother’s part if the birth had 
been brought about by supernatural means. ( c )  Still 
clearer on this point than either of the preceding con- 
siderations is the indubitably original reading of 25, 
‘ with Mary his wife ‘-which is vouched for, not merely 
by old Latin codices, as well as by Syr. sin., but 

1 The expedient of taking the reference as being to the purifi- 
cation of mother and child does not hold. As no plural immedi- 
ately precedes, ‘their’ (ai)&w) must be referred hack to the suh- 
ject of the verb (byi ayov), where unquestionably the father and 
mother are intendel. Moreover, according to Lev. 12, no un- 
cleanness attaches to the child any more than to the father. D, 
with ‘his’ (ai)mS) for ‘their’ ( a h j v ) ,  makes the purification 
refer to the child, hut in doing so comes into conflict with the 
sense of Lev. 12. 
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even more by the manifest impossibility of its ever 
having arisen by later correction (see NATIVITY, 5 16, 
middle). The whole of Lk.2, accordingly. not only 
knows nothing of the virgin birth, but rests upon the 
opposite presupposition. 

Further, it has to be pointed out that even in Lk. 1. 
only two verses-vv. 34f:-contain the idea of the virgin 

6. Lk. and birth clearly and effectively ; and these 
virgin birth. disturb the connection so manifestly 

that we are conipelled to regard them 
as a later insertion. ( a )  In the first place, Mary’s 
question, ‘ How shall this be, seeing I know not a man ’ ? 
is on any assumption inappropriate. ‘ Know ’ (ytvhu- 
K E L P )  being here in the present tense, it cannot mean the 
act of concubitus for which the word is so often em- 
ployed (mostly of the male-Gen. 41 Mt. 125  etc.-hut 
sometimes of the female-Gen. 198 etc., and in Nu. 
31 1 7 5 ,  with full explanation of the euphemism). W e  
are equally precluded, however, from taking it in the 
quite general sense which it has, for example, in Acts 
19 15 ( ‘  Jesus I know . . . hut who are ye ’ ?), a sense 
which would be quite meaningless in the present con- 
text. The true interpretation is the intermediate one ; 
I have no such acquaintance with any man as might 
lead to the fulfilment of this prophecy. But the exact 
opposite of this is involved in the actual situation ; Mary 
is betrothed toJoseph (Lk. 1 2 7 )  and must necessarily have 
looked to the fulfilment of such a prophecy through her 
marriage with him-unless indeed her doubt had been 
not about the birth of a son, but about the high dignity 
that son was to attain in after life. This latter doubt, 
however, is precisely what she does not express. 

( b )  Another point which has to be noticed is that 
Mary takes the words of the angel as referring to a 
fulfilment in the way of nature. Had she interpreted 
them otherwise, then her objection ‘ I know not a man ’ 
would be meaningless. And the interpretation of the 
angel’s words now suggested is not, a s  one might be 
tempted to think, unsuitable inasmuch as the angel is 
supposed in 135 to express only with greater clearness 
what he has already said in 130-33. O n  the contrary, 
vv. 30-33 admit without any difficulty of being understood 
as referring to the birth of the Messiah- from a human 
marriage. In particular, ‘son of the highest’ (ufbs 
~ $ L ~ u T o u ,  v. 32) need not mean a son of God in the 
physical sense, but only a son of God in the ordinary 
OT sense of one who places himself wholly at the service 
of the divine will, and is supplied and supported by God 
with special powers. This is also true of the Messiah. 
Also the endless duration of the dominion of the Messiah 
as an individual person, as distinguished from the reign of 
an endless dynasty, announced in v. 33. even if nowhere 
certainly set forth in any of the messianic prophecies when 
historically interpreted, a t  any rate lay very close at hand 
in such passages as Is. 9 5 [6 ]  Ezek. 3725 Si6yll. 349  f. 
(under Cleopatra. G’&yvbr &uaE aduqr yes C T K ~ ~ T T ~ U  
K ~ ~ T . ~ ) U W P  d r  aiGvur a d v ~ a r ) .  What, however, must 
never be lost sight of is that the notion of a supernatural 
birth never at any time attached to the idea of the 
Jewish Messiah. 4 s  late as in the Dialogue of Justin 
(circa 155 A.D. )  we still find Trypho the Jew saying 
(49 begin.), ‘ W e  all expect the Christ to be a man of 
men ’ ( ~ P T C S  +peir T A P  Xprurbu buOpwaov 2.$ riv8phawv 
H ~ O U S O K G ~ F P  ysu.i)ueuOac). The alternatives before us. 
therefore, are either to suppose that the author of the 
chapter as a whole has put a wholly inappropriate utter- 
ance into Mary’s mouth, or to assume that in vv. 30-33 
an unsupernatural birth-a possible interpretation-is 
actually intended, and that in v. 34 f: a supernatural 
birth has been substituted for it by another hand, and 
accordingly that ‘ son of God ’ (uibs Beoii) (v. 35) is to be 
taken in a physical sense, otherwise than the ‘son of 
the highest’ (uibr ~ $ L U T O U )  in v. 32. It is well worth 
noticing that Bernh. Weiss, on account of this difference, 
takes the words of 135c (6rb Kal . . . Beoii) to be an 
addition made by the redactor to his source. The same 
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consideration must, however, be extended to 134f., in 
which case the virgin birth disappears from the source 

MARY 
worth while to construct the genealogy at all.1 
116, see 13-15. 

than that of our canonical gospels. 

On Mt. 

One testimony, that of Paul, is unquestionably older 
(u) At the very 

8. and outset, his statement in Rom. 1 3  that 
virgin birth. Jesus was born of the seed of David 

according to the flesh, is .irreconcilable 
with the virgin birth. Otherwise reference must certainly 
have been made to the share which the Holy Ghost 
(who is also mentioned) had in his generation. Now, 
1 4 ,  the antithesis to 'according to the flesh' (~a7( t  
U ~ ~ K U )  not being strictly adhered to, proceeds to define 
what Jesus has become in virtue of his resurrection. 
In this reference, however, the Holy Spirit does not 
figure as the author of the being of Jesus a t  his birth 
but as the higher and, strictly speaking, the abiding 
element of his being-in short, as what in an ordinary 
mortal constitutes the soul. ( a )  In Rom. 83 God 
sends forth his son ' in the likeness of sinful flesh ' (Zv 
dpouhparr uapKbr cipaprlas). Since the apostle in Rom. 
512 traces the sinfulness of mankind to its descent from 
Adam, such a statement would certainly be impossible, 
the virgin birth being held. ( c )  The most impor- 
tant passage, however, is found in Gal. 44. Not indeed 
because the expression runs 'made of a woman' 
(yevbpwov ( K  yuvarrt6r) and not ' made of a virgin' 
(yev6pcvov Z K  saptJhvou); for after all a 'virgin' 
(rrap8tvor) is also a 'woman'  (yuv4) and it could 
reasonably be urged that Paul was under no compelling 
necessity to lay emphasis on the idea of aapetvor. 
The force of the passage for the present discussion lies 
in what follows: 'born under the law, that he might 
redeem them which were under the law. ' Here what is 
shown is that in order to become their redeemer it 
behoved Jesus to be completely like those he came to 
redeem. Thus also the phrase ' born of a woman' 
denotes a birth differing in no essential particular from 
ordinary human births. 
(4 It will perhaps be urged that inasmuch as Paul attributes 

r-existence to Jesus, the virgin dirth has less interest for him, 
rove that he was 

unacquainted withit. As against this it has to &, pointed out that  
the doctrine of the pre-existence of Jesus is one that has not been 
handed down to him ; on the contrary he is the first to formulate 
it-unless indeed one were to r e p d  the utterances of the Johan- 
nine Christ regarding his pre-existence as historical. Now the 
preexistence of Jesus, so far as Paul is concerned, is clearly an 
inference from his present exalted condition ; the apostle 
therefore regards the preexistent one also as a heavenly man, 
not as a divine being (cp the present writer's excursus on I Cor. 
15 49 in HC). If, however, the doctrine of the virgin birth had 
been handed down to him, he would hardly have framed c 
doctrine of the pre-existent state so hard to reconcile with such 
a tradition received from the original apostles. 

The Epistle to the Hebrews in 7 14 gives prominence 
to the fact that 'our Lord sprang out of Judah, as to 

Ep to 
which tribe Moses spake nothing concern- Heb. ;Lnd ing priests.' In this the sole object is 

vrrgin to make out the inferiority of the OT 
priesthood as compared with the high- 

priesthood of Jesus. W e  have nothing to lead us to 
suppose that the author wishes any conclusion to be 
drawn with respect to the birth of Jesus ; but for all 
who find themselves compelled to believe that Lk. rightly 
attributes a Levitical descent to Mary Heb. 714 testifies 
unquestionably and with emphasis against the doctrine 
of the virgin birth. 

The Fourth Evangelist regards Jesus as being the 

ut that his silence in the matter does not 

~~ 

altogether. 
(c) The words in 1 3 2  to the effect that David is the 

father of the son to be born of Mary (7bv Bp6vov A d 8  
TOO aarpbs a d d )  could, on the presupposition of a virgin 
birth, have been written only if Mary's own descent 
were held to be from David. But as, according to 136, 
she is a kinswoman ( U U W E Y ~ S )  of Elizabeth, who in turn, 
according to 1 5 .  is a Levite. the words in 1 3 2  constitute 
an independent proof that the fatherhood of Joseph is 
presupposed. We are not in a position to say to what 
tribe it was that Mary really belonged; but that the 
author of Lk. 1 held her to be a Levite is certain. 
The conjecture has been hazarded, it is true, that she 
was Levite on the mother's side, but on the father's 
side a descendant of David. This, however, ought to 
have been expressly stated. Far from this being the 
case, the idea that Mary was .a descendant of David is 
expressly excluded by what we read in 1 2 7  (the angel 
Gabriel was sent . . . ' to a virgin betrothed to a man 
whose name was Joseph, of the house of David ') ; for 
otherwise the continuation would not have run, ' and the 
virgin's name was Mary,' but simply, ' and her name was 
Mary ' (Kal 7 b  tlvopa ab+ Mapla). In 24, moreover, 
we are expressly informed of Joseph only that he was 
descended from David, though his descent was a matter 
of no moment on the assumption of the virgin birth. 
In this case, however, it is only Syr. sin. that substitutes 
the words 'because they were both of the house of 
David.' See further, NATIVITY, $9 5 ,  g, end. 

( d )  Another ciicumstance that speaks for our regard- 
ing vv. 34J as an interpolation is the fact that Mary's 
speech expresses doubt of the truth of the angel's 
message, and yet she is not so much as blamed, whilst 
Zacharias is actually punished for a like doubt (120). 
Moreover, the case of Elizabeth to which the angel 
points in v. 36 is no evidence of the possibility of a 
supernatural conception ; it has evidential value only if 
what has happened to Elizabeth is more wonderful than 
what is being promised to Mary-namely that she, in 
the way of nature, is to become the mother of the 
Messiah. Note, further, that apart from 134 Pad 
f since ' )  is not met with either in the third gospel or in 
Acts. 

The two genealogies of Jesus in Mt. 11-17 and Lk. 
321-38 (see GENEALOGIES ii. 1 differ so greatly that re- .. - .  ,. oenealogiee course has often been had to thesupposi- 

tion that they relate, one to Joseph, the 
xz-~L.~ other to Mary. Not only, however, is and virgin 
DzxGn* this in flat contradiction -to the express 

statements which refer both of them to Joseph; the 
reference of either to Mary is further from the outset 
excluded as soon as it is observed that according to Lk. 
136 Mary is a kinswoman of the Aaronite Elizabeth (J 6 c ) .  
Even if, however, it were true that one of the two ' gene- 
alogies' related to Mary, the other would still be that 
of Joseph, and thus by the mere fact of its existence 
would furnish the proof which in reality both of them 
afford, that when they were drawn up there was no 
thought of the virgin birth of Jesus. Therefore within 
a gospel which teaches this doctrine the insertion of ' as 
was supposed' (hs 2vopf&o) (Lk. 323) was quite in- 
dispensable. Rut had such an  insertion been con- 
templated from the outset, it would not have been 

1 The same result is arrived at, in a somewhat different way, 
when Kattenbusch (see below, 0 m), and with him Weinel ( Z t s c h .  
f: NTZiche Wissensch., I ~ I ,  p 37 39), takes only the last words 
of 134  (;rei &Spa 06 L V & ~ K O ~ ~ S  editorial insertions, and assigns 
to the descent of thexoly spirit upon Mary no other operation 
than that of making her child to be from the womb filled with 
the Holy Spirit-as in 1 r5. In 135 'son of God ' (uibs BfoO), 
would then have the same OT meaning as ' son of the highest ' 
(vier S@UTOV) in 132, and Mary'squestion have the same mean- 
i?g as, we already (under a) have seen to he appropriate to the 
situation. Such a n  inte retation, however, of the words 'shall 
come upon' (&cAhsdrresor~ and 'shall overshadow' ( ~ ~ C C T K L & C T & )  
is difficult to carry through, especially as no similar expression 
is found in 113-17 with reference to Elizabeth. 
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lo. Fourth externally existing Logos, and one could 
Gospel and believe the doctrine of the virgin birth to 

virgin birth. have been of less importance in his eyes 
as predicating something far less exalted 

concerning Jesus- (a) At the same time, Jesus 
1 Should it prove to be the fact that Syr. sin. and D take the 

ir ;vopi<cro as a correct supposition, and not, like the canonical 
texts, as a false one (GOSPELS, $ 22 p), this would only be 
evidence of a reaction against the alteration of the original view 
cau-ed by the insertion of the &r &opi<eso ; the &c ;vopi<em 
could never hme been the insertion of any one who still held to 
the original view of the genealogy that Jesus was really the son 
of Joseph. 
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in this gospel says a great deal not only about his 
previous existence with God but also about his entrance 
into this earthly life in virtue of his mission by his 
Father. In  this connection it would assuredly have 
been of great importance to have been able to say, in 
support of his exalted dignity, that he had been born in 
an altogether exceptional way. Instead of this, what 
do we find? That in Jn. 145 Philip, in 642 the Jews, call 
him the son of Joseph, that in 145 741f. 52 Nazareth is 
spoken of as his birthplace, whilst yet Bethlehem is said 
to be of necessity the birthplace of the Messiah ; and Jesus 
says nothing to the contrary. It is acknowledged that 
in the Fourth Gospel the objections of the Jews against 
Jesus continually proceed upon misunderstandings (see 
JOHN, 25 c). But here the misunderstanding plainly 
lies not in any error as to the actual birthplace of Jesus 
or as to the manner of his birth, but only in the opinion 
that these facts exclude the Messiahship of Jesus. 

(6) No direct polemic, however, against the virgin 
birth of Jesus can be discovered in Jn. 113. 

True, it would in fact have been in full accord with the subtle 
manner of the Evangelist if he had taken occasion to declare of 
all the elect that they are born ‘ not of blood nor of the will of 
man but of God’ precisely in order to hint that he did not find 
it applicable to Jesus alone, in whose case it had naturally and 
of necessity to be taken literally. As, however, he makes the 
declaration with regard to all the elect, who nevertheless are 
born as men, his purpose cannot have been to exclude a human 
birth; rather must we take him to mean that they are horn 

not 50 much of .  . . the will of man as, rather, of God (Winer, 
S 55 86); that is to say, it is not their human birth that matters 
so much as their provenience from God, in other words their 
election. But on this interpretation the saying loses all polemical 
force against the supposition of the virgin birth of Jesus. 

(c) Nevertheless it is not impossible that the Fourth 
Gospel contains a tacit rejection of the doctrine in 
question. It would be quite in accordance with the spirit 
of its author if the doctrine appeared to him too slight 
and too external for the Logos-if only we may suppose 
that he knew it. In favour of the supposition is (i. ) the 
fact that the doctrine is already in full currency in Justin’s 
time (152 A. D. )although he gives some details differently 
from the canonical form (see e + ,  below, $21 a, n. ) ; and, 
further (ii.), the point registered under GOSPELS, 5 151, 
end, even though it does not treat directly of the passage 
on the virgin birth. On the other hand the view put 
forth in NATIVITY, 5 12, is also very attractive, that 
Jn. 741f. ‘reveals the hidden path by which Bethlehem 
had found its way into the gospel tradition ’ as the birth- 
place of Jesus. We shall do best perhaps if we combine 
both views by the supposition that an older, perhaps 
oral, form of this manner of reasoning gave occasion 
to the relative portions of Mt. and Lk. and laid the 
foundation for Jn. 7 +T$. 

What has been said in 5 3f. renders it antecedently 
probable that from Mt. as well as from Lk. the theory 
ll. Mt, and of the virgin birth of Jesus was originally 

virgin birth. absent. The expression in Mt. 13 55 ’ Is 
not this the carpenter’s son ? ’ points in the 

same direction. Unless the phrase is to be understood 
in the first of the senses suggested under JOSEPH (ii., 5 9) 
as being exactly equivalent to the parallel in Mk. 6 3  ‘ Is 
not this the carpenter ? ‘-and we may perhaps point to 
the continuation in Mt., Is not this his mother called 
Mary?’ as favouring the view that his father is really 
intended-then the passage [which is here assumed to 
represent in the main rightly what was originally told 
of the questionings of those in Jesus’ ‘ own country ’1 
directlycontradicts the theory of the virgin birth.’ Nay, 
more, even chxp. 2 itself admits of a complete under- 
standing without the presupposition of the virgin birth. 
The fact that Bethlehem is not mentioned at all till 2 I 
is reached thus becomes significant. 118-25 thus appears 
not only to be later than chap. 2, but also to have been 

1 [In JOSEPH ii., $9, an attempt is made to go behind the 
Aramaic phrase for ‘ Jesus the carpenter. The supposition that 
Jesus was a carpenter might hare arisen out ofa misapprehension 
of ‘Jesus the Nazarene’ which really meant, neither ‘Jesus the 
Nazarene’ nor, as some supposed, ‘Jesus the carpenter,’ bur 
‘Jesus the Galilaean’ (cp NAZARETH, S 3).] 
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somewhat heedlessly introduced, otherwise Bethlehem 
would have been mentioned at an earlier point. 

On Mt. 118-25 all that need here be said is that in it 
the theory is set forth from first to last with full delihera- 
tion. The  only somewhat indeterminate expression in 
it is the word ‘ wife‘ ( ~ u ~ u ~ K u )  in ZJV. 2024, since it is still 
in question whether Joseph is to take (xapahapeiv) Mary 
or not. For this expression does not refer to concubitus 
(see, rather, 125) but to the completion of the marriage. 
Yet after all the word ‘ wife’ ( y ~ v $ )  instead of ‘ be- 
trothed ’ (<p)ourEup&)o ; cp 118) is not more unprecise 
than dwjp (1 19) for bridegroom ; both alike rest upon the 
fact that betrothal already constitutes an obligation 
binding in law, even before the marriage has been con- 
cluded in due form (Edersheim, Lzfte and Times of /ems, 

W e  are now in a position to sum up and complete 
the results arrived at regarding the composition of 

Mt.1f: and Lk.I f :  (u) The narrative 
12‘ ‘Om- of Mt. 118-25 is not by the same hand as  
position ~~~7 (9 7), and iii fact is later than the 

and Lk.If. genealogy, which could never have been 
drawn up after Joseph had ceased to be 

regarded as the real father of Jesus. Moreover, 21 6 
would seem to have been written without being pre- 
ceded by 118-25 ( 5  11). In chap. 2, further, according 
to the statement given in GOSPELS, 5 151 (end), the 
story of the Magi does not seem to have been originally 
present. Further, the words ‘in those days’ (hv m i s  
ilpkppatr P K E ~ V U L S )  in 31 have absolutely no relation to 
anything contained in chaps. 12, the contents of which 
relate to a period thirty years earlier. Hillmann (JPT. 
1891, 259 f. ) conjectures that originally immediately 
before these words there stood some note as to date similar 
to what we now have in Lk. 3 I$, which was afterwards 
removed when Mt. 1 2 were prefixed. That the author of 
Lk. should havemade use of Mt.-accordingto GOSPEI.~, 
5 127, a very probable hypothesis-becomes all the 
easier to believe if a t  that time the first two chapters of 
OUT Mt. were still wanting, and entirely so ; otherwise 
Lk. who so often coincides verbally with Mt. would 
not have diverged from him in 1 f: so completely as he 
does. 

(6) The statement of the virgin birth in  Lk., as well 
as that in Mt., was introduced last of all-by the in- 
sertion of 134f: (or only 1346) and of ‘ as was supposed ’ 
(&E Ivopi@ro) into 3 23 (§ 6 f:). Whether the in- 
sertion is due to borrowing, or to an oral source, 
need not he discussed. In Lk. 2 the contents of Lk. 1 
are not presupposed, except in 2216 : ‘ which was so 
called by the angel before he was conceived in the 
womb.’ This backward reference to 131 can easily 
have been inserted when the two chapters were being 
joined together. On this hypothesis we can imagine 
more readily-what in itself is in accordance with the 
nature of things-that the glorification of the Baptist by 
means of a narrative of his birth took place at a later 
date than the similar glorification of Jesus. This would 
hold good also if with Volter (see below, 22) we were 
to assume the kernel of the ‘ Benedictus ‘ -Le . ,  16871-75 
76f: &-to be drawn from an ‘Apocalypse of 
Zacharias’ in which Zacharias sang the praises of his 
son John as forerunner of the day of Yahwk (not of the 
Messiah). As in the case of Mt. with regard to chap. 2, 
so also in that of Lk. with regard to chap. 1 particularly, 
the question has to be asked (though it cannot be ex- 
haustively discussed here) whether certain portions 
may not have been later additions. 

An indication pointing in this direction may perhaps be seen 
in the fact that the marriage of Mary wlth Joseph, and the 
date of the conception of her first-born son are nowhere men- 
tioned. With this 
supposition agrees also 2 21. In 127 which requires no textual 
change1 Mary is still betrothed, in 2 5  she is wife (a 5 c ;  
NATIVITY, g 16, middle). 

1P) 149j ) .  

of Mt. 

Both ought to come between 1 3 8  and 139. 

1 Harnack ( Z f s d r .  NTZiche Wissemch. 1901, p. 56) would 
delete ‘ virgin’ ( rapO6ov)  (and also e c  mapOCvou ?) hy the side 
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Finally, as in the case of Mt. so also in that of Lk. 

we must conjecture that the gospel once was without the 
first two chapters (15-252).  Lk.'s proem (1 1-4) speaks 
in favour of this presumption (see NATIVITY, 13) as 
also do the facts that the Baptist is in 3 2 introduced like 
a person who has never yet been mentioned, and that 
Jesus at Nazareth ( 4  16-30) appeals in his own vindication 
simply to his possessing the gilt of the Holy Spirit ; so 
also the further fact that the Baptist ( 7 1 8 J )  allows the 
question to be raised whether Jesus be the Messiah or 
not, without knowing anything of the complete informa- 
tion which, according to 141-45. his mother possessed. 
See, especially, Thomas (below, 

As in the Third Gospel it is in 323  (S 7). so in the 
First Gospel it is in 1 1 6  that the theory of the virgin 

13. New birth had, well or ill. to be brought 
into harmony with the presupposition of 

( a )  When the text of Mt' 16'' Syr. sin., ' Joseph, to whom was espoused 
Mary the virgin. begat Jesus who is called the Christ,' 
was first made known, great. surprise at such a departure 
from the canonical text was expressed. 

Some thought that we had suddenly come into possession of 
a text which completely changed the entire situation. In this 
they were mistaken. No doubt, Syr. sin. contains the words 
'Jo!eph . . . besat Jesus,' but not without a parenthesis. 
Similarly, it reads in 1 21 : ' she shall bear to fhee a son ' and in 
1 2 5  'and she bore to hint a son,'-this too in place of the longer 
phrase 'and knew her not till she had brought forth a son,' so 
that the birth of the son connects itself directly with the words 
and took unto him his wife. Syr. sin., however, contains 

at the same time the canonical text of 118-20. Taken as a 
whole, accordingly, this recently discovered translation brings 
in no new era ; of an older text it contains only traces, and these 
are overlaid by the canonical text. 

The error would, bowever, be equally great if with others we 
were to imagine that all we had to do in order to save the ecclesi- 
astical dogma was to dispose of these innovations in Syr. sin. 
either by holding them for heretical falsifications or by taking 
the ' hegat' ( ;yivvqurv) in 1 rd in a different sense from that in 
which it is taken in 12-161. Apart from the consideration that 
all such methods are illegitimate, Syr. sin. is not the only 
document with which we have to deal. Long ago it was known 
that there was a mass of variants ; only, no attention was paid 
to them. This is hardly to be wondered at when it is remem- 
bered that even Ti. i n  his edifio critica mujy  disposes of them 
all in two lines, partly with a mere 'similiter. Long ago critical 
theology had insisted that the original text was this: 'and 
Joseph begat Jesus' ('Ioui+ 8; ;y&qusv ~ b v  *lquoGv).1 

( b )  This original text was first actually discovered in 
the 'Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila' edited by  
Conybeare in Anecd. Oxon. CZass. ser. 8, 1898. p. 76 
(fol. 93  Y of the Codex) ; cp pp. xix-xxii : Jacob begat 
Joseph, the husband,of Mary, of whom was born Jesus 
who IS called Christ, and Joseph begat Jesus who is 
called Christ. ('IaKhp hyfvvqurv 7bv 'Iwa?f+, 7bw 
&v6pa Maplas, A$ i j s  $yevv?fe?'IquoDs 6 Xcybpevos Xpiurbs, 

22), 364-400. 

readings in the genealogies. 

Kal 'Iwu+#3 $yfvvquev 7bv 'IquoGv 7bv Xeybpevov Xprurbv). 
This is ex ressly cited by Aquila the Jew as being the text of 

Mt.'s gospec and as Timothy the Christian immediately after- 
wards declares that it does not escape his vigilance when the 
Jew seeks to conceal anything, we are hound to assume with 
Conyheare that the text as given above actually stood in the 
author's gospel according to Mt. Conybeare goes farther and 
maintains this to have been the basis from which all existing 
readings started. The canonical text arose by omission of the 
second half, the other variants by omission of the first half and 
alteration of the second (see below. B I A ~  In the oDinion of the . " ., 
prewnt uriter :,n altogether different construction ought tu be 
put uptm the fact<. Ifow can we suppose that an evangelist 
deliherarely added the second half to the first Why say twice 
over that Jesus had been begotten? Why twice over call hi? 
'who is called Christ ' (6 hey6psvor X ~ ~ U T ~ S ) ?  Why say 'and 
(mi) before 'Joseph,' when what follows is something not ad- 
ditional but explicative? True, the Jew adds an explanation of 
this double statement of the same fact : +q&v i y i v q r c v  Zx + 
Mapins-i.e., by the word 'begat' theevangelist means ' ofMary. 
By this, however, is explained not the addtion of the second 
half to the first, hut rather the insertion of the words 'of whom 
was born, etc.' (&$ $5 2yevnjt'q 'IquoJs i, hey6pwos X p i u r k ) , -  

of 'betrothed' ( ( p q ~ ~ a v p i q ~ ) ,  in the mistaken presupposition 
that Bpqmsvuiq  ought t o  he read in 2 5 and here-consequently 
also in 1 27-means 'wife.' 

1 Whether or not there were added the words 'who is called 
Christ ' (sbv hey6prvov Xprmhv) or some such addition is com- 
paratively unimportant, and we therefore leave this difference 
out of account both here and in what follows. 
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as Conybeare also (p. xxi)has quite clearly perceived : 'in order to 
make it clear that it was out of,Mary and not out of any previous 
wife that Joseph hegat Jesus. Hut was the idea of a previous 
wife really sovery likely to suggest itself (cp # 21 c)? And if it 
required to be set aside was such an elaboration necessary? 

In a word, in the view of the present writer, the Mt. 
used by the author of the dialogue contained not one 
text of hlt. 116b but two, of which one may have been 
supplemented out of a second copy. And, in fact. it 
is precisely the youngest text and the oldest which in 
this manner have found a place peaceably side by side 
in one and the same line. 

Let us now attempt to arrange the existing forms of 
the text in the order in which they may be supposed to 
14, aenealogy have arisen ont of one another in 

logical sequence,' irrespective of the 
V L  , ,* question as to whether they belonged of text of 

io a form of Mt. or to a soirce of Mt. IUL .  I 100. 

a. And Joseph begat Jesus ('Iwu.?+ 66 Gyfvvguev ~ b v  
'Iquoiiv). D ia l . ,  ut supr., 76, fol. 93 Y. O n  the 
continuation (rbv X ~ y b w w o v  Xpiurbv), see col. 
2961, n. I. 

