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Volume 13
JEREZ DE LA FRONTERA to LIBERTY STATUE OF

EREZ DE LA FRONTERA (formerly XERES),

a town of southern Spain, in the province of Cadiz,

near the right bank of the river Guadalete, and on the

Seville-Cadiz railway, about 7 mi. from the Atlantic

coast. ‘Pop. (1940), 65,166 (mun., 89,525). Jerez is

built in the midst of a fertile plain. It has been vari-

ously identified with the Roman Municipium Seriense;

with Asido, perhaps the original of the Moorish Sher-

_ish; and with Hasta Regia, a name which may survive in the des-

ignation of La Mesa de Asta, a neighbouring hill. Jerez was taken

from the Moors by Ferdinand IIT of Castile .(1217-1252); but

it was twice recaptured before Alphonso X finally occupied it in

1264. Towards the close of the 14th century it received the title

de la Frontera, i.e., “of the frontier,” common to several towns on

the Moorish border. Characteristic features of Jerez are the

bodegas, or wine-lodges, for the manufacture and storage of sherry,

and the vineyards. The old English word skerris is the 16th century

pronunciation of the name Jerez. Few towns of southern Spain dis-

play greater commercial activity than Jerez. During the civil war

of 1936-39, it fell into the control of Gen. Francisco Franco’s
insurgents shortly after the outbreak of hostilities. .

JEREZ DE LOS CABALLEROS, a town of south-western
Spain, in the province of Badajoz, situated on two heights over-
looking the river Ardila, a tributary of the Guadiana, 12 mi. E. of
the Portuguese frontier. Pop. (1940) 12,486 (mun., 16,154). The
town is said to have been founded by Alphonso IX of Leon in
1229;in 1232 his son St. Ferdinand gave it to the knights templar.
Hence the name Jerez de los Caballeros, “Jerez of the knights.”
Vasco Nufiez de Balboa, discoverer of the Pacific, was born here.
The old town is surrounded by a Moorish wall with six gates; the
newer portion is well built, and planted with orange and other
fruit trees.

JERICHO, an ancient town of importance in the Dead sea
valley, 5 mi. N. of the Dead sea. According to the account given
in Joshua it was the first Canaanite city to be attacked by the
Israelites. The view has recently been put forward, based on the
excavations, that Jericho was destroyed in the 14th century B.C.
and that it was already a heap of ruins in the time of Joshua.
Its refortification was due to Hiel, a man of Bethel (1 Ki. xvi. 34),
and is depicted later as the headquarters of a prophetic school

(2 Ki. ii.). Elisha cured the poisonous waters of its spring, now
known as ‘din es-Sultan. It was at Jericho that the Babylonians
scattered Zedekiah’s army (2 Ki. xxv.) and brought to an end
the kingdom of Judah. In the New Testament Jericho comes
to mind in the stories of blind Bartimeus, the publican Zacchaeus
of small stature, and the good Samaritan. Bacchides and Aristo-
bulus took it and Pompey encamped here on his way to Jerusalem.
Herod and Vespasian severally caused panic among the inhabit-
ants and flight at their approach. Herod made it his winter resi-
dence, built a palace, baths, theatre and a fortress, and in Jericho
he died. The city changed its site several times. The mound of
Tell es-Sultan, excavated by Sellin 1go7-o09, covers the site of
the Canaanite city. The Roman, Herodian and Crusaders cities
were on different sites.

Modern.—FEr-Riha, the site of the Crusaders’ city, lies 825 ft.
below sea-level; pop. about 1,000 (9oo Muslims). Under settled
government it shows signs of prosperity. It has a Russian hospice,
Greek church; Latin chapel and several hotels. It is a popular
resort for British officials and the richer Arabs of Jerusalem.
Palms, oranges, bananas, figs, etc., grow and ripen early.

See C. F. Lehmann-Haupt, “Jericho,” Klio. 14 (1914) 264; C Wat—
zinger, “Jericho: Die Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen” (z. D.M.G.
(1926), 131 seq., W. J. Phythian-Adams, “Israelite Tradition and the
Date of Joshua,” Pal. Expl. Fund Quart. Stat. (1927) 34 seq. (E. Ro.)

JERITZA, MARIA (1888- ), soprano, born at Brno,
Moravia, made her début at Olmiitz in 1gog, and sang for the
Vienna Volkso[)er and then appeared at the Imperial Opera House,
Vienna, 1912, where she sang until she went to the United States.
Her American début was made at the Metropolitan Opera House
in 1921 as Marietta in Die fote Stadt by Erich Korngold. There
she repeated her Viennese successes. Her most notable réles

‘| have been in La Tosca, Di¢ tote Stadt, Tannhiuser, Fedora,

Thais, Der Rosenkavalier and Turandot, in which last of Puccini’s
operas she sang at the first New York production Nov. 16, 1926.
Her autobiography, Sunshine and Music, appeared in 1924.

JERKIN; a short close-fitting jacket, made usually of leather,
and without sleeves, the typical male upper garment of the 16th
and 17th centuries. In architecture the term “jerkin-roofed” is
applied to a form of gable end, the gable being cut off half way up
the roof and sloping back like a “hipped roof” to the edge.



2 '~ JEROBOAM—JEROME

JEROBOAM is the name, in the Bible, of two kings of north-
ern Israel.

1. Son of Nebat (1oth century B.C.). A corvée overseer under
Solomon, who incurred the suspicion of the king as an instrument
of the popular democratic and prophetic parties. He fled to
Egypt, but was recalled by the northern tribes on the refusal of
Rehoboam, son of Solomon, to accept the constitutional terms
offered to him at his accession. To counteract the political in-
fluence of the sanctuary of the house of David at Jerusalem, he
established (or perhaps, rather, especially favoured) the bull-
cults of Bethel and Dan, a step which the later historian re-
garded as responsible for all the religious failings and political dis-
asters of the north. The inevitable war between Jeroboam and
Rehoboam seems to have gone at first in favour of the South, but
the power of Judah was permanently checked by an Egyptian
invasion under Sheshonk, who captured a number of cities in
Palestine (not including Jerusalem) and exacted an enormous
tribute from Rehoboam. '

2. Son of Joash (8th century B.c.). The last of the great kings
of Israel, after whose death the country fell into confusion and
ultimate servitude. Aided, perhaps, by Assyrian pressure from
the east, he brought to an end the long struggle between Syria
and Israel, and definitely established the superiority of the latter
over Damascus. The record in 1 Kings xiv. 23 states that
his kingdom extended from the borders of Hamath on the
Orontes to the Dead Sea, and it seems clear that he recovered
territory in Transjordania, which had long been in the hands of
Damascus. Two cities in that district are apparently mentioned
in Am. vi. 13—Ashtoreth-Karnaim and Lodebar—as having been
recently captured in 760. The reign of Jeroboam II. saw the
greatest success and outward prosperity which Israel had known
since the days of Solomon, though the social conditions depicted
by Amos meant a national rottenness that could only end in
disaster. ’ (T.H.R)

JEROME, ST. (HieroNvmus, in full EUSEBIUS SoPHRO-

N1us HiEroNyMUS) (¢. 340-420), was born at Stridon (modern
Stridova), a town on the border of Dalmatia, destroyed by the
Goths in AD. 377. Jerome appears to have been born about 340;
his parents were Christians, orthodox though living among people
mostly Arians and wealthy. He was at first educated at home,
Bonosus, a life-long friend, sharing his youthful studies, and was
afterwards sent to Rome. Donatus taught him grammar and ex-
plained the Latin poets. Victorinus taught him rhetoric. He
attended the law-courts, and listened to the Roman advocates
pleading in the Forum. He went to the schools of philosophy, and
heard lectures on Plato, Diogenes, Clitomachus and Carneades;
the conjunction of names shows how philosophy had become a
dead tradition. His Sundays were spent in the catacombs in dis-
covering graves of the martyrs and deciphering inscriptions. Pope
Liberius baptized him in 360.
- Jerome returned to Stridon, a scholar, with a scholar’s tastes
and cravings for knowledge. From Stridon he went to Aquileia,
where he made friends among the monks of the large monastery,
notably Rufinus. From Aquileia he went to Gaul (366-370). He
stayed some time at Treves studying and observing, and then re-
turned to Stridon, and from Stridon to Aquileia. He settled down
to literary work in Aquileia (370-373) and composed there his
first original tract, De muliere septies percussa, in the form of a
letter to his friend Innocentius. Some dispute caused him to
leave Aquileia suddenly; and with a few companions, Innocentius,
Evagrius, and Heliodorus being among them, he started for a
long tour in the East. The epistle to Rufinus (3rd in Vallarsi’s
enumeration) tells us that they passed Thrace, visiting Athens,
Bithynia, Galatia, Pontus, Cappadocia and Cilicia, to Antioch.
At Antioch the party remained some time.

Innocentius died of a fever, and Jerome was dangerously ill.
This illness induced a spiritual change, and he resolved to re-
nounce whatever kept him back from God. His greatest tempta-
tion was the study of the literature of pagan Rome. In a dream
Christ reproached him with caring more to be a Ciceronian than a
Christian. He disliked the uncouth style of the Scriptures. “O
Lord,” he prayed, “thou knowest that whenever I have and study

secular mss. I deny thee,” and he made a resolve henceforth to
devote his scholarship to the Holy Scripture. “David was to be
henceforth his Simonides, Pindar and Alcaeus, his Flaccus, Catul-
lus and Severus.” Fortified by these resolves he betook himself to
a hermit life in the wastes of Chalcis, S.E. from Antioch (373—
379). Chalcis was the Thebaid of Syria. Jerome discovered and
copied mss., and began to study Hebrew. There also he wrote the
life of St. Paul of Thebes. Just then the Meletian schism, which
arose over the relation of the orthodox to Arian bishops and to .
those baptized by Arians, distressed the church at Antioch (see
MELETIUS OF ANTIOCH), and Jerome joined the fray. He was
guided by the practice of Rome and the West; having discovered
what was the Western practice, he set tongue and pen to work with
his usual bitterness (Altercatio luciferiani et orthodoxi). )

At Antioch in 379 he was ordained presbyter. From there he
went to Constantinople, where he met Gregory of Nazianzus, and
with his aid tried to perfect himself in Greek. His studies resulted
in the translation of the Chronicon of Eusebius, with a continua-
tion' of twenty-eight homilies of Origen on Jeremiah and Ezekiel,
and of nine homilies of Origen on the visions of Isaiah.

In 381 Meletius died, and Pope Damasus interfered in the
dispute at Antioch. Jerome was called to Rome in 382, and was
made secretary during the investigation.. Damasus saw how his
vast scholarship might be made of use to the church. Damasus
suggested to him to revise the “Old Latin” translation of the
Bible; and to this task he henceforth devoted his great abilities.
At Rome were published the Gospels (with a dedication to Pope
Damasus, an explanatory introduction, and the canons of Euse-
bius), the rest of the New Testament and the version of the
Psalms from the Septuagint known as the Psalterium romanum,
which was followed (c. 388) by the Psalterium gallicanum, based
on the Hexaplar Greek text. Jerome was a zealous defender of
that monastic life which was beginning to take such a large place
in the church of the 4th century, and he found enthusiastic
disciples among the Roman ladies. A number of widows and
maidens met together in the house of Marcella to study the Scrip-
tures with him; he taught them Hebrew, and preached the virtues
of the celibate life. His arguments.and exhortations may be
gathered from many of his epistles and from his tract Adversus
Helvidium, in which he defends the perpetual virginity of Mary
against Helvidius, who: maintained that she bore children  to
Joseph. His influence over these ladies alarmed their relatives
and -excited the suspicions of the regular priesthood and of the
populace, but while Pope Damasus lived Jerome remained secure.

Damasus died in 384, and was succeeded by Siricius, who did
not show much friendship for Jerome. He found it expedient to
leave Rome, and set out for the East in 385. His letters (espe-
cially Ep. 45) are full of outcries against his enemies and of in-
dignant protestations that he had done nothing unbecoming a
Christian, that he had taken no money, nor gifts great nor small,
that he had no delight in silken attire, sparkling gems or gold
ornaments, that no matron moved him unless by penitence and
fasting, etc. His route is given in the third book /»# Rufinum; he
went by Rhegium and Cyprus, where he was entertained by Bishop
Epiphanius, to Antioch. There he was joined by two wealthy
Roman ladies, Paula, a widow, and Eustochium, her daughter,
one of Jerome’s Hebrew students. They came accompanied by a
band of Roman maidens vowed to live a celibate life in a nunnery
in Palestine. Accompanied by these ladies Jerome made the tour
of Palestine.

From Palestine Jerome and his companions went to Egypt,
remaining some time in Alexandria, and they visited the convents
of the Nitrian desert. When they returned to Palestine they all
settled at Bethlehem, where Paula built four monasteries, three for
nuns and one for monks. She was at the head of the nunneries until
her death in 404, when Eustochium succeeded her; Jerome pre-
sided over the fourth monastery. Here he did most of his literary
work and, throwing aside his unfinished plan of a translation
from Origen’s Hexaplar text, translated the Old Testament directly
from the Hebrew, with the aid of Jewish scholars. He mentions
a rabbi from Lydda, a rabbi from Tiberias, and above all Rabbi

1Cf. Schoene’s critical edition (Berlin, 1866, 1875).
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Ben Anina, who came to him by night secretly for fear of the
Jews. Jerome makes the synagogue responsible for the accuracy
of his version: “Let him who would challenge aught in this trans-
lation,” he says, “ask the Jews.” The result of all this labour
was the Latin translation of the Scriptures, which afterwards be-
came the Vulgate or authorized version; but the Vulgate as we
have it now suffered a good deal from changes made under. the
influence of the older translations; the text became very corrupt
during the middle ages, and in particular all the Apocrypha, except
Tobit and Judith, which Jerome translated from the Chaldee,
were added from the older versions. . (See BiBLe: O. T. Versions.)
" Earlier in life Jerome had a great admiration for Origen, and
translated many of his works, and this lasted after he had settled
at Bethlehem, for in 389 he translated Origen’s homilies on Luke;

but he came to change his opinion and wrote violently against two
admirers of the great Alexandrian scholar, John, bishop of Jeru-
salem, and hisown former friend Rufinus., At Bethlehem also he
found time to finish Didymi de spiritu sancto liber, a translation
begun at Rome at the request of Pope Damasus, to denounce the
revival of Gnostic heresies by Jovinianus and Vlgxlantlus (Adv.
Jovinianum Iib. II. and Contra Vzgzlantmm liber), and to repeat
his admiration of the hermit life in his Vita S. Hilarionis eremitae,
in his Vita Malchi monachi captivi, in his translations of the Rule
of St. Pachomius (the Benedict of Egypt),-and in his S. Packomii
et S. Theodorici epistolae et verba mystica. He also wrote at
Bethlehem De wviris illustribus sive de scriptoribus ecclesiasticis, a

. church history in biographies, ending with the life of the author;

De nominibus Hebraicis, compiled from Philo and Origen; and
De situ et nominibus locorum Hebraicorum.? At Bethlehem, too,
he wrote Quaestiones Hebraicae on Genesis,*and a series of com-
mentaries on Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Damel the Twelve Minor
Prophets, Matthew and the Eplstles of St. Paul. About 394
Jerome came to know Augustine, for whom he held a high regard.
He engaged in the Pelagian controversy with more than even his
usual bitterness (Dialogi comtra pelagianos); and his opponents
forced him to flee and to remain in concealment for nearly two
years. He returned to Bethlehem in 418 and after a lingering
illness died on Sept. 30, 420.

Jerome ‘‘is one of the few Fathers to whom the title of Saint
appears to have been given in recognition of services rendered to
the Church rather than for eminent sanctity. He is the great
Christian scholar of his age, rather than the profound theologian
or the wise guide of souls.” His great work was the Vulgate, but
his achievements in other fields' would have sufficed to distinguish
him. His commentaries are valuable because of his knowledge of
Greek and Hebrew, his varied interests, and his comparative free-
dom from allegory. To him we owe the distinction between canon-
ical and apocryphal writings; in the Prologus Galeatus prefixed to
his version of Samuel and Kings, he says that the church reads
the Apocrypha “for the edification of the people, not for con-
firming the authority of ecclesiastical doctrines.” He was a pio-
neer in the fields of patrology and of biblical archaeology. In

controversy he was too fond of mingling personal abuse with legit-

imate argument, and this weakness mars his letters, which were
held in high admiration in the early middle ages, and are valuable
for their history of the man and his times.

Editions of the complete works: Erasmus (g vols., Basle, 1516—20) H
Mar. Victorius, bishop of Rieti. (9 vols., Rome, 1565—-72) F. Calixtus
and A. Tribbechovius (12 vols., Frankfort and Leipzig, 1684—'90); J.
Martianay (5 vols., incomplete Benedictine ed., Paris, 1693-1706) ; D.
Vallarsi (11 vols.,, Verona, 1734—42), the best; Migne, Patrol. Ser. Lat.
(xxii —xx1x) The De viris illust. was edited by Herding in 1879. A
selection is given in translation by W. H. Fremantle, “Select Library of
Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers,” 2nd series, vol. vi. (New York, 1893).
Biographies are prefixed to most of the above editions. See also hves by
F. Z. Collombet (Paris and Lyons, 1844) ; O. Zockler (Gotha, 1865) ;
E. L. Cutts (London, 1878) ; C. Martin (London, 1838) ; P. Largent
(Paris, 1898) ; F. W. Farrar, Lives of the Fatkery, ii. 150297 (Edin-
burgh, 1889). Additional literature 1s cited in Hauck-Herzog’s Real-
encyk. filr prot. Theol. viii. 42.

2Compare the critical edition of these two works in Lagarde’s
Onomastica sacra (Gotting. 1870).

3See Lagarde’s edition- appended. to hlS Gmeszs Graere (Leipzig,
1868).

- particularly among - the 2younger students. ¥
* Jerome proceeded to Poland—it is said on the invitation of King
-Ladislaus.

JEROME, JEROME KLAPKA (1859-1927), English

.author, was born on May 2; 1859. He was educated at Maryle-

bone Grammar School, and was by turns clerk, schoolmaster and
actor, before he settled down to journalism. He made his reputa-
tion as a humorist in 1889 with /dle Thoughts of an Idle Fellow
and Three Men in a Boat. He was co-editor (1892-97) of the
Idler with Robert Barr, and editor (1893-97) of To-Day. A
one-act play of his, Barbara, was produced at the Globe theatre
in 1886, and was followed by others, but his greatest success was
scored with The Passing of the Third Floor Back (1g9o7), with
Forbes-Robertson in the principal réle. He died on June 14, 1927.
See his My Life and Times (1926).

JEROME, city in the copper and gold-mining district of Yava-
pai county, Arlzona U.S.A,, near the Verde river, go mi. N. of

_Phoenix. It is served by the Verde Tunnel and Smelter railroad

(freight), connecting at Clarkdale (6.5 mi. E.) with the Santa Fe.
The population was 4,932 in 1930, and had decreased to 2,295 by
1940..-Copper production in'the county in 1939, most of it from
the Jerome district, amounted to 76,406,260 lbs. The city was
incorporated in 1899.

JEROME OF PRAGUE (d. 1416), an early Bohemian
church—,reformer and friend of John Hus. Jerome is stated to
have belonged to a noble Bohemian family and to have been a
few years younger than Hus. After beginning his studies at the
University of Prague, Jerome proceeded to Oxford in 1398. There
he became greatly impressed by the Writings of Wycliffe, of whose
Dialogus and Trialogus he made copies. He soon proceeded to
the University of Paris and.afterwards continued his studies at
Cologne and Heidelberg, returning to Prague in 1407. In 1403 he
is stated to have undertaken a journey to Jerusalem. At Paris his
advocacy of the views of Wycliffe brought him into conflict with’
John Gerson, chancellor of the university. In Prague Jerome gave
offence by exhibiting a portrait of Wycliffe in his room. Jerome
became a friend of Hus, and took part in all the controversies of
the university. When in 1408 a French embassy to King Wence-
slaus of Bohemia proposed that the papal schism should be termi-
nated by -the refusal of the temporal authorities further to
recognize either of the rival popes, Wenceslaus summoned the
members of the university. The re-organization of the university
was also discussed, and as Wenceslaus for a time favoured the
Germans, Hus and Jerome, as leaders of the Bohemians, were
threatened with death by fire should they oppose the king’s will.

In 1410 Jerome went to Buda, where King Sigismund of Hun-
gary resided, and, though a layman, preached before the king
denouncing strongly the rapacity and immorality of the clergy.
Sigismund shortly afterwards received a letter from the archbishop
of Prague accusing Jerome. He was imprisoned for a short time.
Appearing at Vienna, he was again brought before the ecclesiastical
authorities. He was accused of spreading Wycliffe’s doctrines, and
his general conduct at Oxford, Paris, Cologne; Prague and Ofen
was censured. - Jerome vowed that he would not leave Vienna till
he had.cleared himself from the accusation:of heresy. He then
secretly left Vienna, declaring that this promise had been forced

“on him. He went first to V6ttau in Moravia, and then to Prague.

In 1412 the representatives of Pope Gregory XII. offered indul-
gences for sale at Prague, the object being to raise money for the
pope’s campaign against King Ladislaus of Naples. At a meeting
of the members of the university both Hus and Jerome spoke

‘strongly against the sale of indulgences. The fiery eloquence of

Jerome obtained for him greater success even than that of Hus,
Shortly “afterwards

He again met with opposition from the Roman
Church.

During his stay in northern Europe Jerome received the news
that Hus had been summoned to appear before the council of
Constance. He wrote to his friend advising him to do so and
adding that he would also proceed there to afford him assistance.
Contrary to the advice of Hus he arrived at Constance on April
4, 1415. Advised to fly immediately to Bohemia, he succeeded in -
reaching Hirschau, only 25 m. from the Bohemian frontier. He
was here arrested and brought back in chains to Constance, where
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he was examined by judges appointed by the council. His courage
failed him in prison and, to regain his freedom, he renounced the
doctrines of Wycliffe and Hus. He declared that Hus had been
justly executed and stated in a letter addressed on Aug. 12, 1415
to Lacek, lord of Kravaf—the only literary document of Jerome
that has been preserved—that “the dead man (Hus) had written
many false and harmful things.” Full confidence was not placed
in Jerome’s recantation. He claimed to be heard at a general meet-
ing of the council, and this was granted to him. He now again
maintained all the theories which he had formerly advocated, and,
after a trial that lasted only one day, he was condemned to be
burnt as a heretic. The sentence was immediately carried out on
May 30, 1416, and he met his death with fortitude.

See all works dealing with Hus; and indeed all histories of Bohemia
contain detailed accounts of the career of Jerome. The Lives of John

Wicliffe, Lord Cobham, John Huss, Jerome of Prague and Ziika by
William Gilpin (1765) still has a certain value.

JERROLD, DOUGLAS WILLIAM (1803-1857), English
dramatist and man of letters, was born in London on Jan. 3, 1803.
His father, Samuel Jerrold, actor, was at that time lessee of the
little theatre of Wilsby near Cranbrook in Kent, but in 1807 he
removed to Sheerness. Dec. 1813 the son joined the guardship
“Namur,” and served as midshipman until the peace of 1815.
He saw nothing of the war save a number of wounded soldiers
from Waterloo; but till his dying day there lingered traces of his
early passion for the sea. The pedce of 1815 ruined Samuel
Jerrold; there was no more prize money. On Jan. 1, 1816, he
removed with his family to London, where the ex-midshipman
began the world again as a printer’s apprentice, and in 1819
became a compositor in the printing-office of the Sunday Monitor.

Jerrold soon began to write for the press, and then for the
stage. His first piece was a comedy More Frightened than Hurt
(Sadler’s Wells, 1821), and he was presently engaged by Davidge
at the Coburg theatre to produce dramas and farces at a few
pounds a week. In 1829 he made a resounding success with the
three-act melodrama, Black-eyed Susan (Surrey theatre). He
now achieved a salary of £5 a week as dramatic writer, and was
independent enough to refuse to do adaptations. The Bride of
Ludgate (Dec. 8, 1831) was the first of a number of his plays
produced at Drury Lane. The other patent houses threw their
doors open to him also (the Adelphi had already done so); and
in 1836 Jerrold became co-manager of the Strand theatre with
W. J. Hammond, his brother-in-law. The venture was not suc-
cessful, and the partnership was dissolved. While it lasted Jerrold
wrote his only tragedy, The Painter of Ghent, and himself ap-
peared in the title-r6le. He continued to write sparkling comedies
till 1854, the date of his last piece, T'he Heart of Gold.

Meanwhile he was a contributor to the Monthly Magazine,
Blackwood’s, the New Monthly, and the Athenaeum. To Punch,
the publication which of all others is associated with his name, he
contributed from its second number in 1841 till within a few days
of his death. He founded and edited for some time, though with
indifferent success, the Illuminated Magazine, Jerrold’s Shilling
Magazine, and Douglas Jerrold’s Weekly Newspaper; and under
his editorship Lloyd’s Weekly Newspaper rose from almost non-
entity to a circulation of 182,000. Douglas Jerrold died at his
house, Kilburn Priory, in London, on June 8, 1857.

Among the best known of his numerous works are: Men of Charac-
ter (1838), including “Job Pippin: The man who couldn’t help it,”
and other sketches of the same kind; Cakes and Ale (2 vols., 1842), a
collection of short papers and whimsical stories; some more serious
novels—The Story of a Feather (1844), The Chronicles of Clovernook
(1846), A Man made of Money (1849), and St. Giles and St. James
(1851) ; and various series of papers reprinted from Punch—Punch’s
Letters to his Son (1843), Punch’s Complete Letter-writer (1845), and
the famous Mrs. Caudle’s Curtain Lectures (1846).

See W. B. Jerrold, Life and Remains of Douglas Jerrold (1859) ; and
W. Jerrold, Douglas Jerrold (2 vols.,, 1914). A collected edition of his
writings appeared in 1851-54, and The Works of Douglas Jerrold, with
a memoir by his son, W. B. Jerrold, in 1863-64; but neither is com-
plete. Among the numerous selections from his tales and witticisms are
two edited by his grandson, Walter Jerrold, Bons Mots of Charles
Dickens and Douglas Jerrold (new ed. 1904), and The Essays of Doug-
las Jerrold (1903), illustrated by H. M. Brock. See also The Wit and
Opinions of Douglas Jerrold (1858), ed. W. B. Jerrold.

JERROLD—JERSEY

His eldest son, WiLLiam BLANCHARD JERROLD (1826-1884),
was editor of Lloyd’s Weekly Newspaper from 1857 to 1883.
During the Civil War in America he strongly supported the North,
and several of his leading articles were reprinted and placarded in
New York by the Federal Government. Four of his plays were
successfully produced on the London stage, the popular farce
Cool as a Cucumber (Lyceum, 1851) being the best known.

Among his books are 4 Story of Social Distinction (1848), Life and
Remains .of Douglas Jerrold (1859), Up and Down in the World
(1863)Z The Children of Lutetia (1864), Cent per Cent (1871), At
Home in Paris (1871), The Best of all Good Company (1871-73), Life
of Napoleon II1. (1874), and The Life of George Cruikshank (1882).

JERSEY, EARLS OF. Sir Edward Villiers (c. 1656-1711),
son of Sir Edward Villiers (1620-89), of Richmond, Surrey, was
created Baron Villiers and Viscount Villiers in 1691 and earl of
Jersey in 1697. His grandfather, Sir Edward Villiers (c. 1585~
1626), master of the mint and president of Munster, was half-
brother of George Villiers, 1st duke of Buckingham, and of
Christopher Villiers, 1st earl of Anglesey; his sister was Elizabeth
Villiers, the mistress of William III., and afterwards countess of
Orkney. Villiers was knight-marshal of the royal household in
succession to his father; master of the horse to Queen Mary; and
lord chamberlain to William III. and Queen Anne. In 1696 he
represented his country at the congress of Ryswick; he was am-
bassador at The Hague, and after 1697 in Paris. In 1699 he was
made secretary of state for the southern department, and on three
occasions he was one of the lords justices of England. After his
dismissal from office by Anne in 1704 he was concerned in the
Jacobite schemes. He died on Aug. 25, 1711.

The 2nd ear] was William (c. 1682-1721), son of the above,
an adherent of the exiled house of Stuart. The 3rd earl was the
latter’s son William (d. 1769), who succeeded his kinsman John
Fitzgerald (c. 1692-1766) as 6th Viscount Grandison. The 3rd
earl’s son, George Bussy, the 4th earl (1735-1805), was the
“prince of Maccaronies” at the Court of George III. The 4th
earl’s son, George, sth earl of Jersey (1773-1859), married Sarah
Sophia (1785-1867), daughter of John Fane, roth earl of West-
morland, and granddaughter of Robert Child, the banker. She
inherited her grandfather’s wealth, including his interest in Child’s
bank, and with her husband took the name of Child-Villiers.
Victor Albert George Child-Villiers (b. 1845) succeeded his father
George Augustus (1808-359), as 7th earl of Jersey in 1859. He
was governor of New South Wales in 1890—93. The ninth earl,
grandson of the above, succeeded his father on Dec. 31, 1923.

JERSEY (British), largest of the Channel Islands, is the
southernmost of the more important islands of the group. Its
chief town, St. Helier (in 49° 12’ N., 2° 7/ W.), is only 40 mi.
from St. Malo, Brittany. It is 10 mi. long and 6% mi. broad; area
is 44.87 sq.mi. Pop. (1931), 49,127. German forces occupied the
island after the defeat of France in June 1g94o.

The island is highest (nearly 500 ft.) in the north, where there
is fine cliff scenery, and slopes southward, thereby raising its
temperature. The east, south and west coasts consist of a suc-
cession of large open shallow bays, separated by rocky headlands.
The principal bays are Gréve au Lancons, Gréve de Lecq, St.
John’s and Bouley bays on the north; St. Catherine’s and Grou-
ville bays on the east; St. Clement’s, St. Aubin’s and St. Bre-
lade’s bays on the south; and St. Ouen’s bay, the wide sweep
of which occupies nearly the whole of the west coast. The sea in
many places has encroached on the land, but there are large ac-
cumulations of drift and blown sand on the west coast.

The surface of the country is broken by valleys, the heads of
which are characteristic sites for churches. The soil is generally
loam, but in the west is shallow, light and sandy. The subsoil is
usually gravel. The average annual rainfall is 32.7 in., 4 in. less
than that of Guernsey. Plants indigenous to warm climates flour-
ish in the open. The typical form of settlement is that of sepa-
rate farms with enclosed fields, which, on the introduction ef
root crops in the 17th century, superseded open fields with scat-
tered holdings. Traces of Palaeolithic man have .been found in
Jersey, and there is abundant evidence of his presence in Neo-
lithic and Aeneolithic times. Among its many megalithic monu-
ments, La Hougue Bie is specially noted. Celtic saints have left
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their mark in place names, notably in the fisher-havens of St. Bre-
lade, St. Aubin and St. Helier. St. Aubin became the chief port
of the island, but from the 17th century onwards St. Helier de-
veloped at its expense. Roman remains are.scarce. In addition
to important local fisheries, Jersey helped in the exploitation
of the Newfoundland area, owning a fishing-bank and a fleet.
Industries consequent on this activity were the knitting of “jer-
seys” with wool imported from England, ship-building and fine
furniture-making with tropical woods for inlaying. The fertility
of the soil, long maintained by the use of “Vraic,” or seaweed,
was further increased by the introduction of the parsnip and the
turnip (17th century) which necessitated a deep plough worked
by co-operative effort. This gave rise to social festivals associated
with La Grande Charrue. Agricultural improvement expressed
itself in the 18th century in the building of fine farm houses.
The possibility of winter feeding led to improved stock-raising.
The island is famous for its breed of cows; all others are ex-
" cluded, and early in the 1gth century a public herd book was
instituted. In Jersey 21.6% of the males are agriculturalists.
Owing to climatic advantages, Jersey is able to concentrate on
outdoor, intensive cultivation, especially of potatoes followed by
crops of tomatoes. Glass houses take a secondary place for the
cultivation of grapes, flowers, etc. Orchards have been improved,
and much wall fruit is grown. Communications with England
ordinarily are maintained principally from Southampton and
Weymouth, and there are regular steamship services from St. Malo.
The Jersey Ry. ran from St. Helier through St. Aubin, to Cor-
biére; and the Jersey Eastern Ry. followed the southern and
eastern coasts to Gorey. The former was closed in 1937 and the
_latter in 1929. The island has a network of good roads and a
motor-bus service.

Jersey is under a form of government distinct from that of the
bailiwick of Guernsey. (See CHANNEL IsLanDs.) There are 12
civil parishes, that of St. Helier being the chief town. Pop. (1931)
24,986, excluding visitors. The island’s population nearly doubled
between 1821 and 1891, but thereafter declined a little.

St. Brelade’s church, the oldest in the island, dating from the
11th century, shows some Norman style, St. Helier’s is 14th
century work. Among very early chapels (1oth century or earlier)
are the Chapelle-és-Pécheurs (with 14th century frescoes) at St.
Brelade’s, and the chapel in the manor of Rozel. The castle of
Mont Orgueil, of which: there are remains, is believed to be
on the site of a Roman stronghold, and Grosnez castle is said to
have been built as a refuge, probably in the 14th century.

JERSEY CITY, city, eastern New Jersey, U.S.A., on a penin-
sula between the Hudson river and New York bay on the east
and the Hackensack river and Newark bay on the west, opposite
the lower end of Manhattan island, with which it is connected
by the Hudson river tunnels, the Vehicular tunnel (opened 1927)
and by ferries; the county seat of Hudson county, the second city
of the state in size. It is served by the Baltimore and Ohio, the
Central of New Jersey, the Erie, the Hudson and Manhattan, the
Lehigh Valley and the Pennsylvania railways, and for freight also
by the Lackawanna and the New York Central; and by many
steamship lines which have their terminals either within the city
limits or near by. The population was 298,103 in 1920 and 316,
715 in 1930, of whom 233,574 were native white (73-7%), 70,313
were foreign-born white (22.2%) and 12,575 Negro (4:0%). The
population by the 1940 federal census was 301,173.

The city has an area of 20.2 sq.mi. and a water front of 11 mi.
Bergen hill, a southernly prolongatlon of the Palisades, extends
through it from north to south, rising at the north end to nearly
200 ft. Along the crest runs the fine Hudson County boulevard,
19 mi. long and 100 ft. wide. The eastern water front, and part
of the western, is occupied by manufacturing and shipping, while
the better residential sections are on the hill, which since the
opening of the Hudson tubes in 1qog has been brought close to
the financial district of New York city. A conspicuous feature of
the Hudson river front is the immense electric clock, visible for
many miles, on one of the Colgate-Palmolive-Peet factories. The
dial is 5o ft. across, and the minute-hand (weighing about a ton)
moves thirty-one inches every minute. The public-school system

of Jersey City includes thirty-five elementary, four public high
schools, vocational. and evening schools, a school for crippled
children, and special classes for children who are mentally de-
fective, incorrigible, retarded and anaemic and also for children
defective in sight and in hearing. Children defective in speech are
under the care of a special supervisor. Health examinations as
well as physical education are provided throughout the system.

“There are also 20 parochial and 10 other private schools.

Jersey City has a large foreign and coastwise shipping trade,
but since it is a part of the Port of New York no separate statis-
tics are available. Its manufacturing industries are numerous,
large and highly diversified. Among the leading activities are .
foundry and machine shops, can and container factories, electrical
machinery, bakeries, patent medicines, car and railroad repairs,
chemicals, meat preparations and paints and varnishes. The ag-
gregate output of the factories in 1940 was valued at $263,236,-
322. The assessed valuation of property for 1940 was $603,479,-
ooo. The gross bonded debt in Feb. 1941, was $68,204,176. Since
1913 it has had a commission form of government.

The site of Jersey City was part of the patroonship of Pavonia
granted to Michiel Pauw in 1630. At that time it was a small -
sandy peninsula (an island at high tide) known as Powles
(Paulus) Hook. Settlement began in 1633, and a small agricul-
tural and trading community grew up. In 1764 a new post route
between New York and Philadelphia passed through it, and a di-
rect ferry to New York was established. Early in the American
Revolution, Powles Hook was fortified by the Americans, but they
abandoned it soon after the battle of Long island, and on Sep-
tember 23, 1776, it was occupied by the British. On August 19,
1779, in one of the most brilliant exploits of the war, the British
garrison was taken by Major Henry Lee (‘“Light-Horse Harry”).

In 1804 Powles Hook (117 ac. with perhaps fifteen inhabitants)
was acquired by three enterprising New York lawyers, who laid
it out as a town and formed a corporation for its government. The
town was incorporated in 1820 as the City of Jersey, a part of the
township of Bergen. In 1838 it was reincorporated as a separate
municipality and in 1855 as a city. From time to time the area
was increased by annexations of territory and by filling in the
tidal lands, until the present city is over one hundred ‘times the
size of Powles Hook. The population of Jersey City, which had
grown to 6,856 in 1850, was quadrupled in the following decade
and tripled in the next, reaching 82,546 in 1870. It continued to
increase rapidly until the year 1920, since when the growth has
been slower. )

JERSEY SHORE, a borough of Lycoming county, Pa.,
U.S.A., on the Susquehanna river, 12 mi. W.S.W. of Williamsport.
It is on federal highway 220 and is served by the New York Cen-
tral and the Pennsylvania railways. The population was 6,103 in
1920 (96% native white) and was 5,432 by the federal census in
1940. ‘The borough has railroad shops and other manufacturing
industries. It was settled about 1780 and incorporated in 182s.

JERUSALEM is the seat of the government of Palestine
under the mandate given to Great Britain in July 1922 and the
chief town of its province. Pop. (1939) 129,802.

Certain letters found at Tell-el-Amarna in Egypt, written by
an early ruler of Jerusalem, show that the name existed under
the form Urusalim, i.e., “City of Salim” or “City of Peace,” in
pre-Israelite days. The emperor Hadrian, when he rebuilt the
city, changed the name to Aelia Capltolma The Arabs usually
designate Jerusalem by names expressive of holiness, such as Beit
el Makdis and El Mukaddis or briefly El Kuds, z.e., the Sanctuary.
The city stands on a“rocky plateau consisting of thin beds of
hard siliceous ‘chalk (misse) which overie a thick bed of soft
white limestone (meleke). The plateau projects southwards from
the main line of the Judean hills, at an average altitude of
2,500ft. above the Mediterranean and 3,800ft. above the level of
the Dead sea. On the east the valley of the Kidron separates
this plateau from the ridge of the Mount of Olives, which is 100
to 200ft. higher, while the Wadi Er Rababi bounds Jerusalem on
the west and south, meeting the Valley of Kidron near the lower
Pool of Siloam. Both valleys fall rapidly as they approach their
point of junction. Originally, the plateau was intersected by a
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deep valley, called Tyropoeon by Josephus, which followed a
course first southeast and then west of south, and joined the two
main valleys of Kidron and Er Rababi at Siloam. Another shorter
valley, taking an easterly direction, joined the Tyropoeon; while
a third ravine passed across the northern part of the Haram en-
closure and fell into the valley of the Kidron. The exact form
of these three interior valleys, which had an important influence
on the construction and history of the city, is being gradually re-
vealed by exploration. During the summer months the heat on
the plateau is tempered by a sea-breeze, and there is usually a
sharp fall of temperature at night; but in spring and autumn the
oppressive east and southeast winds blow across the heated de-
pression of the Ghor. A dry season, which lasts from May to
‘October, is followed by a rainy season. Snow falls two years out
of three. The mean annual temperature at Jerusalem is 62.8°, the
maximum 112° and the minimum 25°. The mean monthly tem-
perature is lowest (47.2°) in February and highest (76.3°) in
August. The mean annual rainfall is about 26 inches, the precipi-
tation occurring mostly from November to April.

Many factors have made the traditions of holiness that have
grown around this city. It became important at an early date as
a fortress at the side of the trade-routes that ran from Hebron to
Bethel and Shechem, or branched from the Bethel road to Jericho
and across Jordan, or ran along the western side of the Dead sea.

Melchisedek, the priest king of Jerusalem, held an important

position among his neighbours in the story in Genesis. The city
set on the Judean hills held out for a long time against the

Israelites. When it fell to David it had already a long tradition
of holiness, and the conqueror’s great concern was to build a
temple. Remains of the north wall and tower of the Jebusite
city have been found. To the Jews in exile it became the idealized
city, and on their return it was the capital of their traditions.
After the fall of the city to the Romans its religious meaning led
it to become a glorious memory in the West, and later. rulers
used this to gather enthusiasm to send out armies to capture what

JERUSALEM

was still an important focus of trade. Apart from this political
and military interest the city itself has come to mean less and
less, but around it memories have grown up, in men’s minds,
visions of an ideal city and a perfect order of sociéty.

The Modern City.—Prior to 1858 Jerusalem was wholly con-
fined wi.thin its 16th century walls. After 1858 the modern build-
ing period began with Jewish religious quarters built with the
help of SirvMoses Montefiore, especially Meah-Shearim. Later
on Catholic and Greek Orthodox monasteries and quarters were
added. After World War'I new Jewish quarters, with many buildings
equipped with modern accommodations, were erected, like Rehavia,
Beth Hakerem and Talpioth. Somewhat older are the German and
Greek suburbs near the railway. station on the plain of Rephaim. In
recent times modern Arab quarters have been built at Talbieh and
on the way to the Mount Scopus.

The years after 1920 completely changed the aspects of Jerusalem.
An excellent water supply system. was built which pumps water from
the plains near the seacoast up the steep elevation on which Jerusalem
is built. The ancient water supply, leading from the springs of Birket-
el-‘Arub to Solomon’s Pools, was opened for modern use and a second

| ‘reservoir opened at Lifta. Electric power was introduced and the city

built excellent macadamized motor roads. Great public buildings were
added, among them the residence of the High Commissioner, a museum
of antiquities, built with the help of a grant by John Rockefeller,
and the palatial Y.M.C.A. hostel, also erected with American funds.
Modern principles of town planning were taken into consideration
and a special effort, was made to embellish the barren rocks with trees
and gardens. The Hebrew university on Mount Scopus, near the Mount
of Olives, was formally opened on April 1, 1925. The university pos-
sessed a number of large and representative buildings, among them a
library, the greatest library in the near east. The university devoted
special attention to the study of Jewish and Arabic civilization and
language, and to research in chemistry, microbiology and agriculture,
of immediate importance for the development of the country.

With all its modern buildings Jerusalem kept its aspects of a holy
city. Special care was taken to adjust the new quarters to the character
of the city. The beautiful stone, used in buildings throughout the city,

| helped to unify the impression in spite of the differences between the

broad modern boulevards in the newer sections and:the narrow and
covered streets in the ancient section within the walls. .
Jerusalem is the seat of ecclesiastical authorities of many faiths. It
is the third holy city of Islam, ranking immediately after Mecca and
Medina, and that explains the high esteem of the Mufti of Jerusalem
in the Islamic world. Jerusalem is the residence of the chief rabbis
of the Jewish community, one for the Ashkenasic and one for the

‘| Sefardic branch of Judaism. Among the many Christian dignitaries

there is a Roman Catholic patriarch, a Greek Orthodox patriarch and
an Armenian patriarch. The number of synagogues, churches, monas-
teries and mosques recalls the universal importance of Jerusalem for
western mankind even today, as does the wealth of types of all human
races and creeds intermingling in the crowded thoroughfares of this
ancient city now awakened to new life.

) (X.; H. Ko.)

BisriocrapuY.—Pal. Exp. Fund Publications: Sir C. Warren, Jeru-

4 | salem, Memoir (1884) ; Clermont-Ganneau, Archaeol. Researches (vol.

i., 1899) ; Bliss, Excavns. at Jerusalem (1898) ; Conder, Latin Kingdom
of Jerusalem (1898), and The City of Jerusalem (1909), an historical
survey over 4,000 years; Le Strange, Pal. under the Moslems (1890) ;
Fergusson, Temples of the Jews (1878) ; Hayter Lewis, Holy Places
of Jerusalem (1888); Churches of Constantine at Jerusalem (1891) ;

! | Guthe, “Ausgrabungen in- Jer,” in Zeitschrift d. D. Pal. Vereins

(vol. v.); Tobler, Topographie von Jerusalem (18s4), Dritte Wander-
ung (1859) ; Sepp, Jerusalem und das heilige Land (1873), Rohricht,
Regesta Regni Hierosolymitani; Bibliotheca Geographica Palaestinae
(1890) ; De Vogiié, Le Temple de Jérusalem (1864) ; Sir C. W. Wilson,
Golgotha and the Holy Sepulchre (19o6), publications of the Pal.
‘Pilgrims’ Text Society and of the Société de I'Orient latin; papers in
Quarterly Statements of the P. E. Fund, the Zeitschrift de D. Pal.
Vereins,  Clermont-Ganneau’s Recueil d’archéologie orientale and
Etudes d’arch. orientale, and the Revue Biblique; Baedeker’s Hand-
book to Palestine and Syria (1906) ; Mommert, Die hl. Grabeskirche
zu Jerusalem (1898) ; Golgotha und das hl. Grab zu Jerusalem (19oo) ;
Couret, La Prise de Jérusm. par les Perses, 614 (Orléans, 1896—

| Plans, Ordnance Survey, revised ed.; Ordnance Survey revised by

Dr. Schick in Z.D.P.V. xviii.,, 1895). See also Sir G. A. Smith, Jerusa-
lem, The Topography, Economics and History from the Earliest Times
to 70 AD., 2 Vols. .
: HISTORY

Jerusalem is the product ef human effort, not of geographical
configuration. Her site is not specially distinguished. Some fa-
mous towns seem, from their beginning, to have been designed by
nature for their ultimate purpose. Inevitably, by reason of their
position, they have suggested to their earliest inhabitants the ideal
capital, fortress or port destined to exercise influence and com-
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mand afar. Jerusalem has not attained her importance automat-
ically. She has been assigned a situation that is typical of her
subsequent history, a situation responsive to the hand of man but
needing to be discovered, developed. and adapted to her function
in the world. Jerusalem is the meeting place of east and west;
poised on the watershed between the desert and the sea she has
united them. “Central, but aloof, defensible but not commanding
. left alone by the main currents of the world’s history, Jeru-
salem had been but a small highland township, her character com-
pounded of the rock, the olive and the desert.  Sion, the Rock-
fort, Olivet and Gethsemane, the Oilpress, the Tower of the Flock
and the wilderness of the Shepherds, would still have been names
typical of her life, and the things they illustrate have remained
the material substance of her history to the present day. But she
became the bride of kings and the mother of prophets” (G. A.
Smith, op. cit. inf., i., 4). While yet an insignificant hill-fort,
known as Urusalim or burg of safety, she served as an outpost
for the mighty Pharaoh, with whom Abdi Khiba, her king, cor-
responded in the cuneiform script, the highest form of polite let-
ters of the age. For she'lay close to the desert and her soldiers
could traverse the wilderness of Judea in a day and soon reach
the trade routes they were bound by treaty to defend. Jerusalem
could control the ‘desert but was and is influenced by it, for the
desert reaches almost to her ‘walls. She is between the sea and
the western trade route by the maritime plain on one side and the
trans-Jordanic caravan road on the other. Hence she was not
naturally an entrepot; when she subsequently played her part in
commerce her influence was military or political. Her water sup-
ply has always been poor and her timber scanty. Her industries
were local and her main visitors were pilgrims. Jerusalem faces
the east and calls the east westward. Her call has been answered
in peace and war. ‘In her 33 centuries of history she has suffered
at the hands of nature and of man. She has been rocked by
earthquakes and sacked by invaders. She has endured over 20
sieges and blockades, about 18 reconstructions and two periods of
desolation, after Nebuchadrezzar and Hadrian, when history is
silent: six times has she passed from one religion to another. Her
valleya have been filled and her hills levelled her streets and build-
ings destroyed and her people -
slain and exiled. But Jerusalem
has remained. Her spirit is
eternal.

.Early History.—The history .
of Jerusalem goes back to the
Stone age. About 2500 B.C.
Semites settled in Palestine from
Arabia and many: flint weapons BN,
have been found near Jerusalem. | ¥
About 1400 B.C., before Joshua’s
invasion of the country, the city
was a vassal of Egypt. Among the | ;{,
Tell el Amarna tablets (see TEL
EL AMARNA) there are some seven
which are from Urusalim, as the
city was then called, which speak
of coming attack and ask for
Egyptian aid. * The Egyptians
seem to have maintained a garri-
son there but when the Israelites
invaded the country the city was SITE OF THE PATRIARCH'S PALACE
in the hands of the Jebusites. At AT THE TIME OF THE CRUSADES
the division, it fell in the portions of Judah and Benjamin, the
tribal boundary passing through the city, which was not com-
pletely captured till seven years after David’s accession. -On
the eastern hill, on the site of the Jebusite Zion, he placed the
royal city, and, north of this, he chose a place for the Temple
which his son Solomon was to -build. ‘Across the Tyropoeon
valley, on the western hill, was the civil town.. This is the view
generally accepted, but there are scholars who contest these
identifications. In 1870 the excavations of the late Sir A. Warren
showed that the Tyropoeon valley passed under the south-west
corner of the present Haram area. Probably the Holy of Holies
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THE MINARET IS KNOWN AS SAL-
ADIN'S TOWER, AND ‘MARKS THE

stood .over the rock in the so-called Mosque of Omar. Solomon
fortified the city with a wall, the “old wall” of Josephus. After
his death Jerusalem was plundered by Shishak of Egypt and
suffered a further loss of prestige by Jeroboam’s rebellion, which
alienated ten tribes and.left the house of David with only Judah,
Benjamin and some of the Levites. In Amaziah’s reign (c. 790 °
; B.C.?), Joash, King of - Israel,
captured Jerusalem and broke
down the northern wall (2 Kings
xiv., 8-14), which, however, Uz-
ziah, son of Amaziah (780-740
B.C.) repaired. When Judah be-
came tributary to Assyria, Heze-
kiah improved the defences of
his capital and.arranged for a
water supply, foreseeing the im-
pending attack. This came in 701
but failed. In 586 Jerusalem was
destroyed by Nebuchadrezzar
and the fortifications were dis-
mantled.

