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The writers of the present volume have had, according to their own statement, in mind the
requirements more especially of general Christian readers and students. While scholarly throughout,
it is not technical; it gives what is likely to be of interest and use to the class of readers named
and avoids discussion of points which only the expert student is apt to enquire into. Thus, e.g.,
although a brief account is given of the Essenes and their mode of life, no opinion is expressed on
the origin of the order, nor on its relation to Christianity, even the question of its connection with
the Therapeutae is passed by in silence. The book is divided into three parts: I. Introductory; II.
Dogmatic Judaism; III. Practical Religion. Of these three the second and third are, in our opinion,
most in harmony with the proposed scope of the work. In the first division, which is largely occupied
with the antecedents and sources of Judaism, perhaps too much is given. We can well imagine that
the protracted survey of the literature of tradition, Targums, Mishnah, Tosephta, Baraithas, the two
Talmuds, Midrashim and liturgies will somewhat weary and discourage the average reader before
he comes to the more interesting second and third divisions. It is only fair, however, to say that the
authors have made the best of what is inherently a very unwieldy and confusing subject. The reader
who should feel the need and desire of making a general acquaintance with these matters is less
likely to find himself bewildered and lost here than if he were to resort for enlightenment to some
technical encyclopedia either Jewish or Christian. In the discussion of the Apocalyptic literature we
notice an inclination to adopt the view of Baldensperger, according to whom the Messianic hope as
voiced in this literature represents the better, more spiritual, more universalistic, less self-centered
element in Judaism,—the opposite pole of the Nomistic tendency usually held responsible for the
typical faults of the Jewish system. In a later connection this view assumes the more specific form that
the Apocalyptic writings are identified with the Hellenistic strain of Judaism, and that particularly
as regards the Messianic concept, a position reminding of Friedländer. Altogether apart from the
problematical character of this theory, it would have been more in keeping with the general scope
of the work in its avoidance of abstract technical problems if no exception to this had been made in
the present case.
The second division, on Dogmatic Judaism, deals in succession with the Law, the Jewish Conception
of God, Intermediate Agencies between God and Man, the Jewish Doctrine of the Messiah,
Eschatology, the Jewish Doctrine of Sin and the Jewish Doctrine of Baptism. Among the many
interesting things here set forth we would call special attention to the reasons assigned on pp. 132
ff. for the decline in synagogue attendance and the largely prevailing indifferentism with regard to
the traditional orthodox type of religion among modern Jews. As such are stated: the conduct of the
services in the synagogue in a language not understood by the people—the dullness and unimpressing
nature of these services—the passive role assigned to the congregation—the archaic character of some
of the customs in vogue in the worship, which renders them alien to the modern at least to the
Western mind, e.g., that no women are allowed in the body of the synagogue—the time of the chief
service, on Saturday, when the world around is busy. Some of these reasons invite a comparison
with the Roman Catholic worship, which labors to some extent under similar disadvantages, and
yet, in spite of these, seems to have a firm hold upon the people. Undoubtedly the main reason for
the difference lies in this, that the Roman Church is what the Jewish Church is not, a soteriological,

sacramentarian institution, which throws the emphasis not upon what comes to its adherents
through the channel of consciousness but through the mystical operation of the means of grace. It is
here that Judaism is deficient: it has all the disadvantages and none of the advantages of its archaic
make-up. The sacrifices are gone and the Messianic hope is purely a matter of the future.
Of equal interest with the foregoing is the parallelism, suggested on p. 149, between what may
be observed in the Roman Church of today and has in the last hundred years been observed in
Judaism, viz., that the doctrine of tradition as a rule of truth is made to do service for incorporating
to a considerable extent the results of modern biblical criticism. The attitude of such a writer as
Loisy reminds from a formal point of view strongly of the position of Jewish scholars like Krochmal,
Rappoport and Zunz, “who sought to compensate for the loss of the Bible as formerly interpreted by
elevating the authority of tradition.” This puts the finishing touch to the striking similarity which the
development of the idea of tradition in the Romish Church bears to its development in Judaism.
In working out the third division of the work, although there are two chapters devoted to the
education and life of the Jew, the authors have for the rest given attention mainly to a portrayal of
the religious customs connected with the synagogue. The ritual elements in the everyday life of the
Jew, not directly associated with the public conduct of worship are not so clearly brought out. More
than half of the illustrations belong to this section of the book. A general index and glossary, as well
as an index of reference to the Bible, the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha are appended. We regret to
observe that in the earlier signatures the proof-reading has been rather carelessly done. We note on
p. xv “end edition” for “2nd edition”; on p. 23 the ungrammatical sentence: “it may perhaps be due
to the contrast . . . that accounts”; p. 31, J. Rendel Harrison; p. 49, aggeloj; p. 51, the incomplete
sentence: “The earliest text-book of the oral law (compiled in its present official form about 200
A.D.).”