6. Jacob hegat Joseph the husband of Mary (cp below, 
f), who of her begat Jesus. Vat. M S  of Diatess.2 

c. And Joseph, to whom was espoused Ma9y the virgin, 
begat Jesus. Syr. sin. This form would be 
still more ancient without the addition ' the 
virgin,' yet this is wanting only under d a and$ 

a .  cui desponsata [without erat] Maria genuit 
Jesum. Old Lat. q. 

p. 4 pvqurevtleica a a p o h v o s  Mapiap +&v- 
vquev 'IquoDv. Five MSS of the Ferrar 
group, 346, 788, with 543, 8 ~ 6 , ~  8 ~ 8 . ~  
(Gregory)=556, 624,3 626 respectively 
(Scrivener), and  Old Lat. a ,  g'. k. 

'y. to whom was espoused the virgin Mary, 
who (fern.) begat Jesus. Syr. cur. 

6. cui desponsata [without erat] Virgo Maria, 
Maria aufem genuit Jesum. Old Lat. c. 

c. cui desponsata erat Virgo Maria, Virgo 
autem Maria genuit Jesum. Old Lat. b. 
In  d a /3 by the participial construction 
with pvqmeutleiua. in d y by the relative 
pronoun, in d 6 c by the repetition of her 
name, Mary is made the subject of Qyfv-  
vquev or genuit. As these verbs may 
indeed be used in speaking of a woman, 
but strictly speaking are applicable to a 
man, two corrections arose. 

d. (Jacob autem genuit Joseph) 

e. (Jacob autem genuit Joseph) 
cui desponsata Virgo Maria peperit (Christum) 
Jesnm. Old Lat. d. 

f: a .  ( ' 1 ,a~hp  6P 7bv 'Iwu++) 
y pvqureu8eiua Mapla, 6g Jjs 8ytvvl jBq 
Iquoiis. D ia l . ,  ut supr., 76, fol. 93 v. 
(Modified from d a ,  hence p v q u 7 d t i u a  
for 6pvqmetWq). 

r b v  pvqureuudpevov  M a p i a p  hE Jjs 
$yrvv?fOq 6 Xpcu~bs ( 6 uibs roii Beoii). 
Dia l . ,  utsupr., 8 8 ,  fol. 113 r. 

s b v  &Papa M a p l a s ,  4 4s $yevv?fBq 
'Iquoiis. Dia l . ,  ut supr., 76, fol. 93 r, 
and canonical Mt. 

Conybeare holds f a and p to be ' a  mere bit of 

1 Cp GOSPKLS, 5 zz a:  van Manen, TA.T, 1895, pp. 258-263. 
2 According to Hogg (cited in col. 1779, n. 4), this LF the only 

gossible translation of the Arabic text (as 'who' is masculine), 
ut since Syriac from which language this Arabic version was 

made, does not histinguish gender in the relative pronoun, the 
meaning may also be : of whom (fern.) was horn Jems (unvocal- 
ked WLD = ' begat ' or ' was born '). This would he the canonical 
form. Even in this case, however, it would be remarkable that 
the Arabic translator [or scribe?] shouldnothave shrunk from writ- 
in awordwhichdivergedfrom theaccepted meaningsomarkedly. 5 See Lake,/. The+ Stud. 1 (r8ggX) 119 : Cod. 788 according 
to a private communication. Codd. 13 and 69 are deficient here. 
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botching due to a reviser of the dialogue ' in the period 
previous to the definitive fixation of the text, in order 
to avoid the 'husband' (dvspa) ,  which he found offensive. 
U'e must explain the word in the same way as the 

Epiphanius (Nm: 30 14) tells us that Cerinthns and 
Caruocrates endeavoured to Drove from the cenealocv 

husband ' (dv?jp) of 1 1 9  in § 11. 

',I 

15. Ebionitic in Mt.'s gospel that Christ was of the 
alteration of seed of Joseph and Mary ( ;K uxdpparos 

According to Eusebius ( H E  6171 the Mt, r6 I 'rWU$C$ K U i  MMaphS €&'a1 TbV  XplUT6V) .  

" I ~ I ,  ~ 

Ebionite Symmachus in his writings seems to rest upon 
Mt.'s gospel his heresy that Christ came of Joseph and 
Mary ( ~ b v  X p r u r b v  h t  'Iwu$+ K U ~  Mapias y q o v d v a c ) .  
Ensebius uses the expression ' seems ' ( b o ~ e i )  manifestly 
because he had not himself seen the writings in question ; 
he mentions Origen as stating that he had received them 
for a certain Juliana. All these indications serve to 
confirm the conclusion we have reached, that Mt. 116b 
originally described Joseph as the actual father of Jesus. 

At the same time it is open to anyone to attempt to draw 
from these very indications an argument against the originality 
of this reading. Those who maintain the view in question are 
Ehionites. What if it was they who first introduced the reading 
into the text of Mt. by falsification? It is possible to think in 
this manner as long as we refrain from considering seriously 
who the Ebionites were. The Church fathers describe them as 
a 'sect,' and with the word 'sect' we traditionally associate the 
idea of that which is erroneous and objectionable. Just as we 
have already long ago learned, however, to recognise as regards 
the Montanists that they merely adhered to the original arrange- 
ments of the Christian Church, and in particular to that in virtue 
of which every member had the right to speak who could claim 
to he moved by the Spirit, and that they were unable to acquiesce 
in the innovation which reserved this right exclusively to certain 
Church officials, so also we shall have to recognise with regard 
to the Ebionites that they merely represent the continuation of 
one of the earliest tendencies of Christianity. Before the end 
of the second century no one ever heard of the Ebionites as a 
sect, for the simple reason that they still represented a party 
or tendency within the Church itself. Even Justin (Dial. 48, 
end) says : There are of our nnmber some who admit that he 
is Christ but declare that he was a man horn of men (d& TLVCS 
Lrb 70; jpfse'pov ye'vavr 6poAqoiker d r b v  Xprurbv &ar, 
ivEporov 6) ;t IvEphaov yrviprvov Lao+arvdpwor). What 
occasion, we may ask, moreover, could have led in the second 
century to the rise of new opinions such as theirs, if the Church 
had never taught anything'else than the Godhead of Jesus, and 
that, too, in the most thorough-going manner? 

As soon as we have sa t i s f~ . .our~~ves ,~however ,  how 
gradually and step by step the Church arrived a t  the 
doctrine of the Godhead of Jesus, and in particular how 
neither Jesns, nor his mother;-nor Mark, nor the author 
of Mt. 3-28 or of Lk. 3-24, nor yet the authors of Lk. 2 
or of 15-33 36-80 or of Mt. 11-17 or of' chap. 2 were 
acquainted with the virgin birth, it were indeed too 
absurd an anachronism to attribote to falsification by a 
sect the fact that in Mt. 1 1 6  Joseph figures as the father 
of Jesus ; or shall we say that the Ebionites with their 
falsifications are responsible also for the ' parents ' 
(yoveis) of Lk. 2 27 41 43 or for a3348 and for Mk. 3 21 33 
Mt. 1248,  etc., as we now find them in our canonical 
text? 

Rather must it be our task to explain how it was 
that the old view ureserved bv the Ebionites came to 
16. origin of be given up  and the doctrine of the 

theory of virgin birth put in its place. See, as 
birth. to this, NATIVITY, $8 12, 14 f:, 17, 

Paul beint? unacauainted with the 20. 
Y 

doctrine, scholars long reckoned it to be Jewish- 
Christian. That, however, was a mistake. 

However freely the OT may speak of sons of God in the 
figurative sense (cp SON FATHER) the loftiness of the OT con- 
ception of God precludks the supposition of physical sonship. 
In point of fact, in the NT it is not God who is represented as 
the father of Jesus, hut the Holy Ghost. This representation, 
however is merely an expedient for we have no analoGous 
instance'in which the Holy Spirit'is said to beget a man In a 
supernatural way.1 And, in fact, the proposed expedient is not 
Jewish Christian, for in Hebrew the S irit is generally feminine, 
on which account he appears in the eospel of the Hebrews as 
the mother of Jesus (GOSPELS, Nor would Is. 7 14 have 

1 Not even in Job 334. Cp the exhaustive survey of Briggs 
in/BL, 1900, pp. 13z.145. 

155). 
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been sufficient to account for the origin of such a doctrine 
unless the doctrine had commended itself on its own merits. 
The passage was adduced only as an afterthought, in con- 
firmation. Moreover it is fitted to serve the purpose at all 
only in the LXX, aid  the rendering 'virgin' ( rapeivof )  must 
he rejected all the more because pregnancy before marriage 
is punishable with death according to Dt. 222oJ:23J, a law 
which certainly is not later than Isaiah's time (cp, further, 
IMMANUEL). Thus the origin of theidea of a virgin birth 
is to he sought in Gentile-Christian circles. For numerous 
analogies see Usener, Re(.-gesch. Unters. l(1889) 70.75 ; Seydel, 
Eva%. zon /em, 1882, pp. 110-133; J. M. Robertson, Christi- 
anity and MyfJzology, 1900, pp. 317-319, and jass inz  (the last- 
named author re'jects the historicity of Jesus altogether). 

Whilst, however, it was to be expected that the 
Church's worship would naturally lead onwards on an 
ascending line from the general idea that as Messiah 
Jesus must have been the son of David to the gene- 
alogies, and from the general idea that he was in an 
ethical sense the son of God, and belief in his having 
been filled with the Holy Spirit a t  his baptism to the 
idea of the supernatural birth, next to that of his pre- 
existence, and lastly to his identification with the Logos, 
we have seen that pre-existence (from Paul onwards) 
and possibly identity with the Logos (3 IO) were attri- 
buted to him earlier than a supernatural birth. 
Both together are first met with in Justin (see below, 
5 17 u) and Ignatius (ad Mug=. 61 82 ; ad Eph. 72 : ud 
Smyv. 1 I, etc.) ; the N T  writers have, all of them, 
still the correct consciousness that the two theories are 
incompatible. He who has already lived the life of a 
divine being in heaven does not need to be ushered 
into the world in any such manner. T o  state the point 
more precisely : the theory of the virgin birth and the 
theory of the pre-existence must he regarded as attempts 
on parallel lines; the virgin birth, however, does not 
raise Jesns so high in the sphere of the divine as the 
pre-existence does. As, nevertheless, the theory of the 
virgin birth came into being at a later date, it must 
have arisen within circles to which the idea of the 
pre-existence was unknown, or to which (for it could 
not always remain unknown) it was not acceptable, 
that is to say in circles which were not affected w-ith 
Paulinism. Here once more, as formerly in the case 
of the Council of Jerusalem (COUNCIL. 5 12). we arrive 
a t  a point where we can clearly perceive the number of 
tendencies in emlyChtisfia&y to have been greater 
than the Tubingen school once believed. Amongst 
Gentile influences, those of Buddhism must also be 
taken into account as possible (GOSPELS, 8 124 d). 

The Church assigns the highest value to the doctrine 
of the virgin birth. (u) Why it did so may be best 

17. Value of 
theory of the 
virgin birth. 

seen, perhaps, in Justin. He declares, 
for example (Apol. 1 5 4  or Dial. 70). 
that the myths regarding the multitude 
of sons of gods, and especially the myth 

regarding the virgin's son Perseus, had been invented 
by the demons in order to rob the manifestation of 
Jesus the true Son of God of its importance. In ApoL 
121 he insists that with their doctrine of the virgin birth 
of Jesus, of his passion, and of his ascension, the 
Christians were affirming nothing new as compared 
with what was alleged of so-called sons of Zeus, jnst 
as in ApoL 1 z z  he says that if the Christians called Jesus 
the Logos, here, too, was another point which they had 
in common with the Gentiles who also called Hermes 
the word of Zeus. Such arguments may have impressed 
many people who heard them at  that t ime; but they 
also show to what a level Jesus can be (not raised but) 
lowered by the doctrine of his virgin birth. 

(6) A value for the doctrine was sought in quite 
another direction when it was connected with the sin- 
lessness of Jesus. In a general way it is possible that, 
even at an  early date, satisfaction may have been found 
in some such contemplation as that adduced from Philo 
elsewhere (GOSPELS, 8 21, In this connection there 
was present also the notion, found also in Rev. 144. 

1 Reference may perhaps also be made to the passage in the 
Neuenfdeckte Fragmetrfe, ed. Wendland, p. 68, quoted ( A c d .  
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that sexual intercourse is in itself sinful. But it was 
not until the doctrine of original sin had been fully 
developed that the theory of the virgin birth became 
important with regard to Jesus. It was not enough, 
however, that a human father should have no part 
in his generation ; for sin could also be transmitted 
through his mother. The only logical consequence 
of this line of thought is that which appears in the 
dogma promulgated by Pope Pius IX. on 8th Dec. 
1854 to the effect that Mary herself was conceived 
immaculately by her mother-uot, of course, in the 
sense that she had no human father, but in the sense 
that original sin did not pass over to her, or rather, 
to be more precise, in the sense that the Holy Ghost 
at the moment after conception forthwith cleansed 
the resultant embryo from its original sin. Neverthe- 
less, in the Roman doctrine, the body of Mary did 
bear the stain of original sin, however short the period. 
Cp Hase, PuZemik. ii. 3 B, (I), 331-341. 

The other points in the narrative of the birth of 
Tesus. in so far as thev relate to Marv. must now be 

18. Other briefly considered. ( a )  If we may 
points in the venture upon any affirmation at all as 
b~h-histov. to the place of the birth,' it must be 

that it was at Nazareth (NATIVITY. 
§ 11 J ;  GALILEE i., 5 5 ) .  which, according to Lk. 239. 
was for the parents of Jesus 'their own city' ( a 6 X ~ s  
CuurBv). In Lk.'s narrative they are brought to 
Bethlehem only by means of the narrative about the 
census of Quirinius (21.5). which in every point is 
untenable (see QUIRINIUS ; CHRONOLOGY, 5 59 f.; 
NATIVITY, IO; GOSPELS, z z ,  col. 1780, n. 2). 

(6) As to the day, see NATIVITY, 5 IO, end. (c,) If 
Bethlehem was not the birthplace, essential motives 
in the stories of the wise men and the flight into 
Egypt (Mt. 21-15 19-23) fall away. Even apart from 
their connection with Bethlehem, however, their his- 
toricity is open to the gravest doubts (NATIVITY, 
5 18j; GOSPELS, $5 zz ,  and 151. end). The pas- 
sage (Hos. 111) cited in Mt. 215 has reference to 
the exodus of Israel (LXX rightly, 7d &va abzoG, 
not ~ b v  uidv pou) from Egypt under the leadership 
of Moses. ( d )  The  presentation of the new-born 
son in the temple (Lk. 222-24) is nowhere enjoined 
in OT (GOSPELS, 124 d). This affects what we read 
regarding Simeon and Anna (Lk. 225-38). (,e) So much having already been shown to be untenable it will 
perhaps be the more readily conceded that the story of 
the shepherds (Lk. 28-20), though one of great poetic 

Mary's journey to Elizabeth, her salutation by the 
latter, and the leaping of the unborn babe in his 
mother's womb (1 39-45 56) belong to the same category, 
and are, moreover, irreconcilable with Mk. 320 f. (see 

(9) The Mugnz@cat (Lk. 146-55) has absolutely 
no relation to the situation of Mary ; but even as regards 
Elizabeth, to whom in accordance with the ' noteworthy 
rejected reading' of W H  it has recently been again 
assigned by Volter, Harnack (see below, z z ) ,  and 
Conrady (see 11. begin.), it can at best be said 
to be somewhat more appropriate so far as 148 is con- 
cerned, though on the other hand 151.55 are quite as 
unsuitable to her case as to that of Mary. Hillmann 
(whose contribution to our present question is of primary 
importance throughout) has rightly perceived here also 
(JPT, 1891, pp. 197-206) that the song fits best the 
case of a Jewish mother whose son has returned from 
successful war for his country. Yet Hilgenfeld's sug- 
gestion ( Z W T ,  1901. pp. 105-215) also deserves to 
be considered,-that 'Judith'  (619 832 9 3  156, etc.) is 
the model (of Hannah'ssong [I S. 21-10], the Magnificat 
in reality has but few echoes), and that the warlike deeds 

beauty, cannot be regarded as historical. (f) 

4). 

June 29, 1895, p. 547) by Conyheare, who finds it very signi- 
ficant. 

1 [For a consideration of the question of the birthplace of 
Jesus from another point of view, see NAZARETH.-EO.] 
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in the poem ought thus to be attributed to the singer 
herself in so far as she personifies the Jewish people. 

In close association with the birth-narrative we have 
( a )  that of the finding of the boy Jesus in the temple. 
19. Other Although containing nothing inherently 

incidents in impossible, the story very readily suggests 
life of the conjecture that it too may owe its 

origin to pious legend. The astonish- 
ment manifested- at t he  appearance of Jesus in the 
synagogue of his native town (Mk. 62 f. =Mt. 1354-57 
= Lk. 4 z z )  would be very remarkable if the incident of 
his twelfth year had been known. (6)  It is 
thoroughly credible on the other hand that Mary, after 
the birth of her first-born son (Lk. 27), became the 
mother of other sons and daughters (CLOPAS, $5 3- 
5). ( c )  The only other absolutely authentic scene 
in Mary's life is that recorded in Mk. 3 z 0 J  31-35, with 
regard to which see above ( 5  3 J ) ( d )  If, as we 
see from this, she failed to recognise Jesus as the 
Messiah when in the heyday of his activity, it still 
remains a possibility that she did so soon after his 
death, as we are expressly Informed (I Cor. 157) her 
son James did. Much les$ confidence is to be placed 
in the statement of Acts 114 that before the first feast 
of Pentecost Mary was already present in Jerusalem. 
Acts is entirely dominated by the idea that the primitive 
Church consolidated itself in Jerusalem immediately 
after the death of Jesus. This hangs together with the 
representation of Lk. that the apostles remained in 
Jerusalem after the death of Jesus and there beheld 
their risen Lord. In reality, however, the first appear- 
ances were in Galilee (GOSPELS, § 138 u). This being 
so, there is little likelihood that the disciples and ad- 
herents of Jesus would forthwith have left house and 
home and betaken themselves to the capital where the 
danger of persecution was so great. (e) What is 
related in Jn. 1925-27 ahout Mary at the cross being 
committed to the care of John the son of Zebedee is 
utterly irreconcilable with the synoptic parallels set 
forth under CLOPAS ( 5  z ) ,  as also with the fact that 
Mk. (1534) and Mt. (2746) know only one saying of 
Jesus spoken from the cross. In Rev. 121 f: 5 j ,  in 
accordance with O T  ways of thinking, the Church figures 
as mother of the Messiah. The  narrative in Jn. is 
thus an expression, as beautiful as it is transparent, of 
the thought that the departing Messiah committed to 
the beloved disciple the care of his Church. It is of 
course true that no similar allegorical meaning can be 
given to the presence of the other women at the foot of 
the cross (CLOPAS, 2, end). If it is deemed necessary 
on this account to set aside the possibility of allegory 
in the case of the mother of Jesus, we shall have to 
assume that the intention of the author was to exhibit 
in a beautiful light the concern of Jesus for his earthly 
mother. Such concern, however, was unnecessary ; for 
Mary had other surviving sons (Acts Ir4)-among 
them James, the future head of the Church in Jerusa- 
lem. (f) The miracle of the wine at Cana is 
jhown at once to be unhistorical by the express state- 
ment that Jesus definitely refused to work 'signs' (u~pcLz )  
Such as this is expressly called in Jn. 211 (GOSPELS, 
5 140 a).  On the symbolical meaning of the narrative, 
and the part taken in it by the mother of Jesus, see 
SOSPELS, 5 54 u ; JOHN, 5 35 e. 
(a) Along with this narrative must also he given up the notice 

n Jn. 2 12 that Jesus removed along with his mother, his brethren, 
md his disciples, from Cana to Capernaum. (h) There re- 
nains, lastly, the indirect mention of the mother of Jesus by 
he woman whose words are given in Lk. 11 27. The answer of 
rems in 11 28 is a counterpart to that which he gave when his 
nother held him to be beside himself (Mk. 8 341: and parallels). 

If any attempt is to be made to sum up in a few 
20. Character words the character of Mary, it is 

obvious in the first place that we must 
set aside from the outset any traits, of Msry. 

lowever beautiful, which are discovered only in  passages 
rscertained to be legendary. Even within N T  times 
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legend was busily occupied in glorifying the mother of 
Jesus. By way of compensation, however, we are, on 
the other hand, absolved from any obligation to decide 
on the question whether the words of Jesus in Jn. 2 4 ,  

Woman, what have I to do with thee’ ? in any way go 
beyond the limits of filial piety. We are on firm 
ground only as regards what we read in Mk. 32of: 31-35. 
from which passage we learn at least this : that, a t  
a time when many had already come to recognise the 
greatness of her son’s mission, Mary, a t  all events, had 
still failed to understand it ; and we hardly need his 
own blunt word ’ Who is my mother?’ in order to feel 
how deeply this must have grieved him. Indeed, it is 
impossible, however much we may desire i t ,  to think 
otherwise than that, if he had the feeling of homeless- 
ness, the responsibility for this must in a great measure 
lie with her. 

This once said, it by no means follows that none of 
Jesus’ utterances had any attraction at all for his mother. 
I t  still remains conceivable that what repelled her and 
suggested to her the suspicion of mental disorder was not 
SO much the substance of his teaching as his appearance 
in public, his d i e  of teacher, his air of authority and 
the risk of persecution involved in this, or else the un- 
settled life, the association with questionable people, 
the carelessness with regard to daily bread. It is never- 
theless possible, however, that Mary resolutely closed her 
mind also against all that was new in his teaching. Yet, 
even on this last assumption, we are not precluded from 
supposing that, although confined within the ancient 
forms, her piety was nevertheless deep and genuine. and 
exercised an effective influence upon her child. In pro- 
portion as this simple woman, sprung from the people, 
above all in Galilee, may be supposed to have been 
untouched by any of the evil aspects of the Pharisaism of 
the day, it becomes the easier to believe that her religion, 
with all its intense conservatism, may have been genuine 
and pire. From some source or other we must believe 
Jesus to have derived alike that hoiy severity and that 
triumphant joyousness of a deep faith in God which, in 
the end, made him great ; and however large the share 
of this which we. must attribute to his own spiritual 
personality we still find it necessary to seek for it some 
source within his immediate surroundings. 

Of the extra-canonical accounts of Mary ( a )  the most 
important would he the ProtmungeZiium lacobi (APO- 

traditiolls. Conrady (QueZie der kanonischcn Kind- 
Iteitsgeschichte, 1900 ; cp St.Kr., 1889, 

728-784) were right in his assertion that it was written 
in Hebrew in Hadrian’s time and that it constitutes the 
sole source of Mt. If: and Lk. If: This, however. is a 
view which cannot be maintained. According to Har- 
nack (ACL ii. [ = Chronologie] 1598-603) it dates from the 
end of the second, or even from the beginning of the 
third, century.’ 

In the Profeuangeliuuz it is related how Anna the wife of 
Joachim, after long barrenness received the promise of a child. 
From her third to her twelfth year her child (Mary) is reared in 
the temple, and then she is handed over to the protection 
of an aged widower and father of several sons, Joseph, after a 
white dove has flown out of his staff and thereby indicated 
him out of many others as the proper guardian. During an 
absence of Joseph from home an angel announces to her in 
the words of Lk. 1 3 5  the birth of Jesus. On his return 
Joseph finds her pregnant, and is minded to put her away 
secretly from his house, but is enlightened hy an angel in 
the words of Mt. 120. Brought before the high-priestly council, 

1 The coincidences with Justin pointed out by Zahn (Gesch. 
d. NTZichen Kanons, 1485 499 502 504 539 ; rp 2 774.780) are 
easily accounted for some of them hy the existence of oral 
tradition, others by the priority of Justin. The cave mentioned 
by Justin, in agreement with the Prote~~a~gel ium, but incon- 
sistently with Lk. 2 7 16 is even (in Dial 78) inconsistently 
with what is said in the $roLwangpliurn (below, ’B 21 a), selected 
only after it has been found that no other lodging is obtainable 
in Bethlehem. Still less weight ought to he given to Zahn’s 
assertion that on account ofits priority to the ThomrpenangeZium 
the Prota*an&ium must be assigned to the beginning of the 
second century. See Harnack, 593-595. 
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21. CRYPHA, 5 27, I ;  NATIVITY, 5 6) if 

- 

both purge themselves of the charge of immoral intercourse by 
drinking, unharmed, of the water of jealousy (Nu. 5 11-31). On 
account of the census decreed by Augustus they set out for 
Bethlehem. On the way Mary brings forth Jesus in a cave 
which is lighted by a miraculous light. A woman who arrives, 
Salome by name,, satisfies herself by tactual examination that 
Mary is still a virgin. The hand of Salome is burned, hut is 
healed when it touches the child. That hlary 
brought forth Jesus utero clauso is stated also in the latest 
interpolation in the Ascensio Isairp (11 9), which Harnack (573- 
579) assigns to a period before the middle of the third century 
(Charles, however, Asc. Isa. xxii., xlv., thinks that the whole 
of the ‘very important passage 112-22’ is derived ‘from the 
archetype G,’ which he regards as ‘belonging to the close 
of the first century ’). 

(b) Other writings relating to Mary are the Euang. Psevdo- 
Matthret (=de orfu b e d m  Marie et  injaatia saLvavatorik), and 
the Evangeliuin de aativifate Alarirp, both in the main further 
decorations of what is contained in Profev. f m. The gnostics 
possessed a y&wa Maplac ,  Great Questions of Mary, and Little 
Questions of hfary, on which see Epiphan. Her. 2 6 8  12. Re- 
garding an Ewang. Marie (=apocryphum Johannis) found i n  a 
Coptic translation Carl Schmidt (SBA W, 1896,839-847) reports 
that it is the sade gnostic writing as was used-but in a very 
unsatisfactory manner--hy Irenaeus (1 97-29 [=29-31]). The 
latest stratum of the Ignatian literature (5th cent.) contains a 
Latin letter of Ignatius to Mary in a few lines as also an equally 
brief answer by Mary. The most important writing still remain- 
ing to he mentioned is ’Iwdvvov 705 Esoh6yov h6yor a;c r;lv 
K O ~ ~ ~ C T L Y  e c  E S O S ~ K O U  and two different Latin adaptations of it 
under the title Transitus Man.#. The apostles, in the second 
year after the death of Jesus, are miraculously brought, some of 
them on clouds, from the distant lands where they are carrying 
on their missions, to the deathbed of Mary. She is buried in 
Gethsemane. lhree days later her body is no longer to be 
found only a sweet odour. In some recensions her assumption, 
here k t e d  at is directly stated. Moreover, she receives from 
Christ immed;ately before her death the asqurance ‘whosoever 
invokes thy name shall not he put to shame. 1 Other traditions 
(in Lipsius, Aflokr. A$. -Gesch. 1 13) specify the eleventh, 
fifteenth, twenty-second, or twenty-fourth year instead of the 
second after Jesus’ death. According to Ephesian tradition 
(Lipsins, 448) Mary followed the apostle John to Ephesus. 
According to the Acts of Prochorus (first half of 5th cent.), on 
the other hand, when the other apostles dispersed on their 
various missions John remained at Jerusalem with Mary until 
her death (Lipsius, 366J 4 0 6 ~ 3 .  
(c) In the church fathers the most important stages are as 

follows. None of Justin’s predecessors makes mention of Mary 
at  all, and even by Justin (see above, 17 a) she is mentioned 
not on account of herself, but simply in connection with the hirtl; 
of Jesus. So also with Ignatius (see above, 0 16) and Ireuaeus, 
with special reference to the Docetae. At the same time, how- 
ever, Irenaeus (iii. 32 I [=22 41. end) ascribes to her obedience, a 
redeeming power from the effects of the disobedience of Eve ; so 
also Tertullian ( d ~  carne Chrisfi, 17) : ‘quod illa credendo’ (ie. 
by believing the word of the serpent) ‘ deliquit, hac credend6 
delevit.’ lrenaus means the same thing when he says (v. 11) I )  : 
‘si ea (Eva) inohediret deo, sed et haec suasa est ohedire deo, 
ut virginis Eva Virgo Maria fieret advocata’; the last word 
therefore, is not intended to designate her as intercessor. Fo; 
the rest, the whole of this antithesis between Eve and Mary, 
which is found also in Justin (Dial. IW), is certainly intended 
to be taken rhetorically rather than in all dogmatic seriousness. 
Tertullian (de came Chrisfi, 20) declares against the birth rrtrro 
claaso, stating his physiological reasons with vigour. On the 
other hand, Clem.Alex. (Stmm. vii. lGg3 end, p. 889 end ; 
Potter) attaches value to the fact that, as we are informed by 
some, Mary was found still a virgin after she had been delivered. 
OrigenZ declares the ‘ brethren of Jesus’ to have been sons of 
Joseph by a former marriage. Whilst Chrysostom allows the 
human features of Mary to come into view, Augustine declares 
her to hare been free from actual sin and employs the false read- 
ing of Vg. in Gen. 3 15 ‘ ipsa [for ipse] conteret caput tuum’ to 
prove her the devil’s conqueror. With the introduction of the 
designation E C O T ~ K O S  for Mary, as against Nestorius who wished 
to designate her as Xprmor6ror only, may be said to begin an 
endless Mariology which need not be pursued further here. See 
Benrath (below $ 22). 