Nehemiah’s Work.—About
445 Nehemiah rebuilt the walls,
including both hills in the peri-
phery. His scheme provided for
ViA DoLorosA. THE Roap Be- (1) the following gates: on the
LIEVED TO HAVE BEEN TRAVERSED east wall, the East Gate, the
BY CHRIST ON HIS WAY TO CALVARY Horse Gate, the Water Gate: on
the south wall, the Fountain Gate, the Dung Gate, the Valley
Gate: on the west wall there were no gates; on the north wall the
Gate of Ephraim, the Old Gate, the Fish Gate and the Sheep
Gate; (2) the towers Hananeel and Neah; (3) the governor’s
house. Hananeel stood north-west of the Temple and later formed
the basis first of the citadel of Simon Maccabaeus and-after-
wards of Herod’s Antonia. Nehemiah speaks of the Tomb of
David, but the site cannot be identified. Twelve years after
Alexander’s peaceful entry into Jerusalem in 332 B.C., Ptolemy I,
of Egypt, partially demolished the fortifications, which remained
in ruins until their restoration by Simon II. (219-199 B.C.).
The new walls were soon overthrown. In 168 B.c. Antiochus
Epiphanes destroyed them again when he captured Jerusalem
and laid the Temple waste. The city now sunk to the lowest
state since the Captivity. Antiochus brought in a Greek garri-
son and built for them a citadel, the Akra, which commanded
the eastern hill and the city of David. The site of the Akra is
much disputed: the position at the north-east corner of the pres-
ent al-Aksa mosque suits the mutually consistent accounts in Jo-
sephus and the books of the Maccabees. The huge underground
cistern which is there may well have been the garrison’s water
supply. Judas Maccabaeus recaptured Jerusalem but the Akra
defied him. The Jews erected walls to cut it off from the city and
Temple. The Akra fell to Simon Maccabaeus who demolished it
and also lowered the hill on which it stood to prevent the Temple
from being -dominated again. The effect of this was to join the
city and the Temple. To replace the Akra he built another cita-
del, mentioned above. Somewhere about this time a second or
outer wall was built, to the north of the first wall. Pompey be-
sieged and took Jerusalem in 65 B.c. In 54 Crassus plundered
the Temple.

Herod’s Changes.—In 37 Herod became king and having se-
cured almost despotic power, proceeded to make such radical ar-
chitectural changes that Jerusalem became a new city. Herod’s
great aim was to found a dynasty and make his kingdom re-
markable culturally and politically. “Twice had Israel the oppor-
tunity of becoming a great world power and on both occasions the
nation deliberately rejected it” (F. J. Foakes Jackson, Biblical
History of the Hebrews, Camb. 1921, p. 216); and the same au-
thor draws a striking parallel between Solomon and Herod: “both
were men of exceptional ability . . . both made the Temple of
Jerusalem a wonder of the world; both bad strong sympathy with
foreign ideas; both-cherished great schemes for the aggrandize-
ment of the nation which were regarded in Israel as contrary te
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its true destiny.” Herod sought to achieve his ends by turning to
Rome, as Solomon had turned to Tyre. At Rome, architecture
was then particularly favoured. Herod had diplomatically en-
joyed the favour first of Antony and then of Augustus. Augustus
claimed to have “found Rome brick and left it marble” (Suet.

_Aug. 29: Enc. Brit. 11th ed., vol. 23, p. 585, n. 2 endorses this)

- and Herod determined to do the same for Jerusalem. His chief
enterprises were the following: (1) He completely rebuilt the
Temple from its foundations, doubling the area of the enclosure—
a great part of the Haram walls date from his day; (2) he re-
stored the fortifications and added to their strength by construct-
ing the great fort of Antonia, north-west of the Temple; (3) on
the western hill he raised a magnificent palace, defended by three
great towers, named Mariamne, Hippicus and Phasaelus: the
Tower of David, by the present Jaffa gate, is on the foundations
of one of these towers; (4) he erected a theatre; (5) a gym-
nasium. His successor Archelaus (4 B.c—A.B. 6) lost much of
Herod’s power which passed to the Procurators, under one of
whom, Pilate, Jesus was crucified. The church of the Holy Sepul-
chre (see SepurcHRrE, Hory) is now considered not to mark the
site of his burial. Of other buildings in Jerusalem, e.g., the Xys-
tus or stone chamber where the Sanhedrin (see SYNEDRIUM) met,
little is known. Herod Agrippa (41-44) built a third wall, the
course of which is now (1928) being recovered by the Archaeo-
logical Society of Hebrew University.

Titus and Hadrian.—The Romans would not allow the work
to continue and when Titus besieged Jerusalem in 70 the wall was
not complete. Titus, attacking from the north, captured succes-
sively the third and second walls, Antonia, the Temple and the
upper city. It is probable that his orders for the complete de-
struction of the Temple and fortifications with the exception of the
three towers, were not carried out. The Roman garrison which he
left remained at Jerusalem until the Jewish war of Freedom under
Bar Kochba in 132. Following the defeat of the Jews, Jerusa-
lem was devastated more completely than by Titus. The site was
ploughed over and a new city, Aelia Capitolina, so-called in hon-
our of (Aelius) Hadrianus, was built over the ruins. From this
Jews were excluded, but Christians, who had not sided with the
Jews, might enter. Temples were dedicated to Bacchus, Venus

and Serapis and over the former sanctuary a shrine of Jupiter’

Capitolinus was reared. A boar, the symbol of the X. Legion, was
placed over the southern gate. Other buildings now constructed
were the Theatre, the Demosia, the Tetranymphon, the Dode-
capylon and the Codra. For two centuries little is known of Jeru-
salem. In 326 Constantine ordered Bishop Macarius to recover
the sites of the Crucifixion and the burial of Jesus: two great
churches were built, one of which, the church of the Holy Sepul-
chre, stood where its present namesake stands: of the Basilica
of the Cross no trace remains. In 460 the empress Eudocia re-
paired the walls and extended them so as to include Siloam, build-
ing also churches; of these one, above the Siloam pool, was re-
covered by F. J. Bliss, another over the reputed tomb of Stephen,
north of the Damascus gate, was discovered in 1874.

Justinian’s basilica, with adJacent hospitals for the sick and for
pilgrims; built in the 6th century, is described by Procopius: this
building probably occupied the so-called “Tomb of David.” In
614 Chosroes II., of Persia, captured Jerusalem and damaged
many buildings, including the church of the Sepulchre. Heraclius
defeated Chosroes and re-entered Jerusalem in 629. In 637
Omar ousted the Romans but was careful not to harm the city.
He built a wooden mosque which the Caliph Abdul Malik rebuilt
in 688: this mosque is el-Aksa. Abdul Malik also constructed the
Dome of the Rock (Kubbet es-Sahra or Mosque of Omar). In
1099 the Crusaders, under Godfrey of Bouillon, entered Jerusalem
and a terrible carnage ensued. Jerusalem became the capital of
the Latin kingdom (see CRUsADES) until Saladin reconquered it
in 1187 and repaired the walls. Soon after 1167 Benjamin of
Tudela visited Jerusalem and left a description of the city in his
Itinerary. Excepting from 1229-39 and 1243-44 Jerusalem re-
mained in Muslim hands until its capture (1917) by Allenby. In
1517 Selim I. of Turkey took Jerusalem from the Egyptians: the
present configuration of the walls is due to him. As a result of

the World War Jerusalem is the capital of Palestine, a mandated
territory of the British empire.

BIBLIOGRAPHY—(I) The various articles, main and subsidiary (and
bibliographies) in the Jewish Encyclopedia and Hastings D. Bib.; and
in Jewish Year Book published annually by Jewisk Chronicle, London
(p. 316 foll. in 1928 issue); (2) G. A. Smith, Jerusalem (1907)
(specially recommended) ; (3) S. Merrill, chz'ent Jerusalem (1908) ;
(4) Baedeker’s and Murray’s Guidebooks; (5) C. N. Whittingham,
Home of Fadeless Splendour (1921) ; (6) Publications and transactions

of :—The Palestine Exploration Fund; Pro-Jerusalem Soc1ety, British,
German, Hebrew and American Archaeologlcal Institutes in Jerusalem,
Conferences de Saint-Etienne (of Jerusalem), Paris (Gabalda and Co.).
The Oxford Press is producing a large series of plates illustrative of
Jerusalem art (architecture, crafts, etc.). (H. M. J. L)

JERUSALEM, SYNOD OF (1672). By far the most im-
portant of the many synods held at Jerusalem (see Wetzer and
Welte, Kirchenlexikon, 2nd ed., vi. 1357 sgq.) is that of 1672; and
its confession is the most vital statement of faith made in the
Greek Church during the past thousand years. It refutes article
by article the confession of Cyril Lucaris, which appeared in
Latin at Geneva in 1629, and in Greek, with the addition of four
“questions,” in 1633. Lucaris, who died in 1638 as patriarch of
Constantinople, had corresponded with Western scholars and had
imbibed Calvinistic views. The great opposition which arose
during his lifetime continued after his death. Against Calvinism
the synod of 1672 aimed its rejection of unconditional predestina-
tion and of justification by faith alone, also its advocacy of what
are substantially the Roman doctrines of transubstantiation and of
purgatory; against the Church of Rome, however, it renamed the
rejection of the filioque, affirming once more that the Holy Spirit
proceeds from the Father only. The 18 canons of the synod are
also known as the “Confession of Dositheus” (the President).

BisriocraPEY.—T'he Doctrine of the Russian Church . . . translated
by R. W. Blackmore (Aberdeen, 1845), p. xxv. sqq.; Wetzer and
Welte, Kirchenlexikon (2nd ed.), vi. 1359 seq.; Herzog-Hauck, Realen-
cyklopddie (3rd ed.), viii. 703-705; Robertson, Acts and Decrees of the
Synod of Jerusalem, 1899; Schaff, Creeds of Christendom, vol. ii.
(good text).

JESPERSEN, JENS OTTO HARRY (1860-1943), Dan-
ish philologist, was born at Randers, Denmark, on July 16,
1860. In 1893 he was appointed professor at the University of
Copenhagen. From 19og-10 he lectured at Columbia uni-
versity, New York. His most important works are Progress
e Language (1894); Phonetics (1897—99); Growth and Struc-
ture of the English Language (1905, Prix Volney, 1906); Lehr-
buch der Phonetik (1913); Language, its Nature, Development
and Origin (1922); Philosophy of Grammar (1924), and an
autobiography in Danish. He died in Roskilde, Denmark, April
30, 1943.

JESSE, in the Bible, the father of David (¢.v.), and as such
often regarded as the ﬁrst in the genealogy of Jesus Christ. (Cf.
Isa. xi. 1, 10.) Hence the design representing the descent of Jesus
from the royal line of David, which was formerly a favourite
ecclesiastical ornament, is called a “tree of Jesse.”” From a
recumbent figure of Jesse springs a tree bearing in its branches
the chief figures in the line of descent, and terminating in the
figure of Jesus, or of the Virgin and Child. There are remains of
such a tree in the church of St. Mary at Abergavenny, carved in
wood, and supposed to have once stood behind the high altar.
Jesse candelabra were also made. At Laon and Amiens there are
sculptured Jesses over the central west doorways of the cathedrals.
The design was chiefly used in windows. The great east window at
Wells and the window at the west end of the nave at Chartres are
fine examples.

JESSEL, SIR GEORGE (1824-1883), English judge, was
born in London on Feb. 13, 1824. He was the son of Zadok Aaron
Jessel, a Jewish coral merchant. George Jessel was educated at
a school for Jews at Kew, and at University College, London. He
entered as a student at Lincoln’s Inn in 1842 and was called to
the bar in 1847. He secured a tolerably large practice quickly,
but Lord Chancellor Westbury delayed his career by preventing
him from becoming Q.C. till 1865. Jessel entered parliament as
Liberal member for Dover in 1868, and although neither his intel-
lect nor his oratory was of a class likely to commend itself to his
fellow-members, he attracted Gladstone’s attention by two learned
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speeches on the Bankruptcy Bill which was before the house in

1869, with the result that in 1871 he was appointed solicitor-

general. His reputation at this time stood high in the chancery
courts; on the common law side he was unknown, and on the first
occasion upon which he came into the court of Queen’s bench to
move on behalf of the Crown, there was very nearly a collision
between him and the bench.

In 1873 Jessel succeeded Lord Romilly as master of the rolls.
From 1873 to 1881 Jessel sat as a judge of first instance in the
rolls court, being also a member of the court of appeal. In Novem-
ber 1874 the first Judicature Act came into effect, and in 1881
the Judicature Act of that year made the master of the rolls the
ordinary president of the first court of appeal, relieving him of
his duties as a judge of first instance. In the court of appeal Jessel
presided almost to the day of his death. He sat for the last time
on March 16, 1883, and died on March 21.

As a judge of first instance Jessel was a revelation to those
accustomed to the proverbial slowness of the chancery courts and
of the master of the rolls who preceded him. He disposed of the
business before him with rapidity combined with correctness of
judgment, and he not only had no arrears himself, but was fre-
quently able to help other judges to clear their lists. His knowledge
of law and equity was wide and accurate, and his memory for cases
and command of the principles laid down in them extraordinary.
In the rolls court he never reserved a judgment, not even in the
Epping forest case (Commissioners of Sewers v. Glasse, LR. 19
Eq.; The Times, 11th November 1874), in which the evidence and
arguments lasted 22 days (150 witnesses being examined in court,
while the documents went back to the days of King John), and
in the court of appeal he did so only twice, and then in deference
to the wishes of his colleagues. Never during the 19th century was
the business of any court performed so rapidly, punctually, and
satisfactorily as it was when Jessel presided.

Jessel was master of the rolls at a momentous period of legal
history. The Judicature Acts, completing the fusion of law and
equity, were passed while he was judge of first instance, and were
still new to the courts when he died. His knowledge and power of
assimilating knowledge of all subjects, his mastery of every branch
of law with which he had to concern himself, as well as of equity,
together with his willingness to give effect to the new system,
caused it to be said when he died that the success of the Judicature
Acts would have been impossible without him. His faults as a
judge lay in his disposition to be intolerant of those who endea-
voured to persist in argument after he had made up his mind; but
though he was peremptory with the most eminent counsel, young
men had no cause to complain of his treatment of them.

Jessel’s career marks an epoch on the bench, owing to the active
part taken by him in rendering the Judicature Acts effective, and
also because he was the last judge capable of sitting in the House
of Commons, a privilege of which he did not avail himself. He was
the first Jew who, as solicitor-general, took a share in the execu-
tive government of his country, the first Jew who was sworn a
regular member of the privy council, and the first Jew who took
a seat on the judicial bench of Great Britain; he was also, for many
years after being called to the bar, so situated that any one might
have driven him from it, because, being a Jew, he was not qualified
to be a member of the bar.

( See)The Times, March 23, 1883; E. Manson, Builders of our Law
I904)- \

JESSORE, a town and district of British India, in the Presi-
dency of Bengal. The town is on the Bhairab river, and it has
a railway station. Pop. (1941) 18,4T0.

The DistricT OF JESSORE has an area of 2,925 sq.mi. Pop.
(1941) 1,828,216. The district, lying in the central portion of the
Gangetic delta, is an alluvial plain intersected by rivers and water-
courses, which in the south spread out into large marshes. Within
the last century the rivers in the interior of Jessore have ceased
to be true deltaic rivers. Some rivers, such as the Madhumati,
still have active currents, but others have degenerated, except in
the rains, into chains of long, almost stagnant pools. The rivers
in the south are however affected by the tides. Owing to the
changes due to its moribund rivers and obstructed drainage the

population suffers from fever and other diseases and is declining.
The staple crop is rice. The principal industry is the manufacture
of sugar from date palms.

JESTER, a provider of “jests” or amusements, a buffoon,
especially a professional fool at a royal court or in a nobleman’s
household. (See FooL.)

JESUATI, a religious order founded by Giovanni Colombini
of Siena in-1360. Colombini had been a prosperous merchant
and a senator in his native city, but, coming under ecstatic re-
ligious influences, abandoned secular affairs and his wife and
daughter (after making provision for them), and with a friend
of like temperament, Francesco Miani, gave himself to a life of
apostolic poverty, penitential discipline, hospital service and
public preaching. When Urban V. returned from Avignon to
Rome in 1367, Colombini craved his sanction for the new order
and a distinctive habit. Before this was granted he had to clear
the movement of a suspicion that it was connected with the
heretical sect of Fraticelli, and he died on July 31, 1367, soon
after the papal approval had been given. The guidance of the
new order, whose members (all lay brothers) gave themselves
entirely to works of mercy, devolved upon Miani. Paul V. in
1606 arranged for a small proportion of clerical members, and
later in the 17th century the Jesuati became so secularized that
the order was dissolved by Clement IX. in 1668.

See T. Kennedy, art. “John Columbine, Blessed” in the Catholic
Encyclopaedia; Max Heimbucher, Orden w. Kongregationen, 1. 240.

JESUITS, the name commonly given to the members of the
Society of Jesus. (See JEsus, SOCIETY OF.) '

JESUS, SOCIETY OF, a Catholic Religious Order, founded
in 1540 by St. Ignatius Loyola. It is a mendicant Order of clerks
regular. Its members rely on alms for their support. They have
for their end the spiritual perfection not only of themselves but of
all men. In the beginning Ignatius used the Spanish term Com-
paiia to express the soldier spirit of loyalty to the captain, Jesus.
This name was Latinized by Ignatius into that of Societas. The
Pope, Paul III, in 1540, ruled that the official title should be
Societas Jesu. The word “Jesuit,” originating in the preceding
century, was fixed on Ignatius’ companions as a term of reproach
and contempt. Gradually it was accepted by the Society and
acquired an honourable meaning. The two understandings of the
name persist to our day so that the Jesuits have been always
regarded by some as a Society to be feared and condemned and
by others as the most laudable and esteemed Religious Order in
the Catholic Church.

FOUNDATION AND INSTITUTE (1539-1556)

The establishment of the Society of Jesus as a Religious Order
evolved in the mind of Ignatius Loyola (See LovoLra, St. IGNATIUS
or) through a term of years and a series of clarifications.” Born
in 1491 in the ancestral castle in Guiptzcoa, Ignatius was early
inducted into the career of the soldier. In 1521, campaigning
for the defence of Navarre against the French, he was struck
down by a cannon-ball at Pampeluna. The period of inactivity
that necessarily followed turned him from military pursuits to
religious aspirations. His definite conversion dated from his pil-
grimage to Montserrat and his life as a recluse at Manresa where
he was inspired with the ideas which later were formulated in
the Spiritual Exercises. His first apostolic impulse was for labour
in the Holy Land, whither he went in 1523. Visioning more
clearly, however, he realized that education and companions were
required to execute his plans for God’s greater glory. He devoted
eleven years to study at Barcelona, Alcala, Salamanca, and finally
at Paris. Through these student years, his extraordinary zeal
and charity often caused him to be persecuted and imprisoned,
but upon examination he was always vindicated.

At Paris he attracted to himself six brilliant young university
students: Peter Faber, a Savoyard; Francis Xavier, of Navarre;
James Laynez, Alphonsus Salmeron, Nicholas Bobadilla, Span-
iards; and the Portuguese, Simon Rodriguez. In 1534 these seven
bound themselves by vows to poverty, chastity, and to a pilgrim-
age to Jerusalem. Three others joined the brotherhood in 1%36,
namely, Claude LeJay, a Savoyard, and the Frenchmen, Jean
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Codure and Paschase Broét. Being prevented by the wars with
the Turks from going to the Holy Land, the companions went to
Rome in order to place themselves at the disposal of the Pope.
They were ordained priests, and consulted among themselves
through months as to their future mode of life. Thus far, they
followed no rule and were subject to no communal authority.
They saw the necessity of obedience to an authority and of seek-
ing means to  perpetuate their brotherhood. In 1539, Ignatius
drew up a Formula Instituti, which, after some hesitation, Paul

" III approved on September 27, 1540, in the Bull Regimini mili-
tantis Ecclesine. The membership was limited to sixty. In April,
1541, Ignatius was thosen General of the new Order.

The concept of the Society is briefly expressed in two docu-
ments composed by Ignatius: the Spiritual Exercises and the
General Examen (See Lovora, SaiNT IonaTIvus oF). The latter,
intended for persons proposing to join, is a brief statement of
the aims and requirements of the Society. The former is a con-
cise memorandum for the guidance of a director and an exercitant
in the performance of a carefully planned series of reflections,
meditations, affective aspirations, self-examinations, and resolu-
tions. The aim of the Spiritual Exercises is: (1) the purification
of the soul from disordered affections and worldly standards;
(2) the discovery of the Divine Will before making a choice of
a state of life; (3) the consecration of the person’s mind and
will to the service of the Creator under the leadership-of Jesus
Christ. They are divided into four periods, designated as “weeks.”
The Spiritual Exercises, in a sense, are to the Society what the
Rule (regula) is to the older Religious Orders. From them have
been derived the ascetical teaching and practice of the members
as well as methods of their apostolate.

Corresponding to the “Foundation,” or fundamental consid-
erations with which the Exercises begin, that “man is created to
praise, reverence, and serve God our Lord, and so doing to save
his soul,” is the opening declaration of the General Examen: “The
aim of this Society is not only to seek with the aid of the Divine
grace the salvation and perfection of one’s own soul but with the
aid of the same earnestly to labour for the salvation and perfec-
tion of one’s neighbor.” Distinctive, in comparison with the
older Orders, is the definiteness with which Ignatius relies upon
the exterior and interior sacrifices required by the apostolate
itself as a primary means of sanctification.

From the maximal orientation of the Ignatian apostolate to the
“greater glory of God” stems the Ignatian universalism, by
which the Society is traditionally the exponent of the “Catholic”
or universal idea of the Catholic Church. At the same time the
person-to-person following of Christ taught by the Exercises en-
courages the vigorously humanistic trend that characterizes Jesuit
asceticism, preaching, and educational methods.

Ignatius’ realism, akin to his humanism, prescribed for the
Society a “common” manner of living (Examen, 1., 60), without
extraordinary penances, freed from obligatory recitation of the
liturgical office in choir or even a prescribed uniform or “habit.”
The strictness of the rule of poverty is derived more from the
rigid requirements of common ownership and dependence upon
Superiors than from any striking outward observances; while
chastity is safeguarded by intensive cultivation of the inner life.
Obedience, while practically indispensable for the efficacy of an
organized spiritual campaign, is filial, not servile; and is defi-
nitely limited by the boundaries of the Constitutions, the canoni-
cal structure of the Church, and the requirements of conscience
and the moral law. The unique emphasis laid upon this virtue
in the Ignatian scheme derives from Ignatius’ insistence upon
its transcendental aspect, by which obedience to a fellow human
being, whose personal limitations are frankly acknowledged, is
made the means of interiorly consecrating the noblest part of
man’s nature, his will and judgment, to the Creator from Whom
he has received them.

Even before Papal approbation was given to the Society, the
first members were employed in delicate and dangerous missions
by the Pope. They first spread through Italy, preaching and
bringing about reforms. In 1540, Rodriguez and Xavier started
for India; Rodriguez was held in Portugal, but Xavier went on
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and became the great apostle of modern times. In that same

_year, Faber advanced into Germany and was joined by LeJay

and Bobadilla; a short time later Canisius was admitted into
the Society. Salmeron and Broét undertook the perilous Irish
mission in 1541. When the Council of Trent convened in 1546,
Laynez and Salmeron were named Papal theologians and with
them were associated Canisius and LeJay. Other members estab-
lished themselves in France and Spain. Thus, spreading through
all the major countries of Europe, attracting followers, establish-
ing residences, the first companions set the spirit that thereafter
animated the Society of Jesus.

Ignatius remained at Rome, sending minute instructions to the
dispersed brethren and receiving their reports. In 1541 he was
empowered by the First Congregation to draw up the Constitu-
tions. He experimented through six years, and tentatively re-
duced principles to practical applications. In 1547 he began the
first draft and was ably assisted by his secretary, John Polanco.
Three years later, the Constitutions were approved by the leading
members of the Society and were confirmed by Julius ITI. After
some slight modifications, they were put into force in all Jesuit
communities throughout the world. The only conflict arose in
Portugal where Rodriguez had impressed his own ideas on his
companions. Strong action by. Ignatius, however, obtained con-
formity in Portugal. .

The Constitutions are a part of the “Institute of the Society
of Jesus” which, in addition, contains also various papal docu-
ments approving the Order and enumerating its privileges, legis-
lation of General Congregations, regulations of the Generals,
etc. The Constitutions recognize three grades in the Society:
scholastics, coadjutors and professed. Aspirants, besides con-
forming to Canon Law requifements, should have constancy of
character, virtue, prudence and, if they are to be priests, learning.
The aspirant goes through a brief “first probation.” This fa-
miliarizes him with the spirit of the Order and affords a prayer-
ful opportunity to stabilize his vocation. Two years of “novice-
ship” follow, devoted to his ascetical development under a skilled
novice-master. To test his vocation he devotes himself to the
Spiritual Exercises for thirty days and is assigned to menial occu-
pations. If approved he takes the usual religious vows. Scholas-
tics are those who have taken only their first vows. For about
nine years the Scholastic studies literature, the sciences, philos-
ophy and theology, two or three years teaching under carefully
supervised conditions usually intervening between the last two
courses. Following his ordination to the priesthood, he passes
through a further year, the tertianship, devoted again to asceti-
cism and another thirty days’ retreat.

If he has evidenced a special fitness for the Society’s work,
he is now admitted to the profession. The “professed” constitute
the Society in its fullest sense. They may hold any office. They
alone participate in General Congregations. They make solemn
Religious vows and, in addition, a special vow of obedience to the
Pope. They also promise neither to desire nor to seek any dig-
nity in or out of the Order. Others are admitted among the
“formed spiritual coadjutors.” Except for their exclusion from
the very highest offices, these engage in all the activities of the

Society. St. Ignatius advises that from among them rectors be

usually selected. They bind themselves only by simple vows.
Occasionally, because of special talents, some of these are raised
to the profession. The Society also recognizes “temporal” coad-
jutors (lay brothers) who have for their duties domestic and
kindred occupations, and live in community.

The General Congregation is the supreme governing and legis-
lative body in the Society. It meets on the death of ‘a General
to elect his successor; also for extraordinary business. Though
the General presides at its sessions, he is subject to it. Its per-
sonnel includes the Provincials with two delegates from each prov-
ince elected by the respective Provincial Congregations. The
General is chosen for life and, except for certain constitutional
limitations, has complete authority and power in the Society. He
is aided by a group of “Assistants,” each representing a definite
geographical section of the world. These assistancies are divided
into provinces, each presided over by a Provincial. The latter is
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responsible for the province and assigns men to their tasks but
he may not interfere with the autonomy of the several houses
or colleges. Provincials and Iocal superiors are appointed by the
General. ‘He is kept informed of what goes on by official reports
which he periodically gets from them and other officials in each
house, college and province.

The work of the Society is practically coextensive with the
needs and ideals of the apostolic ministry.  Secular business and
political:activity are expressly forbidden. Administration of the
Sacraments, preaching, missionary, charitable and educational
work are the proper province of the Jesuit priest.

After Ignatius had achieved the final form of the Society
through the “Constitutions -and had completed its organization
as 2 world-wide Order, he offered his resignation as General on
the plea of ill health. This was rejected, but Jerome Nadal was
named his Vicar General. Ignatius saw two great projects brought
to completion, the establishment of the Roman College in 1551
and that of the German College in Rome in the year following.
By now he was worn out, and on July 30, 1556, he succumbed to
an attack of Roman fever. At this time, the Society numbered
about 1,000 members; but of these, only 40 were Professed Fa-
thers. ‘There had been established more than 100 communities
which were divided into 11 Provinces: Italy, Sicily, Portugal,
Aragon, Castille, Andalusia, Upper Germany, Lower Germany,

. France, India, Brazil, and a mission in Ethiopia.

'EARLY HISTORY (1556-1750)

During the first two centuries of its existence, the Society
devoted its energies to the strengthening of Catholicism in all the
major countries of Europe, and to spreading the Faith in Asia,
Africa, and the Americas. Though Ignatius had no intention of
foundlng a teaching Order, wisdom soon dictated this activity as
one of the greatest spiritual ministries. Educational work was
adopted, almost reluctantly, with the college at Messina in 1547.
The Novum Organum of Jesuit education is the Ratio Studiorum,
the composition of which was begun in 1584. The first draft was
issued in 1586, and a second in 1591; the final text, which had the
force of law in all Jesuit colleges, was completed by Aquaviva in
1599. It is a.compilation of general principles and detailed -in-
structions for teachers. It is rather a spirit and -a method than
a mechanical formula or a blind pedagogical technique.

In. Italy, the history of the Society until the middle of the
eighteenth century was comparatively peaceful. The Jesuits en-
joyed a high reputation for learning, their colleges were fre-
quented by a host of students, and their missioners were success-
ful preachers of the Gospel. Segneri attained renown for his elo-
quenice; among the theologians, St. Robert Bellarmine, a Doctor
of the Church, was preéminent; Pallivicino’s history of the Coun-
cil of Trent became a classic; and many Jesuits distinguished
themselves in belles lettres and the natural sciences.

A more troubled career awaited the Society in Spain. Philip II.
lent his aid to turbulent spirits, who threatened the internal
peace of the Order under Father General -Aquaviva. Disputes
with certain other Religious Orders and friction at some uni-
versities were vexing problems. Yet the Society flourished until
the -accession of Charles III. in 1759. The Spanish Provinces
were especially fruitful in profound scholarship. Only a few
notable men can be mentioned. Among the theologians and phi-
losophers, Suarez, Vasquez, Molina and Ripalda were outstand-
ing. In moral theology, Sanchez, de Lugo, and Escobar were
distinguished, though:some opinions of the last named‘called foxr
censure. The historian Mariana was a scholar of high ability.
Many of his views on political and economic problems were
centuries in advance of his age, but his teaching on tyrannicide
aroused hostility and was disowned by the Society.

The history of the Society in Portugal was peaceful and bril-
liant.. At the universities of Coimbra and Evora, Jesuits attained
eminence as professors; the colleges flourished, and the apostolic
work of the Province was singularly fruitful. The famous series
of theological texts issued at Coimbra (the Conimbricenses) was
an outstanding accomplishment. Molina taught at Coimbra; and
there propounded his famous system on Grace and free will
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which has largely prevailed in subsequent theological thought.
In France, the story of the Society was chequered and often
adverse. The Crown, many Bishops, and a large section of the
nobility favoured the Order. But the University and Parlement
of Paris were bitterly hostile to the nascent Society; and in
the religious wars the Jesuits were an especial object of hatred
to the Huguenot minority. After his conversion to Catholicism,
Henry IV. favoured the Society. In the seventeenth century the
French Provinces grew and flourished. The colleges, especially
the famous La Fléche, attained European renown. Perhaps a ma-
jority of eminent Frenchmen in this century were alumni of
Jesuit institutions. Yet many storms arose, particularly - from
the hostility of the Jansenists. The Provincial Letters of Pascal,
a masterpiece of sarcasm and invective, but filled with distortion
and calumny, was one fruit of Jansenistic opposition to “Jesuit-
ism.” Again, Gallicans of all schools distrusted the Society as a
bulwark of Ultramontane teaching. Yet the Jesuits, until their
expulsion in 1764, remained the leading educators of France.
Among the more eminent of French Jesuit scholars, only Petavius,
the founder of positive theology, and Bourdaloue, the “modern
Chrysostom,” can be mentioned. '

In the Latin nations the Jesuits strove to strengthen the Catho-
lic Faith and to improve moral standards, In the northern coun-
tries of Europe the Society struggled with advancing Protes-
tantism. It became a leading factor in the Catholic Reaction,
commonly known as the “Counter-Reformation.” ‘Though St.
Ignatius, contrary to the usual impression, had no specific design
of ‘opposing the Reformation when he founded his Society, yet
the Jesuits were largely instrumental in saving great sections
of northern Europe to the Catholic Church and in regaining lost
territory. In 1550, Protestantism seemed on the verge of a
sweeping triumph in Poland, Hungary, Austria, Belgium, Ba-
varia, and the Rhineland. That these sections of Europe, fifty
years later, were finally and overwhelmingly - Catholic was due
largely to the Jesuits.

In Germany, Blessed Peter Faber was the founder of the
Counter-Reformation, but his disciple, St. Peter Canisius, merits
the title of “Apostle of Germany.” Through preaching, both
popular and academic, by disputations and catechisms, through
countless tracts and books, the Jesuits defended the Catholic
Faith among the German and Slavic peoples. Wherever possi-
ble, they established colleges for the education of the laity, and
seminaries for the training of priests. In Austria and Hungary
the ‘Society enjoyed peace and prosperity. In Bohemia it was
an ‘able instrument in defending the Catholic cause against the
Hussite legacy and against Calvinistic infiltration. In Lutheran
Germany the Society was rigorously proscribed and its colleges
and works suffered greatly during the Thirty Years War. But
the German Provinces were flourishing and active until the fatal
year, 1773. The famous theological series published at the Uni-.
versity of Wurzburg (Wirceburgenses) is a masterly summary of
Catholic doctrine and a scholarly answer to Protestant objections.
A host of Jesuit scholars and preachers attained eminence in
German speaking lands.

The Society prospered in Belgium after the first initial strug-
gle, The colleges were numerous and flourishing, while the so-
dalities were notably successful. The work of the Bollandists in
scientific hagiography, begun in the early seventeenth century and
continued until our own day, has gained the admiration of his-
torians throughout the world. Among Belgian Jesuit scholars
the great Lessius is pre-eminent. In Poland, also, Jesults played
a leading part in education until the Suppressmn

In England, before the Society was fully organized, the penal
laws were already in force. These laws drove young men to
the continent and as refugees in Douai and Louvain, they fell
under the influence of the Jesuits. Many of these entered the
Society and the purpose evolved of returning to England for the
encouragement of their fellow Catholics. Edmund Campion,
Robert Persons, and a succession of others crossed the Channel
resolved on martyrdom.. Many suffered the death penalty under
Elizabeth, the Stuarts and the Commonwealth. During this period,
while some were working secretly in England, others were es-
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tablishing English colleges in Valladolid, Seville, Liége, St. Omer,
and elsewhere. After the period of martyrdom, the Jesuits resided
quietly in England and carried on their educational projects
abroad. Some controversies between them and the English secu-
lar and regular priests on matters of policy were finally settled by
the decisions of the Pope.

The dominance of the Presbyterians prevented any but the
most guarded entrance of Jesuits into Scotland. What few priests
were able to labour among the remnants of Catholics were always
under threat of death or banishment. Educational work, how-
ever, was carried on in Paris, Rome, and the Spanish Dominions.
The Irish Jesuits, likewise, engaged in a two-fold work, that of
labouring dangerously at home in keeping the Faith among the
people despite the Elizabethan, Cromwellian and Georgian
persecutions, and that of maintaining a supply of priests through
ecclesiastical institutions on the continent, at Lisbon and Sala-
manca.

For most people, mention of the Jesuit foreign missions in-
stantly evokes the memory of St. Francis Xavier. Heroic as were
the proportions of this leader’s apostolic labours, they formed
but the spearhead of the campaign for Christ that was to be
engaged with varying degrees of success in India, Japan, China,
and the East coast of Africa. No little glamour of mystery clus-
tered about the visit of Blessed Rudolph Aquaviva to the Court
of Akbar the Great, but the results were not comparable to the
numerous conversions which followed the less spectacular attempt
of Ven. Robert de Nobili to win souls by himself becoming a
Brahmin and permitting his neophytes to retain not only their
caste system but the veneration of ancestors. Subsequent con-
demnation of the so-called Malabar rites choked off this hopeful
missionary enterprise just at the moment when Fathers Lopez
and Acosta were making another application of the same princi-
ple among the Pariahs. In the seventeenth century, the Jesuits
spread in fan-like thrusts into Tibet, Persia, and East Africa, pene-
trating as far as Abyssinia. Apart from a French mission at
Pondicherry, most of this work was coextensive with the colonial
empire of Spain and Portugal in the Orient. The reform of
scandal-giving Christians was an indispensable preliminary to
the conversion of the natives. In the foundation of colleges,
seminaries, hospitals and schools, provision was always made for
Europeans as well as Hindus, Chinese and Japanese.

One of the most flourishing missions was that to Japan. For
St. Francis Xavier, this was a land of his predilection and he
prophesied that the dwellers of the island empire would be slow
to embrace Christianity but, once convinced, would remain un-
shakable. By 1582, thirty years after his death, the number of
Christians was estimated at 200,000 with 250 churches. At the
time of the great martyrdom in 1597, this number had soared
above a million. Fifteen years later, there were 1,800,000 Chris-
tians and 140 Jesuit missionaries.” A period of intense persecution
ensued. All Jesuits who landed in the island during this interval
were forthwith executed. During the Suppression of the So-
ciety the mission suffered from a species of progressive strangula-
tion, but by a miracle of perseverance, compact practising bodies
of Christians were found more than two centuries later when
Japan finally was thrown open to world intercourse.

The harvest in China, though rich in quality, was not so im-
pressive in mere numbers. The Jesuit scientists, esteemed for
their skill in mathematics, astronomy, physics and chemistry,
were kept at court and in the higher circles of Chinese society.
Perhaps the best known of the Jesuits who worked in China was
Father Matteo Ricci. His scientific apparatus was a source of
never-ending admiration to the curious Chinese. In connection
with their research, the members of the Society established four
colleges, one seminary, and forty mission stations.

The Mexican Province of the Society of Jesus was founded by
Father Pedro Sanchez and fourteen fellow Jesuits in 1572. The
first Jesuit college was opened in Mexico City in 1573. Rapid
progress was made and in 1581 and 1582, respectively, missionaries
were sent out from Mexico to Cuba and to the Philippines. The
pioneer labours in Mexico were marked by several martyrdoms.
By the year 1753, however, some 100 Christian villages had
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been organized and about 120,000 Indians brought to some state
of civilization. This rapid and fruitful expansion extended north-
wards into California and in the south as far as Guatemala and
Nicaragua. It was due to men like Father Kino (the discoverer
of California) and Fathers Ugarte, Salvatierra and Glandorf.
The cultural work in the colleges kept pace with that of the mis-
sionaries. In 1749, less than 200 years after its foundation, the
Mexican province contained 678 members, with 48 houses, of
which 32 were teaching establishments, without counting the ele-
mentary schools among the recently baptized Indians.

Sent out from Mexico, two Jesuits, Fathers Antonio Sedeno
and Alfonso Sanchez, arrived in the Philippines in 1581. Their
first college was opened in Manila in 1590 and became a uni-
versity in 1623. In 1605 the mission of the Philippines became
an independent province and by 1768 it counted 158 members,
distributed in three colleges, 4 seminaries, 15 residences and 6
missions. Among the natives, 93 Christian villages -had been
established with some 200,000 converts. Within this period, 19
miissionaries were put to death by the natives.

In South America, Brazil was the first country to be evangelized
by the Jesuits. Five of their Order accompanied the Viceroy
Thome de Souze to Bahia in 1549. In 1570 forty Jesuits were
martyred by Calvinist pirates as they were on their way to Brazil;
and twelve others were soon to shed their blood in the Mission.

The Province of Peru was founded by five Jesuits in 1571.
Churches and colleges were soon opened and by 1603 the Jesuits
numbered 376. The provinces and vice-provinces of Paraguay,
Colombia, Venezuela, Chile and Argentine were, like Ecuador, out-
growths from Peru. In Colombia besides the two colleges at
Bogotd and Cartagena (where St. Peter Claver alone baptized
and instructed more than 300,000 Negroes) the Jesuits had one
seminary and three other colleges. Missions were also established
among the Indians of the Orinoco and Magdalena. Founded in
1593 by seven Fathers from Peru, Chile became an independent
province in 1648. The Argentine was in its origin, a part of the
Province of Paraguay. The famous Missions of Paraguay were
established by missionaries from the then called Province of
Paraguay and extended over a territory which today is divided
between Brazil, Bolivia, Argentine, Uruguay and Paraguay. The
missions were organized into some 57 villages (reducciones) and
harboured about 114,000 converted Indians.

In 1566, the Spanish Jesuits made a brave effort to evangelize
the Indians of Florida. Father Martinez, the “first Jesuit martyr
of North America,” was slain in that year at-a point on the coast
opposite Havana. His fate did not discourage Father Segura
and Quiros, who after some years in Florida turned their atten-
tion to the North and attempted to found a mission on the banks
of the Rappahannock in Virginia. Here in February, 1571, they
were killed by the natives together with three lay brothers and
three catechists, who had all been received into the Society.
Needs of the apostolate in other parts of New Spain ended the
short;lived mission in Florida. '

At a time when the Catholic Church in England herself was in
the throes of persecution, it despatched the first English-speaking
priests to North America. Five Jesuits, headed by Father An-
drew White, arrived with the Maryland colonial expedition of
Cecil Calvertin 1634. For ten years the Fathers laboured on be-
half of Catholics, Protestants, and the Indians. Full approval
was given by the English Jesuits to the broad policy of religious
freedom adopted by the Calverts. Governor Thomas Dongan of
New York, who likewise had a Jesuit chaplain, maintained the
same ideal of liberty. The plans of the pioneer Jesuits for higher
education were realized by the foundation of a school at New
Town, an enterprise which culminated in the erection of George-
town College (1789) under the direction of Bishop John Carroll,
who never lost his love -of the Society which he had served until
the Suppression. )

In New France, after some abortive attempts beginning in
1611, the French Jesuits established themselves in 1632 at Que-
bec. For more than a century and a half they laboured for the
conversion of the natives, enduring hardships that are almost
unbelievable. The Church has recognized Sts. Isaac Jogues, Jean
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de Brebeuf and six others as martyrs, but many more died
heroically in the name of Christ. Lavish praise has been given
_these French Jesuits for their discoveries of large portions of
what are now Canada and the United States, and for their accu-
rate observations on the aborigines, topography and natural sci-
ences. They sent back to France each year lengtlty reports which
were annually published and are now celebrated as the Jesuit
Relations (1610-1791). In 1635, they established a college for
the French as well as for the Indians in Quebec. They strove too
to colonize the natives as well as to Christianize them.

More than two centuries had now passed since Ignatius and his
first companions prayed and-conferred over the form that the
Society of Jesus should eventually take. With the Society
moulded during his lifetime, no essential changes were ever in-
troduced by his successors, though Francis Borgia and Claudius
Aquaviva, the third and fifth Generals, respectively, brought
about many modifications. The growth in numbers and in the
variety and importance of the apostolic work undertaken was
truly amazing. In 1579, twenty-three years after Ignatius’ death,
there were 5,165 members and 21 provinces. When V1tellesch1
was elected the sixth General, in 1613, there were 13,112 members
and 32 provinces. At the death of Gonzalez, the thirteenth Gen-
eral, in 1705, there were 19,998 members and 37 provinces. In
1749, when the hostile forces in Spain, Naples, Portugal and
France were combining to crush the Society, it numbered 22,589
members, of whom 11,293 were priests, distributed through 39
provinces. - There were 24 Professed Houses, 669 colleges, 61
novitiates, 176 seminaries, and 273 missions among the savages.
The Catholic Church has recognized the sanctity of 23 members
who lived during this period by canonizing them as Saints. It has
given the title of Blessed to more than a hundred other martyrs
and confessors, and has permitted the introduction of the names
of nearly two hundred more for canonization. Despite its glori-
ous defence of the Church, or rather, because it had defended it
so well, the Society of Jesus was now doomed to extinction.

SUPPRESSION AND RESTORATION (1750-1814)

The chief causes which led to the Suppression of the Society
in 1773 were the following: (1) The power of the Society within
the Church and at the Catholic Courts aroused enmity. Royal
confessors were usually Jesuits, and some of them were charged
with exercising undue influence in political affairs; (2) The So-
ciety was the strongest bulwark of Ultramontane teaching in
Catholic Europe; (3) Friction with the Sorbonne and other uni-
versities was frequent; (4) The controversies with Dominicans
and Franciscans, concerning the doctrine of Grace, the “Chinese
Rites,” etc., left a legacy. of ill-feeling; (s5) The lax teaching,
on certain points, of a few Jesuit moralists was falsely attributed
to the entire Order; (6) Pascal and the Jansenists distrusted and
hated the Society; (7) Above all, after 1750 deistic “philosophy”
largely dominated the educated and ruling classes in Catholic
Europe. Voltaire and the Encyclopaedists united with Jansenists
and the statesmen of ‘“enlightened despotism” to crush the
Jesuits.

In 1759 Pombal banished the Society from Portugal and Bra-
zil. In France, Jansenists and philosophers became' active
against the Jesuits. De Choiseul, the Chief Minister of State,
and La Pompadour, were hostile to the Society. In 1762 the
Parlement of Paris made the case of Father La Valette, whose
mission. . activities had become involved in quasi-commercial
transactions, an occasion for condemning the Institute and “blind
obedience” of the Society as “immoral.” Despite the protests of
a majority of the episcopate, in 1764, Louis XV. reluctantly
yielded his consent to the expulsion of the Society from France.
In 1767 Charles IIL. of Spain violently expelled all Jesuits from
his vast Empire. The King was dominated by anti-clerical Minis-
ters; but the real reason for his violent act has remained “buried
in his royal heart.” In the same year Tanucci expelled the
Society from Naples. The Bourbon Courts and Portugal now
sought to coerce the Holy See into entirely suppressing the hated
Order.

In the Papal Conclave of 1769, twenty-three Cardinals were
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“vetoed” as “Zelanti” or pro-Jesuit. On May 19, 1769, Cardinal
Ganganelli was chosen Pope unanimously, and took the name
of Clement XIV. He had expressed the view that the Suppres-
sion might become necessary: “Sometimes we must cut down a
mast to save the ship.” Still, he ratified the privileges of the So-
ciety in a most laudatory Brief after his accession. Monino, the
Spanish Ambassador, threatened schism unless the Pope yielded.
In Germany and Austria, on the contrary, bishops, princes and
cities presented memorials in behalf of the Order. Clement XIV.
attempted to avert the evil day by diplomatic concessions but
finally yielded. On July 21, 1773, appeared the Brief of Suppres-
sion, Dominus ac Redemptor Noster. This Brief (not a Bull) is
narrative rather than judicial in tone. Clement XIV. cited cer-
tain past difficulties of the Society and enumerated present com-
plaints against it, notably charges of political and mercantile
activities and the hostility of the Bourbon Courts and of Portu-
gal. The Pope thus concluded the Brief: “For the sake of peace,
and because the Society can no longer attain the aims for which
it was founded, and on secret grounds which we enclose in our
heart, we suppress the said Society.”

T he “secret grounds” have never been disclosed, but it is prob-
able that Clement XIV. meant the threats to which he had been
subjected. The Brief became effective only when promulgated
by the Bishops. It condemns neither the teaching, nor the morals,
nor the discipline of the Jesuits. As Spittler notes, “It is useless
either as a justification or a condemnation” of the Soc1ety It was
not preceded by any judicial investigation, and Clement XIV.
based it upon motives of policy.

Some verdicts of historians upon the Suppression merit notice.
Ranke (Romjsche Papste III., 205) writes: “The Jesuits were
destroyed chiefly because they defended the strongest conception
of the supremacy of the Roman See.” St. Alphonsus Ligouri de-
clared that the Suppression was due to “a plot of Jansenists and
infidels.” Pope Pius XI. called the Suppression “a painful page
of history.” It seems clear that the elements which pushed.
forward the Suppression were the Jansenists, the anti-Christian
philosophers, and the advocates of unlimited secular absolutism;
that Clement XIV. acted under coercion; and that, when free,
Bishops, and the laity in general, bore witness to the learning and
priestly zeal of the Society.