(d) Accordink to the Talmud3 and according to Celsus4 Jesus 
was the child of the adulterous intercourse of hlary with a 
soldier Stada or Pandera ( I Idveqp IIa+pas). Such was the 
answer of the opponents of Christidnity to the Church doctrine 
which denied the fatherhood of Joseph. Further, according to 
1 On the various recensions cp Bonnet Z W T  1880, pp. 222- 

247 ; the texts in Tischendorfs Apoca~$ses ap&y$h, 1866 ; 
and Wright, Contri6utions to thz apocyflhal liferature of the 
N T  1865. Other texts : Tischendorf, Evungelia apocypka(21, 
18 8; Conybeare, Anr.Journ. ofT’heol., 1897, pp. 424.442. 3 Comm. in Matfh. 10 17, on Mt. 13 55, ed. de la Rue, 3462X, 
and still more definitely in his seventh Honr..in Lc., de la Rue, 
3940a, C, which, however, we possess only in the redaction of 
Jerome. 
3 Best account in Laible, Jesus Christus im Talmud, 1891= 

Schrirtp. de.7 Znstiiutunl Judaaicuuz in Berlin, no. IO, pp. 9-39, 
with appendix ; cp also Zahn, Forschungen, G (1900) z66-26g. 

4 Orig. C. Cels. 1321: 69, ed. de la Rue, 1349-352 and 384. 

And so forth. 

~- -~ 
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MARY MARY 
the Talmud, Mary was a braider of women’s hair (megadd*Zu 
ncslqjiya), which was not held a very reputable calling. Cp 
$? 26, a:id MAGDALA. 

For literature see NATIVITY, 8 21 ; NAZARETH. Also Thomas, 
Our liecords on fhc Nafivify, 1900 ; Volter, ‘ Die Apokalypse 

des Zacharias im Evang. des Lc.’ in ThT, 
22. Literature. 1896, pp. 244-269 ; Kattenbusch, U a s  apos- 

fofische SynzduL, Z(19oo) 562.625 ; Harnack, 
‘ Das Magnificat der Elisaheth nehst Ikmerkungen zu Lr. if:’ 
in  .SBd4W, 1900, pp. 538.j56, and ‘Zu Lc. 134f:’ in Zfschr. 
f: NTfiche Wissensch., q o r ,  pp. 53-57 ; Hilgenfeld, ‘Geburts- 
11. Kindheitsgeschichte Jesu, Lk. 15-252’ in ZWPz, 1901, pp. 
177-235, also 313.317 466-468 ; Zahn, Forschungen, 6 225.364 
(‘ Hritdrr u. Vettern Jesu,’); Harrows, ‘ Mythical and legendary 
eleme!itr in the NT’ in  New ?Vor?d, 1899, pp. 272-299, especially 
pp. 290.293 ; Bardenhewer, Der Aunre Muria= Bib[. Sfudien, 
ed. Bardenhewer and others, l(7895) I ; Benrath, ‘Zur Gesch. 
d. Marienverehrung’ in S f .  hi-., 1886, pp. 7-94, 197-267. 

Joses appears among the women at the cross in Mt. 
2. Mary, t h e  mother of James (the Less) and of 

_ _  
23, Mother of 2756 Mk. 1540 and, under the shorter 

designation, ‘Mary of Joses,’ in Mk. 
1547,  or, ‘ the  other Mary’ (with Mary James. 

Magdalene) Mt. 2761, as observing the burial place of 
Jesus ; as ’ Mary of James ’ in Mk. 16 I Lk. 24 IO or ‘ the 
other Mary,’ in Mt. 28 I ,  she beholds the empty grave. 
In  Syr. Sin. she is always called ‘ daughter of James ’ 
(Mk. 1540 : James the Less) ; in Mt. and Mk. besides, 
’ Mother of Joseph.’ As to the historical character of 
the events of the resurrection day see GOSPELS, 5 138 
e. f: As has been shown under CLOPAS, this Mary’s 
sons were neither ‘ brethren of Jesus ’ nor apostles, and 
she herself is known only as mother of her sons, unless, 
indeed, she be identical with 

3. Mary of Clopas.-This Mary who appears in Jn. 
1 9 z j  at the foot of the cross is not to be identified with 
24. Mary of t? sister of the mother of Jesus men- 

tioned immediately before in that passage, 
nor with the mother of the sons of 

Zebedee, mentioned in the like situation in Mt. 27 56, w-ho, 
according to Mk. 1540, is Salome (CLOPAS, 5 a) .  All 
the more certainly, therefore, does she appear to he 
identical with the only remaining one of the women a t  
the cross-Mary the mother of Janies (the Less) and 
Joses (see above, $23).  This identification, however, 
can be carried out only if we may regard Clopas as a 
person otherwise unknown. In that case, Jn. would 
he recording the name-not given by the synoptists- 
of the father or grandfather of James (the Less) and 
Joses (according as we take Mary to be the wife or, 
what accords better with linguistic use, as the daughter 
of Clopas). It is much more likely, however, that Clopas 
is the brother of Joseph and thus the uncle of Jesus 
(cp CLOPAS, 13f : ) ;  in which case Mary also, whether 
she was the wife or the daughter of Clopas, was a near 
relation of Jesus. As the synoptists, however, do  not 
speak of the mother of James and Joses as being a kins- 
woman of Jesus, it must he doubted whether Jn. was 
correct if he sought to identify the two (Mary of Clopas 
and the mother of James and Joses). Perhaps he was 
following another tradition here also, as well as when 
he named the mother of Jesus and her sister (CLOPAS, 
55 2-5)  as witnesses of the crucifixion. If so, Mary of 
Clopas is known to us only from Jn. 1925. 

4. Mary, sister of Martha, appears in Lk. 1038-42 
as the eager listener a t  the feet of Jesus, in Jn. 11 as the 

As the raising of 
Lazarus cannot be regarded as history 
(JOHN, SON OF ZEBEDEE, $5 aoa ,  

35 6. 37 a ; cp LAZARUS) what is stated regarding Mary 
in that narrative must also be set aside. The statement 
that Bethany was her home is also contrary to the repre- 
sentation of Lk., who assumes (952 1322 1711)  that this 
is to be sought in Samaria. As, however, Lk.’s account 
of the Samaritan journey is untrustworthy throughout 
(GOSPELS, 5 133 u), one might be inclined in this point 
to give the preference to Jn. In this evangelist, how- 
ever, the naming of Bethany rests upon the fact that he 
identified (121-8) Mary with the woman who, according 
to Mk. 1.43-9 Mt. 266-131 anoints Jesus in Bethany. He 

Clopas. 

es. sister of sister of Lazarus. 
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does not name the house of Simon the leper ; but he 
clearly shows that he has in mind the same scene as 
Mk. and Mt. when he designates Lazarus, not as the 
master of the honse, but only as one of the guests. 
Nevertheless, it might still be conceivable that Jn. had 
correctly supplemented Mk. and Mt., were we not pre- 
cluded from this supposition by the fact that he combines 
their narrative also with that of the sinful woman of Lk. 
736-50, in so far as he represents her as anointing not 
Jesus’ head but feet and wiping them with the hair of 
her head. Furthermore, Jn. says very infelicitously that 
Mary wiped the ointment from Jesus’ feet, whereas the 
only fitting version is that of Lk. 738, which says that she 
anointed the feet of Jesus after having wiped from them 
her tears. Even if it be assumed, therefore, that thesame 
event underlies the narrative of Lk. as underlies those of 
Mk. and Mt.-and the point does not require to be dis- 
cussed here ; see GOSPELS, § io-the two forms of the 
narrative, as they now run, differ fundamentally as to 
time, place, purpose, and details of the anointing. If, 
then, we are compelled to recognise that the narrative of 
Jn. is composed of portions that cannot be united, it be- 
comes impossible for us to be certain on the one point 
that the woman who anointed was Mary, and thus that 
her home was Bethany. Possibly, even before the 
evangelist’s time, some one may have formed the con- 
jecture that the unnamed woman in Bethany, who 
wrought so significant a work upon Jesus, and received 
from him such high commendation, may have been no 
other than this most prominent of his female disciples ; 
bnt this does not establish the fact (cp JOHN, SON OF 
ZEBEDEE, 5 35 ag). Legend has it that in consequence 
of the persecution mentioned in Acts 8 I Mary (nith 
Martha and Lazarus) removed to Provence, where she 
lies buried at St. Baume. 

5. Mary Magdalene appears at the cross and a t  the 
grave of lesus in all the passaEes where we find the 

See MARTHA. 

- -  
26. Mary mother of James and Joses (see above. 

Magdalene. 5 23), also in the parallel Jn. 19 25 and 20 I, 
where, however, she goes to the grave 

alone. There Jesus appears to h& (2011-18). T h i s  
narrative goes a step farther than the already unhis- 
torical account of the synoptics (GOSPELS, 5 138 e / ) .  
In the later appendix to Mk. ( 1 6 9 )  there is a reminis- 
cence of the Johannine account, and, at the same time, 
of Lk. 8 z.  According to this last thoroughly credible 
passage Mary Magdalene belonged to the number of 
those women who accompanied Jesus and ministered to 
him. As for the seven devils which had been exorcised 
from her see GOSPELS (5 144 end). Her designation 
’ Magdalene ’ implies Magdala as her place of origin. 
See MAGDALA. 

As Magdala in Mt. 15 39 (for hfagadan) and still more in Mk. 
8 IO (for Dalrnanutha) is read only by inferior MSS, and as no 
such place is named anywhere else in the NT, Lagarde (GGN, 
1889, pp. 371-375) hazarded the conjecture that the second name 
was derived not from a place hut from a misunderstanding of 
the Aramaic mugdG%nyd= braider of hair (from the participle 
mugdGi=a hraider [fern.]). In the Talmud (see above, 5 z ~ d )  
the designation is applied to the mother of Jesus. This might 
be due to a confusion of persons. Lagarde’s hypothesis must, 
however, be set aside, beinq neither probable nor necessary. 
Even if no Magdala is found in  the NT there are many places in 
Palestine which derive their name from a tower (migdal). 
1 Assuredly Jn. thinks of Mary much too highly to intend 

that she should personally be identified with the sinner. 
Strictly, it is true, he appears to do this in 112 which 
reads, ‘Mary was the woman who anointed,’ etc. Such a 
woman had up to this point nowhere been mentioned in any of 
the gospel histories apart from Lk. 7 36-50. There need: how- 
ever, he no difficulty in helievmg-in the case of an author who 
says in 3 22, and denies in 4 z ,  that Jesus haptized-that in 11 z Jn. 
intends to refer to an event which was chronologically later and 
which he himself does not describe till chap. 12 is reached. Jn. 
means, accordingly not ‘ the woman who had anointed the Lord 
on an occasion pre6ous to the time with which I am now deai- 
ing,‘ but ‘the yoman who is known to have once upon a time 
anointed him. It would not have been in keeping with the 
tone of his gospel to have said (as would have been correct) 
‘concerning whom I shall presently have to describe bow she 
anointed the Lord.’ It should be added that Naher, Mnenzo- 
syne, 1881, p. 287, maintains Jn. 11 zu (3” to ai,+) to be a gloss. 
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MASALOTH 
The identification of Mary Magdalene with the sinner 

of Lk. 736-50 cannot be called felicitous. Its sole 
foundation lies in the circumstance that the name of 
Mary Magdalene occurs soon after the mention of the 
nameless woman. The  penitent Magdalene has a large 
place in art, but in history none whatever. Even less 
happy, however, is the identification of Mary Magdalene 
with .the sister of Martha. I t  is simply due to the 
identification of both with the sinner in Lk. It is in 
this way that, for example, Kaulen’ weaves the whole 
romance of her life. She had been the handmaid of sin 
in Galilee, had repented and received forgiveness from 
Jesus, and thenceforward had ministered to him ; in 
Bethany, whither she had betaken herself from Galilee, 
she anointed him a second time, and she was the first 
to see him after his resurrection. 

6. Mary, mother of Mark, according to the only 
passage (Acts 1212) in which she is named, possessed a 

MASSAH AND MERIBAH 
in Ps. 477 [8] mm\,’ ‘ Sing ye praises to our king’ 
(similar errors abound in the Hebrew Psalter), and 
regards $J& ( iMaiRil )  in the headings referred to as 
an alternative to nn&, and as, equally with this, a cor- 
ruption of jag? ‘deposited.’ See MUSICIAN [THE 

It is worth noticing that in the titles of Ps.44 45 54 55 88 
is separated from nr,& by some intervening words, that 

in Pss. 54 55 -nis $ > b ~  is one of two rival headings, that in 
Ps. 88 ips$ $J& is one of three rival headings, and that in 
Ps. 32 GB’s heading wve‘uews r i  Aavor8 (ill$ $>bn) is more 
correct than MT’s $,J& TIT$. 

MASH (dp ; MOCOX [AEL] ; MES),  an Aramaic 
people, mentioned together with Uz, Hul, and Gether, in Gen. 
10 23, and also (as Ki. thinks) in I Ch. 1 17. See GEOCHAPHY 
9 20, where Dillmann’s view is adopted. Perhaps, however: 
‘Gether’ should he ‘G~sty’--ie., GESHUR (2) .  ‘Hul ’  is a 
fragment of ‘ Jerahmeel. Uz ’ is explained elsewhere (see Uz); 
The ‘ Meshech’ of I Ch. ic probably more correct than ‘ Mash, 
and like Shechem in Ps. 608, probably comes from Cusham (see 
CUSH, 2, CUSHAN, SHECHEM). 

CHIEF]. 

T. K.  C. 

T. K. C. 

MASHAL ($eo), I Ch. 674. 

MASIAS ( M B I C ~ I ~ C  P I ,  MACIAC [AI), a group of 

See MISHAL. 

children of the ‘servants of Solomon ’ (see NETHINIM) in the 
great post-exilic list (EznA ii., I8 9, 8c), one of eight inserted 
in I Esd. 5 34 (om. L, or ?=acfec) after Pochereth-hazzehaim of 
)I Ezra 2 57 = Neh. 7 59. [In the light of the article SOLOMON’S 
SERVANTS, we can hardly help emending Masiah or Misaiah 
(see @E) into Ishma‘eli (Inhmaelite). Cp. Amasa, Amasiah, 
Maaseiah. T. K. C.] 

MASMAN (MAACMAN [BA]), I Esd. 8 43 = Ezra 

MASON (>$l, etc.), I Ch.222, etc. See HANDI- 
816, SHEMAIAH, 17. 

CRAFTS, 5s I ,  3. 

- - .  
27. lYIother of house in Jerusalem which served as a 

meeting-place for the early Christians. 
From this it would seem that she had lYIark. 

a distinguished place in the church there. Evidently 
her husband was no longer alive, otherwise he would 
have been named as master of the house. Since the 
fourth century the scene of the Last Supper, of the 
meeting on the evening of Christ’s Ascension, and of 
the outpouring of the Holy Spirit a t  Pentecost has been 
laid in the house of Mary (Mk. 1414 Acts 11322 ; cp 
Zahn, EinL, 51 7). 

7. A woman named Mary is greeted by Paul in Rom. 
166. According to the readings ‘ o n  vou’ f d s  

Y Y ~ < . ,  

(KABCI) or among you’ (b I;pLa) 
Mq Of (DG) she laboured much in the interests 

of her cornDanions : the readine ‘on Rom.166* 
us ’ (CIS +&s) of C’L Chrys. ‘suggests’ that she labuoured 
equally in the interests of Paul. To  judge by her name 
she was by birth a Jewess. W e  are not precluded 
from this inference by the mere fact that after her 
name we do not find an addition similar to that 
which we find in 167 II 21 ( ‘  my kinsmen ‘), by which, 
on account of the largeness of their number, we 
ought in all probability to understand Jews merely, 
not actual blood relations of the apostle. In 
the case of Aquila and Prisca also (163, cp ActslSn) 
this addition is wanting, because Paul had something 
more special to say regarding them. According 
to a very probable conjecture Roni. 163-16 is a frag- 
ment of an epistle addressed to Ephesus. If Mary 
is to be looked for in Ephesus the reading ‘ on us ’ (els 
+p&) will mean that she had interested herself in the 
welfare of Paul during his three years’ sojourn in that 

MASALOTH (Malcahwe [KV]), I Macc. 92 AV ; 
city (Acts 1 9 8  IO 2031). P. w. s. 

RV MESALOTH. See ARBELA. 

MASCHIL ($*?@p; CyNEcewc or eIc CYNEClN 
[BNART] ; Aq. Zaiunjnipovos, &munjpqs, & r u q , ~ o u 6 y c  ; Symm., 
Theod. u6veurs ; TR. NID &y [cp z Ch. 3Ozzl)is a term found 
in the headings of Pss. 32 42 44 (om. A but insert in 43) 45 (om. A) 
52 (6aAfi6s [Rl) 53-55 74 75 88 (with l’@ and lh!?) 89 142 ( h 9 F  
follows) ; also 47 7 [a] (EV ‘ with understanding,’ mvc7ljs 
[BNART] ; Aq. Sext. iaruqfidvws ; Jer. mudite). 

T o  render the term ‘ didactic poem ‘ (Ges. ) is incon- 
sistent with the subject-matter of most of the psalms to 
which it is prefixed ; 32 and 78 alone would he suitably 
thus described. As a rule the participle MuPRd is an 
attribnte of persons ; it is applied in 2 Ch. 3022 to the 
Levitical musicians. Hence Gratz considers MajRiZ 
to be an  epithet even in the psalm-headings ; taking it 
with Zam-mena@ah, nrJn5, he renders ‘To  a skilled 
precentor ’ : his version of Ps. 4776 [86] is ‘ sing praise, 
ye that are skilled in song’ (o+3c*n). This is at any 
rate more plausible than the rendering of RVmg. and of 
Wellhausen in SBOT. ‘ sing ye praises in a skilful song 
[psalm].’ Cheyne ( PsaZmms(2~), however, reads for ’73in, 

1 Wetzer and Welte, Ki+zhcnZcx.(z), 8 735-739. 
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MASPHA. 
RV MIZPEH k=.v.). 

I. ( M A C C H Q ~  [AKV]) I Maw. 346 AV, 
._ . 

2. 0.a[al$a [ANV]) I Macc. 5 35 AV, RV MIZPEH (4.n.). 
H A S R E U H  (?lcfw ; MACBKKA [ADEL], in Ch. 

bB om., 6’. M A C E P I K ~  : Theod. in Gen. [EK] MACCH- 
Qac), the home of the Edomite king SAMLAH (q. v. ), Gen. 
36 36 I Ch. 147.  The name should mean ‘ place of choice 
vines’ (cp SOREK). but is pfobahly corrupt, Samlah 
being probably a doublet of Saul (m and v interchanged). 
and Saul‘s city being Rehoboth, Masrekah very pos- 
sibly comes from opl ixn, MisSur of Rekem or Jer+ 

MASS8 (K& ; MACCH [AEL]), a son of Ishmael 
(Gen. 25 14, Favauuq [Dl ; I Ch. 130, pauauq [Bl, paoua [L]). 
See ISHMAEL. For the Massa of Prov. 30 I (RVw.) and Prov. 
El I (RVmg.) see ACUR and LEMUEL. 

MASSAH AND MERIBAH (?l?’?Pl n&; @ 
generally translates TEIP~CMOC or rrelpa, etc., AOI- 
AOPHCIC. or ANTlhorla or T A ~ A T I K ~ A C M O C ,  etc.), 
a place in the wilderness of wanderings, the scene of a 
miracle (Ex. 177). 

In its present position the episode stands wedged in 
between the sweetening of the waters of Marah, the 
1. Ex. 1, and giving of the Manna (Ex. 1522-16). and 

the fight at Rephidim (17 8-16). where it is 
actually located by P (17 I). The position 

is not wholly fortuitous. The tradition relates that the 
bne Israel, thirsty and murmuring, demand water. 
Moses is commanded to take with him [seventy ?] of the 
elders of Israel and to strike the rock in  How6 upon 
which Yahwk stands, and water shall come forth. This 
Moses does, and the place receives the above names, 
‘ Temptation’ (or ‘Proving’) and ‘Chiding’ (or ’strife’), 
because of the ‘ striving ’ ( J-Y) of the people, and because 
they ‘ tempted ’ (opz-$p) Yahwk. 

Closely related to this is the tradition preserved in 
Nu. 201-13 (almost wholly P). The  people are a t  
Kadesh, and suffer from want of water. They ‘ strive ’ 
(>vi, v. 3a) and murmur against YahwB. Moses and 
Aaron go to the tent of meeting where ‘ the  glory of 

1 The letters were disarranged, and 13 mistaken for 17. 
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MASSAH AND MERIBAH 
Y a h d  appears unto them. They are bidden to speak 
to the yock (here mentioned for the first time). Moses 
addresses the Israelites as ' rebels ' ( p ? h ) ,  strikes the 
rock twice, and water flows in abundance. Hence the 
nnnie waters of Meribah ' (n. 13) because of the ' striving 
of Israel.' 

With the solitary exception of Ex. 177 .  the names 
Massah and Meribah never denote one place. They 
a. Two distinct stand in  parallelism in Ps. 9 5 3  (cp Dt. 

338 Heb. 38), but, elsewhere, are men- 
tioned separately (viz. Massah, Dt. 616  

922, Meribah, Ps. 81 7[8] 10632).  It is, therefore, highly 
probable that the two names are to be kept distinct, and 
that their fusion in Ex. 1 7 7  is due to editorial conflation 
of tn-o sources. 

T h e  Meribah story is located at Kadesh (Nu. 20 I) ; note the 
fuller name MERIRATH-KADESH (VlP ny!n), Nu. 27 14 Dt. 
32 j r  3 Ezek. 4828 (,¶apbpw!3 raSqs [BA], but pap. IC. [Qrl), once 
MERIROTH-KADESH, Ezek. 47 19 RV b a p t p d  raSqp [B, hut 
KaSqc AQ]), and the probable allusions to Kadesh in Nu. 20 12s 
(*>aqpn', wipy), Dt. 3 2 5 1  (pna,p). The site of hfassah is 
not clearly indicated (see Dt. 9 22). The context points to Horeb 
(Ex. 176, if not a gloss), or Rephidim (Ex. 17 I 8). For the view 
that the story of the manna, which Yahwi. gave that h e  might 
j y T e  (Ex. 16 4) Israel, belonged to, Massah, see MANNA, ( 3. 
I t  is not improbable that other episodes were connected with 
the name. I n  Ex. 15 z5b Bacon find's E's account of the origin 
of the name Massah. T h e  verse may be already conflate, the 
giving of a statute and ordinance may well refer to Ex. 20 (cp 
esp. v. 20 : 'Elohim is come to $yowe [no>] you '), the covenant 
traditionally placed a t  Horeb.4 

From a critical consideration of the OT references to 
these names it would seem that they played a far more 

important part in the early traditional 
history of Israel than appears on the surface. 

references* If it is Israel who contended against Yahw& 
at Meribah (Ex. 1 7 7 ) ,  and tempted him at Massah (i6. 
3, 7), it is Yahwb on the other hand who proved them 
at the former place (Ps. 8 1 7  [E]), and tested them at the 
latter (Ex. 1525  164) .5  With this tradition, where 
Y a h d  is the subject, we must probably connect Dt. 
338, where the two names are in some way connected 
with the earliest history of the Levites. The  language 
is obscure ; it is evident that the reference is creditable. 

Further, it is not so easy to account for the tradition 
that Moses and Aaron sinned at Meribah and were 
prohibited from entering Canaan (Nu. 2012). The 
tradition is elsewhere referred to by P (Nu. 2 0 2 4  2714 
Dt. 325r),  and a curious allusion is made to it in Ps. 
10633  ; nevertheless, so thoroughly has P abbreviated 
his older sources in Nu. 201-13, in his endeavour to 
soften the guilt of the leaders, that he has omitted to 
record its origin. 

The whole story of Massah and Meribah forms one of the 
most complicated problems in JE's accoont of the Exodus. 
This account as modern criticism has proved, passes from 
Ex. 31 to Nu.'lOz9$, and, a s  has been elsewhere indicated, 
has suffered considerable adjustment (EXODUS i., $ 5 ,  JETHRO, 
n. 2, col. 2455). Moreover, it has heen argued that underlying 
Ex.32.34 is the account of a theophany and law-giving at 
KADESH [q.a. 0 21.6 One of the most striking incidents in 
i t  is the reluctance of Moses to take charge of the people, 
and a fraament of his speech seems to have found its way 
into Nu. 11 106.15 (see Bacon and Ox/: Hex., ad roc.). The 
reason for the adjustment n i iy  be easily guessed : a redactor 
found the words (originally, perhaps, as Bacon Pugqests 
after Ex. 33 3 and before 33 12) so distasteful that he transferred 
them to a context where the expostulation of Moses (which 
really aniouots to a renunciation of his responsibility) might 
appear more excusable. If now our view that Ex.32-34 was 
originally placed a t  Kadesh (<.e., Meribah) be correct, it may be 
conjectured that it is to this ' babbling ' that the difficult words of 

traditions. 

3. Other 

1 Perhaps originally ' Yahwi.' alone. 
2 Bacon, noting the command in v. 86 (sjeak to the rock), 

compared with v. I I  (Moses . . . smote the rock), finds traces of 
a dou!ile tradition (Trij le Trad. of fhe  Exodus, 196.L). 

3 Also Dt. 332 [!I (Ew. Di 
4 I t  is also possible thkt t<e name JEHOVAH-NISSI given to 

the altar on the 'hil l '  a t  Rephidim was popularly associated 
with Massah. 

ti For these references see end of $ 2, and c p  MANNA, I 3. 
8 Cp the emended text of Dt. 33 z [Yahwkl came to Menbath- 

Massah and Meribah, too, seem to have been noted 

Wellh., Dr., etc.). 

Kadegh. 
for a theophany (Ex. 15 25 Nu. 20 6). 
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Ps. 106 33 ( H C ) ~ ? .  EV, ' and he rpake unadvisedly ') refer. 
noteworthy that the fragment (Nu. Lc.) has heen tranrferred to 
context which in all probabilityis to be connected with a ' hlassah 
tradition. Is it, moreover, a mere coincidence that an  editor 
should have found the present context a convenient one for in- 
troducing E's account of the institution of the seventy elders to 
lighten Moses' burden (Nu. 11 r68) ,  or that the judicial organ- 
isation which Jethro institutes in Ex. 18 should be placed im- 
mediately after the story of Massah and hferibah (Ex. 17)? 