The chief effects of the Suppression were the followmg (1) A
severe blow was dealt to Catholic higher education in Europe.
The spread of deistic philosophy and of revolutionary doctrine
was freed from a powerful obstacle. Charles ITI. had unwittingly
removed one great support of the Spanish Crown when he crushed
the Society in his Empire. (2) The damage to the foreign missions
was extreme. The Reductions of Paraguay fell into ruin; and in
India, China and throughout Latin America, the Suppression of
the Society caused a gap which could not be filled. (3) Sorel
deemed the Suppression a “death blow to Papal prestige.”

Two sovereigns refused to permit the publication of the Brief .
of Suppression, Frederick II. of Prussia and Catherine II. of
Russia. As long as Frederick lived, he encouraged the con-
tinuance of the Jesuit colleges in Prussia, but his successor, in
1786, seized the institutions and revenues and sent the Fathers
into exile. Catherine declared she wished the Society to continue
as a teaching body in White Russia, that portion which Russia

| received in the spoliation of Poland. In 1776, there were 145

members scattered through 12 establishments. In 1780; a
novitiate was opened. for the perpetuation of the Order.. In
that same year, Catherine asked Pius VI. for sanction in her
protection of the Society. -While the Pope would not agree,
he did not disagree; the survival, then, was considered not
illegitimate.

The Brief Catholicae Fidei.issued in 1801 by Pius VII. posi-
tively approved of the corporate existence of the Russian Society,
and Francis Kareu was created General. ‘Meanwhile, former mem-
bers of the Society were being received, either in person or by
name. Catherine, and her two successors, Paul I. and Alexan-
der 1., proved friendly protectors and patrons of the Order. By
a Papal Brief, the Society was extended from Russia to Naples
in 1804, but was dispersed two years later.
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Several former ex-Jesuits in Belgium, in 1794, united in a com-
munity called the “Fathers of the Sacred Heart.” In 1797, a
similar body, retaining the rule and the spirit of the Society,
was aggregated under the name of the “Fathers of the Faith.”
With the sanction of the Pope the two communities merged;
but dissatisfaction with the Superior, Father Paccanari, who
opposed a union with the Russian Society, caused many to leave
the community and to seek entrance in Russia. In 1803, 11 ex-
Jesuits in Maryland were received corporately by Gabriel Gruber,
then General. During these years, Pius VI. and Pius VII. were
prudently working toward a restoration of the Society. As soon
as Pius VII returned to Rome from his captivity in France, he
issued a Bull Sollicitudo Ommnium Ecclesiarum, dated August 7,
1814, whereby the Society of Jesus was restored throughout the
world. Seventeen months after the Bull re-established the So-
ciety throughout the world, the Jesuits were banished from St.
Petersburg; and in 1820 Alexander I. decreed that they must
all leave Russia, charging them with causing too many conversions
from the Orthodox Church. Though they were still refused ad-
mission into Portugal, they were welcomed by the countries
which had brought about the Suppression, Italy, France and
Spain. .

THE MODERN SOCIETY (1814-1935)

After its restoration, the Society had a gradual growth from a
few hundred in 1814 until at the beginning of 1935 (the last
figures available) it numbered 24,732 (10,799 priests, 8,717
Scholastics, and 5,216 lay brothers), distributed through 44
provinces. This represented a growth of nearly 8,000 in 20 years.
In its new life, it has devoted itself to practically the same work
that had characterized it from the start; foreign missions, col-
leges, research in science and letters, preaching and writing, with
some new features made necessary by the times.

It must be said, however, that it met with greater obstacles
than ever before.
tionary movements that swept all continental and South Ameri-
can countries and were invariably directed against religion as
well as against the State, usually picked the Jesuits as their first
targets. Thus they were expelled from France in 1830, again in
1845, in 1880, and in 1901, but as a result of hundreds of them
serving in the World War, returned in 1919; from Spain in 1820,
1835, 1854, during the first Republic in 1868, and more recently
under the second Republic in 1931; from Switzerland under the
Sonderbund in 1847; from Austria and Poland in 1848; from Italy
at various times before the unification in 1870; from Germany in
1872 by Bismarck during the Kulturkampf, not to return until
after the World War; and from Portugal in 1834 and 1910. The
frequent revolutions in South America and Mexico unfailingly saw
them dispersed under violent threats;-but in the countries which
did not suffer these revolutionary upheavals, as Belgium, England,
Canada, Ireland, and the United States, they were left in peace. In
most of the nations which attacked them, however, they did not
actually leave the country, except for those younger men who were
still pursuing their studies; the rest adopted the garb of secular
priests and carried on their priestly work as best they might.
In most cases, it must be said that their expulsion or dispersion
was logical, since because of the very prominence of their work
itself, they were usually looked upon by the revolutionaries as
spokesmen for the Church, against which the movement really was
directed. The action agamst them usually took the form of new
laws or the resurrection of old laws, but sometimes also of vio-
lénce, as when, for instance, in Madrid in 1822 twenty-two
Jesuits were murdered by the mobs, and again in Madrid in
1931, when their principal houses were burned with destruction of
libraries and manuscripts Confiscation of property invariably
followed, as in France in 1880 when they lost 26 colleges and
again in 1901 when they lost 32.

In spite of these obstacles and of frequent exile, and sometimes
because of it, their influence soon spread over the whole Catholic
world.- As soon as its numbers warranted, the Society 1m.med1ately
applied to the Holy See to have foreign missions assigned to it in
place of those which had been destroyed by the Suppression. Thus
in 1821, Peter De Smet came to the United States to work among
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During the nineteenth century, the revolu--
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the Indians with whom he had a long and glorious apostolate. In
1834 the Belgian Jesuits were in Calcutta, in 1835 the Spanish in
Argentina, in 1837 the French in Madras in India, in 1839 the
Sicilians in the Aegean Islands, in 1841 the French in Nanking,
China, and in 1844 in Madagascar, in 1848 the Irish in Australia,
in 1851 the English in Jamaica in 1853 the Spanish in Cuba and
in 1859 in the Philippines, in 1854 the Germans in Bombay in
India. The days of exploratlon were over, and the time was one
of organization and expansion. - At the begmnmg of 1935 there
were 3,204 Jesuits in the missions in Ceylon, India, Japan, China,
Java, Iraq, Syria, Egypt, South Africa, the Congo, and Madagas-
car; and in South America, Mexico, and the United States among
the Indians; 131 English Jesuits were in mission fields in Africa
and British Guiana; 478 Americans were in Iraq, China, the
Philippines, India, Alaska, Jamaica, and the Indian reservations
in the United States. Of recent years the growth of missionaries
from the United States has been phenomenal.

The educational system of the Jesuits had a’similarly extraordi-
nary growth. In the United States, Georgetown College, founded
1789, became a university in 1815 and at St. Louis, Missouri,
the college founded in 1829 became a university in 1832; Spring
Hill College at Mobile, Ala., founded in 1830, was given the power
to grant Pontifical degrees in 1840; other colleges and universi-
ties sprang up, notably, Santa Clara (1851), in California, Bos-
ton College (1863) and Holy Cross (1843), Worcester, in Massa-
chusetts, Marquette (1864), in Milwaukee, Wis., Fordham
(1841), in New York, St. Ignatius (1870), later Loyola Uni-
versity, in Chicago. In 1936 with 5,039 members in the United
States the Jesuits had 23 colleges and universities with 16,439
students in the various schools and faculties. In England, Stony-
hurst College was the outgrowth of the exiled college at St. Omer
(1592), France, which migrated to England in 1794. In 1936, 899
English Jesuits were working in eight colleges: Mount St. Mary’s

"(1842), St. Francis Xavier (1842), Liverpool, Beaumont (1861),

0Old Windsor, Glasgow (1870), Wimbledon (1887), London,
Stamford Hill (1894), London, Leeds (1901). In Canada, the
Jesuits returned from St. Mary’s, Ky., where the Fathers of the
French Province had commenced work in 1834. They have in
Montreal, Loyola College, St. Jean de Brebeuf, and Ste. Marie,
and colleges in Quebec and other Canadian cities.

While still retaining the essential features of the Ratio
Studiorum the colleges of the Society have adapted themselves to
the growth of the educational theory and practice in the world
at large, and have aimed at being, above all, practical educators.
In the field of research, they have been partlcularly conspicuous
in astronomy and geophy51cs Many of their astronomical ob-
servatories are well known, as Havana (1858), Manila (1863),
Stonyhurst (1842), Georgetown (1842), Zicha-wei, China (1873),
Tortosa, Spain (1904). As astronomers the Ttalian Angelo Secchi,
the German Johannes Georg Hagen, the English Stephen Perry
and others have enjoyed first rank in the world. In the United
States, the seismological stations at Georgetown, St. Louis, Ford-
ham, Cleveland, and lately Weston (Mass.) College, have con-
tributed much to world knowledge of earthquakes. In meteorol-
ogy, the observations and inventions of Father Algué were of
invaluable service in forecasting typhoons and hyrricanes in the
Philippines and the West Indies before the perfecting of radio
service.. In physics, Theodor Wulf was outstanding in Germany.
In psychology, in the first rank have stood Lindworksy-and
Maréchal, and in biology, Erich Wasmann. As was to be expected,
the sacred sciences, theology and the Bible, claimed many of’
their best ‘men: in the nineteenth century Franzelin, Mazzella,
Perrone, Palmieri, De Bonniot, De San, Sabetti, Genicot, Bal-
lerini, Gury, Patrizi, Cornely, Knabenbauer, and in the twentieth
Billot, De la Taille, and Fonck have been outstanding. In
hagiography, the great work of the Bollandists at Brussels was
carried on first under De Buck and then under De Smedt, and the
Analecta Bollandiana (1882) was founded to continue further re-
searches in the lives of the Saints narrated in earlier volumes of
the Acta Sanctorum.

A special characteristic of the new Society has been the entry
into the field of periodical literature, necessitated by the similar
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growth in the secular field, and a great part of its polemlcal and
apologetic work has been carried on in special magazines. - In
1850, the first of these, La Civilta Cattolica, was founded at the
express wish of Pope Pius IX., and was followed by Efudes in
Paris (18 56), Stimmen aus Maria Laach, now Stimmen der Zeit
(1865), in Germany, the Month (1864), in. England, Studien
(1868), in Holland, the Irisk Monthly (1874), in Ireland, Razdn
y Fe (1900), in Spam Przeglad Powszechny (1901), in Poland
America (1909), in New York, the successor to the -Messenger,
Studies (1912), in Ireland, Brotéria (1914) in Lisbon, Thought
(1926), in New York, Zivot (1923), in Jugoslawa -Estudios
(1934), in Buenos Alres, The New Review (1934), in Calcutta,
Revista Taveriana (1934), in Bogota, and Streven (193 5) in Bel-
gium. A special development was the devotional magazine called
the Messenger of the Sacred Heart, of which there are now 67
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JESUS CHRIST. The principal problem which is presented
by the New Testament to the historian is the problem of account-
ing for the faith of the early Christians in one whom they had
known as Jesus the carpenter’s son of Nazareth, and whom they
had seen die the shameful death of a criminal outside Jerusalem.
We have evidence that a very few weeks after that event His fol-
lowers, who had scattered in dismay, were reunited at Jerusalem,
men and women to the number of about 120, feeling themselves to
be bound together in a religious society through a common con-
viction, a common expectation and a common attitude towards
Jesus. They were fully persuaded that He was alive, and that He
had been seen by individuals and by groups of His followers.
They were eagerly expecting that He would quite shortly return as
the Messiah of ‘their race, the Son of God with power, and they
adopted an attitude to Him which, though still undefined, was an
attitude of religious faith. The strength and the sincerity of their
conviction were tested by persecution and proved by their stead-
fastness. ‘The religious quality of their attitide to Jesus was
evinced by devotion, self-sacrifice and a sense of obligation to
Him which swept away the last barrier of selfishness. And they
had a message concerning this same Jesus which they proceeded
to proclaim with enthusiasm and amazing success. The Church
of Christ became a fact of history.

What manner of man was it whose life and character, teaching
and. experience, are to account for this phenomenon? The answer
must be looked for in the three Gospels of Mark, Matthew and
Luke, commonly known as the Synoptic Gospels, with some assis-
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tance, slight but important, from the Acts of the Apostles, and
the Epistles of St. Paul. All three Gospels were the work of men
who were believers in Christ, and were intended primarily at least
for the benefit of those who already believed. Luke definitely
announces his purpose is to confirm Theophilus in the certainty
of the things wherein he had been instructed; and though Matthew
and Mark make no similar statement, it is equally clear that their
purpose ‘was similar; it was not either to prove anything not
already accepted or to persuade other men to believe, but to give
connected and permanent form to narratives of what Jesus had
done and said which had hitherto been current in the Christian
community, either as oral tradition or in preliminary attempts
to reduce the tradition to writing. Their own faith did not rest
upon the story which they told; for the earliest preaching was
not the proclamation of the historic Jesus but the proclamation
of “Christ and Him crucified,” that is to say, the witness of be-
lievers to the risen, living and glorified Christ whose connection
with the life of men and with the purpose of God might be learnt
from the fact that He had been crucified. The Gospels were
written in order to satisfy the eager desire to know more fully
and to know with certainty the earthly life of Him in whom men
- believed as the living Saviour and Lord.

DISTINCTIONS BETWEEN THE GOSPELS

While this is the purpose common to all three Evangelists,
there are important distinctions between them in respect of the
material which they have at command, the way in which they sev-
erally handle it, and the aspects of life and thought in which they
are severally interested. They all show great and equal interest in
the account of the Trial and Passion of Jesus which they relate
with fulness and detail ; but in the account of the previous ministry
of Jesus, Mark confines himself mainly to narrative, reporting in
comparison but little of what Jesus taught, few of His parables
and little of His discourse. Luke and Matthew, while incorporating
nearly all of Mark in their Gospels, add, each in his own different
way, a large amount of discourse material which had probably
been already collected in a document commonly described as the
second Source (Q). And to the material thus collected from two
sources both Luke and Matthew add material of their own. That
which is peculiar to Luke may possibly represent the earliest
stratum of his Gospel with which he combined first (@) and after-
wards Mark (Streeter).

According to the dates now commonly assigned to these Gospels
Mark was composed before the fall of Jerusalem in A.p. 70 but
not before A.D. 60, Luke and Matthew after the fall but not later
than A.p. 80. But if Harnack is right in the view he still (1928)
holds with conviction that the Acts of the Apostles was completed
before the death of Paul, then Luke’s Gospel would fall early in
the ’60s and Mark’s would be earlier still. And if Streeter’s theory
referred to in the foregoing paragraph proved to be correct, the
occasion for Luke’s collecting of the earliest draft of his Gospel
would be found in his visit to Caesarea about A.D. 43.

According to a tradition which has very early authority Mark
acted as attendant to Peter and also as his interpreter; and much
if not all of his material was derived from the accounts which
Peter was in the habit of giving of the life and death and resurrec-
tion of Jesus. His Gospel was probably written at Rome and
primarily for the benefit of Gentile Christians. Taking Mark as a
witness to the interest of such an audience we should infer that
it was strongly directed to Jesus as a healer, as one who had
power over demons, power from which it could be concluded that
He had overcome the prince of the demons; to Jesus as a teacher
who neglected nd opportunity of teaching, and was eagerly lis-
tened to whether by the crowds or by the inner circle of disciples;
to Jesus as the embodiment of a Gospel, great and good news, the
acceptance of which or of whom transformed life by setting it in
the key of faith in God and assured hope of His Kingdom; to
Jesus as standing to God in the relation of Son to the Father, and
prescribing the destiny of men in terms of their relation to Him-
self. (The opinion that Mark bears evidence of having been
influenced by Pauline thought and teaching has been shown to be
groundless, M. Werner, 1923.}

JESUS CHRIST

The Gospel of Matthew, written primarily for such Christians
as like himself were of Jewish origin, reflects something of their
national consciousness and particularly their interest in Jesus as
the Messiah of the Jews. Long before his time pious research and
even pious imagination had been at work on the Old Testament
collecting all the phrases which bore or could be made to bear on
the figure and the experiences of the Messiah. And Matthew’s
delight is to discover either in the Old Testament itself or in some
such collection language which illustrates and confirms the belief
that in Jesus had been found the Hope of Israel. It is natural
that he should conceive of the teaching of Jesus as a new law, and
bring out the contrast between the new law and the old; that his
interest in this aspect of the teaching should lead him to group
into connected instructions utterances which properly belonged to
various occasions; that modifications which he introduces should
be suggested by his interest in the Church’s task of evangelization
or by the internal problems of the Church itself; that on occasion
he has modified a narrative in order to adjust it to a prophecy. His
outlook on the future is sombre; he elaborates the eschatological
element in the teaching of Jesus, to whose Person an increasing
majesty is attached, even as His function as Judge is emphasized.
“Matthew conceives Christianity as the fulfilment of Judaism;”
the divine Lawgiver who has fully revealed the word of God i¢
the Jesus whom the Jews rejected and crucified. He cometh.
quickly to judgment.

The interests reflected in Luke’s Gospels are less those of his
audience or of the school to which he belongs than his own per-
sonal ones. He is a Gentile, free from all trace of Jewish nation-
alism, interested in men as men, in the perennial problem of rich
and poor, emphasizing at once the drastic demands of the Gospel
and the universality of the appeal made by Jesus, His personal
contacts with individual men and women, the cccasions of social
intercourse, and the infinite graciousness and tenderness of the
Master. “If Matthew is the Gospel of judgment, Luke is the
Gospel of mercy. If there is something of pessimism in Matthew,
Luke is full of hope.” :

The influence of these several interests by which the Evangel-
ists were moved is seen alike in their selection of material and in
their handling of it, oftentimes in quite subtle modulations of their
sources. And it is this rather than any special dogmatic purpose,
still less any “deliberate falsification or conscious idealization”
which accounts for the differences between the Gospels,. and ex-
plains how it is that though we have three portraits distinguishable
from one another we feel them all to be portraits of the same
Person.

Apart from the Birth stories at the opening of Matthew and
Luke (the exact significance of which in this respect is ambigu-
ous) there is nothing in these three Gospels to suggest that their
writers thought of Jesus as other than human, a human being spe-
cially endued with the Spirit of God and standing in an unbroken
relation to God which justified His being spoken of as the “Son of
God.” Even Matthew refers to Him as the carpenter’s son and
records that after Peter had acknowledged Him as Messiah he
“took Him and began to rebuke Him” (Matt. xvi. 22). And in
Luke the two disciples on the way to Emmaus can still speak of
Him as “a prophet mighty in deed and word before God and all
the people” (Luke, xxiv. 19). It is very singular that in spite of
the fact that before Mark was composed “the Lord” had become
the description of Jesus common among Christians, He is never
so described in the second Gospel (nor yet in the first, though the
word is freely used to refer to God). All three relate the Passion
of Jesus with a fulness and emphasis of its great significance; but
except the “ransom” passage (Mark x. 45) and certain words at
the Last Supper there is no indication of the meaning which was
afterwards attached to it. It is not even suggested that the death
of Jesus had any relation to sin or forgiveness. Had the “ransom”
saying been suggested by Paul it would not stand as it does in its
isolated vagueness.

HIS MINISTRY

The Three Stages.—Any attempt to write 2 “Life of Jesus”
should be frankly abandoned. The material for it certainly does
not exist. It has been calculated that the total number of days in
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" His life regarding which we have any record does not exceed 3o.
And, moreover, the notes of time by which many of the episodes
are connected are now seen to form the setting in which each
Evangelist has put the different sections of his material, and repre-
sent rather his narrative-style than the actual time-relation be-
tween the events. At the same time, the ministry described by the
Synoptists falls into three well-marked stages, the first mainly in
Galilee, the third in Jerusalem and its neighbourhood, and the in-
termediate one a period of travel and sojourn either in Peraea
according to Mark, or, if we follow the indications of ‘Luke, in the
neighbourhood of Samaria. Within this framework we have a con-
tinuous narrative only in the third section; in the other two a
series of events and episodes, utterances, discourses, discussions
and parables, the order of which is of less significance than their
meaning. For what is true of all of them is conspicuously true of
many, that even taken separately they convey an adequate, though
it may not be a complete, impression of His character or His teach-
ing or His significance for men. “It is precisely the greatness of
Jesus, and the peculiarity of the tradition regarding Him, that
every one of His brief sayings and every one of His parables and
the stories concerning Him display His inner character entire, and
display it so clearly that even the unlearned men may receive from
it the deepest impression.”

“Jesus was at the outset (of His ministry) about 30 years of
age.” His birth took place in the reign of Herod (d. 4 B.C.), and
His crucifixion probably in A.D. 29 or 30. These dates confirm the
impression produced by careful comparison between the Synoptic
Gospels and John, that a duration of nearly three years for the
ministry suggested by the data of the latter is probably correct
rather than one of some 18 months, which is all we should infer
from the former. '

The ministry of Jesus was heralded by that of John the Bap-
tist, a stern reproduction of one of the ancient prophets such as
Elijah. He appeared in the unpopulated district in the Jordan
valley proclaiming that the Kingdom of Heaven was at hand,
which on his lips meant a day of judgment for the wicked. He
called on those who listened to him to repent. And those who so
repented he “baptized in the Jordan.” This procedure was some-
thing so novel as to secure for him the description.of “the bap-
tizer”; it was an outward and visible sign of the repentance to
which was granted “remission of sins,” and probably was under-
stood to seal admittance to the coming Kingdom. Large crowds
flocked to his preaching. Many repented and were baptized.
Others who remained at home said, “He has a devil.” A further
feature of his preaching was the repeated announcement that he
was but a forerunner; that he would be followed by one stronger
and nobler than he, who would baptize with Holy Spirit, while he
himself baptized with water only. According to the tradition pre-
served by the fourth Gospel John actually pointed out Jesus to
two of his own disciples (“Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh
away the sin of the world,” John i. 29), and they thenceforth
quitted John and became followers of Jesus. Nevertheless, the
movement started by John survived, possibly as a rival to the
Church, against whose claims the writer of the fourth Gospel finds
it necessary to protest.

His Baptism and Temptations—Jesus Himself was baptized at
the hands of John. That He thereby exposed himself to misunder-
standing may be admitted, though the Synoptic Gospels signifi-
cantly omit any reference to confession of sin in His.case. This,
however, is not the difficulty referred to in Matthew. It is that
John, himself a kinsman of Jesus, shrinks from seeming to claim’
moral superiority by conferring baptism upon Him. Jesus brushed
aside the objection, waiving the claim which John makes for Him,
as He afterwards waived the claim to be excused the temple tax.
In this ceremony of initiation and consecration to the ideals of
the coming Kingdom He is resolved to be one with His brethren,
even at the risk of misunderstanding. It is the first public symbol
of the self-identification of one who was holy with those who were
sinners.

The baptism itself was immediately followed by the coming
of the Holy Spirit upon Jesus, and by the Divine assurance con-
veyed to Him in words of Scripture which sealed His vocation to

17

be Messiah, the Messianic Son of God. At what period of His
life the possibility of such a vocation first dawned on Him we
cannot say. Doubtless it grew on Him. When He came to His
baptism He was willing to accept it. After His baptism He knew
it to be God’s will. And already the specific character of His
Messiahship was grasped by Him, as is indicated by the combina-
tion with the Messianic text from Psalm ii. of familiar words from
Isaiah xlii. referring to the Suffering Servant. Jesus devoted
Himself to be a Messiah who should effect the redemption of
God’s people through suffering, and at His baptism He received
the Divine confirmation of this self-dedication.

It is this Messianic self-consciousness which gives the clue to

.the meaning of the Temptations which foliowed. These were far

removed from the temptations of ordinary men, so far indeed that
only this Messianic consciousness can account for them. In soli-
tude and fasting Jesus faced and settled the problem of the Mes-
siahship, tested and rejected one after another of the policies
which offered themselves for consideration. The Messianic en-
dowment of the Spirit was not to be employed in order to satisfy
physical need or appetite. It had to do with that higher form of
life which was nourished by the self-communication of God.
Neither was it to be employed to produce supernatural evidence
of His claim, even though Scripture could be quoted to confirm its
validity. - Even He had no right to put God to such a test for
such a purpose. Finally, the possibility was suggested of accom-
plishing the Messianic task of making the kingdoms of this world
“the kingdom of our Lord and of His Christ,” by forming an alli-
ance with evil, attempting, as a policy of compromise, to “serve
God and Mammon.” The subsequent course of His ministry
shows how each of the “temptations” had been triumphantly
overcome.

Characteristics of the Ministry—The Synoptic Gospels agree
in representing the public ministry of Jesus as commencing after
John the Baptist had been thrown into prison by Herod. “Jesus
came ‘into Galilee proclaiming the Gospel of God, that the time is
fulfilled and the Kingdom of God has drawn near.” The burden
of the message was the same as that of the Baptist, but on the
lips of Jesus it was great and glad news, a Gospel in the presence
of which, or in the power of which, men could be called on’to
believe in God. From Capharnaum which appears to have served
as a centre this message was carried by Jesus through the length
and breadth of Galilee.

In the synagogues and in private houses, on the hill-slopes and
by the lakeside He taught the crowds who flocked to hear Him.
He believed in teaching. Because He had compassion on the mul-
titude, “He began to teach them many things.” To this pro-
clamation of the Kingdom and this teaching Jesus added a min-
istry of healing, largely described in terms of the casting out of
demons. For, according to the ideas of the time, not only nervous
diseases but many other forms of sickness and physical disability
were believed to be due to possession by a demon or’ unclean
spirit. This gave rise to a class of persons, “exorcists,” who pro-
fessed, and not always in vain, to be able to cure disease by
casting out the demon. And Jesus did not shrink from drawing
attention to the parallel between Himself and them. But it is
clear that His “mighty acts of healing” had a scope and were on
a scale far beyond the reach of such men. The Evangelists report
an extension of His power beyond cases of a psychical or
psychophysical nature, to include the curing of fever, paralysis,
leprosy, blindness, deaf-mutism and even the raising of the dead,
as having characterized His ministry. Of a different class and
yet falling under the head of “wonders” were the so-called
“pature-miracles” of which the Evangelists relate several.

The Miracles—There can be no doubt that the Evangelists
believed that these things happened as they describe them. There
is equally no doubt that many of them would be differently de-
scribed and differently accounted for by modern observers, who
are as eager to find out the secondary causes as earlier observers
were ready to do justice to the primary one. They “gave glory
to God,” and sometimes no doubt thought that they gave the
greater glory by enhancing the supernatural character of the
event. In general, it must be born in mind that “miracles” were
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far from being unexpected or rare. St. Paul claimed to have

worked “‘signs” in circumstances which put his sincerity beyond:

challenge, and he is witness to the fact that the Apostles wrought
signs and wonders. Even the raising of the dead was not a thing
so incredible as it is to us. Irenaeus believed that two cases oc-
curred in his own time. If this seems to reduce the “‘evidential
value” of miracles, it must be replied that there is very little to
indicate that specific evidential value attached to the miracles of
Jesus. There are two instances but only two where anything like
an appeal is made to miracle in order to prove anything, the
healing of the paralytic and the answer to the messengers from the
Baptist. In the one case it is an argument from the power of
physical healing to the power of spiritual restoration. In the other
it is not the miraculous character of the events which is empha-
sized but their quality; “to the poor the Gospel is.preached”
(Luke vii. 22). ,

Otherwise no appeal is made to the miracles in order to prove
anything. That they were not understood. to prove: the Messiah-
ship of Jesus is clear from the insistent demiand of the Pharisees
for “a sign,” by which they meant some portent which would,
so they thought, make it impossible for men not to believe, e.g.,
casting Himself down from the pediment of the Temple. And
when Jesus sternly refused to give such a sign, He made it clear
that miracles were neither intended nor calculated to produce
faith. There are indications that there came a point in His minis-
try when He became chary of healing indiscriminately. This.is
shown by a new emphasis on His “compassion” as the motive of
particular miracles, or on “faith” as the condition of His per-
forming them. He may well have recognized that the popular
enthusiasm due to the working of such miracles on a large scale,
so far from furthering His mission, was only too likely to wreck
it. And, further, that in too many cases those who were healed
were satisfied with the physical boon and were indifferent to the
higher gifts He had to give. They failed to show even that rudi-
mentary attachment to Himself which could deserve the name of
faith; and He was ‘“unable” to do any mighty works where He
found that “faith” wholly wanting.

A miracle has been well defined as “the supremacy of the spir-
itual forces of the world to an extraordinary degree over the mere
material.” In our inability to measure such spiritual forces we
dare not a priori set any limit to their efficacy, and the test of
probability, for any particular miracle lies not in what we conceive
to be its physical possibility, but in its moral significance and
value. The Evangelists record the miracles of - Jesus not as
demonstrating His Messiahship or His divinity, but as spontane-
ous expressions of a personality filled with the Spirit of God and
_ indications of a character wholly animated by sympathy for men.

To teaching and healing as characteristics of the ministry must
be added companionship. Jesus was not only accessible to men
and women of all types and classes; He went forth to meet them,
threw round them the compelling atmosphere of interest and care.
Levi the tax-farmer, Simon the Zealot, Zacchaeus, Martha, Mary
and Lazarus, Simon the Leper, these were typical instances.
Many He drew into a wide circle of “followers,” who accom-
panied Him in His circuit of Galilee; some into a yet closer circle
of professed “disciples.” Twelve He selected “that they might be
with Him;” to these, who had shown a real initial receptivity He
revealed “the mysteries of the Kingdom,” and some of the depths
of His own personality. These, when gathered into His fellowship
(or “name”) and to some extent imbued with His spirit He sent
forth with power to cast out demons, to proclaim still more widely
the coming Kingdom.

The earliest result of this ministry in Galilee was seen in a
wave of popular interest and enthusiasm. “The common people
heard Him gladly” (Mark xii. 37). They crowded the house
where He was, the street where He walked, the beach to which
His boat was moored. His fame spread through all Galilee and
even “beyond Jordan,” to Judaea and Idumaea. On the other hand
opposition began to show itself. The religious authorities were
alarmed at the independence of this unauthorized teacher, who
ignored the traditionai rules by which they had fenced the law
of the Sabbath, who encouraged His disciples to drop the practice
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of fasting, who dared even to reach back behind the law of Moses
itself and proclaim on His own authority the wider principles on
which that law rested. Alarm deepened into suspicion, suspicion
into dislike and hostility, as attempts made by scribes and Phari-
sees to challenge Him in argument were met and worsted by
Jesus. ‘Already the Pharisees began to conspire with their tra-
ditional foes the court-party “how they might destroy him.” At
the same time it became only too clear that the popular enthusi-
asm was but fleeting. The parable of the Sower is probably a
reading off of the’disappointing experience. Much of the seed
which He had sown had fallen either on stony ground or among
thorns; and even what sprouted had either withered away or been
choked. Nazareth itself, His home town, showed conspicucusly
its contemptuous want of faith. Jesus withdrew from Galilee; His
continuous ministry there came to an end. Through “the district
of Tyre and: Sidon” (where He broke through the barrier of
Jewish exclusiveness by healing the daughter of a Gentile woman)
He fetched a wide circuit by the valley of the upper Jordan,
and after a brief visit to Galilee turned north again, to arrive at
Caesarea Philippi at the southern base of Mount Hermon.

PETER’S DISCOVERY

The Messiahship.—The most momentous result of the min-
istry up to this point is seen in the acknowledgment made by
Peter (apparently with the tacit consent of his fellow disciples),
“Thou art the Messiah.” This was in answer to a direct question
put by Jesus; and according to. Matthew it was followed by a
blessing pronounced upon Peter, together with the announcement
“flesh -and blood hath not revealed it unto thee but My Father
which is in heaven” (xvi. 17). Peter’s discovery was due not to
any external testimony but to what we should call a spiritual in-
tuition; Jesus accepted the description, but enjoined His followers
to keep it as a secret to themselves.

What were the reasons which led Peter to make this discovery
and declaration?- It is exceedingly difficult to say. Certainly they
do not lie upon the surface of the Gospel narrative. There was no
form of the Jewish expectation of a Messiah to which the ap-
pearance and activities of Jesus in the least corresponded; He was
far enough removed from a warrior-prince who should restore the
political glories of David’s reign; He was not less removed from
the transcendental figure of the Son of Man coming on the clouds
of Heaven to judgé the enemies of God and of Israel. The stories
of a miraculous birth were not yet current; neither the Immanuel
prophecies nor those of the Suffering Servant could give any help.
Miracles, regarded merely as evidence of supernatural power, did
not point outthe Messiah. It was no part of the expectation con-
cerning Him that He would work miracles. That the Messiah
should teach, that He should claim to forgive sin, that He should
seek to draw men into fellowship with Himself, that He should
call them to take His yoke upon them—all these distinguishing
features in the Synoptic portrait of Jesus were wanting in any
picture of the Messiah drawn by Jewish imagination.

Seeking for the explanation of Peter’s-“confession” we appear
compelled to-find it in subtler forceés which had been playing upon
the disciples, the qualities of character displayed in the acts and
words of Jesus, the influence of His personality mediated through
daily intercourse, the sense of mystery and awe produced by His
moral majesty (“Depart from me, for I am a sinful man, O Lord”),
the growing conviction that somehow their relation to God was
bound up with their relation to Him; all this combined to produce

"a profound impression in the effort to describe which Peter, when

challenged, grasped at the highest religious conception which could
be attached to-a man, and said “Thou art the Messiah.”
- Neither for Jesus nor for His disciples was the title adequate.
It had many associations which were actually out of harmony with
His true mission and with the methods by which it was to be ac-
complished. Yet it was the best available description.of the voca-
tion which He had accepted, which His followers felt Him to be
fulfilling. The title placed Him in direct connection with the
delivering or redeeming purpose of God revealed by the prophets,
and with the divine theodicy expected by the Jews.

Prediction of Suffering and Death.—According to these Evan-~
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gelists Jesus proceeded at once to exhibit more clearly His con-
ception of the Messianic vocation by the startling and reiterated
announcement of His impending arrest, death and resurrection. He
foresaw His fate, and accepted it as part of the Divine purpose He
was called to fulfil. He was to transform the réle of the Messiah
into that of the Suffering Servant. The disciples were utterly per-
plexed or frankly incredulous. “This saying was hid from them”
and they did not understand what was said. The Transfiguration
which followed on the first of these announcements is best under-
stood as a parallel to the Baptism and a fore-gleam of the Resur-
rection. In it Jesus received the Divine confirmation of His self-
devotion to the way of the Cross; He stood in line and in harmony
with the monumental figures in the Divine revelation, and He en-
joyed a foretaste of “the glory that should follow.” From that time
forward we see Him with His face “set to go unto Jerusalem”;
for, as He said, “it cannot be that a prophet perish away from
Jerusalem.” And we get in Mark the wonderful silhouette, as of
ﬁgures on the sky-hne and agalnst the sunset, Jesus in front and
alone “iam totus in passione sua” as Bengel puts it; behind him the
twelve or the inner circle of disciples, who were “the nearest bit of
the world for Him as He was the first inkling of eternity for them”;
they were filled with awe and wonder. Behind them again came
those less closely attached, less akin to His spirit; and “they were
afraid.”

So these Evangelists brlng Jesus to ]erusalem by way of Jericho.
The feast of Passover was approaching. 'Crowds of pilgrims, many
of them from Galilee, travelled by the same road. Jesus for a mo-
ment dropped the vell which concealed His Messiahship from all
but those who were in sprntual sympathy with Himself. He ar-
ranged to enter the city in a guise which would recall a Messianic
prophecy of Zechariah, “lowly and riding upon an ass,” a Mes-
siah who was a man of peace. Whether the crowd recognized the
symbol, or whether it was the prophet of Galilee whom they recog-
nized, a wave of enthusiasm seized them. They surrounded Him
with joyous acclamations and so conducted Him to the gate of the
city. Either on the same or the following day He visited the
Temple, and being moved to indignation at its desecration through
the exploiting of the religious needs of the people by avaricious
traffickers and money-changers, drove them forth before Him by
the force of His anger. They had turned God’s house of prayer
into “a bandit’s cave.” This drastic exhibition of ‘moral authority
seems to have been the causé which brought to a head the hos-
tility of “the chief priests and scribes,” among whom the former
at any rate reaped a rich revenue from the traffic. They finally
resolved on His destruction, but felt compelled by His popularity
with the people, especially the Galilean pilgrims, to proceed with
caution. The following days were spent by Jesus in the courts
and porticoes of the Temple, where He taught and dealt with
questions, some captious, some sincere, which were submitted to
Him by opponents or by friends. The mghts He appears to have
spent at Bethany or on the Mount of Olives.

Judas Iscariot—Two days before the Passover an unexpected
opportunity was presented to His enemies when one of His own
followers, one indeed of the Twelve, Judas Iscariot, went to the
high prlest with an offer to betray Jesus into their hands probably
by pointing out where He could be arrested quietly. Innumerable
explanations have been suggested for this treachery; its ultimate
.root was probably disappointed personal ambition working on an
imperfect alleglance, fastening on.Jesus as the cause of the disap-
pointment and passing through disloyalty and dislike to hatred
And, “hates any man the thing he would not kill?”

The Last Supper.—Even for Judas there remained still an
opportunity “to see one instant and be saved.” For he was
present at the Last Supper, when Jesus manifested to.His fol-
lowers that “He loved them to the end.” We shall probably do
wisely if we follow here the tradition preserved in the fourth
Gospel rather than that which appears to underlie the Synoptic
Gospels. The latter certainly seems to imply that it was the
Passover meal of which Jesus and His disciples partook; John
clearly understands that it took place on the night before the Pass-
over, and that Jesus went to death on the following day, at the
time when the Passover lambs were being sacrificed; this would
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further account for the absence from the Synoptic reports of
nearly all the features characteristic of the Passover meal. The
Last Supper then corresponded probably to the weekly “Sanctifi-
cation of the Sabbath” when the common meal had a specially
religious character, and just before the Sabbath began.the head
of the household pronounced a solemn benediction over a cup of
wine. No doubt Jesus had been in the habit of observing this
weekly ceremony with His disciples. If on this occasion He anti-
cipated it by 24 hours, and introduced it by saying “Much have
I desired to eat this (coming) Passover with you” intimating
that that would not be so, this occasion would at once be charged
with special significance and solemnity.

There are several variations in the reports of what Jesus said
at the Last Supper as given by the three Evangelists (with whose
record we must take into account that given by Paul‘in 1 Corin-
thians). Luke’s account as found in the common text appears to
have been assimilated to Paul’s; but when the true text is re-
stored it varies more from Paul’s than either of the others. The
probable meaning of the words spoken by Jesus may perhaps best
be given in a paraphrase. He took a loaf and blessed and broke it
and said, “This represents Me as I give Myself in sacrifice to be
the spiritual nourishment of men”: and He: took a cup and gave
thanks and gave to them saying, “This represents Me as I give
Myself in sacrifice to seal the new covenant.” The central pur-
pose of the rite would appear to be that there might be brought
vividly to the consciousness of His followers the real Presence of
their Master when He had passed from their sight, such a Pres-
ence as carried with it the continuation of all the aspects of His
ministry ‘which-had entered into their experience while He was
visibly with them. The command, “Do this to bring Me to remem-
brance,” which is found only in Paul, may be an authentic word of
Jesus or it may be an inference from the experience of the
Church; “He was known of them in the breaking of bread.”

From the upper room Jesus and His disciples went through the
darkness to Gethsemane, outside the city, “where was a garden.”
There, withdrawn from His followers and even from the inner
circle of closest friends, Jesus went through the agony of a human
soul facing shame, suffering and death. Escape was still possible.
The prayer rose to His lips that He might be spared the necessity
of drinking “this cup,” only to be cancelled in the next moment
with “Nevertheless not what I will, but what thou willest.” He
returned to His companions to find them sleeping. Then came the
lights, the clamour of voices, the crowd of chief priests and temple
officers and Judas leading the way to betray His Master with a
kiss. Jesus was seized and led away a prisoner. As to His dis-
ciples “they forsook him and fled, all of them.”

CRUCIFIXION AND RESURRECTION

The Trial of Jesus.—There is considerable variation between
the Evangelists in the reports which they give of the judicial or
quasi-judicial ‘proceedings which followed. Mark reports a for-
mal meeting of the Sanhedrin held at once in the house of the
High Priest; which seems unlikely especially if it were followed by
another formal meeting next morning. Luke reports that Jesus
was taken to the house of the high priest, but defers the investi-
gation till the néxt day. The tendency of Mark’s narrative is to
throw a greater responsibility upon the Jewish authorities, and to
suggest that the Sanhedrin had more independent jurisdiction
than probably belonged to it. The object of the chief priests was
to frameé a charge against Jesus which would lie in a- Roman

_court; and this they found in the admission which He made to the

High Priest that he was the Messiah. For that admission could
be easily interpreted to Roman ears as involving a claim to be
“the King of the Jews,” and one who was therefore politically
dangerous. . Evidence that He had publicly made such a claim
does not appear to have been forthcoming. But when directly
challenged by the High Priest “Art thou the Messiah, the Son of
the Blessed One?” Jesus replied, “I am,” the first and only time
when, according to Mark, He formulated the claim in express
words. On this His own confession the Sanhedrin adjudged Him
guilty of blasphemy, and after being overwhelmed with brutal
insults He was hurried off to be tried before the Roman governor,



20

Pontius Pilate.

Luke, whose account of these events is largely independent of
the other two Synoptists, describes the religious authorities as
laying three distinct charges against Jesus, out, of which Pilate
selects for following up the charge that He called himself “Christ
a king.” To Pilate’s question whether He did indeed claim to be
King of the Jews He returned only an ambiguous reply. What
follows is in effect an account of the struggle in Pilate’s mind
between his conviction that his prisoner was an innocent man and
that it was “through envy” that the high priests had sent him for
trial, and the fear lest by offending the Jews he might be involved
in a riot at Jerusalem and a charge of maladministration at Rome.
As a last resource he threw on the crowd the responsibility of
choosing whether they would have Jesus or another prisoner,
Barabbas, a bandit, released to them. When they had chosen
Barabbas and Pilate asked what then was he to do with Jesus,
the shout went up, “Crucify him,” and Pilate gave sentence that
it should be as they demanded.

The Gospel narratives present Jesus as bearing Himself through-
out with unswerving dignity towards men, with uncomplaining
submission towards God. Deserted by His followers, betrayed by
one of His Apostles, publicly denied by another, beaten and spat
upon by the soldiers, jeered by the populace, crucified between
two criminals, forsaken by man, and, as it seemed, by God, no
form of bitterness was wanting to the cup which He drank, the
cup of failure, shame, pain and death. He “obeyed unto the death
of the Cross,” “for the glory that was set before Him.”

The Resurtection.—On “the third day,” the first day of the
week, the same Jesus appeared to some of those who had known
Him and believed on Him, alive. And on the conviction that He
rose from the dead and “liveth for evermore” the faith and life
and hope of the Christian Church are founded. It is to this faith
that the Gospel narratives bear collective witness, despite their
variations as to the mode and circumstances of the event. The
earliest and the strongest evidence for the Resurrection of Jesus
is provided by the Acts of the Apostles and the Epistles of St.
Paul. The early chapters of the Acts (whatever be the date of
their final composition) contain source-material which testifies to
the existence, very shortly after the death of Jesus, of a fellow-
ship or community of men and women for whom the verdict of
the Cross had been reversed. They were bound together by a
common loyalty to Jesus, a common readiness to suffer “for his
name,” and a common expectation of His early and visible return.
That by which they were animated and sustained was the belief
that He was alive, and apart from such a belief there is no expla-
nation to be given of the existence of such a community. Evidence
of the vividness and impressiveness of this conviction is provided
in the conversion of Saul of Tarsus, for which we must find one
of the predisposing causes in the tenacious witness borne to the
Resurrection by the disciples whom he had “haled and committed
to prison.” Some 20 years after, when writing to the Corinthians,
Paul summarizes part at least of the Gospel which he had been
taught when he became a Christian and which he in turn trans-
mitted to others; and in the short list of points he includes the
fact that Christ “hath been raised on the third day,” and goes on
to recite a list of persons to whom He had appeared—Peter, the
Twelve, more than five hundred brethren at once, James, all the
Apostles, himself. But the fact or event of the Resurrection is for
Paul only the beginning of a new and risen life for Jesus of which
His followers have experimental proof in daily life andin victory
over the world and sin. The living Saviour is even more real to
him than the historical fact that He had risen from the dead. And
Paul is not alone; the Epistle of Peter, that to the Hebrews and
the Apocalypse bear witness to the like conviction confirmed by
the like experience.

The real historical evidence for the Resurrection is the fact that
it was believed and preached, and that it produced its fruit and
effect in the phenomenon of the Christian Church, long before any
of our Gospels were written. And it is in the light of this fact that
the narratives of the Evangelists must be read. All three attest
the fact that Jesus rose from the dead. Mark’s Gospel breaks off
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Matthew record several occasions on which He so appeared; but
they severally reproduce different traditions. ‘The appearances
which Matthew describes take place with one exception in Galilee
whither he reports that the apostles were instructed to proceed;
Luke, on the other hand, records appearances in Judaea only, and
seems even to be at pains to remove the allusions to Galilee.
The two traditions are not mutually exclusive, but if one only cor- -
responds to the facts, the Jerusalem one is probably to be pre-
ferred. Close examination discloses other” discrepancies between
the narratives; but these do not affect the central witness which
they convey, “The Lord is risen indeed, and hath appeared.” The
detail to which the greatest significance attaches is at the close
of the story of Emmaus, “He was known of them in the break-
ing of bread,” the germ of later Eucharistic practice and Eucha-
ristic experience.

EARLY LIFE AND TEACHING

His Birth and Boyhood.—Mark’s Gospel opens when Jesus
“began to be about thirty years of age.” It is to Matthew and
Luke that we owe all that is reported about the period before
that. Throughout this section the two narratives are independent
of one another, Luke being the more copious of the two. He
relates the promise of the birth of a son first to Elizabeth, then
to Mary, and the visit of Mary to Elizabeth. Then he describes
the birth first of John the Baptist, then of Jesus, and completes
his record with an account of the presentation of Jesus in the
Temple after His circumcision and of His visit to the Temple
with His parents when 12 years old. Luke reserves to a later
point the genealogy of Jesus, with which Matthew opens his
Gospel; and whereas the former carries the list back from Jesus
who was “as was supposed, the son of Joseph,” to Adam ‘“the son
of God,” the latter starts from Abraham and works down to
Joseph “the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus which is
called Christ.” Matthew then describes the birth of Jesus (with-
out any foregoing Annunciation), the visit of the Magi, the flight
into Egypt and the return to Nazareth.

There can be no doubt that both the First Gospel and the Third
—in the form in which we have it—represent the birth of Jesus
as supernatural in character. His mother was betrothed to Joseph,
but still a virgin when He was born. With regard to Luke’s
account, however, it is possible that the passages which provide
the evidence to this effect represent later insertions by the hand
of the Evangelist himself. And while the story of the Annuncia-
tion in Matthew emphasizes the Messianic rank and function of
the son who is to be born rather than what we should mean by
the Divine Sonship, both Gospels have this in common that
though ascribing supernatural powers to Jesus, they neither de-
scribe nor exhibit Him as other than man. The emergence of a
high conception of Christ’s Person which led ultimately to the
acknowledgment of His Divinity took place before either of these
Gospels was written, but it proceeded along different lines, and ap-
parently without any reference to or inference from a Virgin
Birth, which does not appear to have formed part of the Apos-
tolic preaching. Neither Paul nor Mark betrays any knowledge
of the tradition. It follows that it did not form an essential
factor in the presentation of Jesus which we find in Mark or in
the interpretation of Him which we owe to Paul. It is probable
that “Luke became acquainted with the tradition for the first
time, either when he was in process of writing his Gospel, or
immediately afterwards. The First Gospel presupposes the Virgin
Birth tradition, which had probably been known to its readers
for some time, sufficiently long for problems to be raised and for
difficulties to be started” (Vincent Taylor).

His Work and Teaching.—Mark has preserved but little of
the teaching of Jesus compared with Luke and Matthew, who
have incorporated in their Gospels large sections of the discourse-
document known as Q as well as other discourse material which
each of them had received independently. The earliest collection
of such material may possibly have been made by Luke at
Caesarea about A.D. 43.

Jesus was primarily conspicuous in the eyes of His contem-

before recording any appearance to His disciples. Both Luke and | poraries as a healer and a teacher. When He was moved with
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compassion for the multitude “he began to teach them many
things.” He is constantly presented as “teaching” in the syna-
gogues, in a house, in the Temple, by the lake-side; and His teach-
ing was effective—“the common people heard him gladly.” There
was novelty in it, not only in its contents but in its quality. He
“taught as One having authority, and not as the scribes.” So He
was both addressed and described as the Teacher, as John was
described as the Baptizer. When men addressed Him as “Rabbi,”
they gave expression to the respect they felt for Him, His char-
acter and His teaching; though it is an anachronism for us to
refer to Him as “a Jewish Rabbi” since it was only after the fall
of Jerusalem that the title took on its modern connotation.