Granted that the sin of Moses (that Aaron was later included 
in the charge is only natural) lay in repudiating his responsibility, 
the antecedents of this act have yet to he ascertained. I n  the 
absence of direct evidence it must suffice to indicate what appear 
to be faint traces of traditions which may he associated with the 
episode. I n  the first place, since we can scarcely sever the old 
torso Ex. 32 25-29 from Ex. 32-34 we may conjecture that the 
oldest tradition placed the selectibn of the Levites1 a t  Kadesh 
and that allusion to this is made in Dt. 3 3 8 s  where the renun: 
ciation inv. 9 seems to be connected with the ieverance of family 
ties in Ex. 32 27. That  the oldest tradition of the selection of the 
Levites had anything to say about the golden calf is improbable 
for several reasons. Taken in the light of Dt. 33 SA, it seems more 
likely that the narrative (Ex. 32 25-29) recounted a contending on 
behalf of Yahw&, a separation of his worshippers from idolaters. 
What this may have heen mnst naturally be the purest conjecture. 
I t  is possible, too. that the sending of the spies from Kadesh (Nu. 
13) once belonged to this narrative ; the promise to Caleb alone 
suggests a connection with the 'Levitical' tradition,zand, indeed, 
according to D's tradition, it was owing to the people's dis- 
obedience on this occasion that Moses incurred guilt (Dt. 137 cp 
Dr. Deut. 27). But the absence of the name of Moses (and of 
Aaron) seems to imply that the order prohibiting them from 
entering the promised land had already been made. Finally, 
the name Meribah may give us another clue. May it not, on 
the analogy of HEPHZIBAH and OHOLIBAH [qq.v I he an abbrevi- 
ation of some such form as Merib(b)aal, in which'case (cp Judg. 
631/:) we may suppose that the sanctuary Kadesh was the 
scene of a contending on behalf of Yahwb, a separation of the 
' Levites ' from the servants of Ba'al?3 The supplanting ofsuch 
a tradition by the later not distantly-related eplsode of the calf- 
worship would be intelligible. For another treatment of the 
traditions in Nu. 20 1-13, see MOSES (( 15, etc.). 

I t  is 

s. A. c. 

MmSEBAH, 
Stone Pillars. and Other Sacred Stones. 

NAMES (I I). 
a. &barn. d. BZth 'dZ.  g. Ma@mrik. 

c. Hamminim. I: Gal. Gilgal. 
6. M W .  e. Jiyyzin. $: 31% m. 

Holy stones and stone worship Mqs2buk and altar (8 5). 

Cultus (5 4). Holy stones in OT (( 7). 
MaSSEbBh (see below, § I 8) is the Hebrew name for an 

upright stone, stele ; specifically for snch a stone as the 
abode or symbol of a numen or deity. I t  has been 
found convenient to include in the present article the 
other aniconic stone agalmata mentioned in the OT 
obelisks, bzetyls, cairns, cromlechs.4 

W e  proceed to a survey of the Hebrew words in use. 
a. The common word 'Pben, pl. 'dbdnim (n,l;e, p ~ ) , ~  

'stone,' is frequently used in connections where the 
1. Names. context or the history shows that a holy 

Thus Joshua sets up a 
:reat stone under the holy tree (n$) in the sanctuary 
3f Yahwb at Shechem (Josh. 2426), probably the same 
stone which in Judg. 9 6  is called a rna~.~&ih ( M T  xxn). 
The twelve stones set up by Joshua at Gilgal aftegthe 
passage of the Jordan (Josh. 4 3 3 20) are the stones of 
.he cromlech which gave the place its name (see below, i). 

1 On the probable significance of the term 'Levite,' see 
~ENEALOGIES  i. 

2 Caleb was tde most;mportanlof the clans which ultimately 
iettlrd in S. Judah. There were others, indeed (see J E K A H -  
KEEL, 85 I ) but they never attained to the same prominence. 
4nother na'r%ve which turns on selection and contention is 
.he complicated narrative of the revolt of Korah, hases ofwhich 
ippear to have heen traditionally located a t  Radesh. T h e  
iurning in Nu. 1635 suggests that it may once have been con- 
iected with TARERAH (p.v.). The  murmuring of the people 
:ertainly presupposes an early stage in the march from Kadesh. 

3 The later story of the sin of Moses, however, would hardly 
ind a place in this tradition. 

4 On iconic representations of the gods see IDOL; on the 
wooden sacred poles or masts, ASHERAH ; for other objects of 
worship see IDOLATRY and NATURE WORSHIP. 

6 On 'Pben markith see IDOL, 0 I u). 

(0 2). Significance of MaSSebahs 
Among the Semites (5 3). (5 6). 

stone is meant. 

7 [VI KADESH $ 3. 
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Cp, further, I K. 1830-32 with Ex. 244 ; and see also 
D t . 2 7 2 8  Josh.8308 In Ex.244 @ and Sam. sub: 
stitute ‘ tb in im as a harmless word for the original 
mugZbith; the same change may, in some instances, be 
suspected in Hebrew. Proper names of places such as 
Eben-ha-‘ezer ( I  S. 4 1  51, cp 7 m ) ,  Eben-ha-zdhCleth 
(I  K . l g ,  at a sanctuary), Eben-bohan (Josh.156 1 8 1 7 ;  
see B O H A N ) , ~  may attest the presence of an old holy 
stone, perhaps a natnral rock of singular form rather 
than a ma@b& The great stone at Beth-shemesh 
(I S. 614-18) was doubtless a sacred stone ; so also 
probably the great stone a t  Gibeon (2 S .  208). 

In the prophets, stone (Pben) is sometimes used opprobriously 
for stone agalmata (tiza~&ihs) or idols ; thus in Jer. 2 27 the 
people say ‘to the stock (yp, masc.), Thou art my father, and 
to the stone (I?:, fern.), Thou hast brought me forth * ;  see also 
3 g Hab. 2 19 2 K. 19 18 Wisd. 13 IO 14 PI, Sibyll. 4 7f: etc. 

image, Tg. &imd, &imeYhZ; Vg. in the patriarchal story and 
in Ex. 244 2 S. 18 18 Is. 19 19, titulzcs; in the laws, historical 
books, and prophets, where the stigma of idolat?. attaches to 
the word, statua, rarely simulacnrm) ; AV, following Vg. in its 
discrimination ‘pillar, ‘ image,’ respectively ; RV consistently 
‘pillar,’ with Ag., ‘or obelisk,’ in the second class of passages. 

The  word massZbih. from 2x3 (Niph., Hiph., cogn. 
>x*),  ‘stand or set upright, erect,’ is properly an upright 
object (cp UT+?, sfutua). in usage always of stone,2 
‘ standing stone.‘ Derivatives of the same root with the 
same or similar meanings are found in most of the 
Semitic languages. 

Cp Phcenician and Punic 1x3, n l y D ,  cigpus, grave-stone, often 
votive stele ; Aram. (Zenjirli) 3x3, stele, statue, c n r. Nisihis 
(in Assyr. inscriptions Naribina, Syr. Nagibinf: P&Io Byhl. 
Zqpaivar 82 . . . NLu&s T ~ S  unjhas (FWG357r)S; Palmyr. 
N l S n  statue: S. AI. 3x3, xxn, stele (Hommel, S&darabische 
Chre~tonmthie 128). AI. nasiba, monument, grave-stone (Gold- 
ziher Muhad. Stddien, 1234). nus6 or nusub, pl. ’ansdh, 
standing stone as an object of worship, stone idol (Lis&, s.b.). 

The word was thus variously applied to the upright 
stone block or post as an object of worship ; as a votive 
stone, with or without a dedication; as a boundary 
stone, especially around a sacred place ; or as a grave- 
stone. It continued to be employed when the primitive 
rude stone gave place to the obelisk or other geometrical 
form, or by the statue (see below, § 2) .  

In the OT the mugt7bih is most frequently a holy 
stone at a place of worship (high place). It may, how- 
ever, be a sepulchral stele, as in Gen. 3520, where Jacob 
erects a ma:sZb&h over the tomb of Rachel, and in 2 S .  
1818,  where the name (ma&beth) is applied to the 
mommeut b a d ,  cp I S. 15 12 [note the verb massib] 
Is. 565, and see HAND, u) which Absalom is said to 
have erected in his lifetime to perpetuate his m e m ~ r y . ~  
[Cp Lagrange, Etudes, 1951 Several recent scholars 
think that Gen.3514 in its original form followed im- 
mediately after w. 8 ;  Jacob set up a magibih at the 
grave of Deborah, Rebekahs nurse, just as in v. 20 at  
the grave of Rachel ; the interest of this conjecture lies 
in the fact that, if it be correct, the verse bears witness 
to the custom of offering a libation a t  the tomb.6 We 
may also note the use of the word n&ib in the story of 
Lot’s wife who became ‘ a  pillar of salt’ (Gen. 1926),  
and the columns (u+IXor. n*irny) a t  the graves of the 
Maccabees ( I  Macc. 13 29). 

The massibdh may also mark a boundary, as in 
Gen. 31 45 [see GALEED, GILEAD, 5 41, where Jacob sets 
up  such a stone in Gilead on the Aramzean frontier (cp 

1 Eben ha-’egel, I S. 20 19, is an error in the text ; see EZEL, 

b. .1.l’nssibih ( q p ,  @ urfXv7 Pesh. k@emthi. stele, 

and below, h. 
2 In 2 K. 10 26, which speaks of burning the massZbZhs of the 

temple of Baal, we should read ‘the ‘ZshSrZh,’ in cdAformity with 
I K. 16321: (Sta. Z A T W 5 2 7 8  [1885]; for an alternative see 
JEHU, col. 2356, n. 5). Is. 6 13, even if we should not question 
the text, cannot be cited in support of a wooden ma&dh. 

8 A town 3%! in Judah, Josh. 15 43. 
4 The text is difficult, but hardly seems to require such radical 

5 So Co. Z A  T W l l  15-20 (1891) Gunkel, and others. 
6 See below, 0 4, and cp AGRIC~LTURE, 5 5, col. 80. 

measures as Wellhausen and Klostermann resort to. 
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v. 52) ; in this sense many interpret Is. 19196. The 
sacredness of boundary stones is well known.’ 

Later the word magt7bih soundedof idolatry,and where 
the erection of a ma+bih by a hero of religion is nar- 
rated scribes sometimes substituted a less obnoxious term. 

Thus in Ex. 244, as remarked above, Sam., d have merely 
‘stones’; in Gen.3320 the verb shows that has been 
supplanted by qa!?. In I K. 1831f:, also, an altar has taken 
the place of twelve mnssZbbtlr (below, 8 7). In Hos. 34 Q3 
Pesh. read ‘altar’ instead of map@&. Other instance: in 
which this substitution is suspected are Gen. 35 7 (Wellh.), z K. 
12 g [ IO] (Stade ; cp @A appaupq, etc.). The converse change is 
suspected in 2 K. 3 2 10 27. It is likely that in some cases the 
change is accidental rather than deliberate. 

OT Q3 rspivq [Ezek. 646, so Aq. Symm. Theod. in Is. 2791, 
$+& [ z  Ch. 344 71, elsewhere .$lihrva Xe‘poroiqTa [LEV. 26 301, 
e;6oha, j3bch6ypara ; Vg. delubra, simulacra, sfatucp; Pesh. 
‘ idols ’ [dehldtkd, pZthakhr2, g ~ l p h i ] ;  Tg. N:DlD’!fl, a word 
not satisfactorily explained ‘ AV ‘images ’ RV uniformly ‘sun- 
image% The passages in Lhich the ,or$ occurs are Ezek. ti 4 6 
Lev. 26 30 [dependent on Ezek.] Is. 17 8 27 g 2 Ch. 14 5 [4] 84 4 7 8). 

The hamminim are associated with the high places, 
and the altars of the baals, and are named, together 
with the sacred posts (’ZshZ~im) and graven images 
(p?siLZm), as adjuncts of an idolatrous worship ; like the 
massZbihs and ’ZshZmhs they are to be shattered (mw), 
or hewn or cut down (mi, n v )  ; they w-ere, therefore, 
like these, objects of stone-or possibly of metal or wood 
-which stood a t  the holy places. Since the (zamminim 
are mentioned in connections in which we elsewhere 
find the mm$bihs, while the two words never occur in 
the same context, it is a probable inference that the 
&mminim were a species of magibith, perhaps of 
peculiar form or specific dedication ; and inasmuch as 
the word is found first in Ezekiel and appears not to be 
of Hebrew formation, it may be surmised further that 
the (zamminim were introduced in the latter part of the 
seventh century from some foreign cult. 

Outside the OT an inscription of the year 48 A.D. on a Palmy 
rene altar dedicates ‘ this &mmrind (Njnn) and this altar’ to 
the sun ( v ~ n ) .  5 the ha7nnrdnri was presumably an obelisk or 
stele which stbod by’ or upon, the altar (cp 2 Ch. 84 4). In 
Mechilta the word kahmdnim is used repeatedly with apparent 
reference to Egyptian idolatry ; 6  not improbably the obelisks, 
which in Jer. 43 13 are called nza:s&th, are meant. Siphra 
speaks of &amminim on the roofs of houses.7 Many scholars 
have connected the word with the drr6rpvga dppouviov up&- 
para in the adyta of Phcenician temples from which, accordin 
to Philo of Byblos, Sanchuniathon derived his authentic wisdom5 
the dpp06veo~ being conceived to be inscribed Rammdnim; 9 
but this is not probable. 

Jewish scholars in the Middle Ages derived the 
name hamminim from the (poetical and late) Heb. 
(zammih, ‘ sun,’ and interpreted, images or other objects 
of idolatrous veneration belonging to the worship of 
the sun (Rashi), or shrines of sun worship (Ibn Ezra).lo 
This etymology, which does not seem to have sug- 
gested itself to ancient interpreters, has been widely 
accepted,’l and the word @amminim is accordingly 
translated ‘ sun images,’ ‘ sun pillars ‘ -Le . ,  obelisks 

1 Dt. 19 14 27 17 etc., Plato, Laws, 842 Ef: ; Ovid, Fast;, 
2 641 ; Dion. Hal. 2 74 ; see Pauly-Wissowa, 2 726s 

2 Spencer, De,k@b~s ri twbbus,  ii. ch. 25 ; Pocari, ‘De simu- 
lacris solaribus, in Ugolini, The$. 23 726.749; other literature 

Y 1,a;arde introduces the word by conjecture in Is. 130, Graetz 
in Hos. 3 I Che. in Mic. 1 7  also. 

4 That they were of wood is too positively concluded by Kimhi 
from the verbs y-ri and ni3. 

5 De Vogii.4 La Smie Centrare no. 123a. 
6 Mechilta, ha., Par. II  (on Ex. i 2  21); Yithra, Par. 5 (on 20 2) 

c. flanzmunim2 (o,I?n, the sing. does not occur in 

2330. 

6 (on 20 5). 
7 Behar, Perek g (on Lev. 26 I); cp Rashi on Ezek. 64. 
8 Philo Bybl. frag. 1 5 FHG 3 564. 
9 Scbrlider, Phditiz. S&ache, 125 ; E. Meyer in Roscher, Lex. 

12870. The two words had been long ago combined, in a differ- 
ent interpretation, by Bochart Grog. Sacra, i. ch. 17. 

10 So also Arabs Erpenii, sbmsZt, ‘suns ’ ; the Persian version 
of Lev. 26 30 in the Polyglot should not be quoted for this inter- 
pretation. Older Jewish explanations are ‘ divinations ’ (Sijhra 
on Lev. 2630, Tg.Jer. 1, ib., Le&ach rob, ib .):  ‘divining 
arrows ’ (gloss in Abulwalid, s.v., cod. R.) ; ‘ idols ‘ (Saadia), etc. 

11 Among recent authors who have rejected it may be named 
HalCvy and E. Meyer. 
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dedicated to the sun,l or steles with the solar disk in 
relief.2 and the like. 

Others, deriving the name directly from the root o m ,  
‘ be hot,’ explained. (zammunim as equivalent to rrupa- 
B&,3 ~ u p e i a .  shrines of sacred fire, which, as among 
the Persians, were associated with the worship of the 
sum4 It  has more recently been suggested that the 
&arnmhnirn may have been a kind of metal candelabra 
or cressets, such :is are represented on some Assyrian 
and Phenician  relief^,^ for example, on the stele of 
Lilybzum, CIS 1 1 3 8 ,  PI. xxix. and on coins of Paphos 
showing the temple of Aphrodite. 

The &rnma‘nLm are thought by many modern scholars 
to belong specifically to the worship of Ba‘aZ-(zumrndn 
(or - ( ~ a m m t n ) . ~  a god whose name appears on hundreds 
of Carthaginiau votive steles in the stereotyped formula 
* t o  the Mistress T N T  and the Lord Ba‘al-hamman.’ 
and without the companion goddess in many inscriptions 
from the dependencies of Carthage.8 In Phcenicia it- 
self the name Ba‘al-hamman or El-hammiin has thus far 
been found in only the two inscriptions from ’Umm el- 
AwBmidg and Ma‘gtib ; lo the name of the place HammGn 
in Asher (Josh. 1928) is perhaps connected in some way 
with that of the god (see HAMMON, and BAAL, 3). 
The common opinion is that the &amrndnim were so 
called because they were sacred to Ba‘al-hamman ; l1 
some scholars, however, entertain the contrary view, that 
the name of the god is derived from the steles, signifying 
‘ the deity to whom the harnma‘n belongs.’ l2 

The oldest object of worship a t  
Bethel was a holy stone, which, according to the sacred 
legend, had been discovered by Jacob, who set it up as 
a mmsZbdh and poured oil upon it (Gen. 28 I I ~ .  1 7 , f  zz ; 
:p 3514). The name bZth’iZ, which afterward was given 
o the sanctuary and the city (Gen. 2819 356 4 8 3  etc.), 

primitively belonged to the holy stone itself as the abode 
(Bdos) of a numen, as in 3320 where Jacob erects a 
r n ~ g Z b d h ’ ~  and gives it the name El-SldhE-Israel ; cp 
also Gen. 357 Ex.  1 7 1 5  Judg. 624. If the text of Gen. 
4924 be sound, the words ‘ the stone of Israel’14 may 
naturally he understood of the holy stone at Bethel ; so 
also in Jer.4813, where Bethel, the confidence of the 
Israelites, corresponds to Cheniosh in whom the Moabites 
put their faith, the holy stone (bZth’Plj itself may perhaps 
he meant, rather than the golden bull idol at Bethel, as 
it is usually explained. 

In  the O T  only indistinct and ambiguous traces of 
this primitive meaning of bPfh’FZ-a stone in which 
dwells a numen-have survived ; fortunately we have 
indubitable evidence from other quarters.l5 In  Phcenicia 
the name baityZ ( ’xnl” ,  j3afruhos, j3arrliXiou) l6 was given 
to certain ‘ animated stones ’ (XfBoi CLpquxoi) invented by 

1 See Plin. NH3664: ‘trabes ex eo [syenite] fecere reqes . . . obeliscos vocantes, Solis numini saciatos. Radiorum eius 
argumentum in etligie est.’ 

d. BZWiZ ( 5 ~ ~ 2 ) .  

See also EGVPT, col. 1228. 
2 G. Hoffmann and others. 
s Strabo, xv. 3 1 5 ,  p. 733 ; Procop. De 6eZZo Persico, 2 24. 
4 So Scaliger, Grotius, Vossius, Bochart, and others. 
5 W R S  ReL Sem.P) 488 f: 
6 See also Ohnefalsch-Rkhter, Kyjros, 1825 
7 Koou. de Ouatremhre. Gesenius. Monumentu. 1170: , , I  

Schrad;; ’Ph8niz.-Sjruche ;25, and othbrs. 
8 See Gaethg. Beitr. = 5 h  
s r r r i  R - _. 
10 Ran. Arch. 3 s6r. 5 380 (1885); G. Hoffmann, Gher Einige 

#h&. Insclrriffen, 2 0 8  (1889). 
11 The many conjectures about the origin of this name, con- 

necting it with Ammon, or with Hammon (a supposed name of 
Africa). or with hlt. Amanus. etc.. cannot be discussed here. 

1% W R S  ReZ. Senr.P),93, n.’6; Rkal-~amm;m may be primarily 

13 So the verb requires us to read (see above 6, end), M T  
‘Lord of the sun pillar : E. Meyer in Roscher, Lex. 1 m q f l  

‘altar. 
14 The parallelism requires aq least h l W *  1 l N  Pl!n; see 

Bacon Genesis of Gmesis 219. 
15 F’or the l i teratye se i  Hoeck Kret‘z 1 1 6 6 3 ,  Baudissin in 

PREP), s.v., ‘ Male . Reisch, ik Pauly-Wissowa, 2 2779 8 ; 
Lenormant. Les B4t;les.’ in RHR 3 1 1  f i  (1881). 

1: The ancient etymology which der& j3&7uA& from Cretan’ 
Bamq, ‘goat,’ ‘goat-skin, though revived by Svoronos and 
Maximillan Mayer, is untenable on historical grounds. 

Ouranos ; in Sanchuniathon’s theogony BaLruXos is a 
son of Ouranos and GE, brother of El (Kronos), Dagon, 
and Atlas.% Descriptions of such stones are given by 
Pliny, N H  37 135 (from Sotacus of Carystus), and especi- 
ally by Damascius, Vita lsidori (in Photius, BibZ. Codi- 
cum, cod. 242, p. 348 Rekker ; see also p. 342). The 
Lebanon region was noted for the numbers of bzetyls 
found there. Another name for the bzetyl is abaddir 
(Priscian, 6 9  ; August. E$. 17 ; c p  Zonaras, 371), also 
a word of Phceniciau origin ( ‘ majestic father 1 ’). The 
betyZiu, at least in the period from which all our de- 
scriptions come, were small stones, which were believed 
to have fallen from heaven ; they were probably some- 
times aerolites, but it has been proved that they were 
often prehistoric stone implements. Such stones were 
perhaps enclosed in the Israelite ark (see ARK OF THE 
CovENAwr, (i IO) ; the connection of the ark with the 
oracle would then be clear.4 

e. SqyzZn (jvy ; u7)pe?oioy [Ezek.], U K ~ H E ~ O V ,  UK6H€hOS 

[QL], umrr6r, umrd [Aq., Sym. Q in Jer. U[S]LOV ; Vg. tiiwlus, 
specula [Jer.]), 2 K. 23 17 Ezek. 39 15 Jer. 31 21 ; RV ‘monu- 
ment ’ ‘sign ’ ‘waymark. In the first two passages the szyytin 
mark; a todb, or the spot where an unburied body lies; in Jer. 
i t  is a waymark. The  word is used in M H  of the whitewashed 
stone which shows where there is a grave (cp Mt. 2 3 ~ 7 ) ~  and 
has developed a denominative verb ]’:’+, ‘ mark a grave.’ The  
rmt ,  which is not otherwise represented in Heb., is found in 
Syr. gcwwriyri, heap of stones, calrn Arab. gzZya, ,‘ waymark ’ in 
the desert (monolith or cairn), pl. ’(‘agwri’) also, In a tradition, 
‘graves. ’ 5 Probably the older meaning is ‘ cairn ’ ; a t  a grave 
and as a waymark the stone or stone heap had originally re- 
ligious significance.6 
f. Gal ( 5 ~ ;  pouvbs[Gen.], awpbs; Vg. tumuZus[Gen.], 

aceruus; Pesh. y a y ; ;  Tg. dZgCr6; EV ‘heap‘),  a 
pile of loose stones, cairn ; 7 cp GALLIM, the name of 
more than one place in Palestine. In Gen. 31 4 6 8  the 
cairn in one source serves the same purpose as the 
pillar (ma!$dh) in the other (see v. 4 5 )  ; v. 54 supposes 
a sacrifice. In Josh. 726 829 2 S. 1817 a heap of stones 
is reared over the bodies of Achan, the king of Ai, and 
Ahsalom respectively (cp :iyyzin, z K. 23 17 Ezek. 39 15, 
above, e ) .  Here also the cairn serves the same purpose 
in marking the grave as the magibdh in Gen. 3520 
(above, b)  ; * it is probable, however, that the heaping 
of stones upon the body of the traitor, the hated foe, 
and the sacrilegious man who had fallen under the ban, 
originally not only expressed aversion and contumely, 
but was meant to prevent their wicked spirits from 
wandering and doing more harms 

Heaps of stones of various significance are common 
in the religions of the ancient as of the modern world. 
In Greek they were called &ppaia, Jpfiaioc h6+or, gpfiaKes,  
words closely connected with the hppijs pillar.l0 

In the Talmud they are frequently mentioned under 
the name markuZis-i. e.,  Mercurius = Hermes-which 
term includes also table-stones (dolmens) ; see ‘Ab8dS- 
zdrd, 5oa. Cairns at the crossways seem to be chiefly 
meant ; the traveller passing by threw his stone upon 
the heap :11 as a religious act this falls under the con- 
demnation of idolatry (M. Sunhedni, 7 6 ) .  On corre- 

1 Philo Byhl. frag. 2 8, F H G  3 5mJ: iarv6que Bebr Oepavbs 
j3amiAta, AiOou; dpg6xovc ppxavpu&pevor. 

2 FHG3567. 
8 See Lenormant RHR 3 4 8 .  De Visser, 28 ; Ratzel, Nisi. of 

Mankind, 2 152 (Mexico); J.’ Evans, Ancient Stow Irplr- 
mrnts 6 2 8  

4 d e  the passage from Damascius cited above. 
5 See Abulwalid, S.D. ; also Schulthess, Honronymr Wunrln 

im Syrischen, 57. 
6 Cairns as waymarks (mnn$ur) Dought 
7 I t  is oossible that (like mark;iZis: see pelow) the name flu2 

A r .  Des. 177. 
.~ 

was also applied to a ddlmen. 
8 Cairns a t  Arab graves, see Aghdni, xiv. 131 26 ; Goldziher, 

Muham. Studien, 1 233 f: ; stone harrows, Doughty, AT. Des. 
1 4 4 7 .  and elsewhere. 

Q See Wellh. Ar.  Heid. m g J  (0 I I I J ) .  cp Frazer GoZ&n 
Bouglli’4 3 8 s  who prefers a different ex Iination (IO>). 

10 Preiler-R;bert, Giiech. Mythologid, 1 4 0 1 ,  c 386 n.. 
Roscher, Lex .  1 2382 ; Frazer, GoZden Bough(z), 3 I I  ; g e  Visser: 

8 0 g S e e  Cornutus, De natura deoeorum, ch. 16; ed. Villoison- 
Osann, 7 z J ,  cp 28zJ 

I 
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sponding customs among other peoples see Haberland 
in Zeit . f :  VoZkerpsych. 12z:g& Cairns are now very 
abundant E. of the Jordan. 
g. MaTZmcih ("p31D, Prov. 26 st, 6 rr+ev86aq, similarly Pesh. 

Tg. ; AV ' sling,' RV ' heap of stones '), according to the Talmud 
(Hullin 133a), a synonym of mat.&&is; Jerome translates, 
'sicut (ui mittit lapidem in acervum Mercurii.' Abulwalid 
compares Ar. raf'ma, heap of stones, particularly at  a grave ; 
the ancient stone tumuli in HaurZn and far into Arabia are 
now called by the Bedouins r;i.t (pl. vtYzZwz).a It is doubtful 
whether the difficult context admits this interpretation ; see Toy, 

A. In I S. 20 19 41 many modern critics, following 6 .pya@, 
apyaj3 and -06 read I J ~ H ~ ,  and comparing the name AKGOB 
[q .~. ] ,  interpre; 'stone heap ' (so @L, I S. 20 r9),3 rude monu- 
ment of stone, or 'mound of earth' (cp rigdim, Job 2133 
3s 38); see EZEL. 

i. GiZguZ (si!??, always with the article [except Josh. 
5 9  in an etymology] ; treated by the versions as a proper 
noun, 6 FaXyaXa, cp $!'7!, wheel '), a stone circle, or 
' cromlech,' such as has given its name to several places 
in Palestine (see GILGAL). The origin of the most 
famous of these, near Jericho, is told in Josh. 43  8 2 0 ;  
Joshua, after crossing the Jordan, set up at Gilgal twelve 
stones taken from the bed of the river (cp GILGAL, 2 ; 
QUARRIES). Numbers of stone circles are found E. of 
the J ~ r d a n , ~  many of them megalithic-though not 
often of colossal size-and, like the menhirs and dolmens 
of the same region, monuments of a prehistoric popula- 
tion ; 5  others erected by the Arabs in recent times 
around graves. Cromlechs are found also in Galilee, 
bnt are very rare in other parts of western Palestine (see 
GILGAL). A diminutive circle, only 7 ft. in diameter, 
the stones standing little more than I ft. high, was dis- 
covered by Schick at 'Arttif. 

The  worship of holy stones is one of the oldest forms 
of religion of which evidence has been preserved to us, 

Prover6s (rcc), ad ZOC. 

- 
a. IIolJl stones and one of the most universal.8 I t  has 

frequently persisted in venerable cults 
in the midst of high stages of civilisa- 
tion and in the presence of elevated 

and stone 
wornhip' 

religious conceptions, while its survivals in popular 
superstition have proved nearly ineradicable, even in 
Christendom. 

The holy stone was primitively a rude block, ordin- 
arily oblong, roughly cylindrical or rectangular in section, 
frequently rounded or pointed at the top ; lo sometimes 
a prehistoric megalith, sometimes of inconspicuous 
dimensions. Later, the tapering rectangular block 
became an obelisk or a pyramid, the cylindrical pillar 
was shaped to a cone with rounded top (rnetu) or an 

As the conception of deity became more 
anthropomorphic, rough outlines of members of the 
human body were carved upon the stone as attributes, 
or a natural likeness was worked out more or less 
1 Survey ofEastern Palestine, 1 2 o 5 3  
2 See Doughty, Ar.  Des. 1385f: 447 ; cp Goldziher, Muham. 

Sfudicn 1233f: 
3 Ew&d Thenius Wellhausen W. R. Smith, and others. 
4 See S&my ofzastern Pale&ine, 1 ~ r f : ,  and elsewhere. 
5 See Fergusson, Rudc Stone Monuments, 1872; Keane, 

EthnoZogy 1238; Joly, Man before Metals, 1 4 4 8  
6 See, fd, example, Schumacber, ZDPVS 2.71 (in Jalln). 
7 ZDPVlO r4gand PI. IV. Similar small circles in Australia, 

Girard de Rialle IS$ 
8 See Girard de Rialle, Mythologic comparke, 1 12-32 (1878) ; 

Tylor, Primitive CultureB), 2 ifm& 
9 The history of Greek religion IS pec &dy  instiuctive ; see 

Overheck, 'Das Cultusobject hei den Griechcn in seinen lltesten 
Gestaltungen,' Ber. d. siichs. Gesellsch. d. Wissensch., 1864, pp. 
121 3 ; Reisch in Pauly- Wissowa, 2 723 8 (&p o'r AlOor) 
where other litirature will be found ; cp 1 gog 3 [Agyieus) f 
Farnell, Culfs of the Greek States, 113fi 10.f: zojf: etc. ; De 
Visser, De Grr~corum diis non referemti6us speciem humanam, 
3 6 8  (1901). For acts of councils and synods in Europe con- 
demning stone worship and cognate superstitions, see Girard de 
Rialle o j .  c i f .  2 8 .  Du Cange S.V. 'Petra': Tylor, 2 r66J 
10 Gxamples of'these vano;s types will be found in Sunrey 

of Eusfem Palestitle. 1. #assim, and in Ohnefalsch-Richter, 
I . _  

k y  ros Plates. 
1f T i e  last-named types are frequently TepTesented upon 

coins, especially of Paphos, and of severalcities in the Lebanon 
region and on the Syrian coast (Emesa, Chalcis, Byhlos, Seleucia 
Pieria, etc.); see below, I 3. 
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completely into a head and bust ; simple indications 
of drapery on the lower part of the cylindrical or conical 
stone prepared the way for the final development, the 
statue of the god in human form. On the other hand, 
the rectangular cippus or the column might become a 
monolithic altar, as the cairn or dolmen became an 
altar of loose stones.2 Columns of metal sometimes 
took the place of columns or obelisks of stone.3 

A sanctuary might have but one holy stone, or a 
pair4 or triad,5 or a greater number standing in a group 
or ring. The presence of several such stones does not 
imply that as many different deities were primitively 
worshipped at the place,6 though this was doubtless the 
prevailing explanation in later times. Especial holiness 
attached to certain small stones of peculiar form and 
colour which were believed to have fallen from heaven, 
and to possess the power of motion and-sometimes, at 
least-of speech, with many other marvellous properties 
(bdy l iu ) .  

On no race has this form of idolatry had a deeper or 
more lasting hold than on the Semites. Among the - - 
3. the nomadic branches of the stock the 

sacred stone was the universal object 
of veneration. ' The Arabs worshipped Semites. 

a stone,' writes Clement of Alexandria in an often- 
quoted passage,8 and his words are abundantly con- 
firmed by the testimony of early Moslem authors 
concerning the religion of their forefathers. Besides 
the rude or partly fashioned blocks which bore the 
names of particular gods, the nusb (pl. ' an s ib :  see 
above, 16) or, as it is also called, ghariy, was found 
everywhere. About the Phcenicians in the mother- 
country and the colonies, we have not only the testimony 
of the O T  (see Ezek. 2611, ' thy mighty ma&ri/ls') 
and of Greek and Roman writers, but also that of the 
native historian, Philo of Byblos ( ' Sanchuniathon '),lo 
and considerable monumental evidence besides. In  
Phcenician temples the old sacred stone was not, 
even in later times, superseded by an anthropo- 
morphic idol. 

Thus, at Paphos the goddess (Aphrodite-Astarte) was a round 
stone tapering upwards like the turning-post in the circus.11 On 
the island of Gozo, near Malta, such a stone has been found ahout 
a metre high, shaped like a sugar loaf; it stood between two 
upright posts which supported a slab.12 A coin of the age of 
Macrinus shows the principal temple at Byblos ; in the court is 
a conical stone upon an altar-like hasis.13 Similar stones appear 
on many coins of cities in the Lebanon and on the Syrian 
coast.14 

A stone obelisk found in Cyprus bears on its base an 
inscription beginning : ' This mu&kth, etc. ' l5 From 
the OT we know that the rn~?$hih was regularly found 
at the holy places of the Canaanites (e.g., Ex. 3413 ; 

1 On the development of the human figure on omphali and 
conical stones, see esp. Gerhard, 06er das Metroon zu Athen, 
185r ( = A R A W ,  1849, p. 4598). 

2 See below $$ 5. 
3 So at  Tyie (Herod. 2 44). and Jerusalem (see JACHIN A N D  

BOAZ). 
4 So in many places, two ohelisks. 
5 See votive steles from Hadrumetum, Pietschmann, Phcni- 

zier, 205, Evans, JHS 11 ; at MedZin SZlih, Doughty, Ar.  Des. 
1121 r87. 

ti See Ex. 24 4, cp Herod. 3 8, seven stones smeared (by the 
Arabs) with blood in honour of Dionysos and the heaven1 
goddess; Wellhausen, Ar.  Heid.(a) 102; WRS, Rel. Sent.& 
210 n. 

7 So the thirtv stones at Pharai. with the names of individual 

29zf. 
10 See esp. frg: 17, F H G  3 564 B); 2 8 (5% B). 
11 Tacitus, Hzst. 2 3; cp Head, Hist. Num. 628. 
12 Perrot and Chipiez. 
13 Mionnet Supplenz. 8252f: (no. 74 f:, PI. 17no.z); Renan, 

Mission de P h i &  777 : Pietschmann Pk8ninizier, zoo. 
14 Seleucia Pierii(near Antioch), Ski. Mus. Cat. of Creek 

Coins Calatia, Capjudocia, and Syria, PI. XXXIII. 8 ; cp 
3f: 7 Emesa(Herodian, v.3 IO), rd. PI. XXVII. n f i ,  cp 28 I ; 
Chalcis (sub Libano?) 3. PI. XXXIII. 10 etc. 
15 CZS1, no. 44; Ohnefalsch-Richter, Kipros, PI. LXXX. 5, 

and 175 
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see below, § 7) : two such stones have recently been 
discovered standing in situ by the ascent to the high 
place at Petra. The prohibition of cutting the stone of 
an  altar in the old law Ex. 2025. doubtless applied 
equally to the m a @ i h .  I t  expresses partly a religious 
scruple-the use of a tool upon the sacred stone was, 
as it were, an assault on the numen,-partly religious 
conservatisnl in opposition to the artificial altars and 
obelisks of the Canaanites. 

The rites of stone-worship were preserved in their 
most primitive fomi among the Arabs. Victims were 
4. cultus.l slaughtered at the sacrificial stones (nu:6, 

91.' un+fb),2 upon which blood was smeared 
-whence their other name gharq .  At the foot of the 
stone, or near it, was, at least in some cases, a hole 
into which the blood was poured or allowed to flow 
(gha6ghn6);3 votive offerings were also cast into it-we 
read of garments, silver and gold, and incense being 
found in such a pit. The flesh was cooked and con- 
sumed in a feast ; the god had no part but the blood. 
Meal was thrown into the pit of AI-Ukaisir, together 
with an offering of hair a t  his feast.5 The  anointing of 
certain stones at Medina with oil was, of course, a 
foreign rite. When no offering was made, reverence 
was shown the sacred stone by stroking it with the hand 
(tumassug). Votive offerings, particularly garments or 
weapons, were hung upon the stone, or deposited in the 
pit or well beneath it. 

Elsewhere oil was poured or smeared upon the holy 
stones (hence htmpoi  XiOot, Theophrast. Char. 16 ; 
Clem.Alex. Strom. 74, p. 843 Potter) ; this was the 
custom at Bethel, initiated by Jacob (Gen. 2818 3113, 
cp 35~4), and it was general in the Greek and Roman 
world.6 A libation is made by Jacob, Gen. 3514 (? at 
a tomb). At some sanctuaries the stones were decor- 
ated a t  festivals with garlands and fillets (see, e.g., 
Pausan. x. 246-raw wool), and they are frequently so 
represented on coins ; they were sometimes draped or 
swathed in  garment^.^ 

W e  have seen in our examination of Arab customs that 
the rites of sacrifice attached to the sacred stone (nu.6). 

In the O T  these rites are performed 
Mags'bb%: at the altar,g upon which the victim's 

blood is smeared or dashed, in a sink at and 
the foot of which the rest of the blood is poured, while 
the ma:$&ih stands beside the altar without any clearly 
defined place in the cultus. There can be no doubt 
that this difference is to be ascribed to the prevalence 
among the settled population of Canaan of offerings by 
fire; but the course of the evolution is a matter of 
uncertain speculation, for the differentiation was com- 
plete long before our earliest testimony. The altar 
may be conceived as merely a table of offerings or a 
sacrificial hearth before the deity represented by the old 
standing stone (na:$i6M). Or the altar may itself 
have been a primitive holy stone, the monolithic altar 
having developed out of a flat-topped block, others out 
of dolmens or cairns, the form of which permitted their 
being used to burn the fat of the victim on, as well as 

1 See Wellh. Ar .  He2.P);  WRS ReL Sem.l% 
1 A traditional account of such a sacrifice by Mohammed 

3 On the word s& Wellh: I W J ,  but cp G. Hoffmann, ZA, 

4 See SACRIFICE. 
5 Wellh. Heid.lz) 63. 
6 See, c . q ,  Amobius, Contra gentes, 139; Verwey, 'De 

unctionibus, in Ugolini, Ths. 30x362 8; Reisch, Paul 
Wissowa 2 27. A theory of the origin of the practice, WRZ; 
ReZ. Serh.14, 232s 383/, controverted by Weinel, Z A T W  
1s 4 8 3 .  

7 So the PdyZ described in Damascius (above IC). see 
Lenormant, Les Bktyles,' RHR,  3443, and ci TyiorP), 
2 167. 

9 It should be borne in mind that ;he Hebrew word for 
'altar (mizbiah) denotes only ' slaughter-place.' An example 
like I S. 1432-14 shows that the stone might be designated 
ad hoc, but that it was indispensable; the offering by fire 
was not. 

before his conversion Lisdn ii. 256 20. 

1896, P. 323. 

c p  DRESS, 8 8, col. 1141. 
See WRS ReL Senr.1'4 z m f i  3778:' cp ALTAR. 
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to receive its blood ; the mu::26cih upon this hypothesis 
being the tapering or pointed stone which could not be 
so used.2 The peculiar holiness of the altar-as seen, 
for example, in the right of asylum-together with the 
fact that the blood was, so far as we are informed, 
applied exclusively to it, never to the maj&ih ,  makes it 
probable that the latter alternative is the true explana- 
tion of the origin of the altar ; whilst it may be regarded 
as certain that the former view was the one commonly 
entertained by worshippers in the times in which the 
O T  books were written. I t  is not without importance 
to observe that the comparative detachment of the 
ma::Z6rih from the cultus made it easier to interpret 
the old holy stones a t  Israelite sanctuaries as mere 
monuments (see below, 7). 

Two theories which have had some currency may be 
briefly dismissed. The  opinion that the holy stones 

6. are representations or symbols of sacred 
m o ~ n t a i n s , ~  probably suggested by such 
examples as the conical stone of Zeus 
Kasios on coins of Seleucia Pieria. is 

of the 
macir[leb8hs. 

an inference vastly too wide for the facts on which it 
relies, even on the supposition that they are correctly 
interpreted, and is connected with an untenable theory 
of primitive religion (see NATURE-WORSHIP). Nor- 
for the latter reason-is the view much more acceptable 
that standing-stones and cairns erected by men are the 
representatives of natural rocks which were regarded as 
divine.* An explanation which has fonnd much wider 
currency and tenacious adherence, particularly among 
amateurs in the history of religion, is that the stone 
pillars, obelisks, cones, and the like, as well as the 
wooden posts or poles (see ASHERAH) are phallic 
emblems.5 Aside from the awkward fact that the 
standing stone may be a goddess as well as a god, the 
notion that religion begins with a symbol of the repro- 
ductive power in nature is singularly wide of the mark. 
That a late writer like the author of the Dca S y i a  
describes the twin columns before the temple a t  Hiera- 
polis as phalloi can hardly be seriously offered as evid- 
ence of the ideas of the worshippers at the temple, much 
less, of those of their remote ancestors when they set up  
their rude stone pillars.6 For an explanation of stock 
and stone worship upon the general premises of animism 
(fetishism) the reader is referred to Tylor ; 7 for one 
adapted to the totemistic hypothesis, to Jevons. 8 

It hardly falls within the scope of this Encyclopedia 
to discuss the ultra-empirical question. It must suffice 
to observe that in some instances the stone was un- 
doubtedly believed to be alive. The  bzetyl. as we have 
seen, was an animated stone ; late writers discussed the 
doubt whether divine or demonic. On the other hand, 
it is probable that when men set up a ma&cih it was 
not because they had discovered by some sign that a 
numen dwelt in it, but rather to furnish an abode or 
resting-place for the spirit or deity, that it might thus 
be present a t  the place of sacrifice, receive the blood 
of the victim, and fulfil the wishes of the worshippers.Y 
I t  was thus an artificial sanctuary,l0 the rude pre- 
cursor of the temple and the altar as well as of 
the idol. 

In the patriarchal story rnugZb6hs are erected by 
Jacob at Bethel (Gen.2818-22, cp  3113) and near 

1 See the description of an Arab sacrifice in Nilns, Narr. 3 
(Migne, Patr. Grreca, 79, col. 612); cp Stengel, Kuliusalfer- 
tzlmrrP), Taf. 15. 

2 Cp Apollo Agyieus and the Agyieus altar ; Pauly-Wissowa, 
S.W. 

8 So, &E., Baudissin, Studien zur Semit. Rd- fesch .  2 146 
219 242, eip. 266. 

4 See against this theory WRS, Rel. Sem.(z), 209: 
5 Cp, e.g., Movers, Pb-nizier, 15708; see D e  Visser, 23A 
6 See on this point also WRS, Lc., and 4 5 6 8  
7 Primitive Culture 2 1-8 
8 Introd. to  t h  Hisjoyy of Religion, 1 3 1 3 ;  see also WRS, 

9 This dishction is said to have been first clearly made by 

10 See IDOLATRY, 5 4. 

Rel. Sem.(2) wm.# 

Grimmel, De Zapidum cultu, Marb. 1853. 
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Shechem (3320, M T  'a l t a r ' ) ,  on the Aramzean fron 
tier in Gilead (at Ramoth? 3145 j?), at the tomb (I 
Rachel (3520), and perhaps at that of Deborah (3514 

MATTANIAH 
MASTERS OF ASSEMBLIES (niem '?mb 

Eccles. 12 r r t  EV, RVw. 'collectors of sentences"(r+'& 
(NYBE&TUY [BC], IF. T. o v v a y ~ d ~ ~ u  [R*A], IF. 7. mvray,~. [KC.*& 
See WISUOM LITERATURE. 

MASTIC TREE, EV mastick tree (CXINOC [87 and 
Theod.]), Sus. 54t, the Pistacia Lentiscus, L., the most 
likely source of the O T  :$~i.i (EV 'balm'). I t  is described 
as ' a dioecious evergreen, mostly found as a shrub a few 
feet high; but when allowed to attain its full growth, 
it slowly acquires the dimensions of a small tree having 
a dense head of foliage' (Pharmacogr.@) 161). 

'Mastic' appears in RVmg. in Gen. 37 25 as an alternative 
to 'balm' ('?$), and is probably the better rendering. See 
BALM. 

MATHANIAS (MAT~ANIA[C]  [AL]), I Esd. 931= 
Ezra 1030, MATTANIAH, 8. 

MATHELAS ( M A e H h A c  [A]), 1 Esd. 919 RV= 
Ezra 1018,  MAASEIAH, IO. 

,. stones see above, Ib). The mqZ6dh ii 
the sanctuary of Yahwi: at Shechen 
was set up by Joshua (Josh. 2426 f i  , c] in the OT. 

Judg. 96), the stone at Ebenezer by Samuel (I S17 12) 

Moses, before the covenant sacrifice at Horeb, erect 
twelve ma::Z6dhs at the foot of the mountain, beside o 
around the altar (Ex. 2 4 4 )  ; the cromlech at Gilgal wa 
attributed to Joshua (Josh. 420); Elijah set up twelvt 
stones on Carmel in the name of Yahwi: (I K. l 8 3 1 f .  ). 
I t  has been noted that all these instances are ii 
Ephraiinite sources ; they make it clear that down tc 
the eighth century the ma::Z6dLs stood unchallengec 
at the sanctuaries of Yahwk. Hosea speaks of tht 
ma::F6dh3 as an indispensable part of the furnishing o 
a place of worship ( 3  4) ; when their land prospered thi 
Israelites made fine ma::Fbdhs, which shall be destroyec 
with the altars (10 I). There is no reason to think tha 
it was otherwise in J ~ d a h . ~  

Of the prophets, Amos and Isaiah do not speak o 
the ma::hihs, though the latter inveighs against idols 
Hosea's words have been cited above ; Mic. 511-1: 
predicts the destruction, in the coming judgment, o 
idols ( p ? X i m ) ,  ma::Zbdhs and 'cishZrdhs, together wit? 
magic and sorcery; but it is doubtful whether thc 
passage is by the eighth century prophet.6 Jeremiak 
speaks only of Egyptian obelisks (43 13) ; Ezekiel of thr 
mighty pillars of Tyre (2611) ; the same prophet begins 
the denunciation of the ?znmmdnim. Is. 19 19 (late) fore. 
tells the erection of a magZbdh to Yahwi: in the bordex 
of Egypt. Is. 5 7 6 ,  as generally interpreted, gives 
evidence of the persistence of the old rites of stone 
worship in the Persian period. 

The laws in Ex. 3413 2 3 ~ 4 ~  command the destruc- 
tion of the Canaanite ma::Zbdhs with the dismantling 
of their sanctuaries (see also Dt. 1 2 3  75) .  The seventh 
century legislation further prohibits the erection of 
'&hZ~dhs and na::Z6dhs to Yahwi: (Dt. 1622 Lev. 26 I) .  

The  deuteronomistic historians set at the head of their 
catalogue of the sins which brought ruin on the northern 
kingdom the 'Zsfirahs and ma::2bdhs which the Israelites 
had reared on every high hill (2 K. 1 7 1 0 ) ;  Judah was 
in the same condemnation ( I  K. 14 231 ; it is a mark of 
wicked kings that they erected ma::ebdhs (2  K. 32, cp 
I K. 1632)  ; good kings removed or destroyed them 
(2 K. 32 1026 1 8 4  2314).  

For the religious history see HIGH PLACE, 6 7 :  - _ .  
ISRAEL, 26. 

Most of the books dealing with the subject have been cited in 
the several paragraphs of the article. 

Zoega, De obeZiscis(r797); Dozy, DeZsraeZiten 
8. Literature. fe  Mekka, 18-32 (1864); H. Pierson, HeiZ&c 

Sfeenen in Isra2Z 1864. Betyliendienst 1866 * 
H. Oort ' D e  Heiligdommens van jeho<ah te Dan en te kethei 
v6or Jeioboam I.,' Th. T 128p306 (1867)' Kuenen, IZeZigion 
ofIsrael 1390-395 ' Ohnefalsch-Richter K;#r-os, 144fl:; v. Gall, 
AZtisrae>iti.cche K;Ztstiitten, 1898 ; Arihur &vans, Mycenaean 
Tree and PiZZar CuZt (~901). Lagrange Etudes SUI Zcs ye- 
Zwons sdktiques; enceintes dt piewes s&& (Extrait de la 
Revue B i X q w ,  Avril 1901). 

Here may be added :- 

G. F. M. 

MASSIAS (MICCIIC [A]), I Esd. Szz=Ezra 1022, 

MAST (tTkl), Is. 3 3 2 3  Ezek. 2 7 5 ;  also Is. 3 0 1 7  EVmg.. 

MASTER AND SERVANT. See SLAVERY. 
MASTER AND SCHOLAR. See EDUCATION, 16. 

MAASEIAH, 12. 

See BEACON, SHIP. 

1 If the verse is a unit : see EXODUS ii. B 4 iv. 
In 2,. 32 he builds an altar of the tkelve stones : hut the 

altar has already been repaired (v. 30) ; the parallel to Ex. 244 
is obvious. 

3 6 Pesh. 'altar.' 
4 That there was a niass&Zh in the temple in erusalem in 

the days of Joash bas beeti inferred from 2 K. 12 &A, cp g [IO]. 
So Stade, Z A T W 5 z q f :  (1885), Kictel, and others. 
6 See MICAH B 3f:, 
6 Probably nbt earlier than the seventh century. 
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MATRED (T!Pn), apparently the mother of Mehe- 
tabel, wife of HADAD II., king of Edom, Gen. 3 6 3  
(MATpA[€]lB [-4D], -p€B [L], M A p A l e  [E]) I C h . 1 9  
(MIT~AA [A], - p H e  [L], om. B). Probably, however, 
the text is corrupt; Mehetabel was bath rnigur, i.e., 
a Musrite (N. Arabian). 

MATRI, RV The Matrites ('?PMD), the Benjamite 
family to which Saul belonged (I S. 1021 bis, M A T T A ~ ~ ~  
P A I S  -€IT [A once], A M A T T A ~ I  [LIS 

See ME-ZAHAB. 

FVg.1). 
The name seems to be corrupt. Marquart (Fund. '4) sug- 

gests '!?? (BICHRI) as a correction. i ,>~, Machir, might also 
be thought of (see BECHORATH), and this is nearer the probable 
ultimate source, Jerahmeel (Che.). See MERAB, RAMATHAM- 
ZOPHIM, SAUL, s 6. 

MATTAN (ten [common in Ph.], cp NAMES, 15. 
50 ; M A T O A N  [BAL]). 

I. The priest of Baal slain by the people at the instigation of 
Jehoiada (2 K. 11 IS, puyf3av [B], axnv [AI ; 2 Ch. 23,r~).  His 
rill name was possibly Mattan-fa:aHI (' ift of Baal ), a well- 
known Phcenician name (cp Muthum-baies [Plautus, Poen. v.; 
2351 and Schr. h-A TP), 104). At the same time, in the light of 
:he present writer's theory of the original ethnic affinities d 
Nathan, Nethaneel, Nethaniah, and many other names which 
LS they now stand, admit of a religious meaning, it is more 
xobahle that Nathan is a modification either of Ethan or of 
remani (from which indeed Ethan may erhaps come). Ob- 
ierve that MATTAN, 2, is the father of a Aphathite ; note alu, 
.he ethnic relations of the Nethaniahs. 

2. Father of SHEPHATIAH [q.v.] (Jer. 38 I. v d a v  [BRA], 
T. K. C. 

rceec [Q~P.]). 

MATTANAH (?i!?n, ' a gif t ' ;  M A N e A N A € l N  

.BAF'L], M A N e A N I N  [A in V. 181, pav8avcv [F* and 
Fmg.]), if the text is right, a station of the Israelites 
Etween BEER and NAHALIEL (Nu. 2118f:). The 
iefinition of its situation in the Onomastzca (27782 
13730) as on the Arnon, 12 m. E. of Medeba, is use- 
ess. because the Arnon flows s. of Medeba, and 
nodern identifications are purely fanciful. For several 
'easons, however (note, for instance, that eL omits K C Z ~  
brc3 pv8avaew in v. 19). it is not improbable that 
Mattanah is not a proper name at all, but belongs, 
with the meaning 'a  gift,' to the last line of the Song 
)f the Well, which was misunderstood. The initial 
nisapprehension led to a tampering with the text of 
he itinerary in vv. 186 19, which should perhaps be 
:orrected as proposed by Budde (see BEER, I ; NEBO). 

MATTANIAH (?i:)nD, pl;ll!nD, in nos. 4, 51). 
gift of Yahwi:' ; $5 27, 50 ; cp Mattaniama on a 
uneiform tablet from Nippur [sth cent. B.C.], but see 

I. The earlier name of king ZEDEKIAH (2 K. 24 17, 
ia86'av [B], p a d .  [Bab], pBBavrav  [A]). 
2. b. Micah, an Asaphite Levite in list of inhabitants 

If Jerusalem (EZRA ii., 5 [b], 15 [I]) (Neh.1117 

T. K. C. 

&ATTAN. MATTITHIAH; M A e e A N l  AC [B], -Tea. [AL]). 
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MATTATHA MATTHEW 
6 and 7. Names appearing in the GENEALOGIES OF JESUS [qa., 

P 31 (Lk. 3 *SA). 
MATTENAI ('JFo, abbrev. of VqnQ, or from 

Temani [Che.]; M A ~ ~ A N A ~  [KC.amg. inf. AL]), a post- 
exilic name. 

I. A priest temp. Joiakim (EzRA~~.,  5 66, 8 II), Neh. 1219 
(pa0Oavra [L; BNA om.]). 

2. and 3. In list ofthose with foreign wives(Em~ i., p 5 end), 
viz., 

2. One of the b'ne HASHUM Ezra 10 33 (IraOavra [BN] 
paO0avrap [Ll) = I Esd. 9 33, A~TANEUS, RV MALTANNEU~ 
b a h r a v v a r o c  [Bl, ahr. [AI). 

3. One of the b'ne Bani, Ezra1037 (paeavav  [B], paOOava [ ~ l ,  
.via [ALl). See MAMNITANA~MUS in I1 I Esd. 934. 

MATTHAN ( M A ~ ~ A N  [Ti. WH]),  a name in the 
genealogy of Jesus (Mt. 115). See GENEALOGIES ii., 

I. I Esd. 927 = Ezra 1026, MAT- 
§ 3- 

MATTEANIAS. 
2. I Esd.931 RV=EzralO30, MATTANIAH, 8. 

MATTHAT (MAeBAe[Ti.], -T [WH ZJ. 291, MATBAT 
LWH n. 241). two names in the genealogy of Jesus (Lk. 

lLYl"l'HEIAs (MAeHhAC [A]), I Esd. 91g=Ezra 
1018, MAASEIAH, IO. 

MATTHEW (MA~BAIOC [Ti. WHI,  MATeAlOC 
[TR]), according to our earliest gospel (Mk. 3 18) one of 
1. Name. the Twelve Apostles, and placed there 

seventh in order, between Bartholomew and 
Thomas. The writer of the first gospel (Mt. 103) trans- 
poses Matthew and Thomas and adds 'the tax-gatherer' 
(6 T c X ~ V ~ ) S )  after 'Matthew.' This must be taken in 
connection w-ith the fact that for the Levi son of Alphzus 
of Mk. 2 14 Mt. (99) substitutes Matthew. It is clear that 
the writer of the first gospel intended his readers to under- 
stand that Matthew the apostle was that Matthew the 
publican whom Jesus called from the receipt of custom. 
If we do not fall back upon the theory of corruption in the 
text of Mk. from which Mt. was copying we must 
acquiesce in the identification Matthew the apostle 
=Matthew the publican = Levi the publican. There is 
abundant justification for the double name. The 
meaning of ' Matthew ' (MaOflccZos) is uncertain. 

Dalman (Gram. 142, WorfeJesu, 40) connects the name with 
the late Jewish ipnn, nT,-nD. in,nnn; cp the Palmyrene $ 1 3 ~  
(h>=$y>), Nnn. Nddeke however (GGA 1884, p. I O Z ~ ) ,  wth 
Ewald, Hltzig, Schmiedel, iakes it to be thlabbreviated form of 
'e?K or 'en!. Grimm (CZavis Nm. Test.) derives it from nD= 
'man.' In any case it is probably, like Levi, a Semitic name. 
But there are analogies for the bearing of two Semitic names, 
e.g., Simeon=Cephas. 