His Task—Tt is well to try to realize the nature and magni-
tude of the task which Jesus set Himself as a Teacher, measured
as it may be partly by the teaching itself and partly by what He
has-accomplished at least for a section of mankind. It was a
task of almost incalculable difficulty, nothing less than to give to
plain, matter-of-fact men a vision of reality which would become
for them a permanent factor of experience and an inspiration for
ethical development. It was to lift thought, feeling and aspira-
tion in such men from the level at which they are bounded by
the horizon of this present life to the level they attain when that
horizon disappears. It was to reveal and commend the possibility
of a “life” of a different quality from that which is nourished “by
bread alone,” a life natural to the family of God, alike in-its joy,
its ethical character and its permanence. And He had to do this,
making use not only of a language already familiar to His people,
but of thought-forms with which they were familiar, however in-
adequately they might body forth His own conceptions. Illustra-
tions may be found in “the Kingdom of God” and “the Son of
Man,” regarding both of which He had much to say, though both
of them brought up from the past associated ideas which did not
necessarily form part of His own conception. ~

The Kingdom of God.—The ministry of Jesus opened with His
arrival in Galilee proclaiming the Gospel, the great and good news
of God, that “the time is fulfilled and the Kingdom of God has
drawn near,” ‘and much of His recorded teaching was devoted to
instruction about the Kingdom, its character, its incommensur-
able value and the conditions of belonging to it. The interpreta-
tion of the phrase which commends itself to many scholars is
“the sovereignty of God.” But that is altogether too abstract to
do justice to the conception of Jesus. He presents the Kingdom
as something which is both sought and given, both entering into
and entered by men, as destined to arrive in the future yet act-
ually within reach of men now, to arrive one day like a flash yet
to grow quietly as the seed grows to the full corn in the ear.
We can only do justice to a conception so plastic by recognizing
it as involving both the rule and the realm of God; and though
it is' a mistake to identify the Kingdom with the Church, the
Church is the nearest approximation in human life to the ful-
filment of the idea. The Kingdom consists of persons who enter
it and live within it in happy acceptance of the rule of God and
in loyal relation with ore another. Thus it is a society, divinely
constituted and divinely controlled. It is thus one aspect of the
highest good and men are urged to seek it before all else, to
count no cost too great to pay for securing it. At the same time
it is a thing given, given as the highest conceivable gift by a
Father to His children. It has a consummation in the future,
being nothing less than the world-purpose of God: and yet it is
present already. Its distance is measured not by time, but by a
man’s moral preparedness to receive it; its blessings can be ex-
perienced not only “in the coming Age” but “at this present time.”
It would be only in accordance with the Jewish habit of identify-
ing the king with his people if we said that the Kingdom had come
because He, the King, had come. And it took visible form from
the moment when two or three were gathered together in His
name, that is, in a common relation to Jesus, as He was known.

The Soul or Higher Life—Jesus similarly inculcated the incom-
mensurable value of the human soul, the human personality as
capable of acquaintance and contact with the unseen world of
spiritual reality. He represented as the greatest conceivable
disaster the loss of that organ or faculty, as the highest con-
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ceivable ambition the saving or preserving of it. Again, no cost
was to be reckoned too great for the securing of this, the highest
good conceived in its individual character. “What shall it profit a
man if he gain the whole world and lose his own soul?” And the
way to save his soul, his true self, was for a man to treat it as a
farmer treats his seed, to be ready for sufficient reason to throw
it away. “To one who will think concretely of human relations
Christ’s paradox, ‘He that saveth his life shall lose it,” reveals
itself as a simple commonplace of experience, expressing the self-

‘transcendence of personality” (McMaster).

Sin.—It is from this point of view that we can best approach
the teaching of Jesus on the subject of sin. He saw sin as the
great danger, and the great injurer of human happiness; it de-
stroyed or jeopardized the highest good, whether in the present
or in the future. In His handling of the subject, however, we
note a distinction of great importance. In regard to actions in
which the man himself is the chief or primary victim, or dis-

positions which employ the organs of the body as instruments of -

evil, Jesus emphasizes not so much their sinfulness as their danger.
They destroy or jeopardize a man’s opportunity of “life”; they
endanger his participation in the highest good. And they are
therefore so serious, so alarming that in order to avoid the danger

-a man would wisely cut off the member which is for him the organ

of evil.

Under this head fall most of those actions or dispositions which
even now men commonly reckon as “sins.” But Jesus gave a
wide extension to the field covered by the term as well as a much
deeper conception of the consequences of sin at their worst. The
stress laid by the Law, especially as interpreted by some of the
Pharisees, upon ritual purity and ritual cleansing encouraged the
view that what “defiled” a man was contact with certain external
things. This rendered him ceremonially “unclean,” disqualified
for worship and sacrifice. Jesus, on the other hand, while He
emphasized the fact that the dispositions which prompted to
acts of sin were as culpable in the sight of God as the acts them-
selves, swept away the whole theory of ritual defilement, and pro-
claimed that what really “defiled” a man, and disqualified him
for worship or fellowship' with God, was what “came out of him,”
the expressions in action of a character centred upon self and
averse from God. And in the list which He gave of the things
which thus disqualify a man Jesus made very significant additions
to what had been branded as forbidden by Moses and by most
moralists. He added such things as envy, insatiableness, vitu-
peration or railing (A.V. “blasphemy”), insolent superiority and
moral insensibility. The last of these corresponds to “the sin
against the Holy Ghost,” something for which there can be no
forgiveness, the victim of it having rendered himself impervious
to the arrival of mercy. The others are all cases of injury done
to the happiness of human individuals or of groups. In a word,
morality is changed from a system of commandments and pro-
hibitions whose justification is hid from men, into a system for the
protection of the true welfare and happiness of the individual
and of the community. If whatever injures these is what is
now branded as “sin,” it means that God Himself has taken these
under His protection.

God.—Jesus took as the basis of His teaching the conception
of God as it had been developed and moralized by the prophets
from the 8th to the 6th centuries B.c. He was a God who is one,
who has character and whose character is known—“a God full of
compassion and gracious, slow to anger, and plenteous in mercy
and truth . . . and that will by no means clear the guilty,” a
God who for very love demanded goodness in His worshippers.
Sin was not less truly sin because, as we have seen, Jesus em-
phasized those aspects of it which infringed the happiness of ‘men
rather than the honour of God. And the Divine reaction against
it was not to be thought less stringent when Jesus completed -the
work of the prophets by concentrating men’s thought on the
Fatherhood of God and making that central to His interpretation
of life. The idea of divine Fatherhood had not failed to make its
appearance in the Jewish scriptures, canonical and uncanonical, as
indeed it appears in many religions. But the allusions are rare,
and most of these perfunctory. Jesus does not appear to have
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made the Fatherhood of God the subject of definite teaching. He
did not argue about it; He did not attempt to prove it; but He
recognized and employed the conception as no one had ever done
before Him, as the dominating and normative aspect of God in His
relation to men. On His lips the name (“the Father,” “My
Father,” “your Father”) displaces almost entirely every other
name for God. And that it is no mere title appears from the two
facts—first, that the gratuitous love and faithfulness which the
name connotes represent precisely the aspect of the Divine charac-

ter which finds special emphasis and illustration in His teaching, -

and, secondly, it is the further and ultimately the complete realiza-
tion of Sonship to this Father in which His followers are invited to
find the motive and goal of Christian conduct. For while Jesus
assumes that God is the Father of all men, He does not assume
that all men are His sons. The relationship is for men potential.
It requires to be realized in thought and practice, recovered
through “repentance.” One aspect of the highest good was to
“know the Father,” and of this knowledge Jesus Himself was the
indispensable organ and mediator. He and He alone had the power
to communicate it, and it lay with Him to determine to whom the
revelation should be made. The fourth Gospel crystallizes the
whole situation when it reports Jesus as saying “He that hath
seen me hath seen the Father.”

Jesus’ Ethical Teaching—The ethical ideals of Jesus differed
radically from those of Moses in that they were not embodied in
any code of commandments or prohibitions. He ought never to
have been presented to the world as a lawgiver or a legislator;
Paul, in fact, shows profound affinity with his Master when he so
emphatically lays down the principle, “the written code killeth.”
Jesus promulgated only one law which was of universal applica-
tion, binding on all men in all circumstances—‘thou shalt love.”
This was a demand for the complete reversal of the current of
natural human interest and ambition. Hitherto directed to the
self, its well-being, safety and happiness, it is now to be directed
to the not-self. And the not-self is comprehensively analysed into
two objects, God and our “neighbour,” that is to say, the man
who is thrown across our path. The sole universal demand or
command of Jesus is that men shall care for God with all their
heart and mind, and that they shall care for their “neighbour”
as they care for themselves. Other utterances which take the
form  of precepts or commandments either convey in reality
urgent advice (“Seek ye first the kingdom of God”) or apply
like “Sell that thou hast” to the case, any case, where earthly
possessions are choking spiritual instincts; or, like “Turn to him
the other cheek also,” are startlingly vivid illustrations of the
kind of conduct which may be expected of one who truly cares
for his neighbour as he does for himself. For such a one the
motive .of personal rancour or revenge has ceased to operate.
He will no longer claim what is granted to him by the Mosaic
legislation, “an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth.” Once
more Paul has seized the real meaning of this teaching, “Why do
ye not rather put up with injury, why do ye not rather submit
to being defrauded?” The ambition of Christ’s followers in such

circumstances is expressed in the saying “if he hear thee, thou

hast gained thy brother.” It follows also that it is mistaken and
vain to look to the recorded teaching of Christ for rules to guide
men in circumstances which He did not contemplate and in par-
ticular, in respect of political and economic problems which were
non-existent in His time. That is not to say that Jesus has no
guidance to give in these matters. He has left no written code,
but those who have accepted His one commandment can have
conscience and judgment so educated by His spirit that the appli-
cation of the law of love to any given circumstances is within
reach of their discovery.

The Future—Under the influence of the Apocalypses the
Jewish religious hopes of the future had taken a largely conven-
tional form. The final scene in a series of dramatic pictures
represented the catastrophic end of the present Age or World-
order. It was associated with a day of judgment when the
righteous would be finally separated from the unrighteous, and
was to be connected with or preceded by the coming of the
Messianic Son of Man “with the clouds of heaven.” Prior to
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that, however, there was to be a time of terrible trial and tribula-
tion for God’s people, the “woes” antecedent to the Messiah’s
coming. The reward of the righteous was cenceived largely in
terms of material prosperity and happiness, the punishment of
the wicked in terms of physical suffering. It is exceedingly difficult
to bring all the recorded utterances of Jesus on the subject into
any single and coherent view. It is far from improbable that even
before the material for our Gospels was collected there were two
schools of thought in the Church, the one predominantly inter-
ested in the catastrophic aspect of the Kingdom’s coming, the
other in the evolutionary and ethical aspect; and that according
to the prevailing interest the material received emphasis and ex-
pansion. Still, it is not possible to eliminate entirely either the
catastrophic or the evolutionary form of expectation from the
teaching of Jesus, and we must be prepared to recognize a para-
dox or seeming contradiction in the view which He held. But
these points are to be noticed. Jesus no doubt began by sharing
the conventional anticipations of His time. But up to a certain
point in the unfolding picture (and that was the point reached
in His experience) He was able to criticize these anticipations, and
did so in the light of two convictions. The first was that the
Kingdom was essentially and wholly spiritual; this led Him to
discard firmly and completely all forms of nationalistic and of
eudaemonistic hope. The second, which would be a corollary from
His Messianic consciousness, was that in a true sense the King-
dom had already arrived. The conditions and methods of its
growth were evidently dictated by its spiritual character. Never-
theless, it was obviously incomplete, whether it were looked at
extensively or intensively. And it was also part of its character
that it comes from the other world. It is not the result of human
activity, but a gift of God. It need not surprise us if, the ex-
perience of Jesus stopping where it did, He continued to expect
a consummation which would be sudden and catastrophic and
would include His own visible return. He described the coming
of the Kingdom as impending, yet not immediate, and clothed
the expectation of His own return in the traditional symbolism of
the Danielic Son of Man.

His Self-consciousness—How Jesus thought of Himself is a
question of great difficulty and delicacy, and we must be prepared
to find some promising lines of approach yielding disappointing
results. That He ranked Himself as a prophet appears from a
few passages such as “It cannot be.that a prophet perish out of
Jerusalem.” He frequently referred to Himself as the Son of
Man; but while this must be maintained in face of influential
opinions to the contrary, the result for our purpose is less impor-
tant than we might expect, for the possible meanings of the
phrase are as numerous as the sources from which it may possibly
have been derived. They range from simple “man” through
“man in his human weakness” and the representative “Man” to
the supernatural man from heaven foreshadowed in Daniel. If
we had to postulate one source and one meaning for the phrase as
used by Jesus of Himself, it would probably be found in Psalm
Ixxx., where the poignant appeal to God for the redemption of
Israel runs out on the hope of a “son of man whom thou madest
strong for thyself.” But possibly what commended the title to
Jesus was just the many-sidedness of its meaning; it set men
questioning about Him and sent them to seek for an answer in the
literature of Jewish hope.

The case is not, very different in regard to the title “Me551ah ”
Jesus did not, according to the Synoptic Gospels, proclaim Him-
self to be the Messiah; but He accepted the acknowledgment
that He was the Messiah when it was made by Peter. He ad-
mitted it to the high priest at His trial, and from His Tempta-
tion onwards we see Him discharging a vocation which could best
be described in terms of Messiahship, the vocation of one anointed
by the Spirit of God and equipped for the fulfilment of the age-
long purpose of God to deliver His people. At the same time, as
a description of His vocation as He conceived it, the title was
neither accurate nor adequate: there was not in the mind of the
Jews of His time any accepted or uniform portrait of the Messiah
to which He could be said to conform. That the Messiah would
employ force either as a mnational king or in the exercise of a
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Divine prerogative was a feature which was commonly taken for
granted, but one which Jesus deliberately rejected. That He would
teach, make disciples, forgive sins, 'suffer—these found no place
in any form of Messianic expectation; yet these were conspicuous
characteristics of His ministry. As factors common to Messi-
anic expectation and to the consciousness of Jesus we should prob-
ably recognize the réle of Deliverer, King and Judge, and par-
ticularly commissioned representative of God. But the meaning
of the first three of these at least was so transformed in His
thought that the words are little more than a shell into which He
put His own content. Whether it is Peter conferring' the title
or Jesus accepting it, they must both be understood as employing
a term which was far from expressing accurately or adequately
the impression made on the one or the consciousness of the other.
Jesus himself was the author of the Messianic conception which
He fulfilled. :

A more fruitful line of enquiry regarding the self-consciousness
of Jesus begins with the recognition that He attached the highest
significance both to His own presence in the world and to the
attitude which men took up to Him. The beginning of a new
era was to be found between John the Baptist and Himself.
“Blessed are the eyes which see what ye see”—things that many
prophets and kings had desired to see. The repeated references
"to the reasons why He had come or been sent, together with the
réasons themselves testify to the same consciousness. Conversely,
the privilege involved in His presence carried with it great respon-
sibility. Men would classify themselves according as they re-
sponded or failed to respond to the appeal of His personality and
His message. Those who were obtuse to this appeal would meet
a fate less tolerable even than that of Sodom. Men are not in
the Synoptic Gospels directly called on to “believe on” Him. Vet
He looked for a faith which rested on Himself as object, a con-
fident self-committal which involved readiness to receive all that
He had to give, not merely a physical boon but His teaching and
His spirit. The absence of such faith precluded Him on occasion
from doing any “mighty works.” On the other hand, to “receive”
Him, just as “to be worthy” of Him is represented as a priceless
privilege. “Whosoever receiveth me, receiveth not me but him
that sent me.” The thought which finds expression in these vari-
ous forms is firmly embedded in the Synoptic Gospels, and in-
volves on the part of Jesus a tacit claim of a stupendous character.

Jesus never refers to Himself as the “Son of God,” and the
title when bestowed upon Him by others probably involves no
more than the acknowledgment that He was thé Messiah.. But
He does describe Himself as “the Son” absolutely, and in one
passage, one in which at the same time He disclaims omniscience,
He sets himself as “the Son” below the Father but above the
angels. Moreover, He uses the word “Father” in the same abso-
lute way to define His relatlonshlp to God—“my Father in
heaven”; “all things have been given unto me by my Father.”
And we fmd striking, because indirect testimony to the same con-
sciousness when in the parable of the Wicked Husbandman intro-
ducing a figure which clearly represents Himself, He says: “last of
all he sent his son.” It is in this manner of referring to Himself
and to God, and in the life He lived in entire consonance with
a relation which could be so described that we discover the deepest
thing in’ the self-consciousness of Jesus, a profound and con-
trolling sense of a relation to God, personal, intimate and per-
manent, which could only be described in terms of Sonship. As
there is only one person who can be called the Father, so there
is only oné who can be called the Son in this absolute way. And
the whole tenor of His life was such as to reveal not only the
Fatherhood of God but His own Sonship to the Father. It is
conceivable that He did not always realize the uniqueness of this
relationship, that in early life He thought of the privilege as one
which He shared with other men, but that experience of life and
deeper knowledge of human nature forced upon Him'the dis-
covery that in this He stood alone. The first manifestation of the
Divine in Jesus lay in this that He did not suffer this singular
privilege which was His to separate Him from other men. He
bridged what must have been an ever widening gulf; while re-
maining one with God He did not cease to be one with men, in
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sorrow, temptation and pain; and so in all save that relation to
God, which He called -Sonship, and in the moral perfectness
which was its emblem and its fruit.

In claiming Sonship Jesus claimed a relation -to God which
was on an -entirely different plane from the Messiahship. The
one was personal, ethical and inherent, the other functional and
official. And what contributed most to the transformation of His
conception of Messiahship was the linking with it of another con-
ception of His function which was symbolized by the figure of the
Suffering Servant in Isaiah. The combination appears to have.
been made for the first time by Jesus Himself, and He made it
deliberately and completely: the redeeming work of the Messiah
was to be accomplished only through suffering and death; and so.
he set himself to the way of the Cross, not in dumb acceptance
of the inevitable, but in obedient fulfilment of the purpose and
method of God, and anticipating as “the glory that should fol-
low” the final establishment of a “kingdom” of redeemed sons of
God. '

The counterpart to this kingdom in which God was to rule un-
challenged' was the kingdom in which evil forces held sway, those
spirit-forces of evil which found their summation and impersona-
tion in Satan or Beelzebub. :Some measure of control over human
affairs and destiny was understood to have passed, temporarily
at least, to these evil forces. “God,” as Stephen put it, “handed
them over to serve the host of heaven,” “spirit-forces in -the
unseen,” “the prince of this world.” And Jesus claimed that the
first stage in His redeeming function was already ‘achieved. His
power over the demons, the rank and file of Satan’s forces, was
proof that He had already engaged the “strong man” in a deter-
mined struggle, and had worsted him; a proof of the fall of this
kingdom of evil was found by Him in'the success of the disciples-
whom He sent forth to preach and heal, and was expressed in
similar terms. But Jesus also connected Himself with other as-
pects of redemption. “The Son of man came not to be ministered
unto but to minister, and to give his life a ransom for the sake
of many.” The language belongs to the same field of thought as
the prophecies about the Suffering Servant, whose soul was made
“a sin-offering,” “by whose stripes we are healed.” The picture
is that of an ideal Israel suffering for the sins of actual Israel and
by that suffering redeeming their fellow-men. In that picture
Jesus saw a foreshadowing of Himself, and in the results of the
Servant’s suffering a promise of the results of His own.

Yet another field of thought in the Old Testament provided
another formulation for this factor in His self-consciousness.
When on the occasion of the Last Supper He took the cup and
said “This cup is ‘my blood of the new covenant,” He brought
Himself significantly ‘into connection with the “new covenant”
which according to Jeremiah God would one day establish between
Himself and His people (the Zadokite Document of Schechter
shows that this expectation was still cherished in some quarters).
His words suggested that the new covenant was about to be
sealed with His blood as with the blood of 'sacrifice.

HIS “GRACE”

The Impression Jesus Made.—Jesus’ words and deeds (and
it must be remembered that only a fraction of them have
been handed down in the Gospels), together with all the subtle
play of His personality upon those whom He had chosen to be
“with Him,” produced a profound impression on His followers. It
was indeed an'impression of such a kind that even in His life-
time they entered upon a personal relation to Jesus which may
be rightly described as “believing on Him” (Joh. Weiss). In
analyzing this impression probably the first thing to recognize, as
it was first and most widely felt, was His “grace.” Luke, describ-
ing the natural growth of the boy, records that “he increased in
wisdom . and stature, and in grace before God and man.” And the
Synoptic Gospels provide many illustrations of that attractive-
ness which is the by-product of “grace.” Negatively, there was
nothing about Him of superiority, of aloofness, of self-conscious-
ness or of indifference to the common life of common men. Posi-
tively, there was a ready sympathy, an understanding tenderness,
a way of meeting men, as if each one, even the degraded and the
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outcast; had already a place in His interest. We see the effect of
this in the way in which men and women “sway to His orbit as
He moves.” It bespeaks a deep-seated characteristic, a radiant
adequacy which is not for itself alone, but continuously bestows
itself in unconscious enriching and enheartening of others. Grace
is in fact the atmosphere which love creates around itself. And
the fourth Gospel, which so often concentrates to the glittering
pin-point of a star what we have seen shimmering like a nebula in
the Synoptic Gospels, sums up the impression produced by a thou-
sand contacts, “We beheld his glory . . . full of grace and real-
ity”; John thus witnessing to the discovery that the Divine glory
was no longer to be sought in material splendour but in qualities
of character. .

His Authority and Power—A second factor in the impres-
sion made by Jesus which was felt from the beginning and in-
creasingly to the end was power, power greater in intensity and
wider in scope than had been felt before, and yet wholly inde-
pendent of force, prestige, social or ecclesiastical position or any
of the ordinary sanctions of authority. This power was felt in
Him—witness the testimony that “He spake with authority and
not as the scribes.” The scribes claimed and exercised authority
of a certain kind, coercive authority, to an unusual degree. What
men recognized in Jesus was authority of a different kind, per-
suasive authority, the authority of truth pressed home by a unique
personality. Further, men observed Him exercising power over
the unseen world, over demons and so over disease, and by an
extension of the scope of such power easier for them to accept
than for us, power over forces of nature, regarded as not wholly
impersonal. They saw in Him many different forms “the suprem-
acy of the spiritual forces of the world to an extraordinarily
‘marked degree over the material.” They felt His power, they
observed it, and they also heard Him claim it, authority to inter-
pret (and to interpret so as-to transcend) the sacred Law of
Moses, authority to forgive sins, authority to fix the destiny of
men in accordance with the attitude which they took up towards
Himself. Men must have seen in him such spiritual power and
such consciousness of authority that they could without amaze-
ment hear him say, “All things have been delivered unto me of
my Father.”

His Moral Supremacy.—A factor in the impression which would
be at first only surmised as moral superiority but afterwards

‘realized with startling clearness was the moral supremacy of.

Jesus. If in all else men who knew Him felt Him to be one with
themselves, they early began to feel the difference between them-
selves and Him in the sphere of character, and must have been
led to reflect on the reason for it in His relation to God. We see
its effects in the reluctance of John to baptise Jesus; “I have need
to be baptised of thee, and comest thou to me?” Himself a stern
ascetic he recognized in Jesus one before whose moral character he
himself must bow. The like conviction due to the same cause finds
expression in the words of Peter: “Depart from me, for I am a
sinful man, O Lord.” What was the measure of the difference?
Can it be fully described as moral superiority? Or did it amount
to moral perfection, without stain of sin? If we accept the witness
of the New Testament as a whole, we shall have no hesitation in
saying that it was the latter. That alone accounts wholly for the
impression which Jesus made, and that alone is consistent with
what we can discover of His own consciousness.

This supreme distinction in the character of Jesus is commonly
referred to His Sinlessness. The description is not, however, a
very happy one; it is better to state and emphasize the unique
supremacy and perfect adequacy of His moral ideal, and then
His own perfect fulfilment of that ideal. Both the nature of the
claim and the justification of it are contained in one utterance,
“My meat is to do the will of Him that sent me.” When we
acknowledge the moral perfectness of Jesus, we mean that He
knew the will of God and that in the doing of it He found His
greatest joy and the nourishment of the highest life within Him.
His is the only character in history which abides the test of the
twe commandments which He re-enunciated as the great com-
mandments of the Law. These ethical principles, which even for
those who have the stimulus of His example and the inspiration
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of His Spirit remain an ideal towards which they flutter, were
for Him the sole motives of daily life. They continuously gov-
erned His relation to God on the one hand and to men on the
other; and the death which was the natural and accepted issue
of the kind of life He lived in the kind of world that man has
made, was but the supreme expression of the twin principles of
perfect love to God and perfect love to man. And the man who
loves God and man perfectly is the perfect man.

In Fashion as a Man—Certain words of Peter spoken at the
time of Pentecost, “A man approved of God,” describe Jesus as
He was known and regarded by His contemporaries. He was
“found in fashion as a man,” that is, in all particulars which pre-
sented themselves to outward observation He appeared and be-
haved as one of the human race. He “was made man.” The Gos-
pels leave no room for doubt as to the completeness with which
these statements are to be accepted. From them we learn that
Jesus passed through the natural stages of development, physical
and mental, that He hungered, thirsted, was weary and slept, that
He could be surprised and require information, that He suffered
pain and died. He not only made no claim to omniscience, He dis-
tinctly waived it. This is not to deny that He had insight such
as no other ever had, into human nature, into the hearts of men
and the purposes and methods of God. But there is no reason to
suppose that He thought of the earth as other than the centre of -

_the solar system, of any other than David as the author of the

Psalms, or did not share the belief of His age that demons were
the cause of disease. Indeed, any claim to omniscience would be
not only inconsistent with the whole impression created by the
Gospels, it could not be reconciled with the cardinal experiences
of the Temptation, of Gethsemane and of Calvary. Unless such
experiences were to be utterly unreal, Jesus must have entered
into them and passed through them under the ordinary limita-
tions of human knowledge, subject only to such modifications of
human knowledge as might be due to prophetic insight or the sure
vision of God. -

There is still less reason to predicate omnipotence of Jesus.
There is no indication that He ever acted independently of God,
or as an independent God. Rather does He acknowledge depend-
ence upon God, by His habit of prayer and in such words as “this
kind goeth not forth save by prayer.” He even repudiates the
ascription to Himself of goodness in the absolute sense in which
it belongs to God alone. It is a remarkable testimony to the truly
historical character of these Gospels that though they were not
finally set down until the Christian Church had begun to look up
to the risen Christ as to a Divine Being, the records on the one
hand preserve all the evidence of His true humanity and on the
other nowhere suggest that He thought of Himself as God.

Confirmations—We are not left without valuable confirmation
of certain aspects of the character of Jesus which have presented
themselves in the Gospels. Peter in the Acts describes Him, still
in language which falls short of the faith of the later Church, as
one whom “God anointed with the Holy Ghost and with power;
who went about doing good and healing all that were oppressed by
the devil.” It must have been out of a wide knowledge of the
things said and done by Jesus that Paul drew his conclusions about
Him, and the salient features of His character and conduct. He
was one who “pleased not himself”; “ye know the grace of the
Lord Jesus”; “purity and disinterestedness,” these were qualities
of His character (2 Cor. xi. 3). “Endurance” and “obedience,”
“deference and considerateness,” these were displayed in His life
and conduct. Paul further attests the belief that “he knew no
sin,” Peter that He “did no sin,” the writer to the Hebrews that
though tempted at all points like as we are, He was “yet without
sin.” And however we may account for it, Paul’s ethical teaching
is in closest harmony with the ethical teaching of Jesus. Both
make love the central and sufficient motive of their system: “love
is the fulfilling of the law.” And in the application of the central
principle to the details of conduct there is a startling combination
of similarity of result with marked difference of form; even the
“desire not to give needless offence” which is so characteristic of
Paul reproduces a feature in the conduct of Jesus. A portrait of
the ideal man constructed from the teaching of Jesus would be
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indeed hard to distinguish from a similar portrait drawn from the
materials' supplied by St. Paul. Unless we are to postulate two
creative minds working on the same subject and independently
arriving at practically the same unique result, we must regard
Paul as confirming, all the more emphatically because indirectly,
the ethical teaching of Jesus as recorded in our Gospels.

The Interpretation.—The phenomena which we have been
collecting and classifying taken together constitute the fact of
Jesus, the fact whose impact on certain of His contemporaries is
necessary to account for the emergence of the Christian Fellow-
ship or Church. We have now to recall the successive attempts
to interpret this fact, to place it rightly in its context of human
history and Divine purpose. Jesus Himself invited reflection on
this problem: “Whom say men that I am?” And the Synoptic
Gospels record the earliest stages of the solution. The people
whose knowledge of Him was comparatively superficial said that
He was a prophet, or “one of the prophets” specifying certain
names. And Jesus accepted the description. Those whom He had
chosen to be “with Him” recognized in Him “the Messiah,” em-
ploying, as we have seen, the highest category which could be
applied to a human being, yet one which fell short of exhaustively
describing the totality of the impressions He had made upon
them. When in these Gospels we find Him also referred to as “the
Son of David” or “the Son of God,” nothing is really added to
the description of Him as Messiah, as even the second of these
phrases is drawn from the traditional description of the ideal king.
It seems probable that He accepted the designation “the Messiah”
even as they conferred it, with a sense, much deeper than theirs,
that it was the best available, and that it was a true conception
only in so far as its contents were such as He put into it.

PAUL’S INTERPRETATION

But neither “prophet” nor “Messiah” gave a complete account
of what the disciples had felt and found in Jesus. In particular,
the ideas connected with the Suffering Servant and with Sonship
were still waiting to be subsumed under some larger, loftier con-
ception. Not till after the Crucifixion and the Resurrection were
even all the materials ready for a complete and final interpretation
of Jesus; and even then we see the primitive Church fumbling
after such an interpretation. He was “a Prince and a Saviour,”
“Lord and Christ.” But even here the title Lord is at the stage
of transition from its use as an address of courtesy in the Gospels
to its use in the fullest religious sense by Paul. Nevertheless, “the
language of words always lags behind the inner secret of Chris-
tianity,” and we see in the Acts evidence of that “surrender of
soul which precedes the articulate utterance of the creeds.” Men
and women “believed on” Jesus even before they were prepared
to give dogmatic expression to their faith: they looked up to Him
as in Heaven, “at the right hand of God”; they offered prayer to
Him, and worship, which probably means that they reverently
sought to realize His fellowship in the breaking of bread; they
were inexpressibly grateful to Him because, as they believed, He
had died “for their sins.” Yet, in the matter of dogmatic interpre-
tation there is no evidence that they got beyond Peter’s “God
was with him.” It was left to Paul setting all he knew (and it was
not little) of the life and teaching, the character and personality,
of Jesus, in the light of Christian experience, to draw the next of
the widening circles, and include much that the previous inter-
pretation had omitted. He proclaimed that at and through the
Resurrection Jesus had been publicly instated as Son of God with
power; and if the phrase has not wholly lost its official Messianic
connotation, it certainly includes a reference to- the personal
Sonship, which Paul elsewhere makes clear by speaking of Him a
God’s “own Son” “the Son of his love.” ‘

It may not be possible to decide whether it was the primitive
community or Paul himself who first put full religious content

. into the title “Lord” as used of Christ. Probably it was the for-
mer. But the Apostle undoubtedly adopted the title in its full
meaning, and did much to make that meaning clear by transfer-
ring to “the Lord Jesus Christ” many of the ideas and phrases
which in the Old Testament had been specifically assigned to the
Lord Jehovah. God “gave unto Him that name that is above every
name—the name of ‘Lord.”” At the same time by equating Christ
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with the Wisdom of God and with the Glory of God, as well as
ascribing to Him Sonship in an absolute sense. Paul claimed for
Jesus Christ a relation to God which was inherent and unique, ethi-
cal and personal, eternal. While, however, Paul in many ways and
in many aspects, equated Christ with God, he definitely stopped
short of speaking of him as “God.” While the Hellenic world
light-heartedly added to its pantheon one after another of its
mystery-heroes or saviours of their country, the Christian Church
was withheld by the conception of God which it inherited from -
Judaism, from giving this form of expression to its conviction
regarding Jesus and its experience of the living Christ until at
least the close of the first century. That final step in the inter-
pretation of Jesus, is recorded, if it is recorded in the New Testa-
ment at all, in the Fourth Gospel; and it is not certain that we
find it éven there.

The Fourth Gospel.—We come lastly to the witness of the
Fourth Gospel, placing it here not only because this Gospel is the
latest of the documents relevant to our purpose, but because the
writer, whoever he was, combines to a singular degree dependence
on the teaching which we find in Paul with striking originality of
his own. It is now generally understood that his work has much
less the character of an historical record than of an interpretation
of Jesus, an interpretation in the light of Christian experience
and of the situation of the Church towards the end of the first cen-

tury. That is not to say that “John” does not confirm, sometimes

directly, sometimes indirectly, many parts of the story of Jesus
which are familiar to us from the Synoptic Gospels. There are
even matters on which he appears to have preserved a more trust-
worthy tradition than the Synoptic Gospels. But alike in the selec-
tion of the material and in the way in which it is handled the
Evangelist 'is guided by the interpretation which has now been
put upon Jesus and by his desire to commend that interpretation
to men. His work is not best described as an allegory or as a series
of allegories but as a series of transparencies, episodes, actions
and teaching through which and behind which is seen not obscurely
the glory of a Divine Being, who is the Life and the Light of
men. This does not mean that the truly human nature of Jesus is
either overlooked or obscured. Rather is 1t insisted on with em-
phasis; but it is treated as the vehicle for the self-revelation of the
Logos which, having been in the beginning, and with God, and
“divine,” had entered human life and history as the Word “made
flesh.” It was this interpretation which took up into itself and
fused into one all the factors predicated by Paul, but made a
further advance upon Paul by relating the religious convictions of
the Church concerning Jesus to the philosophical language and
ideas of the time. But the identification of Jesus with the Logos
was not tantamount to recognizing Him as “God.” Neither the
“Word of God” in Hebrew nomenclature nor the Logos in Greek
speculation was “God,” though it was definitely “divine.” And it
is not certain that even the words which Thomas addressed to
Jesus (xx. 28) meant what they suggest in the English version.
They may mean, “it is Jesus himself, and now I recognize him as
Divine” (Burkitt). If so, the final step in the interpretation of
Jesus, the recognition of his Deity belongs to the truth into which
the Spirit has led the Church since the New Testament was com-
plete. The New Testament enshrines a rich and variegated record
of the experience and teaching of Jesus, of the impression on His
followers into which these were translated, of the convictions to
which the impression and their own experience of the living Christ
gave rise. And if the intellectual conclusion drawn within the first
century is most truly expressed by saying that the Church gave
Jesus “the value of God,” it is clear also that there was still some-
thing in the record waiting to be subsumed in a final interpreta-
tion, the fact that Jesus has given new values to God. If God
were to appear upon earth to-day, the Christian world would
expect him to be like Jesus.

BisriocrarHY.—OQut of the vast mass of literature a small selection
has been made of those works which combine scientific knowledge
with religious insight. (a) Sources: H. G. Wood in The Parting of
the Ways (1912); F. C. Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Trans-
mission, 3rd ed. (1911); B. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels (1924).
(b) History: W. Sanday, Life of Christ (1907); Edward Meyer,
Ursprung und Anfinge des Christentums, 3 vols. (1921-23) ; von Gall,
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Basileia Theou (1926) ; E. F. Scott, The Kingdom and Messiak (1911).
(¢) Interpretation: C. Gore, The Doctrine of Christ (1922); B.
Latham, Pastor Pastorum; W. M. Macgregor, Jesus Christ the Son of
God (1907) ; G. A. Smith, Jerusalem (190%); A. E. Rawlinson, The
New Testament Doctrine of the Christ (1926); Joh. Weiss, Christ,
the Beginnings of Dogma (1911) ; Jesus im Glauben des 19ten Jahr-
hunderts; Leipoldt, Das Gotteserlebniss Jesu (1927) ; H. R. Mackin-
tosh, The Doctrine of the Person of Christ (1912); A. Schweitzer,
The Quest of the Historical Jesus (2nd ed., 1911) (an analytic account
of the modern treatment of the subject). (C. A. Sc)

THE RELIGIOUS AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND!

The land in which Christianity arose has never been an isolated
one, least of all in that age when, by common consent, a new
era was inaugurated in human history. Indeed, Galilee itself, the
home of its Founder, lay in close proximity to the Greek cities
of the Decapolis; it was more susceptible to external influences
than was Jerusalem, with its temple and its stricter Judaism, and
well deserved its old name “Galilee of the Nations.” Two great
“positive” religions (Z.e., religions explicitly due to personal
founders) had already firmly established themselves. Of these,
Buddhism (see Buppua anp Buppaism) under King Asoka (3rd
century B.C.) had sent its missionaries as far afield as Egypt and
Cyrene; but its influence seems negligible, in marked contrast to
its subsequent steady conquests in the Far East. On the other
hand, the religion of Persia (see ZOROASTER), which has become
weak in the East, was far more important in the West, and di-
rectly or indirectly exerted very considerable influence on the
literature of Judaism and in Asia Minor. Between all these reli-
gions many striking parallels can, at one time or another, be
found; but the difficulty of dating the sources frequently makes
it impossible to determine on which side the debt, if any, really
lies. Thus, certain Jewish doctrines (e.g., the merits of the
fathers), in the form in which they are preserved, may be due to a
Jewish “counter-reformation” after the birth of Christianity.

A broad survey of the Roman world reveals a more or less
continuous development from the Hellenistic age to the Byzantine
age, in the middle of which the novel “detested supersti-
tion,” as Tacitus styles Christianity, makes its appearance as an
accomplished fact. The general religious situation over that large
area—the centre of gravity of which may be said to have been
Egypt—was exceedingly complex. We see Stoicism, Epicureanism
and a variety of mystical cults. There are a number of outstand-
ing figures—Posidonius of Apamea, Philo of Alexandria, Seneca,
Marcus Aurelius, Hillel—to name only five. Egyptian and Ana-
tolian cults moved Romewards, and great Baals (Jupiter of
Doliche, Jupiter of Heliopolis-Baalbek), with the cult of the
Persian ‘Mithras, almost reached the Atlantic. At their gates
the Jews had Graeco-Semitic cults of Zeus, Apollo and Dionysus,
and a “good, bountiful and compassionate -Baal of Heaven”;
at Gaza was “Our Lord” (Marna), and at Askalon the “Face of
Baal” (Phanebal). There were anticipations of some profound
change from the famous Fourth Eclogue of Virgil to the varied
Messianic and cataclysmic beliefs of the Jews, and changes
ensued. In the 2nd century A.D, there was the recognition at
Alexandria that a new era had begun with the new Sothic cycle
(aD. 139-143). In Syria, the amazing emperor Heliogabalus
(g.v.) was one of other signs of an oriental revival of which,
apart from Christianity, the Sasanian renascence is-of consider-
able historical importance. (See Persia, History.) And in India,
the Bhagavad Gita was henceforth to exercise the most powerful
influence depicting a Krishna who to many minds has seemed a
worthy riyal of the Christ who was conquering the West.

In Christianity itself the differing tendencies, sects and heresies,
indicate the diversity of minds in whom the seeds of the new re-
ligion were producing growths most of which could not endure

or be tolerated. (See, for a noteworthy example, SorLomoN,

Opes oF.) ‘False” Messiahs, Essenes and Zealots, and especially
John the Baptist, reflect in their turn significant movements.
Hence if, to use a modern phrase, “reconstruction” was in the air,
the fundamental facts are two: () the victory of Christianity and

IThis article considers the relation of Jesus to the religious and
historical background of the' period, and His place in the history of
religions. For a discussion of the life and teaching of Jesus, as these
may be gathered from the sources, see the preceding article.

JESUS CHRIST

its progressive development amid the conditions of its age, and
(b) the primary and impressive fact that “the stone which the
builders rejected”” became the foundation stone of a veritable new
era (Acts iv. 11).

What was there in Jesus to achieve this result? The world has
agreed to recognize sundry men of outstanding genius—Homer,
Plato, Dante, Shakespeare. ... Men of unequalled spiritual
genius are to be found among the prophets, psalmists and writers
of old Israel. Yet, possible though it might be to produce paral-
lels or analogies for the several sayings and acts of Jesus, there
is no record, no hint among the sages, seers and saints of his or
any other age of any personality so rich as he in all that has won
men’s hearts. None the less, he did not stand quite alone; the
story of the Gospels, set forth as it is on a relatively small canvas,
its simplicity and: directness, the ability of the writers to present
their narratives and to interpret what Jesus meant for them—all
this points to men, also uniquely gifted, and able to paint so
vitalizing a picture because they stood so near to the mind of their
Master. There was, in truth, a certain qualitative difference be-
tween Jesus and his first interpreters, on the one hand, and, on the
other, the various reformers and reforming or revolutionary move-
ments of his age—see notably Joun THE BapTisT (Matt. xi. 11).
A ‘certain organic unity distinguishes the personality of Jesus as
described in the Gospels, and this gave Christianity, from the first,
a decisive individuality despite the striking points of contact
between it, its background and other religions.

JESUS AS THE LAST OF THE PROPHETS

Some centuries earlier the religion of Israel had reached its
high-water mark in the “Second Isaiah” (Is. xl. sqq¢.), and more
especially in the idea of the “Servant of the Lord.” To Christians
it has always seemed natural to pass from the great figures of that
earlier age (Jeremiah and the writers and actors in the Second
Isaiah), to Jesus of Nazareth, and this earlier age, like that of
Jesus, cannot be isolated from the more or less contemporary
events in religion elsewhere. (See HEBREW RELIGICN, sec. g end,
14 end.) Similarly, the rise of the first great prophets, Amos and
Hosea (8th century B.C.), the “Mosaic” age (that of the “Amarna”
period) and the age of Abraham (c. 1st Babylonian dynasty and
12th Egyptian dynasty) are part of far-reaching changes in his-
tory, religion and civilization. Indeed, with Eduard Meyer (Gesch.
des Altertums, i. 1, secs. 592 sqq.) and George Foote Moore
(Hist. of Religions, i. p. viil. seq.), we may see earlier examples,
¢. 5000, and again ¢. 3000 (more recently confirmed by the dis-
coveries at Ur) of a simultaneity which the latter has compared
to geological epochs. Whatever be the true explanation of these
striking facts, here are clearly-marked stages in man’s increasing
knowledge of himself and of the universe. There is a continuity
to the rise of Christianity; a progressive development runs through
the Old Testament (as interpreted by modern biblical criticism);
it passes to.the New, and subsequently bases itself upon the Bib!e.
This line of development stands in contrast to the religious his-
tory of lands and peoples which fall outside it; although the
comparative study of religions finds a real relationship among the
ideas and beliefs of all peoples, even the most rudimentary. But
the development is no mechanical one. At certain periods the
clash of conflicting ideas can be very clearly discerned, so that
the progressive advance is. evidently due to the victory of those
tendencies and ideas which, for whatever reason, were most vital
and pregnant. )

Viewed in the light of the history of Palestine, Jesus is the
last of the Hebrew prophets. (See HEBREW RELIGION, seC 2I.)
The inability of Judaism to accept him must, therefore, be con-
trasted with the remarkable reorganization of the religion of
Israel through the prophets, at an age (before and in 6th cent.B.c.)
when the old empires of Egypt, Assyria and Babylonia, lost or
were losing their old creative power. It is also important to

| .observe that the line of development is not narrowly Hebrew, or

even Semitic. The influence of non-Semitic peoples upon Palestine
can be traced or suspected from ancient times to the rise of
Christianity; and this religion was not so distinctively oriental in
the way that Hinduism, Buddhism, and Islam have been. Even
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Islam has been indebted in its. progress to Greeks and to
Persians in the East (cf. articles AvicEnna, Farasr, Kinpr), and
to intercourse with Spaniards in the West. The spirituality’ and
the fertility of thought of the great non-Christian religions deserve
a much more appreciative study than they have often received,
but the differences in the rate and the nature -of development
among all the world’s religions are not without significance. At
all events, Christianity, utilizing Greek and Latin thought as it
grew, has found itself obliged to face problems other and more
profound than those of oriental peoples. Judaism, too, though
sharing the Old Testament with Christianity, and making impor-
tant contributions -to ‘Western thought in and after the middle
ages, has not been compelled to work out those questions, which,
arising out of the whole Bible, have directly. or indirectly spurred
on and directed Western research. Christianity arose in a world
which, in a sense, was being prepared for it. If the East had been
Hellenized, the West was being orientalized. But it had to re-
charge, reshape, and revitalize current ideas and beliefs; and if
it has progressed it is because it made an exceptronally heavy
demand upon the intellectual no less than upon the moral and
spiritual life of its adherents, and had to overcome powerful and
well-equipped rival or hostile tendencies.

Everywhere men had been able to find in the unlverse, or within
themselves—and in Indian thought the two are ultimately one—
that which answered their needs and called forth their best.
Osiris and Marduk were effective gods in Egypt: and Babylonia;
and in Krishna, it has been said, every Indian ideal, instinct and
conviction found sanction and embodiment. Even among. rudi-
mentary religions the totems, ancestral deities and friendly spirits
can be the mainstay of the social life. Throughout there are to
be found fundamental resemblances. But the differences are no
less fundamental, owing to the way in which the primary beliefs
and ideas are shaped. There are typical needs and universal
difficulties, but the closer the parallels the more significant do
differences become—of this a careful comparison of treatment
of the person of founders of religions affords many interesting
examples. It was during the middle of the 1st millenjum B.c. that
there arose religions addressing themselves to individuals; but
Christianity differs from Zoroastrianism and Buddhism, and also
from the religion of Mohammed, by its organic connection with
its Jewish environment. It carried on and “fulfilled” the great
essential ideas of the parent religion. Israel had been conscious of
a peculiarly intimate personal relationship with its God. The
majesty and might of the Deity meant both the insignificance of
the individual, but also the glory and the mission of one who had
such a God as his own. Great ideas were hammered out and
tested through centuries of hard and strenuous history, and from
the first Christianity felt that the religion of Israel had now
reached its culminating point, and that the Israel of old was
replaced by the Christian body, the body of Christ.

The efforts to preserve unchanged the teaching of a Founder
or to develop its essential character can be followed in the history
of religions. The rapid growth of legends and miracles, and the
necessity for forming a “canonical” history can be seen most
recently in the rise of Babiism (g.v.). Moreover, the extraordi-
nary development of Buddhism from an ethical brotherhood to an
elaborate religion is “a radical transformation , . . comparable
to that which out of the religion of Jesus made Catholic Christian=
ity” (G. F. Moore). It illustrates the effort to adapt a new re-
ligion to the most diverse needs. In this process the transition
from the male Avalokitesvara to Kwan-yin (Kwan-non) the

“goddess of mercy” of the Far East reflects the demand for
Divine female attributes, even as in the Near East, the great
mother-goddesses continued to survive in the Vlrgln Mother To
satisfy popular needs a religion has often moved away, from the
plain life and teaching of its Founder; and whereas Jesus himself
repudiated the suggestion that he should prove his greatness by
working marvels (cf. Mark viii. 11 seq., also the Temptation),
popular religion, by demanding tangible and physical proofs of
his uniqueness (e.g., the Virgin birth), diverted attention from
that which really made. him unique. But already, earlier, in
Israel, the prohibition to put God to the test (Deut, vi, 16) had to
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contend with popular stories of the proofs and signs of Yahweh’s
might, or of his readiness or ability to fulfil his word. (Cf. Abra-
ham, Gen. xv. 8; Moses, Ex. iii. seq.; Gideon, Judges vi.; Heze-
kiah, 2 Ki. xviii.)

Religions tend to undergo some weakening of their earlier
spiritual value. (Cf. Christ as a wonder-worker, or as merely an
ethical teacher, or a social reformer.) But from time to time
there are demands for a return to what is felt to be fundamental
and essential, and the “return” can be an “advance” with an
enrichment of spiritual meaning. The Fourth Gospel is a striking
example of the way in which a reinterpretation, after the lapse
of some.decades, has been felt to be so true that the four Gospels
have seemed to be a single unit even as the whole book of Isaiah,
the whole Old Testament and the whole Bible have been felt by
many to be single organic units, and not the highly composite

. works that they are. On the other hand, the return to the past

illustrated in the antiquarianism of Babylonia and of Egypt, and
later of the unsuccessful Sassanian revival proves that an old
system must be adjusted to later conditions if it is to endure.

THE ESSENTIAL NATURE OF RELIGION

Just as the common assumption that religion, in general, sprang
from some single element (e.g., fear, ghosts sex, or magic), is
disproved by the fact that early relrglon is essentially a practical,
social, religious system, so the higher religions, in turn, are not
based upon the utterances and acts of a single Founder but are
organic systematic bodies of ideas. With these the test of truth
is not only the ordinary social effectiveness of the religion, but
the value of the theological and philosophical developments which
sooner or later are required among peoples at a higher stage of
mental growth. The distinction which students of religion are
obliged to draw between magic and religion reflects the fact that
religious beliefs and practices are found to differ markedly in
their’social, ethical or logical value. But while any harmful social
or ethical consequences (e.g., human sacrifice). sooner or later do
not fail to arouse the reformer, questions of intellectual value
and the conflict between religious ideas and ordinary contempo-
rary knowledge are much more obscure.