In  Lk. 615 Matthew comes seventh in the list as in 
Mk. ; but in Acts 113 he has fallen to eighth as in M t  

The only other fact in the Gospels about Matthew 
Levi is contained in Mk. 215=Lk. 5z9=Mt. 910. I t  
a. Mk. 215=Lk.has been much debated whether the 
529=MtMt.910. house here spoken of belonged to Jesus 

or to Levi. Lk. says plainly that it 
was the house of Levi ; 'but he has, probably, misinter- 
preted Mk.'s narrative. 

The W v a d K C L v r o  7; 'I?uoi of Mk. 2 156 is practically equiva- 
lent to 'sat at  table :n the house of Jesus. Cp Lk. 14 IO 7i)v 
w v a v m c r p i v o v  mi= ' thy guests,' Mk. 6 zz  70;s crvvavaxrrpCmis 
='his (Herod's) guests.' The aGr6v in Mk. 2 15a=rbv 'I~rroiv .  

It is quite in accordance with Mk.'s style to begin a 
narrative without specifying the subject of the sentence ; 
:p 223 where ' him ' ( a h b )  again= ' Jesus ' ( T ~ Y  ' I~uoGv) .  
There Jesus is the speaker of the preceding words ; but 
n 214, and frequently, the subject of the verb is 6 '17pik 
inderstood, though the preceding words referred to others 
!han Jesus. If Mk. leaves it doubtful whether the 
nouse was that of Jesus or of Levi, Mt. seems certainly to 
have interpreted him in the former sense. For Mt. 
miits ' his' ( a h & )  after ' house' (o idq)  just because, 
Deing equivalent to 'of Jesus,' it seemed superfluous. 
Moreover, Mt. who in 413 speaks of Jesus as settling in 
Zapernaum, and in 9 I of Capernaum as ' his own city,' 
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TANIAH, 6. 

2429). See GENEALOGIES ii., 5 3. 

I . ~ ~ ~ ~ U V L U  [B], -I [L], puO8avtaS [Kc.~A]). H e  appears 
as the chief singer in the post-exilic temple,' the second 
and third places being occupied by BAKBUKKIAH and 
Abda (see OBADIAH, 9) respectively. By a conven- 
tional fiction each is traced back to one of the three 
chiefs of the Davidic singers (see ETHAN, 2, etc.; cp 
GENEALOGIES, 5 7 [ii.]), though an attempt seems to have 
been made to incorporate two of them at least with the 
b n e  Heman (see 5 ; and cp ABIASAPH). The enumera- 
tion of these three among the door-keepers in Neh. 1225 
(ppO6avrur [KC." mg. suP.L, om. BK*A]) is clearly not 
original, as a comparison of I Ch. 917 Ezra242 Neh. 
7 43 will show. The mention of them ought to precede 
?r. 24 ('111 o m $  OnmNi). A great-grandson of Mattaniah 
is mentioned in Neh. 1 1 2 2  (pa6Oavrou [NC.a'mg.)L]) as 
the overseer of the Levites (see UZZI), and another 
appears among the sons of the priests at the dedication 
of the wall (Neh. 1235 ; see ZECHARIAH, 13. 26). The  
obvious irreconcilableness of the supposed dates of the 
passages in which this famous singer appears (e.g. ,  Neh. 
128, time of Zerubbabel ; Neh. 11 17. time of Nehemiah) 
may warn us of the instability of the post-exilic gene- 
alogies, and of the uncertainty of the name-lists in Ezra- 
Neh. (see GENEALOGIES i., § 7 ; EZRA ii., $5 5 ,  6). 

3. An Asaphite Levite, the great-grandfather of 
Zechariah the father of JAHAZIEL ( z  Ch. 20 14, TOU 

paOOavrou [L], -vO. [R]). The number of links between 
Mattaniah and Zechariah agrees with Neh. 1235 (cp 
z above). This, perhaps, is not accidental, and we may 
suppose that Jahaziel is the name of one of the 
Chronicler's famous contemporaries (see GENEALOGIES 
i., 9 6, and $ 7 [ii. c]). 

4. Another Asaphite Levite, mentioned together with ZECHA- 
PIAH ( z  Ch. 29 13, parOavras [Babl). 

5. One of the b'ne Heman, mentioned together with Bukkiah 
and others (cp Bakbukkiah and see 2 above), I Ch. 254 16 (Irav- 
Oavias [ BJ). 

6, 7, 8, and 9. Names in the list of those with foreign wives 
(EZRA i., 

6. One of the b'ne EIAM (q.m ), Ezra 1026 GaOavca [BN], 
(raOOa. [A])= I Ed. 9 27 MATTHANIAS(~~.~~Y[B],P~BB~YL~~[L]). 

7. One of the b'ne ZATTU (q.u.), Ezra loa7 ( d d a v r a  [Bl, 
@ahaOavrav [ N ] ,  pd3Oam' [AL])=I Esd. 928 OTHONIAS (oOovras 
tB.41, pareavra [Ll). 

[El apaeavsra [ ~ l ,  pa06aura [AL])=I Esd. 9 31, MATHANIAS, 
R d  MATTHANIAS (j3curawaupvs [B], p a d a v r a  [L]). 

9. Oneoftheb'neB~~r(y.v. ,z) ,  Ezra1037(IraOavm [BxI,paO- 
Bavra [AL]) who appears in I1 I Esd. 9 34 in the corrupted form 
of MAYNITANAIMUS, RV MAMNITANEMUS. 

IO. Grandfather of HANAN (q.v.), Neh. 1313 (vaOavra [B], 
e- I N X ] ,  pdOavra [N-I, -LOU [AL]). 

YATTATHA ( M A T T A ~ A  [Ti. WH]), a name in the 
See GENEALOGIES ii., 

MATTATHAH, RV Mattattah (7lgnD, for Mat- 
tithiah ; see NAMES, s 27), b. Hashum, a layman in the list of 
those with foreign wives (EZRA i., S 5 end), Ezra 10 33 ( a 0 a  [BN], 
p d 0 d  [L], -a [A]). In I1 I Esd. 933 the name is MATTHIAS 
[AV], or MATTATHIAS tRV1 &a,TaOras [BA], paiOtas [Ll). 

MATTITHI AH). 

5, end) : viz., 

8. One of tbe bne PAHATH-MOA6 (q.V.), Ezra 10 30 (IraOavra 

S. A. C. 

genealogy of Jesus (Lk. 331). 
s 3. 

MATTATHIAS ( M A T T A ~ I A C  [BKAL]. 6 ;  see 

I. I Esd. 943. See MATTITHIAH, 4. 
2. The father of the Maccabees (I Macc. 2 1-49 14 29). See 

MACCABEES i., 8 3 .  
3. b. Absalom a general who with Judas Chalphi stood by 

Jonathan the MAccahee in the fight against Demetiius ( r  Macc. 
11 70). 

4. b. Simon the Maccabee (I Macc. 16 14). 
5. One of Nicanor's envoys (2 Macc. 14 19, parraberav [A]). 

See SIMON. 

1 In Neh. 12 s pa,yav'a [BN], pa& [A], pc0Oavrac [Ll he is said 
to have been 'over the thanksgiving '(on the reading see CHOIR). 
In Neh. 11 17 RV st les him 'the chief to begin the thanks- 
giving in prayer' (&$ ?$"; nknp.7 e$,). Tl.is, however, 
disregards the strong indications of overgrowth in the iexr. 
niiav (6,Nc.a mg. L) rov&(s) spiings from &n, which is a cor- 
rection of &n. >$an, ' prayer ' is a variant to n5?n, ' song of 
praise.' Substitute therefore for RV 'leader of the song of 
praise' (@w.a w. d p m b s  mi abov ; @L d p p w  7. a;.). See 
Che. JBL 18 z~of: [18991. On the /I I Ch. see HERESH. 
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MATTHEW (GOSPEL) 
can hardly mean by the simple ' i n  the house' (hv r6 
O ~ K I F )  of 9 IO any other than Jesus' own house. It seems 
probable, therefore, that the scene of Mk. 2 15-17 was 
the house of Jesus in Capernaum, and that this nar- 
rative has no connection with the account of Levi's call 
other than the common subject of Jesus' familiarity with 
' tax gatherers ' (mXGvui). 

In the nost-biblical literature Matthew and Levi are sometimes 
distiiigui;hed. 

3. Post-biblical died natural deaths. 

Heracleon, quoted in Clem. Stronz. iv. 9 71, 
says that Matthew, Philip, Thomas, and Levi 

The same distinction 
is found in Orig. c. CeLr. i. 62. Origen says 
that Levi (6 Aeurjc, ed. Koetschau) the 

publican was not of the number of the twelve except in some of 
the copies of the Gospel according to Mark. Since no known 
authorities have the name Levi in Mk.'s list of ADostles. it would 

literatwe. 

seem that Origen read 'James ' for ' Levi ' in 'Mk. 2 ;4 where 
this reading is found in D a b c e ff..(z) gP1. Matthew aAd Levi 
are also distinguished in Ephrem, Ev. Conc. ex#., ed. Mdsinger, 
287, apparently in the Arabic Diatessaron 646 7 9 (cp Hamlyn 
Hill, Eadiest Life, 67, n. 4), and in the Sjr. DidascaZia, ed. 
Lag., 891,  where it is said that Christ appeared 'to Levi and 
then he was seen also by us all'-i.e., by theapostles. Amongst 
modern writers Resch (ParaUeItexte 3szgJ)identifies Matthew 
Levi with Nathanael(cp MATTHIAS),' but on insufficient grounds. 

For the Acts  of Andrew and Matthew (Matthias, pa.) ,  cp 
Lipsins, ApoRv. A#.-gesch. 15468. (Acts  and) Mavtyvdom of 

Matthew have been re-edited by Bonnet in 
Cp 

Harnack, Gesch. AZtchristZ. Lit.  139; Lipsius, 
For the tradition which connects 

4. Literature. Lipsius, Acta Ajost. Apok. 2 216.~62. 

Ajokr.  Ap.-gesch. 2 z ,  108-141. 
Matthew with the first gospel, cp GOSPELS, $1 65, 77. 

W. C. A. 

MATTHEW (GOSPEL). See GOSPELS. 

MATTHIAS. I. (MAeeiac [B*D Ti. Treg. WH], 
M A T ~ I A C  RV, abbrev. from M A T T A ~ I A C ,  M a r e a e i a c ?  
MAeeAeIAc = ;?)ngg, Mattithiah) was elected by 
drawing or casting of lots to supply the place of Judas 
Iscariot (Acts 123-26). Zeller (Contents and Origin ofthe 
Acts of fhe  Apostles, 1168) denies the historical character 
of this narrative on two grounds : ( a )  its assumption 
that the apostles remained a t  Jerusalem ; (6) its connec- 
tion with the account of the Feast of PENTECOST (p .v .  ). 
T h e  latter objection cannot be dealt with here. In 
answer to the first it has sometimes been urged that the 
Galilee of Christ's appearances was not the northern 
province. but a district near Jerusalem. So, recently, 
Zirnmermann, Stud. u. Krit. 1901 447. Resch (ParaZZeel- 
iextc 1381 8 )  has attempted to strengthen this theory by  
supposing that Galilee in the gospel narratives of the 
Resurrection is a transliteration of the Heb. 3$51= 
a€plXwpos. 

Resch appeals to the gospel of Peter brb 'Is ovrahjp K a i  ~ $ 9  
nrpi,+pou, to Tertullian, ApoZ. 21 (Galilream fud;e? regionem), 
to the Acta Piht i ,  and to the tradition of a Galilee near the 
Mount of Olives, which is frequently found in the Itineraria 
T o  the references given by Resch may be added the following 
from the publications of the Pal. Pil. Text Society. Felix 
Fabri, 1482 (Galilee, a village on the Mt. of Olives) ; Saewulf, 19 ; 
Anonyinous PiZpim, 5 I ; Theoderich, 41 ; Fetellus, 4 (Galilee, 
a chapel on Mt. Sion) ; John Poloner, 8, g ; Guide-Book to 
Palestine, 16, 17 (Galilee, a monnt near Jerusalem). John of 
Wiirzburg, 29. Cp also Ztinera HierosoZyynzitana, ed. Geyer 15;. 

T h e  Acta Pilati, however, and these Itineraries are too 
late to he valid as  evidence ; cp  Keim, Jesu von Nazaru, 
ET, 6380. It is unlikely that Tertullian had in mind 
any other Galilee than the northern province. And 
proof is required before it can be admitted that n $ 5 ~  in 
a first-century writing could have any other meaning 
than that of 'Galilee' the northern province. It is 
noticeable that the LXX never translates 5.51 or 35.51 by  
m p L p p o s .  But Zeller's objection is without good ground. 
Even if the author of Acts 1 supposed that the apostles 
remained in Jerusalem, and even if he were wrong in this 
supposition,nevertheless his statement that they were there 
not long after the death of Christ may be true in point 
of fact. T h e  N T  tells 11s nothing further of Matthias. 
Rusehius (HE 112) supposed him to have been one of 
the 'Seventy.' Clement (Sbrom. iv. 635)  says that some 
identified himwith Zacchaeus. In theCZem. h'ecogn. (1 60) 
he is identified with Barnabas (Syr. ed. Lag., Barabbas). 
The Syriac translator of Eusebius four times substitutes 
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Tholmai for Matthias. Amongst modern writers Hilgen- 
feld (NTExt .  Can. 105) identifies him with Nathanael. 

The following were ascribed to Matthias : (a)a gospel, cp Orig. 
Horn. 1 in Luc., Eus. HE3 25 ; (6) napdirrts Clem. Sfrom. 
ii. 9 45 iii. 4 26 vii. 13 82 ; (c) according to Hippol. Phiios. 7 20, 
Basilides and his son Isidore appealed to hiyor Imkpu+oi of 
Matthias. Zahn (Kanon, 2 757 8) identifies all three. Cp 
againat this Harnack (Chronol. 5978). 

The Acts of Andrew a d  Matthias have been edited by 
Bonnet (Acta Ajost. Ajoc. 21, 1898) in Syriac by Wright 
(Apoc. Acts). For the MSS and t rhat ions  cp Harnack, 
Gesch. Altchrist. Lit. 127. Lipsius thinks that Matthias has 
been confused with Matthew; cp A#okr. A&-gmch. ii. 2 258-264. 
In the Greek Acts Matthias journeys to the city of the Cannibals. 
He is there cast &to prison, and Christ promises to send Andrew 
to deliver him. In accordance with this promiie Andrew is 
miraculously brought to the city of the Cannibals. He frees 
Matthias by a miracle and causes him to he removed on a cloud 
to a mountain where Peter was. Andrew, meanwhile, remains 
in the city and is imprisoned and tortured. At length Christ 
appears to him and heals him : and after founding a Christian 
church in the city, he finally leaves it in peace. 

2. I Esd. 933, RV Mattathias. 

MATTITHIAH (il:QnD, and in I Ch. 1521 4;l:nnP 
see MATTAN, MATTANIAH and NAMES, 27# 50, 
and  on vocalisation, § 6 : cp  Mitinti, the name of a king 
of Ashdod : probably of ethnic affinities TChe.1 ; MAT- 

See MATTATHAH. 
W. C. A. 

. .  

T A e l A C  [BNALI). ~ 

I. b. Shallum b. Korah a Levite (I Ch. 9 31 pardrac [Bb. vid.1, 
pads%. 2. An [Ll). Asaphite Levite, a musician, I Ch. 15 I8 21 (rparrdia ; 

p c r r d r a s  [B] ; parra%ra, prsra%rac [id; cp 165 pas%a%bas [L]) 
who appears ainong the sons of Jeduthun in I Ch. 25 3 21 
(E"d%a%ras [L], in v. ZI pareras [AL]). See GENEALOGIES i., 
$ 7 (ii.). 

3. One of the b'ne NEBO (p.v.) Ezra1043 (%apa%ca [BN], 
pa%eaeLae [A], pad.  [L]) ; in I Eid. 9 35,  MAZITIAS (pa<rriac 
[A] <anas [B], pa%%a%ras [Ll). 

4: A priest who was present at the reading of the law by 
Ezra (Neh.84, paT%a%ras [N*], pa80ias [Ll); in I Esd.943, 
MATTATHI AS. 

MATTOCK. I. (1l.Q ma'aZr; Vg. sarcuZum; 
E4 has &porprdpcvov I ospia%<urrai ; Is. 7 z5t) an implement 
used in vineyards; cp fs. 56  (uKa+f i ) .  See AGRICULTURE, 1 3. 

2. nwynn, I S. 13 zxa corresponding with nw?nn in v. zoll 
where EV renders ' sharl.' See SHARE. Tn v. zcd the emended 
text reads 'goad' for 'mattock.' 

3. >m, hdrc6, 2 Ch. 34 6 Kr., so AV ; RV, preferably ' in their 
ruinsroundabout.' Both Kt.andKr. are'mereguess-work'(Ki.). 

MAUL (Y'?p, m2phphif [perhaps better Y'3f3, from 
p, to break], porahov [BNc.aAl poravov [N*]), Prov. 25 I8 EV. 
For cognate synonyms, see BATTLE-AXE, I ; and cp WEAPONS. 

MAUZZIM, GOD OF (P',!pF 338; M ~ W Z E I [ N ]  
[Theod. BAQ], ICXYPA? [87] ; ' Pesh. apparently read 
P'.TD DVTIh, 'strong gods') ,  Dan. 1138 AVmg., the 
name of a god, variously rendered ' God's protectors,' 
' god of munitions ' (AVnLT.), . . . ' forces ' (AV). . . . 
' fortresses ' (RV). Most moderns have taken the refer- 
ence to be to Jupiter Capitolinus (so Gesenius, Lengerke, 
Driver, Marti), in whose honour Antiochus began to 
build a temple in Antioch (Livy, 41 20).  G. Hoffmann 
(&6. einige Phon. Inschri.riften, 29). on the other hand, 
thought of Zeds IIohreds, and Che. (SBOT ' Is.' Heb. 92) 
suggests the easy reading d&eim (o.!na) 'cities.' 
But since md'uzzim means primarily ' refuges ' (cp Sym. 
confup'a) it may be more probable that the true reference 
is to Jupiter Hospes (Edvros) ; cp 2 Macc. 626, and see 
HOSPITALITY, JUP ITE R.~  

Prof. Cheyne points out that the curious rendering 'God's 
proteFtors ' (AVmr.) is explained by Matthew Poole's remark, 
It signifies demons, or gods' protectors, whom the Romans 

would worship with Christ, such as saints and angels. 
A fresh line is taken by E. R. Bevan,]oumaZof HeZi. Stud. 

2026.30 (r9m), who argues that Antiochus Epiphanes assumed 
divine honours and finds in the 'god of Mauzzim' Zeus 
Olympios, with Lhom the king identified himself; cp Eng. Hisf. 
Reu. 1901, pp. 625-639. 

1 See further the comm. of Behrmann, Driver, and Marti, 
ad ioc. 

2 Hi.'ssuggestion 0; l$ '[thegodof] the fortressofthesea,'- 
;.e., the Tyrian Melkart-is worthy of mention if only for the 
circumstance that there are several points of contact between 
this deity and Jupiter Hospes (cp Re(. Sem.P) 376). 
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MAZITIAS MEALS 
MAZITIAS (MAZITIAC [A]), I Esd. 935=Ezra1043 ,  

MATTITHIAH, 3. 
MAZOR (YiYQ), RVmg. 2 K. 1924  IS. 1 9 6  3725 Mic. 

71zt, w e  RV has 'Egypt,' and AV 'besieged places,' 

MAZZALOTH (nh$ ; M a z o y p w e  [BAL]), z K. 

Not 'the signs of the Zodiac,' which are called the pictures 
(nign) of heaven' in Job38 33, but rather those stars and planets 
which were called ' mansions ' (Ass. rrran~altz) of the great gods 

defence, or 'fortified cities. See MIZRAIM, $ I.  

23 5 t .  

(STAKS, s 3 d) .  See hl.4ZZARoTH. 
MAZZAROTH (nh$p ; M a z o y p w e  [BRA]), Job 

Dohm doubtfully explains as 'the signs of the Zodiac,' but this 
has perhaps another designation (see MAZZALOTH). Cheyne 
finds a corruption of Zibanitu-i.e., the Balance, a and fJ Librae 
(see Hommel, ZDIWG 45 597 ; Jensen, Kosmol, 68). Another 
technical term RlZzirim (O'?;? Job 37 gt) may be a corruption of 
Xab. mi&+, 'the northern (star)'-i.e., Tartah (the corrupt 
nifl;? of Job 38 3 6 4 .  See Cheyne, JBL 17 [18981 103&? 

MEADOW. I .  RVREED-GRASS (V78; Gen. 41218). 
See FLAG, 2. 

2. AV PAPER-REEDS (,lily; Is. 197t). See RPED, 2. 

3. Judg. 20 33, RVmg. See MAAREH-GEBA. 

MEAR (TOWER) (7lyQg <T?p), Neh. 31 1239. 

MEAL OFFERING (ntllq), Lev. 6 14, etc. RV. See 

38 321). See STARS, 5 3 d. 

See HAMMEAH. 

SACRIFICE. 

etc. 
MEAL (npp; A A E Y ~ O N  ; f a e n a ) ,  I: ~ . 4 2 2  [L], 

See FOOD, $5 I, 2. 

MEALS 
Meals (8 13). 
Posture (0 3). 
Procedure (0% 4-7). 

Menu dishes etc. ($5 8-10). 
Wine,'enterta'inments (0% 11-13). 
Etiquette (0 14). 

No universally recognised early Hebrew term for 
a meal * seems to have been in use. ' At meal-time' in 
Ruth2 14 (EV) is, literally, ' at  food time ' (Sak nay) ; 
to 'dine'  (Gen. 4316) .  is literally to ' e a t '  (h) ; more 
frequently the word ' bread ' (nF$) is added ( e g ,  Gen. 
4325 Ex. 220). ' Dinner of herbs ' in Prov. 15 17 should 
according to RVmg. and BDB be rather ' a  portion of 
herbs' (Le . ,  a slender meal) ; but Che. (Erp. Times, 
Aug. 1899), pleads for the rendering 'meal.' Post- 
biblical literature, however, uses b u d a h  ("?yp) for 
' meal,' and the word may have been known earlier, its 
root sa'ad (lye) ' to sustain,' being a good OT word 
(see Gen.185 Judg.195). In the N T  E V  speaks of 
dining and dinner' (Mt. 2 2 4  Lk. 1 1 3 7 3  14rz-cp Jn. 
21 12 IS), of supping and supper (Lk. 14 12, etc. ) ; but 
RV gives a more correct rendering in one of these 
passages-' break your fast ' (Jn. 21 12 15, AV ' dine '). 

As to the time of the meals, the principal one was 
postponed to the period just before or after sunset. 
1. Division Thus, in the Gospels, master and servant 
of the day. alike take their meal after they are ' come 

in from the field' (Lk. 1 7 7 8  ; cp Ruth 
37), which, in the seasons of harvest and vintage a t  
least, would hardly be before sundown. In like manner 
the noon-tide heat, which suspends all out-door work, 
suggests a simple meal for the resting labourer (Ruth 
214) .  and not for him alone (cp Joseph's dinner ' a t  
noon,' Gen. 4316). If we add to these the morning 
' snack,' a morsel of bread and some simple relish, with 
which the peasant still breaks his fast, we have the 
ordinary meals of the population of early Palestine. 

In the second Christian century the immemorial custom of 
three meals a day, even on the Sabbath is illustrated by a pro- 
vision of the later Jewish law. On the butbreak of a fire on the 
Sabbath, the Jews were allowed to rescue sufficient provisions 
to furnish three meals (niiiyp WSg prn) if the fire takes place in 
the night seasons of the Sabbath (n$ *$'h); sufficient for fwo 

1 For the corresponding terms in the original, see below, 0 2. 
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meals, if it takes place in the forenoon ; for o m  meal only, if it 
takes place in the afternoon (Sha666th 16 2). The first of the 
three was a slight refreshment, scarcely constituting a meal in 
the pro er sense of the word, to which Kamphausen (in Kiehm 
UWBI" 955a) finds a reference in Prov. 31 15 (in the ' Praise & 
the Virtuous Woman ').I The Talmud calls this the "'?ne n?, 
the 'morning morsel.' It is the B ~ L U T O Y  ~ p o i ' v i v  or early 
breakfast of classical writers; it is referred to in Jn. 21 12 15, 
and nowhere else (see RV). 

The two proper meals of the day (cp Ex. 1612 I K. 
1'161 were taken. the one about noon. the other and -. 
2. The princi- more elaborate of the two, about 

The former is the Greek TL:%, the latter the Greek Geirvov.2 
These were the meals to which guests were generally 
invited (Lk. 1412 ; cp 1137 1416, etc.). To  'eat  no 
bread,' is synonymous with partaking of ,u?jre &~LUTOV 

,U?~TF G ~ i r v o v  (said of Ahab I K. 214=Tos.  Ani. viii. 
1 3 8  ; Niese, § 356). 

( a )  The B ~ L U T W .  I t  is scarcely possible that there 
was .a uniform hour for the dpru~ov ,  despite the odd 
reading of 45 ( I  S .  1 4 2 4 ;  see HONEY, col. 2104, n. 4), 
'aZZ the Zand was breakfasting.' The duties of the 
market (Mk. 7 4 )  and the synagogue had first to be at- 
tended to. There is a Talmudic statement (Shabdufk 
I O U )  that ' the  fourth hour '  (about IO A . M . ) 3  'was the 
meal time of ordinary persons, the fifth hour, of labourers, 
the sixth hour, of the learned.' The  noontide meal a t  
which Joseph entertained his brethren (Gen. 43 1 6 2 5 )  is 
called by the Greek translators (about 250 B . c . )  'break- 
fast ' ; this was also, in their opinion, the meal to which a 
sovereign would invite a guest after the morning service 
a t  the altar of Bethel ( I  K. 1 3 7 ,  @ ' come and breakfast 
with me ' : Heb. ?yo, E V  ' refresh thyself' ; see a b ~ v e ) . ~  

It was to breakfast rather than to dinner (as EV) 
that Jesus was invited by the Pharisee of Lk. 1 1 3 7 8  
In ordinary cases it was a very simple meal ; for field 
labourers, bread dipped in vinegar with a handful of 
parched corn (Ruth 2 14) or ' pottage and bread broken 
into a bowl' (Bel33 ; adds ' a  cruise of wine'), or 
bread with fish, dried or roasted, as relish (Jn. 21913  ; 
cp Tob. 6 6  [6 iBNA],  and see FISH, FOOD). 

( b )  Evening meal.-The principal meal of the day. 
however, was undoubtedly the evening meal (&irrvov), 
which was taken by rich and poor when ' the  burden 
and heat of the day'  were past (cp Judg. 1921 with 
v. 16), that is in the late afternoon, before or just after 
sundown (see above, 5 I). I t  would naturally fall later 
than ' the time of the offering of the evening sacrifice' 
( I  K. 183641 Ps. 1412) ; in NT times this took place 
daily about the ninth hour, which was consequently 
' the hour of prayer ' (Acts 3 I). The Hebrews are re- 
presented as having their chief meal in the evening 
as early as the time of the Exodus (Ex. I ~ I z ) ,  and the 
passover was from the first an evening meal. Josephus 
represents the spies dining with Rahab ' a little before 
sunset '-which was also the royal dinner hour (Ant .  v. 

1 [The words h's iiy? Dp!, 'and she rises while it is night,' 
make the first line of the 1 distich overlong; Bickell may be 
right in omitting them : note Pasek. The sense then becomes 
clear ' Having obtained a good supply of provision, she assigns 
to egch his due amount of food.'] 