_Religion typically implies certain ideas of the nature of man
and the universe which are commonly of the utmost importance
for man’s knowledge of the world in which he lives. Both the
pre-existence of Christ and his profound “cosmic” significance
(cf. Rom. viii. 19 sgq., Col. i.) are not without parallels as far
back as the Pharaohs of Egypt. Gods were often believed to be
immanent in nature or in natural processes; or the universe was
something living; it was a man, or man in some sense partook of
the essence of the universe. If the moralist would enjoin man
to live in harmony with the order that rules in the universe, the
mystic would feel his oneness with it, or the devotee might seek
union with its God. The attempt to frame a “rational” description
of the universe may perhaps be traced back to the noteworthy
conception of a universal cosmic. ‘“order” (rita) under the
guardianship of the ethical god Varuna. (See HEBREW RELIGION,
sec. 4.) Later there was a differentiation, and while Zoroastrianism
develops the idea of ethical order, also under an ethical god
(Ahura-Mazda), a naturalistic treatment arose in the West in
Tonia. Indian thought, on the other hand, emphasized the essen-
tial unreality of the world, and by a tremendous leap, identified
the ultimate principle of the» individual with that of the universe.
Of course, men often enough were not, and are not, conscious of
the real problems which religious experience brings. Religion
might give @ man all the knowledge of the universe that he
wanted; it might also deprecate curiosity concerning God’s handi-
work. If intense religious experience made the world seem tran-
sitory and unreal, the decisive conviction of its reality subordi-
nated all deeper religious enquiry to the current knowledge.
When Christianity arose there was abundant speculation of a
theological, philosophical, and pseudo-scientific character, and had
the idea of Christ as an immanent cosmic principle been devel
oped, there would have been, instead of a theology, virtually a
theory of the universe. (Cf. MANICHAEISM.)

Characteristic of the age were the catastrophic anticipations

-
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and forebodings. A changed world was demanded, or was believed
to be imminent. Overwhelming spiritual experiences imply or
require a sphere other than that of earthly life. Religion demands
a sphere of its own, or it makes one. Renunciation and seclusion
from the world of active life were no novelty—Buddhism and
Taoism had their monks; but religion is also dominating and
imperialist, and the Old Testament illustrates the extremes of
submission, passivity, and self-centredness, and the zeal of a
religion proud of its strength and its efficiency and of its sig-
nificance for the world at large. Christianity, like Judaism, ac-
cepted the world. God moulded history for Israel; “righteousness”
and “salvation” had material implications even as “sin” meant
misfortune and unhappy conditions, the fruit of men’s wrong-
doing. Christianity, like Judaism, was for active practical use;
and the Jesus of the Gospels, the reverse of an ecstatic or unstable
character, even gives point to his teaching by utilizing examples
of successful capacity (the parable of the Talents and of lack of
preparation for war [Luke xiv. 31]). Neither the life after death
(cf. the “psychic” body of 1 Cor. xv. 44), nor the conditions
after an anticipated cataclysm could be regarded as entirely other
than what earthly experience could suggest, even as the earlier
Messianic expectations (in Is. xi. 4~6) are not of a sinless age,
but of an age of absolute justice and peace.

Jesus follows in the line of Jeremiah’s New Covenant and the
Book of Deuteronomy in his appeal to the individual, whose
worth he so wonderfully magnifies. In Jesus himself  his followers
saw supreme ‘‘Divine Personality, and Perfect Man”; he was the
ideal “Son of Man,” and this co-existence of the perfectly divine
and perfectly human lies at the centre of the new religion and of
later theological development of the doctrine of the person of
Jesus Christ. From the individual Jesus required complete faith
and trust in God and the highest social ideals. The most spiritual
type of life was that manifested in the simplest and humblest
duties, and while the truest religion was to show itself in human
activity, the individual who was true to humanity’s highest ideals
was in fact fulfilling the Law of Christ.

Now, the meaning of the example and teaching of Jesus for
the real nature of man and his environment was much more
than a religious or a theological problem. Nor could philosophy
solve it. Philosophy has always been a late comer in the history
of human development. It follows upon the anthropomorphic
and mythological explanation of things. It betokens an intro-
spective and detached mind and a knowledge of the inner life for
which Indian and Iranian religions afforded the earliest examples.
But the Indo-Iranian peoples, like the Semites, had relatively
little positive knowledge, and the Greeks, on thé other hand, with
all their acuteness and skill, had little real religious instinct. In
this respect the more practical West and the more mystical East
have always diverged. Philosophy wavered between an explana-
tion of religious (spiritual, mystical) experience and a reasonable
account of man and of the universe wherein he lived; and whereas
there has grown up in the Western world an antithesis between
“religion” and “science,” the true antithesis is the more complex
one, (1) between different qualities of religion (in their social
and other value), and (2) between religious and related experience
(the “numinous”) and all that comes through the senses and may
be called “non-religious.”

The ideal of Christianity has been fullness of life. In being
true to"self man has found the self to which to be true, and the
supreme self-consciousness which distinguishes the religion of
Israel finds its climax in renunciation as a step towards the fullest
life. Men have to learn the one thing needful, and with the
refusal of the rich man whom Jesus loved (Mark x. 21) contrast
his own recognition of what was required of himself. The great
- refusals mean decay and death. In common with the prophets
of Israel Jesus combines compassion and consolation, warning and
grief for warning unheeded. From Amos and Hosea onwards,
there is a Divine Law as well as a Divine Love; and neither
individuals nor nations can offend with impunity. Israel, the first-
born of Yahweh, suffers when she offends against the Divine Law,
but Jesus the “only begotten” goes to his death fulfilling his
destiny (¢f. Mark viii., 31-33) and “fulfils” what the Israelite
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“servant of the Lord” had begun (Is. liii.). The whole process, as
unfolded in the history of religion, has a more than religious
significance, for the great religious ideas concern the very nature
of the universe. There is an increasing consciousness of what the
universe demands of men (cf. earlier, Micah vi. 8); and the vicis-
situdes of Christianity and other religions have been so shaped
by spiritual needs, and by moral needs, and by mental or intel-
lectual needs that religion itself represents something from which
ethical and intellectual demands cannot be isolated. When the
Founder of Christianity set up the ideal of a normal life wherein
the religious and non-religious sides should be in harmonious rela-
tion, it followed that all that religion represents must be a normal
and a natural part of man, and the “philosophy”—if that term
be retained—which grows most naturally out of the personality
of the Founder, must make explicit the ideal harmonious inter-
relation of spiritual, ethical and intellectual aspects of life and
thought. .

The old ego-centric conceptions of the universe, which modern
knowledge of space and time has put in the background, find
their explanation in man’s consciousness of his essential unity
with the universe or of his relation with its God. But the im-
mense accumulation of facts concerning the universe as revealed
to man by his senses is confronted by a no less impressive mass
of data of religion and of religious and all related experience.
The history of civilization proves that the religious and non-
religious types of experience can never be lastingly severed, and
the modern study of man’s mental processes and world of thought
is preparing the way for a better knowledge of the part played
by religion, in particular by Christianity, in enabling man to
understand his total environment.

Christianity, centring upon an ideally perfect Personality, has
to shape men towards an increasingly fuller consciousness of the
ultimate truths of God, man and the universe. Its career and the -
stages leading up to it can be placed, as has been seen, upon the
background of history and religion. But while the line of de-
velopment can be clearly traced back, its future course cannot be
easily foreshadowed. Christianity is based upon 'a single book,
or rather a collection of books (see BIBLE) covering the cen-
turies during which there were the profoundest developments
of which we know, and upon which the Bible is the only direct
source of knowledge. Entirely characteristic is the utterly un-
compromising recognition that God is no respecter of persons or
peoples, but that the Divine purpose in all its workings is not
arbitrary. Certain awe-inspiring ideas of God and man were
realized, and have proved capable of continuous reinterpretation;
but the real significance of the great religious truths has yet to be
restated in the light of modern knowledge. (S.A.C)

JET, a substance which seems to be a peculiar kind of lignite
or anthracite; often cut and polished for ornaments. (Fr. jais,
Ger. Gagat.) The word “jet” probably comes, through O.Fr:
jaiet, (from the classical gagates, a word which was derived, ac-
cording to Pliny, from Gagas, in Lycia, where jet, or a similar
substance, was originally found). Jet was used in Britain in pre-
historic times; many round barrows of the bronze age have yielded
jet beads, buttons, rings, armlets and other ornaments. The abun-
dance of jet in Britain is alluded to by Gaius Iulius Solinus (f.
3rd century) and jet ornaments are found with Roman relics
in Britain. Probably the supply was obtained from the coast of
Yorkshire, especially near Whitby, where nodules of jet were for-
merly picked up on the shore. Caedmon refers to this jet, and at
a later date it was used for rosary beads by the monks of Whitby
Abbey.

The Whitby jet occurs in irregular masses, often of lenticular
shape, embedded in hard shales known as jet-rock and belonging
to that division of the Upper Lias which is termed the zone of
Ammonites serpentinus. Microscopic examination of jet occa-
sionally reveals the structure of coniferous wood, which A. C.
Seward has shown to be araucarian. Probably masses of wood
were brought down by a river, and drifted out to sea, where they
sank and were buried in a deposit of fine mud which eventually
hardened into shale. Under pressure, perhaps assisted by heat, and
with exclusion of air, the wood suffered a peculiar kind of decom-
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position, probably modified by the presence of salt water, as sug-
gested by Percy E. Spielmann. Scales of fish and other fossils
of the jet-rock are frequently impregnated with bituminous prod-
ucts, which may replace the original tissues. Drops of liquid
bitumen occur in the cavities of some fossils, whilst inflammable
gas is not uncommon in the jet-workings, and petroleum may be
detected by its smell. Iron pyrites is often associated with the jet.

Formerly sufficient jet was found in loose pieces on the shore,
set free by the disintegration of the cliffs, or washed up from a
submarine source. When this supply became insufficient, the rock
was attacked by the jet-workers; ultimately the workings took the
form of true mines, levels being driven into the shales not only
at their outcrop in the cliffs but in some of the inland dales of the
Yorkshire moorlands, such as Eskdale. The best jet has a uniform
black colour, and is hard, compact and homogeneous in texture,
breaking with a conchoidal fracture. It must be tough enough to
be readily carved or turned on the lathe, and sufficiently compact
in texture to receive a high polish. The final polish was formerly
given by means of rouge, which produces a beautiful velvety sur-
face, but rotten-stone and lampblack are often employed instead.
The softer kinds, not capable of being freely worked, are known as
bastard jet. A soft jet is obtained from the estuarine series of the
Lower Oolites of Yorkshire.

See P. E. Spielmann, “On the Origin of Jet,” Chemical News
(Dec. 14, 1906) ; C. Fox-Strangways, ‘“The Jurassic Rocks of Britain,

vol. i., Yorkshire,” Mem. Geol. Surv. (1892) ; J. A. Bower, “Whithy
. Jet and its Manufacture,” Journ. Soc. Arts (1874, vol. xxii. p. 80).

JETHRO, the priest of Midian, in the Bible, whose daugh-
ter Zipporah became the wife of Moses. He was a priest of
Yahweh, and resided at the sacred mountain where the deity com-
missioned Moses to deliver the Israelites from Egypt. Subse-
quently Jethro came to Moses (probably at Kadesh), a great
sacrificial feast was held, and the priest instructed Moses in legis-
lative procedure. Jethro was invited to accompany the people
into the promised land, and later, we find his clan settling in the
south of Judah (Judg. i. 16); see KENITES.

JETSAM: see FLoTsaM, JETSAM AND LiGAN.

JETTY. The term jetty, derived from Fr. jetée, and there-
fore signifying something “thrown out,” is applied to a variety of
structures connected with river; dock and maritime works. - Their
forms and construction are as varied as their uses and the word
jetty is, moreover, often applied to structures which are better
described as breakwaters or piers. They are sometimes high open-
work structures of timber, reinforced concrete, or steel and iron,
braced together; sometimes they are low solid projections of
rubble stone, concrete or masonry, and occasionally only differ
from breakwaters in their object. The most common uses to
which the term jetty should be applied are:—(1) The regulation
of river channels where jetties are projected from the banks
towards deep water. (2) Structures in continuation of river chan-
nels at their outlets into deep water, and at the entrances to
harbours of lagoon type. (3) Projections from the sides of docks,
or in tidal basins, harbours and rivers, alongside which ships may
lie for discharging and taking in .cargo. These are sometimes
described as piers, particularly when of solid construction, and are
commonly so called in North American ports. (4) Structures out-
side the entrances to docks forming the sides of and protecting a
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convenient approach channel, and (5) An outwork of timber or
reinforced concrete piles framed together and protecting a pier,
including bridge piers in navigable waters. .

Jetties for Regulating Rivers.—Jetties intended to act as
groynes are often extended at intervals from one or both banks
of a river to contract a wide channel and, by concentration of
the current, to produce a deepening of the central channel. Simi-
larly jetties are sometimes projected from the concave bank of
a river to check the erosion on that side. They are variously
termed spurs, spur dikes or jetties, cross dikes and groynes, and
are formed of timber or of mounds of rubble stone, or of com-
binations of these materials. Fascines and mattress work weighted
and covered by rubble are also frequently employed. This sys-
tem of river regulation occasions a greater scour abreast the
ends of the groynes than in the intervening channels and con-
sequently ‘sometimes produces an irregular depth. Longitudinal
training works are therefore preferred for the regulation of many
rivers. The jetty system does, however, possess the advantage that
the length of the groynes may be easily reduced or increased as
experience of their effect on the channel shows to be advisable.
Spur dikes have been employed in recent years in this way at
the south-west pass of the Mississippi outlet. (See RIVER AND
RivErR ENGINEERING.)

Jetties at Harbour Entrances.—Parallel or nearly parallel
jetties are frequently constructed at the entrances to ports on
sandy coasts, particularly those formed at the mouths of rivers
and at the outlets of lagoons and land-locked bays obstructed by
bars.  (See HarBours.) The older jetties at such ports as Calais,
Dunkirk and Ostend were usually formed of clay or rubble heart-
ing covered on the top by fascine-work and stone pitching and
held together by timber piles and bracing. The timber-work was
carried high enough to form a platform above the level of the
highest tides. The newer jetties at Dunkirk were founded en the
sandy beach by sinking caissons by the aid of compressed air to
a depth of 23ft. below low water spring-tides. A solid masonry
structure was raised above the concrete foundations to about
half-tide level and above that again an open timber-work super-
structure was carried up to-well above high water. Compressed-
air sinking has been' employed in forming the foundations of
entrance jetties at other French ports as, for instance, at Boulogne,
where a new jetty 1740ft. long on the north side of the channel to
the inner harbour was built betwéeen 1913-27. The channel depth
is about 17ft: at low-water, but the jetty is designed for a future
depth of at least 20ft. at low-water spring tides. In this ¢ase the
open superstructure of the jetty above the solid masonry work
is of reinforced concrete.

The jetties at the entrances to the Venetian lagoon at Lido and
Malamocco (see HARBOURS) are of rubble stone surmounted by
a small masonry superstructure brought up above water level.
Those at the Charleston (S.C.) harbour entrance were originally
built of fascine mattresses weighted with stone, but are now
formed entirely of rubble. The converging jetties carried out
from each shore of Dublin bay for deepening the approach to the
river Liffey and Dublin harbour are also of rubble.

Jetties at the Outlets of Tideless Rivers.—Jetties have
been constructed at the outlets of many rivers flowing into tide-
less (or nearly tideléss) seas as at Swinemiinde, on the Baltic,
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and Tampico in the gulf of Mexico, with the objects of prolong-
ing the scour of the river and protecting the channel from being
shoaled by littoral drift. The most interesting application of
parallel jetties is in connection with the mouths of deltaic rivers
flowing into tideless seas. In such cases the construction of
jetties, by a virtual prolongation of the river banks, extends the
scour of the river out to the bar. Jetties prolonging the Sulina
branch of the Danube into the Black sea, and the south and
south-west passes of the Mississippi into the Gulf of Mexico
(fig. 1) have concentrated the discharge of these rivers so as to
scour the bars obstructing the access to them and have effected
considerable increase in depth in the navigable channels. The
sediment-bearing waters are moreover carried by this concentra-
tion of discharge sufficiently far out to come under the influence
of littoral currents, which by conveying away some of the sedi-
ment, postpone the eventual formation of a fresh bar further
out. It is, however, very seldom that jetties alone suffice to secure
the maintenance of a sufficient’ depth of water for modern re-
quirements, and recourse has been had to intensive suction dredg-
‘ing both at Sulina and the Mississippi passes. (See¢ RIVER AND.
RivEr ENGINEERING.)

Jetties at the Mouths of Tidal Rivers.—Rivers whose dis-
charge is generally feeble and which debouch on an exposed
coast : subject to littoral drift are liable to have their outlets
blocked during severe storms. This is specially the case when the
river is narrow near its mouth and the tidal range is small. Sea
action piles up sand and shingle to the obstruction of the outlet
and the river is thus forced to seek another exit at a weak spot
of the beach which, along a low coast, may be some distance off.
The new outlet in its turn may be blocked up, so that the river
from time to time shifts the position of its mouth. This incon-
venient cycle of changes may be stopped by fixing the outlet of
the river at a suitable site, by carrying a jetty on each side of
this outlet across the beach, thereby concentrating its discharge
in a definite channel and protecting the mouth from being blocked
up by littoral drift. This system was long ago applied to the
shifting outlet of the river Yare to the south of Yarmouth. Later
it was successfully employed for fixing the wandering mouth of
the Adur near Shoreham, and of the Adour flowing into the bay
of Biscay below Bayonne. Timber-piled jetties filled with rubble
stone have often been employed in such cases.

When the new channel was cut across the Hook of Holland to
provide a straighter and deeper outlet channel for the river Maas,
forming the approach channel to Rotterdam, jetties formed of
fascine mattresses weighted with stone were carried across the
foreshore on either side of the cut to protect the channel from
littoral drift and confine the discharge of the river. (See HAr-
BOURS and RIvER AND RivEr ENGINEERING.)

Jetties in Docks, Rivers, etc.—Openwork timber or rein-
forced concrete jetties are often constructed in docks (g.v.) with
sloping sides, being carried across the slope so that vessels may
lie alongside them in deep water. Similar structures are also
employed in. open basins, harbours and rivers as well as in docks
for supporting coal-loading tips and hoists, -and for berthing ves-
sels carrying oil in bulk. Continuous quayage is not essential in
these cases and for oil berths nothing more is required than ade-
quate dolphin and fendering- structures (against which vessels
may lie) and comparatively light structures connecting with the
shore for carrying the necessary pipes, etc.; for loading and dis-
charging the oil: (See plans of Colombo and other harbours in
Harsours.) Examples of reinforced concrete jetties carrying
coal hoists. will be found among the illustrations in the article
Docks. Long and wide structures projected from the sides of
docks and basins, designed for berthing vessels on either side, are
virtually continuous wharves. or quays and are more properly
called piers. A convenient distinction is to restrict the term
jetty, as applied to berthing, to those structures intended for
berthing ships across their ends or in front of a T-shaped head
and to openwork island structures only connected with the shore
by. bridges or approach viaducts. Long openwork structures
thrown out into a river and curving round so as to provide ship-
ping berths more or less parallel with the river bank, such as the
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Tilbury river jetty and the coal-staiths at Dunston on the Tyne
and at Blyth, are correctly termed jetties. Jetties of open steel
and iron construction are also used, both for cargo and passenger
traffic, particularly in tropical ports (see Docks).

Jetties at Dock Entrances.—Jetties of pilework and occa-
sionally of solid character are constructed outside the entrances
to docks on each side of the channel from the river or sea ap-
proach so as to form a funnel-shaped passage leading to the lock
entrance. These jetties serve to guide vessels entering or leaving
the docks, to protect them from the effect of tidal or river cur-
rents and, in some cases, as convenient lay-bys where a vessel.
may, if necessary, tie up when waiting for the gates to be opened.
The entrance jetties at Avonmouth are solid constructions, found-
ed on concrete monoliths, with timber face work; those at the
King George V. dock, London, and at Immingham are of open
timber work. Timber-piled jetties filled in with rubble stone are
also employed, as at Swansea. In this instance they serve as
minor breakwaters sheltering the entrance to the river and docks
and prévent, to some extent, sand from entering the dredged
channel. .

Jetties Alongside Piers, etc.—Timber and, in recent times,
reinforced concrete jetties are frequently employed as adjuncts
to breakwater and pier structures, serving as landing places and
for other purposes, as for instance oil-bunkering and watering.
The word jetty is also used to describe a timber fendering struc-
ture or outwork constructed in connection with swing and other
bridges in navigable waters to protect the bridge piers from
damage by vessels passing through the navigation openings.

’ (N.G. G)

JEVER, a town of Germany, in the Land of Oldenburg,
13 m. by rail N.-W. of Wilhelmshaven, and connected with the
North sea by a navigable canal. Pop. (1933) 6,191. The castle of
Jever was built by Prince Edo Wiemken (d. 1410), the ruler of
Jeverland, a populous district which in 1575 came under the rule
of the dukes of Oldenburg. In 1603 it passed to the house of
Anhalt and was later the property of the empress Catherine II. of
Russia, a member of this family. In 1814 it came again into the
possession of Oldenburg. The chief industries are spinning, dairy-
ing, brewing and milling; there is also a trade in cattle.

JEVONS, WILLIAM STANLEY (1835-1882), English
economist and logician, was born at Liverpool on Sept. 1, 1835.
His father, Thomas Jevons, a man of strong scientific tastes and -
a writer on legal and economic subjects, was an iron merchant.
His mother was the daughter of William Roscoe. He was educated
at University college school and University college, London. In
1853 he was appointed assayer to the new mint in Australia. He
left England for Sydney in June 1854, and remained there for
five years. In the autumn of 1859 he returned to University col-
lege, London, proceeding in due course to the B.A. and M.A.
degrees of the University of London. Although he now gave his
principal attention to the moral sciences, his interest in natural
science continued throughout his life, and his intimate knowledge
of the physical sciences contributed to the success of his chief
logical work, The Principles of Science. In 1866 he was elected
professor of logic and mental and moral philosophy and Cobden
professor of political economy in Owens college. Next year he
married Harriet Ann Taylor, whose father had been the founder
and proprietor of the Manchester Guardian. Jevons, who. suf-
fered from ill health, found the delivery of lectures covering so
wide a range of subjects burdensome, and in 1876 he was glad
to exchange the Owens professorship for the professorship of
political economy in University college, London. He found
his professorial duties irksome, and in 1880 he resigned. On Aug.
13, 1882, he was drowned whilst bathing near Hastings.

Jevons arrived quite early in his career at the doctrines that
constituted his most characteristic and original contributions to
economics and logic. The theory of utility, which became the
keynote of his general theory of political economy, was practi-
cally formulated in a letter written in 1860; and the germ of his
logical principles of the substitution of similars may be found in
the view which he propounded in another letter written in 1861,
that “philosophy would be found to consist solely in pointing
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out the likeness of things.” The theory of utility above referred
to, namely, that the degree of utility of a commodity is some
continuous mathematical function of the quantity of the com-
modity available, together with the implied- doctrine that eco-
nomics is essentially a mathematical science, took more definite
form in a paper on “A General Mathematical Theory of Political
~ Economy,” written for the British Association in 1862. This
paper does not appear to have attracted much attention either in
1862 or on its publication four years later in the Journal of the
Statistical Society; and it was not till 1871, when the Theory of
Political Economy appeared, that Jevons set forth his doctrines
in'a fully developed form. After the publication of this work
Jevons became acquainted with the applications of mathematics
to political economy made by earlier writers, notably-A. A: Cour-
not and H. H. Gossen. The theory of utility was about 1870 being
independently developed on somewhat similar lines by Carl Men-
ger in Austria and M. E: L. Walras in Switzerland. 'As regards the
discovery of the connection between value in exchange and final
(or marginal) utility, the priority belongs to ‘Gossen, but this,
in no way detracts from the great importance of the service which

Jevons rendered to English economics by his fresh discovery of

the principle. In his reaction from the prevailing view he some-
times expressed himself without due qualification: the declaration,
for instance, made at the commencement of the Theory of Politi-
cal Economy, that “value depends entirely upon utility,” lent
itself to misinterpretation.

.It. was not, however, as a theorist dealing with the fundamental
.data of economic science, but: as a brilliant® writer on practical
.economic questions, that Jevons first received general recogni-
tion.. A Serious Fall in the Value of Gold (1863) and The Coal
Question (1865) placed him in the front rank as a writer on ap-
plied economics- and statistics; and he would be remembered as.
one .of the leading economists of the rgth century even had his
Theory of Political Economy never been written., Amongst his
economic works may be mentioned Money and the Mechanism
of Exchange (1875), a Primer on Political Economy (1878), The
State in Relation to Labour (1882), and two posthumous works,
Methods of Social Reform and Imvestigations in Currency.and
Finance. The last-named volume contains Jevons’s -speculations:
on the connection between commercial crises and sun-spots. ‘He
was engaged at. the time of his death upon the preparatlon of a
large treatise on economics; this fragment was published in 1905
under. the title of The Prmczples of Economics: a Fragment of a
Treatise on the Industrial M echamsm of Society, and other
Papers.

Jevons’s work in logic went on parz passu with his work in
political economy. In 1864 he published a small volume entitled
Pure Logic; or, the Logic of Quality apart from Qu(mtz’ty, which
was based on Boole’s system of logic, but freed from what he con-
sidered the false mathematical dress of that system. In the years
immediately following he constructed a logical machine, exhibited
before the Royal Society in 1870, by means of which the con-
clusion derivable from any given set of premisses could be me-
chanically obtained. In 1866 what he regarded as the great and
universal principle of all reasoning dawned upon him; and in
1869 he published a sketch of this fundamental doctrine under the
title of The Substitution of Similars. He expressed the principle
in its simplest form as follows: “Whatever is true of a thing is
true of its like,” and he worked out in detail its various applica-
tions, In the following year appeared the Elementary Lessons on
Logic. In the meantime he was engaged upon a much more im-
portant logical treatise, which appeared in 1874 under the title
of The Principles of Science. In this work Jevons embodied the
substance of his earlier works on pure logic.and the substitution
of similars; he also enunciated and developed the view that induc-
tion is simply inverse deduction; he treated in a luminous manner
the general theory of probability, and the relation between proba-
bility and induction; and his knowledge ‘of the.various natural
sciences enabled him throughout to relieve the abstract character
of logical doctrine by concrete scientific illustrations. Jevons’s
general theory of induction was a revival of the theory laid down
by Whewell and criticized by Mill; but it was put in a new form,
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and was free from some of the non-essential adjuncts which ren-
dered Whewell’s exposition open to attack. The work as a whole
was one of the most notable contributions to logical doctrine that
appeared-in Great Britain in the 1gth century. His Studies -in:
Deductive Logic, consisting mainly of exercises and problems for.
the use of students, was.published in 1880.

Jevons’s strength lay in his power as an. original thinker; and
he is remembered by his constructive work as logician, economlst :
and statistician,

See Letters and Journal of W. Stanley Jevons, edit. by hxs wxfe
(1886). This work contains-a bibliography of Jevons’s writings.

JEW, THE WANDERING, a legendary Jew (see JEWS)
doomed to wander till the second coming -of Christ because he
taunted Jesus as He passed bearing the cross, saying, “Go quicker.”
Jesus replied, “I go, but thou shalt wait till I return.” This
legend first appeared in a pamphlet alleged to have been printed
at Leyden in 160z. This pamphlet relates that Paulus von Eizen
(d.*1598), bishop of Schleswig, had met at Hamburg in 1542 a
Jew named Ahasuerus, who declared he was ‘‘eternal” and was
the same who had been thus punished by Jesus. The pamphlet
is supposed .to have been written by Chrysostomus Dudulaeus of
Westphalia and printed by one Christoff Crutzer, but as no such
author or printer is known—the latter name indeed refers directly
to the legend—it has been conjectured that the whole story is a
Protestant myth.

The story met with ready acceptance Eight editions of the
pamphlet appeared in 1602, and the 4oth edition before 1700.
It was translated into Dutch and Flemish with immense success.
The first; French edition appeared in 1609, and the story. was
known in England before 1625, when a parody was produced. Den-
mark, and Sweden followed suit, and. the expression “eternal Jew”
passed -into. Czech. Thus the story in its usual form spread
wherever there was a tincture of Protestantism. In southern
Europe little is heard of it in this version, though Rudolph
Botoreus, parliamentary advocate of Paris (Comm histor., 1604),
speaks contemptuously of the popular behef in the Wandermg
Jew in Germany, Spain and Italy. '
. The popularity of the pamphlet soon led to reports of the'
appearance of this mysterious being almost everywhere. Besides
the original meeting of the bishop and Ahasuerus, the Wandering
Jew was stated to have appeared at Prague. (1602), at Liibeck
(1603), in Bavaria (1604), Brussels (1640), Paris (1644, by the
“Turkish Spy”), Stamford .(1658), and Astrakhan (1672). .In
the next century he was seen at Munich (1721), Brussels (1774),
Newcastle (1790, se¢ Brand, Pop. Antiquities, s.v.), and in London
between 1818 and 1830, (see Athenaeum, 1866, ii., 561). The
latest report of his appearance was near Salt Lake City in 1868,
when he is said to have made himself known to.a Mormon named
O’Grady. It is difficult.to tell in any one of these cases how far
the story is an entire fiction and how far an ingenious imposture.

In most Teutonic languages the stress is laid on the perpetual
character of. the punishment. and the man is known as the
“eternal” Jew (Ger. ewige Jude). In Romance lands the usual
form has reference to the wanderings (Fr. le Juif errant). The |
English form follows the Romance, possibly because derived from
France. The actual name given to the mysterious Jew varies in
the different versions: the original pamphlet. calls him Ahasver,
a name most inappropriately borrowed from the Book of Esther.
In one of his appearances at Brussels his name is given as Isaac
Laquedem—bad Hebrew for “Isaac of old”——and Dumas made
use of this title. In the Turkish Spy he is called Paul Marrane,
from the Matranos or secret Jews of Spain. In the few references
to the legend in Spanish Writings the Wandering Jew is called
Juan Espera en Dios, which gives a more hopeful turn to the
legend.. Eugéne Sue calls him Ahasvérus.

Under -other names, a story very similar to that of the pam-
phlet of 1602 occurs nearly 400 years earlier on English soil. Ac-
cording to Roger of Wendover in his Flores historiarum for 1228,
an Armenian archbishop, then visiting England, was asked by the
monks of St. Albans about Joseph of Arimathaea, who had spoken
to Jesus and was said to be still alive. The archbishop. claimed to
have seen him in Armenia under the name of Carthaphilus, who
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had confessed that he had taunted Jesus. This Carthaphilus had
afterwards been baptized by the name of Joseph. Matthew Paris,
in copying Wendover, reported that other Armenians had con-
firmed the story on visiting St. Albans in 1252. A similar account
is given in the chronicles of Philippe Mouskeés (d. 1243). A
variant was known to Guido Bonati, an astronomer quoted by
Dante (Inferno, xx. 118), who calls his hero Butta Deus because
he struck Jesus. Under this name he is said to have appeared at
Mugello in 1413 and at Bologna in 1415.

SOURCE OF THE LEGEND

The source of all these reports is probably Matthew xvi. 28.
These words indeed are quoted in the pamphlet of 1602. Again,
a legend was based on John xxi. 20; while another legend (current
in the 16th century) condemned Malchus, whose ear Peter cut
off (John xviii. 10), to wander perpetually till the second coming
for scoffing at Jesus. These legends and the utterance of Matt.
xvi. 28 were “contaminated” with the legend of Joseph of Ari-
mathaea and the Holy Grail, and took the form given in Wend-
over and Matthew-Paris. But there is nothing to show the spread
of this story among the people before the pamphlet of 1602, and
it is difficult to see how this Carthaphilus could have given rise
to the legend of the Wandering Jew, since he is not a Jéw nor
does he wander. The author of 1602 was probably acquainted
with the story as given by Matthew Paris, since he gives almost
the same account. But he gives a new name to his hero and
directly connects his fate with Matt. xvi. 28.

The combination of eternal punishment with restless wandering
has attracted the imagination of writers in almost all European
tongues. The German Romantic poets have been especially at-
tracted by the legend, which has been made the subject of peems
by Schubart, Schreiber, W. Miiller, Lenau, Chamisso, Schlegel,
Mosen and Koehler. They were perhaps influenced by the example
of Goethe, who in his Autobiography describes the plan of a poem
he had designed on the Wandering Jew. More recently poems
have been composed on the subject in German by Wilbrandt,
Lienhard and others; in English by Robert Buchanan, and in
Dutch by Heijermans. German novels also exist on the subject,
by Franz Horn, Oeklers, Laun and Schucking, tragedies by Kline-
mann, Haushofer and Zedlitz. Sigismund Heller wrote three
cantos on the wanderings of Ahasuerus, while Hans Andersen
made of him an “Angel of Doubt.” In France, E. Quinet pub-
lished -a prose epic on the subject in 1833, and Eugéne Sue, in his
best-known work; Le Juif errant (1844), associates the Jew with
the legend of Herodias. In modern times the subject has been
made still more popular by Gustave Doré’s designs (1856), con-
taining some of his most striking and imaginative work. This
probably suggested Grenier’s poem on the subject (1857).

In England, besides the ballads in Percy’s Reliques, Godwin
introduced the idéa of an eternal witness of the course of civi-
lization in his S¢. Leon (1799), and Shelley introduces Ahasuerus
in Queen Mab. It is doubtful how far Swift derived his Struld-
brugs from the notion of the Wandering Jew. George Croly’s
Salathiel (1828) gave a highly elaborate turn to the legend; this
has been republished under the title Tarry Thou Till I Come.

BisrioGrAPHY.—]. G. Th. Graesse, Die Sage vom ewigen Juden
(1844) ; F. Helbig, Die Sage vom ewigen Juden (18%4); G. Paris, Le
Juif errant (1881); M. D. Conway, The Wandering Jew (1881); S.
Morpugo, L’ Ebreo errante in Italia (1891) ; L. Neubaur, Die Sage vom
ewigen Juden (2nd ed., 1893). The recent literary handling of the
subject has been dealt with by J. Prost, Die Sage vom ewigen Juden
in der neueren deutschen Literatur- (190s) ; T. Kappstein, Akasver in
der Weltpoesie (1903). (J. Ja.; E. E. K)

JEWEL, JOHN (1522-1571), English divine, bishop of
Salisbury, son of John Jewel of Buden, Devonshire, was born on
May 24, 1522, and educated at Merton college, Oxford. He became
a fellow (1542) of Corpus Christi, made some mark as a teacher,
and was after 1547 one of the chief disciples of Peter Martyr.
He became public orator of the university, in which capacity
he composed a congratulatory epistle to Mary on her accession.
In 1554 he acted as notary to Cranmer and Ridley at their dis-
putation, but in the autumn he signed a series of Catholic articles.
He was, nevertheless, suspected, fled to London, and thence to
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Frankfort, where he sided with Coxe against Knox. He soon
joined Martyr at Strasbourg, accompanied h1m to Zurich, and
then paid a visit to Padua.

Under Elizabeth’s succession he returned to England, and tried
to secure what would now be called a low-church settlement of
religion. Indeed, his attitude was hardly distinguishable from
that of the Elizabethan Puritans, but he gradually modified it
under the stress of office and responsibility. He was one of the
disputants selected to confute the Romanists at the conference
of Westminster after Easter 1559; he was select preacher at
St. Paul’s Cross on June 15, and in the autumn was engaged as
one of the royal visitors of the western counties. In 1560 he
became bishop of Salisbury.

Jewel now constituted himself the hterary apologlst of the
Elizabethan settlement. He had on Nov. 26, 1559, in a sermon
at St. Paul’s Cross, challenged all comers to prove the Roman
case out of the Scriptures, or the councils or Fathers for the first
six hundred years after Christ. He repeated his challenge in
1560, and Dr. Henry Cole took it up. The chief result was
Jewel’s Apologia ecclesiae Anglicanae (1562), which in Bishop
Creighton’s words is ‘“the first methodical statement of the posi-
tion of the Church of England against the Church of Rome, and
forms the groundwork of all subsequent controversy.” Thomas
Harding, an Oxford contemporary whom Jewel had deprived
of his prebend in Salisbury Cathedral for recusancy, published an
elaborate and bitter Answer in 1564, to which Jewel issued a
Reply in 1565. Harding followed with a Confutation, and Jewel
with a Defence, of the Apology in 1566 and 1567; the combatants
ranged over the whole field of the Anglo-Roman controversy, and
Jewel’s theology was officially enjoined upon the Church by
Archbishop Bancroft in the reign of James I. He was consulted
by the government on such questions as England’s attitude
towards the council of Trent, and political considerations made
him more and more hostile to Puritan demands with which he
had previously sympathized. He wrote an attack on Cartwright,
which was published after his death by Whitgift. He died on
Sept. 23, 1571, and was buried in Salisbury Cathedral.

Jewel’s works were published in a folio in 1609 under the direction
of Bancroft who ordered the Apology to be placed in churches, in
some of which it may still be seen chained to the lectern; other editions
appeared at Oxford (1848, 8 vols.) and Cambridge (Parker Soc., 4
vols.). See also Gough'’s Index to Parker Soc. Publ.; Strype’s Works
(General Index); Acts of the Privy Council; Calendars of Domestic
and Spanish State Papers; Dixon’s and Frere’s Church Histories; and
Dict. of Nat. Biography.

JEWELLERY, a collective term for jewels, and so for the
art of making them (O.F. jouel). Jewels are personal ornaments
made of precious metals and precious stones, alone or combined.
One type of jewel, including clasps and brooches of all kinds,
arises  from the decorative elaboration of a practical object;
another type, of which pendants are an example, is derived from
the primitive practice of wearing such objects as the teeth of
wild animals, shells, or stones of strange colour or shape, hung
round the neck with magical intent. Other jewels, such as ear-
rings and bracelets, appear to be purely decorative in origin.

The origins of jewellery are lost in-the mists of antiquity. The
practice of wearing objects round the neck dates from the stone
age, and gold was worked to make jewels before the use of ~
bronze was known. For information about the jewels of Ur, see

-BABYLONIA AND ASSYRIA: Early Sumerian Period; for an account

of Egyptian jewellery, see EcyrT: Archaeology: Detail; for Greek
and Roman jewels, see SILVERSMITHS’ AND GOLDSMITHS’ WORK.

HISTORY OF EUROPEAN JEWELLERY

The Empire of Rome, which had extended to the Rhine, the
Danube and the Scottish frontier, and the trade of Rome, which
had passed beyond these limits through Bohemia to the northern
countries, left behind them a tradition so strong that it long
outlived the Roman empire itself. In all this region the form,
technique and decoration of jewels were influenced by Roman
usage. The use of gold filigree remained general; and the varied
Roman fibula forms became the basis of yet more complicated
brooches. The most important development was in the use of



JEWELLERY . Prate I

SR
-

e i
@zﬁ . .

BY COURTESY OF (1, 3, 7, 10) THE KEEPER OF THE ASHMOLEAN MUSEUM, (2, 4, 6, 8) THE TRUSTEES OF THE BRITISH MUSEUM, (5) THE STATENS HISTORISKA MUSEUM, STOCKHOLM,

(9) THE RESIDENT SECRETARY OF THE ROYAL IRISH ACADEMY

EARLY ANGLO-SAXON, CELTIC AND SCANDINAVIAN JEWELLERY

1 and 3. The Alfred Jewel, of gold, found in 1693 at Newton Park, three
miles from the isle of Athelney. Fig. 1. shows the front set with a
plaque of cloisonné enamel held in place by a gold fret of the letters
AELFRED MEC HEHT GEWYRCAN (Alfred ordered me to be made).
Fig. 3 shows the engraved back

2. Seventh century buckle from Faversham, set with garnets and decorated
with gold filigree

4, Kentish brooch of the 7th century, set with garnets and pastes and
decorated with gold filigree

5. Silver filigree brooch of the 9th century from the province of Scania,
Sweden

6.

]

©

10.

Gold engraved and nielloed ring of Aethelwulf, King of Wessex; in-
scribed Ethelvulfr: second quarter of the 9th century. This ring was
found at Laverstock near Salisbury in A.D. 1780

. Saxon cross of the 7th century, made of gold and set with garnets,

found at Ixworth

Kentish brooch of the 6th century, set with garnets and meerschaum,
and decorated with gold filigree

Celtic penannular brooch of silver of the early 10th century

Gold bracteate of the 7th century from Faversham
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BY COURTESY OF (1, 6, 7, 9) THE DIRECTOR OF THE VICTORIA AND ALBERT MUSEUM, (2) THE DIRECTOR OF THE MAINZ MUSEUM, (3, 4, 5, 8, 10) THE TRUSTEES OF THE BRITISH
MUSEUM .

BROOCHES AND PENDANTS OF THE MIDDLE AGES AND THE RENAISSANCE

1. Brooch of gold set with a cameo. French, 14th century 6. “Tablet” of silver gilt, enamelled, with the scene of the crucifixion

. “The Eagle Brooch,” about 1120, of gold decorated with cloisonné and the figure of the Virgin in relief. French or Rhenish, early
enamel in translucent green and blue, turquoise, white and yellow 15th century

3. Ring brooch of gold, engraved and set with rubies and sapphires. Enamelled pendant in the form of a ship. Italian, 16th century
French or English, late 13th century . Dragon-shaped pendant of gold, enamelled and set with baroque pearls.

. Reliquary pendant of gold; the side shown is engraved with figure German, about 1570

‘\)rfit?\t.t'lj\zh?igzr:g tol;ealn;t?;l}:;tl;t.)n B‘tt;nof;;uii:tea};:ei)ett’xe:nppf?:::r:":;' 9. Pendant of gold, enamelled and set with jewels, representi.ng Hercules
white enamel. English of about 1480 upholding the world ihn the garden of the Hesperides. South
: d of the 16th centur
5. The “Phoenix” jewel; a bust of Queen Elizabeth cut from the Phoenix German, end o Yo .
badge of 1574, mounted in a wreath of red and white roses of 10. Design for a pendant of enamelled and jewelled gold, by Hans Holbein.
enamelled gold ' About 1540
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EUROPEAN JEWELLERY OF THE 19TH CENTURY

Outside chain in gold with decoration in black enamel, French Restoration period. - Inside chain of open gold work, the work of a French
provincial goldsmith about 1840. 1, 2, 3, 7, 10. Parures, 1830—40: (1) seed pearls, (2) topazes set in gold, (3, 10) pink tourmalines,
(7) garnets. 4. Garnet head ornament, 1830. 5, 9. Gold necklaces, French, 1830. 6. Gold key decorated in black enamel, used with outside
chain. 8. Gold lorgnette, French, 1850. 11-18. Gold bracelets, c. 1814-50: (15) silver gilt, (16) mosaics in gold with borders of blue
enamel, (17) gold and coral tissue, Russian, (18) two-coloured gold. 19, 20. Front and side views of gold ring set with plaited hair, 1840.
21. Waistcoat chain in gold and enamel with seal, 1830. 22. Gold ring decorated in black enamel, set with turquoise, French Restoration period
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JEWELLERY

PHOTOGRAPHS, (1, 2, 3) COPR. H. BONNAIRE FROM “CATALOGUE OF THE CROWN JEWELS OF FRANCE 1887"

FRENCH JEWELLERY OF THE 19TH CENTURY

1. Diamond floral spray or bouquet, made in 1820. 2. Diamond bow knot
as worn by the Empress Eugénie; made in 1863. 3. Diamond aiguillette
pampille, made in 1868. 4. Bracelet, of gold and black enamel and rose
diamonds; period of the Restoration. 5. Diamond star, made about 1360.
6. Diamond crescent brooch as worn by the Empress Eugénie; made in
1867. 7. Comb bird mounted in gold and topazes; period of the Restoration.
8. Necklace in gilt, copper and cameos; period 1835. 9. Necklace of three

rows of pearls containing 145 pearls weighing 2136.94 grains with ruby and
diamond cluster clasp, collected by Madame Thiers, who left it to the Louvre.
They were bought at auction June 16th, 1924, and sold privately by Cartier.
10 and 12. Ring in rose diamonds mounted in gold; period 1850. 11 and
13. Ring in one large rose diamond mounted in gold; period 1350. 14.
Diamond and sapphire coronet and tiara as worn by the Empress Eugénie
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PHOTOGRAPHS, (7, 15, 16, 21, 26) COPR. H. BONNAIRE FROM REVUE DE LA BIJOUTERIE, JOAILLERIE, DRFEVRERIE, 1901 TO 1902, MAISON DUJAERIE
MODERN JEWELLERY, FROM 1900-1914

1, 12, 17, 18, 28, 31. Diamond pendants, (17) with emeralds. 2, 3, 4. Diamond tiaras. 5. Diamond comb. 6, 9, 23, 24, 25. Neckbands
and sautoirs of diamonds on moiré ribbon. 7. Head ornament in diamonds and pearls. 8, 10, 13. Dog collars in diamonds, (10) with
pearls. 11. Diamond fourche. 14. Diamond plaque for dog collar. 16. Fourche in translucent enamels and amethysts. 15, 22. Stomachers
in diamonds, (15) with sapphires. 19. Pear! and diamond sapphire ring. 20, 29, 32. Diamond brooches. 21, 26. Back and front of bolero
in diamonds and other precious stones. 27. Diamond necklace. 30, 33. Diamond bracelets. 34, 38. Diamond lorgnettes. 35, 37. Diamond
buckles. 36. Hand bag with gold and enamel frame
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EXAMPLES OF MODERN JEWELLERY

1, 2, 5. Diamond tiaras. 3, 4, 6, 8, 11. Flexible bandeaux of diamonds, (3) with emerald. 7. Diamond Fourches. 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 20.
23. Earrings of diamonds, pearls, emeralds, onyx or crystal. 17, 18, 27. Diamond necklaces (17, 27) with emeralds. 14, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26.
28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 42. Brooches in diamonds, and other precious stones. 37, 48, 49, 50, 51. Gold link bracelets, (48) with
carnelians. 38, 39, 40, 45, 46, 47. Flexible bracelets in diamonds. 41, 44. Diamond bangles, (41) with onyx, (44) with emeralds. 43, 54.
55, 56. Vanity cases in gold and enamels. 52 and 53. Two views of emerald cut diamond ring. 57, 58. Two views of round diamond ring
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BY COURTESY OF THE DIRECTOR OF THE VICTORIA AND ALBERT MUSEUM

Prate VII

INDIAN, PERSIAN AND SIAMESE JEWELLERY

1. Crescent shaped brooch of granulated gold from Delhi. 2. Glass armlet
inlaid with diamonds set in gold, India. 3—6. Turban ornaments of gold
decorated with enamels. From Jaipur in Rajputana. 7. Pine-shaped turban
ornament from Benares set with precious stones. &. Nepalese silver comb
with nine stones set in gold. 9 & 17. Pair of gold enamelled earrings

fringed with rows of seed pearls and gold leaves. Persian. 10 & 11. Ear
plugs of jewelled gold. Assam. 12, 14, 16. Jewelled gold rings in forms
of dragons. Siamese. 13. Gold hair pin for knot on top of the head.
Siamese. ' 15. Gold case for scented ointment. Siamese
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JEWELLERY |

BY COURTESY OF THE DIRECTOR OF VICTORIA AND ALBERT MUSEUM

CHINESE (MANCHU) HEAD-DRESSES AND JEWELLERY
1. Bracelet of gold filigree work in the form of two dragons
2. Head-dress of silk and silver-gilt worn by a Manchu lady of high rank

4. Bride’s head-dress of silver-gilt filigree with applied ornament in form of
a temple, dragons and phoenixes. Height, 12 in.
3. Silver-gilt filigree cap, probably a wedding head-dress, worked in a design 5. Chatelaine of gilt metal chains and pendants
of human figures and insects; ornamented with kingfisher plumes, pearls
and coral

holding seven _silver-gilt
implements for the toilet. Length 154 in.
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thin slices of garnet set like enamel in metal cells (Plate A 2, 4,
7, 8), a technique ultimately derived from Egypt and probably
transmitted through the Crimea. It is represented in the great
4th-century treasure found at Petrossa, 60 m. from Bucharest,
and appears to have been in use nearly all over Europe between the
3rd and 8th centuries A.D. At the same time under Byzantine in-
fluence cloisonné enamel (see ENaAMEL) was used for exceptional
pieces, such as the famous Alfred jewel (Plate A, 1—3). This com-
mon tradition, however, was modified by each of the great Euro-
pean tribes into a style characteristic both in design and technique.
Thanks to the general ctistom of burying their jewels with the
dead these types of jewellery are well represented in European
museums. ,

Ostrogothic Jewellery.—In Italy classical influence was
strong, but the Ostrogoths developed the type of the Roman
radiated fibula into brooches of great magnificence, and combined
the Byzantine interlaced style with the northern style of animal
decoration, to produce a type of ornament that was to be yet
more fully developed in Scandinavia.

Visigothic.—The Visigoths used cloisonné work set with gar-
nets or pastes, combined with pearls and cabochon gems set in
fretted gold. The most splendid surviving Visigothic jewels are
the crowns dedicated by Kings Svinthila (621-623) and Recces-
vinthus (649-672), now in the Musée de Cluny, Paris, and the
Real Armeria, Madrid. ’ ‘

Frankish.—The Franks practised a more Germanic style, but
with their settlement of Gaul came under the influence of the
Gaulish classical tradition. Their characteristic forms are rosette
or circular brooches, generally decorated with filigree, brooches
shaped as birds, and buckles of heavy rectangular form. 'They
also developed the Roman type of radiated fibula with oval foot
and square or semicircular headplate (a type which was also used
with a lozenge foot in the Rhineland), and occasionally used the
classical fish and horse forms of brooch. The goldsmiths of the
Belgian provinces practised a “chip carving” style of design, that
was common over a wide area in the sth century but was later
characteristic of Scggdinavia.

Scandinavian.—gcandinavia developed the common types
along complex lines and produced fibulae of great size and elabo-
ration. In the sth century Sweden was the end of a Byzantine
trade route, but after this period classical influences are very
slight. The Swedish “bracteates,” circular pendants of thin gold,
are at first imitated from Roman medallions of the time of Con-
stantine, but in the sth century the local style of animal ornament
supersedes this, and when coins are imitated they are Anglo-
Saxon sceattas.

In Norway, too, fibula types of the 4th, sth and early 6th
centuries are derived from Roman or Crimean Gothic originals but
after about 550 the types become national. The Scandinavian
“tortoise” and trefoil brooches are entirely characteristic; the
former date from the 7th to the early 1rth century, while the
latter are characteristic of the gth and 1oth centuries. These and
cognate circular brooches (Plate 1., fig. 5) are generally decorated
with symmetrical designs of considerable beauty. The relations
between Scandinavia and Ireland in the 8th and oth centuries
brought in the type of penannular brooch which in its attenuated
northern form is characteristic of the Viking age.

English.—In England types from many. of these areas were
received and modified. The Continental type of gold filigree and
garnet work was introduced by the Jutish settlements of Kent, the
Isle of Wight and part of Hampshire (Pl 1., figs. 2, 4, 8). In
- Sussex, Surrey, Berks and Oxon “saucer” fibulae of a type found
in the Hanover district are fairly common, while north of the
Thames complex Scandinavian types are general. With the intro-
duction of Christianity such forms as pendant crosses (Pl I., fig.
7) come in, and Carolingian and Byzantine influence is evident.

Celtic.—Ireland, and in a lesser degree Scotland, had types of
their own, of which the most interesting and characteristic is the
penannular brooch. Generally of great size, and worn on the
shoulder with the pin pointing upwards, it was richly decorated;
and the finest example, the “Tara” brooch, represents the climax
of Celtic art as it is known to us, with an infinite variety of the
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delicate interlaced patterns that are characteristic of Irish work.
This probably dates from the 8th century. The type continued
in use until the 1oth century (PL I, fig. 9) or later.

Mediaeval Jewellery.—With the dawn of the Middle ages
the barbarian tradition of form and pattern in jewellery comes
to an end; jewellery takes its place as one of the many industrial
arts, fostered first in the monastic workshops for the service of the
Church, and then by the jewellers of the towns. At the same
time our knowledge of it is drawn from different sources. After
Carolingian times the custom of burying jewels with the dead
fell into disuse; but with the development of graphic and plastic
art more and more jewels were represented in painting and sculp-
ture, and with the development of a settled society more and
more were accurately described in wills and inventories.

The brooch continued to be the most characteristic ornament,
but the Roman safety pin type fell into disuse. The mediaeval
brooch is nearly always a ring-brooch, of which the pin is held in
position by the pull of the stuff through which it passes. The
ring-form was modified in endless ways: it might be partly filled
in, as on the great Eagle brooch at Mainz (Pl IL., fig. 2) or its rim
might be formed as a wreath or a heart or in more fantastic shape.
The other characteristic mediaeval jewel is the reliquary or
devotional pendant (Pl II., figs. 4, 6) chased or enamelled with re-
ligious subjects, often set in an architectural frame. In the 14th
and 15th centuries jewellery became increasingly a part of dress
(g.v.), and was fashioned into belts and chaplets, hair nets and
necklaces, and sewn upon garments. The personal motto of the
wearer, or an amatory sentiment, was often inscribed upon jewels.

Renaissance Jewellery.—With the Renaissance (g.v.) the
link between jewellery and costume became still closer. On occa-
sions of ceremony the whole dress was sewn with jewels, as many
portraits of the 16th century show. A new class of artificers in
metal came into being, whose only concern was with such small
objects as jewels. Henceforward a gradual loss of plastic quality
is noticeable, compensated by an increasing skill in the cutting and
display of gems. At the same time the development of the art
of engraving, and the publication by this process of designs for
jewels, helped to standardize their patterns throughout Europe.
Both these developﬁxents, however, were gradual; and the design
of Renaissance jewels shows no lack of individual fancy, and is
often conditioned by the shape of an oddly-formed gem or ba-
roque pearl. (PL IL, fig. 8.) The Reformation and the classical
revival combined to bring the religious symbolism of mediaeval
jewel-design to an end; only in Italy and Spain did the mediaeval
reliquary classical types survive; but an occasional allusion in
subject (PL IL., fig. 9) is all that is classical in Renaissance jewels.
A new class of portrait-jewels came into being (Pl IL., fig. 5), and
many jewelled cases of great beauty were made to contain
portrait miniatures. :

Jewels of the 17th and 18th Centuries.—With the 17th.
century a certain change is evident. Jewels cease to be works of
art with some idea or fancy to express, and become mere personal
ornaments beautiful in line and in material but without any deeper
significance. (Pl III., fig. 3.) Many improvements were made in
technique; the art of gem-cutting was developed (see GEMS IN
Art), and by the middle of the 17th century rose and brilliant
cutting had almost superseded the older table cut diamond, and
the enamellers produced painted flower enamels of great beauty
(see ENAMEL), as well as enamels in such delicate technique as
émail en resille sur verre, of which the ground is not metal but
glass; and the jewellers learn$ to mass their gems and to set them
with great lightness and elegance in leafy settings of gold and
silver (see SiLveErsMmITH’S AND GorpsmitTH's Work). (Pl IIL,
fig. 1.) With the development of this style, which in a modified
form still influences jewellery design, the forms of jewels tended to
become stereotyped. The characteristic jewel of the 18th century
is the parure: ear-rings and brooch, necklace or clasp, and ring and
sometimes shoulder-brooches or buckles, all to match, set with
diamonds alone or in combination with rubies, topazes, sapphires
or emeralds.

19th Century Jewellery.—With the change of fortune that
accompanied the French Revolution the two categories continued
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to exist. . For State occasions the Napoleonic court imitated the
parures of the ancient régime, with the addition of a jewelled
coronet of classic form, while for every-day wear they, and
poorer folk, contented themselves with paerures set with semi-
precious stones, or shell cameos in mounts of delicate filigree of
gold enamelled with small patterns in black or blue. Other jewel-
lery of modest intrinsic value depended on sentimental interest,
and often contained the hair of a friend, relative or lover. With
the Restoration in France and the shifting back of the centre of
fashion to a class impoverished by revolution and war, such semi-
precious jewellery became. increasingly important, and quantities
of topaz, amethysts and aquamarines were imported from Brazil
and Mexico. Diamonds and precious stones were set in light
flower, leaf and wheat ear pattérns that could be executed in
stones of lesser size. With the reign of Louis Philippe the influ-
ence of mediaeval and Renaissance decoration was shown in the
use of Gothic arcadings and Baroque scrolls on jewels, but there
was no revival of the refined technique of the earlier period.
Jewellery, indeed, became steadily more stereotyped in its form
and more mdustrlal and mechanical in its production.

With the creation of the Second Empire (PL IIL., fig. 2) many
jewels were designed on simple lines—frets, crescents, stars and
s0. on—simply to display the diamonds with which they were set,
while others attempted to imitate flowers with inartistic verisimili-
tude (PL IIL, fig. 5). A few jewellers, such as Lucien Falize in
Paris and Giuliano in London, revived the Renaissance style alike
in design and technique, and produced beautiful work in enamelled
and jewelled gold. At the same time others—notably Castellani
of Rome and Fonfenay of Paris—drew inspiration from such
classical jewellery as that of the Campana collection, and pro-
duced delicate “Etruscan” work in gold adorned with filigree.

BiBL10GRAPEY ~—]. Hampel, Der Goldfund von Nagy-Szent-Miklds
(1886) ; P. B. du Chaillu, The Viking Age (1889) ; M. O. Almgren,
Studien iiber nordeuropdische Fibelformen (189%); B. Salin, Die Alt-
germanische Thierornamentik (1904) ; O. M. Dalton, The Treasure
of the Oxus (1903); H. Clifford Smith, Jewellery (a full general
bibliography, 1908); J. Romilly Allen, Celtic Art in Pagan and
Christian Times (1912) ; E. T. Leeds, The Distribution of the Anglo-
Saxon Saucer broock . . .in Archeologie lxiii. (1912); E, T.
Leeds, The Archaeology of the Anglo-Saxon 'Settlements (1913);
T. J. Arne, La Suéde et IOrient . . . pendant lige des Vzkmgs
(1914); G. Baldwin Brown, The Arts in Early England, vols. iii.
and iv., Saxon Art and Industry of the Pagan Period-(1915); Joan
Evans, English Jewellery from the fifth century ADp. to 1800 (1921);
Magical jewels of the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, especially in
England (1922) ; O. R. Janse, Le Travail de Por en Suéde a I'époque
mérovingienne (1922) ; British Museum, Guide to Anglo-Saxon Anti-
quities (1923); J. Brondsted, Early English Ornament (1924) ; Nils
Aberg, The Anglo-Saxons in England during the early centuries after
the invasion (1926); H. Shetelig, Préhistoire de la Norvége (1926).
A full bibliography of French jewellery is given in J. J. Marquet de
Vasselot, Bibliographie de Porfévrerie et de Vémaillerie francaises
(1925) J. Ev.)

MODERN JEWELLERY

1851-1900.—In 1851 the wealth of European countries was
rapidly increasing. Rich families had sprung up amongst the
middle-class, and the nobility too had benefited by the rise of
the industrial era. The jewellery made on the occasion of the
Emperor Napoleon ITI.’s marriage was on a scale worthy of the
most brilliant courts that France had known. The most precious
stones were used, diamonds, pearls, sapphires and emeralds,
in silver and gold settings. The base of the mountings was. still
in gold, but the front was made of silver, brilliantly polished
in order to detract as little as possiMe from the diamonds them-
selves. The Empress Eugénie and Princess Mathilde revived the
fashion of wearing strings of pearls in the evening. Large brace-
lets were also worn, mainly made of diamonds on a background
of enamelled or engraved gold. Diadems were worn, curved to
fit closely to the shape of the head.

When the brilliant court of Empress Eugénie was dispersed in
1870, inspiration and taste seemed momentarily to have deserted
the French jewellers. Jewels were plentiful because the country
was getting rich and the diamonds were more easily obtainable
on account of the opening of the mines in South Africa. The
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jewellers turned to the choice of good stones and the manufac-
ture of settings that would show off their beauty, but the designs,
continually repeated; were generally poor.

The most characteristic jewels of this period were brooches
and head ornaments made in the shape of crescents or stars,
or with a bowknot design, and necklaces made of a succession
of single stones, called riviéres. The improvement in the settings
which had taken place in the reign of Napoleon IIT. was due
to a large extent.to the fact that more liberal prices were paid
to the working jewellers instead of the strict tariff which had
been applied before. Something of the same kind also took
place with regard to stones about 1878. A new class of pur-
chasers came to Europe from South America and later North
America, who were willing to pay very large sums for stones
of exceptional size and quality. Whilst size had been the main
attraction in the previous collections pearls were now chosen for
their quality. Valuable stones were mounted and worn as rings,
bracelets, earrings (mostly single diamonds called solitaires or
large round pearls hanging from a small diamond), hairpins,
feathers, or pendants. Gold jewellery having been replaced mostly
by diamond jewellery, chiselled gold work was confined mainly to
powder boxes, card cases, umbrella handles and handbags.

1900-1914.—The beginning of the 2oth century marks a re-
action against the monotony and lack of imagination of the style
prevalent in jewellery since 1870. This reaction showed itself in
two very different -ways: (1) A number of jewellers favoured
an idealistic interpretation of nature without any connection
with past styles, which took the name of new art.” This branch
of the modernists attracted considerable attention at the 1goo
“International Exhibition” in Paris. Their novelty lay not only in
the designs, but in the choice of material—translucid enamels,
ivory, horn. The beauty of the jewel was to come from the
perfection of the artistic conception; the value of the precious
stones employed was of less importance than their appropri-
ateness to the scheme. Outside France, the new art in jewel-
lery appealed principally to Germany, Austria, and Scandinavia.
(2) In all countries, however, a larger section of the public
favoured the other group of ]ewellers who, reacting against the
soulless repetition of washed-out classic deslgns turned back
for inspiration to the old styles at their best periods. ‘

As a reaction against the use of a relatively uniform scale of
stones which gave jewels a heavy effect, small diamonds were
used together and in contrast with the large stones they were to
accompany. The diamonds were set in platinum instead of gold
and silver. Platinum had been used experimentally since the
18th century, but it was only in 1900 that it started to be used
exclusively in the setting of diamonds and found favour .on
account of its brightness and its superior hardness, which per-
mitted of considerably lighter settings. As the new settings
reduced the diamond to its proper size, the jewellers had to use
larger diamonds than they had in the old settings which had made
the stone appear larger than it actually was. All the jewels be-
came more brilliant and more costly. Another change was that
bracelets, worn in the preceding period in the shape of rigid and
tightfitting bangles, were now made supple and loose.

A trimming revived from the 18th century was the velvet rib-
bon worn at the top of the neck with a small pendant hanging
in front. These ribbons were edged with diamonds set on a
mounting of platinum covered by black velvet. The fashion
of the narrow velvet ribbon was followed by that of the jewelled
plaque de cou occupying the front of the neck, worn either on a
wide velvet ribbon or else attached to a number of rows of pearls
clasped tightly round the neck This again was followed by the
diamond dog-collar.

At this period most ladies wore their hair “Pompadour” fashion
in front, with a chignon at the back. This enabled them to wear
diamond combs and diamond hairpins called fourches, mounted
on large tortoiseshell pins. With this way of wearing the hair
piled high on top of the head, diamonds and tiaras were no longer
worn flat to the head, as in the Empire period and the Victorian
era, but were mounted on metal frames, resting on the top ot
the head. The prevalent shape of the tiara was the so-called
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“Russian” shape, or sun-rays, which could be turned into a neck-
lace or the seven points carrying an important stone at the tip of
each point. On the occasion of the coronation of King Edward
VII. a great many of the tiaras of the English nobility were reset
in a new style, and during his reign tiaras were worn at all im-
portant receptions. On such occasions the ladies also wore large
brooches, sometimes called stomachers, occupylng the entire
front of the dress.

As mentioned above, the great preponderance of diamond
rings over all other kinds came from the fact that most ladies
chose diamond rings for their engagement rings; the diamond,
being ‘indestructible, was considered eminently suitable for such
an occasion. These are now always set in platinum. The diamond
ring is either a solitaire, a stone weighing from one to ten carats,
or a single stone surrounded by one or two rows: of smaller
diamonds. The actual ring-itself sometimes carries three or five
smaller diamonds on each side of the main stone. After diamonds,
pearls, sapphires, emeralds and rubies are the most worn..

Since 1907 the demand for pearls had grown very quickly.
Not only were strings of large pearls worn, but neck-bands,
bracelets and chains, made of small pearls strung together in
patterns, were sold in numbers. Diamond pendants, which could
no longer be worn on the neck because of .the fashion of. strings
of pearls,” were worn on long chains, hanging below the decol-
letage. The great quest of pearls took European jewellers to
India, from whence they brought back emerald beads, until
then worn almost exclusively in Indian jewels, and engraved
emeralds of all shapes became a factor on the stone market of
Europe. The dominating note of the jewels at the end of this
period was the combination of diamonds and black onyx.
~ Jewellery for men’s wear was mostly confined to rings, links,
studs, waistcoat buttons, scarf pins and watch chains. For
rings the favourite shapes were signet rings in gold,. and the
gypsy. ring in gold or platinum. Of the fancy shapes the snake
rings were mostly in favour. The keynote of the rings, like
all the jewellery worn by men, was simplicity and unostentatious-
ness, in comparison with the jewels worn at the beginning of
the century.’ This is also exemplified in the watch-chains which
used to be composed of heavy links of gold and enamel, but were
now made of fine, delicate links of gold and black enamel. Scarf
pins were very much smaller, to suit the ties, which had also
decreased very much in size. The pearl scarf pin was the favour-
ite. For walstcoat buttons the favourite stones were the onyx and
diamond.

The word cuff-links was new and described: the two buttons
united by a chain which began to be worn at this period. Until
1870 ‘the buttons in these links were generally of a very simple
character, made of gold and only remarkable because of the work
in the gold itself. It was only from about 1880 that precious
stones were included in sleeve-links, and then only. for the eve-
ning. From the inclusion of a single stone in the centre of the
link, these gradually began to be done in precious stones-set in
platinum. ‘

Since 1914.—Owing to the fashion of bobbed hair, hairpins
and combs were replaced by diamond slides; diamond bandeaux
worn flat on the forehead and round the head were worn at most
receptions, whilst tiaras were reserved for court functions. Through
the fashion of short sleeves, the jewel most in demand was the
bracelet; this was from half-an-inch to over two inches wide.

Large sums of money have been invested in rings, mostly dia-
monds, emeralds, pearls, rubies and sapphires. Where a diamond
of 10-carat used to be considered large, 15-carat diamonds are
now frequently worn, the largest stones being worn - for rings
weighing up to 40 carats

The difference between jewels worn durlng the day and those
worn in the evening is less noticeable. Rows of pearls of great
value are worn everywhere, at any time. The modern tendency is
to wear two or three strings held together by the same important
diamond or emerald clasp at'the back, and falling closely to-
gether in front.

The use of the wrist watch and of vamty and cigarette cases
has become universal. Regarding the latter, while gold and
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enamel remain the foundation, they are enriched by semi-precious
or precious stones. They are also made .of hard stgnes, such as
black onyx, Russian jade, lapis; amber and grey agate, decorated
with diamonds. The less expensive cases are made of tortoiseshell,
Russian birch, or compositions resembling hard stones.

The dominant note in modern jewellery is the intensive use of
coloured stones, the cutting of the stones, and the design. While
no new coloured stones have been found, the blending of so
many different kinds of coloured stones together has- probably
never been seen before. The results were obtained by the com-
bined use of precious stones, semi-precious stones and hard
stones such as black onyx, jade, lapis, amber and agate. While
in previous periods all the stones used. were round or square,
now, exéept for the small round diamonds, the stones are cut in
a variety ;of shapes to fit the design. Even the most valuable
diamonds,. regardless of weight, are now cut in square or rec-
tangular shapes, like emeralds, and in such a way that only the
finest, cleanest stones can stand the test. The use of coloured
stones engraved with oriental designs has added a new touch to
modern jewels. (J. Car.)

See C. Holme, Modern design in Jewelry (1902); H. Barth, Das

Geschmeide (2 vols. 1903-04) ; C. J. Davenport, Jewelry (1905) H.
Vever, La Bz]outerze frangaise au XIX Siécle (1906, etc.).

CHINESE JAPANESE, INDIAN AND PERSIAN

Nature and Use.—There can be few branches of craftsmanshlp
in which the characteristics of a race are more clearly expressed
than in its jewellery. Not only is the refinement born of centuries
of civilization to be set against the untutored love of mere glitter,
but many other factors have to be considered. Some of these
become obvious at once when a comparison of the jewellery of the
Far East with that of western Europe or America is attempted.
Even the circymstance that in such a comparison Japan would
have to be left almost entirely out of the question is relevant.
Living in a mountainous country with scanty natural resources,
and parted from their neighbours by the ocean, the Japanese
hardly know the meaning of jewellery.

The character of the personal ornaments depends to a large
extent upon the minerals and metals which a country provides,
upon its climate, and upon the amount and nature of the clothing
worn. ‘Consideration must also be given to religious beliefs and
national customs, giving to this or that article of jewellery a special
significance, and limiting its use to persons of a particular age, con-
dition or station. Personal ornaments may serve as indispensable
articles of dress, rather than as mere embellishments, and their
nature is thus to a large extent determined by the purpose they
serve. The influence of religion and ritual observance is too obvi-
ous to need emphasizing. In the East, the custom of accumulating
savings in the form of jewellery is a factor not to be overlooked.
A young bride’s dowry may consist entirely of personal ornaments
in gold or silver, or of a headdress strung with coins or precious
stones. But others too find in jewellery a convenient means of
holding their wealth, enabling them to have it continually with
them, both for safeguarding and for use when occasion requires.

-India.—The jeweller’s craft in India is of the highest antiquity.
The forms of ornamentation of the jewellery described in the
ancient Hindu epics is said te denote an unbroken continuity of
tradition from those times of shadowy history to the present day,
and even the names have suffered little change. The code of Manu,
which is believed to have taken its present form about 2,000 years
ago, contains a description of the jeweller’s craft, and mentions
the fines for bad workmanship and the punishment for debasing
gold. .

A Hindu drama, “the Toy Cart » wntten about the same time,
describes a jeweller’s workshop where craftsmen examine pearls,
topazes, emeralds, sapphires, lapis lazuli, coral and other jewels.
Some set rubies in gold, some string gold beads on coloured thread,
some string pearls, some grind lapis lazuli, some cut shells and
some turn and pierce coral. Sir George Birdwood points out the
close relationship of such operations to the practice of the present
day. A dialogue in the drama has reference to the skill with which

jewellery was even then imitated.
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Few early examples of Indian jewellery have been preserved to
the present day. The sculptures of Sanchi, Bharhut, Amravati and
Orissa, and paintings such as those of Ajanta, demonstrate the sim-
ilarity in appearance of the ancient jewellery to that still made
and worn. Numerous representations of the Hindu gods, whether
human or animal, illustrate the early use of tiaras, necklaces
(sometimes hanging in festoons to the waist), armlets at the elbow,
bracelets, anklets and other forms of jewellery.

One of the oldest known examples of ancient Indian jewellery in
existence is a small relic casket found in a Buddhist shrine in the
Kabul valley near Jellalabad. It is of gold, studded with balas
rubies, and when found it contained burnt pearls and coral, and
- beads of sapphire, agate and crystal, besides a number of small
gold ornaments. Coins found with the casket show that its work-
manship is to be attributed to the 1st century B.c. It betrays
Greek influence, due to the conquests of Alexander the Great.

The Indian goldsmiths are expert in the economy of the precious
metals, beating gold and silver into the thinnest plates. Bracelets
often end in the head of an animal; earrings represent the flower
of the lotus; and various blossoms are fashioned for hairpins. It
is principally in the south of India that elaborate gold jewellery is
made with subjects in relief from the Hindu mythology. The
ancient art of soldering gold in minute granulations has never been
lost. The crescent-shaped gold brooch (PL VII, fig. 1) made at
Delhi, with gold pendants and openwork setting, is an admirable
example. Filigree is done in many places; the silversmiths of
. Cuttack, of Kashmir and of Bengal excel in this work. The armlet
(Pl VIL, fig. 2) formed of diamonds set in gold upon a glass
foundation is of Bengal workmanship. The back is ornamented
with flowers in coloured enamels. .

The art of enriching gold jewels with enamel has been carried to
great technical perfection in India, particularly at Jaipur in Raj-
putana. The pattern is chased and engraved in sunk relief on the
jewel, and the hollows filled with transparent enamel in brilliant
hues, principally red (derived from copper and iron), green (from
copper), and opaque white (from tin). The turban-ornament (PL
VIL, fig. 3) of gold is a beautiful example of Jaipur enamelling
of the 18th century. The peacock and the surrounding floral orna-
ment are in translucent coloured enamels on an opaque white
ground. The rim was formerly mounted with a row of pearls.
Three other chased gold turban-ornaments illustrated were made
in the state-workshops of Jaipur in the 17th and early part of the
18th century. Two (PL VII., figs. 4-5).are enamelled in red, green
and opaque white; the other (Pl. VIL. fig. 6) is in green enamel.
The last turban-ornament illustrated (Pl VIIL, fig. 7) is of
Benares workmanship. It is of gold, with rubies, emeralds, dia-
monds and pearls set in gold filigree.

Nepal, Assam, Burma and Siam.—A Nepalese silver comb
(Pl VIL, fig. 8) has nine stones mounted in gold and attached by
stout wire. The gold ear-plugs (Pl. VII,, figs. 10-11) of the 18th
century are from Assam. They are set with rubies and emeralds.

The jewellery of Burma and Siam has a semi-Chinese charac-
ter. The Burmese necklaces, with their multitudinous strings of
gold beads, sometimes interspersed with pearls and gems, are char-
acteristic. Five Siamese gold ornaments are here reproduced. The
hairpin (PL. VIL, fig. 13) is used for fixing the knot on the top
of the head. The small urn-shaped case (Pl VIL., fig. 15) is for
holding scented ointment. The jewelled rings (Pl. VIL., figs. 12,
14, 16) are in the form of dragons.

Persia.—In Persia much of the jewellery is in enamelled gold.
Shiraz is the chief centre of this work. A pair of massive gold ear-
rings is here illustrated (Pl. VIL, figs. 9 and 17). Each consists of
two gold domes, enamelled with flowers in colours and fringed
with rows of seed pearls and gold leaves. Talismans and amulets,
much used in Persia, are sometimes of enamelled gold. Small
silver boxes for carrying opium are often embossed in high relief.

China.—Jewellery in China is characterised by a delicacy and
manipulative elaboration for which the Chinese craftsman shows
great aptitude. Silver is by far the most usually employed of the
precious metals, though ornaments are occasionally of solid gold.
Silver jewellery is generally gilt to safeguard it from tarnishing.
Rubies, amethysts and other precious and semi-precious stones are
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used—not cut in facets, but polished and set en cabochon. Gems
and pearls are frequently drilled through and attached by means of
a fine wire. Flexible strings of jewels, often interspersed with
plaques of carved jade or enamel, are worn as personal ornaments
and employed in a variety of other ways. This practice gives a
distinctive character to Chinese jewellery.

Personal jewellery in China often takes the form, or bears the
images, of the animals, real or fabulous, and the numerous ritual
and symbolical objects of Chinese art and culture. A dragon or
phoenix may form a bracelet or decorate a headdress or a hairpin.
The “precious ornaments,” or eight Buddhist emblems of happy
augury, are strung with rows of pearls or used separately. It
should be noticed that the first of the “precious ornaments” is a
round jewel wreathed with a fillet, and that innumerable works of
art represent the dragon pursuing or grasping the flaming jewel of
omnipotence. Emblems often indicate the rank and office of the
wearer, from the emperor downwards. Special ornaments were
worn by the Manchu or Chinese ladies, and various limitations
were imposed by sumptuary laws.

Gold and silver plaques were manipulated in several ways.
They might be pressed into moulds, hammered in relief, cut into
openwork patterns or engraved. The dexterity of the Chinese
craftsman has carried the art of filigree (g.v.) in the precious
metals to a degree of intricacy and minuteness unsurpassed else-
where. It is used for the most elaborate headdresses and for all
kinds of personal ornaments. Jewellery in gold and silver is often
enamelled—gold generally in light blue obtained from copper,
and silver in dark blue from a cobaltiferous ore; both colours are
also used together.

The gold filigree bracelet (Pl. VIIL., fig. 1) is in the form of
two dragons. The headdress (Pl VIII, fig. 2) was worn by a
Manchu lady of high rank. It has a wire foundation covered with
silk and mounted with panels of silver-gilt filigree in the form of
bats (for happiness) and peaches (for longevity). It is overlaid
with kingfisher plumes and enriched with amber, jadeite, ame-
thysts, coral and pearls. The cap of state (Pl. VIIL, fig. 3), from
the Summer Palace, Peking, is also of silver-gilt filigree with king-
fisher plumes and enrichment of pearls and coral. The ornament
includes figures of Taoist immortals, birds and butterflies. The
bride’s headdress (Pl. VIII., fig. 4) is of the same materials, show-
ing a temple-pavilion, dragons and phoenixes. The chatelaine (Pl
VIII, fig. 5) has a row of silver-gilt toilet articles. There are
various forms of hairpins, hair-ornaments, cap-ornaments, ear-
rings and buttons in silver and silver-gilt, with jewels, enamels
and kingfisher plumes. '

The Indian practice of inlaying precious stones in finger-rings
and plaques of jade was copied in China, where jade and jadeite
rank among the most valued of precious stones. Figure-subjects
are sometimes carried out in gems and semi-precious stones, en-
crusted on plaques of white jade. Small personal ornaments of
many kinds have been carved in jade. For Egyptian Jewellery see
Ecvyer: Archaeology: Detail.

See GEM ; JAbE; SILVERSMITHS’ AND GOLDSMITHS’ WORK.

Also see Sir G. Birdwood, The Industrial Arts of India (1880) and
E. \l;\; Bushell, Chinese Art (Victoria and Albert Museum hand-

ook).

JEWETT, SARAH ORNE (1849-1909), American writer,
was born in South Berwick (Me.), Sept. 3, 1849. She was a
daughter of the physician Theodore H. Jewett, whom she has
drawn in 4 Country Doctor (1884) and to whom she dedicated
Country By-Ways (1881). She studied at the Berwick academy,
but her chief training came from her long drives with her father
as he visited his country patients. In 1869 she contributed her
first story to the Atlantic Monthly. Her best work consists of
short stories and sketches such as those in The Country of
the Pointed Firs (1896). The people of Maine, with their char-
acteristic speech, manners, and traditions, she described with pecu-
liar charm and realism. The background, too, she touched in with
loving care. She was awarded the degree of Litt.D. by Bowdoin
college in 1go1. She died at South Berwick (Me.), June 24, 1909.

Among her publications are: Deephaven, a series of sketches (1877) ;
Old Friends and New (1879); A Marsh Island (1885), a novel; 4
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White Heron and Other Stories (1886) ; The King of Folly Island and
Other People (1888) ; Strangers and Wayfarers (1890) ; A Native of
Winby and Other Tales (1893) ; The Queen’s Twin and Other Stories
(1899) ; and The Tory Lover (1901), a historical novel. A selection
of the best of her stories was made by Willa Cather (1925). The
Letters of Sarah Orne Jewett were edited by Annie Fields (1g11).
~C. M. Thompson treats sympathetically “The Art of Miss Jewett” in
The Atlantic Monthly, vol. xciv. pp. 485-497.

JEWFISH, the name applied to several tropical American
-grouper fishes of the family Serranidae, especially the guasa
(Promicrops itaiara) of the Caribbean sea, pale olive brown with
darker spots, and reaching a weight of 500 lb. or more; the
black sea bass (Stereolepis gigas) of southern California, reaching
a length of 7 ft. and a weight of 500 lb., brown in colour,
blotched with greenish-black and highly esteemed for the table;
_and the black jewfish (Garrupa nigrita), also reaching a weight
of 500 Ib., chocolate brown in colour and a favourite with anglers.
It ranges from South Carolina south to Brazil.
JEWISH LITERATURE: sce HEBREW LITERATURE.
JEWISH PHILOSOPHY. The term Jewish Philosophy is
here used to denote the attempt of Jews to solve the general prob-
lems of Philosophy from the point of view of Judaism, and
conversely to establish the doctrines of Judaism on a philosophic
basis. It does not include, however, merely dogmatic statements
about God, the universe and man, such as are found in the sacred
books, for philosophy is characterized by method as well as con-
tent. Every general proposition concerning the nature and attri-
butes of the Divine Being, the origin and processes of the universe,
" the nature, origin and destiny of man and the human soul, the
rules of human conduct, and so on, belongs in content to philos-
ophy. But the literature containing such propositions is not
classed as philosophical unless the method is scientific, i.e., ration-
alistic. Appeal to authority or faith or revelation is not a scien-
tific or rationalistic method. Scientific method makes use of
observation and inference, deductive and inductive. Authority,
faith and revelation may themselves form the subjects of scien-
tific study, and a rationalistic analysis of the topics mentioned
would also come under philosophy. Accordingly, in a historical
sketch of Jewish philosophy we exclude almost entirely the books
of the Bible because, although the topics treated therein are also

dealt with in philosophy, the method is not rationalistic, but dog-.

matic. The historians, the lawgivers and the prophets of the
Bible appeal almost entirely to authority and revelation for opin-
ion and guidance. The books of Job and Ecclesiastes form an ex-
ception and may be regarded as forming a transition from the
purely dogmatic to the purely philosophic point of view. Nor
can we include in this study the second literary monument of
Judaism, the Talmud. And for the same reason. The Talmud is
partly legal and partly legendary and homiletic. The legal and
homiletical elements are based upon the Bible as revealed author-
ity, and the legends are of course just legends. The fact is that
the Hebrews in their creative period, both in Biblical and Tal-
mudic times, had no scientific or rationalistic interests. We need
not take literally the statement of Henry Sumner Maine: “Ex-
cept the blind forces of Nature, nothing moves in this world
which is not Greek in its origin”; but as concerns the application
of rational analysis to the phenomena of nature and of human
life, the opinion of Maine is correct. And if the Jews, too, in the
course of their life as a people began to philosophize, the impulse
thereto is to be traced to Greek influence.

In pre-Christian times the Jews of Alexandria for the first time
in their history came into contact with Greek life and thought.
Being separated from their native country, Palestine, they quickly
assimilated the Greek mode of life and intellectual atmosphere.
Hebrew became a foreign tongue to them, and they read the
. Pentateuch in a Greek translation. They did not, however, forget
that they were Jews, and the thinkers among them revered the
laws of Moses and the rest of the Biblical books as the Word of
God. At the same time they had a thorough appreciation of
Greek science and philosophy which they tried to make their
own. Being attached to two diverse cultures they felt the need
of a synthesis or harmonization. The result was what is known
as the Judeo-Alexandrian School of Philosophy, a brief descrip-
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tion of which will be given later. When, in the middle ages, be-
ginning in the 1oth century, the philosophic movement was inau-
gurated among the Jews in Kairuan and in Babylonia and later
spread to Spain, Provence and other European countries, the im-
pulse was again due, though indirectly, to Greek literature. The
immediate incentive came from the Arabs. But the Arabs them-
selves owed their interest in philosophical studies to the Christians
in Syria and Mesopotamia, who in turn were the disciples of the
Greeks.

The Judeo-Alexandrian school may be traced back in its crude
beginnings to the 2nd century B.c., and its culmination in the
works of Philo Judaeus (b. ¢. 25 B.Cc.) is contemporaneous with
Christianity. The philosophical movement among the Jews in the
middle ages was not a continuation of the Alexandrian philosophy.
The latter spent its force, so far as the Jews were concerned, in
Philo,"who had no Jewish successors, though the Fathers of the
Church almost adopted him as their own, and traces of his influ-
ence are found in Clement of Alexandria, Origen, St. Ambrose, ahd
in all likelihood also in the prologue of the Gospel of St. John.
The early mediaeval Jewish philosophers, like Isaac Israeli, Al
Mukammas, Saadia and others, made a fresh beginning to ration-
alize the Jewish faith, following the example of the Arabs among
whom they lived. ’

CHARACTER AND CONTENT OF JEWISH PHILOSIOPHY

One characteristic is common to both schools of Jewish
philosophy which distinguishes them from the classical Greek
philosophy to which in part they owed their existence. It is an
attribute which Jewish philosophy shares with all religious philo-
sophy, hence with Christian and Mohammedan scholasticism.
All the Jewish philosophers believed in a twofold source of truth,
revelation and reason. We derive our knowledge, so the theory
runs, partly from our own efforts, sense-perception and reason,
and partly from Divine revelation, which is recorded in the -
Bible. This view does not necessarily vitiate the scientific char-
acter of religious philosophy if a rational attempt is made to show
that God does reveal Himself to mankind and that this revelation
is recorded in the sacred books. And though the attempts in this
direction, made by the mediaeval philosophers, seem to us crude
and naive, we must judge them from their point of view and not
from our own. Literary criticism did not exist in those days,
and tradition enjoyed greater authority than it does now. Philo-
logical and critical interpretation was in its infancy, and texts
were as-clay in the hands of exegetes.

The idea of a twofold source of truth necessarily suggested it-
self by the presence of two series of literary documents, the one
appealing to reason, the other to revelation. This dualism raised
the problem of the relation between the two sources, and the so-
lution was that there is no conflict between them. They supple-
ment each other, and properly so, since reason alone is inade-
quate in matters transcendental, requires maturity and time and
effort in all matters, and is fallible at best. Conduct cannot wait
upon reason, hence must rely upon revelation until reason comes
limpingly after to confirm the data of revelation. Opinion and be-
lief are also a matter of great moment, both in themselves as neces-
sary to salvation and as bases of conduct. Here, too, therefore
revelation is necessary until reason comes to confirm it.

This is satisfactory enough as theory, but does not apparently
square with the facts. The two sources sometimes seem to conflict.
Revelation teaches creation of the world in time, reason suggests
to Aristotle that the world is eternal. Revelation teaches free will,
reason suggests to certain philosophers that human acts are de-
termined by past causes. Revelation speaks of God in anthropo-
morphic terms, reason proves that God is incorporeal. The greater
part of Jewish philosophy is devoted to reconciling these apparent
conflicts. And the solutions always take one of two forms. Either
so-called reason is at fault, and for apparent reason is substituted
a better reason which does agree with revelation, or the current
interpretation of the revealed documents is at fault, and for ap-
parent revelation is substituted true revelation which does agree
with reason. Hence Biblical exegesis played a very important role
in Jewish philosophy, and it was not an insuperable task for a
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Jewish philosopher in the middle ages to adopt the greater part of
the philosophy of the day, because exegesis had much greater lati-
tude in those days. Particularly the Bible, since it was not an or-
dinary book, and was intended for young and old, the learned and
the unlearned, must have more than one meaning, and each person
sees in the Bible as much as he is capable of seeing.

PROBLEMS OF JEWISH PHILOSOPHY

Judeo-Alexandrian School.—The main philosophical prob-
lem in Philo, apart from the general one of the relation between
revelation and reason, which was discussed above, is the nature
and attributes of God. Here Philo, under the cultural influences of
his day which are only vaguely understood, deviated from the
classical Greek philosophy of Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics whom
in eclectic fashion he ordinarily follows, as well as from the Old
Testament. And herein consists his original contribution to philo-
sophic and theologic thought. The Biblical conception of God
is in many parts frankly anthropomorphic. The classic philosophy
of the Greeks depersonalized God to a great extent and thought of
Him as disembodied thought or reason. Philo, on the other hand,
conceived of God as transcendent, z.e., altogether unlike anything
in human experience and.hence unknowable and inconceivable to
the human mind. His transcendence, moreover, makes it impos-
sible for Him to mould matter into a world, and hence His rela-
tion to the world is only indirect. Certain powers emanate from
Him, constituting subordinate beings or divinities through which
the world has taken shape. Chief among these and embracing
them all is the Logos, which represents God’s reason, though it
is at the same time a distinct personality and is once referred to
as the Son of God. It is through this Logos that the transcendent
God moulds matter into a world and rules it as the soul rules the
body. )

This doctrine of the Logos, which must have been a stumbling-
block to the Jews, impairing, as it seemed, the basic monotheism
of the Jewish religion, was eagerly accepted by the Church, and
thereafter, in all Christian theology, patristic as well as scholastic,
the Logos, incarnate in Jesus, was identified with the second per-
son of the Trinity. This was perhaps the reason why Philo’s
philosophy was never more than an episode in Jewish thought.

The Mediaeval Period.—In the 1oth century Judaism was
" divided into two sects, the Rabbinite and Karaite. They were
divided on the question of the authority of the Rabbinic tradi-
tion. The Mishnah and the Talmud were rejected by the Karaites
as authoritative interpretations of the Bible. To the Rabbinites, on
the other hand, the Oral Law, as tradition was called, was coeval
with the Written Law of Scripture and hence equally authoritative.
Both of these schools of Judaism followed the example of the
Arabs, who, in the East and later in Spain, were so enamoured with
Greek scientific and philosophic thought that they assimilated the
various phases of it with enthusiasm, and in the course of three
or four centuries (from the gth to the 12th) developed a rich
literature of their own on the subjects of logic, ethics, metaphysics,
mathematics, natural science and medicine. It stands to reason
that the Karaites, who were not bound by tradition, found their
philosophic path less beset with difficulties than the Rabbinites,
but on the whole the progress of the two was more or less parallel,
since the fundamental theological and metaphysical dogmas were
the same. : ‘

The main problems which concerned the Jewish philosophers in
the middle ages may be classed under the following heads: God,
the World, Man, his Soul, Conduct, Revelation, Reward and Pun-
ishment. All other problems of logic, physics and metaphysics
were merely auxiliary or instrumental. They were studied as
means to an end, the end being a true understanding of God and
His relation to the world and particularly to man. As the pre-
dominant philosophy among the Arabs changed, so did the Jew-
ish thinkers pass from one point of view to another. And the
Arabs, too, advanced from one mode of conceiving metaphysical
problems to another according as'more of ancient Greek philo-
sophical literature became known to them in'Arabic transla-
tion. The succession of schools, therefore, in Arabic and Jew-
ish philosophy was not the same as among the Greeks, since
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it did not represent, as in the case of the originators, an immanent
development based to a great degree on logical necessity and
only incidentally affected by historical circumstances. Among the
Arabs and the Jews, historical circumstances played a greater
role than logical necessity. Thus the neo-Platonic point of view,
which was the last stage in Greek thought, preceded, among the
Arabs and the Jews, the Aristotelian stage, which was separated
from neo-Platonism in the land of Greece by the intervening
schools of the Stoics, the Epicureans and the Sceptics. At the
same time it cannot be denied that there must have been an inher-
ent reason why the phase of philosophic thought which became
permanent among the three religions in the middle ages was
Aristotelianism. Peoples as unlike as the European Christians,
the Mohammedan Arabs and the Jews agreed in making Aris-
totle the supreme authority where reason was concerned, and not
Plato or Plotinus. It was probably because the rationalism of
Aristotle was the extreme antithesis to the supernaturalism and
mysticism of the several religions that the great desideratum was
to harmonize them. Such harmony alone was able to produce
the satisfaction that is felt in unity.

PHILOSOPHERS OF THE MIDDLE AGES

The Jewish philosophers of the middle ages can be best clas-
sified under four heads as follows: Kalamists, neo-Platonists,
Aristotelians and anti-rationalists. These divisions represent the
predominating tendencies and are not to be taken strictly. Many
of the mediaeval Jewish philosophers were eclectic in their teach-
ings, either consciously or unconsciously; consciously, in that they
tried to harmonize diverse systems; unconsciously, because their
sources were confused, and spurious works as well as apocryphal
sayings circulated under the name of Empedocles, Plato, Aris-
totle, etc.

Kalamists.—Kalam is the name given to a system of doctrine
which originated among the Arabs in the gth century and con-
tinued until the eleventh. The adherents of this form of teaching
were called in Arabic Mutakallimun, which may be anglicized
into Kalamists. They were the first to add reason as an aid in
arriving at true knowledge. In seeking for a basis in reason for
their theology, they adopted the atomistic doctrine of the pre-

*Aristotelian philosophers, Leucippus and Democritus. The basis

of all physical being is atom and accident. The atom is the basic
substance, the accident is the quality or attribute. God created
both, and His will alone determines what accident is to be joined
to what atom. There is no other causal activity in the world
except the Divine will; natural law and necessity are fictions es-
tablished by philosophers on the basis of observed repetitions.
There is no inherent difference between the ordinary and the ex-
traordinary, the normal and the abnormal, the natural and the
supernatural or miraculous, except as repetitions in the physical
world create in us habits of expectation that what has happened
before will happen again. To God nothing is normal and nothing is
abnormal. The rare phenomenon of the division of the Red sea
and the daily phenomenon of the rising of the sun stand on the
same footing. If we leave out the Divine will we have in these
views an anticipation of David Hume. ;
These doctrines were preliminary to the more properly theo-
logical teachings which the Kalamists advocated. In conformity"
with their reliance on reason they elaborated proofs for the
existence of God which were based upon the doctrine of the
world’s creation in time. They argued as follows: The world
either had an origin in time or not. If it had no origin in time,
it had existed from eternity, and no one made it. If, on the other
hand, it had a beginning in time, it must have been made by
someone, since nothing can make itself. Hence if the creation®of
the world in time can be proved, the existence of a Creator can
be proved likewise. Accordingly they proceeded to prove that
the world was created in time, and then based upon this conclu-
sion the proof of the existence of God. They defended the unity
of God against the Christians, His incorporeality against the an-
thropomorphists in their own midst, and invented ingenious and
hair-splitting discussions concerning the Divine attributes so as
to make the absolute unity of God consistent with the theology of
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the Koran. Unity was understood in the absolute sense as exclud-

ing any and every kind of plurality. There is no such unity in-our |

experience, since every object, no matter what, has parts and di-
visions or is capable of receiving them. Hence God is absolutely
different from everything else, and when we say, He is living, wise
and powerful, we must not be understood as ascribing to God
three distinct qualities. In God they are one with Him and
with each other, though we do not understand how.

The Kalamists also defended God’s justice against: the ortho-
dox views of the arbitrariness of the Divine will and of fatalism
or determinism. If good and evil, right and wrong, mean simply
conformity to and deviation from God’s will, then God’s will is
neither good nor evil, and God is neither just nor unjust. This is
an untenable doctrine, hence they taught that good and evil are
absolute and not relative to the Divine will. God wills the good
because it is good and abhors evil because it is evil. :Similarly
if man is determined to act as he does, reward and punishment
are not just. Hence to vindicate God’s Justlce they taught free-
dom of man’s will.

The earliest Jewish philosophers followed the teachings of the
Arab Kalamists. Among the Karaites may be mentioned: Joseph
Al Basir (11th century) and Jeshua ben Judah (11th century);
among the Rabbinites, David ben Merwan Al Mukammas (1oth
century), Saadia Ben Joseph Al-Fayyumi (892~942), Bahya
Ibn Pakuda (12th century), Joseph Ibn Zaddik (d. 1149). The
Karaites followed the Arab Kalamists more closely than did
the Rabbinites, but none of the Jewish Kalamists went so far as
to deny natural law. Thus Saadia, whose philosophical work
Emunot ve-Deot (Beliefs and Opinions) is based upon the Kala-
mistic model, rejects the doctrine of metempsychosis or transmi-
gration of souls on the ground that there must be a certain' kin-
ship between a given soul and its body, that the soul of a human
being cannot be associated with the body of a lower animal.

Neo-Platonists.—The next wave of philosophic tradition that
passed over Arabic. culture and hence over. Jewish culture also
in Mohammedan countries, was the neo-Platonic. Plotinus was
the founder of this school of thought in the 3rd century, and it
was the last attempt of the Greeks to establish a system of phi-
losophy on purely scientific though pagan lines. As the name in-
dicates it was a return to Plato in the sense of being a spiritual-

istic philosophy, which regarded the material, the concrete and |

the sensible as unreal and as the source of evil. The intelligible
alone is real and good. By intelligible is meant that which can be
grasped by intellect alone and not by’ the five senses. ‘The neo-
Platonists, however, went even beyond Plato in assuming that
that which can be apprehended by intellectual thinking is not the
highest reality, that beyond the intelligible is the transcendent,
which cannot be subsumed under the categories of thought.
This is God, the unknowable. But though God cannot be known
as we understand knowledge, an exceptional individual may in
rare instances reach the state of enthusiasm or ecstasy in which,
losing ‘consciousness of himself as an individual, he may’' mo-
mentarily enter into a mystic union with the source of all be-
ing. This idea of the transcendence of God and of mystic union
with Him is found also in Philo; and as the precursor of the neo-
~ Platonic philosophy, Ammonias Saccas, who was the teacher of
Plotinus, lived in Alexandria, it is probable that:the Philonian
phllosophy had ‘its share in the formatlon of the neo-Platonic
doctrine.

In their derivation of the universe from God the neo-Platonists
used the method of emanation, which makes their system Pan-
theistic. There is no creation ex nihilo, nor do they start, as did
Plato and Aristotle, with two ultimate principles, mind and mat-
ter, or form and matter, but beginning with the One good God,
they allow everything else to emanate from Him as light emanates
from a luminous ebject. First emanates Intellect (Greek. vobs),
then universal Soul (Yvx#), then Nature (¢lots), then Matter
(Y\n), which, as the last in the series, is farthest from the Source
and. hence the coarsest, the least real and the source of evil,
which is pure negation and not anything positive.