2 The renderings ' dinner and ' supper respectively, adopted 
by EV, obscure the relative importance of the two meals, which 
would be better expressed by 'breakfast,'-'lunch' we fear is 
tca modern-and 'dinner' corresponding to the French d&ewnrr 
and dinrv, with 'breakfast' and 'dine,' in place of 'dine' and 
'sup' for the corresponding verbs. Delitzsch, we may add, is 
obliged in his Hebrew N T  (e.g., Lk. 14 I=), to make use of 
the circumlocutions O;??? n?ryp (noontide meal) and 2lp '0 - ... ~ . .I 

(evening meal). 
3 Precisely IO only at the equinoxes, at other times varying 

from about 6.40 to 10.20 A.M. according to the season of the year. 
4 Cp Susanna 7 13 ; also 2 S. 24 15, in @ ('till breakfast time ') 

where Pesh. renders 'till  the sixth hour. Josephus (Vit. 54) 
tells uc that the Jews of his day felt bound to breakfast (6piuTo- 
rrotcLr0ai) at noon on Sabbaths. The practice of the Essenes 
was to work from sunrise till the fifth hour (about 11 A.M.), 
when they repaired after an inteival spent in the bath, to 
breakfast in the cdmmon dininghall (Iamqnjprov)  of the 
brotherhood (Jos. BJii. 8 5). 
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12). The meal (&Zavov, ibid. vi. 4 I )  referred to in 
I S. 913 was late in the afternoon when the maidens 
were fetching water from the village fountain ; it was a 
sacrificial meal (see SACRIFICE). When the meal was 
over it was time to retire to rest ( K O ~ T ~ S  wpa Ant.  Z.C. ; 
cp I S. 925 [@I and Driver’s note), as many instances 
besides this clearly show (Tob. 8 ~ f l  ; Jos. Ant. ii. 6 7 
xiv. 15 IT ; Vit. 44 ; cp Eccl. 5 TZ[II]). The time of the 
first miracle of the loaves and fishes was ‘when the 
evening had come’ (Mt. 1415 ; cp Lk. 9 IZ), and it was 
‘ toward evening’ that Jesus reclined at dinner with the 
two disciples at Emmaus‘ (Lk. 24298 ). 

(u) TubZes.-In the earliest times, the Hebrews, like 
their Bedouin kinsmen, must have sat upon the ground 
3. Posture. a t  meals, as in the idyllic scene, Gen. 

18 13 (so Judg.619, ‘under the oak’ ;  
cp Judith’s attitude, Jud. 1215). This was the custom 
also in the lower ranks of the ancient Egyptians, among 
whom several varieties of the posture were in vogue (see 
illustrations in Wilk. Anc. Eg., 1878, 1419, cp 2 44). 
The Bedouins in some parts first spread on the ground 
a small mat of plaited straw or grass, or a round disc 
of leather ( S U ~ Y U ;  cp WRITING), round the edge of 
which a string has been inserted. By drawing the 
atter, the sufm becomes a bag, like a schoolboy’s 

satchel, to hold the provisions for subsequent meals. 
On the outspread sufr-u is placed a large wooden bowl 
in which the men1 is served ; the guests sit round2 and 
help themselves with the right hand from the steaming 
mess. Now the etymology of the ordinary Hebrew 
word for ‘table’ (sulhan)s shows that it was originally 
identical with the sufru, a fact which throws light on 
the early Hebrew customs at meals. In course of time, 
however, it was found more convenient to raise the 
bowl or bowls in which the food was placed a few 
inches from the ground by means of a stand. 

The stand must have resembled the stand or table composed 
of a tapering shaft about six inches high (Erman, Anc. Eg. 193 
fig. 185) supporting a flat circular top largely used by th; 
Egyptians, since the name of the round leather ‘&%in’ was 
extended to it (for illustrations, see dining scene in Wilkinson 
Zoc. cit.). This circular table, when introduced into Rome fro; 
the East, received the name mompou’iurm (illustr. and reff. in 
Rich’s Rorn. and Gk. Anfiq. s All the tables of the 
ancients strike ns as uncomfortably low (for Jewish tables note 
the table of shewhread on the arch of Titus, which according 
to the measurements in Reland’s plate [De Spoliis Tcmjli, 701 
is twenty inches in height). 

( b )  Syts.-From the time that they came under 
Canaanitish influence the Hebrews appear to have sat 
at meals on chairs or stools (mJEb, EV ‘seat,’ I S. 
20 25) ; probably these differed but little in style from 
those in use in Egypt (see Wilk. op. cit. 1 4 0 8 8 )  and 
Assyria The place of honour in Saul’s time was the 
‘ seat by the wall ’ (l’?? ?iD, I S. 20 25) - i .  e . ,  probably, 
by the wall opposite the entrance (as usually now). 
The  fashion of sitting, however, graduallygave way before 
that of reclining on couches or divans (see BED, 1 5) .  

‘Reclining at meals was apparently not usual among the 
Assyrians (any more than among the Egy tians or the Homeric 
Greeks). In the famous garden scene ?Brit. Mus. Assyrian 
sculptures) Asur-bani-pal reclines on a rich couch . . ., hut this 
is an exceptional luxury. Even his favourite queen is seated on 
a chair of state. Another monument represents four guests 
seated at a table (Bonomi, Ninmeh and its Palaces, 191; 
Ragoain, Story of Assyria, 403f.). Reclining was, however, 
general among more luxurious peoples, such as the Syrians and 

1 Josephus dined after nightfall (Vit. 63), and on one occasion 
was still at table two hours (&pa UUK& GcurCpu, i6id. 44) there- 
after. The Essenes, like the rest of their countrymen, worked 
till evening (&pc SeLhqs), when they dined. At Alexandria 
the Jewish translators are represented as working till the ninth 
hour, after which came relaxation and dinner (Jos. Ant. xii. 2 13 : 
cp the notice as to the dinner hour at the court of Ptolemy 
Philopator, 3 Macc. 5 74). 

2 Heb. 230 in OT = ‘recline at table’ only I S. 1611 
(35: g$, but frequently in later Hebrew in the Hipbil (see Levy, 
s.v.). Hence 2g2, Cant. 112 of the king’s round table (see 
Del. ; RV ‘table’), a?’!?, a feast ; ]‘so?, guests, etc. 

8 From &w, to strip off (the skin); see Levy Neuheb. 
W8rfdr6. s.v., and especially the excursus in Moore’s]&es, rg$ 
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N. Israelites (in Amos’s time- see Am. 312 6 4  and cp Hoff- 
mann ZATW 1883, p. 102 ’and the engraviig in Cesnola, 
Cy&& its Cizk-s, etc., 149): the Persians (Esth. 16 78), and 
probably the Babylonians, on whose luxoriousness see Is. 47 8 
Jer.5139.” 

Reclining has become the usual position a t  meals 
for the writers of the Apocrypha ( ~ ~ u K c Z ~ U ~ ,  I Esd. 410; 
KasaKXlvopar, Jud. 12 15 [also 65 in I S. 16  11, and four 
times in Lk.], d v a a h w ,  Tob. 21 [BK] 7 8  [K], etc). It 
need hardlybesaid that in N T  times thepractice ofrecliu- 
ing at meals (<a’ dyrcGvos GeiaveZv) was universal through- 
out the peoples around the Mediterraneax2 Among the 
Jews, however, as among the Greeks and Romans of 
the best period, it was only the men who reclined ; the 
wives, we may be sure, continued to sit, either on the 
couch ( ~ X l v v )  at the feet of their husbands-Lk. 1039, 
however, is not a case in point-or on chairs or stools 
(cp, again, the relief of &ur-bHni-pal and his queen). 
The children sat on stools beside their parents (Mk. 
728), as represented on various monuments of classical 
antiquity, dependents and slaves either on the ground 
(cp Judith1215) or, as at Rome, on benches (in sub- 
selZiis, M H ,  ~ D D D  mentioned along with couch, chair, 
and table, WZim 23) with a rest ( d ~ y )  at either end 
(ibid. 223). 

The law in later times demanded that even the poorest Jews 
should enjby the luxury df reclining at the festive Passover meal 
(PZsEchim 10 I, cp Columella, De Re Rust. xi. 119). This 
association of reclining with festivity rendered it natural for the 
J,ews on the occasion of a death to overturn their couches and 
slt at meals while in mourning, a practice observed, according to 
Plutarch, by the younger Cato. 

The  women of the family, as has been implied, took 
their meals with the men ( I  S. 1 4 8  Ruth 214 Job14 ; 
cp Ex. 1 2 3 3  [Passover], Dt. 1614 [Succoth]), except 
when strangers or distinguished guests were present 
(see Gen. 1 8 6 3  [Sarah ‘ in the tent ‘1, Judg. 1 9 6 3  [only 
the two men of the party], z S. 1323 Est. 1 g j ? ) . 3  

Let us now follow the course of an imaginary enter- 
tainment in NT times, noting, as we proceed. the 