The chief representative of the neo-Platonic philosophy in-the
Jewish literature of this subject is Solomon Ibn Gabirol (¢.1021-
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¢.1070), though neo-Platonic ideas are also found in Isaac Israeli
(855-955), the oldest Jewish philosopher of the middle ages,
Bahya, Pseudo-Bahya, Abraham bar Hiyya (z2th century),
Joseph Ibn Zaddik, Judah Halevi (12th century), Moses (1070~
1138)'and Abraham Ibn Ezra (1092-1167). Gabirol’s Fons Vitae
is completely neo-Platonic, though he deviates from the traditional
neo-Platonic doctrine in placing universal matter and universal
form in all the stages of existence as they emanate from God, in-
stead -of making matter the last stage in the emanation series.
Matter itself changes its nature in the course of its descent and
coarseness is not the property of matter as such, but the result
of increasing distance from the source. The essential quality of
matter is rather indeterminateness; as determination is the char-
acteristic quality of form.

Aristotelians.—The last posmve philosophic stage among the
Jews of ‘the middle ages was Aristotelianism, and to this system
of philosophy belong the most important Jewish thinkers of that
period, namely, Abraham Ibn Daud (1110-80), Moses Maimoni-
des (1135-1204) and Gersonides (1288-1344). Aristotle’s is the
most rationalistic system of Greek antiquity, using the term ra-
tionalism not in contrast to empiricism but in opposition to mysti-
cism. Perhaps intellectualism is the better word. Aristotle is re-
garded as the philosopher par excellence and all his works are
studied with all their details, not necessarily the translations of
them, but in the majority of instances paraphrases and commen-
taries on the works: of Aristotle made by the Arabs Al Kindi, Al
Farabi, Ibn Sina (Avicenna) and Ibn Roshd (Averroes).

Aristotle was the first to delimit the boundaries of the various
branches of philosophy and to treat them systematically. Logic,
physics,: psychology, biology, metaphysics, ethics, politics, rhet-
oric and poetics are all rigidly distinguished, and each of them
has a treatise or treatises devoted to it in the extant works of
Aristotle. The politics and the poetics were rather neglected by
the Jews, the former because the Jews had no State of their own
and the latter because it had no bearing on theology or the
Bible. To be sure there is poetry in the Bible, but the Jewish
philosophers were interested in doctrine and not in literary form.
All the other works of Aristotle, notably the logic, physics, psy-
chology, metaphysics and ethics, were carefully studied, even if
not at first hand, and the ideas contained therein were laid under
contribution in the attempt to establish a scientific Jewish phi-
losophy. Interest in Aristotle’s problems was taken partly for
their own sake, for the Jews did develop a scientific temper, and
partly for an apologetic purpose to defend the dogmas of Ju-
daism scientifically. And Biblical exegesis was introduced as an
aid in the apologetic activity.

- The most important part of the Aristotelian philosophy: for
the Jewish theologians was naturally his idea of God. His was the
first scientific attempt to prove the existence of God irrespective
of the religious motive. As is well known, Aristotle proves that
the motion at the basis of all natural phenomena in the heavens
and: on: earth requires for its existence an immovable mover, and
an analysis of the concept of an immovable mover leads to the
recognition of a being having the Divine attributes of unity and
incorporeality. This demonstration was of immense importance
for a religious philosophy and was adopted eagerly by the Jewish
philosophers: as soon ‘as it became known to them. It took the
place immediately of the Kalamistic proofs of the earlier writers
and prepared the downfall of that system of doctrine. For Aris-
totle’s proof of the existence of- God could not be taken as an
isolated bit of argumentation. Aristotle’s ideas are not episodic,
they are above all systematic. The argument for the existence
of God ‘carries with it the entire physical and metaphysical sys-
tem of Aristotle without which it has no meaning. Hence Mai-
monides, in the second book of the Guide of the Perplexed, pref-
aces the ‘Aristotelian proof with a list of 25 propositions, which
sum up in the form of dogmatic conclusions the phy51cal and
metaphysical theories of Aristotle. Abraham Ibn Daud, in his,
Exalted Faith, does the same thing in a less concentrated and
less skilful form. And Hasdai Crescas (1340-1410), the Anti-
rationalist, undermines the Aristotelian doctrine by undertaking
to refute, in his Light of the Lord, the 23 principles laid down by

-
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Maimonides.

The difference in method between the Kalamistic proofs of the
existence of God and the Aristotelian is that the former were all
based upon the doctrine of the creation of the world in time.
Creation was proved first and the existence of God followed
from creation. The Aristotelian proof was direct, though in prov-
ing God’s incorporeality the assumption is that the world is
eternal. This meant, of course, that one had to exercise caution
in availing oneself of the Aristotelian arsenal for the purpose of
borrowing arms for the defence of Judaism. There were those
—not at all insignificant persons—who made precisely this charge
that, in following the teachings of Aristotle, Maimonides and his
school were falsifying Judaism. Maimonides did make use of
the Aristotelian proof in place of the Kalamistic because he did
not believe the creation of the world in time to be demonstrable
by reason. But neither did he believe that Aristotle had suc-
ceeded in proving the world’s eternity. As a matter of pure
logic he thinks that the balance of probability is in favor of
creation, and in creation he believes.

The treatment of the Divine attributes in the philosophy of
the Jewish Aristotelians is also based on Aristotelian ideas.
Unity and incorporeality are derived in Aristotelian fashion from
the concept of the “unmoved mover.” Thus the Aristotelian con-
ceptions of matter and form and motion and change and nature
and potentiality and actuality are adopted and laid under con-
tribution. Nevertheless the doctrine of Divine attributes in its
details is not wholly Aristotelian. In the first place God is the
Creator ex mikilo in accordance with the traditional interpreta-
tion of the creation story in Genesis and not merely the prime
mover causing the combination of the eternal matter with the
eternal forms as in Aristotle. Secondly, there is an element of
neo-Platonic transcendence in the conception of God both in the
philosophy of Maimonides and in that of the other Jewish Aris-
totelians, who differ only in the degree of transcendence they
ascribe to God, Maimonides being extreme in his views on the
subject, while Gersonides is more moderate.

The Aristotelian cosmology as it relates to the motions of the
heavenly bodies and their several spiritual movers—the spirits of
the spheres, as they were called, or the separate Intelligences—
was also adopted in part and made use of to find a place for the
Biblical doctrine of angels. The angels of which the Bible speaks
are none other than the movers of the spheres, and they are
immaterial beings.

Aristotle’s psychology was also adopted in part, the soul

being conceived of as the form or entelechy of the body and
not as a pre-existing and distinct entity which was placed in the
body, as the Platonic view has it. The different parts and fac-
ulties of the soul, the senses—internal and external—etc., were
also understood in the Aristotelian manner. And similarly Aris-
totle’s doctrine of dreams and divination and his conception of
_the Active Intellect were adapted to the Jewish doctrines of
prophecy and immortality. Prophecy was explained on psycho-
logical principles as being a combination of reason and imagina-
tion, Moses alone being an exception in that his prophetic gift
was. wholly supernatural; while the immortality of the soul was
ascribed only to the intellect or reason, which is immaterial. The
Active Intellect of Aristotle, which could be conceived of in
various ways, since Aristotle’s description of it is obscure, was,
in Arabic fashion, identified with the mover or spirit of the lunar
sphere, and was regarded by Gersonides as the bestower of the
prophetic information upon the reason of the human individual.
The surviving human reason is after death absorbed in the Active
Intellect, to whose illumination it owes all its theoretical knowl-
edge, the natural knowledge of the philosopher as well as the
supernatural of the prophet.

The ethics of Aristotle played a less important part in Jew-
ish philosophy, as it did not come in direct conflict with any
specific Biblical or Rabbinic doctrine. Nevertheless Maimonides
made use of Aristotle’s ideas in his commentary on the ethical
treatise of the Mishnah called Abot. In his introduction to his
commentary he lays down the Aristotelian analysis of the facul-
ties of the human soul as the basis of his ethical doctrine and

-

JEWISH PHILOSOPHY

takes over from Aristotle the definition of virtue as the rational
activity of the soul acquired as a permanent possession, the divi-
sion of the virtues into theoretical and practical, and the doc-
trine of the mean, namely, that in those fields of human conduct
to which the terms virtue and vice can be applied, excess and
defect are both vices, while virtue is represented by the mean.
Thus in the matter of spending money, excess in spending is ex-
travagance, a vice, defect in spending is niggardliness, also a vice,
moderation in spending is the virtue, and the same holds true
in other lines of conduct.

More important, however, than the borrowing of these specific
ethical doctrines is the general spirit of Aristotelian rationalism
which Maimonides and others apply to the laws of the Penta-
teuch. Despite the statement in the Talmud that the so-called
“statutes” (Heb. kukkim) represent the arbitrary will of God and
should not be enquired into nor explained in a humanitarian spirit
where no such interpretation is given in the Bible itself, Mai-
monides devotes a large part of his Guide to a rationalization and
ethicization of the Pentateuchal laws. And where either seems im-
possible, as in the elaborate institution of sacrifices, he makes
bold to brand the whole as superstition. The Israelites of that
time, he says, under the influence of custom and the example of
the surrounding nations, were attached to the sacrificial rites
which they practised in honour of strange gods. It would have
been impossible to wean them away from idol worship and to
convert them to the worship of the true God if sacrifices were
abolished. Hence a concession was made to the customs of the
people and they were told to offer sacrifices to the Lord, in the
hope that in the course of time as the true faith would educate
them and purify and refine their conception of God, the sacrifices
would fall away of themselves.

An important problem which pertains equally to ethics and
theology was the doctrine of free will in its relation to the Di-
vine attribute of omniscience. The doctrine of freedom is a neces-
sary consequence of Divine justice. Reward and punishment, a
fundamental dogma of Judaism, cannot be justified if man is
not free to determine his will to do or to abstain. But if man
is free, God’s knowledge is limited in so far, because freedom
means in the last analysis causelessness, and the causeless is
from the nature of the case unknowable in advance of its occur-
rence. Maimonides’s solution is that this argument. does not hold
of the Divine Being who is transcendent. He can know the un-
knowable. Ibn Daud and Gersonides admit that the causeless is
as such unknowable and hence unknown to God also, but om-
niscience must not be understood in a sense which would make
its meaning contradictory and absurd, any more than the attri-
bute of omnipotence can be taken to mean that God can now make
that which happened yesterday not to have happened, or to make
a tree grow artificial flowers. Hasdai Crescas, whom we class
among the anti-rationalists, saves God’s omniscience by limiting
human freedom, yet maintains the justice of reward and punish-
ment by pointing out that such is.the law of things, and there is
a necessary connection between wrong-doing and suffenng as there
is between swallowing poison and death.

The Anti-Rationalists.—Among those who were . conversant
with the philosophical views of the day, neo-Platonic ‘and Aris-
totelian, but refused to make of them a procrustean bed upon
which to stretch the ‘doctrines of Judaism, the foremost are
Judah Halevi (fl. 12th century) and Hasdai Crescas. Judah Halevi
was a poet and had no confidence in the theories and arguments
of the philosophers. In the first place he distinguished between
the method and aim of philosophy on the one hand and those of
Judaism on the other. The philosopher uses the discursive reason
and his aim is knowledge. Whether his subject matter is God or
the shape and size of the earth, or the identity and number of the
elements, his- methods and aims are alike. Judaism is not a
rationalistic philosophy, its purpose is not to impart theoretical
information. Judaism is a mode of life based upon the historic
fact of the Divine revelation to Moses and Israel on Sinai and
His election of the people of Israel to bear testimony to His ex-
istence and will. The prophets are the teachers of Israel and not
the philosophers. The prophets knew God directly and not
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through logical inference. They were in communion with God,
having personal experience of Him, and were attached to Him in
love and devotion. They speak of Him with enthusiasm and their
enthusiasm is contagious and makes disciples. The prophets of
Israel constitute a higher species of being than the .ordinary
Israelite. Judah Halevi does not therefore subscribe to the
Maimonidean - conception of prophecy which attempts to ap-
proximate it to the natural phenomena of the acquisition of
knowledge. Judah Halevi maintains the wholly supernatural

* character of prophecy and the objective reality of the prophetic
visions. What these visions actually were he does not attempt to
“say. The messengers or angels who appeared to the prophets
may have been specially created, he says, from the fine elemen-
tary bodies, or they may have been the spirits of the spheres or
abstract Intelligences of which the philosophers spoke. Halevi
maintains a wholesome restraint and abstains from dogmatism as
to the precise nature of these theophanies, but he has no doubt
of their objective reality, since all the prophets testify to having
seen them. We apply the same test, he says, to the phenomena
appearing to our senses. We test the objective reality of such
appearances by the testimony of the generality of mankind.
Prophetic visions, similarly, are tested by their appearance to all
members of the prophetic guild.

Nor does Halevi find it necessary to find human reasons for
the ritual and ceremonial laws of the Pentateuch. The sacrifices
are not objectionable to him, nor inconsistent with the nature of
God. It is presumptuous to say that because we do not under-
stand the significance of sacrifices as determining spiritual health,
they must be given a symbolic meaning or rejected altogether.
For neither do we know what determines the physical health of
plant and animal, and why a certain proportion of elementary
mixture constitutes health and a slight deviation therefrom disease
and even death. Israel is superior to other nations, Palestine to
other countries and Hebrew to all other languages. Prophecy is
inseparable from Palestine and Israel alone had prophets. No
philosopher ever achieved prophetic inspiration.

Judah Halevi passes in review all the principal doctrines of the
philosophy current in his day and subjects them to a rigorous
and unsympathetic criticism. Some of these theories, he shows,
are arbitrary and without any evidence, while others are clearly
untenable as they do not account for the facts. He is particularly
opposed to the philosophic doctrine of immortality, that it is
due to the intellectual nature of the soul and is dependent upon
the knowledge which the soul possesses. The philosophic re-
quirement for immortality, Halevi objects, is either too small or
too great, according to the meaning one attaches to the word
knowledge.

CRESCAS AND MAIMONIDES

Despite the criticisms of Halevi, the philosophical or Aristo-
telian point of view gained ground among the Jews in Spain and
Ibn Daud, Maimonides and Gersonides made it fashionable and
authoritative. Maimonides created a school of Judaism which
had many followers and dominated the thought of the learned in
the following centuries.. To be sure, it was not alone in the field
and it met with violent opposition. Most of this, however, came
from those who were not-familiar with philosophic speculation,
and the opposition was based on purely dogmatic grounds. The
traditional interpretation of the Bible and the authority of the
Talmud were appealed to against the new-fangled ideas which
came from non-Jewish sources.

In Hasdai Crescas, however, we have a new champlon of tra-
ditional Judaism, a phllosophlcal defender of the unadulterated
faith against the rationalism and intellectualism of the Maimoni-
dean school. Like Judah Halevi, and with more rigour of logic
and argument, he undertook to undermine the views of the
philosophers by refuting the 25 propositions (or the more im-
portant among them) which Maimonides laid down as the basis
of his proof of the existence, unity and incorporeality of God.
He showed that the physics and the metaphysics of Aristotle are
not to be relied upon, hence a fresh start must be made to estab-
lish a system of Judaism. This Crescas undertakes to do in his
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Light of the Lord (or Adonai). Some of his arguments are not
more convincing than those he attacks, but he feels safer in that
he is closer to the tradltlonal understanding of “Scripture and
there is no doubt that his interpretation of Judaism is truer to its
spirit, since he does not force alien conceptions upon the Bible.
At one point he admits that logic and reason are inconclusive, as
one may find arguments pro and comirae, and has recourse to
Scripture: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord is One.”
In respect to the doctrine of attributes there is no doubt that
Maimonides departs from traditional and Rabbinic Judaism in
denying all positive attributes to God and reducing Him to the
Unknowable of Herbert Spencer. Such depersonalization of God
is scarcely compatible with a detailed revelation, a special Provi-
dence, the institution of prayer, fasting and repentance, not to
speak of sacrifices; which indeed Maimonides was consistent
enough to reject. Crescas, therefore; admits positive attributes of
God, without teaching anthropomorphism. For God, he says, is
mﬁmte and -a necessary existent, whereas His creatures are ﬁmte
and possible existents.

Inasmuch as Crescas is opposed to the use of alien philosophies
in the interpretation of Judaism, he analyzes the Jewish religion
from within and discusses its essential dogmas. To be sure
Maimonides did the same thing, nay, he was the first to enumerate
the fundamental dogmas of Judaism. But he did this in his com-
mentary on the Mishnah and not in his systematic philosophical
work, the Guide of the Perplexed. To Crescas’s mind the dogmas
and beliefs are the essential part of a constructive philosophy of
Judaism. Accordingly he criticizes the list of 13 dogmas estab-
lished by Maimonides on the ground that they are either too
many or too few according to the idea one attaches to the word
dogma. Crescas distinguishes between fundamental doctrines and
true beliefs. The former are those without which Judaism could
not exist, the latter are essential indeed and disbelief in them
constitutes heresy, but Judaism could exist without them.

The 13 articles of Maimonides’s creed are: (1) Existence
of God; (2) Unity; (3) Incorporeality; (4) Eternity; (5) God
alone should be worshipped; (6) Prophecy; (7) Superiority of
Moses; (8) Revelation; (g) Immutability of the Torah; (10)
God’s ommsc1ence (11) Reward and punishment; (12) "Belief
in the coming of the Messiah; (13) Resurrection. Crescas, as
we have seen, has two lists. " The fundamental dogmas are the
following: (1) God’s knowledge of existing things; (2) Provi-
dence; (3) God’s omnipotence; (4) Prophecy; (5) Freedom of
the will; (6) The purpose of the Torah is to inspire man with
the love and fear of God. In addition to these six fundamental
doctrines, there are true beliefs which are eight in number: (1)
Creation; (2) Immortality; (3) Reward and punishment; (4)
Resurrection; (5) Eternity of the Torah; (6) Superiority of
Moses; (7) The Urim and Tummim as a source of knowledge of
the future for the priest; (8) Belief in the Messiah.

Immortality and Providence.—In reference to immortality
and Providence there is a clear division of opinion between the
philosophers (neo-Platonists and Aristotelians) and the Anti-
rationalists. The former, like Maimonides and Gersonides, make
both of these privileges dependent upon intellectual knowledge.
The immaterial as such is immortal and the human soul achieves
its complete immateriality as an actual entity through contempla-
tion and thought, hence the human reason or the rational soul is
immortal, and the degree. of immortality is dependent upon the
character and extent of theoretical knowledge. The Anti-rational-
ists, like Halevi and Crescas, reject this notion on logical grounds
and, with a truer understanding of the spirit of Judaism, lay stress
on the love of God and the observance of the Biblical and the Rab-
binic commandments as the sole requ151te and condition of immor-
tality.

The problem of Providence was one of great difficulty both on
theoretical grounds and by reason of its apparent conflict with
experience. In order to make special Providence theoretically
possible, God must know every individual as such and reward and
punish him according to his deeds. But it is difficult to see how,
on the Aristotelian theory of matter and form and the concept of
God and of theoretical knowledge, it is possible for an immaterial
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being to know the individual person or to take cognizance of par-
ticular acts which as particulars must be material. Moreover,
experience shows that many good men suffer and many bad men
are. prosperous. ‘The theoretical difficulty did not trouble Mai-
monides, since he maintains that everything is possible for the
transcendent God though it may seem to us contrary to reason.
Gersonides, as we have seen, was not so easily satisfied, and lim-
ited. God’s direct knowledge to universals, the particulars being
indirectly involved as contained in the universals. But the prac-
tical difficulty could not be so easily disposed of. The main solu-
tion of the Aristotelians was that not all human beings are equally

under the special care of the Divine being. All depends upon the.

‘nearness of man to God, which is brought about by theoretical
study. The more learned and philosophical a person is the nearer
he is to God and the more he enjoys the Divine care. Observance
of the Jewish laws and ceremonies are necessary as a step in the
" acquisition of true knowledge. An immoral man who follows after
the desires of his appetite can never become a truly learned man.
And the majority of ordinary persons who are mediocre in theory
as well as in practice, not to speak of the wicked, are simply left
to their fate as determined by nature and are no more taken
special notice of than the beasts of the field. Nature provides for
them in a general way in accordance with general laws.

The ‘Anti-rationalist Crescas is opposed to this intellectualistic
doctrine. God does know particulars, hence there is no theoretical
difficulty. But reward and punishment are not determined by a
person’s intellectual status, but by his obedience and disobedience
to God’s will and command. Real reward and punishment are
given in the next world, nevertheless the apparent anomalies in
the fortunes of men in this world, where the good man suffers and
the bad man flourishes, can be explained in various ways. Evil is
sometimes a good in disguise; the suffering man may not really
be so good as he seems; one sometimes inherits good and evil from
one’s parents; the individual is sometimes involved in the destiny
of the majority, and so on. All inequalities, however, will be
adjusted in the future world.

In addition to the more general doctrines discussed so far,
many of the Jewish philosophers exercised their systematizing ac-
tivities upon the more specific dogmas of the Jewish religion and
upon the interpretation of Scripture. An examination of the laws
in the Pentateuch showed that some of the rules of action, like
those which have to do with social life, are recognized by human
society universally, while others are peculiar to the Jewish law.
Accordingly they were divided into two classes, called rational
and revealed respectively. Some of the Jewish thinkers treat also
of the eschatological doctrines of Judaism, among which are the
messianic period, the dogma of resurrection, the nature of reward
and punishment after death, the meaning of paradise and hell, the
future world, and so on. Rationalism plays a small part in these
discussions, which are mainly based upon Biblical and ‘Talmudic
statements and the traditions connected with them.

NO MODERN MOVEMENT

The philosophic movement among the Jews in the middle ages
began to decline in the 15th century, partly by reason of the rise
of the mystic lore, known as the Cabala, and partly by reason of
the decline of philosophical studies among the Arabs, where the
reign of toleration was succeeded by persecution and forced con-
versions. In Christian countries the status of the Jews was even
worse and hence not favourable to science and philosophy. Joseph
Albo ( 1380—1444) is the last one of the mediaeval Jews who sum-
med up in popular form the entire philosophy of the preceding
centuries, and though there are no original contributions to Jew-
ish thought in his Jkkarim (Dogmas, lit. Roots), nevertheless by
reason of his orthodox position and the popular style of his dis-
cussions, filled as they are with Biblical and Talmudic quotations,
Albo was read by many who feared to approach Maimonides’
Guide of the Perplexed. There were sporadic individuals in- the
following centuries who wrote on philosophic questions and re-
lated them to Bible and Talmud, or who interpreted the Bible in
philosophic fashion, and clung to the scholastic method and its
authority Aristotle, long after Bacon and Descartes and Leibniz
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introduced a new method and point of view. But the philosophical
movement as such had spent its force, and it was not again re-
sumed. Spinoza belongs to the general history of philosophy
rather than to the history of Jewish philosophy. Mendelssohn
was an isolated.philosopher and had no successors. Other individ-
ual thinkers may be mentioned who in modern times endeavoured
to lay a general philosophical basis for Judaism: Nahman Kroch-
mal (1785-1840), Samuel Hirsch (1815-1889), both under the
influence of Hegelianism, which the latter used for the defence
of the Reform movement in Jewry, Asher Ginzberg (Ahad Haam)
(1856-1927), the philosopher of Zionism, Hermann Cohen (1842~
1918), the neo-Kantian and founder of the Marburg school. It
is extremely doubtful whether in the present status of Jewry,
divided and dispersed as it is, and the extreme individualism of the
modern Jew, a philosophy of Judaism is possible which will ap-
peal to more than a very small minority. Such a philosophy, if it
were possible, would have to reckon with the points of view and
theories 'of modern science and the methods and results of the
Higher Criticism of the Bible. The mediaeval Jewish philosophy
is of historical interest only, though as such it ought to be studied
more than it is; critical editions should be brought out of the
classical treatises, and the manuscript material of less important
works should be made accessible to the student.
BisriocrAPEY.—Judaeo-Alexandrian Philosophy: Ueberweg-Praech-
ter, Die Philosophie des Altertums, 2nd ed. Berlin 1926, pp. 566-5%8
(bibl. 179-183) ; J. Drummond, Philo Judaeus, or the Jewish-Alexan-
drian Philosophy in its Development and Completion (London 1888),
probably the best book on the subject for the student and the general
reader; Norman Bentwich, Hellenism (Philadelphia, 1919) ; id., Philo-
Judaeus of Alexandria (Philadelphia, 1910); Brehier, E., Les Idées
Philosophiques et Religieuses de Philon D’Alexandrie, 2nd ed. Paris,
1925, good and well documented. Mediaeval: Husik 1., 4 History of
Mediaeval Jewish Philosophy (New York, 1916) ; H. Malter, article
“Jewish Philosophy” in Hastings’ - Encyclopaedia of Religion and
Ethics, vol. ix., pp. 1873~77; id., “Saadia Gaon, His Life and Works”
(Philadelphia, 1921), the standard work on the subject; Ueberweg-
Baumgartner, Die mittlere oder die patristische und scholastische
Zeit (Berlin, 1915), pp. 385—403 (bibl. 388—92, 146—351) ; D. Neumark,
Geschichte der jiidischen Philosophie des Mittelalters, nach Problemen
dargestellt, vol. i., Berlin, 1907, vol. ii., part 1, Berlin 1910 (an unfin-
ished part of a work planned on a large scale); I. I. Efros, The
Problem of Space in Jewish Mediaeval Philosophy (New York, 1920) ;
J. Guttmann, Die religionsphilosophischen Lehren des Isaak Abravanel
(Breslau, 1916) ; M. Waxman, T#e Philosophy of Don Hasdai Crescas
(New York, 1920); L. Roth, Spinoza, Descartes and Mazmomdes,
(1924); H. A. Wolfson “The Classification of Sciences in Mediaeval
Jewish Ph1losophy,” in Hebrew Union College Jubilee Volume (Cln-
cinnati 1923), pp. 263—315. (I.H.)

JEWS. The word Jew is derived through the Latin Judaeus
and the Greek ’lovdalos from the Hebrew *»m (Yehadhi), a
gentilic adjective, occurring only in the later parts of the Old
Testament and signifying a descendant of " (Yehiidhah, Judah,
Judas), the fourth son of Jacob, whose tribe, together with that of
his half-brother Benjamin, constituted the kingdom of Judah, as
opposed to that of the remaining tribes (Israel). The name came
to mean the followers of Judaism, including in-born and proselytes,
the racial signification diminishing as the religious increased.

Apart from this proper use the word occurs in certain phrases
through popular corruption, e.g., Jew’s harp, which has nothing to
do with “Jew,” but is possibly connected with the French Jeu, i.e.,
“toy harp.” The verb “to Jew,” in the sense of “to cheat” (e.g., on
p. 439 The Concise Oxford Dictionary, adapted by H. W. and
F. G. Fowler, Oxford, 1926) is an instance of class hatred and
may be paralleled by other derogatory examples, e.g., “Jesuit”
(on the same page), “to Welsh” (p. 1,013), etc. See also under
separate headings, notably Jupaism, JEwIsE PHILOSOPHY, ZION-
1SM, ANTI-SEMITISM, etc. (H. M. J.L)

Racial History.—The racial composition of the Jews has given
rise to considerable controversy. Most observers profess to see in
the Jewish type one of the most persistent varieties of the human
race, others, including Ripley and Boas, believe that they take on
the physical traits of the people among whom they live. Recent
observations, which, however, by no means include Jews from all
over the world, tend to show that in the majority of cases the
Jews tend to have rather a round head, and show to an unusual

degree the same amount of variation. They also tend to preserve
L]
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other characters, the most noticeable being the form of the nose.
There is'a resemblance between Jews and Armenians, and though
the Armenoid type predominates there are other features in their
composition. Weissenberg suggests that there was within historic
times a mixture, not in Palestine but in the Caucasus, between
the Armenoid and a blond type, and that there are two types of
Jews—the Semitic, dark with a fine nose, and Armenoid, ‘with a
coarser nose and an appearance of blondness. (X))

EARLIEST TIMES TO THE MEDIAEVAL

1. Early History.—For the first two periods the history of the
~ Jews is mainly that of Palestine. It begins among those peoples

occupying the area between the Nile on the one side and the Tigris

and the Euphrates on the other. Surrounded by ancient seats of
culture in Egypt and Babylonia, by the deserts of Arabia, and by
the highlands of Asia Minor, Palestine, with Syria on the north,
was the high road of civilization, trade and warlike enterprise, and
the meeting-place of religions.. Its small principalities were domi-
nated by the great powers, whose weakness or acquiescence alone
enabled them to rise above dependence or vassalage. The land
was traversed by old-established trade routes and possessed impoz-
tant harbours on the Gulf of ‘Akaba and on the Mediterranean

coast, the latter exposing it to the influence of the Levant. It was.

“the physical centre of those movements of history from which
the world has grown.” The portion of this district abutting upon
the Mediterranean may be divided into two main parts: Syria
(from the Taurus to Hermon) and Palestine (southward to the
desert bordering upon Egypt). The latter is about 150 mi. from
north ‘to south (the .proverbial “Dan to Beersheba), with a

breadth varying from 25 to 8o mi., 7.e.; about 6,040 sq.mi. This |

excludes the land east of the Jordan. (See further, PALESTINE.)
Already, in the 15th century B.c., Palestine was inhabited by a
settled people whose language, thought and religion were not rad-
ically different several centuries later. Petty princes ruled as vas-
sals of Egypt which, after expelling the Hyksos from its borders,
had entered upon a series of conquests as far as the Euphrates.
Some centuries previously, however, Babylonia had held sway to
the west, and the Akkadian script and language were now used, not
merely in the diplomatic correspondence between Egypt and Asia,
but also among the Palestinian princes themselves. Canaan (Pales-
tine and the south Phoenician coast land) and Amor (Lebanon dis-
trict and beyond) were under the constant supervision of Egypt,
and Egyptian officials journeyed round to collect tribute, to attend
to complaints, and to assure themselves of the allegiance of the
vassals. The Amarna tablets and those found at Taannek (bibl.
Taanach) and at Boghaz-keui, (see HITTITES) combine with ar-
chaeological evidence (Lachish, Gezer, Megiddo, Beth-shan, etc.)
to reflect advanced conditions of life and culture, the chronological
limits of which cannot be determined. This, the “Amarna age,”
with regular maritime intercourse between the Aegean settlements,
Phoenicia and the Delta, and with lines of caravans connecting
Babylonia, North Syria, Arabia and Egypt, presents a vivid pic-
ture of life and activity; in the centre of which lies Palestine, with
here and there Egyptian colonies and traces of Egyptian cults.
The “Amarna age” affords the first starting point for any esti-
mate of Palestine and the history of Israel.:The records reveal
a state of anarchy in Palestine for which the weakhess of Egypt
and the downward pressure of North Syrian peoples were respon-
sible.. Subdivided into a number of little local principalities, Pales-
tine was suffering both from internal intrigues and:from the de-
signs of the northern powers. It.is now that we find the restless
Habiru, a name which is commonly identified :with that of the
“Hebrews.” For such information as we possess, reference must
be made to the articles ABRAHAM, AMORITES, CANAANITES, PHI-
LisTINES. Unfortunately the external evidence fails just when it
would be most welcome. There comes. a time when the fate of
Palestine was no longer controlled by the great powers, and the
curtain rises upon the historical traditions of the Old Testament.
2. Biblical History.—For the rest of the first period the
Old Testament forms the main source. It contains, in fact, the
history itself in two forms: (@) from the creation of man to the
fall of Judah (Genesis—2 Kings), which is supplemented and con-
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tinued further to () the foundation of Judaism in the sth cen-
tury - B.C. (Chronicles—Ezra~Nehemiah). In the light of con-
temporary monuments, archaeological evidence, the ‘progress: of
scientific knowledge and the recogmzed methods of modern histor-
ical criticism, the account of the origin-of mankind and of the his-
tory of the Jews in the Old Testament can no longer be implicitly
accepted. Written by an oriental peoplé and clothed i in an oriental
dress, the books of the Old Testament do not contain “objective”
records, but history written for specific purposes. The purpose
of many of the Biblical books, particularly the Pentateuch and the
historical works, is notto collect- facts but to use selected
facts to drive home moral, religious and spiritual truths. The
history is 2 compilation, as may be illustrated from a comparison
of  Chronicles with Samuel-Kings, and frequently depicts the past
in the light of the present. (Se¢ CHRONICLES.):

Scholars  are now almost unanimously agreed that the internal
features are best explained by the literary hypothesis ‘associated
with the work of Graf; Kuenen and Wellhausen. According to
this, the historical traditions are mainly: due to two characteristic
though very complicated recensions, one under the influence of the
teaching of Deuteronomy (Joshua to Kings), the other, of a more
priestly character (akin to Leviticus), of somewhat later date
(Genesis to Joshua, with traces in Judges to Kings). (See G. F:
Moore, Ency. Bibl., “Historical literature.”) There are innumer-
able questions relating to the nature, limits and dates of these two
recensions, of the incorporated sources, and of other sources
(whether early or late) of independent origin; and here there is
naturally room for much divergence of opinion. :Older matetial
(often of composite origin) has been used, not so much for the
purpose of providing historical information, as with the object of
showing the religious significance of past history; and the series
Joshua—Kings is:actually included among the “prophets” in the
Jewish canon. (See further BiBLE: Old Testament.)

3. Traditions of Origin.—At the age when, as we have
reason to suppose, the Old Testament historical writings were as-
suming their ‘present form, it was possible to divide the imme-
diately preceding centuries into three distinct periods: (a) That
of the two rival 'kingdoms: Israel (Ephraim or Samaria) in the
northern half of Palestine, and Judah in the south. Then (b)
the former lost its independence towards the close of the 8th cen-
tury B.C., when a number of its inhabitants were carried away; and
the latter shared the fate of exile at the beginning of the 6th cen-
tury, but succeeded in making a: fresh reconstruction some 50 or
6o years later. Finally (c), in the “post-exilic” period, religion
and life were reorganized under the influence of a new spirit; rela-
tions with Samaria were broken off, and Judaism took its definite
character, perhaps about the middle or:close of the sth century.
The term “Jew” means properly “man .of Judah,” ie., of that
small district which, with Jerusalem as its capital, became the cen-
tre of post-exilic ]udalsm The favourite name “Israel,” with all
its religious and national associations, is somewhat ambiguous in
an historical sketch, since, although it is used as opposed to"Judah
(a), it came to designate the true nucleus of the worshippers
of the national god, Yahweh, as opposed to the Samaritans, the
later inhabitants of Israelite territory (c). A more general term:is
“Hebrew.” (See HEBREW LANGUAGE, HEBREW RELIGION.)"

The traditions which prevailed among the Israelites concerning
their origin belong to a time not wheh Judah and Israel were
“brother” or rival kingdoms, but when they formed one body and
Judah was among the “sons” of Israel (or Jacob), the son of Isaac
and grandson of Abraham. The names of the “sons,” or rather
tribes, vary in origin and, probably, also in age; and where they rep-
resent fixed territorial limits, the districts so described were in
some cases certainly peopled by groups of non-Israelite ancestry.
But as tribal rames they invited explanation, and of the many
characteristic traditions which were doubtless current, a number
have been preserved, though not in any wvery early dress. Close
relationship was recognized with the Aramaeans, with Edom, Moab
and Ammon. Esau (Edom) is the “brother” of Jacob, Moab and
Ammon are sons of Lot, Abraham’s nephew. Abraham himself,
it was traditionally narrated, came from Harran' (Carrhae), pri-
marily from Ur, of the Chaldees, and Jacob re-enters from Gilead
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in the north-east, with his Aramaean wives and concubines and
their families (Benjamin excepted). It is on this occasion that
Jacob’s name is changed to Israel. Such traditions of migration
and kinship are in themselves not incredible; but the detailed ac-
counts of the ancestors Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, as given in
Genesis, are inherently doubtful as regards both the internal con-
ditions, which the (late) chronological scheme ascribes to the first
half of the 2nd millennium B.c., and the general circumstances of
the life of these strangers in a foreign land.

The story of the settlement of the national and tribal ancestors
in Palestine is interrupted by an account of the southward move-
ment of Jacob (or Israel) and his sons into a district under the
immediate influence of the kings of Egypt. After an interval of
uncertain duration we find in Exodus (g.v.) a numerous people
subjected to rigorous oppression. No longer “sons” of Jacob or
Israel, whole tribes were led out by Moses and Aaron; and, after
a series of incidents extending over 40 years, the “children of
Israel” invaded the land in which their ancestors had lived. The
traditions embodied in the books Exodus—Joshua are considerably
later than the ostensible date of the events themselves. For the
details of their conflict see Exopus, (TuE). The story of the “exo-
dus” is that of the religious birth of “Israel,” joined by covenant
with the national god, Yahweh (see JEHOVAH ; TETRAGRAMMATON ),
whose aid in times of peril and need proved his supremacy. In
Moses (g.v.) was seen the founder of Israel’s religion and laws;
in Aaron (g.v.) the prototype of the Israelite priesthood. Yahweh
had admittedly been the God of Israel’s ancestors, but his name
was only now made known (Exod. iii. 13 sqq., vi. 2 seq.), and this
conception of a new era in Yahweh’s relations with the people is
associated with the family of Moses and with small groups from
the south of Palestine who reappear in religious movements in
later history (see KENITES; RECHABITES). Amid a great variety
of motives the prominence of Kadesh in south Palestine is to be
recognized; but it is uncertain what clans or tribes were at Kadesh,
and it is possible that traditions, originally confined to those with
whom the new conception of Yahweh is connected, were subse-
quently adopted by others who came to regard themselves as the
worshippers of the only true Yahweh. Two quite distinct views
can be distinguished. The one associates itself with the settlement
of the ancestors of the Hebrews and has an ethnic character.
The other, part of the religious history of “Israel,” is essentially
bound up with the religious genius of the people, and is partly
connected with clans from the south of Palestine whose influence
reappears later. . i

4. The Monarchy of Israel.—The book of Joshua continues
the fortunes of the “children of Israel” and describes a successful
occupation of Palestine by the united tribes, in striking contrast
to other records of the partial successes of individual.groups
(Judgesi.). It is, however, based upon the account of victories by
the Ephraimite Joshua over confederations of petty kings to the
south and north of central Palestine, apparently the traditions of
Ephraim describing from its own standpoint the conquest of Pales-
tine. The book of Judges represents a period of unrest after the
settlement of the people. External oppressions (Moab, Ammon,
Philistines, etc.) and internal rivalries rent the Israelites; and the
religious philosophy of a later (Deuteronomic) age represents the
period as one of alternate apostasy from and of penitent return to
the Yahweh of the “exodus,” and their deliverance by “judges.”
The best narratives relate to Israel and Gilead; Judah scarcely ap-
pears, and in an old poetical account of a great fight of the united
tribes against a northern adversary lies outside the writer’s horizon
or interest (Judges v., see DEBORAH). Stories of successful war-
fare and of temporary leaders (sce ABIMELECH; EHUD; GIDEON;
JeputHAH) form an introduction to the institution of the Israel-
ite monarchy, an epoch of supreme importance in biblical history.

The heroic figure who stands at the head is Saul (“asked”), and
there are conflicting accounts of his rise. (See SamueL, Books oF.)
The Philistines (g.v.) newly settled in the land, held the people in
subjection; and their defeat is ascribed by the later account to the
godly prophet-judge, Samuel, and by the earlier to Saul. The first
of a series of annals of the kings of Israel ‘ascribes to Saul con-
quests over the surrounding peoples to an extent which implies
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that the district of Judah formed part of his kingdom (1 Sam. xiv.
47 seq.). His might is also attested by the fine elegy (2 Sam. i. 17
sqq.) over the death of two great Israelite heroes, Saul and Jona-
than, knit together by mutual love, inseparable in life and death,
whose overthrow by the Philistines on the plain of Jezreel was a
national misfortune. The court was removed across the Jordan
to Mahanaim, where Saul’s son, Ishbaal (Ish-bosheth), thanks to
his general, Abner, recovered some of the lost prestige, and reigned
two years over Israel and Gilead (2 Sam. ii. 8-10; contrast the
figure in v.11). But at this point the scanty annals are suspended
and the history of the age is given in more popular sources. Israel-
ite national history has come down to us through Judaean hands,
with the result that much of it has been coloured by late Judaean
feeling, and the Judaean account of the beginning of the monarchy.

5. David and Solomon.—Certain traditions of Judah and
Jerusalem appears to have looked back upon a movement from the
south, traces of which underlie the present account of the “exo-
dus.” The land was full of “sons of Anak,” giants who had ter-
rified the scouts sent from Kadesh. Caleb alone had distinguished
himself by his fearlessness, and the (semi-Edomite) clan Caleb
drove them out from Hebron in south Judah (Josh. xv. 14 sqq.; cf.
also xi. 21 seq.). David and his followers are found in the south
of Hebron, and as they advanced northwards into a hostile district
they encountered wondrous heroes between Gath and Jerusalem
(2 Sam. xxi. 15 $gq.; xxiii. 8 s¢q.). (See PHILISTINES.) After stren-
uous fighting the district was cleared, and Jerusalem, taken by
the sword, became the capital. Tradition saw in David the head
of a lengthy line of kings, the founder of the Judaean monarchy,
the psalmist and the priest-king who inaugurated religious institu-
tions now recognized to be of a distinctly later character. As a
result of this backward projection of later conceptions the re-
covery of the true historical nucleus is difficult. The rise of Jeru-
salem, the centre of post-exilic Judaism, demanded explanation.
Israelite tradition had ascribed the conquest of Jerusalem, Hebron
and other cities of Judah to the Ephraimite Joshua; Judaean tra-
dition, on the other hand, relates the capture of the sacred city
from a hostile people (2 Sam. v.). The famous city, within easy
reach of the southern desert and central Palestine (to Hebron and
to Samaria the distances are about 18 and 35 m. respectively), had
entered into Palestinian history in the “Amarna” age and had an
old religious history (see Hesrew Reiicion). But Judaean tra-
dition dated the sanctity of Jerusalem from the installation of the
Ark (q¢.v.), a sacred movable object, the symbol of the presence
of Yahweh. It is associated with the half-nomad clans in the
south of Palestine, or with the wanderings of David and his own
priest, Abiathar (x Ki. ii. 26). It is ultimately placed within the
newly captured city. But canonical tradition associates it
with the invasion of all the tribes of Israel from beyond the
Jordan.

Other narratives describe the life of the young David at the
court of the first king of the northern kingdom. The scenes cover
the- district which he took with the sword, and the brave Saul is
represented in an unfavourable light. One must allow for the
popular tendency to idealize great figures, and for the Judaean
origin of the compilation. To David is ascribed the sovereignty
over a united people. But the stages in his progress are not clear.
After being the popular favourite of Israel in the little district of
Benjamin, he was driven away by the jealousy and animosity of
Saul. Gradually strengthening his position by alliance with Ju-
daean clans, he became king at Hebron at the time when Israel
suffered defeat in the north. His subsequent advance to the king-
ship over Judah and Israel at Jerusalem is represented as due to
the weak condition of Israel, and the compliance of Saul’s general,
Abner; partly, also, to the long-expressed wish of the Israelites
that their old hero should reign over them. Saul had been chosen
by Yahweh to free his people from the Philistines; he had been
rejected for his sins, and had suffered continuously from  this
enemy; Israel at his death was left in the unhappy state in which
he had found it; it was the Judaean David, the faithful servant of
Yahweh, who was now chosen to deliver Israel, and to the last the
people gratefully remembered their debt. David accomplished
the conquests of Saul, but on a grander scale; “Saul hath slain his
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thousands and David his tens of thousands” is the popular couplet
comparing the relative ‘merits of the rival dynasts. A series of
campaigns against Edom, Moab, Ammon and the Aramaean states,
friendly relations with Hiram of Tyre, and the recognition of his
sovereignty by the king of Hamath on the Orontes, combine to
portray a monarchy which was the ideal. (See further, Davip;
SAMUEL; SAUL.) '
David, the warrior, was followed by his son Solomon, as “peace-
ful” as his name signifies, famous for his wealth, wisdom and piety,
above all for the magnificent Temple which he built at Jerusalem.
Phoenician artificers were enlisted for the purpose, and with Phoe-
nician sailors successful trading-journeys were regularly under-
taken. Commercial intercourse with Asia Minor, Arabia, Tarshish
(in Spain), and Ophir (g.v.) filled his coffers, and his realm ex-
tended from the Euphrates to the. border of Egypt. Tradition
depicts him as a worthy successor to his father, and represents a
state of luxury and riches impressive to all who were familiar with
the great oriental courts. (See SoLoMon.) Judah and Israel dwelt
at ease, or held the superior position of military officials, while
the earlier inhabitants of the land were put to forced labour.
But another side of the picture shows the domestic intrigues which
darkened the last days of David. The accession of Solomon had
not been without bloodshed, and Judah, together with David’s old
general, Joab, and his faithful priest, Abiathar, were opposed to
the son of a woman who had been the wife'of a Hittite warrior.
The era of the Temple of Jerusalem starts with a new régime,
another captain of the army and another priest — Zadok of Jeru-
salem. Moreover, the employment of Judaeans and Israelites for
Solomon’s palatial buildings, and the heavy taxation for the up-
keep of a court which was the wonder of the world, caused grave
discontent. External relations, too, were unsatisfactory. The
Edomites, who had been almost extirpated by David in the valley
of Salt, south of the Dead sea, were now strong enough to seek
revenge; and the powerful kingdom of Damascus, whose founda-
tion is dated to this period, began to threaten Israel on the north
and north-east. These troubles, we learn, had affected all Solo-
mon’s reign, and even Hiram, the Phoenician, appears to have
acquired a portion of Galilee. In the approaching disruption
writers saw the punishment for the king’s apostasy, and they con-
demn the sanctuaries in Jerusalem which he erected to the gods of
his heathen wives. Nevertheless, these places of cult remained
some 300 years until almost the close of the monarchy, when their
destruction is attributed to Josiah (Sec. 11). At Solomon’s death
the opportunity was seized to request from his son, Rehoboam,
a more generous treatment. The reply is memorable: “My little
- finger is thicker than my father’s loins; my father chastised you
with whips, but I will chastise you with scorpions.” These words
were calculated to inflame a people whom history proves to have

been haughty and high-spirited, and the great Israel renounced its.

union with the small district of Judah. Jeroboam (g.v.), once
one of Solomon’s officers, became king over the north, and the his-
tory of the divided monarchy begins (about 937 B.c.) with the
Israelite power on both sides of the Jordan and with Judah extend-
ing southwards from a point a few miles north of Jerusalem.

6. The Rival Kingdoms.—The history of the two kingdoms
is contained in Kings and the later and relatively less trustworthy
Chronicles, which deals with Judah alone. In the former a sepa-
rate history of the northern kingdom has been curiously combined
with Judaean history by means of synchronisms (see BisLe: Old
Testament Chronology; Kings, Books or). Moreover, the Ju-
daean compiler finds in Israel’s troubles the punishment for its
schismatic idolatry; nor does he spare Judah, but judges its kings
by a standard which agrees with the standpoint of Deuteronomy
and is scarcely earlier than the end of the 7th century B.c. He
looks back upon the time when each kingdom laid the foundation
of its subsequent fortunes. Judah enjoys an unbroken dynasty,
which survived the most serious crises, a temple which grew in
splendour and wealth under royal patronage, and a legitimate
priesthood which owed its origin to Zadok, the successful rival of
David’s priest, Abiathar. Israel, on the other hand, signed its
death-warrant by the institution of calf-cult, a cult which, how-
ever, was scarcely recognized as contrary to the worship of Yah-
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weh before the denunciations of Hosea (see CALF, GOLDEN). Ju-
dah had natural connections with Edom and southern Palestine;
Israel was more closely associated with Gilead and the Aramaeans
of the north. That Israel was the stronger may be suggested by
the acquiescence of Judah in the new situation. A diversion was
caused by Shishak’s invasion (c. 930), but of this reappearance of
Egypt after nearly three centuries of inactivity little is preserved
in biblical history. Only the Temple records recall the spoilation
of the sanctuary of Jerusalem, and traditions of Jeroboam I. show
that Shishak’s prominence was well known (cf. 2 Chron. xii. 8).
Although both kingdoms suffered, common misfortune did not
throw them together. On the contrary, the statement that there
was continual warfare is supplemented in Chronicles by the story
of a victory over Israel by Abijah, the son of Rehoboam.
Jeroboam’s son, Nadab, perished in a conspiracy whilst besieging
the Philistine city of Gibbethon, and Baasha of (north) Israel
seized the throne. Incessant war prevailed between him and Abi-
jah’s successor, Asa. The newly arisen state of Baasha was in
league with Damascus, which had once been hostile to Solomon

| (1 Ki. xi. 24 seq.). Upon whom Asa could rely is not stated.

Baasha seized Ramah about 5 m. N. of Jerusalem, and the exist-
ence of Judah was threatened. Asa utilized the treasure of the
Temple and palace to induce the Syrians to break off their rela-
tions with Baasha. These sent troops to harry north Israel, and
Baasha was compelled to retire. Asa, it would seem, was too weak
to achieve the remarkable victory ascribed to him in 2 Chron. xiv.
Baasha’s short-lived dynasty resembles that of his predecessors.
His son, Elah, after a reign of two years (like Ishbaal and Nadab),
was slain in a drunken carousal by his captain, Zimri. Meanwhile,
the Israelite army was again besieging the Philistines at Gibbethon,
and the recurrence of these conflicts points to a critical situation
in a district in which Judah . itself (although ignored by the
writers) must have been vitally concerned. The army preferred
their general, Omri, and, marching upon Zimri at Tirzah, burnt the
palace over his head. A fresh rival immediately appeared, the
otherwise unknown Tibni. Israel was divided into two camps,
until, on the death of Tibni, Omri became sole king (¢. 887 B.C.).
The scanty details of these important events stand in contrast to
the comparatively full accounts of earlier Philistine wars and in-
ternal conflicts in narratives which, in point of fact, probably date
from this or a later age.

7. The Dynasty of Omri—Omri (g.v.), the founder of one of
the greatest dynasties of Israel, was contemporary with the revival
of Tyre under the priest-king, Ethbaal, whose daughter was mar-
ried to Omri’s son, Ahab. Omri’s most notable recorded achieve-
ment was the subjugation of Moab (g.v.). Moreover, Judah (now
under Jehoshaphat) was bound intimately to Israel; and tradi-
tions of intermarriage, and of co-operation in commerce and war,
imply what was practically a united Palestine. Alliance with
Phoenicia gave the impulse to extended intercourse; trading expe-
ditions were undertaken from the Gulf of ‘Akaba, and Ahab built
himself a palace decorated with ivory. The cult of the Baal of
Tyre followed Jezebel to the royal city, Samaria, and even found
its way into Jerusalem. This, the natural result of matrimonial
and political alliance, already met with under Solomon, receives
the usual denunciation. The conflict between Yahweh and Baal
and the defeat of the latter are the characteristic notes of the
religious history of the period, the records of which are now
more abundant. .

Although little is preserved of Omri’s history, the fact that
the northern kingdom long continued to be called by the Assyrians
after his name is a significant indication of his reputation. Assyria
was now making itself strongly felt in the west. Assur-nasir-pal
II had exacted tribute from north Syria (c. 876 B.c.), and his
successor, Shalmaneser III., in the course of a series of expedi-
tions, succeeded in gaining the greater part of that land. Ir-
huleni of Hamath and Adad-idri (the biblical Ben-hadad) of
Damascus, formed a coalition with the kings of Cilicia, Phoenicia,
Ammon, the Arabs of the Syrian desert and “Ahabbu Sirlai.” In
the last we recognize the Israelite Ahab whose contribution of
10,000 men and 2,000 chariots perhaps included levies from
Judah and Moab (cf. for the number 1 Ki. x. 26). In 853 the
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allies at least maintained themselves at the battle of Karkar.
Other indecisive battles were fought later, but the precise con-
stitution of the coalition is not recorded. In 842-841 Shalmaneser
records a campaign against Hazael, the new king of Damascus;
no coalition is mentioned, although a battle was fought at Sanir
(Hermon, Deut. iii. ¢9), and the cities of Hauran to the south of
Damascus were spoiled. Tribute was received from Tyre and
Sidon; and Jehu, the new king of Israel, sent gifts of gold, silver,
etc. The “Black Obelisk” (now in the British Museum), which
records the submission of the petty kings, gives an interesting
representation of the humble Israelite emissaries, with their long,
fringed robes and strongly marked physiognomy (see D=rEss).
Yet another expedition in 837 would seem to show that Damascus
was neither crushed nor helpless, but thenceforth, for a number

of years, Assyria was fully occupied elsewhere and the west was |

left to itself. ,

Biblical tradition associates the changes in the thrones of
Israel and Damascus with the work of the prophets Elijah and
Elisha, but without a reference to Assyria. Ahab, it seems, had
aroused popular resentment by encroaching upon the rights of
the people to their landed possessions; had it not been for
Jezebel, the tragedy of Naboth would not have occurred. The
worship of the Tyrian Baal roused a small circle of zealots, and
again the Phoenician marriage was the cause of the evil. Elijah
of Gilead inspired the revolt which culminated in the accession
of Jehu, the son of one Jehoshaphat (or, otherwise, of Nimshi).
The work which Elijah began was completed by Elisha, who
supported Jehu and the new dynasty. The royal families of
Israel and Judah perished in a massacre. While the extirpation
of the cult of Baal was furthered in Israel by Jonadab the
Rechabite, it. was the “people of the land” who undertook a
similar reform in Judah. Jehu (q.v.) became king, as the cham-
pion of the purer worship of Yahweh. The descendants of the
detested Phoenician marriage were rooted out, and. unless the
close intercourse between Israel and Judah had been suddenly
broken, it would be supposed that the new king at least laid
claim to the south. Here, however, Athaliah, daughter of Jez-
ebel, destroyed the Judaean court. Only the babe, Jehoash, was
preserved, and six years later, the priests slew the queen, over-
threw the cult of Baal, and crowned the young child.

8. Damascus, Israel and Judah.—Hazael of Damascus,
Jehu of Israel, and Elisha the prophet, are the three men of the
new age linked together, as though commissioned for like ends
(see 1 Ki. xix. 15-17). Elisha had sent to anoint Jehu as king,
and, while on intimate terms with Bar-hadad (Ben-hadad) of
Damascus, recognized Hazael as its future ruler. But after the
accession of Jehu the situation changed. “In those days Yahweh
began to cut short” (or, amending the text, “to be angry with”)
“Israel.” This brief notice heralds Hazael’s attack upon Israelite
territory east of the Jordan (2 Ki. x. 32). The cause of the
attack is obscure. Certain traditions, it is true, indicate that
Israel had been at war with the Aramaeans from before 853 to
.841, and that Hazael was attacking Gilead at the time when Jehu
revolted; but in the midst of these are other traditions of the
close and friendly relations between Israel and Damascus. (On
the problems of the Elijah-Elisha period, see Camb. Anc. Hist.,
iii. 364 sggq.) The southern kingdom suffered little in the disastrous
wars between Damascus and Israel. Hazael indeed advanced
upon Gath, and Jerusalem was only saved by ‘a timely bribe.
There were internal troubles, and Jehoash perished in a con-
spiracy. His son, Amaziah, had some difficulty in gaining the king-
dom, and showed conspicuous leniency in sparing the children
of his father’s murderers. Israel, on the other hand, was almost
annihilated by the Syrians. These seized Gilead, crossed over
into Palestine, and occupied the land. Jehu’s son, Jehoahaz, saw
his army made “like the dust in threshing,” and the desperate
condition of the country recalls the straits in the time of Saul
(1 Sam. xiii. 6, 7, 19-22), and the days before the. great over-
throw of the northern enemy as described in the Song of Deborah

(Judges v. 6-8). The atrocities committed by Damascus and its |

Ammonite allies upon Gilead were not forgotten (Amos i. 3, 13),
and they illustrate a remarkable interview between Elisha and
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Hazael (2 Ki. viil. 12). Several of the situations can be more
vividly realized from the stories of Syrian wars ascribed to- the
time of Omri’s dynasty, but more probably relating to the
dynasty of Jehu. Under Joash, son of Jehoahaz, the tide turned.
Elisha was apparently the champion, and posterity told of his
exploits when Samaria was visited with the sword.. Thrice Joash
smote the Syrians—in accordance with the last words of the
dying prophet—and Aphek in the Sharon plain, famous in history
for Israel’s disasters, now witnessed three victories. The enemy
under Hazael’s son, Ben-hadad, was driven out and Joash re-
gained the territory which his father had lost (2 Ki. xiii. 25); it
may reasonably be supposed that a treaty was concluded (cf. the
anonymous 1 Ki. xx. 34). But the peace does not seem to have
been popular. The story of the last scene in Elisha’s life ascribes
to Joash an easily. contented disposition which hindered him
from completing his successes. Syria had not been crushed, and
the failure to utilize the opportunity was an act of impolitic
leniency for which Israel was bound to suffer (2 Ki. xiii. 19).
Elisha’s indignation can be illustrated by the denunciation passed
upon an anonymous king by the prophetic party on a similar
occasion (r Ki. x%. 35—43). '

At this stage it is necessary to notice the fresh invasion of
Syria by Hadad (Adad)-nirari, who besieged Mari, king of
Damascus, and exacted a heavy tribute (c. 802 B.C.). A diversion
of this kind would explain the Israelite victories; the subsequent
withdrawal of Assyria would afford the occasion for Damascus
to retaliate. Men in Israel who remembered the wars between
Assyria and Damascus, and the recuperative power of the Ara-
maeans, would perceive the danger of the lenient policy of Joash.
Hadad-nirari claims tribute from Tyre, Sidon and Beth-Omti
(Israel), also from Edom and Pala$tu (Philistia). There are no
signs of an extensive coalition as in the days of Shalmaneser;
Ammon is probably included under Damascus; the position of
Meceab—which had freed itself from Jehoram of Israel-—can
hardly be calculated. But the absence of Judah is surprising.
Both Jehoash (of Judah) and his son, Amaziah, left a great
name; and the latter was comparable only to David (2 Ki. xiv:
3). He defeated Edom in the Valley of Salt, and it is con-
ceivable that Amaziah’s kingdom extended over both Edom and
Philistia. A vaunting challenge to Joash (of Israel) gave rise to
one of the two fables that are preserved in the Old Testament
(for the other see Judges ix. 8 seq.). It was followed by a battle
at Beth-shemesh; the scene would suggest that Philistia also was
involved. The result was the rout of Judah, the capture of
Amaziah, the destruction of the northern wall of Jerusalem, the
sacking of the temple and palace and the removal of hostages to
Samaria (2 Ki. xiv. 12 sgg.). Only a few words are preserved—
taken apparently from an Israelite source—but the details, when
carefully weighed, are extremely significant. This disaster was
scarcely the outcome of a challenge to a trial of strength; it
was rather the sequel to a period of smouldering jealousy and
hostility, and, according to one chronological scheme, 27 years
passed before Judah had another king (Uzziah).

9. Jeroboam and Uzziah.—The defeat of Syria by Joash
(of Israel) was not final. The decisive victories were gained by
Jeroboam II. He saved Israel from being blotted out, and “the
children of Israel dwelt in their tents as of old” (2 Ki. xiii. 3,
xiv. 26 seq.). Syria must have resumed warfare with redoubled
energy, and a state of affairs is presupposed which can be pictured
with the help of narratives that deal with similar historical situa-
tions. In particular, the overthrow of Israel as foreshadowed in
1 Ki. xxii. implies an Aramaean invasion (cf. vv. 17, 25), after
a treaty (xx. 34 sqq.), although this can scarcely be justified by
the events which followed the death of Ahab, in whose time they
are now placed. - Under Jeroboam II. (¢. 785) the borders of
Israel were restored, and the disastrous Aramaean wars avenged.
For a time the kingdom of Van (Urartu, Ararat) was the most
. important factor in the north, and the Hebrews may well have
come into close touch with peoples who were the descendants of
the Hittite, Mitannian and other non-Semitic stock of old. Moab
' was probably tributary; the position of Judah and Edom is in-
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| volved with the chronological problems. According to the Ju-
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daean annals the “people of Judah” set Azariah (Uzziah) upon

his father’s throne; and to his long reign of 32 years are as-

cribed conquests over Philistia and Edom, "the fortification of
Jerusalem and the reorganization of the army. The two great
kings Uzziah and Jeroboam were contemporary, but upon the
relations between them we have no'information; yet had Amaziah
suffered at the hands of Israel, and when, at the death of Jero-
boam, Israel hastened to its end amid anarchy and dissension,
it is unlikely that the southern kingdom was unmoved. All that
can be recognized from the biblical records, however, is the
period of internal prosperity which Israel and Judah en;oyed
under Jeroboam and Uzziah (gg.v.) respectively.

The events which inaugurated the dynasty of Jehu, the‘ ter-
rible Aramaean wars, Yahweh’s “arrow of victory,” and at length
the rise of Jeroboam make the century (c. 850~750 B.C.) one of
the most conspicuous epochs in Hebrew history. The traditions
relating to it are, not improbably, older, relatively speaking, than
those: that. tell of the original founding of the monarchy, cen-
turies earlier. The descriptions of the older periods are, in their
present form, at least, later than the Jehu dynasty, and this
dynasty culminates in the rise of the great Hebrew prophets
(Amos, Hosea, Isaiah, Micah, etc.). That these had predecessors
in the stirring days before them is to be expected—for there is
much in prophecy that makes it far from unique or necessarily
elevated.  But they strike so. distinctive a note, their teaching is
so fundamental, and its effects so evident, that the question
arises whether'the religious: conditions they. condemn are those
as set forth in the literature referring to earlier periods. In fact,
the modern historical and religious study of the Old Testament
turns upon the interpretation of the great prophets, and the re-
lation between them, on the one hand, and the Pentateuch and
historical recensions (see sec. 2, p. 43) on the other. (See fur-
ther HEBrew RELIGION, PROPHET, and the articles on the several
prophets.)

ro. The Fall of the Israelite Monarchy.—Israel’s pros-
perity under Jeroboam II. proved her undoing. The disorders
that hastened the end find analogy in the events of the more
obscure period after the death of the earlier Jeroboam. Only the
briefest details are given. =~ Zechariah was slain after six months
by Shallum ben Jabesh in Ibleam; but the usurper fell a month
later to Menahem (q.7.), who only after much bloodshed estab-
lished his position. Assyria again appeared upon the scene, under
Tiglath-pileser III.; on his approach a coalition was soon formed
which- was ‘overthrown in 738. Among those who paid tribute
were Rasun (the biblical Rezin) of Damascus, Menahem of
Samaria, the kings of Tyre, Byblos and Hamath and the queen
of ‘Aribi (the Syrian desert). Israel was once more in league
with  Damascus and Phoenicia; and the biblical records must
be read in the light of political history. Judah was probably
holding aloof: Its-king, Uzziah, was a leper in his latter days,
and his son ‘and regent, Jotham, claims notice for a circum-
stantial reference to his subjugation of Ammon—the natural
allies of Damascus—for three years (2 Chron. xxvii., ¢f. xxvi. 8).
Scarcely had Assyria withdrawn before Menahem lost his life in
a conspiracy; and Pekah, with the help of Gilead, made himself
king. . The new movement was evidently anti-Assyrian, and
strenuous endeavours were made to present a united front. Judah
was the centre of attack. Rasun and Pekah directed their blows
from the north, Philistia threatened the west flank, and the
Edomites, who drove ‘out the Judaeans from Elath (on the Gulf
of ’Akaba), were no doubt only taking:their part in the concerted
action. A more critical situation could scarcely be imagined.
The throne of David was then occupied by a youth—Ahaz, the
son of Jotham. In this crisis we meet with Isaiah (q.v.), perhaps
the grandest of Hebrew prophets. The disorganized state of
Egypt and the uncertain allegiance of the desert tribes left Judah
without direct aid; on the other hand, opposition to Assyria
among the conflicting interests of Palestine and Syria was rarely
unanimous. Either in the natural course of events—to preserve

the unity of his empire—or influenced by the rich presents of |

gold and silver with which Ahaz accompanied his appeal for help,
Tiglathpileser intervened with campaigns against Philistia (734
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' B.c.) and ‘Damascus (733-732). Israel was punished by the

ravaging of the northern districts, and the king claims to have
carried away ‘the people of “the house of Omri” Pekah was
slain, and one Hoshea (g.v.) was recognized as his successor.
Assyrian -officers were placed in the land and Judah thus gained
its deliverance at the expense of Israel. But the proud Israelites
did not remain submissive for long; Damascus had indeed fallen,
but neither Philistia nor Edom had yet been crushed.

When Israel began to regain confidence, its policy halted be-
tween obedience to Assyria and reliance upon Egypt—though
whether Mizraim (g.».) refers to Egypt proper or includes some
more easterly area is open to dispute. The situation is illustrated
in the writings of Hosea (g.v.). Tiglath-pileser died in 727 and
the slumbering revolt became general. Israel refused the usual
tribute to its overlord, :and definitely threw in its lot with
“Egypt.” In due course Samaria was besieged for three years by
Shalmaneser V. The alliance with So (Seveh, Sibi) of “Egypt,”
upoh whom hopes had been placed; proved futile, and the fore-
bodings - of keen-sighted prophets were justified. Although no
evidence is at hand, it is probable that Ahaz of Judah rendered
service to Assyria by keeping the allies in check; possible, also,
that the former enemies of Jerusalem had now been induced to
turn against Samaria. The actual capture of the Israelite capital
is claimed by Sargon (722), who removed 27,290 of its inhabi-
tants'and 5o chariots. Other peoples were introduced, officers were
placed in charge, and tribute re-imposed. Another revolt was
planned-in 720 in which the province of Samaria joined -with
Hamath and Damascus, with the Phoenician Arpad and Simura,
and with Gaza and “Egypt.” Two battles, one at Karkar in the
north, another at Rapih (Raphia) on the border of Egypt, suf-
ficed to quell the disturbance. The desert peoples who paid trib-
ute on this occasion still continued restless, and in 715 Sargon .
removed men of Tamid, Ibadid, Marsiman, Hayapa (cf. the
Midianite Ephah, Gen. xxv. 4), “the remote Arabs of the desert,”
and placed them in the land of Beth-Omri. Sargon’s statement
is significant for the later history of Samaria; but the biblical
historians take no further interest in the fortunes of the northern
kingdom, and see in Judah the sole survivor of the Israelite
tribés (see 2 Ki. xvii. 7—23). Yet the situation in this neglected
district must continue to provoke enquiry.

11. Judah and Assyria.—Amid these changes the history of
Judah was intimately connected with the south Palestinian peoples.
Ahaz had recognized the sovereignty of Assyria and visited Tig-
lathpileser at Damascus. The Temple-records describe the in-
novations he introduced on his return. Under his son, Hezekiah,
there were fresh disturbances in the southern states, and anti-
Assyrian intrigues began to take a more definite shape among the
Philistine cities. Ashdod openly revolted and found support in
Moab, Edom; Judah and “Egypt.” This step may possibly be
connected. with the attempt of Marduk (Merodach)-baladan in
south Babylonia to form a league against Assyria (cf. 2 Ki. xx.
12); at all events Ashdod fell after a three years’ siege (710)
and for a time there was peace. But with the death of Sargon
in 705 there was another great outburst; practically the whole of
Palestine and Syria was in arms, and Sennacherib’s empire in the
west was threatened.. In both Judah and Philistia the anti-
Assyrian party was not without opposition, and those who ad-
hered or favoured adherence to the great power were justified by
the result. The inevitable lack of cohesion among the petty States
weakened the national cause. At Sennacherib’s approach; Ashdod,
Ammon, Moab and Edom submitted; Ekron, Ascalon, Lachish and
Jerusalem held out - strenuously. The southern allies (with
“Egypt”) were defeated at Eltekeh. Hezekiah was besieged and
compelled to submit (700). The small kings who had remained
faithful were rewarded by an extension of their territories, and
Ashdod, Ekron and Gaza were enriched at Judah’s expense. These
events are related in Sennacherib’s inscription; the biblical records
preserve their own traditions (see further HezEriam).

In the long reign of his son, Manasseh (c. 692), later writers
saw the deathblow to the Judaean kingdom. Much is said of his
wickedness, but few details have come down. The land was
practically under ‘the control of Assyria. Both Esar-Haddon
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(681-669) and Assur-bani-pal (669—c. 626) number among their
tributaries Tyre, Ammon, Moab, Edom, Ascalon, Gaza and
Manasseh himself, and cuneiform dockets unearthed at Gezer
suggest the presence of Assyrian garrisons there, and no doubt
also elsewhere. The situation favoured the spread of foreign
customs, and the condemnation passed upon Manasseh thus, per-
haps, becomes more significant. It is possible that Manasseh
merely assimilated the older Yahweh-worship to Assyrian form;
politics and religion were inseparable, and the supremacy of
Assyria weakened that of Yahweh.

If Judah was compelled to take part in the Assyrian cam-
paigns against Egypt, Arabia (the Syrian desert) and Tyre, this
would only be in accordance with a vassal's duty. But since
tradition preserves some recollection of an offence for which
Manasseh was taken to Babylon to explain his conduct (2 Chron.
xxxiii.), also of the settling of foreign colonists in Samaria by
Esar-Haddon (Ezra iv. 2), it is possible that Judah attempted to
regain its liberty. According to Assur-bani-pal all the western
lands were inflamed by the revolt of his brother, Shamash-shum-
ukin. What part Judah took in the Transjordanic disturbances,
in which Moab feought invading Arabian tribes on behalf of
Assyria, is unknown. Manasseh’s son, Amon, fell in a court
intrigue and “the people of the land,” after avenging the mur-
der, set up in his place the infant Josiah (637). The circumstances
imply a regency; but upon this the records are silent. The decay
of Assyria doubtless awoke the national feeling of independence
and an account is given of Josiah’s religious reforms, based upon
a source partly identical with that which describes the work of
Jehoash (2 Kings xi. seq.). In an age when the oppression and
corruption of the ruling classes had been such that those who
cherished the old worship of Yahweh dared not confide in their
most intimate companions (c¢f. Mi. vii. 5), no reforms were
possible; but now the young Josiah, the popular choice, was
upon the throne: A roll, it was said, had been found in the Temple;
its contents terrified the priests and king, and it led to a solemn
covenant before Yahweh to observe the provisions of the law-
book which had been so opportunely recovered. The writer, as
has been recognized since the days of Jerome, is describing the
discovery of Deuteronomy (q.v.). It is, however, very doubtful
whether it was the book in its present form; although the bibli-
cal writer believed that Josiah successfully put down the high
places and centralized the religion. In any case Josiah’s reforms
were of no lasting effect, to judge from Jeremiah (xxv. 3—7, xxxvi.
seq.) and Ezekiel (xvi., xxiii.). On the other hand Deuteronomy
has a characteristic social-religious side; its humanity, philan-
thropy and charity are the distinctive features of its laws, and
. Josiah’s reputation (Jer. xxii. 15 seq.) and the circumstances in
which he was chosen king may suggest that he, like Jehoash
(2 Ki. xi. 17; ¢f. xxiii.3), had entered into a reciprocal covenant
‘with a people who, as Micah’s writings would indicate, had
suffered grievously. ’

12. The Fall of the Judaean Monarchy.—A new era was
beginning in the history of the world (see PALESTINE: History).
Assyria was rapidly decaying and Egypt, under Psammetichus
(Psamtek) I. had recovered from the blows of Assurbani-pal,
to which the Hebrew prophet, Nahum, refers (iii. 8~10). Chal-
dean prince, Nabopolassar, set himself up in Babylonia. It was,
perhaps, after this that an inroad of the Scythians occurred
(¢c. 626 B.Cc.); if it did not actually touch Judah, the advent of
the people of the north appears to have caused great alarm
(Jer. iv—vi.: Zephaniah). Nineveh fell in 612, and Harran,
whither the court had been removed, was taken in 610. Thus fell
an empire which had dominated Palestine for two centuries, and
whose history in the West went back for a millennium. On the
exultation caused by the events (see Namum), Necho, son of
Psammetichus, marched through Palestine to aid Assyria. Josiah
interposed; possibly he had hopes of extending his kingdom (2
Chron. xxxv. 20 seq. is more reliable than 2 Ki. xxiii. 29 seq.).
That he had authority over a much larger area than Judah alone
is suggested by 2 Ki. xxiii. 19, and by the references to the
border at Riblah, 45 m. south of Hamath (Ezek. vi. 14, xi. 10
seq.). He was slain at Megiddo, and Egypt, as in the long dis-
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tant past, again held Palestine and Syria. The Judaeans made
Jehoahaz (or Shallum) their king, but the Pharaoh banished him
to Egypt three months later and appointed his brother, Jehoiakim.

Meanwhile, Nabopolassar recognized in Necho a dangerous
rival, and sent his son Nebuchadrezzar, who overthrew the
Egyptian forces at Carchemish (605). The battle was the turn-
ing-point of the age. The succession of the new Chaldean or
Babylonian kingdom was assured, though the relations between
Egypt and Judah were not broken off. Jehoiakim was inclined to
rely upon Egypt. He died just as Nebuchadrezzar, after seeing
his warnings disregarded, was preparing to lay siege to Jerusalem.
His young son, Jehoiachin, surrendered after a three months’
reign, with his mother and the court; they were taken away to
Babylonia, together with a number of artisans (597). Jehoiakim’s
brother, Mattaniah, or Zedekiah, was set in his place under an
oath of allegiance, which he broke, preferring Hophra, the new
king of Egypt. A few years later the second siege took place. It
began on the tenth day of the tenth month, Jan. 587. The looked-
for intervention of Egypt was unavailing, although a temporary
raising of the siege inspired wild hopes. Desertion, pestilence and
famine added to the usual horrors of a siege, and at length on the
ninth day of the fourth month, 586, a breach was made in the
walls. Zedekiah fled towards the Jordan valley but was seized and
taken to Nebuchadrezzar at Riblah. His sons were slain before
his eyes, and he himself was blinded and carried off to Babylon
after a reign of 11 years. The Babylonian Nebu-zaradan was sent
to take vengeance upon the rebellious city, and on the seventh
day of the fifth month 586 B.c. Jerusalem was destroyed. The
Temple, palace and city buildings were burned, the walls broken
down, the chief priest, Seraiah, and other leaders were put to
death, and many people again carried off. The disaster became
the great epoch-making event in Jewish history and literature.

Throughout these stormy years the prophet Jeremiah (g.v.)
had realized that Judah’s only hope lay in submission to Baby-
lonia. Stigmatized as a traitor, scorned and imprisoned, he had
not ceased to warn deaf ears, although Zedekiah himself was,
perhaps, open to persuasion. Now the penalty had been paid, and
the Babylonians, whose policy was less destructive than that of
Assyria, contented themselves with appointing as governor a
certain Gedaliah. The new centre was Mizpah, a commanding
eminence and sanctuary, about 5 m. N.W. of Jerusalem; and
here Gedaliah issued an appeal to the people to be loyal to
Babylonia and to resume their former peaceful occupations. The
land had not been devastated, and many gladly returned from their
hiding-places in Moab, Edom and Ammon. But discontented
survivors of the royal family under Ishmael intrigued with Baalis,
king of Ammon. The plot resulted in the murder of Gedaliah
and an unsuccessful attempt to carry off various princesses and
officials who had been left in the governor’s care. This new con-
fusion and a natural fear of Babylonia’s vengeance led many to
feel that their only safety lay in flight to Egypt, and, although
warned by Jeremiah that even there the sword would find them,
they fled south and took refuge in Tahpanhes (Daphnae, ¢.v.),
afterwards forming small settlements in other parts of Egypt.
But the thread of the history is broken, and apart from an allu-
sion to the favour shown to the captive Jehoiachin (with which
the books of Jeremiah and Kings conclude), there is a gap in the
records, and subsequent events are viewed from a new standpoint.

13. Internal Conditions and the Exile.—Many of the exiles
accepted their lot and settled down in Babylonia (cf. Jer. xxix.
4-7); Jewish colonies, too, were being founded in Egypt. The
agriculturists and herdsmen who had been left in Palestine formed,
as always, the staple population, and it is impossible to imagine
either Judah or Israel as denuded of itsinhabitants. The peasants
were left in peace to divide the land among them, and new condi-
tions arose as' they took over the ownerless estates. Here, as
already in Israel, the fall of the monarchy involved a reversion
to a pre-monarchical state, and it is impossible to sever too rigor-
ously two sections of Hebrews who had so much in common.
Indeed, kings of Judah might well have been tempted to restore
the kingdom of their traditional founder, or Assyria might have
been complaisant towards a faithful Judaean vassal. But Israel,
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after the fall of Samaria, is ignored by the Judaean writers, and
lies as a foreign land; although Judah itself had suffered from the
intrusion of foreigners in the preceding centuries of war and
turmoil, and strangers had settled in her midst, had formed part
of the royal guard, or had served as janissaries. .

Samaria had experienced several changes in its original popula-
tion. Settlement upon new soil involved dependence upen its god,
and a priest was sent to instruct the colonists in the fear of
Yahweh. Thenceforth they continued the worship of the Israelite
Yahweh along with their own native cults (2 Ki. xvii. 24-28, 33).
Their descendants claimed participation in the privileges of the
Judaeans (cf. Jer. xli. 5), and must have identified themselves
with the old stock (Ezra iv. 2). Whatever recollection they pre-
served of their origin and of the circumstances of their entry
would. be retold from a new standpoint. To the prophets the
religious position was lower in Judah than in the “sister” Samaria
(Jer. iii. 11 sqq., xxiii. 11 sqq.; Ezek. xvi.-51). The prevalence of
heathen elements in Jerusalem, as detailed in the reforms of
Josiah or in the writings of the prophets (cf. Ezek. viii.), would at
least suggest that the destruction of the State was not entirely a
disaster. The political disasters not only meant a shifting of
population, they also brought into prominence the old popular and
non-official religion, the character of which is not to be con-
demned off-hand. When there were sects like the Rechabites
(Jer. xxxv.), when the Judaean fields could produce a Micah
(g.v.), and- when Israel had men who inherited the spirit of a
. Hosea, the nature of the underlying conditions can be more justly
appreciated. The writings of the prophets were cherished, not only
in the unfavourable atmosphere of courts (see Jer. xxxvi., 21
$qq.), but also in the circles of their followers (Isa. viii. 16). In the
smaller sanctuaries the old-time beliefs were maintained, and the
priests, often perhaps of the older native stock, were the recognized
guardians of the religious cults. The stories of earlier days en-
circle places which are not regarded as illegitimate, and in the
form in which the dim traditions of the past are now preserved

they reveal an attempt to purify popular belief and thought. It

may be, therefore, that Deuteronomy and the popular narratives
J. and E. (in their present form), belong here. (See HEBREW
RELIGION, sec. 11 $qq.)

14. Restoration of Judah.—The course of events from the
middle of the 6th century B.c. to the close of the Persian period
is extremely obscure, although much indirect evidence indicates
that this age holds the key to the growth of written biblical his-
tory. It was an age of literary activity, which manifested itself,
not in contemporary historical records—only a few of which have
survived—but rather in the special treatment of previously
existing sources (see Ezra and NEuEMIAH). In 561 B.C. the cap-
tive Judaean king, Jehoiachin, received special marks of favour
from Nebuchadrezzar’s son, Amil-marduk (2 Ki. xxv. 27 sgq.;
Jer. lii. 31-34). A little later Tyre received as its king, Merbaal
(555-552), who had been fetched from Babylonia. If Babylon
was assured of the allegiance of its vassals. further acts of clem-
ency may well have followed. But the later recension of Judaean
history—our only source—entirely ignores the elevation of Je-
hoiachin, and, passing over the exile, proceeds at once to the first
years of Cyrus, who proclaims as his Divine mission the rebuild-
ing of the Temple (538) (2 Chron. xxxvi.). The Judaean Shesh-
bazzar (a corruption of some Babylonian name) brought back the
Temple vessels which Nebuchadrezzar had carried away and pre-
pared to undertake the work at the expense of the royal purse.
A large body of exiles is said to have returned to Jerusalem under

Zerubbabel, who was of Davidic descent, and the priest Jeshua,

or Joshua, the grandson of the murdered Seraiah (Ezra i~ii.; v.
13-vi. 5). When these refused the proffered help of the people
of Samaria, men of the same faith as themselves (iv. 2), their
troubles began, and the Samaritans retaliated by preventing the
rebuilding. ,

The next historical notice is dated in the second year of Darius
(520), when two prophets, Haggai and Zechariah (gg.v.) kindled
‘the Judaeans to new efforts. Despite opposition, the work went
steadily onwards, thanks to the favour of Darius, and the Temple
was completed four years later, 516 B.c. (Ezra v. 2, vi. 13 sqq.).
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On the other hand, from the independent writings ascribed to
these prophets, it appears that no considerable body of exiles could
have returned—it is still an event of the future (Zech. ii. 7, vi.
15); little, if anything, had been done to the Temple (Hag. ii.
15); and Zerubbabel is the one to take in hand and complete the
great undertaking (Zech. iv. 9). The prophets address themselves
to men living in comfortable abodes with olive-fields and vine-
yards, suffering from bad seasons and agricultural depression, and,
though the country is unsettled, there is no reference to any active
opposition on the part of Samaritans. So far from drawing any
lesson from the brilliant event in the reign of Cyrus, the prophets
imply that Yahweh’s wrath was still upon the unfortunate city,
and that Persia was still the oppressor. Consequently, although
small bodies of individuals no doubt came back to Judah from
time to time, and some special mark of favour may have been
shown by Cyrus, the opinion has gained ground since the early
arguments of E. Schrader (Studien und Kritiken, 1867, pp. 460-
504), that the compiler’s representation of the history is less
trustworthy than the independent evidence of the prophetical
writings. His main object is to make the new Israel, the post-
exilic community at Jerusalem, continuous, as a society, with the
old Israel.

Unfortunately, the internal conditions in the 6th century B.c.
can be only indirectly estimated, and the political position must
remain for the present quite uncertain. In Zerubbabel the people
beheld once more a ruler of the Davidic race. The new temple
heralded a new future; the mournful fasts commemorative of
Jerusalem’s disasters would become feasts; Yahweh had left the
Temple at the fall of Jerusalem, but had now returned to sanctify
it with his presence; the city had purged its iniquity and was fit
once more to become the central sanctuary. So Haggai sees in
Zerubbabel the representative of the ideal kingdom, the trusted
and highly favoured minister who was the signet-ring upon
Yahweh’s hand (contrast Hag. ii. 23 with Jer. xxii. 24). Zecha-
riah, in his turn, proclaims the overthrow of all difficulties in the
path of the new king, who shall rule in glory supported by the
priest (Zech. vi.). What political aspirations were revived, what
other writers were inspired by these momentous events are ques-
tions of inference. Again there is a gap in the history. (For the
view that there was an important movement of semi-Edomite
clans to north Judah after the fall of Jerusalem, see Camb. Anc.
Hist., vi. ch. vii.; see also Kings, FIRST AND SECOND B0OK OF.)

15. Nehemiah.—The history passes abruptly from the time of
Zerubbabel to the reign of Artaxerxes I. (but A. II. according to
Torrey). Thé enthusiastic hopes have melted away, the Davidic
scion has disappeared and Jerusalem has been—as it would seem
—the victim of another disaster. ‘The country is under Persian
officials, the nobles and priests form the local government, and the
ground is being prepared for the erection of a hierocracy. It is the
work of rebuilding and reorganization, of social and of religious
reforms, which we encounter in the last pages of biblical history,
and in the records of Ezra and Nehemiah we stand in Jerusalem
in the very centre of epoch-making events. Nehemiah, the. cup-
bearer of Artaxerxes at Susa, distressed at the news of the desola-
tion of Jerusalem, obtained permission from the king to rebuild
the ruins. Provided with an escort and with the right to obtain.
supplies of wood for the buildings, he returned to the city of his
fathers’ sepulchres (the allusion may suggest his royal ancestry).
He aroused the people to the necessity of fortifying and repopu-
lating the city. Sanballat of Horon, Tobiah the Ammonite, and
Gashmu the Arabian (? Edomite) unceasingly opposed him.
Tobiah and his son, Johanan, were related by marriage to Judaean -
secular and priestly families, and active intrigues resulted, in
which nobles and prophets took their part. It was insinuated that
Nehemiah had his prophets to proclaim that Judah had again its
own king, and that he was intending to rebel against Persia!
Nehemiah naturally gives us his version; the earlier enthusiasm
of Haggai and Zechariah for Zerubbabel would illustrate the feel-
ings of Nehemiah’s partisans. But Tobiah and Johanan them-
selves were worshippers of Yahweh (as their names show), and
consequently, with prophets taking different sides and with the
Samaritan claims summarily repudiated (Neh. ii. 20; ¢f. Ezra iv.
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3), it is difficult to gather all the facts.

Nevertheless the undaunted Judaean pressed on unmoved by
the threatening letters which were sent around, and succeeded in
completing the walls within 52 days. Nehemiah also appears as
governor of the small district of Judah and Benjamin. Famine,
the avarice of the rich, and the necessity of providing tribute
had brought the humbler classes to the lowest straits. Faced with
old social abuses, he vehemently contrasted the harshness of the
nobles with the generosity of the exiles, who would redeem their
poor countrymen from slavery. He himself had always refrained
from exacting the usual provision which other governors had
claimed; indeed, he had readily entertained over 1350 officials and
dependants at his table, apart from casual refugees (Neh. v.).
We hear something of a 12 years’ governorship and of a second
visit; but the evidence does not enable us to determine the
sequence (xiii. 6). Neh. v. is placed in the middle of the building
of the walls in 52 days; the other reforms during the second visit
are closely connected with the dedication of the walls, and with
the events which immediately follow his first arrival, when he
had come to rebuild the city. Nehemiah also remedies religious
abuses. He found the busy agriculturists and traders (some from
Tyre) pursuing their usual labours on the Sabbath, now more
strictly observed, and he pointed to the disasters which had re-
sulted in the past from such profanation (Neh. xiii. 18; ¢f. Jer.
xvil. 20 sqq.; Ezek. xx. 13-24; Isa. Ivi. 2, 6; lviii. 13).

Moreover, the maintenance of the Temple servants called for
supervision; the customary allowances had not been paid to the
Levites, who had come to Jerusalem after the smaller shrines had
been put down, and they had forsaken the city. His last acts
were the most significant. Jews had married women of Ashdod,
Ammon and Moab, and the impetuous governor indignantly ad-
jured them to desist from the historic cause of national sin. Even
members of the priestly families had intermarried with Tobiah
and Sanballat; the former had a chamber in the Temple, the
daughter of the latter was the wife of a son of Joiada, the son
of the high priest, Eliashib. Tobiah was cast out, the offending
priest expelled and a general purging followed, in which the
foreign elements were removed. With this Nehemiah brings the
account of his reforms to a conclusion, and the words “Remember
me, O my God, for good” (xiii. 31) have a meaning. According
to Josephus (A4nt. xi. 7, 2), a certain Manasseh, the brother of
Jaddua and grandson of Joiada, refused to divorce his wife, the
daughter of Sanballat. For this he was driven out, and, taking
refuge with the Samaritans, founded a rival temple and priesthood

- upon Mt. Gerizim, to which repaired other priests and Levites who
had been’ guilty of mixed marriages.. There is little doubt that
Josephus refers to the same events; but he places the schism and
the foundation of the'new Temple in the time of Alexander the
Great. At all events, there is now a complete rupture with
Samaria, and thus, in the concluding chapter of the last of the
historical books of the Old Testament, Judah maintains its claim
to the heritage of Israel and reJects the right of the Samaritans
to the title.

16. Ezra.—In this separatlon of the Judaeans from religious
and 'social intercourse with their neighbours, the work of Ezra
(g.v.) requires notice. The story of this scribe (now combined
with the memoirs of Nehemiah) crystallizes the new movement
inaugurated after a return of exiles from-Babylonia. The age can
also be illustrated from Isa. Ivi~Ixvi. and Malachi (gq. 'u) There
was a poor and weak Jerusalem, its Temple stood in need of
renovation, its temple-service was mean, its priests unworthy of
their office. ‘On the one side was the poverty of the poor; on the
other the pride of the governors. There were two religious parties:

- one exclusive, the other more cosmopolitan-and syncretising,

extended a freer welcome to strangers, and tolerated the popular
and superstitious cults of the day (Isa. Ixv. seq.). But the former
won and, realizing that the only hope of maintaining a pure wor-
ship of Yahweh lay in a forcible isolation from foreign influence,
it took measures to ensure the religious independence of their
assembly. It is related that Ezra, the scribe and priest, returned
to Jerusalem with priests and Levites, lay exiles, and a store of
vessels for the Temple. He was commissioned to enquire into the
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religious condition of the land and to disseminate the teaching of
the Law to which he had devoted himself (Ezra vii.). On his
arrival the people were gathered together, and he read “the book
of the Law of Moses” daily for seven days (Neh. viii.). They
entered into an agreement to obey its teaching, undertaking in
particular to avoid marriages with foreigners (x. 28 sgg.). An
account is given of this reform (Ezra ix. seq.), and Ezra’s horror
at the intermarriages, which threatened to destroy the distinctive
character of the community, sufficiently indicates the attitude of
the stricter party. The true seed of Israel separated themselves
from all foreigners (not, however, without some opposition). and
formed an exclusively religious body or “congregation.” Dreams
of political freedom gave place to hopes of religious independence,
and “Israel” became a church, the foundation of which it sought
in the desert of Sinai a thousand years before. (See SAMARITANS;
EzrA AND NEHEMIAH, BookS OF; NEHEMIAH.)

17. Post-exilic Judaism.—With Nehemiah and Ezra we enter
upon the era of normative Judaism. Judah was a religious com-
munity whose representative was the high priest of Jerusalem.
Instead of sacerdotal kings, there were royal priests, anointed
with oil, arrayed with kingly insignia, claiming the usual royal
dues in addition to the customary rights of the priests. With
his priests and Levites, and with the chiefs and nobles of the
Jewish families, the high priest directs this small State, and his
death marks an epoch as truly as did that of the monarchs in the
past. This hierarchical government, which can find no foundation
in the Hebrew monarchy, is the forerunner of the Sanhedrin (see
SYNEDRIUM); it is an institution which, however inaugurated,
set its stamp upon the narratives which have survived. Laws
were recast in accordance with the requirements of the . time,
with the result that by the side of usages evidently of very great
antiquity, details now appear Wthh were previously unknown or
wholly unsuitable.

The post-exilic' priestly spirit represents a tendency which is
not 'to be found in the “Deuteronomic” book of Kings, but is
conspicuous in the later, and tc some extent parallel, book of
Chronicles (g.v.). The “priestly” traditions of the Creation and
of the patriarchs are in marked contrast to the earlier narratives,
and appear in a further developed form in the still later book
of Jubilees (g.v.) or “Little Genesis,” where they are used to
demonstrate the pre-Mosaic antiquity of the priestly or Levitical
institutions. There is also an unmistakable development in the
laws; and the priestly legislation, though ahead of both Ezekiel
and Deuteronomy, not to mention still earlier usage, not only
continues to undergo continual internal modification, but finds a
further distinct development in the way of definition and inter-
pretation, - outside the Old Testament—in the Talmud (g.v.).
Though one may often be repelled by the post-exilic priestly
literature, their lack of, spontaneity and their ritualism, it must
be recognized that they placed Monotheism upon a firm basis. “It
was a necessity that Judaism should incrust itself in this manner;
without those hard and ossified forms the preservation of its
essential elements would have proved impossible. At a time when
all nationalities, and at the same time all bonds of religion and
national customs, were beginning to be broken up in the seeming
cosmos ahd ‘real chaos of the Graeco-Roman empire, the Jews
stood out like a rock in the midst of the ocean. When the natural
conditions of independent nationality all failed them, they never-
theless artificially maintained it with an energy truly marvellous,
and thereby preserved for themselves, and at the same time for
the whole world, an eternal good.” (Wellhausen.)

Yet the whole experience of subsequent history, through the
heroic age of the Maccabees (g.v.) and onwards, proves that
the minuteness of ritual procedure could not cramp the heart.
The work represented in Nehemiah and Ezra, and effected by the
supporters of an exclusive Judaism, certainly won the day, and
it left its impress upon the historical traditions. But "Yahwism,
like Islam, had its sects and tendencies, and the opponents to the
stricter ritualism always had followers. Whatever the predomi-
nant party might think of foreign marriages, the tradition of the
half-Moabite origin of David serves, in the beautiful idyll of
Ruth (g.v.), to emphasize the debt which Judah and Jerusalem
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owed to one of its neighbours. Again, although some desired a
self-contained community opposed to the heathen neighbours of
Jerusalem, the story of Jonah (g.v.) implicitly contends against
the attempt of Judaism to close its doors. The conflicting ten-
dencies were incompatible, but Judaism retained the incompatibili-
ties within its limits, and the two tendencies, prophetical and
priestly, continue, the former finding its further development in
the rise of Christianity.

See the bibliography to Bisik, Old Testa,ment; Kittel, Geschichte
des Volkes Israels; and Camb. Anc. History, ii. ch. xiv.; iii. ch. xvii-xx.,
and vi ch. vii with their bibliographies; A. Lods, The Prophets and
the Rise of Judaism (1937); W. O. E. Oesterley and T. H. Robinson,
A History of Israel, 2 vols. (1932). . (S.A.C.;X)

Hebraism and Hellenism.—The Jews came into contact with
Greek culture when they were fully conscious of their own. They
had been moulded by suffering: they had already achieved a his-
tory. They could look back to a kingdom which, for several
centuries, had stood happily and honourably, which had fallen
heroically and which had reared a race whose religion and patriot-
ism neither misfortune could kill nor prosperity corrupt. Their
memories of the past were vivid, enshrining traditions of divine
messages and teachings of great prophets. This spiritual heritage
fortified them in captivity to preserve their identity and to live
with unquenchable hope for the day of return. They had, in pro-
cess of time, achieved their desire and they had consolidated their
state anew. Ezra had rescued the Torah and: his institutions had
schooled the Jews to meet alike the onslaught of enemies and the
influence of foreign cultures, without loss of individuality. There-
fore, the work of the past was now accomplished: present and
future were assured. Judaism was safe in the custody of the
Jew. At this juncture he was confronted with Hellenism. Alex-
ander swept into Asia with ease: he planted Greek seeds on an
Oriental soil and his tree flourished. The kingdom of Bactria
which he founded was an outpost of Greek civilization: his
settlers, artists and craftsmen, introduced elements which never
disappeared entirely. Indian statuary has preserved traces of the
models which these Greeks in Bactria showed to their Indian
pupils and apprentices. The reasons for Alexander’s swift suc-
cess, for the absence of difficulties and for the results he achieved
need not be discussed here. The contrasts between the conditions
he encountered in Asia and those which prevailed in Palestine will
readily suggest themselves. But if it be accurate to hold that his
work further East so largely decayed through the indifference,
inertia and lack of homogeneity of the populations over which
he imposed his sway, no similar verdict can apply to Palestine.
Here none of these qualities can be held responsible. The advent
of Alexander mattered little to the Jews because the Jew had
already made up his mind what his destiny was to be and what his
mission demanded of him.

Compared with Rome, Greece has touched the Jew but slightly.
To this day the Jew sits down to a Passover celebration in which
many details of Roman table etiquette survive. From White-
chapel to Cochin, from New York to Cairo, Jews, poor and rich
alike, unconsciously reproduce on Passover night the habits of
the triclinium and dine as Horace dined at the feasts of Maecenas.
No other people, no cultural force, has left so deep an imprint
on the Jew. Neither Egypt, Persia, Greece, nor the Renaissance
penetrated Jewish culture as deeply as did Rome, the power,
moreover, that destroyed the Temple and finally broke up the
Jewish State. The influence of the Greeks on the Jews was post-
poned until long after the Greeks had lived. When mediaeval
Jews set themselves to translate Aristotle and transmit his philos-
ophy to Europe, the two cultures may be said to have met. But
it was Aristotle the master, not Alexander the disciple, who
brought about the meeting. Two causes may be held responsible
for this. It may be that the premature death of Alexander pre-
vented the fulfilment of his plans, which his successors had not the
breadth of vision to complete, or it may be that the Jewish mind
was essentially practical and temperamentally incapable of re-
acting to Athenian culture: the Torah and Plato’s Republic are
by some regarded as representing different and incongruent ex-
pressions of life. It may be alleged that the loss of-one individ-
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ual, however influential, is powerless to stem a cultural flood,
nevertheless it would seem that in this case the death of Alex-
ander is the more correct answer. Jew and Greek did in fact
meet. Mnéé&r &yavr is as Jewish as it is Greek in spirit. There are
books in the Old Testament canon as well as in the Apocrypha
which reflect Greek thought. Job is a Hebrew Prometheus
Vinctus, Esther is composed on the stylistic model of a Euripidean
drama and the parallels between Canticles and Theocritus, though
often exaggerated, are not to be overlooked. Philo strove to make
Jewish literature known to the Greeks while, at last, Paul, an
offshoot of Judaism, combined Jewish-Christian teaching with
Hellenic method and expression. During four centuries the Jews
were under Greek influence because from the time of Alexander
until the destruction of Jerusalem, Greek culture prevailed in
Palestine, irrespective of the nationality of the governor of the
province.

Alexander the Great.— Josephus gives an account of a
friendly visit of Alexander to Jerusalem: the historicity of this
incident has been challenged but whether the meeting with the
High Priest be historically true in the letter or not, it is certainly
true that between Alexander and the Jews cordial relations ex-
isted. There is no reason to doubt either that they were given
privileges in his army by which they were enabled to observe their
religion (already in 419 B.c. Darius II. issued orders enabling
his Jewish soldiers at Elephantine to observe the Passover and
abstain from leaven [see pp. 6o seq. of A. Cowley’s Aramaic
papyri of the Fifth Century B.C., Oxf., 1923]), or that a quarter

- was assigned to them in his newly founded city in Egypt. In his

honour, Jews adopted his name as a ském qdadhosh, i.e., a Jewish
as opposed to a Gentile name; and this indicates the esteem in
which Alexander was 