*. Procedure 

~~~~~~. 
historical dev;lopment -of customs. 
The occasions for merry - makings 
were as numerous as among ourselves 
lsee FAMILY. FEAST. MARRIAGE. 

BIRTHDAY, CIRCUMCISION). . I t  was usual to send 
invitations early ( to  invite is ‘ to call’ ; I S. 9 13 Lk. 
149, etc.) through servants (Mt. 223;  cp Prov. 93). 
On the appointed day, it was not unusual to send a 
messenger (vocutor) with a reminder (Mt. 224 Lk. 1417), 
or even to conduct the guests to the place of entertain- 
meut (Est. 614). This custom still prevails in the East 
(see Plummer s note on Lk. 1418 21). 

Arrived at the host’s residence, the guest is received 
with a kiss (Lk. 745), and probably conducted to the 
anteroom or vestibule of the dining-room (see HOUSE, 
col. 2131). Here the welcome attention of washing the 
guest’s feet-doubly welcome if performed by the host or 
hostess in person (I S. 2541 I Tim. 510 : cp Jn. 134T) 
-and anointing his head (see ANOINTING, J z), is 
offered. Or, if the space of the house is too limited for 

On the lecti aurati or inaurati and 
inargentati of the Romans, see Marquardt Priuatle6en d. 
Rdimw 1301. Were the couches described <n Esther such as 
these? ’ Compare the description in Cant. 3 IO (see PALANQUIN). 

2 The late Heb. term is >D? (in OT, in the sense of s i t t i e  
at table, I S. 16 II), hence >DQ in Cant., a product of the Greek 
period,maywellbectable’asEV(1 12). ThefavouriteNTterms 
are dva&par and raTare?pai, but not the simple verb ; &vu- 
and x a m d i v a p a r ,  dvarrirrro ; cuvav(Ix&pac (oi w v a v a x d p w o c ,  
the guests, Mt. 149, etc. ; cp ol wyraraxe ipauor ,  Jos. Ant .  
xii. 4 9) ; Josephus also supplies rrpolararh~vo, Ant. ,xv. ? 4 ; 
-rhLvopab, vi.41 ‘to take a higher place at table ; UTO- 
xararhivopai, ‘ lo take a lower place, xii. 4 9. c p  Lk. 14 7$, 
and below. 
3 Dan. 5 2 3  cannot be cited for the normal Jewish practice. 
4 On the curious term 8errrw~h4rop, which occurs in the 

interesting section of Codex Bezz after Mt 20 28, see Nestle, 
Text. Cn?. of the Gk. Text  g go^), pp. 217, ~ 5 5 8  

6 We infer this from the well-known aphorism in Pir& K&th 
(423, ed. Taylor). 
6 The custom of washing the feet hac not yet died out in the 

East. See Robinson, BR [18411,3 26 ; Doughty, AY. Des. 2 136. 
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this, the guest is ushered at once into the dining-room. 
‘Ten cubits by ten’ (-@y-sy iig) is given in the Mishna 
(Brida Bath?& 64) as’;he dimensions of an  average 
z‘ridinium (i?)??~), or dining-room, which gives a room 
from 15 to 18 feet square.’ If its owner is inclined to 
follow the Roman fashion, doubtless adopted a t  the 
court of Herod. and, as the above-mentioned loan- 
word shows, already familiar to the people, the room is 
furnished with three very wide couches-each sufficient 
to accomodate three guests reclining full-length a t  right- 
angles to the table-ranged round three sides of a 
square table, the fourth side, towards the door, being 
left free for the service.2 In most Jewish houses, how- 
ever, it must be assumed that there still prevailed the 
Greek custom, aceording to which the couches were much 
narrower, each holding only two guests as a rule, who 
reclined at an acute angle to the small oblong tables. 
Of these one was provided for each couch. If the party 
was small or the room very large, each guest might 
have a couch and table, as a t  the Egyptian court (Jos. 
Ant. xii. 49 : 7 3 v  7rapaKqdrqv ad74 7pcim{au). 

Before the arrival of the guests, their respective 
claims to precedence have been duly weighed by the 
host. The ‘chief places’ (RV for Tpwro~hrufai, Mt. 
236 Mk. 1239  Lk. 1 4 7  2046 ; cp 73v 7rphrqu dvdKhiuiv, 
.4risteas, ed. Wendland, 187) were demanded as a right 
by the priestly aristocracy; but these claims were, in 
the time of Jesus, continually called in question by the 
more democratic Pharisees. If the guests were all of 
the same social status, arranging them was a simple 
matter. Precedence went according to age (a:?! m ~ ,  
Bib6 B a f h r i ,  120 u ) ,  as in Joseph’s entertainment 
(Gen. 4333) .  and at the court of Ptolemy (Aristeas, 
Zoc. cit.). As long as sitting a t  meals was customary, 
the seat of honour (raOh8pa 66fqr, Ecclus. 7 4 )  was a t  
the right hand of the host. But which were the 
7rpw~o~Xmiai (literally, the chief reclining-places) in the 
later period? Putting aside those houses into which 
the IricZinium, with its strict etiquette, had been intro- 
duced, we may suppose that the older custom of 
separate couches and tables, as explained above, was 
still observed. 

I t  was in such a house that Jesus observed how the 
Pharisees ‘chose out the chief seats’ (Lk. 147) which were 
doubtless theplaces at the k a d q f c a c h  couch-i.;., at the end 
provided with the arm-rest ( ~ ~ ~ I C A W T ~ O V  ; fl??l=&virArrov [@I 
or reclinatorikm [Vg.] Cant. 3 IO). To prove this we need 
not refer to the analdgy of the Roman fn’clinium. In a 
Jewish treatise-of somewhat late date, it is true-the question 
IS asked : ‘What is the etiquette of reclin;lng at table’ (TOseftB, 
Bfrikh. 55)?  The znswer runs thus: When there are two 
couches, the most honourable (guest) reclines at the head of the 
first couch (;r$&k? 5W d ~ ?  Zp’Q), and the next to him (in 
rank) on the couch on his right. But when there are three 
couches the most honourable (guest) reclincs at the head of the 
middle ;ouch the next to him (in rank) above him [Le., in the 
correspondin; place on the couch to his left], the third (in rank) 
on the conch to his right.’3 The place of the host was no 
doubt, as in Greece and Rome, close to the principal guest, 
most probably the second place on the centre couch. 

Before leaving this part of our subject, we may refer 
briefly to the much debated question as to the relative 
positions of Jesus and his disciples a t  the Last 
1 According as the cubit is reckoned at eighteen or at twenty- 

one inches. 
2 See arts. Lectus and Triclinium in the Dicts. of Classical 

Antiquities. 
3 This is clear and explicit enough. Nevertheless even good 

scholars (see e g .  Thayer, 5216 W p w T O K h r o k  and Plummer on 
Lk. 14 7) ha“; beeh misled by Edersheim (see /esus the Messiah, 
2 z07x), who unwarrantably (as the present writer thinks) renders 
a!!, in a Talmudic passage (DfrZKh. 466) similar to that above 
quoted, by ‘cushions,’ with the result that on a given couch ‘if 
there are three cushions the third worthiest lies below him who 
has lain down first (at Lis right), so that the chief person is in  
the middle (between the worthiest guest at his left hand, and 
the less worthy one at his right hand.’) By this mistaken 
rendering the r r p w 7 O K A r V h  are wrongly transferred by Eders- 
heim to the middle places on each couch-i.e., from the Locus 
ammus to the locus medius;-or are we meant to infer that the 
three chief guests at a banquet were all accommodated on one 
couch ? 
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Supper. From the narratives in the Gospels and 
from our knowledge of contemporary Jewish practice, 
it may safely be said that the little band reclined in the 
usual way round a single table. On this particular 
occasion they may have occupied four separate couches. 
Jesus and John, we know for certain, reclined on the 
same couch, the former, we can hardly doubt, in the 
place of honour a t  the head of the principal couch- 
perhaps the second from the left, facing the entrance 
to the upper room (dvciytrov,’ Mk. 141s Lk.2212) in 
which they met-with the beloved disciple below him 
on his right (Zv 74 K ~ X T W  700 ‘17~00, Jn. 1323). Judas 
must have been within easy reach of the Master (see 
idid. v. 26), either in the third place on the same couch 
(the second), or in the corresponding place on the couch 
(the first) above.a Peter, finally, must have reclined 
some places below John, on the third or fourth couch, 
from either of which he could easily be seen by John 
(see idid. v. 24). 

The vexed question of precedence settled, the guests 
take their places on the mattress (in Mishna ~ 3 ) , ~ o n  the 
couch assigned to them. These places are indicated 
by the cushions (Ktseth. ?rpouKe+ciXaiov ; see CUSHION. 
BED) on which each leans his left elbow (cp Ezek. 13 18 
6, 7rpouKe+dXaia Cab adv7a dyKirva xeipbr)  leaving the 
right hand and arm free. In the houses of the rich, 
mattress and pillows were covered with silk (Am. 312, 
RV), in those of the poor with leather (,Wi&a 102 KZZ. 
26s). At this stage water was brought for the im- 
portant ceremony of the ‘ washing of hands ’ (n;?; n&). 

This washing of hands ’ must be clearly distinguished 
from ordinary washing (a:??), being, strictly, not a 
5. ,waehing washing a t  all, but an affusion or pour- 

ing of water from a vessel on the hands, 
as is indicated by the usual Hebrew phrase 

just given, which is shortened from o:?:? 5y n ; ~  n9.p: 
(lit. a a lifting up of water upon the hands’).4 

This practice of pouring water on the hands before 
meals is not mentioned in the O T  (but see Tobit, 79,  
text of K )  ; it would be rash on that account to 
regard the ceremony as of late origin, in view of 
its universal observance by the civilised nations of 
antiquity (for Egypt see Erman, 179-181 ; Wilkinson, 
1 425 ; for Greece, the Homeric poemspnssinz; cp a n .  
1705). By the first century of our era the greatest 
importance was attached to its observance, as we see 
from various passages of the N T  (see esp. Mk. 7 1-4), 
especially by the adherents of the Pharisees. It is 
described as a tradition of the elders’ (Z.C., v. 3 )  : in 
other words it was not claimed as a Mosaic institution. 
At least two attempts to justify the practice from the 
Pentateuch, however, are found in the Talmud, one 
authority basing it on Lev. 15 I I  (so Chullin, 105 u), 
another on Lev. 2 0 7  (BP’ikh. 53 6).  

The passage Lev. 20 7 affords a characteristic example of Rab- 
binic exegesis : ‘Sancfzyy yourselves therefore; this is the 
washing of hands before meals ; and be ye hob: this is the 

1 Not necessarily the same as the ‘guest-chamber’ (rb 
xa&bpa), according to Plummer in Loc. 
2 It IS doubtful if Judas’ proxiAity to Jesus can be based on 

Mt. 2623 (6 ;pp.’+as FCT’ CpoG ev &pa i u  74 .rpv@Aiw: cp 
Mk. 14 17 20) since there may have been only one such ‘dish;’ viz., 
that containing the karoseth (see PASSOVER, R. 17). I f  we could 
be sure that there was one ‘ dish for each couch as some suggest, 
then Judas’ position would he decided in favdnr of the first of 
the two alternatives given above. 

3 Perhaps in Is. 21 5, n’gp ;rgp, ‘they spread the mats’ (for 
the grounds ser Che. Intr. Is. 126). [Rut cp OBADIAH (ROOK), 
where this difficult phrase is emended in the light of the theory 
mentioned in Cri f .  Rev. 11 (1901) IS.] 

4 Hence l;avsi<opai, the reading of NB adopted by WH and 
others, is a much more appropriate term for the ceremony than 
j3aWri<opar of TR in Mk. 7 4. The latter corresponds exactly 
to the Heb. s’???, to dip the hands in water, as required in 
certain circumstances before eating. For further details of this 
distinction between ai’p? and Zy??, see Maimonides’ preface 
to the treatise I’iddyim (Surenhusius’ Mishna, vol. vi. p. 480, 
and Meuschen, Nov. Test. e Tahnudc illustr. 239). 
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washing of hands after meals ; for Z am the Lord your God: 
this is the blessing.’ A large part of the Mishna treatise 
YEu’dyinz (hands) is devoted to discussing the minimum quantity 
of water necessary, which was fixed at a quarter I6g (=I+ ‘egg. 
fuls’), the kind of wateradmissible, and other minutiae. Similar 
prescriptions are given in Chi@pi 2 5 ; ‘ Before partaking of 
common food (]$il), the tithe and the tsriimah, water must be 
poured (h) over the hands ; before consecratedfood (Wljp, i.e., 
portions of the sacrificial victims) the hands must be dipped 
(52~) in water’ (cp Chullin, ro6a). 

As among the people of classical antiquity and in the 
East at the present day, an attendant made the round 
of the guests with a small ewer and basin, both generally 
of brass (see illust. in Lane’s Mod. Zgyptians), the 
ewer containing water which had been kept from 
possible defilement in large stone jars, the Splar of Jn. 
2 6 3  The hands were held over the basin, and the 
water allowed to run to the wrist ( p ? - i y ,  Y d  23, 
ChuZZ. 106 a ,  6). This, after all, seems the simplest 
interpretation of the words in the second Gospel: 
e‘bv p;I m y p i  vl$wvraL 7 h . s  Xeipas, O ~ K  dutllouutv (Mk. 
7 3  [KB, etc.]).I Originally a single ablution sufficed ; but 
by the end of the second century, the processwas repeated, 
the hands now being held downwards so that the water 
(distinguished as n*$i iy  o:?, or second water, from the 
first water a’!iWjN? P~D) might carry off the defilement 
supposed to be contracted by the water of the first 
washing (for details see Ydd. 21-3  and Edersheim, 
L$e and Times, 2 II f:). The Hebrew termini 
technici just quoted have often, with doubtful propriety, 
been applied to the washing before and after meals 
respectively. A napkin ( n ? ~  mappah, Blycikh. 8 3  : 
p : ~  n!?un, KZZ. 93 2414) was used to dry the hands, 
after which it might be laid on the table (so the schooI of 
Shammai) or on the cushion (so Hillel-see BlniRh. 
Zoc. cit. ). 

The washing of hands after meals, which may be here 
mentior,ed by anticipation, was more a matter of con- 
venience than of ritual to people to whom the use of 
knives and forks was unknown. The description of 
Elisha as the prophet ‘which poured water on the 
hands of Elijah’ (2 K. 311) has in all probability a 
reference to the washing of hands after, if not also 
before, meals. 

In later times, the more fastidious were wont to wash after 
each course regarding which the Talmud holds that while ‘the 
washing of’hands before and after meals is a duty, washing 
during a meal, between one course and another, is a matter of 
choice’ (CkuZC. 105a). There wasanorder of precedence in this 
matter of washing also, the most honoured guest washing first 
(Birrikh. 466). 

The  company having performed the required ablutions 
in due order, the host gives the sign to ‘bring in the 

tables ’ (eiug6pfiv rpardras ; cp aapCBTKe 
qxire{av in the figurative sense of setting 

food), for before the introduction of the fixed table of 
the triclinium, the attendants carried in and placed 
before each couch a low table on which (to use a modern 
expression) the covers were already laid. Such was the 
‘ spread table ’ (pr ie ]&.t) of Ezek. 23  41, l i p  ‘dmk being 
the word used for preparing the domestic table (Is. 21  5 
Ps. 235 Prov. 92), as well as for arranging the sacrifice 
upon the altar, ‘ the table of YAW&’ (Ez. 41 a2 44 16 
Mal. 17 12). 

In the more modest households the meals were served as 
well as prepared, by the women of h e  family(Mt. 8 15 Mk. I;,), 
although exceptions are occasionally found (a  K. 443 Lk. 17 7 ~ 3 .  
In the houses of the rich the waiting (Esth. 6 3 5 [A]) was 
done entirely by men, who ’,ere in most cases no doubt slaves. 
The standing expression in Hebrew is &%?fh (nlg) (ScarovCw, 
nrinirtro), of which the participle mZ&iirifhfm (I K. 105 2 K. 443 
Esth. 1 TO 2 a etc. ; NT G r d ~ o y  [EV ‘servants ’1 Jn. 2 5 9 )  is the 
equivalent of our ‘waiters a word used by AV only in 
Judith13 I as the renderin; of 02 wapeu&ms (but RV ‘them 
that waited’ ;cp ;I r r a p d u a m s  ‘attendance,’ I Macc. 1532). The 

1 The late Professor Delitzsch in his Heb. translation of the 
N T  here employs the words of the Misbna cited above. For 
alternative reading Z W K V ~  [N, etc.], and the interpretation 
generally, see the Commentaries. 
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Hebrew historians (see I K. 10 5 2 Ch. 9 4) have given us a life-like 
picture of Solomon’s table, the king presiding, flanked on either 
hand by ‘the gentlemen of the household ’ on chairs (l’!?? >@b), 
the waiters standing in attendance (1’?7$9 ipm, udurs 
Asr~oupyGv), dressed, like the cupbearers, in the rbyal livery 
(Wla??)?). In later Hebrew a waiter is WpW (BPi-rikh. 7 I Pbrich. 
7 13)’from WQW (x68fh 13), the equivalent of the older ill.$. 

At the stage of the dinner which we have now reached, 
the host, following ancient custom, says ‘grace’ ( n ~ i a  ; 

’ T T :  
.~ 

,. The Blessing. lit. a blessing ’). The first trace of 
a ‘ grace before meat ’ is usually de- 

tected in the incident recorded in I S. 913, where the 
people delay partaking of the sacrificial men1 until the 
arrival of Samuel to ‘ bless the sacrifice.’ The  village 
feast here described, however, is not in any sense an 
ordinary domestic meal. The  earliest mention of a 
grace in the ordinary acceptation of the term seems to 
be in the letter of the Pseudo-Aristeas ( ‘ not later than 
200 B.C. ; Schiirer), in which is given an account of the 
reception by Ptolemy Philadelphus of the Jewish scholars 
professedly sent to translate the Hebrew Scriptures for 
his library. 

At the royal table one of the delegates Elisha by name a 
priest was requested to say grace (wdrr juau8ar K ~ T W X & ,  
Aristias, ed. Wendland, 184, cp Jos. Ant. xii. 2 11) which he did 
standing. In  the Gospels the blessing or thanksghng before a 
meal has the repeated sanction of Jesus (f4hoyCo Mt.2626 
Mk. 8 7 Lk. 9 16 ; r4Xaprmi ‘m Aft. 15 36 26 27 Mk. 86 Lk. 22 17 
etc.), as in Acts2735 it has that of Paul (cp I Tim. 43J). Of 
the contemporary Essenes, we are informed by Josephus that ‘a 
priest says grace (apoKaTaJXerai)  before meat, and it is unlawful 
for any one to taste food before grace’ (rrpiv 6 s  &x+c Bjii. 8 5). 

For the practice of saying grace after meat, which 
later Judaism finds enjoined in Dt. 810 (‘when thou 
hast eaten and art full, then shalt thou bless Yahw& 
thy God for the good land which he hath given thee‘), 
we have no biblical evidence. From this fact, and from 
the stress laid by Josephus (Zoc. ci2. ) on the fact that the 
pious Essenes offered prayers both before and after 
meat, we gather that a second grace was not yet 
customary in the first century. By the end of the 
second, however, as the treatise Bfycikhcth (blessings) 
clearly proves, a grace, not only before and after a meal 
but also at various stages of it, had become the rule in 
orthodox households. 

A considerable part (chaps. 6-8) of the treatise BimZh8th is de- 
voted to discussing the various forms ofgrace appropriate to wine 
and different kinds of food such as bread fruit etc. and at  what 
pojnts in the progress of d e  meal the various dlessiAgs should be 
said. Among the more noteworthy injunctions are the following : -‘ To say grace is incumbent on women, slaves and children ’ all 
of whom were exempted from wearing the phylacteriesand from 
certain other religious duties (Birrikh. 2 3). ‘ If several people 
sit at table, each says grace for himself, but if they recZine one 
says grace for all’ (66). ‘Whoso has eaten and has forgotten to 
say grace, must, the school of Shammai maintains, return to his 
place and say grace; but the school of Hillel holds that be may 
say grace in the place where be remembers [the omission] (8 7). ‘ Amen is to be said after an Israelite has said grace (cp I Cor. 
1416), hut not after a non-Israelite, unless one has heard the 
whole blessing’ (8s). As specimens of these early graces it 
mnst suffice to quote those to be said over bread and dine 
respectively. Over the former the ‘blessing’ runs-‘ Blessed 
art Thou, 0 Lord our God, King of the Universe, who bringest 
forth bread from the earth’ ; over the latter-< Blessed, etc. 
(these words being common to all the blessings), who createst 
the fruit of the vine’ (cp Mt. 2629 and parall.). To these may 
be added this specimen of a grace after meat-‘Blessed be the 
Lord our God the God of Israel, the God of hosts enthroned 
upon the Cherubim, for the food which we have eateh ‘ (7 3). 

An entertainment such as that now being described 
consisted among the Jews, as among their Gentile con- *. lYIenu. temporaries, of two parts, the Gfkvov  or 

dinner, at which wine was taken sparingly 
or not at all, and the following a banquet’ miiteh 

n, from and ‘ to drink.’=uup?rbuttov) which was 
chiefly devoted to the pleasures of the wine-cup.l This 
twofold division corresponds to the ‘ first ’ and ‘ second 
tables ’ of classical antiquity. The  ‘ first table,’ to which 
we now proceed, consisted of various courses according 
to the wealth and inclination of the host, who, on week- 

1 ‘Banquet ’ in older English writers has still this more 
limited application, see OxJ E n ~ 2 .  Dicf.,’s.v. 
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days but not on the Sabbath, might have drawn up for 
him a list of dishes (cp ypappaTibtov, menu-card, Athen. 
233) ,  as well as of his guests (see Shabb. 232). The 
dinner of the Essenes, according to Josephus, consisted 
of a single course (6.$ 2 d s  6Gduparos) ; hut that of the 
average middle-class household probably consisted of 
two or three. The first course, corresponding in the 
main to the gustaliu of the Romans, was composed of 
light, appetising dishes of the nature of hors-d'euvre.' 
Xmong these were salted fish (see FISH, 7) without 
bread, eggs boiled or beaten with oil (Shabb. 8 5 ) ,  pre- 
served vegetables of all sorts, olives, and piquant sauce 
or vinegar into which the ' morsel of bread ' might be 
dipped, etc. Appetisers like the caper (see CAPER- 
B E R R Y )  were for special occasions or special needs. 

On this followed the deipnon (cenu) in the narrower 
sense of the word, consisting of a varying number of 
courses of vegetables, fish, fowl, and flesh, as described 
in detail in the general articles FOOD, FISH, FOWL. 
The more substantial conrses were varied, on great 
occasions, by a number of side-dishes or entrCes, for 
which various names are found in later Jewish literature. 
Wine was handed round ' in the course of the meal' 
( f i~p Jin? Blrikh. 66). 

The  dishes in which the viands were served-the 
& y i p  ->? or 'vessels for the service (of the table)' of 

9. The Plate. the Mishna-naturally varied according 
to the wealth and social position of the 

household, vessels of earthenware and wood predomin- 
ating in the houses of the poor, of brass, silver, etc., and 
even gold (see below) in the houses of the rich. The 
small size of the ancient table, however, did not allow of 
the same display of ' plate ' (Judith 12 I), as is customary 
in modern times. Thus, of the Greek table it has been 
said, ' the name ?rfva.$ (besides signifying ' tray ') is also 
given to the plates (see below), which, with the bread 
baskets and the small vessels to hold seasoning and 
hors-d'ceuvre, compose the whole table service ' (Darem- 
berg et Saglio, Did. des Anfig., S.V. Caena,' 1275a), a 
statement confirmed by many representations on Greek 
vases and elsewhere. Bread, which formed a con- 
spicuous feature of every meal, was served in shallow 
wicker baskets ($p OT and Mishnapassim--e.g., Gen. 
4016-18; n?;, 5~ KiZ. 23, o*?&D Shabb. 163 d KavoGv); 
cp BASKETS. In ancient times a similar basket of closely 
plaited grass, reeds, or straw was even used to serve 
meat in (Judg. 619). and such trays are still common in 
the East (Palgrave, Cent. Arab. 1 5 2 8 .  Landberg, 
Pruv. 62). One of the most frequently mentioned of 
table dishes is the Rt'rirrih (AV dish' ; ' charger ' in 
Nu. 7 13 where mention is made of silver ' chargers' of 
130 shekels weight; d generally T ~ u ~ X ~ O V ;  cp also 
Ecclus. 3414 Jos. Ant. iii. 8 IO). This is ' the dish ' 
mentioned in the accounts of the Last Supper (Mt. 2623 
Mk. 1420). I t  must have been a round, deep dish not 
unlike the catinunza of the Romans, by which Vg. 
renders in Mk. 1420. In the Mishna we very frequently 
find associated with the k8drrih a dish termed tum@y 
(ynnm,  Shabb. 3 5  N2d. 44 etc.), which appears to have 
been round like the ke'drrih but much shallower. This 
we infer from the fact that, when made of metal, the 
fam&iy was capable of being used as a mirror (KiZ. 30 2). 

It may, therefore, be identified with the &a(, the 

1 This course might, accordingly, he reckoned as purely hors- 
d'ceuvre, i.e., as preliminary to the proper meal (cp n m 9  
PI?? '&W, lit. a side dish before the meal, B&Zkh.65), and 
offered 'to the guests even before they reclined at table, 
accompanied by a cup of wine. These being handed round as 
the guests were still seated in the 'vestibule' or in the dining- 
room itself, grace (as we have just seen) was at this stage said 
by each guest individually, as distinguished from the common 
blessing when all bad reclined. See the GlmZrS in Babylonian 
and Terusalem Talmuds to the above Mishna. 

2 For illustrations of the dishes mentioned in this paragraph 
see the Latin words in italics in Rich's Did. of Gk. and Roman 
A nfiguifies. 
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' charger ' of Mt. 148 II Mk. 625 28 (see under t a n r  in 
Rich). The  Tivat is also the platter' of Lk. 1139,  
for which the parallel passage Mt. 2325 has ?rapo+ls 
(AV also ' platter ' ; Vg. paru$sis)-originally a four- 
cornered dish for entrkes, as the etymology shows, but 
later a name for table dishes in general. It may be 
that tambziy is a later name for the older faZ fdha fh  
(CRUSE, 3),  the 'd ish '  into which the sluggard thrusts 
his hand but is too lazy to bring it again to his mouth 
(Prov. 1924 RV, 2615 2 K. 21 13). In the Mishna we 
also find an interesting variety of the same dish ('me! 
lii!~: Kef .  l61) ,  evidently a large wooden tray with 
various compartments ( a  sort of compotier, Levy) 
in which several viands could be served a t  once. 
These 'service-vessels,' as we have seen, were of very 
varied material, only the rich and high-placed, like 
Holofernes, having a service of ' plate ' (d dpyup&paTa, 
Jud. 12 I 15 TI AV ; but RV silver vessels '). Wealthy 
monarchs like Solomon and Ahasuerus may really 
have had all their plate of gold ( I  K. 1021 z Ch. 9 20 
Esth. 1 7 ) .  A service of gold plate (xpuuhpa~a  K R ~  

GtaKoviav-a hendiadys. ' golden vessels to be served in ' 
as AV) was sent by the young King Antiochus VI. to 
Jonathan the Asmonzan ( I  Macc. 1158). Wealthy 
Romans were fond of displaying their plate on a species 
of sideboard known as abacus [see illust. in Rich]; 
something very similar is intended by the K U X ~ K ~ O Y  (EV 
' cupboard ') in or on which Jonathan's successor Simon 
displayed his gold and silver vessels,' to the admiration 
of the Syrian envoy (I Macc. 1532). Such, too, was 
' the KUXIKWV of thirty talents' weight,' presented by 
Ptolemy Philadelphus to Eleazar, according to Aristeas 
(Wendl. 320).~ 

Knives and forks were used chiefly in the kitchen 
and for carving (see KNIFE, COOKING UTENSILS, 5). 

Cutlery. The former, however, were also used for 
peeling fruit, as we see from the dramatic 

incident of Herods attempted suicide recorded by 
Josephus (Ant .  xvii. 7, BJ i. 33 7 paxalprov). ' Spoons ' is 
hardlyacorrectrenderinginEx. 2529etc. ;  ALTAR, $10. 

The real spoon ( t u m i d ,  mn) is first mentioned in post- 
biblical literature, but even then, like the cochZear of the 
Romans, chiefly in connection with medicine. I t  might 
be of metal (K i f .  17x2). glass ( d i d .  302). or bone 
(Shubb. 86).3 Even among the most civilised nations 
of antiquity, as in Eastern lands to this day, it was the 
universal custom to eat with the fingers without the aid of 
their modern substitutes, the first two fingers and the 
thumb of the right hand being used for this purpose (see 
reff. above, The  ' broth ' of 
Judg. 619 Is. 654, sauces, and the like, were eaten by 
dipping in them a piece of bread, the ' sop ' ( q w p f o v )  
of Jn. 13,z68 (cp Ruth214). Each guest had his 
' portion ( n : ~ ,  I S. 141:  923) or ' mess ' (n@p, Gen. 
4334 pepfs La], z S. 118 dpurs [@"*] ; cp Lk..104z the 
' good part or portion) placed before him by the attend- 
ants, a guest whom the host wished specially to honour 
being helped to some special delicacy, as in Saul's case 
(I S. 923 -by Josephus called ~ c p l s  paurXrK4. Ant. 
vi. 41), or receiving a more ample portion than the 
others (Gen. 43 34 I S. 1 5  : read ' double portion ' as 
AVmg.). Portions' might also be sent, as a further 
token of honour, to the house of the recipient (2 S. 1 1 8  ; 
cp Neh. 8 12). 

At the close of the deipnon proper came the second 
washing of hands (see above), after which-if we may 
lI. spposium~ judge from contemporary usage else- 

where-' the first tables' were re- 
moved ( a l p ~ r u ,  ~ K + & ~ P E L Y  Tpashtas : Plut. Symp. 84). 
This custom, however, cannot have been universal 

1 Quadrangulum et quadrilaterum vas; Isidor, quoted by 
Marquardt, PriuafZe6cn d. Rcmer, 635. 
2 This, rather than a goblet (Becher in Wendland's translation 

in Kautzsch, Pseudepi,..), is suggested by the weight given. 
3 In Yaddyinz 46 hones are said to be unclean, 'so that no 

one may make the bones of his father or his mother intospoons' ! 

5 ,  also close of article). 
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among the Jews, for according to the Mishna it was 
often the practice to wash the tables with a sponge 
(Shabb. 21 3 ,  cp Od. 1 III), at the same time that the 
crumbs ($ixia. Mt. 1527)  which had fallen 'between 
the couches' were swept up (BPrdkh. 84, BZ+i27). 
In the former case the ' second tables ' were brought 
in, and the attendants proceeded to place on them the 
dessert, consisting for the most part of some of the 
many varieties of fruit, fresh or preserved, for which 
Syria has been at all times famous (see FRUIT). Over 
the fruit was said an appropriate blessing: 'Blessed 
art Thou, etc. who createst the fruit of the tree' 
(Blrdkh. 61).  Whether the fruit was sent to table in 

baskets of silver' (Prov. 2511 RV) is doubtful. See 
BASKETS. 

Various designations for this part of the entertainment are 
found in the Talmud. One of these. ND'191~). is merelv a * .  :I 

naturalised form of the Greek word for dessert, rpayjpaTa, 
while another, @ p m ,  by its etymology (probably ;ai ~Gpou ,  
ad cornrnissationem ; cp rcGpoc EV ' revelling ' I Pet. 4 3 Rom. 
13 13 Gal. 5 2 1 )  indicates that dessert formed'the transition to 
the secend main division of the entertainment, the mist& or 
symposium. 

Before the symposium proper began, however, the 
guests anointed afresh, wine and ointments being natur- 
ally associated. With ointment is also associated incense 
(npp P r o v . 2 7 ~  Ezek. 2341), and in later times a 
special kind of incense or aromatic spice, known as 
v p w a s  laid upon charcoal and handed round after 
the meal (BZ:E 2 7). A special blessing vias even said 
over it by the orthodox (Btr6kh. 64). With it the 
guests perfumed their clothes (Ps. 45 8 [g] Cant. 36) and 
probably their beards as well (see Lane, Mod. Eg. 
chap. 8, with illustr., Palgrave, East. and Cent. Arab. 
26). Nor, we may be sure, was it only among the 
Jews of Alexandria that the summons of the author of 
the Wisdom of Solomon found a ready response ; ' Let 
us fill ourselves with costly wine and perfumes; and 
let no Rower of spring pass us b y ;  Let us crown 
ourselves with rosebuds before they be withered ' (Wisd. 
2 7 J  RV). 

Although the Hebrews may not have had the same fondness, 
amounting to a passion, for flowers, that characterised their 
Egyptian contemporaries (Wilk. 1426-9 with illust., Erman, 
ig3J, z55), the custom of wearing flowers either as chaplets 
(Is. 28 18) or otherwise at their banquets was one, as we see, 
of considerable antiquity. The crown (r&avor) which it was 
usual to award to the successful symposiarch (Ecclus. 82 I$) 
was P b a b l y  no more than a special garland of flowers. $y 
the rst century the custom in question had spread under 
Hellenistic influence to the common soldiers in the army . 
Ant. xix. 9 11, um#mvo6p(.voL rai pvpr<6psvor ; cp C H A P L E T  

Although there is evidence (see above, 5 8) that wine 
was not denied to the guests during the first part of the 
entertainment, still the Jews, like the Greeks, regarded 
the second part as the proper period for enjoying . the 
fruit of the vine.' It was usual to appoint one of the 
guests to be ' ruler [or governor] of the feast ' (QYO~~EYOS 
Ecclus. 351 [AV 3211 ; probably also Lk. 2226) whose 
duty it was to take measures for the conduct of the 
feast, as arbiter bibendi to regulate the manner and 
quantity of the drinking, and to enforce penalties in 
the case of any breach of etiquette. There has been 
much discussion among the learned as to whether the 
dpxiTppltAivor of Jn. 28 f: is to be identified with the 
symposiarch in the sense indicated by Ben-Sira, or 
with the functionary, generally a slave, known as the 
~ p ~ ~ ~ i v i & p ~ ? p  or head waiter who arranged the tables 
and couches and superintended the service generally. 
The distinction between the ruler and the ' servants ' 
in v. g and the tone of equality which characterises 
the remarks of v. IO seem to decide for the former 
alternative. 

In the palaces of royalty, however, we find a special 
set of attendants who brought the wine to table-the 
p p f ~  (oivo;yboi) or ' cupbearers ' ( I  K. 10 5 AVmg.), 

1 The second of the above alternatives ( ~ ~ L K ~ L V L + X ~ F )  is sug- 
gested by the ' steward ' of RVms 
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)ver whom was set the ' chief butler ' (see CUPBEARER). 
4t an Egyptian banquet, according to Wilkinson. 
while the men had male attendants, the women were 
waited upon by females, a custom which the Greek 
translators of Ecclesiastes evidently considered as 
Jbtaining a t  the court of Solomon (Eccl.28 o l u o ~ ~ o v  
Kal o l u o ~ 6 a r ) .  

The Jews of the Greek and Roman periods certainly 
$rank their wine mixed (see Bel 33 in 6, z Macc. 1539, 

BPrdkh. 75). It must, however, be left 
la;:::. Of an open question whether this practice 

was custoniary in earlier times, since the 
biblical references to mdsak, ' mingling ' (spa,  Is. 5 z z  

Prov. 9 z 5) are rather to be understood of the addition 
of aromatic herbs (but see Prov. 92 a). The use of 
hot water, also, is proved both by the mention of the 
heating apparatus ( p n t ~ )  in Plsdchim 713, and by the 
express testimony of Ma'ijZrcith 44. 

From the scanty biblical data and from Assyrian and 
Egyptian analogies we may presume that the drinking- 
vessels of the Hebrews had different shapes, some 
being shallow, others deep. T o  the former class-the 
kcis (oip)-belong such cups as are held by AZur-bani- 
pal and his queen in the famous garden-scene relief. 
Larger than the kcis was the mizra8 ( p ? ! ~ ) ,  as we may 
infer from its being used to catch the blood of the 
sacrificial victims. Large bowls were used by the 
Assyrians, and also, no doubt, by the Hebrews, for 
mixing wine with pounded aromatic herbs. Out of 
these bowls (the o y ' x  of Jer. 355) the drinking-vessels 
appear to have been filled ( i . e . ,  not, as the Greek 
custom required, by means of a kyathus). See also 
BASON, BOWL, CUP. FLAGON. 

We have no means of knowing the drinking code by 
which, under the presidency of the 'ruler of the feast,' 
a Jewish symposium was regulated. As our earliest 
evidence of this officer does not go beyond zoo B.C. (see 
above, 5 II), the laws by which he ruled were probably 
modelled on those of the Greeks (for which see art. 
' symposium ' in Smith's, and ' commissatio ' in Darem- 
berg and Saglio's Dicts.). The existence of such a 
code as we refer to among the Jews of the Greek period 
is further confirmed by the statement in Est. 18, the 
true meaning of which undoubtedly is (see 6, Vg.) 
that on this occasion the code was relaxed and the 
drinking proceeded ' according to every man's pleasure. ' 
The same freedom characterises the picture drawn by 
Josephus of the Jewish soldiers toasting each other 
when celebrating by a debauch the death of Herod 
Agrippa (Ant. xix. 91). I t  was customary for the host 
to drink to the health of his guests ( H ~ H ~ U E ~ Y ,  6th 
7Gu H ~ O H ~ U E ~ W ,  Aristeas, ed. Wendland, 235, 261, 

No banquet such as we have had in view through- 
out would have been complete, if it did not provide 

274). 

13. Ente~ain- some higher form of entertainment 
than the mere emptying of wine-cups. 
Music, in particular, from the earliest merits. 

times, was a never-failing akompaniment of the social 
feast. Thus Amos (65$, see DAVID, 5 13, n. 3) and 
Isaiah ( 5  12) upbraid their contemporaries for thew lux- 
urious feasts, of which music was an element. David, 
according to z S. 19 35 [36], had already a choir of ' sing- 
ing men and singing women,' an institution which a 
late Hebrew writer represents as also flourishing at the 
court of Solomon (Eccl. 28). Not much later, in all 
probability, is the testimony of Ben Sira (Ecclus. 32 [35) 
3-6 ; note the enthusiastic eulogy of a ' concert of music, 
dyrcpipa pouuiKGv). With music, as a matter of 
course, went dancing, which was performed by the 
attendants (see DANCE), and since 'a  feast is made 
for laughter' (Eccl. 101g), we find, as vie might expect, 
riddles and conundrums propounded, such as that 

1 [nriwr m w  is probably a corrupt repetition of niiwi ~ " I w .  
Cp ECCLESIASTES, $ z,  n.--T. K. c.1 
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given by Samson (Jude. 1 4 1 z f i ) , ~  and those with which 
the l‘almud abounds. T o  these varied forms of enter- 
tainment nere probably added feats of agility, and 
jugglers’ tricks, similar to those in which the Egyptians 
delighted (see illustr. Wilk. 2 5 3 3 ,  Erman, 248f.), the 
whole being comprised under the general name c i ~ p b ~ p  
(ECC~US. 32 [35]4), a term as comprehensive as the 
Eastern fantasia of to-day (see ‘ Acroama ’ in Daremb. 
et Saglio). An ideal philosopher’s banquet rather than 
a picture from real life has been sketched for us in great 
detail by the Pseudo-Aristeas, whose famous letter is 
now (1901) accessible to all in the editions of Wendland 
(Ari.rtee ad PhiZocratem episfula, 1900, translated in 
Kantzsch’s Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen, vol. ii. ) 
an’d Thackeray (in Swete’s Zntrod. to the O T  in Gk., 

This article may fitly be brought to a close with some 
remarks on what mav he termed the manners of the 

1900, PP. 4998). 

’ 

14. Etiquette. tableY2 in addition to what has been 
alreadv said on certain Doints of 

MEDEBA 
to pick his teeth withal’ [l’$ yk”] ; cp T&&i i6. 3 18, 

etiquette in connection with the ‘chief seats,’ etc. I t  
is hardly necessary to advert, even in a sentence, to the 
well-known ~ ~ K ~ ~ T E L U  (Ecclus. 1830 in title 6) of the 
Hebrews with regard to the pleasures of the table. I t  
is not merely that they condemn such excesses as aroused 
the indignation of an Amos (41 6 4 3 )  or an Isaiah 
(5  IZ 28 1-8) ; we find throughout a wise moderation as 
regards eating and drinking recommended both by 
precept (Prov. 2320,f) and by example (cp the justifi- 
able pride of Josephus in his countrymen’s uwq5poa6vq ; 
c. Ap. 2 23 32, and Pseudo-Aristeas, 223). Where ex- 
ceptions are mentioned, as Gen. 9 20 $ I K. 20 16 &, 
they are ‘ for warning and reproof.’ W e  would rather 
call attention, as above indicated, to sentiments on a 
minor key, so to say, like those of Koheleth on eating 
‘ in  due season’ (Eccl.l016f:), and to such sound 
advice as that of Prov. 231 f: The chief authority, 
however, on the ‘ minor morals ’ of the dinner table is 
Ben Sira, the author of the two Zori cbssici Ecclus. 
3112-18 323-12. In the latter passage the theme is 
mainly the etiquette of conversation at dinner (see vv. 
347-9) .  in the former the reader is warned against 
greediness and unseemly haste a t  table (31 14 RV ; cp 
m. 12 16). H e  is further recommended not to be over- 
scrupulous as to his diet (v. 16 ; cp Lk. 108). There 
is also sage advice regarding moderation in eating : 
’ Be first to leave off for manners’ sake,’ etc. (v. 17, cp 
v. 20 in praise of ‘moderate eating,’ also 3211), and in 
drinking : ‘Wine is as good as life to a man, if thou 
drink it in its measure’ (n. 27 ; for the converse, see 
v. zgf:). I t  is pleasant to find (see Ecclus. 3121 in 
RV compared with AV) that Ben Sira does not stamp 
with his approval the habit of the later Romans, by 
which their capacity for the pleasures of the table was 
increased. The  emetic mentioned in the Mishna 
(Shab6. 226) is purely medicinal. 

We have already seen that good manners required all 
food to he eaten with the right hand ; this is still one of 
the strictest laws of etiquette in the East. It was a 
difficult task to teach the young Greek how to use his 
fingers properly at meals, ‘ to  touch salt fish with one 
finger, fresh fish, bread, meat with two, etc.’ (Mahaffy, 
Th Greek WorZd, etc., 325, basing on Plutarch) ; it 
was no doubt equally difficult in the case of the young 
Jew. 

As a curious trifle under this head it may be mentioned that 
the Jewish doctors did no; disdain to legislate on the subject of 
toothpicks (see BZ.6 46, a man may lift up a splinter of wood 

~~ 

1 On riddles at  feasts Moore refers to Bochart, Hieroz. 3 382x, 
ed. Roseurntiller. CD also SDruch. Snrichwort.’ in Hambureer. . , -  - ,  
ReaZemcycL 2. 

2 Two tractqes, entirely devoted to etiquette, DPrek ’Ares 
and Dkrek ‘Eres Zzitd are now generally included ;A 
editions of the Bib. TalA. (see extracts given by Edersheim, 
Lzye and Times etc. 2 zog-IO). The latter treatise has been 
separately edited’and translated into German by Tawrogi, 63 
PP., 1835. 

Jet. 
Sitabb. 8 end, 11 c). 

Finally the privacy of an eastern house is in some 
respects greater (e.g.,  as regards the women’s apart- 
ments), in others much less than that of a western ; 
hence, as we see from more than one incident in the 
life of Jesus (e .g . ,  Lk. T37), a stranger might enter 
unbidden even while a meal was in progress. If it 
were desired to add the late comer to the party, and the 
couches were full, he might be accommodated with a 
chair or stool (cp the incident related in Jos. Vil. 44). 

A. R. S. K. 
MEAN1 (MANE! [B]), RV MAANI, I Esd.531= 

Ezra 250, MEUNIM (g). 
MEARAH (;lUJg, ‘cave’), a corrupt word-more 

strictly u-mf‘dr‘dh (3WJ) in Josh. 134 ,  probably to be 
corrected into ‘from Zarephath.’ 

The word must contain the preposition n = p  ‘from,’ and the 
name of some Sidonian city, the initial 1 being a mere accretion. 
e read, or conjectured, ‘from Gaza ’ (3:pg) ; but Gaza was a 
southern city (&ab yicqs [L], or ~ V U V T ~ O V  y.15.l~ [Bl; A om. 
yicqs). Buhl and Steuernagel, improving a poor suggestion of 
Dillmann’s, propose 3 R l p ,  ‘from Mearah’; but no such place 
as Mearah is known. Bennett (SBOT) suggests lilEa, ‘from 
Arvad,’ which is plausible (see ARVAD). But though Arvad 
was colonised from Sidon, it wyld  hardly have been described 
as ‘belonging to the Zidonians. The right reading seems to the 
present writer to be nmrn, ‘from Zarephath.’ Cp I K. 17 g ‘ to 
Zarephath which belongs to Zidon’ ; even if ‘Zidon’ here is in- 
correct, a Sidonian Zarephath is presupposed by the phrase. 
Cp ZAREPHATH. T. K. C. 

MEASURE (”D, etc.), z K. 71 etc. See WEIGHTS 

MEAT (?I$%, Gen. 1zgf. etc. ; IirQ. Gen. 45 23. 

MEAT OFFERING (;lNp), Lev. 6 14 etc. AV. See 

MEBUNNAI (r?? ; a more plausible vocalisation 
See 

MECHEBATHITE (’np?), I Ch. 1136, probably a 

MECONAH (7l$p), Neh. 1128 RV, AV MEKONAH 

MEDABA (MHAABA [ANV]), I Macc. 936. See 

MEDAD (?;’Q), Nu. 11z6f. 

AND MEASURES. 

RV ‘victual ’). See FOOD. 

SACRIFICE. 

is I!??, ir GY ulOv [BA]), a corrupt reading in z S. 23 27. 
SIBBECAI. 

false reading for MAACATHITE 6.v.) .  See also ELIPHELET, 2. 

(4.v. 1. 
MEDEBA. 

See ELDAD. 

MEDAN (I?? ; MAAAN [ADEL]), a son of Abraham 
by Keturah, and brother of Midian. Gen. 252 (MAAAIM 
[AI, MAAM [A?]). I Ch. 132  (MAAIAM [Bl, MAAAIM 
mil. 
L > I  

Whether it is worth while to compare the name of the WSdy 
Medan near the ruined city Dedan (Wetntein, in Del. JeSaiaP) 
663) or the name of a Yemenite god MadZn (Osiander : Mar& 
liouth in Hastings, OB), may be doubted. ‘BWedanit88’ (so 
EVw., o,j-,~) occurs in Gen. 37 36, but should certainly be cor- 
rected to n * y l ~  as in n. 28 (cp @). 

MEDE (’TQ), Dan. 11 I etc., MEDES (’lg), z K. 176 
etc. See PERSIA. 

MEDEBA (N?7W. Moab. N3f i lD [MI,  1. 81, 5 15. 
’ water of rest ’ ?). 

Nu. 21 30 Mod [BAFL] ; Josh. 139, 6a~6npav [B], p a d .  
[Bath], padapa @ sup. ras. Aa) [AI, p d a p a  [Ll; Josh. 1316 
ps8apa [Ll, BA om. ; I Ch. 19 7 padapa [Bl, Bad. [HI, TOU p96. 
[AI, pq6. [Ll ; Is. 15 2, T ~ S  pmOLB(e)rdos [BNAQF] or omit?; 
I Macc. 9 36, pqSapa [ANV] ; Meda6u: Pesh. usually trans- 
literates [ N ~ ~ N D ] ,  but reads i ~ i n  ‘desert’ in Nu. [ N 1 1 1 d ,  myf~  ‘ west’ in Josh. 13 g [ ~ ~ l y n ] ,  N - J ~  ib. v. 16. MI, I. 3 is perhaps 
to be vocalised N X ~ ? ? .  

A city on the tableland (miF5~) of MOAB, S. of 
Heshbon (Josh. 139 16) ; according to Nu. 21 30 (if the 
text is correct) a city of the Amorites. Although the 
whole tableland - Medeba to Dibon-is assigned to 
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